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**1AC**

1AC – Inherency [1/1]
Troops and funding to Afghanistan are increasing, continuing a failed and costly security strategy.
Press TV, 5-28-10 [http://www.presstv.ir/detail.aspx?id=128126&sectionid=3510203]
The US Senate has approved 33 billion dollars in funding for President Barack Obama's plans to send another 30,000 troops to Afghanistan. The measure, which was approved late Thursday by a 67-28 margin, came against the criticism of several leading Democrats who support an exit strategy. Earlier, the Senate rejected a proposal that would have required Obama to submit a withdrawal timetable. Democratic Senator Russ Feingold, who has called for a detailed timetable for a troop withdrawal, said it would avoid future emergency spending bills. The war in Afghanistan has cost the US over 300 billion dollars so far. Obama has set July 2011 as a starting date for withdrawing American troops from the war-torn country. Attacks against some 130,000 foreign troops in Afghanistan have recently been on the rise. The US plans to deploy 30,000 extra troops by August in an effort to bring the growing militancy under control. The 2001 US-led invasion of Afghanistan has so far failed to bring security to the war-ravaged country. 
And, despite public statements, announcements of coming withdrawal are false and toothless.

Katrina vanden Heuvel, editor and publisher of the Nation and political author-commentator, 5-26-10 [http://www.washingtonpost.com/wp-dyn/content/article/2010/05/25/AR2010052502255.html?hpid=opinionsbox1]

The House bill has 91 co-sponsors. A strong showing in the House -- where the amendment would probably receive more than 130 votes -- will demonstrate to the president that there is increasing concern in Congress and throughout the country about the danger of an open-ended commitment in Afghanistan. Even though Obama said he will begin withdrawing troops in July 2011, that is a tentative date at best -- and perhaps just the beginning of the kind of very slow withdrawal we see now in Iraq. Vietnam and Iraq both demonstrated how easy it is to get into war and how difficult it is to get out. We now see that dilemma in Afghanistan. Withdrawal will demand a huge political lift and may well lead to the question, "What were the last eight years of lost blood and treasure about?"

1AC – Plan [1/1]

The United States federal government should withdraw all or nearly all of its police presence in Afghanistan. 
1AC – Karzai Credibility [1/3]
Advantage __ is Karzai Credibility –
U.S. police presence is steadily eroding support for the Karzai government.

Katrina vanden Heuvel, editor and publisher of the Nation and political author-commentator, 5-26-10 [http://www.washingtonpost.com/wp-dyn/content/article/2010/05/25/AR2010052502255.html?hpid=opinionsbox1]
As we pass this grim marker, the Obama administration's strategy in Afghanistan is foundering because it is fundamentally flawed. It lacks a clear, achievable mission, isn't in our national security interest and costs too much in treasure and lives. The counterinsurgency strategy to win the hearts and minds of Afghans is failing -- a Pentagon report last month revealed that only 29 of 121 critical Afghan districts could be classified as "sympathetic to the government," compared with 48 "supportive of or sympathetic to" the Taliban. The number of Afghans who rated U.S. and NATO troops "good" or "very good" dropped from 38 percent in December to 29 percent in March -- perhaps as a result of the civilian casualties that are on the rise.
Specifically, military presence destroys Karzai’s attempt at Taliban talks.

Tom Hayden, @ NPR, 6-8-10 [The Nation: The beginning of the end for Afghanistan,” http://www.npr.org/templates/story/story.php?storyId=127554526]
It is possible, therefore, to envision gradual pressure causing President Obama to accept peace talks and a withdrawal timetable as substantive additions to his current pledge to "begin" US troop withdrawals by July 2011. Currently, however, Obama is committed to a military surge in Kandahar, increasing drone and Special Operations attacks and blocking efforts by Afghan president Hamid Karzai and his national peace convention to launch talks with the Taliban. 

Successful Taliban reconciliation and reintegration is critical to establishing a national unity government – mullahs won’t support terror. 

Robert Naiman, National Coordinator of Just Foreign Policy, Novermber/December 2009 [“Should the United States withdraw from Afghanistan?, Cato Policy Report, http://www.cato.org/pubs/policy_report/v31n6/cpr31n6-3.html]

The Afghan government cannot be perceived as legitimate when it doesn't have effective input into key decisions affecting the country's welfare. Whether and how the war should continue, whether and with whom there should be negotiations, isn't being decided in Kabul. President Karzai asked for an agreement governing the conduct of foreign forces and said there should be negotiations with top insurgent leaders. The U.S. government has ignored these demands. President Karzai has said he would invite the Taliban to a loya jirga, or grand tribal council, to restart stalled peace talks. The idea of a broad national reconciliation process in Afghanistan that includes tribes backing the Taliban and other insurgents has long been advocated by the top U.N. official for Afghanistan, Kai Eide. A new loya jirga could establish a new national unity government including leaders representative of Afghanistan's various insurgencies. The proposition that there will eventually be negotiations with insurgents in Afghanistan has been accepted by U.S. leaders. Admiral Mullen says we can't do so now because we'd be bargaining from a position of weakness. But more war is not likely to significantly affect the fundamental outlines of an eventual agreement. We should start negotiations now. The sooner negotiations begin, the sooner they can be concluded. U.S. officials have said Mullah Omar is "irreconcilable." But the United States has one overriding legitimate national security interest in Afghanistan: that it not be a base for organizing attacks against the United States. Reports in the British press of past peace talks have indicated that Taliban leaders accept the legitimacy of that U.S. interest. If Mullah Omar will sign and enforce an agreement that Afghanistan will not be a base for organizing attacks on the United States, then he is "reconcilable" to the interests of the majority of Americans. If the United States signals willingness to negotiate a withdrawal timetable with a national unity government, that will be a strong incentive for the formation of such a government: whoever participates will be at the table for negotiations.
1AC -- Karzai Credibility [2/3]

Karzai’s ability to maintain inter-ethnic unity is the vital internal link to Afghan stability.

Donnelly ‘07

(Thomas, Resident Fellow – AEI, “Legacy Agenda”, 2-13, http://www.aei.org/publications/pubID.25613,filter.all/pub_detail.asp)

Second, we must stop undermining the Karzai government. It has become increasingly fashionable for inside-the-beltway types to lament the Afghan president’s many weaknesses. Yes, he has made a political alliance with corrupt factional leaders, and yes, the problems of the drug trade complicate Kabul’s authority. But state-building in Afghanistan is marathon work, and without a political coalition that crosses ethnic divides, the process could well collapse. Karzai, a Pashtun, enjoys a unique level of trust across Afghanistan’s minorities, not least from the Tajik Panjshiris, the dominant force of the Northern Alliance that resisted Taliban control. Maintaining a Tajik-Pashtun front in Kabul is delicate work, and Karzai remains, in the words of longtime Afghanistan observer David Isby, the “indispensable man.”[16]
Afghan stability is critical to prevent numerous escalatory Central Asian conflicts.

Szayna and Oliker ‘03

(Thomas S., and Olga, Political Scientists – RAND, Faultlines of Conflict in Central Asia and the South Caucasus, http://www.rand.org/pubs/monograph_reports/2005/RAND_MR1598.sum.pdf)

The situation in Afghanistan and Pakistan, as well as the troop presence of U.S., Russian, and other forces in the region may serve to catalyze state failure in a number of ways, perhaps making significant conflict more proximate than it might otherwise have been. Refugee flows into the region could strain the treasuries and stretch the capacities of states to deal with the influx. They can also potentially be a mechanism for countergovernment forces to acquire new recruits and assistance. This is of particular concern given the history of Al Qaeda and Taliban support to insurgent groups in Central Asia, as well as the ethnic links and overlaps between Afghanistan and the Central Asian states. To date, the rise of insurgencies linked to radical Islam has either caused or provided an excuse for the leadership in several states to become increasingly authoritarian, in many ways aggravating rather than alleviating the risk of social unrest, and it is entirely plausible that this trend will continue. Moreover, if the U.S.-Russian relationship improves, Russian officials may take advantage of the opportunity, combined with U.S. preoccupation with its counterterror campaign, to take actions in Georgia and Azerbaijan that these states will perceive as aggressive. Meanwhile, U.S. forces in the region may be viewed as targets by combatants in the Afghanistan war and by insurgent efforts against the Central Asian governments. The situation in Afghanistan will almost certainly have an impact on the faultlines in Central Asia and possibly those in the South Caucasus. While it remains too early to predict just what that impact might be, regardless of the situation in Afghanistan, there remains excellent reason to believe that over the next 15 years separatists will continue to strive to attain independence (as in Georgia) and insurgency forces to take power (as in Uzbekistan, Kyrgyzstan, and Tajikistan). This could spread from the countries where we see it currently to possibly affect Kazakhstan, Turkmenistan, and Azerbaijan. It could also result in responses by states that see a neighboring insurgency as a threat, and by others that pursue insurgents beyond their own borders. Insofar as U.S. forces stay involved in the region, it could draw the United States into these Central Asian and South Caucasus conflicts.
1AC -- Karzai Credibility [3/3]
This is the most probable scenario for escalation to global nuclear war

Blank ‘99

(Stephen, Professor of Research – Strategic Studies Institute, US Army War College, Oil and Geopolitics in the Caspian Region)

Past experience suggests Moscow will even threaten a Third World War if there is Turkish intervention in the Transcaucasus and the 1997 Russo-Armenian Treaty of Friendship, Cooperation, and Mutual Assistance and the 1994 Turkish-Azerbaijani Treaty of Friendship and Cooperation suggest just such a possibility. Conceivably, the two larger states could then be dragged in to rescue their allies from defeat. The Russo-Armenian treaty is a virtual bilateral military alliance against Baku, in that it reaffirms Russia’s lasting military presence in Armenia, commits Armenia not to join NATO, and could justify further fighting in Nagorno-Karabakh or further military pressure against Azerbaijan that will impede energy exploration and marketing. It also reconfirms Russia’s determination to resist an expanded U.S. presence and remain the exclusive regional hegemon. Thus, many structural conditions for conventional war or protracted ethnic conflict where third parties intervene now exist in the Transcaucasus. Many Third World conflicts generated by local structural factors have great potential for unintended escalation. Big powers often fear obliged to rescue their proxies and protégés. One or another big power may fail to grasp the stakes for the other side since interests here are not as clear as in Europe. Hence, commitments involving the use of nuclear weapons or perhaps even conventional war to prevent defeat of a client are not well established or clear as in Europe. For instance, in 1993 Turkish noises about intervening in the Karabakh War on behalf of Azerbaijan induced Russian leaders to threaten a nuclear war in such a case. This confirms the observations of Jim Hoagland, the international correspondent of the Washington Post, that “future wars involving Europe and America as allies will be fought either over resources in chaotic Third World locations or in ethnic upheavals on the southern fringe of Europe and Russia.” Unfortunately, many such causes for conflict prevail across the Transcaspian. Precisely because Turkey is a NATO ally but probably could not prevail in a long war against Russia, or if it could conceivably trigger a potential nuclear blow (not a small possibility given the erratic nature of Russia’s declared nuclear strategies), the danger of major war is higher here than almost anywhere else in the CIS or the so-called arc of crisis from the Balkans to China.
1AC -- Terrorism [1/1]

Police presence inflames anti-American sentiment and causes terrorist attacks on U.S. soil – the internal link only goes one way. 

Ivan Eland, Senior Fellow and Director of the Center on Peace & Liberty at The Independent Institute, 5-18-10 [“Is Obama Making Terror Risk Worse? http://www.consortiumnews.com/2010/051810a.html]
President Obama, like his predecessor George W. Bush, has dismissed the obvious link between U.S. occupations of Muslim countries in Iraq and Afghanistan and increased terrorism against U.S. targets, saying that there were no such occupations on 9/11. Of course, Osama bin Laden has repeatedly declared that his primary reason for attacking on 9/11, before, and since has been U.S. military intervention in and occupation of Islamic countries. John O. Brennan, Obama’s chief counterterrorism adviser at the White House, has gone further and said that the administration’s drone attacks in Pakistan have thrown “these terrorist groups” off balance, hindering their attacks against U.S. targets. “Because of our success in degrading the capabilities of these terrorist groups overseas, preventing them from carrying out these attacks, they are now relegated to trying to do these unsophisticated attacks, showing that they have inept capabilities in training,” Brennan said. It failed to dawn on Brennan that the terrorist attacks wouldn’t be occurring in the first place without aggressive U.S. behavior in Islamic lands — for example, the motivation for the Pakistani Taliban-assisted Times Square bombing was clearly Obama’s escalation of the Bush administration’s drone attacks on Pakistani Taliban targets.

Prefer our evidence – it cites the most recent and qualified studies. 

Malou Innocent and Ted Galen Carpenter, Foreign Policy Analyst at the Cato Institute and Vice President Defense and Foreign Policy Studies at Cato, September 2009 [“Escaping the “Graveyard of Empires”: A Strategy to Exit Afghanistan,” http://www.cato.org/pubs/wtpapers/escaping-graveyard-empires-strategy-exit-afghanistan.pdf]

Contrary to the claims that we should use the U.S. military to stabilize the region and reduce the threat of terrorism, a 2008 study by the RAND Corporation found that U.S. policies emphasizing the use of force tend to create 

new terrorists. In “How Terrorist Groups End: Lessons for Countering al Qai’da,” Seth Jones and Martin Libicki argue that the U.S. military “should generally resist being drawn into combat operations in Muslim societies, since [a U.S. military] presence is likely to increase ter- rorist recruitment.”22 

Terrorism will result in extinction.

Alexander ‘03

(Yonah, Prof, Dir – Inter-University for Terrorism Studies, Washington Times, 8-28, Lexis)

Unlike their historical counterparts, contemporary terrorists have introduced a new scale of violence in terms of conventional and unconventional threats and impact. The internationalization and brutalization of current and future terrorism make it clear we have entered an Age of Super Terrorism [e.g. biological, chemical, radiological, nuclear and cyber] with its serious implications concerning national, regional and global security concerns. Two myths in particular must be debunked immediately if an effective counterterrorism "best practices" strategy can be developed [e.g., strengthening international cooperation]. The first illusion is that terrorism can be greatly reduced, if not eliminated completely, provided the root causes of conflicts - political, social and economic - are addressed. The conventional illusion is that terrorism must be justified by oppressed people seeking to achieve their goals and consequently the argument advanced by "freedom fighters" anywhere, "give me liberty and I will give you death," should be tolerated if not glorified. This traditional rationalization of "sacred" violence often conceals that the real purpose of terrorist groups is to gain political power through the barrel of the gun, in violation of fundamental human rights of the noncombatant segment of societies. For instance, Palestinians religious movements [e.g., Hamas, Islamic Jihad] and secular entities [such as Fatah's Tanzim and Aqsa Martyr Brigades]] wish not only to resolve national grievances [such as Jewish settlements, right of return, Jerusalem] but primarily to destroy the Jewish state. Similarly, Osama bin Laden's international network not only opposes the presence of American military in the Arabian Peninsula and Iraq, but its stated objective is to "unite all Muslims and establish a government that follows the rule of the Caliphs." The second myth is that strong action against terrorist infrastructure [leaders, recruitment, funding, propaganda, training, weapons, operational command and control] will only increase terrorism. The argument here is that law-enforcement efforts and military retaliation inevitably will fuel more brutal acts of violent revenge. Clearly, if this perception continues to prevail, particularly in democratic societies, there is the danger it will paralyze governments and thereby encourage further terrorist attacks. In sum, past experience provides useful lessons for a realistic future strategy. The prudent application of force has been demonstrated to be an effective tool for short- and long-term deterrence of terrorism. For example, Israel's targeted killing of Mohammed Sider, the Hebron commander of the Islamic Jihad, defused a "ticking bomb." The assassination of Ismail Abu Shanab - a top Hamas leader in the Gaza Strip who was directly responsible for several suicide bombings including the latest bus attack in Jerusalem - disrupted potential terrorist operations. Similarly, the U.S. military operation in Iraq eliminated Saddam Hussein's regime as a state sponsor of terror. Thus, it behooves those countries victimized by terrorism to understand a cardinal message communicated by Winston Churchill to the House of Commons on May 13, 1940: "Victory at all costs, victory in spite of terror, victory however long and hard the road may be: For without victory, there is no survival."
1AC – Pakistan [1/1]

Continued military presence fuels a cross-border insurgency that destabilizes nuclear-armed Pakistan.

Ivan Eland, Senior Fellow and Director of the Center on Peace & Liberty at The Independent Institute, 5-18-10 [“Is Obama Making Terror Risk Worse? http://www.consortiumnews.com/2010/051810a.html]
Furthermore, the hated U.S. presence in Afghanistan and U.S. drone strikes against the Pakistani Taliban — whose enemy is instead the government of Pakistan — have destabilized Pakistan and made real the possibility that Islamist militants could eventually take over the nuclear-armed Pakistani government. Maybe equally as bad, the Pakistani Taliban, which had been confining its efforts to destabilizing the Pakistani government, is now assisting attempted terrorist attacks in the United States. As in Yemen and Somalia, the United States has made new Islamist enemies of groups that concerned themselves primarily with local issues.
This causes India-Pakistan nuclear war.

