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PLAN:  The United States federal government should reduce nearly all of its military presence dedicated to the counterinsurgency mission in Afghanistan. 
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ADVANTAGE ____:  AFGHANISTAN INSTABILITY

DESPITE EIGHT YEARS OF FAILURE, THE STATUS QUO HAS DOUBLE-DOWNED WITH A COUNTERINSURGENCY FOCUS TO STABILIZE AFGHANISTAN WITH THE PETRAEUS ANNOUNCEMENT

GUSTERSON, professor of anthropology and sociology @ George Mason University, 07-20-2010
[Hugh, “Against counter-insurgency in Afghanistan”, The Bulletin, http://www.aljazeerah.info/Opinion%20Editorials/2010/July/20%20o/Against%20Counterinsurgency% 20In%20Afghanistan%20By%20Jugh%20Gusterson.htm] ttate

It says something about American politics that Gen. Stanley McChrystal was not fired because U.S. casualties in Afghanistan are running at record levels, because the much vaunted Marja initiative has failed, or because the Kandahar offensive is already in trouble during its preliminary rollout. No, he was fired because he and his team embarrassed the White House with carelessly frank talk to a journalist. "This is a change in personnel, but not a change in policy," said President Barack Obama in announcing General McChrystal's dismissal. Or, in the words of Rep. James McGovern, we have the "same menu, different waiter."

But you could put Mother Teresa in charge of Afghanistan and, with flows of resources of that magnitude, she would be unable to prevent the kind of corruption we see in Afghanistan today.
However, the real story should not be the change in personnel but the continuation of a failed policy, and there is abundant evidence that the policy is failing--both in the Rolling Stone article that got General McChrystal fired and in other recent media reports. Coalition casualties are steadily rising, and this month is the deadliest yet with over 46 U.S. and 95 coalition troops killed already. Over the past year, IED attacks have doubled. The Marja campaign, intended to model the power of the new counterinsurgency strategy, is failing: The Taliban are more popular in Marja than the corrupt official government with which the U.S. is allied and, having melted away during the front-page U.S. military offensive, Taliban fighters are now back in force. General McChrystal himself referred to Marja as "a bleeding ulcer" (a much more significant quote than what his aides might have called Vice President Joe Biden). The Kandahar campaign, for which Marja was supposed to be a glorious dress rehearsal, is months behind schedule in the face of opposition from local elders and second thoughts from an ill-prepared Afghan government. So tenuous is U.S. control of the countryside that coalition forces cannot move essential supplies along major transport routes without paying warlords hundreds of dollars per truck in protection money, some of which gets passed on to the Taliban fighters sworn to kill U.S. soldiers. Most devastating of all (and the least reported in secondary media accounts), the Rolling Stone article quotes American grunts on the frontlines saying they have lost faith in the U.S. counterinsurgency strategy. And the U.S. ambassador to Afghanistan, Karl Eikenberry, has become like Robert McNamara in Vietnam, telling his government in private that counterinsurgency is not working, only to fall in line behind the policy in public. Finally, the U.S. is losing the war on the home front too, with the Christian Science Monitor reporting that only 41 percent of Americans now believe that the war in Afghanistan can be won, while 53 percent of Americans disapprove of the way Obama is managing it.

Yet the U.S. national security state has doubled down on counterinsurgency, not just in Afghanistan but more generally. The U.S. Army has heavily promoted its new Counterinsurgency Field Manual, and advocates of counterinsurgency (such as Gen. David Petraeus, one of the authors of the Manual) have been promoted to key positions in the military. Military training of new Army recruits and Marines now emphasizes counterinsurgency techniques. Africom, the U.S. military's new Africa command, has largely organized itself around counterinsurgency doctrine. Meanwhile, think tanks like the Brookings Institution and the Center for a New American Security, both well networked to the current White House, litter their websites and the nation's op-ed pages with homilies in favor of counterinsurgency doctrine. The U.S. military is, in other words, reorienting itself around counterinsurgency.

And yet, historically, counterinsurgency campaigns have almost always failed. This is especially so when the counterinsurgents are foreign troops fighting on the insurgents' territory. The U.S. counterinsurgency campaign in Vietnam failed. The Soviet counterinsurgency campaign in Afghanistan failed (as did the British one about a century earlier). The British counterinsurgency campaigns in Northern Ireland and Kenya failed. The white Rhodesians' counterinsurgency campaign against black guerillas failed. And the French counterinsurgency campaign in Algeria failed--although that has not stopped the U.S. military from building their current doctrine around the theories of David Galula, one of the leaders of that failed campaign. A rare example of success is the recent Sri Lankan campaign against the Tamil Tigers, but success was achieved by a government on its own territory following a military strategy of exterminist ferocity. Surely the U.S. does not want to go down that path, does it?

Rolling Stone quotes Maj. Gen. Bill Mayville, General McChrystal's chief of operations, as saying of the endgame in Afghanistan, "It's not going to look like a win, smell like a win or taste like a win." In the inevitable postmortem in future years that will follow the defeat or stalemating of the U.S. in Afghanistan, the loudest voices will belong to the apostles of counterinsurgency who, rather than admit that counterinsurgency is an inherently flawed project, will start to point the finger of blame elsewhere. Notwithstanding the dismal track record of counterinsurgency campaigns in general, they will tell us the war in Afghanistan could have been won if Obama had agreed to more troops. Or if he had put General Petraeus in charge earlier. Or if he had not declared the July 2011 date for beginning withdrawal. Or if the U.S. had found a more popular ally than President Hamid Karzai.