Peter Brookes, @ The Boston Herald, 9-14-09 [lexis]

And, like Iraq, dealing a blow to Islamist extremists in Afghanistan will have a salutary effect well beyond that country, increasing the security of those who find themselves in terrorist cross-hairs. But while often reduced to a fight with terrorists, Afghanistan is about much more than that. For instance, failing in Afghanistan could lead to (more) problems in already-troubled, neighboring Pakistan, where the Taliban (and other extremists) have nuclear-armed Islamabad in their sights. While a remote possibility, the last thing anyone wants to see is the Pakistani government fall to radicals, who then would possess Islamabad's nuclear arsenal of a few hundred weapons. Perhaps increasing the odds of this, Afghan territory could become the reverse-image of Pakistan today, where the Taliban finds safe harbor in tribal areas for their cross-border assaults against the Kabul government. (The Taliban is more popular in Pakistan than in Afghanistan). India, the South Asian giant, is also nervous about Afghanistan's future, which could become another area of competition - or conflict - between Islamabad and New Delhi, beyond the prevailing tinderbox of contested Kashmir. India and Pakistan have come to blows (and near-blows) a number of times since their 1947 independence from one another. The stakes are higher now that both have nukes.
India-Pakistan nuclear war culminates in extinction.

Fai ‘01


(Ghulam Nabi, Executive Director, Kashmiri American Council, Washington Times, 7-8)

The foreign policy of the United States in South Asia should move from the lackadaisical and distant (with India crowned with a unilateral veto power) to aggressive involvement at the vortex. The most dangerous place on the planet is Kashmir, a disputed territory convulsed and illegally occupied for more than 53 years and sandwiched between nuclear-capable India and Pakistan. It has ignited two wars between the estranged South Asian rivals in 1948 and 1965, and a third could trigger nuclear volleys and a nuclear winter threatening the entire globe. The United States would enjoy no sanctuary. This apocalyptic vision is no idiosyncratic view. The director of central intelligence, the Defense Department, and world experts generally place Kashmir at the peak of their nuclear worries. Both India and Pakistan are racing like thoroughbreds to bolster their nuclear arsenals and advanced delivery vehicles. Their defense budgets are climbing despite widespread misery amongst their populations. Neither country has initialed the Nuclear Non-Proliferation Treaty, the Comprehensive Test Ban Treaty, or indicated an inclination to ratify an impending Fissile Material/Cut-off Convention. The boiling witches' brew in Kashmir should propel the United States to assertive facilitation or mediation of Kashmir negotiations. The impending July 14-16 summit in New Delhi between President Musharraf and Indian Prime Minister A. B. Vajpayee featuring Kashmir on the agenda does not justify complacency.
The advantage is reverse causal -- Withdrawal removes the threat to the Taliban, giving the ISI incentive to reign in radicals.

Robert Jervis, Adlai E. Stevenson Professor of International Affairs at Columbia University, 9-14-09 [“Withdrawal without winning?” http://afpak.foreignpolicy.com/posts/2009/09/14/withdrawal_without_winning]

A second argument, made most recently by Frederick Kagan in the September 5-6 Wall Street Journal, is that, to quote from its headline, "A stable Pakistan needs a stable Afghanistan." But does it really? Are there reasonable prospects for a stable Afghanistan over the next decade no matter what we do? Isn't there a good argument that part of the problem in Pakistan stems from our continued presence in Afghanistan? We are told that bases in Pakistan are used to support the insurgents in Afghanistan, while simultaneously being told that it is the fighting in Afghanistan that is endangering Pakistan. Reciprocal causation is certainly possible, but this modern version of the turbulent frontier doctrine is not backed by solid logic. Pakistan's ISI and army clearly maintain ties to the Taliban in Afghanistan, and although they cannot exert anything like complete control, once the danger of a Taliban defeat by the U.S. passes they would have every incentive to reign in their clients.

1AC -- Solvency [1/3]
Withdrawal stabilizes Afghanistan – empirically, occupation always fails.

Carpenter ‘02

(Ted Galen, Vice Prez Defense and Foreign Policy Studies – Cato, “Avoid Dangerous Distractions in Afghanistan”, 7-10, http://www.cato.org/pub_display.php?pub_id=3533)

A second fallacy is that only a prolonged U.S. military presence and Washington's firm backing for a powerful central Afghan government can prevent Afghanistan from reverting to the chaos and extremism that marked the rule of the Taliban. But Afghanistan's troubles began not when its neighbors left the country alone, but when they meddled and attempted to prop-up friendly governments. First the Soviet Union in the 1970s and 1980s and then Pakistan in the 1990s sought to install and maintain pliant regimes. It cannot be emphasized often enough that, without the meddling of Pakistan, the Taliban would never have come to power in Afghanistan, and the country would not have become a haven for Al-Qaeda. If outside powers simply leave Afghanistan alone, the country is likely to revert to its traditional form of governance. That was a highly decentralized system with a nominal national government but with most power held by tribal leaders and so-called regional warlords. It may not be either efficient or democratic by Western standards, but it served the Afghan people reasonably well for decades before the Soviet Union interfered. One other aspect of Afghanistan's history ought to give would-be nation builders pause. Although factions in the country's complex ethnic mosaic often fight among themselves, they tend to unite against any outside power that is seen as interfering in the country's internal affairs. The British in the 19th century and the Soviets in the 1980s made that painful discovery. American forces were initially greeted as liberators as they ousted the unpopular Taliban regime. But the longer our forces linger, the more they are likely to be viewed as an occupying imperial power, and the more they will become entangled in the country's ruthless political intrigues.
And, Non-Pashtun Afghans mitigate the impact of withdrawal and regional actor fill-in will stabilize the aftermath. Prefer our evidence – it assesses the worst case scenario.

Mark N. Katz, professor of government and politics at George Mason University, 9-9-09 [“Assessing an Afghanistan Withdrawal,” http://www.isn.ethz.ch/isn/Current-Affairs/Security-Watch/Detail/?lng=en&id=105801]

This is not to say that the US and NATO will be better off after a complete withdrawal from Afghanistan or a partial one from the south. Withdrawal will surely have some negative consequences. But not withdrawing will also have negative consequences if the US/NATO intervention becomes even less popular in Afghanistan and the West than it is now.  Even if a withdrawal from Afghanistan results in the worst case scenario its opponents predict, this is highly likely to be mitigated by non-Pashtuns inside Afghanistan or the governments of neighboring and nearby countries acquiring the incentive to increase (or in some cases, initiate) security cooperation with the US and NATO against the common threat. Just as maintaining or increasing US/NATO military involvement in Afghanistan will not necessarily lead to victory, withdrawal will not necessarily lead to defeat there.
This cooperation solves stability and radicalization comparatively better. 

Malou Innocent, Foreign Policy Analyst at the Cato Institute, Novermber/December 2009 [“Should the United States withdraw from Afghanistan?, Cato Policy Report, http://www.cato.org/pubs/policy_report/v31n6/cpr31n6-3.html]

The issue is not whether we can but whether we should. Only recently has the debate moved to this question. Should we remain in Afghanistan? The answer — when stacked against our objective of disrupting, dismantling, and defeating al Qaeda — is clearly no. Going after al Qaeda does not require a large-scale, long-term military presence for several reasons. First, we must keep in mind that the military is wonderful for killing bad guys with disproportionate firepower, destroying enemy troop formations, or bombing command centers, but not for finding hidden killers. The scalpel of intelligencesharing and close cooperation with foreign law enforcement agencies has done more to round up suspected terrorists than the sledgehammer of military force.

1AC – Solvency [2/3]

They can’t win offense—the U.S. will botch policing if they stay. All their turns don’t assume bureaucratic misalignment.

Serchuk ‘06


(Vance, Resident Fellow – American Enterprise Institute, The Weekly Standard, 7-17, Lexis)

But building foreign police, it turns out, is something that the American government is expressly designed not to be able to do--the legacy of a 1974 congressional ban that abolished USAID's Office of Public Safety, previously charged with these missions. Although exceptions to the act have since crept onto the statute books, their cumulative effect has been to make police assistance into a second-tier, ad hoc responsibility of several different agencies and actors scattered throughout the executive branch. Worse yet, the infrastructure that does exist for police assistance consists of more bureaucracy than capacity. Because America doesn't have a national police force of its own from which to draw for deployments abroad, Washington has come to depend on contractors like DynCorp, which in turn hire retired state and local cops and dispatch them to post-conflict zones. In Afghanistan, police reform fell to the State Department's Bureau for International Narcotics and Law Enforcement Affairs (INL)--despite the fact that the bureau's core mission is counter-narcotics, and that it had almost no personnel for the job of building foreign police forces. INL's plan amounted to little more than sending Afghan police, as quickly as possible, through a handful of regional training centers run by DynCorp. Although this approach allowed Washington to congratulate itself for having "reformed" a large number of ANP in short order, it scarcely affected their behavior or capabilities at the operational level, where it actually mattered. "The police would get trained, but then they would go back into the system with nothing to support them, and they'd tend to fall back into their old bad habits," recalls one Afghan policy insider--a process another official compares to making batch after batch of ice cubes, only to keep dumping them into a vat of boiling water. The shortcomings of INL's plan were especially glaring to U.S. soldiers dispersed throughout the country, who had to live day to day with a weak, corrupt ANP. Early last year, when I visited a Provincial Reconstruction Team in Ghazni, its commander confessed he was spending half of his time on the police, even though he had no mandate to do so. The local ANP were simply too corrupt and inept to safely ignore, he explained, and no one else was volunteering to fix them. A similar sense of frustration gnawed at the U.S. military leadership in Kabul, who contrasted the lackluster performance of the ANP with that of the increasingly capable Afghan army. The latter, they noted, was being overseen by a large, U.S.-led office of military cooperation, along with hundreds of American soldiers embedded inside the force. These tactical trainers represented an especially important innovation: Living alongside Afghan troops and accompanying them on operations, they provided constant reinforcement and mentoring, as well as serving as liaisons with coalition forces and a check against abuses. Given the success of this model, the military began arguing in mid-2004 for a new approach to the Afghan police, one that would allow the U.S. military to oversee their training, as it does that of Afghan soldiers. Not only would this allow the Pentagon's vast resources to be funneled toward supporting the ANP, providing the personnel that the State Department lacked, it would also facilitate an integrated civil-military strategy for Afghan istan's security forces. Although the proposal won approval from Zalmay Khalilzad, then-U.S. ambassador to Afghan istan, it was seen at the State Department as nothing less than a military coup, sparking massive resistance. The stage was thus set for what one U.S. official would describe as "the most frustrating, bureaucratic, counterproductive interagency battle I've ever known." The argument, which persists to this day, boils down to a nasty collision of ideologies and institutional cultures. INL, in brief, insists that police assistance must remain civilian-led and that the Pentagon's involvement threatens to "militarize" the program; rather than building an Afghan police force focused on rule of law and human rights, it warns, the U.S. military will turn Afghan cops into auxiliaries for counterinsurgency. As one Foggy Bottom employee griped to me last summer, "The Defense Department fundamentally doesn't understand rule of law." The military--along with much of the Afghan national security leadership--responds by pointing out that, like it or not, Afghanistan is a country at war. In the south and the east, in particular, Taliban and other insurgents have been murdering police as representatives of the national government. Regardless of whether officials in Kabul or Washington wish to think of the ANP as combatants, the enemy is treating them as such. Publicly, both sides claim that they have now reached an amicable compromise: a composite training command, responsible for both the army and police, run by a two-star U.S. general but with an INL representative who retains oversight of the ANP. The reality on the ground is far darker, however: a shotgun wedding between the military and INL, characterized by pervasive distrust and recrimination at the staff level, and recurring skirmishes over issues like which contractors to hire, what tactics the Afghan police can be taught, and whether key individuals should work out of the U.S. embassy or the military compound. "INL is constantly trying to split stupid hairs," complains one officer. "Teaching the police how to react to an ambush: Is that offensive or defensive? They say it's offensive and shouldn't be taught." Unsurprisingly, the biggest losers in this unhappy marriage are the Afghan police. Although some reforms have lurched forward over the past two years, such as a series of personnel changes in the ANP's upper ranks, the most important question--how to get large numbers of U.S. personnel embedded with police at the operational level--remains unanswered. In part, that's because INL has held the line against using soldiers to train police. It's also because any effort dominated by interagency sturm und drang is likely to remain more focused in Kabul and Washington than in the field. Whatever the excuse, the result is that the Afghan police--despite fighting bravely in numerous engagements--all too often have found themselves isolated, outmanned, and outgunned against a revived insurgency. The failure of the international community to deliver effective police also prompted President Karzai to suggest the formal creation of village militias--a controversial proposal that speaks volumes about the disillusionment and disappointment of our Afghan allies, whose public credibility is being chipped away by their inability to secure their country. The problem here isn't that the American officials involved are ill-intentioned or egomaniacal. On the contrary, one of the most striking things about the civil-military tension over the ANP is its persistence despite successive staff turnover. Rather, the difficulty lies in the fundamental misalignment of capacity and responsibility for police assistance inside the U.S. government, and the extent to which the institutions of American foreign policy simply aren't organized for this purpose. Instead of confronting the need for painful bureaucratic reforms in Washington, however, U.S. officials have shifted the burden almost entirely to Kabul: Over there--and only there--are people expected to disregard their institutional identities, disentangle their respective mandates, and then jerry-rig some sort of mechanism to accomplish the mission. It's a rare constellation of personalities who can make this work; most of the time, it's a recipe for gridlock. This arrangement still might make sense if we were convinced police assistance in Afghanistan were an anomaly, a onetime requirement that won't recur. But that's hard to swallow, given the string of interventions over the past decade--Iraq, Kosovo, East Timor, Bosnia, Haiti--all of which have required some sort of ambitious police-building. And given the nature of the war on terror, especially as the Bush administration has defined it, with a dual emphasis on security and liberty, there's every reason to believe foreign assistance to indigenous police is going to become more, not less, important in the years ahead. On the positive side, the Bush administration is spending more money to help the Afghan police than ever before, but new squad cars and refurbished police stations aren't going to fix the institutional disconnect in Washington or Kabul. Here, then, is the paradox: Police assistance will continue to be a critical American mission for the foreseeable future, while the U.S. government will continue to be organized in such a way as to be bad at it. Perhaps those Afghans have good reason to riot.
1AC – Solvency [3/3]

Perception-based credibility disadvantages are backwards – invasion is a sunk cost. Withdrawal is comparatively better for the U.S.’s reputation.

Malou Innocent and Ted Galen Carpenter, Foreign Policy Analyst at the Cato Institute and Vice President Defense and Foreign Policy Studies at Cato, September 2009 [“Escaping the “Graveyard of Empires”: A Strategy to Exit Afghanistan,” http://www.cato.org/pubs/wtpapers/escaping-graveyard-empires-strategy-exit-afghanistan.pdf]

When opinion leaders in Washington talk about “lessons learned” from Vietnam, Somalia, Lebanon, and other conflicts, they typically draw the wrong lesson: not that America should avoid intervening in someone else’s domestic dispute, but that America should never give up after having intervened, no matter what the cost.29 But the longer we stay and the more money we spend, the more we’ll feel compelled to remain in the country to validate the 

investment. A similar self-imposed predicament plagued U.S. officials during the war in Vietnam: After 1968 it became increasingly clear that the survival of the [government of South Vietnam] was not worth the cost of securing it, but by then the United States had another rationale for staying—prestige and precedent setting. The United States said the [South Vietnamese government] would stand, and even those in the administration now long convinced of the hollowness of the domino argument could agree that a U.S. failure in South Vietnam might endanger vital US national interests elsewhere or in the future.30 For decades, the fear of America losing the world’s respect after withdrawing from a conflict has been instrumental in selling the American public bad foreign policy. Overall, remaining in Afghanistan is more likely to tarnish America’s reputation and undermine U.S. security than would withdrawal. 

**INHERENCY**

Yes Troops/$

Funding and troops to Afghanistan are increasing despite proposed withdrawal timetables.
Democracy Now, 5-28-10 [Senate Approves War Funding, Rejects Timetable for Afghan Withdrawal, http://www.democracynow.org/2010/5/28/headlines/senate_approves_war_funding_rejects_timetable_for_afghan_withdrawal]
In other news from Capitol Hill, the Senate has approved a nearly $60 billion measure in continued funding for the wars in Iraq and Afghanistan. The measure includes full funding for President Obama’s deployment of an additional 33,000 troops in his escalation of the Afghan war. In earlier voting, the Senate rejected an amendment from Democratic Senator Russ Feingold that would have required President Obama to submit a timetable for a US withdrawal from Afghanistan.

Withdrawal plans have been rejected, creating the perception that troop presence is indefinite.
Zaid Jilani, staff writer at Think Progress, 5-27-10 [Feingold amendment requesting a timetable for withdrawal from Afghanistan voted down 18-80, http://thinkprogress.org/2010/05/27/feingold-afghanistan-voted-down/]

This morning, the Senate debated Sen. Russ Feingold’s (D-WI) amendment to the war supplemental bill, which called on President Obama to provide a flexible timetable for withdrawal from Afghanistan to Congress. Arguing for the amendment on the floor, Feingold complained that he is “disppointed that” Congress is passing a bill “providing tens of billions of dollars to keep this war going with so little public debate about whether this approach makes any sense.” After Sen. Carl Levin (D-MI) objected to the Feingold amendment, arguing that it sends the wrong message to the region, Feingold retorted, “The Senator suggests that somehow this sends the wrong message to the region. The real wrong message is that we intend to be there forever.”
A2: Withdrawal Now

Obama withdrawal is too slow and tentative – doesn’t solve any of our advantages. 