This will matter greatly because Afghanistan is at the beginning, not the end, of the counterinsurgency road on the U.S. military horizon. In what was until recently called the "Global War on Terror," counterinsurgency plays the sort of framing and orienting role that containment and deterrence played in the Cold War. The U.S. military is already thinking about future counterinsurgency campaigns in Yemen, Somalia, and the Philippines.

Given the Pentagon's fantasies of future counterinsurgencies, it is vital to make the argument that counterinsurgency has failed in Afghanistan not because of flaws in its execution but because, as I have argued before, counterinsurgency campaigns almost inevitably contain within themselves the seeds of their own failure. Counterinsurgency forces stand little chance of defeating the insurgents without large numbers of troops, but the presence of foreign troops inevitably excites nationalist hostility from the local population; the more foreign troops there are, the more hostility there will be. Also, the more troops there are, the more military casualties there will be, and this undermines support for counterinsurgency at home--as we are now seeing in the UK and the U.S. Counterinsurgency campaigns also benefit from being allied to a strong and popular local government. We hear a lot these days about Karzai's inadequacy in this regard, but it may not be all his fault: Almost by definition, a leader who relies on external occupying troops for his power will be seen as a foreign puppet and will be compromised in the eyes of his people.

Finally, there is the issue of development, about which the U.S. media and military leaders have shown an extraordinary inability to think clearly in Afghanistan. U.S. military leaders are surely right to think that they are more likely to win the hearts and minds of local populations if they bring them not just roadblocks, nighttime raids, and detentions, but also power plants, irrigation projects, schools, and so on. But the problem is that, when you pour huge amounts of money into a poor country, you inevitably produce corruption and all sorts of other social distortions. Leaving aside the military contracting money pouring into Afghanistan, the U.S. is allocating almost $4 billion a year for development projects in Afghanistan, the fifth poorest country in the world (with a GDP estimated at $13-23 billion and a per capita GDP of $1,000). And it is complaining that Karzai's inability to control corruption in Afghanistan is alienating the population. But you could put Mother Teresa in charge of Afghanistan and, with flows of resources of that magnitude, she would be unable to prevent the kind of corruption we see in Afghanistan today. It is not Karzai, but the U.S. strategy of counterinsurgency itself, that is ultimately responsible for the corruption.

It seemed that the U.S. learned these lessons after the failure of counterinsurgency in Vietnam. For 20 years after Vietnam, the U.S. eschewed the occupation of other countries and learned to intervene either with short, sharp land invasions that led to the installation of a new client regime and rapid removal of U.S. forces (Grenada, Panama), or by deploying U.S. airpower in support of other people's ground forces (Bosnia, Kosovo). But, after the end of the Cold War, boasting that it was the world's sole remaining superpower, the U.S. became drunk on fantasies of its own power and, after 9/11, enraged enough to lash out. It believed that it would succeed where others had failed, simply because it was the United States of America.
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AND, WE WILL CONTROL UNIQUENESS - INCREASING INSURGENCY AND INSTABILITY IN AFGHANISTAN NOW
Rod Nordland 6-19-10, AFGHAN EMPLOYEES OF THE NEW YORK TIMES CONTRIBUTED REPORTING FROM KHOST, 6/19/10, “Violence up Sharply in Afghanistan”, NY Times, [http://www.nytimes.com/2010/06/20/world/asia/20afghan.html?_r=1&ref=afghanistan}  imanol
KABUL, Afghanistan — With an average of an assassination a day and a suicide bombing every second or third day, insurgents have greatly increased the level of violence in Afghanistan, and have become by far the biggest killers of civilians here, the United Nations said in a report released publicly on Saturday.

Related

U.S. Hopes Afghan Councils Will Weaken Taliban (June 20, 2010)

The report also confirms statistics from the NATO coalition, which claimed a continuing decrease in civilian deaths caused by the United States military and its allies. At the same time it blames stepped-up military operations for an overall increase in the violence.

Especially alarming were increases in suicide bombings and assassinations of government officials in a three-month period ending June 16, and a near-doubling of roadside bombings for the first four months of 2010 compared with the same period in 2009.

“The number of security incidents increased significantly, compared to previous years and contrary to seasonal trends,” the report said, adding that most of this was a consequence of military operations in the southern part of the country, particularly Helmand and Kandahar Provinces, where increased NATO military operations have been under way since February.

Most victims of the increased violence continue to be civilians, and the proportion of those killed by insurgents, rather than the government or its NATO allies, rose to 70 percent from mid-March through mid-June. In the previous three months, the United Nations blamed insurgents for 67 percent of civilian deaths.

The most striking change has been in suicide bombings, whose numbers have tripled this year compared with 2009. Such attacks now take place an average of three times a week compared with once a week before. In addition, two of three of those suicide attacks are considered “complex,” in which attackers use a suicide bomb as well as other weapons. Half the suicide attacks, the United Nations said, occur in southern Afghanistan.

“The shift to more complex suicide attacks demonstrates a growing capability of the local terrorist networks linked to Al Qaeda,” the report said.