Katrina vanden Heuvel, editor and publisher of the Nation and political author-commentator, 5-26-10 [http://www.washingtonpost.com/wp-dyn/content/article/2010/05/25/AR2010052502255.html?hpid=opinionsbox1]

The House bill has 91 co-sponsors. A strong showing in the House -- where the amendment would probably receive more than 130 votes -- will demonstrate to the president that there is increasing concern in Congress and throughout the country about the danger of an open-ended commitment in Afghanistan. Even though Obama said he will begin withdrawing troops in July 2011, that is a tentative date at best -- and perhaps just the beginning of the kind of very slow withdrawal we see now in Iraq. Vietnam and Iraq both demonstrated how easy it is to get into war and how difficult it is to get out. We now see that dilemma in Afghanistan. Withdrawal will demand a huge political lift and may well lead to the question, "What were the last eight years of lost blood and treasure about?"
**KARZAI**
Troops Kill Government Support

Troop presence destroys support for the Karzai government.

Katrina vanden Heuvel, editor and publisher of the Nation and political author-commentator, 5-26-10 [http://www.washingtonpost.com/wp-dyn/content/article/2010/05/25/AR2010052502255.html?hpid=opinionsbox1]
As we pass this grim marker, the Obama administration's strategy in Afghanistan is foundering because it is fundamentally flawed. It lacks a clear, achievable mission, isn't in our national security interest and costs too much in treasure and lives. The counterinsurgency strategy to win the hearts and minds of Afghans is failing -- a Pentagon report last month revealed that only 29 of 121 critical Afghan districts could be classified as "sympathetic to the government," compared with 48 "supportive of or sympathetic to" the Taliban. The number of Afghans who rated U.S. and NATO troops "good" or "very good" dropped from 38 percent in December to 29 percent in March -- perhaps as a result of the civilian casualties that are on the rise.
Strong Karzai key to stability.

Donnelly ‘07

(Thomas, Resident Fellow – AEI, “Legacy Agenda”, 2-13, http://www.aei.org/publications/pubID.25613,filter.all/pub_detail.asp)

Second, we must stop undermining the Karzai government. It has become increasingly fashionable for inside-the-beltway types to lament the Afghan president’s many weaknesses. Yes, he has made a political alliance with corrupt factional leaders, and yes, the problems of the drug trade complicate Kabul’s authority. But state-building in Afghanistan is marathon work, and without a political coalition that crosses ethnic divides, the process could well collapse. Karzai, a Pashtun, enjoys a unique level of trust across Afghanistan’s minorities, not least from the Tajik Panjshiris, the dominant force of the Northern Alliance that resisted Taliban control. Maintaining a Tajik-Pashtun front in Kabul is delicate work, and Karzai remains, in the words of longtime Afghanistan observer David Isby, the “indispensable man.”[16]

Prefer our impact --- it’s the vital internal link 

Baldauf ‘03


(Scott, Staff – Christian Science Monitor, 10-31, Lexis)

While US officials say the White House supports the transitional government, rather than specifically its president, foreign diplomats here say that American policy depends heavily on the continued rule of the US-leaning Karzai. The incoming US ambassador, Zalmay Khalilzad, has projected Karzai as the only man to bring continuity and stability in the face of Taliban and Al Qaeda attacks. But inside the 1,500-year-old walled city of Kabul, where whispered intrigues and secret plots are as common as loaves of flat Afghan bread, Afghan politicians themselves seem determined to talk about alternatives. Rumors of coup d'etat

Troops Kill Taliban Talks

US troop presence makes Karzai-Taliban talks impossible.

Tom Hayden, @ NPR, 6-8-10 [The Nation: The beginning of the end for Afghanistan,” http://www.npr.org/templates/story/story.php?storyId=127554526]
It is possible, therefore, to envision gradual pressure causing President Obama to accept peace talks and a withdrawal timetable as substantive additions to his current pledge to "begin" US troop withdrawals by July 2011. Currently, however, Obama is committed to a military surge in Kandahar, increasing drone and Special Operations attacks and blocking efforts by Afghan president Hamid Karzai and his national peace convention to launch talks with the Taliban. 
Taliban Talks/Successful Jirga Good

Withdrawal is key to successful Taliban talks and Karzai’s credibility – solves terrorism and stability.

Robert Naiman, National Coordinator of Just Foreign Policy, Novermber/December 2009 [“Should the United States withdraw from Afghanistan?, Cato Policy Report, http://www.cato.org/pubs/policy_report/v31n6/cpr31n6-3.html]
The Afghan government cannot be perceived as legitimate when it doesn't have effective input into key decisions affecting the country's welfare. Whether and how the war should continue, whether and with whom there should be negotiations, isn't being decided in Kabul. President Karzai asked for an agreement governing the conduct of foreign forces and said there should be negotiations with top insurgent leaders. The U.S. government has ignored these demands. President Karzai has said he would invite the Taliban to a loya jirga, or grand tribal council, to restart stalled peace talks. The idea of a broad national reconciliation process in Afghanistan that includes tribes backing the Taliban and other insurgents has long been advocated by the top U.N. official for Afghanistan, Kai Eide. A new loya jirga could establish a new national unity government including leaders representative of Afghanistan's various insurgencies. The proposition that there will eventually be negotiations with insurgents in Afghanistan has been accepted by U.S. leaders. Admiral Mullen says we can't do so now because we'd be bargaining from a position of weakness. But more war is not likely to significantly affect the fundamental outlines of an eventual agreement. We should start negotiations now. The sooner negotiations begin, the sooner they can be concluded. U.S. officials have said Mullah Omar is "irreconcilable." But the United States has one overriding legitimate national security interest in Afghanistan: that it not be a base for organizing attacks against the United States. Reports in the British press of past peace talks have indicated that Taliban leaders accept the legitimacy of that U.S. interest. If Mullah Omar will sign and enforce an agreement that Afghanistan will not be a base for organizing attacks on the United States, then he is "reconcilable" to the interests of the majority of Americans. If the United States signals willingness to negotiate a withdrawal timetable with a national unity government, that will be a strong incentive for the formation of such a government: whoever participates will be at the table for negotiations.
A2: US Can Stabilize Better

US-imposed peace fails – laundry list.

Malou Innocent, Policy Analyst at the Cato Institute, 9-29-09 [“More fearmongering claptrap from Max Boot,” http://www.cato-at-liberty.org/2009/09/29/more-fear-mongering-claptrap-from-max-boot/]

Another critical point that Boot fails to disclose is how recklessly ambitious the current mission is. The cost in blood and treasure that we would have to incur—coming on top of what we have already paid—far outweighs any possible benefits, even accepting the most optimistic estimates for the likelihood of success. The United States does not have the patience, cultural knowledge, or legitimacy to transform what is a deeply divided, poverty stricken, tribal-based society into a self-sufficient, non-corrupt, and stable electoral democracy. And even if Americans did commit several hundred thousand troops and decades of armed nation-building, success would hardly be guaranteed, especially in a country notoriously suspicious of outsiders and largely devoid of central authority. Western powers could invest hundreds of thousands of troops and twice or three times the materiel and money and still not create a functioning state. Even in the unlikely event that we forged a stable Afghanistan, al Qaeda might simply reposition its presence into other regions of the world.
Uniqueness – Jirga Failing Now

Jirga will fail now – no Taliban support, perception of puppet government.

Washington Post, 6-5-10 [Delegates at Afghan peace conference back Karzai's plan to talk to Taliban, http://www.washingtonpost.com/wp-dyn/content/article/2010/06/04/AR2010060403983.html]

KABUL -- Afghan leaders attending a national peace conference decided Friday to back President Hamid Karzai's plan to broker a truce with the Taliban but fell short of delivering a clear strategy for negotiating with the militant group. The government-appointed delegates to the conference, known as a "peace jirga," urged Karzai to push for the removal of certain insurgent leaders from a U.N. sanctions list, for the release of some detainees in American custody and for the U.S.-led international force to do more to avoid civilian casualties. But some of the event's organizers acknowledged that a truce with the Taliban remains elusive and that the jirga was just the beginning of what is likely to be a long, challenging process. The Taliban, which sees the Karzai government as the byproduct of a foreign invasion, denounced the gathering and launched an attack near the site on the opening day of the three-day gathering. "The struggle for obtaining peace has not ended," said Burhanuddin Rabbani, who was appointed to lead the jirga. Many Afghans, including some delegates, criticized the meeting as fruitless. "I was not satisfied," said Muhtara Maha Bibi, 42, a delegate from Badghis province in northeastern Afghanistan. "Everything we concluded was already planned."
A2: US Will Veto

US supports reintegration and reconciliation.
Jerome Starkey, staff writer at The Times, 6-2-10 [“Prospects bleak for President Karzai’s talks without the Taleban,”http://www.timesonline.co.uk/tol/news/world/afghanistan/article7142112.ece
Diplomats and military officials maintained an optimistic public rhetoric. “The United States reiterates our support for an Afghan-led process of reconciliation and reintegration that seeks to bring back into society those who cease violence, break ties with al-Qaeda and affiliated groups, and live under the Afghan Constitution,” the US Embassy said in a statement. General Stanley McChrystal, the commander of US and Nato forces in Afghanistan, said that the conference was an appropriate way forward, adding: “The way ahead cannot be war. [There] has to be a resolution.” The approach to negotiations is supposed to include reconciliation with the insurgents’ leaders, who are thought to be hiding in Pakistan, in tandem with a Nato-backed initiative to lure the Taleban’s footsoldiers out of the combat with promises of money, vocational training, amnesty and jobs.
A2: No Central Asia War

Conflict in Central Asia escalates, setting the globe ablaze

Tsepkalo ‘98

(Valery V., Belarussian Ambassador to the U.S., Foreign Affairs, March/April, Lexis)

But abetting the continuing destabilization of Eurasia is not in the West's interests. NATO enlargement has not consolidated anti-Western forces in the region, as some Western experts had feared, but it has encouraged the division of Eurasia and the shattering of the Russian Federation. There will likely be further attempts at secession, although not necessarily according to the bloody model of Chechnya. Central Asia and the Caucasus are rife with flash points that could ignite several nations and draw in outside powers. And with regional destabilization and the slackening of central control, the nuclear threat is perhaps greater now than during the Cold War. [Continues…] The scramble for the spoils of the Soviet heritage could cause serious conflict between major geopolitical players and threaten the very foundations of established security systems. When a tenant in a building falls ill or dies, if the tenants in the other apartments begin knocking down walls to expand their own space, they could end up destroying the entire building. Any "world order" is stable only when everyone knows his place in it and there is sufficient collective and individual power, and the willingness to use it, to maintain the whole. The challenge for Europe and the world in the post-Soviet space is averting further disintegration and keeping disorder and conflict from spilling out of the region and setting the globe ablaze. It is clearly to the West's advantage to promote certain kinds of regional integration in Eurasia. The rapid rise of any player, especially China or Iran, or a radical Islamic revolution could harm Western interests. Western unity would be shaken if one or more of its own, whether Germany, Turkey, or Japan, tried to secure its own zone of influence. The intervention of NATO forces in future conflicts in the region, probably at the request of the parties involved, could cause further disintegration, perhaps resulting in loss of control over weapons of mass destruction

Jirga Card?

Sayed Salahuddin, @ Reuters, 6-3-10 [“Old and new mingle at Afghan peace jirga,” http://www.reuters.com/article/idUSTRE65303V20100604]

President Hamid Karzai called the ongoing peace "jirga" -- which means "gathering" in the Pashto language -- to win support for proposals he has made to persuade the Taliban to lay down their arms and end a nine-year-old insurgency. While jirgas are more common among the Pashtun people of the south and east -- and neighboring northwest Pakistan -- grand gatherings, or loya jirgas, have been called throughout history to discuss national affairs that affect Afghanistan's varied tribes and ethnic groups. The 1,600 delegates gathered this week under a giant marquee in the grounds of the polytechnical college -- jirgas of the past were often held under tents on neutral ground -- are following in a tradition that has taken momentous decisions in Afghanistan's history, such as whether to go to war or sue for peace. But mixed with the old is all the technology that the 21st century can muster. Journalists from around the world are being kept apart from the gathering in a media center, where TV screens allow them to follow proceedings -- albeit from a fixed camera. Some delegates are dressed in the same finery their ancestors would have worn two centuries ago, and sport the same style bushy beards, but they've swapped the carbines and knives for mobile phones and cameras -- here at least. Out-of-towners are being put up at the newly refurbished polytechnic hostels. They've been given new quilts, sheets and pillows, which will be left for the students at the end. In the fine Afghan tradition, discussions are largely civil affairs, with delegates in the 28 sub-committees between them drinking tens of thousands of cups of green tea taken with homegrown almonds, sugared for those with a sweet tooth. A new dining hall has been built to hold 2,000 at a time, who tuck into plates of steaming fragrant rice accompanied by roasted lamb or mutton, Afghan staples. SMOKING BAN With a nod to the modern, smoking is banned inside the tent, leaving wizened elders gathered in groups outside -- not unlike office workers huddled outside modern city buildings. That's where all the good gossip comes from anyway. Most of the men wear the traditional pyjama-like shalwar kameez, and show their individuality, or tribal affiliation, with elaborate turbans, some shimmering with silk thread inlay. Another change from the past is that a fifth of the delegates are women, all wearing scarves and some even make-up. Such a brazen display in front of strangers would not have been tolerated under the Taliban, the hardline Islamist group with whom the jirga seeks to make peace. The Taliban were not invited, but they showed their contempt for the proceedings by sending a suicide unit to attack the opening on Wednesday, rockets landing within 100 meters (yards) of the main tent. Karzai hopes the jirga will endorse his peace proposals, the thrust of which include granting amnesty for Taliban foot soldiers and securing sanctuary for some of their leaders in a friendly Muslim country from where talks could be held. Journalists have been kept from mingling with the delegates, but those that have been contacted say a hot topic is a timetable for the withdrawal of a growing foreign force that already numbers 150,000 troops -- a subject Karzai would rather they did not add to his proposals. The Taliban, and other insurgent groups, say they will not talk until all foreign forces have left, but a big question mark hangs over the ability of government security forces to support the current administration should they go.
**TERRORISM**

Terrorism Internals
Occupation spikes civilian casualties and fuels anti-Americanism and terrorist recruitment – most qualified evidence.

Katrina vanden Heuvel, editor and publisher of the Nation and political author-commentator, 5-26-10 [http://www.washingtonpost.com/wp-dyn/content/article/2010/05/25/AR2010052502255.html?hpid=opinionsbox1]

As we pass this grim marker, the Obama administration's strategy in Afghanistan is foundering because it is fundamentally flawed. It lacks a clear, achievable mission, isn't in our national security interest and costs too much in treasure and lives. The counterinsurgency strategy to win the hearts and minds of Afghans is failing -- a Pentagon report last month revealed that only 29 of 121 critical Afghan districts could be classified as "sympathetic to the government," compared with 48 "supportive of or sympathetic to" the Taliban. The number of Afghans who rated U.S. and NATO troops "good" or "very good" dropped from 38 percent in December to 29 percent in March -- perhaps as a result of the civilian casualties that are on the rise. There is a sense of Taliban momentum -- even Gen. Stanley McChrystal recently declared, "Nobody is winning," and military officials are now minimizing expectations for the upcoming Kandahar offensive. The highly touted operation in Marja that began three months ago has failed to dislodge the Taliban. The continued occupation of a fiercely independent and tribal Afghanistan -- as well as the death of tens of thousands of civilians -- engenders anti-Americanism and fuels terrorist recruitment. Military operations have also pushed violent jihadists across the border and further destabilized a nuclear-armed Pakistan -- a far greater threat to our national security than any tenuous al-Qaeda "safe haven" in Afghanistan.
Occupation swells terrorist ranks – increases recruitment. 
Jacob G. Hornberger, adjunct professor of law and economics at the University of Dallas, 2-9-09 [“Immediately withdraw from Afghanistan, too,” http://www.fff.org/blog/jghblog2009-02-09.asp]

Third, by exiting the country, the U.S. military will no longer be dropping bombs on Afghan wedding parties and others, which would immediately reduce the incentive for new recruits to join the terrorists. The reason that the ranks of the terrorists are larger than they were seven years ago is because the U.S. military has killed lots of people who had nothing to do with the terrorists, especially all those people in the wedding parties that have been bombed. That sort of thing tends to make people angry and vengeful. While it’s true that the terrorists could still come to the United States and conduct terrorist attacks after a U.S. withdrawal, at least the ranks of the terrorists will no longer be continuously swelled by the bombing of Afghan wedding parties and others unconnected to the terrorists.
Terrorism Internals

Military presence causes terrorist attacks – Times Square bombing proves.

Ivan Eland, Senior Fellow and Director of the Center on Peace & Liberty at The Independent Institute, 5-18-10 [“Is Obama Making Terror Risk Worse? http://www.consortiumnews.com/2010/051810a.html]
President Obama, like his predecessor George W. Bush, has dismissed the obvious link between U.S. occupations of Muslim countries in Iraq and Afghanistan and increased terrorism against U.S. targets, saying that there were no such occupations on 9/11. Of course, Osama bin Laden has repeatedly declared that his primary reason for attacking on 9/11, before, and since has been U.S. military intervention in and occupation of Islamic countries. John O. Brennan, Obama’s chief counterterrorism adviser at the White House, has gone further and said that the administration’s drone attacks in Pakistan have thrown “these terrorist groups” off balance, hindering their attacks against U.S. targets. “Because of our success in degrading the capabilities of these terrorist groups overseas, preventing them from carrying out these attacks, they are now relegated to trying to do these unsophisticated attacks, showing that they have inept capabilities in training,” Brennan said. It failed to dawn on Brennan that the terrorist attacks wouldn’t be occurring in the first place without aggressive U.S. behavior in Islamic lands — for example, the motivation for the Pakistani Taliban-assisted Times Square bombing was clearly Obama’s escalation of the Bush administration’s drone attacks on Pakistani Taliban targets.
Military presence causes terrorism. 