It depicted a concerted effort by insurgents to deliberately single out civilians. “Insurgents followed up their threats against the civilian population with, on average, seven assassinations every week, the majority of which were conducted in the south and southeast regions,” it said.
SPECIFICALLY, COUNTER-INSURGENCY EFFORTS ARE HOSTILE TO LOCAL AUTHORITY EFFORTS – CAN’T CREATE SUPPORT FROM LOCALS – INCREASES TENSIONS
Friedman, research fellow in defense and homeland security at the Cato Institute, 2009 [Benjamin, “Making Enemies in Afghanistan,” 9-3, http://www.cato-at-liberty.org/2009/09/03/making-enemies-in-afghanistan/] emma b

Yaroslav Trofimov’s article in Wednesday’s Wall Street Journal explains how Ghulam Yahya, a former anti-Taliban, Tajik miltia leader from Herat, became an insurgent. The short answer: because the American master plan in Afghanistan required the retirement of warlords. The trouble is that in much of Afghanistan “warlord” is a synonym for “local government.” Attacking local authority structures is a good way to make enemies.  So it went in Herat. Having been fired from a government post, Ghulum Yahya turned his militia against Kabul and now fires rockets at foreign troops, kidnaps their contractors, and brags of welcoming foreign jihadists.  Herat turned redder on the color-coded maps of the “Taliban” insurgency. That story reminded me of C.J. Chivers’s close-in accounts of firefights he witnessed last spring with an army platoon in Afghanistan’s Korangal Valley. According to Chivers, the Taliban there revolted in part because the Afghan government shut down their timber business. That is an odd reason for us to fight them. One of the perversions of the branch of technocratic idealism that we now call counterinsurgency doctrine is its hostility to local authority structures.  As articulated on TV by people like General Stanley McChrystal, counterinsurgency is a kind of one-size-fits-all endeavor. You chase off the insurgents, protect the people, and thus provide room for the central government and its foreign backers to provide services, which win the people to the government. The people then turn against the insurgency.  This makes sense, I suppose, for relatively strong central states facing insurgencies, like India, the Philippines or Colombia. But where the central state is dysfunctional and essentially foreign to the region being pacified, this model may not fit. Certainly it does not describe the tactic of buying off Sunni sheiks in Anbar province Iraq (a move pioneered by Saddam Hussein, not David Petraeus, by the way). It is even less applicable to the amalgam of fiefdoms labeled on our maps as Afghanistan. From what I can tell, power in much of Afghanistan is really held by headmen — warlords — who control enough men with guns to collect some protection taxes and run the local show. The western idea of government says the central state should replace these mini-states, but that only makes sense as a war strategy if their aims are contrary to ours, which is only the case if they are trying to overthrow the central government or hosting terrorists that go abroad to attack Americans. Few warlords meet those criteria. The way to “pacify” the other areas is to leave them alone. Doing otherwise stirs up needless trouble; it makes us more the revolutionary than the counter-revolutionary. On a related note, I see John Nagl attacking George Will for not getting counterinsurgency doctrine. Insofar as Will seems to understand, unlike Nagl, that counterinsurgency doctrine is a set of best practices that allow more competent execution of foolish endeavors, this is unsurprising. More interesting is Nagl’s statement that we, the United States have not “properly resourced” the Afghan forces.  Nagl does not mention that the United States is already committed to building the Afghan security forces (which are, incidentally, not ours) to a size — roughly 450,000 — that will annually cost about 500% of Afghanistan’s budget (Rory’s Stewart’s calculation), which is another way of saying we will be paying for these forces for the foreseeable future. It probably goes too far to say this war has become a self-licking ice-cream cone where we create both the enemy and the forces to fight them, but it’s a possibility worth considering.
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And, withdrawing support for the Afghanistan government leads to a provincial security regime that stabilizes Afghanistan

Max Fisher 9, associate editor for the Atlantic on foreign affairs and national security, Nov 18 2009, “Can Warlords Save Afghanistan?”, http://www.theatlantic.com/international/archive/2009/11/can-warlords-save-afghanistan/30397/ 