Malou Innocent and Ted Galen Carpenter, Foreign Policy Analyst at the Cato Institute and Vice President Defense and Foreign Policy Studies at Cato, September 2009 [“Escaping the “Graveyard of Empires”: A Strategy to Exit Afghanistan,” http://www.cato.org/pubs/wtpapers/escaping-graveyard-empires-strategy-exit-afghanistan.pdf]
Contrary to the claims that we should use the U.S. military to stabilize the region and reduce the threat of terrorism, a 2008 study by the RAND Corporation found that U.S. policies emphasizing the use of force tend to create 

new terrorists. In “How Terrorist Groups End: Lessons for Countering al Qai’da,” Seth Jones and Martin Libicki argue that the U.S. military “should generally resist being drawn into combat operations in Muslim societies, since [a U.S. military] presence is likely to increase ter- rorist recruitment.”22 

Internal Link Booster – Adventurism

Remaining in Afghanistan justifies further deployments which overstretchthe military and inflame anti-American sentiment.
Ivan Eland, Senior Fellow and Director of the Center on Peace & Liberty at The Independent Institute, 9-9-09 [http://original.antiwar.com/eland/2009/09/08/to-escalate-the-escalation/]

With the guerrillas’ knowledge that the conflict’s center of gravity – popular opinion in the invading country – has been likely irretrievably lost to Obama, as well as their advantages in terrain, zealotry, and an Afghan population that does regard American presence as an occupation, they will likely outlast American will to fight. One would think that Obama would have no other choice but to scale back his military efforts in Afghanistan and Pakistan to something more manageable, but which would also be less counterproductive in the fight against al-Qaeda. But his "experts" have convinced him that those nations will again become havens for al-Qaeda attacks against the United States. The problem with this flawed logic is that almost any "failed state" in the world – such as Somalia or Sudan – would need to be rebuilt in similar fashion or it could become a haven for al-Qaeda. Such a policy would further overstretch an already overextended U.S. military and inflame Islamist militants everywhere.

A2: Link Turn

The Taliban won’t support Al Qaeda if the US leaves. 

Mark N. Katz, professor of government and politics at George Mason University, 9-9-09 [“Assessing an Afghanistan Withdrawal,” http://www.isn.ethz.ch/isn/Current-Affairs/Security-Watch/Detail/?lng=en&id=105801]

Further, even if the Taliban were to return to power in Afghanistan, it is not clear that it would give al-Qaida carte blanche the way it did before 9/11. This after all is what led to the US/NATO intervention in Afghanistan just afterward. The Taliban may well prefer to severely circumscribe or even sacrifice al-Qaida in order to avoid the possibility of a second costly interruption to its hold on power.
**PAKISTAN**

Troops Kill Pakistan

Troops fuel a cross-border insurgency, destabilizing nuclear Pakistan – comparatively greatest threat.

Katrina vanden Heuvel, editor and publisher of the Nation and political author-commentator, 5-26-10 [http://www.washingtonpost.com/wp-dyn/content/article/2010/05/25/AR2010052502255.html?hpid=opinionsbox1]

The continued occupation of a fiercely independent and tribal Afghanistan -- as well as the death of tens of thousands of civilians -- engenders anti-Americanism and fuels terrorist recruitment. Military operations have also pushed violent jihadists across the border and further destabilized a nuclear-armed Pakistan -- a far greater threat to our national security than any tenuous al-Qaeda "safe haven" in Afghanistan.
Troop presence fuels insurgency deeper into nuclear Pakistam, risking a coup.

Malou Innocent, Foreign Policy Analyst at the Cato Institute, Novermber/December 2009 [“Should the United States withdraw from Afghanistan?, Cato Policy Report, http://www.cato.org/pubs/policy_report/v31n6/cpr31n6-3.html]

Third, our policy toward Afghanistan is undermining core U.S. interests in Pakistan. Drone operations have successfully killed a number of high-value targets and may have seriously degraded al Qaeda's global capabilities. But our policies are also pushing the region's powerful jihadist insurgency over the border into Pakistan. As early as 2007, in response to repeated Pakistani army incursions, along with a growing number of U.S. missile strikes, an amalgamation of over two dozen tribal-based groups calling themselves "the Taliban" began to emerge in the Pakistani border region. Unfortunately, present U.S. policy is pushing militants deeper into Pakistani cities, strengthening the very jihadist forces we seek to defeat, and pressing this weak but nuclear-armed country in the direction of civil war.
Lack of withdrawal destabilizes Pakistan.

Andrew J. Bacevich, staff @ Newsweek, 12-31-08 

[“Winning in Afghanistan,” http://www.newsweek.com/2008/12/30/winning-in-afghanistan.html]

Meanwhile, the chief effect of allied military operations there so far has been not to defeat the radical Islamists but to push them across the Pakistani border. As a result, efforts to stabilize Afghanistan are contributing to the destabilization of Pakistan, with potentially devastating implications. September's bombing of the Marriott hotel in Islamabad suggests that the extremists are growing emboldened. Today and for the foreseeable future, no country poses a greater potential threat to U.S. national security than does Pakistan. To risk the stability of that nuclear-armed state in the vain hope of salvaging Afghan-istan would be a terrible mistake.
Troops = Pakistani Coup
Causes Pakistani coup and terrorism – goes nuclear. 

Ivan Eland, Senior Fellow and Director of the Center on Peace & Liberty at The Independent Institute, 5-18-10 [“Is Obama Making Terror Risk Worse? http://www.consortiumnews.com/2010/051810a.html]
Furthermore, the hated U.S. presence in Afghanistan and U.S. drone strikes against the Pakistani Taliban — whose enemy is instead the government of Pakistan — have destabilized Pakistan and made real the possibility that Islamist militants could eventually take over the nuclear-armed Pakistani government. Maybe equally as bad, the Pakistani Taliban, which had been confining its efforts to destabilizing the Pakistani government, is now assisting attempted terrorist attacks in the United States. As in Yemen and Somalia, the United States has made new Islamist enemies of groups that concerned themselves primarily with local issues.
Withdrawal Solves Pakistan

Withdrawal removes the threat to the Taliban, giving the ISI incentive to reign in radicals.

Robert Jervis, Adlai E. Stevenson Professor of International Affairs at Columbia University, 9-14-09 [“Withdrawal without winning?” http://afpak.foreignpolicy.com/posts/2009/09/14/withdrawal_without_winning]

A second argument, made most recently by Frederick Kagan in the September 5-6 Wall Street Journal, is that, to quote from its headline, "A stable Pakistan needs a stable Afghanistan." But does it really? Are there reasonable prospects for a stable Afghanistan over the next decade no matter what we do? Isn't there a good argument that part of the problem in Pakistan stems from our continued presence in Afghanistan? We are told that bases in Pakistan are used to support the insurgents in Afghanistan, while simultaneously being told that it is the fighting in Afghanistan that is endangering Pakistan. Reciprocal causation is certainly possible, but this modern version of the turbulent frontier doctrine is not backed by solid logic. Pakistan's ISI and army clearly maintain ties to the Taliban in Afghanistan, and although they cannot exert anything like complete control, once the danger of a Taliban defeat by the U.S. passes they would have every incentive to reign in their clients.
Withdrawal would delegitimize Taliban radicals in Pakistan and highlight divisions which would disable their fragile alliances. 

Malou Innocent and Ted Galen Carpenter, Foreign Policy Analyst at the Cato Institute and Vice President Defense and Foreign Policy Studies at Cato, September 2009 [“Escaping the “Graveyard of Empires”: A Strategy to Exit Afghanistan,” http://www.cato.org/pubs/wtpapers/escaping-graveyard-empires-strategy-exit-afghanistan.pdf]

In this respect, and perhaps most important, is the belief that our presence in the region helps Pakistan, when in fact the seemingly open-ended U.S. presence in Afghanistan risks creating worse problems for Pakistan. Amassing troops in Afghanistan feeds the perception of a foreign occupation, spawning more terrorist recruits for Pakistani militias and thus placing undue stress on an already weakened nation. Christian Science Monitor correspondent Anand Gopal finds, “In late 2007, as many as 27 groups merged to form an umbrella Taliban movement, the Tehreek-e-Taliban, under guerrilla leader Baitullah Mehsud.” He continues, “Three of the most powerful, once-feuding commanders—Mr. Mehsud and Maulavi Nazeer of South Waziristan and Hafiz Gul Behadur of North Waziristan—formed an alliance in response to US airstrikes.”24 America’s presence has already caused major problems for the government in Islamabad, which is deeply unpopular for many reasons, including its alignment with U.S. policies.25 There are also indications that it has raised tensions in Uzbekistan and other Central Asian countries. For Islamic militants throughout the region, the U.S. occupation of Afghanistan— like the occupation of Iraq—is an increasingly potent recruiting tool. Only by prolonging our military presence do we allow the Taliban, Gulbuddin Hekmatyar’s Hizb-e Islami, the Haqqani network, and even Pakistani Taliban militants to reframe the conflict and their position within it as a legitimate defense against a foreign occupation. In this respect, policymakers should recognize that not everyone willing to resist U.S. intervention is necessarily an enemy of the United States. Most importantly, we must understand that not every Islamic fundamentalist is a radical Islamist, let alone one who is hell-bent on launching a terrorist attack against the American homeland. 

Taliban Key to ISI Radicalization

The Taliban is the vital internal link to ISI radicalization – destroys US-Pakistan relations and weakens the Zardari government.

Alex Rodriguez, Staff writer at the Los Angeles Times, 6-14-10 [“”Pakistan’s spy agency is said to collaborate with the Taliban,” http://articles.latimes.com/2010/jun/14/world/la-fg-pakistan-isi-20100614]
Reporting from Islamabad, Pakistan — Pakistan's powerful intelligence agency not only funds and trains Taliban insurgents fighting U.S. and NATO troops in Afghanistan, but also maintains its own representation on the insurgency's leadership council, claims a new report issued by the London School of Economics. Assertions that Pakistan's intelligence agency, the Inter-Services Intelligence, continues to nurture links with the Afghan Taliban are not new. But the scope of that relationship claimed by the report's author, Matt Waldman, is startling and could prove damaging to the fragile alliance Washington is trying to foster with Pakistan, its military establishment, and its weak civilian government led by President Asif Ali Zardari. Waldman, a fellow at the Kennedy School of Government at Harvard University, based his assertions on interviews with nine Afghan Taliban commanders as well as with Afghan and Western security officials. The report claims that it is official Pakistan governmental policy to support the Taliban's insurgency in Afghanistan, and that the ISI has a strong voice on the Quetta shura, the Afghan Taliban's leadership council, named after the southern Pakistani city believed to serve as the council's haven. The report states that, based on the interviews, "the ISI has representatives on the Shura, either as participants or observers, and the agency is thus involved at the highest level of the movement." The report also alleges that Zardari, long regarded as a close ally of the Obama administration in the war on terrorism, had met with captured senior Taliban leaders in Pakistan and had vowed to ensure their release as well as to support their efforts in Afghanistan.
Terrorism 2AC

A Pakistani coup risks WMD terrorism – scientist expertise. 

Surya Gangadharan, @ IBN, 2-18-09

 http://ibnlive.in.com/news/talibanpakistan-truce-why-india-should-worry/85652-3.html
Pakistan has nuclear weapons, has expertise in chemical and biological warfare and could be dangerously appealing to a Muslim diaspora in the West that has been under pressure since 9/11. "That is the big danger and is the big threat which causes panic in the capitals of all western countries because they all believe that if there is a dirty bomb or a nuclear bomb exploded by a terrorist, the source would be Pakistan," former R&AW chief Anand Kumar Verma says. Intelligence experts believe the West knows and understands the danger. The US missile strikes in Pakistan's tribal territories is a small-scale war that has taken a heavy toll on Taliban capabilities. Alongside, Indian diplomats say, the US should bring in key Pakistan allies like China and Saudi Arabia to stabilise and bring peace to Pakistan. But in the event the Taliban are seen to be moving in on Islamabad or there is a danger of Pakistan's nuclear weapons falling into their hands. America's mini war in the tribal territories could escalate into a full-scale war with uncertain consequences.

**ECONOMY**
Continued troops presence destroys the economy via federal borrowing.

Jacob G. Hornberger, adjunct professor of law and economics at the University of Dallas, 2-9-09 [“Immediately withdraw from Afghanistan, too,” http://www.fff.org/blog/jghblog2009-02-09.asp]

Finally, the withdrawal of all U.S. troops from Afghanistan (and Iraq) would have the additional bonus of strengthening the U.S. economy by immediately reducing federal borrowing and expenditures by hundreds of billions of dollars. Given that out-of-control federal spending is threatening our nation with bankruptcy and ruin, a major reduction in federal spending would be a good thing.

Afghan presence trades off with urgent economic recovery.
Katrina vanden Heuvel, editor and publisher of the Nation and political author-commentator, 5-26-10 [http://www.washingtonpost.com/wp-dyn/content/article/2010/05/25/AR2010052502255.html?hpid=opinionsbox1]

Finally, focusing so many resources on Afghanistan -- where al-Qaeda is now minimally present -- diverts vital resources from other urgent security needs, including economic recovery at home. For the first time, the monthly cost of the war in Afghanistan exceeds what we spend in Iraq -- $6.7 billion per month, compared with $5.5 billion in Iraq. At the end of May, appropriations for both wars will reach over $1 trillion -- mostly borrowed money that we're not investing at home. Upcoming congressional hearings on veterans care will demonstrate the human costs. No wonder a majority of Americans -- 52 percent -- believe the war "is not worth its costs," according to a recent Washington Post poll.
Continued occupation uses too many resources.

Andrew J. Bacevich, staff @ Newsweek, 12-31-08 

[“Winning in Afghanistan,” http://www.newsweek.com/2008/12/30/winning-in-afghanistan.html]

In Afghanistan today, the United States and its allies are using the wrong means to vigorously pursue the wrong mission. Persisting on the present course—as both John McCain and Barack Obama have promised to do—will turn Operation Enduring Freedom into Operation Enduring Obligation. Afghanistan will become a sinkhole consuming resources neither the U.S. military nor the U.S. government can afford to waste.
**SOLVENCY**
Withdrawal = Stability
Non-Pashtun Afghans mitigate the impact of withdrawal and regional actor fill-in will stabilize the aftermath. Prefer our evidence – it assesses the worst case scenario.

Mark N. Katz, professor of government and politics at George Mason University, 9-9-09 [“Assessing an Afghanistan Withdrawal,” http://www.isn.ethz.ch/isn/Current-Affairs/Security-Watch/Detail/?lng=en&id=105801]
This is not to say that the US and NATO will be better off after a complete withdrawal from Afghanistan or a partial one from the south. Withdrawal will surely have some negative consequences. But not withdrawing will also have negative consequences if the US/NATO intervention becomes even less popular in Afghanistan and the West than it is now.  Even if a withdrawal from Afghanistan results in the worst case scenario its opponents predict, this is highly likely to be mitigated by non-Pashtuns inside Afghanistan or the governments of neighboring and nearby countries acquiring the incentive to increase (or in some cases, initiate) security cooperation with the US and NATO against the common threat. Just as maintaining or increasing US/NATO military involvement in Afghanistan will not necessarily lead to victory, withdrawal will not necessarily lead to defeat there.
This cooperation solves terrorism comparatively better. 

Malou Innocent, Foreign Policy Analyst at the Cato Institute, Novermber/December 2009 [“Should the United States withdraw from Afghanistan?, Cato Policy Report, http://www.cato.org/pubs/policy_report/v31n6/cpr31n6-3.html]

The issue is not whether we can but whether we should. Only recently has the debate moved to this question. Should we remain in Afghanistan? The answer — when stacked against our objective of disrupting, dismantling, and defeating al Qaeda — is clearly no. Going after al Qaeda does not require a large-scale, long-term military presence for several reasons. First, we must keep in mind that the military is wonderful for killing bad guys with disproportionate firepower, destroying enemy troop formations, or bombing command centers, but not for finding hidden killers. The scalpel of intelligencesharing and close cooperation with foreign law enforcement agencies has done more to round up suspected terrorists than the sledgehammer of military force.
More evidence that this solves better.

Jalai 3-1-09

(Ali Ahmad, Afghanistan's former interior minister, “How to win in Afghanistan”, The Washington Times, L/N)  
Long-term stability in Afghanistan - and the permanent eradication of terrorist bases on its soil - is attainable only if Afghan and international actors can agree on a vision of an Afghanistan defined by good governance, economic growth and self-perpetuating security - and work together toward its attainment. Actors will fail to achieve such stability if they continue to focus on making temporary gains that do nothing to fix Afghanistan's fragmented security, political and social structures. Positively working towards practicable democracy, not dejectedly refocusing on a "new realism," is the correct strategy that will allow us to win in Afghanistan. 
Withdrawal = Stability

Withdrawal stabilizes – empirically proven. 