President Obama has made it clear that any strategy he commits to in Afghanistan must stabilize the country while accounting for our exit. But a very significant hurdle stands in the way: the notorious weakness of Afghanistan's police and military. Of the troop-level plans Obama has reportedly considered, even the smallest emphasizes training and assistance for Afghan forces. After all, for us to leave, Afghan institutions must be able to replace the 100,000 foreign troops currently providing security. This makes building a massive, national Afghan military one of our top priorities in the region. Critics of this plan say the Afghan military is hopelessly disorganized, ill-equipped and corrupt. Supporters say it's crucial to our success. But there may be another way. Bolstering the Afghan military carries significant risks. Given how illegitimate Afghan President Hamid Karzai's government is perceived to be by Afghans, a Karzai-led army would be poorly received and perhaps worsen anti-government sentiment. If a national Afghanistan army has a fraction of the national government's corruption, it could inspire disastrous backlash. Under Karzai's corrupt governance, the application of a national security force would wax and wane with political whims. With no personal stake in security outside Kabul, would Karzai really risk his resources and military strength to counter every threat or pacify every skirmish? Afghanistan has not been a stable, unified state with a strong centralized government in three decades. The cultural and political institutions for a single national force may simply no longer exist. But Afghanistan, owing in part to necessity and in part to the tumultuous processes that have shaped the country, retains functional, if weak, security infrastructure at the provincial level. In the post-Soviet power vacuum and throughout periods of civil war, warlords arose to lead local militias. Many of them still remain in place--they were among our strongest allies in routing the Taliban's hold on the government--and have settled into more stationary roles somewhere between warlord and governor. Local rule has become the Afghan way. Local leaders who operate their own provincial forces, after all, stake their very lives on the security of their realm. By working with these leaders to establish and train local militias and police, rather than troubled and mistrusted national forces, the U.S. could find its route to Afghan stability and exit. In parts of Afghanistan, strong provincial leadership has already developed security separate from national leadership. In the relatively peaceful and prosperous northern region of Mazar-E-Sharif, Governor Atta Mohammad Noor, himself a former warlord who fought against the Soviets and Taliban, commands authority rivaling that of President Karzai. Unlike Karzai, Noor is popular among his constituents and his province enjoys remarkable stability. The local military officials are loyal to him before Karzai, if they are loyal to Karzai at all. By promoting local governance and directing our military training and assistance to forces loyal to that governance, the U.S. could promote other strong provincial leaders like Noor. Like Noor, many of these are likely to be former or current warlords. Warlords, despite their scary name, can be our strongest allies. They tend to be non-ideological and fervently anti-Taliban. Their fates are tied to the local populaces they govern. They're corrupt and tax heavily, but they provide real security and are trusted. Their ambitions are not for anti-Western war or fundamentalism, but sovereignty, security, and domination. None of these men is Thomas Jefferson, but in a country of many evil and exploitative forces, they are the best that Afghan civilians or American forces are likely to get. Just as important, local security forces would better suit the region they protect, with more religious militias in the devout south and east but conventional police in the secular north. As General Stanley McChrystal, the top commander in Afghanistan, wrote in his much-discussed report calling for more troops, "Focusing on force or resource requirements misses the point entirely." He insisted that Afghans' "needs, identities and grievances vary from province to province and from valley to valley." A national security force would struggle to overcome the inevitable Goldilocks problem: Either it would be too secular for the south and east or too religious for the north but never just right. After all, the Taliban's initial support came in part from Afghans who desperately wanted religious rule. 
CONTINUED - NO TEXT REMOVED...
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CONTINUED - NO TEXT REMOVED...
Though we may find the idea of supporting Islamic militias discomforting, forcing secular rule would risk another Taliban-like uprising. Better, perhaps, to establish local Islamic governance that is religious enough to satisfy the populace it serves but moderate enough to resist the Taliban. The U.S. is already enacting a micro variant of this strategy by hiring and arming locals to provide security. The informal militiamen must come from within 50 km of their deployment site, which in addition to providing local jobs (Afghanistan's unemployment rate is a catastrophic 40%) also deters insurgents, who would be less likely to attack a familiar neighbor than a foreign invader. The principles that make this so effective would also apply to a larger, standing provincial force. This does not preclude a national government with its own separate, standing force in the style of the national guard. Karzai's government could function much like a miniature European Union, setting economic and social policies while facilitating interactions between the provincial leaders. An economically centralized Afghanistan would in fact be crucial in this case so that provincial leaders remain dependent on Karzai for funding. It may be tempting to point to Iraq as a model for putting stock in national security forces. After all, the strong roles of Iraqi military and police were crucial to stabilizing the country and phasing out American control over the past two years. But modern Iraq has never lacked the traditions or institutions for national security. If anything, Iraq under Saddam Hussein had one of the world's strictest and most oppressive regimes since the fall of the Soviet Union. Saddam's Iraq was in many ways a polar opposite from the chaos of frontier Afghanistan. Any rebuilt security in Iraq has been a matter of replacing one national security system with another. In Afghanistan, there is none to be replaced. Of the many problems likely holding up President Obama's decision on Afghanistan, the public contradiction between two of his top officials is likely high on the list. General McChrystal famously warned of "mission failure" without an additional 40,000 troops. More recently, U.S. Ambassador to Afghanistan Karl Eikenberry, a general who previously held McChrystal's command, cautioned in two leaked cables against bolstering the notoriously corrupt Karzai. Their requests are not mutually exclusive. Working with provincial leaders to establish local security forces could meet McChrystal's security priorities while getting around Eikenberry's concerns about Karzai. Most importantly, it would meet Obama's goals of stability in Afghanistan with a foreseeable exit strategy.
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And, the new regime solves the fragmentation of Afghanistan --- causes escalating wars throughout Central Asia and the Middle East that go nuclear 

Stephen John Morgan 7, Former member of the British Labour Party Executive Committee & a political psychologist, researcher into Chaos/Complexity Theory, "Better another Taliban Afghanistan, than a Taliban NUCLEAR Pakistan!?", http://www.electricarticles.com/display.aspx?id=639

Although disliked and despised in many quarters, the Taliban could not advance without the support or acquiescence of parts of the population, especially in the south. In particular, the Taliban is drawing on backing from the Pashtun tribes from whom they originate. The southern and eastern areas have been totally out of government control since 2001. Moreover, not only have they not benefited at all from the Allied occupation, but it is increasingly clear that with a few small centres of exception, all of the country outside Kabul has seen little improvement in its circumstances. The conditions for unrest are ripe and the Taliban is filling the vacuum. The Break-Up of Afghanistan? However, the Taliban is unlikely to win much support outside of the powerful Pashtun tribes. Although they make up a majority of the nation, they are concentrated in the south and east. Among the other key minorities, such as Tajiks and Uzbeks, who control the north they have no chance of making new inroads. They will fight the Taliban and fight hard, but their loyalty to the NATO and US forces is tenuous to say the least. The Northern Alliance originally liberated Kabul from the Taliban without Allied ground support. The Northern Alliance are fierce fighters, veterans of the war of liberation against the Soviets and the Afghanistan civil war. Mobilized they count for a much stronger adversary than the NATO and US forces. It is possible that, while they won’t fight for the current government or coalition forces, they will certainly resist any new Taliban rule. They may decide to withdraw to their areas in the north and west of the country. This would leave the Allied forces with few social reserves, excepting a frightened and unstable urban population in Kabul, much like what happened to the Soviets. Squeezed by facing fierce fighting in Helmund and other provinces, and, at the same time, harried by a complementary tactic of Al Qaeda-style urban terrorism in Kabul, sooner or later, a “Saigon-style” evacuation of US and Allied forces could be on the cards. The net result could be the break-up and partition of Afghanistan into a northern and western area and a southern and eastern area, which would include the two key cities of Kandahar and, the capital Kabul. « Pastunistan?» The Taliban themselves, however may decide not to take on the Northern Alliance and fighting may concentrate on creating a border between the two areas, about which the two sides may reach an agreement regardless of US and Allied plans or preferences. The Taliban may claim the name Afghanistan or might opt for “Pashtunistan” – a long-standing, though intermittent demand of the Pashtuns, within Afghanistan and especially along the ungovernable border regions inside Pakistan. It could not be ruled out that the Taliban could be aiming to lead a break away of the Pakistani Pashtuns to form a 30 million strong greater Pashtun state, encompassing some 18 million Pakistani Pashtuns and 12 Afghan Pashtuns. Although the Pashtuns are more closely linked to tribal and clan loyalty, there exists a strong latent embryo of a Pashtun national consciousness and the idea of an independent Pashtunistan state has been raised regularly in the past with regard to the disputed territories common to Afghanistan and Pakistan. The area was cut in two by the “Durand Line”, a totally artificial border between created by British Imperialism in the 19th century. It has been a question bedevilling relations between the Afghanistan and Pakistan throughout their history, and with India before Partition. It has been an untreated, festering wound which has lead to sporadic wars and border clashes between the two countries and occasional upsurges in movements for Pashtun independence. 
In fact, is this what lies behind the current policy of appeasement President Musharraf of Pakistan towards the Pashtun tribes in along the Frontiers and his armistice with North Waziristan last year? 