Carpenter ‘02

(Ted Galen, Vice Prez Defense and Foreign Policy Studies – Cato, “Avoid Dangerous Distractions in Afghanistan”, 7-10, http://www.cato.org/pub_display.php?pub_id=3533)

A second fallacy is that only a prolonged U.S. military presence and Washington's firm backing for a powerful central Afghan government can prevent Afghanistan from reverting to the chaos and extremism that marked the rule of the Taliban. But Afghanistan's troubles began not when its neighbors left the country alone, but when they meddled and attempted to prop-up friendly governments. First the Soviet Union in the 1970s and 1980s and then Pakistan in the 1990s sought to install and maintain pliant regimes. It cannot be emphasized often enough that, without the meddling of Pakistan, the Taliban would never have come to power in Afghanistan, and the country would not have become a haven for Al-Qaeda. If outside powers simply leave Afghanistan alone, the country is likely to revert to its traditional form of governance. That was a highly decentralized system with a nominal national government but with most power held by tribal leaders and so-called regional warlords. It may not be either efficient or democratic by Western standards, but it served the Afghan people reasonably well for decades before the Soviet Union interfered. One other aspect of Afghanistan's history ought to give would-be nation builders pause. Although factions in the country's complex ethnic mosaic often fight among themselves, they tend to unite against any outside power that is seen as interfering in the country's internal affairs. The British in the 19th century and the Soviets in the 1980s made that painful discovery. American forces were initially greeted as liberators as they ousted the unpopular Taliban regime. But the longer our forces linger, the more they are likely to be viewed as an occupying imperial power, and the more they will become entangled in the country's ruthless political intrigues.

**2AC**
A2: Impact Turns
They can’t win offense—the U.S. will screw it up.

Serchuk ‘06


(Vance, Resident Fellow – American Enterprise Institute, The Weekly Standard, 7-17, Lexis)

But building foreign police, it turns out, is something that the American government is expressly designed not to be able to do--the legacy of a 1974 congressional ban that abolished USAID's Office of Public Safety, previously charged with these missions. Although exceptions to the act have since crept onto the statute books, their cumulative effect has been to make police assistance into a second-tier, ad hoc responsibility of several different agencies and actors scattered throughout the executive branch. Worse yet, the infrastructure that does exist for police assistance consists of more bureaucracy than capacity. Because America doesn't have a national police force of its own from which to draw for deployments abroad, Washington has come to depend on contractors like DynCorp, which in turn hire retired state and local cops and dispatch them to post-conflict zones. In Afghanistan, police reform fell to the State Department's Bureau for International Narcotics and Law Enforcement Affairs (INL)--despite the fact that the bureau's core mission is counter-narcotics, and that it had almost no personnel for the job of building foreign police forces. INL's plan amounted to little more than sending Afghan police, as quickly as possible, through a handful of regional training centers run by DynCorp. Although this approach allowed Washington to congratulate itself for having "reformed" a large number of ANP in short order, it scarcely affected their behavior or capabilities at the operational level, where it actually mattered. "The police would get trained, but then they would go back into the system with nothing to support them, and they'd tend to fall back into their old bad habits," recalls one Afghan policy insider--a process another official compares to making batch after batch of ice cubes, only to keep dumping them into a vat of boiling water. The shortcomings of INL's plan were especially glaring to U.S. soldiers dispersed throughout the country, who had to live day to day with a weak, corrupt ANP. Early last year, when I visited a Provincial Reconstruction Team in Ghazni, its commander confessed he was spending half of his time on the police, even though he had no mandate to do so. The local ANP were simply too corrupt and inept to safely ignore, he explained, and no one else was volunteering to fix them. A similar sense of frustration gnawed at the U.S. military leadership in Kabul, who contrasted the lackluster performance of the ANP with that of the increasingly capable Afghan army. The latter, they noted, was being overseen by a large, U.S.-led office of military cooperation, along with hundreds of American soldiers embedded inside the force. These tactical trainers represented an especially important innovation: Living alongside Afghan troops and accompanying them on operations, they provided constant reinforcement and mentoring, as well as serving as liaisons with coalition forces and a check against abuses. Given the success of this model, the military began arguing in mid-2004 for a new approach to the Afghan police, one that would allow the U.S. military to oversee their training, as it does that of Afghan soldiers. Not only would this allow the Pentagon's vast resources to be funneled toward supporting the ANP, providing the personnel that the State Department lacked, it would also facilitate an integrated civil-military strategy for Afghan istan's security forces. Although the proposal won approval from Zalmay Khalilzad, then-U.S. ambassador to Afghan istan, it was seen at the State Department as nothing less than a military coup, sparking massive resistance. The stage was thus set for what one U.S. official would describe as "the most frustrating, bureaucratic, counterproductive interagency battle I've ever known." The argument, which persists to this day, boils down to a nasty collision of ideologies and institutional cultures. INL, in brief, insists that police assistance must remain civilian-led and that the Pentagon's involvement threatens to "militarize" the program; rather than building an Afghan police force focused on rule of law and human rights, it warns, the U.S. military will turn Afghan cops into auxiliaries for counterinsurgency. As one Foggy Bottom employee griped to me last summer, "The Defense Department fundamentally doesn't understand rule of law." The military--along with much of the Afghan national security leadership--responds by pointing out that, like it or not, Afghanistan is a country at war. In the south and the east, in particular, Taliban and other insurgents have been murdering police as representatives of the national government. Regardless of whether officials in Kabul or Washington wish to think of the ANP as combatants, the enemy is treating them as such. Publicly, both sides claim that they have now reached an amicable compromise: a composite training command, responsible for both the army and police, run by a two-star U.S. general but with an INL representative who retains oversight of the ANP. The reality on the ground is far darker, however: a shotgun wedding between the military and INL, characterized by pervasive distrust and recrimination at the staff level, and recurring skirmishes over issues like which contractors to hire, what tactics the Afghan police can be taught, and whether key individuals should work out of the U.S. embassy or the military compound. "INL is constantly trying to split stupid hairs," complains one officer. "Teaching the police how to react to an ambush: Is that offensive or defensive? They say it's offensive and shouldn't be taught." Unsurprisingly, the biggest losers in this unhappy marriage are the Afghan police. Although some reforms have lurched forward over the past two years, such as a series of personnel changes in the ANP's upper ranks, the most important question--how to get large numbers of U.S. personnel embedded with police at the operational level--remains unanswered. In part, that's because INL has held the line against using soldiers to train police. It's also because any effort dominated by interagency sturm und drang is likely to remain more focused in Kabul and Washington than in the field. Whatever the excuse, the result is that the Afghan police--despite fighting bravely in numerous engagements--all too often have found themselves isolated, outmanned, and outgunned against a revived insurgency. The failure of the international community to deliver effective police also prompted President Karzai to suggest the formal creation of village militias--a controversial proposal that speaks volumes about the disillusionment and disappointment of our Afghan allies, whose public credibility is being chipped away by their inability to secure their country. The problem here isn't that the American officials involved are ill-intentioned or egomaniacal. On the contrary, one of the most striking things about the civil-military tension over the ANP is its persistence despite successive staff turnover. Rather, the difficulty lies in the fundamental misalignment of capacity and responsibility for police assistance inside the U.S. government, and the extent to which the institutions of American foreign policy simply aren't organized for this purpose. Instead of confronting the need for painful bureaucratic reforms in Washington, however, U.S. officials have shifted the burden almost entirely to Kabul: Over there--and only there--are people expected to disregard their institutional identities, disentangle their respective mandates, and then jerry-rig some sort of mechanism to accomplish the mission. It's a rare constellation of personalities who can make this work; most of the time, it's a recipe for gridlock. This arrangement still might make sense if we were convinced police assistance in Afghanistan were an anomaly, a onetime requirement that won't recur. But that's hard to swallow, given the string of interventions over the past decade--Iraq, Kosovo, East Timor, Bosnia, Haiti--all of which have required some sort of ambitious police-building. And given the nature of the war on terror, especially as the Bush administration has defined it, with a dual emphasis on security and liberty, there's every reason to believe foreign assistance to indigenous police is going to become more, not less, important in the years ahead. On the positive side, the Bush administration is spending more money to help the Afghan police than ever before, but new squad cars and refurbished police stations aren't going to fix the institutional disconnect in Washington or Kabul. Here, then, is the paradox: Police assistance will continue to be a critical American mission for the foreseeable future, while the U.S. government will continue to be organized in such a way as to be bad at it. Perhaps those Afghans have good reason to riot.
A2: Credibility/Weakness

Staying is comparatively worse for credibility. 

Malou Innocent, Foreign Policy Analyst at the Cato Institute, Novermber/December 2009 [“Should the United States withdraw from Afghanistan?, Cato Policy Report, http://www.cato.org/pubs/policy_report/v31n6/cpr31n6-3.html]

Second, whether we withdraw or whether we stay, al Qaeda can twist our choice into a victory. If we withdraw, we appear weak — even though America is responsible for almost half of the world's military spending, can project its power to the most inaccessible corners of the globe, and wields one of the planet's largest nuclear arsenals. But America also looks weak if it remains in the region too long. The military will appear bogged down, the strategy aimless, and, despite our best efforts, military operations will continue to kill Afghan civilians, eroding support for our presence among the population.
And, other American power projection swamps the impact.

Malou Innocent and Ted Galen Carpenter, Foreign Policy Analyst at the Cato Institute and Vice President Defense and Foreign Policy Studies at Cato, September 2009 [“Escaping the “Graveyard of Empires”: A Strategy to Exit Afghanistan,” http://www.cato.org/pubs/wtpapers/escaping-graveyard-empires-strategy-exit-afghanistan.pdf]

Perhaps the most important argument against the “withdrawal is weak-kneed” meme is that America’s military roams the planet, controls the skies and space, faces no peer competitor, and wields one of the planet’s largest nuclear arsenals. America is responsible for almost half of the world’s military spending and can project its power around the globe. Thus, the contention that America would appear “weak” after withdrawing from Afghanistan is ludicrous. 
Their argument is backwards – invading is a sunk cost, only a risk withdrawal is better for credibility. 
Malou Innocent and Ted Galen Carpenter, Foreign Policy Analyst at the Cato Institute and Vice President Defense and Foreign Policy Studies at Cato, September 2009 [“Escaping the “Graveyard of Empires”: A Strategy to Exit Afghanistan,” http://www.cato.org/pubs/wtpapers/escaping-graveyard-empires-strategy-exit-afghanistan.pdf]

When opinion leaders in Washington talk about “lessons learned” from Vietnam, Somalia, Lebanon, and other conflicts, they typically draw the wrong lesson: not that America should avoid intervening in someone else’s domestic dispute, but that America should never give up after having intervened, no matter what the cost.29 But the longer we stay and the more money we spend, the more we’ll feel compelled to remain in the country to validate the 

investment. A similar self-imposed predicament plagued U.S. officials during the war in Vietnam: After 1968 it became increasingly clear that the survival of the [government of South Vietnam] was not worth the cost of securing it, but by then the United States had another rationale for staying—prestige and precedent setting. The United States said the [South Vietnamese government] would stand, and even those in the administration now long convinced of the hollowness of the domino argument could agree that a U.S. failure in South Vietnam might endanger vital US national interests elsewhere or in the future.30 For decades, the fear of America losing the world’s respect after withdrawing from a conflict has been instrumental in selling the American public bad foreign policy. Overall, remaining in Afghanistan is more likely to tarnish America’s reputation and undermine U.S. security than would withdrawal. 

A2: Heg/Isolationism Add-On

A. Public is Anti-Afghanistan deployment now—will only get worse.

Robert Naiman, National Coordinator of Just Foreign Policy, Novermber/December 2009 [“Should the United States withdraw from Afghanistan?, Cato Policy Report, http://www.cato.org/pubs/policy_report/v31n6/cpr31n6-3.html]

The U.S. public does not support the war in Afghanistan. Since the majority of Americans don't support the war, the U.S. prosecution of the war should not continue. Some say such important decisions can't be made according to the vagaries of public opinion polls. But the most important decisions should be decided democratically, and U.S. public opinion is not volatile on questions of war and peace. Once the public turned against the Iraq war, it never turned back. Some say the war is making Americans safer. But the American public is the highest judge on this question. Since the American people oppose the war, they must believe it is not making them safer, or that whatever contribution the war is making to their safety is too small to justify the human and financial costs.

B. This will result in isolationism.

Tucker ‘03

(Robert, Prof Emeritus American Foreign Policy – Johns Hopkins U., The National Interest, Summer)

On the other hand, the failure to provide reassurance might lead to an outcome not too different from Kupchan's isolationism. What gives the prospect of isolationism some plausibility is the possibility of a pendulum effect should the Bush Administration overreach in the Middle East. Too great a swing in terms of an over-commitment that goes badly could prompt an exaggerated swing in the opposite direction. Then, too, isolationism could be the result of an America that is increasingly disliked by the world, with all that this implies in terms of political opposition, criticism, obstructionism and general disaffection. For a nation as desirous as ever to be liked, how long would the United States be willing to go on playing an unpopular role, one that would perhaps have to depend more and more on naked power? Prospects not to be dismissed, they should give pause to an administration hell-bent on having its way.


C. Global nuclear war

Zalmay Khalilzad, RAND policy analyst, Spring 1995, The Washington Quarterly, Vol. 18, No. 2, “Losing the Moment?”
Under the third option, the United States would seek to retain global leadership and to preclude the rise of a global rival or a return to multipolarity for the indefinite future. On balance, this is the best long-term guiding principle and vision. Such a vision is desirable not as an end in itself, but because a world in which the United States exercises leadership would have tremendous advantages. First, the global environment would be more open and more receptive to American values -- democracy, free markets, and the rule of law. Second, such a world would have a better chance of dealing cooperatively with the world’s major problems, such as nuclear proliferation, threats of regional hegemony by renegade states, and low-level conflicts. Finally, U.S. leadership would help preclude the rise of another hostile global rival, enabling the United States and the world to avoid another global cold or hot war and all the attendant dangers, including a global nuclear exchange. U.S. leadership would therefore be more conducive to global stability than a bipolar or a multipolar balance of power system.

A2: Narcotics DA’s

Counter-narcotics doesn’t solve terrorism and would destabilize the government.

Ted Galen Carpenter, vice president for defense and foreign policy studies at the Cato Institute, Novermber/December 2009 [“Should the United States withdraw from Afghanistan?, Cato Policy Report, http://www.cato.org/pubs/policy_report/v31n6/cpr31n6-3.html]

Secondly, we don't need to win a war on drugs in Afghanistan to accomplish our core security objective. This is another mission into which we have seemingly drifted. An August report to the Senate Foreign Relations Committee made a startling admission; namely, that there is no credible evidence that al Qaeda derives significant revenues from narcotics trafficking. (That startled even me.) The Taliban does. As a matter of fact, just about everybody else in Afghanistan does. Illegal drugs, whether we like it or not, are a pervasive part of Afghanistan's economy, roughly a third of the country's total GDP. And lest we think that it's just the insurgents who benefit from narcotics revenues, pro-government factions are in the trade up to their eyeballs. Indeed, it would be much easier to draw up a list of prominent Afghan political figures who are not involved in the drug trade than it would to draw up a list of the ones who are. And it would be a much shorter list to cite the ones who are not.
A2: Fund It Better CP

Current goals already require more troops and time than we could ever send – money’s not the issue.

Malou Innocent, Policy Analyst at the Cato Institute, 9-29-09 [“More fearmongering claptrap from Max Boot,” http://www.cato-at-liberty.org/2009/09/29/more-fear-mongering-claptrap-from-max-boot/]

Boot believes that the coalition should properly resource the war effort. What does that even mean? What Boot neglects to tell his readers is that our current policy requires more troops than we could ever send. The metric for successful counterinsurgency missions suggested by the U.S. Army and Marine Corps would require 200,000 counterinsurgents in southern Afghanistan alone, and upwards of 650,000 in the country as a whole, for upwards of 12 to 14 years—not including the last eight. The time and resources required for assisting Afghanistan would not be accomplished within costs acceptable to American and NATO publics.
A2: CMR

Military supports withdrawal.

Jen DiMascio, @ Politico Live, 9-6-09 [http://www.politico.com/blogs/politicolive/0909/Will_welcomes_fight_on_Afghanistan_withdrawal.html]

George Will, whose columnn last week calling for the U.S. to pull its troops out of Afghanistan brought a smackdown from Defense Secretary Robert Gates, is sticking to his guns.  The conservative columnist told ABC’s "This Week" Sunday that there's almost no way to add troops to the fight without coming off as an occupying force.   Then he pulled out a letter from former Marine Commandant Gen. Chuck Krulak in support of his position.  “We’re going to have a debate, and there will be plenty of brass on my side,” Will said.
A2: Redeployment via Airpower Bad

Airpower redeployment to stabilize Central Asia will be quick and light – no entanglement or adverse consequences.

Rory Stewart, Fellow Carr Centre at Harvard University, 07/23/07, “Where Less Is More”, http://www. nytimes.com/2007/07/23/opinion/23stewart.html?ex=1188360000&en=b9699699bdd7df25&ei=5070

Our best hope in Afghanistan is to continue to manage the country through a light civil and military presence. Southern Afghanistan will remain unstable for some time to come. Although we cannot change this, we can contain the situation. We can prevent Qaeda units from using the area as a base from which to attack the United States, and we can prevent the Taliban from again mobilizing conventional forces or capturing major northern cities like Kabul and Mazar-i-Sharif. This will not require large numbers of troops. If the Taliban tried to raise another conventional army, it would be an easy target for coalition forces and air power. The most efficient and sustainable way to protect American soil from a terrorist attack is not to deploy tens of thousands of troops to occupy rural areas of Afghanistan, but to invest in intelligence to identify the few radicals who want to attack Western targets, and use special forces operations to eliminate them.
Russia Add-On

Becoming mired in Afghanistan would spark proxy competition with Russia.