CONTINUED - NO TEXT REMOVED...
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Is he attempting to avoid further alienating Pashtun tribes there and head–off a potential separatist movement in Pakistan, which could develop from the Taliban’s offensive across the border in Afghanistan? Trying to subdue the frontier lands has proven costly and unpopular for Musharraf. In effect, he faces exactly the same problems as the US and Allies in Afghanistan or Iraq. 
Indeed, fighting Pashtun tribes has cost him double the number of troops as the US has lost in Iraq. Evidently, he could not win and has settled instead for an attempted political solution. When he agreed the policy of appeasement and virtual self-rule for North Waziristan last year, President Musharraf stated clearly that he is acting first and foremost to protect the interests of Pakistan. While there was outrageous in Kabul, his deal with the Pashtuns is essentially an effort to firewall his country against civil war and disintegration. In his own words, what he fears most is, the « Talibanistation » of the whole Pashtun people, which he warns could inflame the already fierce fundamentalist and other separatist movement across his entire country. He does not want to open the door for any backdraft from the Afghan war to engulf Pakistan. Musharraf faces the nationalist struggle in Kashmir, an insurgency in Balochistan, unrest in the Sindh, and growing terrorist bombings in the main cities. There is also a large Shiite population and clashes between Sunnis and Shias are regular. Moreover, fundamentalist support in his own Armed Forces and Intelligence Services is extremely strong. So much so that analyst consider it likely that the Army and Secret Service is protecting, not only top Taliban leaders, but Bin Laden and the Al Qaeda central leadership thought to be entrenched in the same Pakistani borderlands. For the same reasons, he has not captured or killed Bin Laden and the Al Qaeda leadership. Returning from the frontier provinces with Bin Laden’s severed head would be a trophy that would cost him his own head in Pakistan. At best he takes the occasional risk of giving a nod and a wink to a US incursion, but even then at the peril of the chagrin of the people and his own military and secret service. The Break-Up of Pakistan? Musharraf probably hopes that by giving de facto autonomy to the Taliban and Pashtun leaders now with a virtual free hand for cross border operations into Afghanistan, he will undercut any future upsurge in support for a break-away independent Pashtunistan state or a “Peoples’ War” of the Pashtun populace as a whole, as he himself described it. However events may prove him sorely wrong. Indeed, his policy could completely backfire upon him. As the war intensifies, he has no guarantees that the current autonomy may yet burgeon into a separatist movement. Appetite comes with eating, as they say. Moreover, should the Taliban fail to re-conquer al of Afghanistan, as looks likely, but captures at least half of the country, then a Taliban Pashtun caliphate could be established which would act as a magnet to separatist Pashtuns in Pakistan. Then, the likely break up of Afghanistan along ethnic lines, could, indeed, lead the way to the break up of Pakistan, as well. Strong centrifugal forces have always bedevilled the stability and unity of Pakistan, and, in the context of the new world situation, the country could be faced with civil wars and popular fundamentalist uprisings, probably including a military-fundamentalist coup d’état. Fundamentalism is deeply rooted in Pakistan society. The fact that in the year following 9/11, the most popular name given to male children born that year was “Osama” (not a Pakistani name) is a small indication of the mood. Given the weakening base of the traditional, secular opposition parties, conditions would be ripe for a coup d’état by the fundamentalist wing of the Army and ISI, leaning on the radicalised masses to take power. Some form of radical, military Islamic regime, where legal powers would shift to Islamic courts and forms of shira law would be likely. Although, even then, this might not take place outside of a protracted crisis of upheaval and civil war conditions, mixing fundamentalist movements with nationalist uprisings and sectarian violence between the Sunni and minority Shia populations. The nightmare that is now Iraq would take on gothic proportions across the continent. The prophesy of an arc of civil war over Lebanon, Palestine and Iraq would spread to south Asia, stretching from Pakistan to Palestine, through Afghanistan into Iraq and up to the Mediterranean coast.  Undoubtedly, this would also spill over into India both with regards to the Muslim community and Kashmir. Border clashes, terrorist attacks, sectarian pogroms and insurgency would break out. A new war, and possibly nuclear war, between Pakistan and India could no be ruled out.  Atomic Al Qaeda Should Pakistan break down completely, a Taliban-style government with strong Al Qaeda influence is a real possibility. Such deep chaos would, of course, open a "Pandora's box" for the region and the world. With the possibility of unstable clerical and military fundamentalist elements being in control of the Pakistan nuclear arsenal, not only their use against India, but Israel becomes a possibility, as well as the acquisition of nuclear and other deadly weapons secrets by Al Qaeda.  Invading Pakistan would not be an option for America. Therefore a nuclear war would now again become a real strategic possibility. This would bring a shift in the tectonic plates of global relations. It could usher in a new Cold War with China and Russia pitted against the US.  What is at stake in "the half-forgotten war" in Afghanistan is far greater than that in Iraq. But America's capacities for controlling the situation are extremely restricted. Might it be, in the end, they are also forced to accept President Musharraf's unspoken slogan of «Better another Taliban Afghanistan, than a Taliban NUCLEAR Pakistan!
1ac  - afghan instability
This instability spills over to Central Asia --- causes conflict that draws in Russia

Paul Goble 10, Georgian Daily, “Afghan Conflict Spreading into Central Asia, Russian Analyst Says”, 1-14, http://georgiandaily.com/index.php?option=com_content&task=view&id=16458&Itemid=65
Because NATO has chosen to supply its forces in Afghanistan via Central Asia and because its battles against the Taliban in the northern part of that country have led to a dramatic increase in the number of Tajiks and Uzbeks in that radical group, the conflict in Afghanistan is spreading into portions of Central Asia itself.
Indeed, Moscow analyst Aleksandr Shustov argues in an essay posted online today, Central Asia now faces “the threat of Afghanization,” something he implies both the leaders of the countries in that region and of Russia should take into consideration when deciding how much to support the US-led effort south of the former Soviet border.
Shustov says that “the increase in the transportation and communication role of the Central Asian republics for the US and NATO is being accompanied by a threat to their military and political stability,” a trend exacerbated by recent changes in the composition of the Taliban itself (www.stoletie.ru/geopolitika/centralnaja_azija_ugroza_afganizacii_2010-01-14.htm).
In the course of the spring and fall of the past year, he continues, a wave of armed actions and clashes, connected by analysts with the penetration of illegal armed formations from Afghanistan and Pakistan, has passed through the three republics of ‘the conflict triangle’ of Central Asia, Uzbekistan, Tajikistan and Kyrgyzstan.”

 “The majority of these incidents, Shustov says, “took place on the territory of the most explosive region of Central Asia – the Fergana Valley,” which is the most densely populated of that area and which suffers from high rates of unemployment and increasing problems with the supply of water and other government services.
Shustov provides a detailed chronology of these attacks, linking them not only to the desire of the Taliban to undermine governments who are providing assistance to its opponents but also to an increase in the number of clashes between the Taliban and NATO forces in the northern portion of Afghanistan.

Historically, the Moscow commentator says, the Taliban have been primarily a Pushtun organization, but in the north, a region populated largely by Tajiks and Uzbeks, the radical Islamist group has sought to recruit from these two groups whose co-nationals form the titular people of two of the most important Central Asian countries.

In the Kunduz province, Shustov continues, “approximately 20 percent of the Taliban formations already consist of Tajiks and Uzbeks,” at least some of whom are engaged in crossborder activities such as drug trafficking and who have an interest in undermining the Central Asian states that they believe are helping the opponents of the Taliban.
Moreover, as NATO military operations in northern Afghanistan have increased, there has been a rising tide of refugees into the neighboring countries of Central Asia, people who “under the conditions of growing military-political instability fear for their lives” and often support radical groups.