Atal ‘03

(Subodh, PhD South Asian Affairs – U Maryland, Cato Analyst, “At A Crossroads in Afghanistan: Should the U.S. Be Engaged in Nation Building?”, http://www.cato.org/pubs/fpbriefs/fpb81.pdf)

During the better part of the past two centuries, Britain and Russia competed for influence directly or indirectly in Afghanistan, which is strategically located at the crossroads between the Middle East, Central Asia, and the Indian subcontinent. After the British Empire crum- bled, the nation became a Cold War hotspot, with the Soviets steadily gaining the upper hand in the region. Paradoxically, the Soviets’ influence waned after their invasion of the country in late 1979. After the Soviet military withdrawal, which began in 1988, and the collapse of the Soviet-backed Afghan government in 1991, Afghanistan gradually became an extension of the India-Pakistan conflict, with India supporting the Northern Alliance against the Pakistanbacked Taliban.42 The Northern Alliance was also supported by governments in Iran, Russia, Uzbekistan, and Tajikistan, which were all concerned about Taliban advances into their respective spheres of influence.43 The ousting of the Taliban regime has not altered the tendency of neighboring states to meddle in Afghan affairs. Russia, Uzbekistan, and Tajikistan still back various factions of the Northern Alliance, as does India, which has established consulates in Afghan cities close to the Pakistan border. Meanwhile, elements in the Pakistani intelligence service have helped the Taliban reconnect with the Al Qaeda and with the resurgent forces of Gulbuddin Hekmatyar’s Hizb-e-Islami. The United States supported the radical Islamic party during the years of Soviet occupation, but Hekmatyar and his followers have turned against their former patron, who they now see as yet another foreign occupier. In December 2002, Hekmatyar, a former Afghan prime minister, issued a statement declaring that Hezb-i-Islami would “fight our jihad until foreign troops are gone from Afghanistan and the Afghans have set up an Islamic government.”44 If the United States becomes more involved in Afghan civilian affairs, American interests will inevitably clash with those of one or more of the regional players vying for proxy influence in the country. Such entanglements are likely to further undermine Afghan security. Rather than keep forces in Afghanistan for the long term, the United States should accelerate operations aimed at eliminating the anti-U.S. forces now massing along the Afghan- Pakistan border but should otherwise avoid getting mired in a renewal of the so-called Great Game.

Extinction results.

Bostrom ‘02

(Nick, PhD Philosophy – Oxford U., Existential Risks, http://www.nickbostrom.com/existential/risks.html)
A much greater existential risk emerged with the build-up of nuclear arsenals in the US and the USSR. An all-out nuclear war was a possibility with both a substantial probability and with consequences that might have been persistent enough to qualify as global and terminal. There was a real worry among those best acquainted with the information available at the time that a nuclear Armageddon would occur and that it might annihilate our species or permanently destroy human civilization.[4]  Russia and the US retain large nuclear arsenals that could be used in a future confrontation, either accidentally or deliberately. There is also a risk that other states may one day build up large nuclear arsenals. Note however that a smaller nuclear exchange, between India and Pakistan for instance, is not an existential risk, since it would not destroy or thwart humankind’s potential permanently. Such a war might however be a local terminal risk for the cities most likely to be targeted. Unfortunately, we shall see that nuclear Armageddon and comet or asteroid strikes are mere preludes to the existential risks that we will encounter in the 21st century.

**POLITICS**

Obama Good Link Turn

Broad support for withdrawal among powerful Congresspeople.

Robert Naiman, staff writer @ Truthout, 5-28-10 [http://www.truthout.org/eighteen-senators-back-timetable-afghanistan-withdrawal5994]
Senator Durbin's support for the Feingold amendment is particularly striking. Durbin holds the Senate's second highest ranking leadership post: assistant majority leader, also known as majority whip. And Durbin was the senior senator from Illinois when Barack Obama was the junior senator from Illinois, and Durbin was among the earliest promoters of Obama's presidential campaign. You have to figure that Senator Durbin doesn't send a signal like that lightly; and you have to figure that a signal like that is going to be noticed by Obama's political advisers, particularly his political advisers from Illinois, like David Axelrod and Rahm Emanuel. This "surge" in Senate support for a timetable for withdrawal should make it easier to build support in the House for a withdrawal timetable when the House considers the war supplemental, as it is expected to do after the Memorial Day recess. Already, 92 Members of the House have co-sponsored H.R. 5015, Rep. Jim McGovern's (D-Massachusetts) companion legislation requiring a timetable for withdrawal, including members of the House Democratic leadership, like Rep. Barney Frank (D-Massachusetts) and Rep. George Miller (D-California); if you add in members who earlier this year supported Rep. Dennis Kucinich's (D-Ohio) withdrawal resolution, more than 100 members of the House are already on the record in favor of a timetable for military withdrawal.
Obama Good Election Link Turn

Voters overwhelmingly support withdrawal.

Robert Naiman, National Coordinator of Just Foreign Policy, Novermber/December 2009 [“Should the United States withdraw from Afghanistan?, Cato Policy Report, http://www.cato.org/pubs/policy_report/v31n6/cpr31n6-3.html]

The U.S. public does not support the war in Afghanistan. Since the majority of Americans don't support the war, the U.S. prosecution of the war should not continue. Some say such important decisions can't be made according to the vagaries of public opinion polls. But the most important decisions should be decided democratically, and U.S. public opinion is not volatile on questions of war and peace. Once the public turned against the Iraq war, it never turned back. Some say the war is making Americans safer. But the American public is the highest judge on this question. Since the American people oppose the war, they must believe it is not making them safer, or that whatever contribution the war is making to their safety is too small to justify the human and financial costs.

**NEGATIVE**

Terrorism 1NC

Alternate cause – Somalia, Yemen. 

Mark N. Katz, professor of government and politics at George Mason University, 9-9-09 [“Assessing an Afghanistan Withdrawal,” http://www.isn.ethz.ch/isn/Current-Affairs/Security-Watch/Detail/?lng=en&id=105801]

Finally, al-Qaida and its affiliates already have access to Pakistan’s Northwest Frontier Province, Somalia, Yemen and other badlands. It is not clear how al-Qaida’s getting more access to Afghanistan than it now has would materially increase its already considerable ability to attack the West.
Continued policing is key to security and solving terrorism.

Leslie Campbell, @ The Hill, 9-16-09 [http://www.embassymag.ca/page/view/canada_washington-9-16-2009]

The Afghanistan conflict resists easy fixes and promises to remain problematic for years to come. Improving the country's infrastructure and inadequate government will vex development professionals for many more years, but just because it's difficult doesn't mean it shouldn't be done. There are two overwhelming reasons to stay in Afghanistan: insecurity in that country has before, and will again, spill over to affect our lives and security; and Afghanistan's people, like people everywhere, deserve a chance to pursue better lives, free of repression and where they have some say in the decisions that affect them.
Terrorists will not get weapons
Newhouse 2002 (John- senior fellow at the Center for Defense Information, Summer, World Policy Journal)

Terrorists may discover, or have already discovered, that a usable nuclear weapon is beyond their reach. That is the cautious view of many, though not all, specialists. A more attainable alternative, however, might be the so-called dirty bomb, a radiological device using chemical explosives to contaminate a targeted area for an extended period. Various accessible materials could be used to make such a device, including radiological medical isotopes. Another source might be spent fuel rods, although these are highly radioactive, heavy, and difficult to handle. 20 Exposure to toxic radioactive material would be harmful or fatal to some humans and, depending on location, might also contaminate livestock, fish, and food crops. Terrorists, too, would confront safety risks; turning radioactive material into a bomb and delivering it to the target could be dangerous at every stage. Nonetheless, covert disposal of radioactive materials would create widespread alarm and confusion, at the least by planting well-founded concern about long-term increases in the cancer rate. In short, the dirty bomb should not be regarded as a weapon of mass destruction, but as one that if used would cause mass disruption.
Terrorist do not want to inflict mass destruction—Counterproductive to their goals

John Mueller, “Is There Still a Terrorist Threat?” FOREIGN AFFAIRS v. 85 n. 5, September/October 2005, p. 2+.

One reason al Qaeda and "al Qaeda types" seem not to be trying very hard to repeat 9/11 may be that that dramatic act of destruction itself proved counterproductive by massively heightening concerns about terrorism around the world. No matter how much they might disagree on other issues (most notably on the war in Iraq), there is a compelling incentive for states -- even ones such as Iran, Libya, Sudan, and Syria -- to cooperate in cracking down on al Qaeda, because they know that they could easily be among its victims. The fbi may not have uncovered much of anything within the United States since 9/11, but thousands of apparent terrorists have been rounded, or rolled, up overseas with U.S. aid and encouragement. Although some Arabs and Muslims took pleasure in the suffering inflicted on 9/11 -- Schadenfreude in German, shamateh in Arabic -- the most common response among jihadists and religious nationalists was a vehement rejection of al Qaeda's strategy and methods. When Soviet troops invaded Afghanistan in 1979, there were calls for jihad everywhere in Arab and Muslim lands, and tens of thousands flocked to the country to fight the invaders. In stark contrast, when the U.S. military invaded in 2001 to topple an Islamist regime, there was, as the political scientist Fawaz Gerges points out, a "deafening silence" from the Muslim world, and only a trickle of jihadists went to fight the Americans. Other jihadists publicly blamed al Qaeda for their post-9/11 problems and held the attacks to be shortsighted and hugely miscalculated. The post-9/11 willingness of governments around the world to take on international terrorists has been much reinforced and amplified by subsequent, if scattered, terrorist activity outside the United States. Thus, a terrorist bombing in Bali in 2002 galvanized the Indonesian government into action. Extensive arrests and convictions -- including of leaders who had previously enjoyed some degree of local fame and political popularity -- seem to have severely degraded the capacity of the chief jihadist group in Indonesia, Jemaah Islamiyah. After terrorists attacked Saudis in Saudi Arabia in 2003, that country, very much for self-interested reasons, became considerably more serious about dealing with domestic terrorism; it soon clamped down on radical clerics and preachers. Some rather inept terrorist bombings in Casablanca in 2003 inspired a similarly determined crackdown by Moroccan authorities. And the 2005 bombing in Jordan of a wedding at a hotel (an unbelievably stupid target for the terrorists) succeeded mainly in outraging the Jordanians: according to a Pew poll, the percentage of the population expressing a lot of confidence in bin Laden to "do the right thing" dropped from 25 percent to less than one percent after the attack.
Terrorism 1NC
Terror Threat Overblown- More likely to be hit by a comet

John Mueller, “Is There Still a Terrorist Threat?” FOREIGN AFFAIRS v. 85 n. 5, September/October 2005, p. 2+.

But while keeping such potential dangers in mind, it is worth remembering that the total number of people killed since 9/11 by al Qaeda or al Qaeda­like operatives outside of Afghanistan and Iraq is not much higher than the number who drown in bathtubs in the United States in a single year, and that the lifetime chance of an American being killed by international terrorism is about one in 80,000 -- about the same chance of being killed by a comet or a meteor. Even if there were a 9/11-scale attack every three months for the next five years, the likelihood that an individual American would number among the dead would be two hundredths of a percent (or one in 5,000). Although it remains heretical to say so, the evidence so far suggests that fears of the omnipotent terrorist -- reminiscent of those inspired by images of the 20-foot-tall Japanese after Pearl Harbor or the 20-foot-tall Communists at various points in the Cold War (particularly after Sputnik) -- may have been overblown, the threat presented within the United States by al Qaeda greatly exaggerated. The massive and expensive homeland security apparatus erected since 9/11 may be persecuting some, spying on many, inconveniencing most, and taxing all to defend the United States against an enemy that scarcely exists.

Jihadists have abandoned violence- they do not want to attack

John Mueller, “Is There Still a Terrorist Threat?” FOREIGN AFFAIRS v. 85 n. 5, September/October 2005, p. 2+.

The results of policing activity overseas suggest that the absence of results in the United States has less to do with terrorists' cleverness or with investigative incompetence than with the possibility that few, if any, terrorists exist in the country. It also suggests that al Qaeda's ubiquity and capacity to do damage may have, as with so many perceived threats, been exaggerated. Just because some terrorists may wish to do great harm does not mean that they are able to. Gerges argues that mainstream Islamists -- who make up the vast majority of the Islamist political movement -- gave up on the use of force before 9/11, except perhaps against Israel, and that the jihadists still committed to violence constitute a tiny minority. Even this small group primarily focuses on various "infidel" Muslim regimes and considers jihadists who carry out violence against the "far enemy" -- mainly Europe and the United States -- to be irresponsible, reckless adventurers who endanger the survival of the whole movement. In this view, 9/11 was a sign of al Qaeda's desperation, isolation, fragmentation, and decline, not of its strength.
Karzai 1NC

Even if the US withdraws, it still holds UN veto power over Taliban inclusion.
UKPA, 6-13-10 [“Soldiers die as peace talks go on,” http://www.google.com/hostednews/ukpress/article/ALeqM5ji8pE8zKuDQsuyy5RDGk3NQyPelw]

Meanwhile, fuelling momentum for a political solution to the nearly nine-year-old Afghan war, a UN committee is reviewing whether certain people could be removed from a blacklist that freezes assets and limits travel of key Taliban and al Qaida figures, the top UN representative said. Delegates to a national conference, or peace jirga, held this month in Kabul called on the government and its international partners to remove some of the 137 people from the list - a long-standing demand of the Taliban. "De-listing was one of the clear messages coming from the peace jirga," Staffan de Mistura, the top UN representative in Afghanistan, told reporters. "The UN is listening to what the peace jirga is saying. Some of the people in the list may not be alive anymore. The list may be completely outdated."

A committee is expected to complete its review at the end of the month and give its recommendations to the UN Security Council, which will make the final decision on whether to remove any names off the list. The US, Britain and France, who still have troops posted there, wield veto power on the council and would have to agree to changes on the list. "If we want the peace jirga to produce results, we need to keep momentum," Mr de Mistura said. "The aim is not war, it is reconciliation. And reconciliation ... can only take place through constructive inclusion."
Key to winning the east, vital internal link to solve insurgency.

Chicago Tribune, 8-24-09 [http://www.chicagotribune.com/news/chi-tc-nw-afghanistan-0823-0824aug24,0,645023.story]

WASHINGTON - -- Allied military commanders in Afghanistan have told a senior U.S. envoy that they need more troops to deal with an intensifying insurgency in the country's east, raising the possibility that the Obama administration may refocus the war on the lawless border with Pakistan. Any request to increase overall troop levels could face resistance from Congress. A Washington Post-ABC poll released last week showed that a slight majority of Americans now believe the war is not worth fighting. Adm. Michael Mullen, appearing on television talk shows Sunday, noted with concern the diminishing support for the war. He refused to say whether additional troops would be required but described Afghanistan as "serious and deteriorating." "Afghanistan is very vulnerable in terms of Taliban and extremists taking over again, and I don't think that threat's going to go away," said Mullen, the chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff.  Though American attention has focused on the fight in southern Afghanistan, many senior U.S. military officials have considered the need to step up the fight against militants in mountainous eastern Afghanistan. They believe that a greater U.S. push there, combined with pressure from Pakistani troops on the other side of the border, could grind down the insurgent groups. 
More troops needed to stabilize the country
Korb et al, 3-9-09
[Lawrence J. Korb is a Senior Fellow at the Center for American Progress and a senior adviser to the Center for Defense Information. Sustainable Security in Afghanistan Crafting an Effective and Responsible Strategy for the Forgotten Front Center for American Progress, Online: http://www.americanprogress.org/issues/2009/03/pdf/sustainable_afghanistan.pdf]

Protecting the Afghan population from the Taliban and its allies must be the core tenet of the U.S. military’s counterinsurgency strategy and the foundation of the United States’ short-term security goals. For the majority of the conflict’s duration, the United States and international forces have primarily pursued a counterterrorism strategy that sought to hunt down and destroy Al Qaeda and other terrorists at the expense of leaving Afghan population centers undefended against Taliban influence. A shortage of U.S. boots on the ground, national “caveats” that restrict the operations of many of our NATO allies, and an overall lack of attention were the main factors behind this misbegotten strategy. As Dutch Major General Mart de Kruif, who commands 23,000 NATO troops in southern Afghanistan noted recently, he is “out of troops” to provide security for the troubled south. With U.S. and international forces conducting counterterrorism missions and not maintaining a constant presence, the Taliban does not have to hold or defend territory. The old military maxim that he who tries to control everything ends up controlling nothing applies here. This strategy must be reversed.  
Karzai 1NC
No escalation --- mutual interests ensure Central Asian states will respond with cooperation
Collins and Wohlforth ‘04

(Kathleen, Prof PoliSci – Notre Dame and William, Prof Government – Dartmouth, “Defying ‘Great Game’ Expectations”, Strategic Asia 2003-4: Fragility and Crisis, p. 312-3)

Conclusion The popular great game lens for analyzing Central Asia fails to capture the declared interests of the great powers as well as the best reading of their objective interests in security and economic growth. Perhaps more importantly, it fails to explain their actual behavior on the ground, as well the specific reactions of the Central Asian states themselves. Naturally, there are competitive elements in great power relations. Each country’s policymaking community has slightly different preferences for tackling the challenges presented in the region, and the more influence they have the more able they are to shape events in concordance with those preferences. But these clashing preferences concern the means to serve ends that all the great powers share. To be sure, policy-makers in each capital would prefer that their own national firms or their own government’s budget be the beneficiaries of any economic rents that emerge from the exploitation and transshipment of the region’s natural resources. But the scale of these rents is marginal even for Russia’s oil-fueled budget. And for taxable profits to be created, the projects must make sense economically—something that is determined more by markets and firms than governments. Does it matter? The great game is an arresting metaphor that serves to draw people’s attention to an oft-neglected region. The problem is the great-game lens can distort realities on the ground, and therefore bias analysis and policy. For when great powers are locked in a competitive fight, the issues at hand matter less than their implication for the relative power of contending states. Power itself becomes the issue—one that tends to be nonnegotiable. Viewing an essential positive-sum relationship through zero sum conceptual lenses will result in missed opportunities for cooperation that leaves all players—not least the people who live in the region—poorer and more insecure. While cautious realism must remain the watchword concerning an impoverished and potentially unstable region comprised of fragile and authoritarian states, our analysis yields at least conditional and relative optimism. Given the confluence of their chief strategic interests, the major powers are in a better position to serve as a stabilizing force than analogies to the Great Game or the Cold War would suggest. It is important to stress that the region’s response to the profoundly destabilizing shock of coordinated terror attacks was increased cooperation between local governments and China and Russia, and—multipolar rhetoric notwithstanding—between both of them and the United States. If this trend is nurtured and if the initial signals about potential SCO-CSTO-NATO cooperation are pursued, another destabilizing shock might generate more rather than less cooperation among the major powers. Uzbekistan, Kyrgyzstan, Tajikistan, and Kazakhstan are clearly on a trajectory that portends longer-term cooperation with each of the great powers. As military and economic security interests become more entwined, there are sound reasons to conclude that “great game” politics will not shape Central Asia’s future in the same competitive and destabilizing way as they have controlled its past. To the contrary, mutual interests in Central Asia may reinforce the broader positive developments in the great powers’ relations that have taken place since September 11, as well as reinforce regional and domestic stability in Central Asia.