Many politicians and experts are concerned that Tajikistan, which in comparison with neighboring Uzbekistan has extremely limited military possibilities also may be drawn into the Afghan conflict as a result.” If that happens, Shustov argues, then “inevitably” Russia will be drawn in as well.

1ac – afghan instability

AND, War in Central Asia is the most probably scenario for extinction

Blank 2k
 [Stephen J. - Expert on the Soviet Bloc for the Strategic Studies Institute, “American Grand Strategy and the Transcaspian Region”, World Affairs. 9-22] tate
Thus many structural conditions for conventional war or protracted ethnic conflict where third parties intervene now exist in the Transcaucasus and Central Asia. The outbreak of violence by disaffected Islamic elements, the drug trade, the Chechen wars, and the unresolved ethnopolitical conflicts that dot the region, not to mention the undemocratic and unbalanced distribution of income across corrupt governments, provide plenty of tinder for future fires. Many Third World conflicts generated by local structural factors also have great potential for unintended escalation. Big powers often feel obliged to rescue their proxies and proteges. 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 on behalf of Azerbaijan induced Russian leaders to threaten a nuclear war in that case. Precisely because Turkey is a NATO ally but probably could not prevail in a long war against Russia, or if it could, would 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 everywhere else in the CIS or the "arc of crisis" from the Balkans to China. As Richard Betts has observed, The greatest danger lies in areas where (1) the potential for serious instability is high; (2) both superpowers perceive vital interests; (3) neither recognizes that the other's perceived interest or commitment is as great as its own; (4) both have the capability to inject conventional forces; and (5) neither has willing proxies capable of settling the situation.(77)

1ac - terrorism
ADVANTAGE ____:  TERRORISM

FIRST, WE ARE LOSING THE WAR ON TERRORISM NOW – EVEN THE AFGHAN PRESIDENT AGREES

Guardian 06-09
[Jon Boone, staff writer for THE GUARDIAN, “Afghan president 'has lost faith in US ability to defeat Taliban'”, THE GUARDIAN,  http://www.guardian.co.uk/world/2010/jun/09/afghanistan-taliban-us-hamid-karzai] tate

President Hamid Karzai has lost faith in the US strategy in Afghanistan and is increasingly looking to Pakistan to end the insurgency, according to those close to Afghanistan's former head of intelligence services. Amrullah Saleh, who resigned last weekend, believes the president lost confidence some time ago in the ability of Nato forces to defeat the  Taliban. As head of the National Directorate of Security, Saleh was highly regarded in western circles. He has said little about why he quit, other than that the Taliban attack on last week's peace jirga or assembly in Kabul was for him the "tipping point"; the interior minister, Hanif Atmar, also quit, and their resignations were accepted by Karzai. Privately Saleh has told aides he believes Karzai's approach is dangerously out of step with the strategy of his western backers. "There came a time when [Karzai] lost his confidence in the capability of the coalition or even his own government [to protect] this country," a key aide told the Guardian.

AND, A NUCLEAR ATTACK IS COMING – RISK REAL DUE TO INCREASED PROLIFERATION IN INDIA/PAKISTAN AND NUCLEAR THEFT
The Guardian 10 [Julian Borger, Satff Writer, “Pakistani Nuclear Weapons at Risk of Theft by Terrorists”, Apr. 2010, http://www.guardian.co.uk/world/2010/apr/12/pakistan-nuclear-weapons-security-fears] max
Pakistan yesterday came under increased pressure over its nuclear arsenal when a Harvard study warned of "a very real possibility" that its warheads could be stolen by terrorists. The rising concern about poorly-guarded nuclear weapons and material was the subject of an extraordinary two-day summit which began in Washington yesterday. Last night, Ukraine became the latest country to volunteer to give up its stores of highly enriched uranium (HEU), which can be used in weapons, and switch its research reactors to low-enriched uranium. There was still considerable anxiety at the Nuclear Security Summit over the safety of more than 2,000 tons more HEU and weapons-grade plutonium stored in 40 countries. There were also persistent doubts over the security of Pakistan's nuclear weapons. Pakistan's prime minister, Yousaf Raza Gilani, assured Barack Obama the country has an "appropriate safeguard" for its arsenal, understood to consist of 70-90 nuclear weapons. However, a report by Harvard University's Belfer Centre for Science and International Affairs, titled Securing the Bomb 2010, said Pakistan's stockpile "faces a greater threat from Islamic extremists seeking nuclear weapons than any other nuclear stockpile on earth". Experts said the danger was growing because of the arms race between Pakistan and India. The Institute for Science and International Security has reported that Pakistan's second nuclear reactor, built to produce plutonium for weapons, shows signs of starting operations, and a third is under construction. At their White House meeting on Sunday, Obama pressed Gilani to end Pakistan's opposition to an international treaty that would ban the production of new fissile material for nuclear warheads, plutonium and highly enriched uranium (HEU), but the Pakistani leader showed no signs of bowing to the pressure, US officials said. Pakistan's insistence that India reduces its stockpile first prevented talks on the fissile material cutoff treaty from getting under way in Geneva last year. Yesterday, the UN secretary general, Ban Ki-moon, added to the pressure on Pakistan by calling for talks at the multilateral conference on disarmament to start, warning that "nuclear terrorism is one of the greatest threats we face today". Both the US and Britain have declared themselves satisfied with Pakistan's security measures for its nuclear weapons, despite the rise of the Pakistani Taliban and other extremist groups. But yesterday's Harvard report said there were serious grounds for concern. "Despite extensive security measures, there is a very real possibility that sympathetic insiders might carry out or assist in a nuclear theft, or that a sophisticated outsider attack (possibly with insider help) could overwhelm the defences," the report said. It also warned that weaknesses remained in measures Russia had taken in recent years to guard its nuclear stockpile, the world's largest. The nuclear security summit, which began yesterday in Washington, brings together leaders and officials from 47 nations, with the aim of focusing global attention on the danger of nuclear terrorism. The summit will endorse Obama's goal of locking up the world's stockpiles of plutonium or HEU within four years. The Harvard report warned that the world "is not yet on track" to meet that deadline. Its author, Matthew Bunn said: "Sustained White House leadership will be needed to overcome complacency and convince policymakers around the world to act." As a contribution to the aims of the summit, the US and Russia are due to sign an agreement in Washington to take 34 tonnes of weapons-grade plutonium out of their reserve stockpiles and use it for the generation of nuclear power. Other leaders are being called on to make concrete pledges in the main session today. Last week, Malaysia adopted much-delayed export controls to prevent its ports being used as channels for the black market in nuclear equipment. 
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AND, AFGHANISTAN IS KEY – PRIMARY STAGING AREA FOR AL-QAEDA TO LAUNCH MASSIVE ATTACK