Central Asian instability inevitable—6 reasons they can’t solve

Svante E. Cornell, Research Director of the Central Asia-Caucasus Institute & Silk Road Studies Program, 2003, “Regional Politics in Central Asia: the Changing Roles of Iran, Turkey, Pakistan and China,” http://www.silkroadstudies.org/pub/030720Sapra.pdf

The unstable nature of regional politics in Central Asia is caused partly by the dynamics of the region itself, and the multitude of internal challenges facing the region. These include disputed borders, a slow and stagnant economic transition, widespread poverty, the soaring problem of narcotics production and trafficking, the growth of political and  religious extremism and terrorism, corruption and mismanagement. But a major factor in the security of the region is the diverging and fluid policies of regional and external powers towards the region. The number of regional powers with an interest in Central Asia is large, and their policies towards one another are often ambiguous and contradictory. This does not provide a framework for stable regional development, especially as there is a remarkable absence of mechanisms or institutions for regional cooperation in the region. While intra-regional mechanisms exist, and some institutions led by one or two regional powers have been created (such as the SCO), there is no mechanism or institution bringing together, even as a forum for discussion, all interested parties. These clearly include the six Central Asian states, but also at least seven foreign powers: the United States, Russia, China, Turkey, India, Iran, and Pakistan. While such a mechanism is difficult to envisage due to the occasional hostility among several of these 
More Central Asia Impact Defense
No risk of great power conflict in Central Asia: incentives to de-escalate and stable balance of power

Zhao Huasheng, director of the Center for Russia and Central Asia Studies at Fudan University, February 2005, CEF Quarterly, http://www.silkroadstudies.org/new/docs/CEF/CEF_Quarterly_Winter_2005.doc.pdf, p. 31

China, Russia, and the United States will not go to open confrontation for several reasons. Generally speaking, the relations of the three powers in Central Asia depend on their general relations. In other words, if their general relations sour, their relations in Central Asia will go tense or intensify. Otherwise, if their general relations are good, their relations in Central Asia will not be hostile and openly confrontational. Conversely, in spite of the tripartite configuration among the three powers, especially the confrontation between Russia and the United States, like two tigers gazing at each other in their military bases in Tajikistan and Kyrgyzstan, none of the three powers wants to undermine bilateral relations on the parochial issue of Central Asia. The coexistence of the three powers in Central Asia restrains their open confrontation as well. None of the three powers intends to ally with one against the other. Or, none is pleased to see a united front formed by two against one. At the same time, none wants to see Central Asia to be monopolized by one power. Therefore, the game played by three powers is good for the balance of power and not for open confrontation in any forms.
Won’t draw in Russia, China, or the U.S.

Weitz ‘06


(Richard, Senior Fellow – Hudson Institute, Washington Quarterly, Summer, Lexis)

Concerns about a renewed great game are thus exaggerated. The contest for influence in the region does not directly challenge the vital national interests of China, Russia, or the United States, the most important extraregional countries in Central Asian security affairs. Unless restrained, however, competitive pressures risk impeding opportunities for beneficial cooperation among these countries. The three external great powers have incentives to compete for local allies, energy resources, and military advantage, but they also share substantial interests, especially in reducing terrorism and drug trafficking. If properly aligned, the major multilateral security organizations active in Central Asia could provide opportunities for cooperative diplomacy in a region where bilateral ties traditionally have predominated.
Central Asian conflict won’t escalate

Olga Oliker, Senior International Policy Analyst at RAND and David Shlapak, acting director for strategy and doctrine for RAND, 2005, “U.S. Interests in Central Asia,” http://www.rand.org/pubs/monographs/2005/RAND_MG338.pdf, p. 41-42

Broadly speaking, there are two primary military reasons the United States would seek to maintain a long-term military presence on for- eign shores. The first has already been mentioned: the existence of an imminent threat to key U.S. interests. For half a century, for exam- ple, the United States has kept Army and Air Force units stationed in South Korea to deter a second North Korean attack and to help de- feat it, should deterrence fail. Putting aside the question of whether or not U.S. interests in Central Asia are sufficient to justify an American defensive shield, even if an external threat to the area existed, the facts appear to support the conclusion that no such danger exists. Although Russia is certainly angling to restore its influence in these ex- Soviet territories, there is no hint of a serious military threat. The new Russian base in Tajikistan, which evolved from many years of pres- ence by its 201st Motor Rifle Division, will keep some 5,000 troops in the country, including an air component. Russian border guards have now left the mission in Tajik hands, leaving only an advisory presence. Moreover, Russian forces in Tajikistan are seen by many as bolstering the Dushanbe regime. Similarly, the air base outside the Kyrgyz town of Kant does not appear to threaten Kyrgyz sover- eignty.4 China, the neighborhood’s other heavy hitter, is also anxious  to enhance its relationships with the Central Asian republics; it is the lead nation in the Shanghai Cooperation Organization (SCO) and has participated in multiple military exercises with various Central Asian countries. Beijing’s military attention is focused elsewhere and  its designs on the region are economic and political—they do not threaten the Central Asian states militarily.5 While aggression among  Central Asian actors is sometimes touted as a possibility, none of the  region’s militaries appear capable of mounting serious offensive operations and there are few if any issues at stake between Central Asian nations that would warrant large-scale military action
More Central Asia Impact Defense
Russia won’t fight over Central Asia

Dr. Svante E. Cornell, Deputy Director, Central Asia-Caucasus Institute, Johns Hopkins 

University-SAIS, 2005, Eurasia in Balance, sp. 59

Since President Putin came to power, Russia has adopted a more pragmatic  position toward Azerbaijan, leading to an improvement in relations and a more constructive attitude in the Minsk Group negotiations; Russia has also been less  vocal toward expanded American and Turkish influence in the region. However, continued strong-arm policies toward Georgia generate doubt as to what Moscow’s strategic intentions are. With respect to the stalemated conflicts of the region, Russia’s policies have given abundant evidence that Russia finds the present status quo convenient, and does not desire a resolution to any of them.

Karzai 2NC A2: “The Taliban Isn’t Al Qaeda”

Taliban resurgence turns the case. 

David Wu, @ The Oregonian, 9-16-09 [lexis]

As someone who has consistently opposed the Iraq war, I find myself in the incongruous position of supporting a concerted military and civilian effort in Afghanistan. I'm aware that eight years is a long time for any conflict, and we're in a precarious situation in Afghanistan because the previous administration chose to focus on Iraq. But we now have new military leadership and a new strategy for Afghanistan. Our troops deserve an opportunity to succeed in this neglected but crucial war. It's vital to remember that we're fighting in Afghanistan because al-Qaida killed almost 3,000 Americans on American soil. That's more Americans than the Japanese killed at Pearl Harbor. Afghanistan's Taliban have given shelter and resources to al-Qaida, which attacked the United States and would love nothing better than to do so again. Our military efforts in Afghanistan have driven al-Qaida and Taliban operations into Pakistan, a nation with nuclear weapons. If al-Qaida acquires a nuclear weapon, where would it be used? Given the regional nuclear tinderbox enveloping Pakistan and India, success in the Afghan war is not only a matter of U.S. national security, but it also has implications for world stability.

 
Pakistan 1NC

Troops are key to stabilize Pakistan and ensure stability of its nuclear arsenal.

Wall Street Journal, 9-13-09 

[http://online.wsj.com/article/SB10001424052970203440104574404753110979442.html?mod=googlenews_wsj]

Growing numbers of Americans are starting to doubt whether we should have troops in Afghanistan and whether the war there is even winnable. We are confident that not only is it winnable, but that we have no choice. We must prevail in Afghanistan. We went to war there because the 9/11 attacks were a direct consequence of the safe haven given to al Qaeda in that country under the Taliban. We remain at war because a resurgent Taliban, still allied with al Qaeda, is trying to restore its brutal regime and re-establish that country as a terrorist safe haven. It remains a clear, vital national interest of the United States to prevent this from happening. Yet an increasing number of commentators, including some of the very same individuals who opposed the surge in Iraq and called for withdrawal there, now declare Afghanistan essentially unwinnable. Had their view prevailed with respect to Iraq in 2006 and 2007, the consequences of our failure there would have been catastrophic. Similarly, the ramifications of an American defeat in Afghanistan would not only be a devastating setback for our nation in what is now the central front in the global war on terror, but would inevitably further destabilize neighboring, nuclear Pakistan. Those who advocate such a course were wrong about Iraq, and they are wrong about Afghanistan. The growing calls for withdrawal reflect, more than anything, our failure to show progress in the war. After eight years of fighting, the American people see rising casualties and no sign that the tide is turning in our direction.
Surge key to the stability of Pakistan’s nuclear arsenal.

LA Times, 8-24-09 [http://www.latimes.com/news/nationworld/world/afghanistan/la-fg-afghanistan-holbrooke24-2009aug24,0,1623071.story]

"Afghanistan is very vulnerable in terms of [the] Taliban and extremists taking over again, and I don't think that threat's going to go away," he said. Although American attention has focused primarily on the fight in southern Afghanistan, many senior U.S. military officials have come to the view that they need to step up the fight against Jalaluddin Haqqani and other insurgent leaders in mountainous eastern Afghanistan. They believe that a greater U.S. push there, combined with pressure from Pakistani troops on the other side of the border, could grind down the groups, several of which range between the two Asian nations. Some military officials believe Haqqani has suffered setbacks because of Pakistani army pressure and is at a vulnerable moment. "In the east we have an opportunity," said an advisor to the U.S. command. "The Pakistanis have done damage to the Haqqani network." U.S. Army Maj. Gen. Curtis Scaparrotti, commander of forces in the east, told reporters traveling with U.S. envoy Richard C. Holbrooke on Sunday that Haqqani "is the central threat" in the east and that "he's expanded that reach." Commanders with the North Atlantic Treaty Organization said Haqqani, who formerly centered his attacks in Afghanistan's Khowst province, has been advancing farther afield, including as far south as southern Paktika province. President Obama has already committed 21,000 additional U.S. troops to the campaign in Afghanistan, which will bring the American force to 68,000 by year's end. About 30,000 international troops under NATO command are also deployed in Afghanistan. American forces are suffering their highest death toll of the eight-year campaign, with 166 killed so far this year, according to the independent website icasualties.org. The deaths outpace the 155 killed in 2008, previously the most deadly year of the conflict for Americans. The potential of stepped-up military activity in the east comes as Afghanistan awaits the results of Thursday's presidential and provincial elections, with the possibility that a runoff race for president may be needed, continuing political tensions in the country for weeks. Sen. Bob Casey (D-Pa.), visiting Afghanistan, said he told Afghan President Hamid Karzai, who is seeking reelection, in a meeting Sunday "that there's going to come a time when the patience of Americans is going to run out." Holbrooke, who is the senior U.S. representative for Afghanistan and Pakistan, met with NATO commanders over the weekend. Holbrooke has brought a new emphasis on the struggle against the insurgent groups in Pakistani mountain strongholds, believing that the nation is of top strategic interest to the United States even though the U.S. military contingent in Pakistan is dwarfed by that in Afghanistan. Pakistan, with its own nuclear arsenal, is struggling to maintain its stability against a variety of insurgent groups, along with other crises. There is no way to forecast how many troops the administration might add to the eastern region, but the addition of one brigade, or about 3,500 troops, would be a substantial increase. U.S. forces now have two Army brigades in the zone, plus some other personnel. The addition of troops would mark a substantial refocusing of the fight. Under the last NATO and U.S. commander, Gen. David D. McKiernan, the U.S. added one brigade in eastern Afghanistan, and the leadership was satisfied that troop levels there were sufficient. Gen. Stanley A. McChrystal, the current NATO and U.S. commander, has questioned whether the fight in the south was as important to overall strategy as previously thought. He has suggested, however, that having more troops could be helpful in Kandahar, the home turf of the Taliban. NATO has warned U.S. officials that the insurgent threat has expanded in other areas of the country as well. Officers in the north have told U.S. officials that militants have aggressively expanded their reach in the Kunduz region, where they are attacking NATO supply lines. James L. Jones, Obama's national security advisor, has cautioned military commanders that it might be difficult to win administration approval of a larger troop deployment. Several prominent Republican leaders, including Sens. John McCain of Arizona and Lindsey Graham of South Carolina, believe the United States needs more troops in both the south and the east. But there are also signs that Republican support too is softening in Congress, lawmakers say.
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Withdrawal strengthens Taliban-ISI alliance. 

Fareed Zakaria, @ My San Antonio, 9-17-09 [http://www.mysanantonio.com/opinion/59517692.html]

The most important reality of the post-9/11 world has been the lack of any major follow-up attack. That's happened largely because al-Qaida has been on the run in Afghanistan and Pakistan. The campaign against terrorist groups in both countries rests on ground forces and intelligence. A senior U.S. military official involved in planning these campaigns told me that America's presence in Afghanistan has been the critical element in the successful strikes against al-Qaida leaders and camps. Were America to leave the scene, all the region's players would start jockeying for influence over Afghanistan. That would almost certainly mean the revival of the poisonous alliance between the Pakistani military and the hardest-line elements of the Taliban.
The U.S. controls Pakistan’s nuclear weapons—no chance of use

Bharat Karnad, Research Professor in National Security Studies at the Centre for Policy 

Research, New Delhi, April 2005, India Review, “South Asia: The Irrelevance of Classical 

Nuclear Deterrence Theory,” p. 204

Alarming theses about immanent nuclear war on the subcontinent  may, in any case, be moot now that Pakistan has been turned into an  American protectorate in all but name via the National Intelligence  Reform Act passed by the US Congress in early December 2004,  according to which the United States assumes responsibility for the  security of the country, fighting terrorism within it and even nurturing  democracy there.123 There is also evidence that suggests Washington,  not Islamabad, is in control of critical parts of Pakistan’s nuclear  deterrent and can prevent its use. In the aftermath of 9/11 and the  suddenly enhanced fears of terrorists using weapons of mass destruction,  Pakistani President Musharraf was faced with the Hobson’s choice of  joining the United States-led war against “international terrorism” or  having his country’s nuclear weapons stores and facilities destroyed.124  The eventual deal he cut provides the United States with an open-ended  access to Pakistani bases and air space, and for the military pre-posi-  tioning of stores and such on Pakistani territory. As a result, American  forces now occupy the Jacobabad air base and exercise de facto control  of the Pakistani military air space.125  Further, in order to reassure Washington and prove Pakistan’s bona  fides, President Musharraf, under the rubric of making his country’s  nuclear arms more safe and secure, may also have ceded to the United  States, alarmed by the prospect of terrorists accessing Pakistani nuclear  weapons and materials for ultimate use against American cities, the  oversight of Pakistan’s nuclear arsenal, which is tantamount to a veto over  the use by Pakistan of its nuclear weapons. This last, not unreasonable,  conclusion may be reached on the basis of necessarily indirect evidence.  Like, for example, the United States and Pakistan setting up what is called  “the US Liaison Committee” comprising American experts which,  according to a senior Bush Administration official, is entrusted with the  job of “safeguarding” Pakistan’s arsenal of some 40 nuclear weapons, a  job that has so far cost “millions” of dollars. “We don’t want their materi-  als to get into the wrong hands,” this official reportedly explained.126

Fallout fear checks war.

Devin Hagerty, professor of political science at the University of Maryland, 1998, The Consequences of Nuclear Proliferation: Lessons from South Asia, p. 190-1

Several types of nuclear deterrence act as a firebreak between peace and war in South Asia. First, nuclear weapons cast an existential deterrent shadow over Indo-Pakistani relations: both sides are dissuaded from fighting by the simple fact that their nuclear capabilities exist, and thus that war between them could escalate to a nuclear exchange. Another concern is that either country’s nuclear first strike could redound to its disadvantage, given the short distances separating Indian and Pakistani targets, the vagaries of prevailing winds, and the consequent chance that radioactive fallout could drift back over the attacker’s own territory. New Delhi and Islamabad are also dissuaded from aggression by the fear that any outbreak of hostilities might lead the opponent to attack one’s own nuclear facilities with advanced conventional weapons, thereby raising the possibility widespread radiation poisoning. This concern was illustrated by India’s restraint in launching preventive strikes against Pakistan’s nascent nuclear installations in the 1980s, a course of action that was apparently considered but ultimately rejected.
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No impact to tension -- War won’t go nuclear.
Keith Lawrence, June 4, 2002, Duke News, “News Tip: Despite ‘Intractable’ Differences, Nuclear War Between India And Pakistan Unlikely, Duke Experts Say,” http://www.dukenews.duke.edu/2002/06/indiatip0602.html

Though India and Pakistan probably will never agree on who should control the Kashmir region, it is highly unlikely the two South Asian neighbors will resort to nuclear war to resolve their dispute, says a Duke University professor emeritus who has been researching Pakistan since 1957. “While they have serious divisions, the Indian and Pakistani regimes are rather rational on this matter,” said Ralph Braibanti, James B. Duke Professor Emeritus of Political Science. “Even though there is saber rattling going on, I doubt very much they would use nuclear weapons.”

More No Pakistani Coup

Counter-intelligence, redundancy, and de-mating check risk or nuclear weapons takeover and launch.
Kanwal, 2008 [Gurmeet, director, Centre for Land Warfare Studies, New Delhi, “Are Pakistan’s nuclear warheads safe?” http://www.rediff.com/news/2008/oct/14guest.htm]

The third tier comprises a well-guarded and fortified perimeter fence with strictly controlled entry. Most of these sites have air defence assets allotted to them to defend against attacks from the air. Personnel selected for the security of the outer perimeter are reported to belong to elite infantry battalions of the Pakistani army. The possibility of any of these personnel being subverted is guarded against by counter-intelligence teams. Military regimes have very strong survival instincts and the Musharraf regime has ensured that hard-line radical elements are ruthlessly weeded out from the nuclear security detail. Hence, it can be concluded that if some rogue elements were to try to gain control over the nuclear warheads, they would have to be prepared to fight their way through several layers of highly motivated personnel who are armed to the teeth. The delivery systems of Pakistan's Strategic Forces Command, comprising Chinese supplied M-11 and M-9 and the North Korean Nodong and Taepo Dong nuclear-capable surface-to-surface missiles and their launchers, are based at separate locations. These sites or "hides" are well-dispersed to ensure that maximum warheads survive a conventional air attack during war. They are also well defended against possible commando raids. In the improbable eventuality that radical hard-liners take over Pakistan, their rag-tag fighters will have to fight the elite army guards to the bitter end before they can lay their hands on the delivery systems. A terrorist organisation must get hold of both a nuclear warhead and a launch system and must acquire the expertise to mate the warhead with the launcher. Or, it must smuggle a warhead undetected to the target and somehow break the electronic code to activate it. These are all extremely complex challenges as highly sophisticated expertise is required to test, mate, activate and launch a nuclear warhead.

No risk of instability—Pakistan is resilient

C. Raja Mohan (Professor of South Asian Studies at Jawaharlal Nehru University in New Delhi) Winter 2004/2005 “What If Pakistan Fails? India Isn’t Worried… Yet”,  \http://www.twq.com/05winter/docs/05winter_mohan.pdf
A second measure of a failed state is a bitter and enduring contest among warring factions. Pakistan has survived many types of internal conflicts, including sectarian and ethnic disputes. Although one of these conflicts led to the secession of Bangladesh from Pakistan in 1971, there appears to be no real danger of this recurring today. Few other provinces in Pakistan today have the kind of ethnic homogeneity or unity of purpose that East Pakistan had more than 30 years ago. Although Baluch and Pushtun nationalism in the provinces of Baluchistan and the North West Frontier provinces, respectively, are often perceived as potentially threatening, the capacity of the state either to discipline or co-opt them remains fairly strong. Although sectarian clashes between Shi‘a and Sunni Muslims have become a localized menace in recent years, they have not acquired much intensity or a pervasive hold over the entire population.
Pakistan won’t lose control of it’s nuclear weapons—command and control

Khaleeq Ahmed and Paul Tighe August 14 2007 
 http://www.bloomberg.com/apps/news?pid=20601087&sid=aFqfjZu6XuvM&refer=home. 

Pakistan will protect its ``nuclear assets'' and will fight terrorism without allowing any outside interference on its territory, Prime Minister Shaukat Aziz said as he marked the country's 60th anniversary of independence. ``We will never tolerate it if anyone casts an evil eye on our nuclear assets,'' Aziz said in the capital, Islamabad, late yesterday. ``We will not let any foreign force interfere inside Pakistan's territory.'' Pakistan is the only nuclear Islamic state that has put in place a strong command and control structure for its program, Aziz said. The country is working with its neighbors to maintain peace and stability in the region, he added.
Solvency 1NC

Minimalism fails—numbers are the vital internal link to success.
Wall Street Journal, 9-13-09 

[http://online.wsj.com/article/SB10001424052970203440104574404753110979442.html?mod=googlenews_wsj]

However, we need more than the right team and the right strategy. This team must also have the resources it needs to succeed—including a significant increase in U.S. forces. More troops will not guarantee success in Afghanistan, but a failure to send them is a guarantee of failure. As we saw in Iraq, numbers matter in counterinsurgency. Protecting the population and developing capable indigenous security forces are inherently manpower-intensive endeavors. Moreover, in the absence of basic security, the other crucial components of successful counterinsurgency—fostering the emergence of effective, legitimate government and economic development—simply cannot get off the ground. We recognize that a decision to increase the number of American troops in Afghanistan will be politically difficult here at home. Some will say we can't afford it. Others will warn the president of "quagmire" and urge him to send either no new forces, or fewer than Gen. McChrystal recommends—perhaps with the promise of "re-evaluating" further deployments later on. It is precisely this middle path—which the previous administration pursued for too long in Iraq—that is a recipe for quagmire and collapse of political support for the war at home. Mr. Obama was right when he said last year that "You don't muddle through the central front on terror . . . You don't muddle through stamping out the Taliban." We have reached a seminal moment in our struggle against violent Islamist extremism, and we must commit the "decisive force" that Gen. McChrystal tells us carries the least risk of failure.
Solvency 1NC
Withdrawing destroys the credibility of U.S. global leadership and leads to entanglement elsewhere.
Weinstein ‘04

(Dr. Michael A., Power and Interest News Report, 11-12, http://www.pinr.com/report.php?ac=view_printable&report_id=235&language_id=1)

The persistence of insurgencies in Afghanistan and Iraq, which has hampered rebuilding efforts in both countries and blocked their emergence as credible democracies, diverts U.S. resources and attention from other interests and -- as long as progress is slow or nonexistent -- sends the message that Washington remains vulnerable. The recent election of Hamid Karzai to Afghanistan's presidency has not changed that country's political situation; power outside Kabul remains in the hands of warlords, the drug trade remains the major support of the country's economy, and the Taliban insurgency continues. In Iraq, Washington counts on elections in January 2005 for a constitutional assembly to provide legitimacy for the state-building process, but at present that goal seems unlikely to be achieved. Washington for the foreseeable future will be tied down managing the consequences of its earlier interventions. If Washington decides to retreat -- more likely from Iraq than from Afghanistan -- its loss of power will be confirmed, encouraging other powers to test its resolve elsewhere. Only in the unlikely case that Washington manages to stabilize Afghanistan and Iraq in the short term will other powers think twice about probing U.S. vulnerabilities. In South America, Brazil will attempt to secure a foothold for the Mercosur customs union and beat back Washington's efforts to extend the N.A.F.T.A. formula south. In East Asia, China will push for regional hegemony and is likely to put pressure on Taiwan and to try to draw Southeast Asian states into its sphere of influence. Beijing can also be expected to drag its feet on North Korean denuclearization and to continue to oppose sanctions on Iran over its nuclear program. Russia will attempt to increase its influence over the states on its periphery that were formerly Soviet republics. Moscow will try to strengthen ties in Central Asia, the Transcaucasus and Eastern Europe (Belarus and Ukraine), and to fend off Washington's inroads into those areas. The European Union, with the Franco-German combine at its heart, will continue its moves to assimilate its Eastern European members and extend its sphere of influence to the entire Mediterranean basin through trade agreements. In each of these regions, Washington will face tests leading to the possibility of an overload of challenges and a decreased likelihood that any one of them will be handled with sufficient attention and resources. Within the general scenario, Islamic revolution remains a disturbing factor. If there is another major attack within the United States, Washington's security policy will fall into disarray and the population will suffer a traumatic loss of confidence that will adversely affect the economy and will open the possibility of a legitimation crisis or a burst of ultra-nationalism. Even if there is not another event like the September 11 attacks, homeland security and the international adjustments that are necessary to serve it will divert attention and resources from other challenges. The geostrategic constraints on Washington are exacerbated by the financial limits posed by the budget deficit and the possibilities of a precipitous decline in the dollar and rising raw materials prices. How much the United States will be able to spend to protect the interests perceived by its leaders remains an open question. It is widely acknowledged that post-war nation building has been underfunded in Afghanistan and Iraq, and that major increases in expenditures are unlikely. Most generally, Washington is faced with the choice of rebuilding U.S. power or slowly retreating to an undisputed regional power base in North America. It is not clear that the Bush administration will have the resolve or the resources to rebuild its military and intelligence apparatus, and restore its alliance structure. During the first term of George W. Bush, Washington was the initiator in world affairs, attempting to carry through a unilateralist program that, if successful, would have made the United States a permanent superpower protecting globalized capitalism to its advantage. In Bush's second term, Washington will primarily be a responder, because it is mired in the failures of the unilateralist thrust. The image of decisive military superiority has been replaced by a sense of U.S. limitations, and massive budget surpluses have given way to the prospect of continued large deficits. Reinforcing Factors from the Election As the Bush administration attempts to deal with persisting problems resulting in great part from actions taken during the President's first term, it will face difficulties that follow from the need to satisfy the constituencies that made for the Republican victory. The election confirmed that the American public does not share a consensus on foreign policy and, indeed, is polarized. It is also polarized on economic and social issues, along similar axes, creating a situation in which any new policies proposed by the administration are likely to be met with domestic opposition and at the very least partial support. Besides being a drag on foreign policy initiatives, polarization also affects Washington's international posture by the attention and commitment that the administration will have to give to the domestic battles that it will fight in congress in order to push a legislative agenda that will satisfy its constituencies. During his campaign and in his post-election press conference, Bush committed his administration to ambitious policy initiatives to take steps in the direction of privatizing Social Security and to reform the tax code radically. Both of those plans, along with tort reform and extension of tax cuts, will generate fierce conflicts in congress and quickly exhaust the President's "political capital" available to win support on other issues. The vision of an "ownership society," in which government regulations and entitlements are dismantled or scaled back, is the domestic equivalent of neo-conservative foreign policy; it is a utopian view with little chance of success. If the administration seriously pursues its plans, it will be preoccupied domestically and, consequently, will devote less attention to world affairs. Focus on domestic politics will be increased by the need to satisfy social conservative constituencies by appointing judges favorable to their positions on "moral values." Here again, there will be strong opposition if appointments are perceived by Democrats and moderate Republicans as too ideologically favorable to the religious right. Protracted battles over judgeships -- whether successful or not -- would further diminish Bush's political capital for foreign policy initiatives by heating up partisanship. It is possible that the administration will not pursue its agenda aggressively and will seek compromises, but that is not likely because of pressures within the Republican Party. The same constituencies that voted in Bush elected a Republican congress, and its members face reelection contests and the consequent need to satisfy their bases. Since Bush cannot serve a third term, Republican officeholders can no longer depend on his popularity to help carry them to victory. They also do not have a unifying leader with a political strategy to coordinate diverse constituencies. The combination of the lame-duck effect and the strategy void will drive Republicans to depend on their particular constituencies and press their claims assertively. The administration will be under pressure to push its domestic agenda vigorously at the same time that the various Republican factions fight for control of the party and Democrats move to exploit any weaknesses that appear. It is likely that Republican loyalty to Bush will be strained, further decreasing the administration's latitude and forcing it to bargain for support. The Republican majority is less solid than it might seem on the surface and includes factions that are at odds with administration foreign policy. Conclusion Persistent and emerging political conditions all point in the direction of drift and reactivity in U.S. foreign and security policy -- the election has intensified tendencies that were already present. There is little chance that a new security doctrine will be created in the short term and that a coherent political strategy will influence Republican politics. Lack of public consensus will inhibit foreign policy initiatives, whether unilateralist or multilateralist. Washington's operative foreign policy is likely to be damage control. As Washington drifts, the rest of the world will test it, probing for weaknesses. Under steady pressure from many sides, the Bush administration will be drawn toward retrenchment, retreat and eventually retraction in international affairs. The scenario of American empire has faded into memory and the prospect that the U.S. will eventually become a dominant regional power with some global reach becomes more probable.

More 1NC Turns
Troops key to stability, terrorism, and Pakistan.

Mark Walker, @ North Country Times, 9-4-09 [http://www.nctimes.com/news/local/military/article_d815c350-2305-5043-a2a7-fe5b354f6a13.html]

"We have to have policies that are aligned with the realities of Afghanistan," Pike said. "The notion that we are going to be able to increase trust in the central government is insane. "This is a war that will be won only by building a really big Afghan army and killing the enemy." Many analysts agree that the root of the problems now confronting the military was the Bush administration's complacency toward Afghanistan shortly after the Taliban government was toppled in November 2001. The invasion and resulting insurgent war in Iraq from 2003 on gobbled up vast quantities of U.S. troops, materials and money. "We're in a worse position today to defeat the Taliban than we were in the beginning," said Jonathan Morgenstein, a Marine Corps reserve captain who served two tours in Iraq and now works as a national security analyst at the Third Way, a progressive think tank in Washington. "By increasing the number of troops there, it will give us and the Afghans the time they need to develop a larger and stronger army," he said. "Obama needs to make the case that we need the time and resources to make this happen. The consequences of failure are that al-Qaida and the Taliban will control large parts of Afghanistan and will have free rein to conduct attacks against us and our allies." Morgenstein, who also spent time at the Pentagon working for the Joint Chiefs of Staff, said that if that approach had been taken when the war began, he is certain the Taliban would no longer be a threat and al-Qaida would be scattered to the winds. Election and opposition Clark Gibson, a political science professor and director of the International Studies Program at UC San Diego, just returned from Afghanistan, where he served as an election monitor during the Aug. 20 presidential election. As of last week, President Hamid Karzai was leading with slightly more than 47 percent of the vote. He needs more than 50 percent to avoid a runoff election against former Foreign Minister Abdullah Abdullah. Gibson's work was conducted in the opium-rich southern province of Helmand, where the vast majority of Marines are stationed, including more than 1,200 from Camp Pendleton's 1st Battalion, 5th Marine Regiment. It was an almost surreal experience, he said.We could hear rockets going off and hear and feel the concussions from IEDs," he said in reference to roadside bombs that were detonated near the polling station he was observing in the provincial capital, Lashkar Gah. "The fact that anyone even came out to vote was amazing to me." While numerous allegations of fraud are dogging the election, Gibson said neither he nor the monitoring team he was part of saw any major irregularities. There were voters who refused to dip their finger in dark ink to show they had voted ---- out of fear the Taliban would see and cut off the finger, he said. Regardless of the election's outcome, Gibson said it is in the best interest of the U.S. to stay the course in a war that recent polls show has rapidly declining support at home. "Obama has to go all in," Gibson said. "Yes, Afghanistan is a tough place because of its history and its ethnic groups and all the issues that don't easily boil down when discussing international politics. But if we're truly worried about the Taliban and al-Qaida and them getting access to nuclear arms in Pakistan, we have to stay." The academics went out the window, he said, when he attended memorial services for U.S. troops killed during the short time he was there. "It never becomes more real than when you do that," Gibson said. "This thing is real and it involves real people, and it's extremely important." Hearts and minds One of the issues Obama is considering is a proposal to reduce the number of noncombat troops in Afghanistan and replacing them with an equal number of "trigger pullers," thereby not increasing the overall U.S. troop count. At least one local academic says that could be a mistake, stressing that raising the Afghan economy in places such as Helmand, through civil works similar to what the U.S. did in Iraq, is as important as military might. "The Afghans I have talked to say that while the U.S. needs to deal with the Taliban, we also have to address human needs," said Ron Bee, a foreign affairs lecturer at San Diego State University. "Building more hospitals might gain more ground in the long run than increasing the number of tanks."
Leadership Disad Links

Staying the course key to leadership.

Peter Brookes, Senior Fellow @ Heritage Foundation, 9-14-09 [lexis]
Succeeding in Afghanistan is also important to containing Iranian influence in the region, which has been surging not only across the Middle East, but into South and Central Asia, too. It's also fundamental to American leadership in the world. Both our friends and foes are watching closely as Washington seemingly undertakes endless policy reviews of its policy reviews. Unfortunately, President Barack Obama seems reluctant to embrace a war-time presidency, being more interested in advancing his social agenda than addressing national security challenges. This is bad news as Afghanistan lurches dangerously toward a tipping point, which may result in outcomes counter to our national interests. We all want to see our troops home from Afghanistan safe and soon. But a lack of leadership, required resolve, a clear-cut strategy and resources for the war could mean that we'll have neither - and worse.