Jim Arkedis 9, director of the National Security Project at the Progressive Policy Institute. & former counterterrorism analyst with the Naval Criminal Investigative Service from 2002 to 2007, OCTOBER 23, 2009, “Why Al Qaeda Wants a Safe Haven”, http://www.foreignpolicy.com/articles/2009/10/23/got_safe_haven 
As deliberations about the Obama administration's strategic direction in Afghanistan unfold, the White House is weighing whether al Qaeda, in fact, needs an Afghan safe haven -- an expanse of land under the protection of the Taliban -- to reconstitute its capability to attack the United States. Many noted scholars doubt it. In a recent Washington Post op-ed, Council on Foreign Relations President Richard Haass bluntly stated, "Al Qaeda does not require Afghan real estate to constitute a regional or global threat." He's wrong. Although the group has been significantly weakened since late 2001, the only chance al Qaeda has of rebuilding its capability to conduct a large-scale terrorist operation against the United States is under the Taliban's umbrella of protection. Objections like Haass's are rooted in the following arguments: that terrorists don't need physical space because they can plot online; that the London and Madrid bombings prove deadly attacks can be planned in restrictive, Western, urban locations under the noses of local security services; and that denying terrorists one safe haven will simply compel them to move to another lawless region. I spent five years as a counterterrorism analyst for the Pentagon and rigorously studied plots from Madrid to London to 9/11. The above arguments may have merit in a piecemeal or abstract sense, but fall apart in the specific case of what we all dread: a large-scale, al Qaeda operation aimed at the United States. It is certainly true, for example, that terrorist groups can accomplish much online. Individuals can maintain contact with groups via chat rooms, money can be transferred over the Web (if done with extreme caution), and plotters can download items like instruction manuals for bomb-making, photographs of potential targets, and even blueprints for particular buildings. 

But all the e-mail accounts, chat rooms, and social media available will never account for the human touch. 

There is simply no substitute for the trust and confidence built by physically meeting, jointly conceiving, and then training together for a large-scale, complex operation on the other side of the world. As the 9/11 plot developed, mastermind Khalid Sheik Mohammed (KSM) put the future operatives through a series of training courses along the Afghanistan-Pakistan border. Courses included physical fitness, firearms, close combat, Western culture, and English language. The 9/11 Commission report notes the extreme physical and mental demands KSM put on the participants -- even if the operation didn't require extensive firearms usage, KSM would have wanted the operatives to be proficient under intense pressure, should the need arise. Juxtapose that with an online learning environment. While you can no doubt learn some amazing things from online courses, it is far preferable to have a dedicated professor physically present to supervise students and monitor their progress. Or think of it another way: You wouldn't want the U.S. Marine Corps to send recruits into battle without training under a drill instructor, would you? KSM was somewhere between a professor and sergeant. Second, critics argue that the Madrid bombings of 2004 (which killed 191) as well those in London a year later (which killed 56) were largely -- though not entirely -- conceived, prepared, and executed within their respective countries, thus obviating the need for a safe haven. True enough. However, unlike 9/11 (which killed nearly 3,000), those plots' successes were possible due to their simple concept and small scale. In both cities, the playbook was essentially the same: Four to eight individuals had to find a safe house, download bomb-making instructions, purchase explosive agents, assemble the devices, and deliver charges to the attack points. Without trivializing the tragic loss of life in the European attacks, building those explosive devices was akin to conducting a difficult high-school chemistry experiment. On that scale, 9/11 was like constructing a nuclear warhead. In every sense, it was a grander vision, involving 20 highly skilled operatives infiltrating the U.S. homeland, who conducted a series of hijackings and targeted four national landmarks with enough know-how, preparation, and contingency plans to be success. In one instance, KSM taught the 9/11 operatives to shoot a rifle from the back of a moving motorcycle, just in case. You can't do that in someone's bedroom -- you need space, time, and the ability to work without worrying that the cops are listening in. In other words, as a plot grows in number of operatives, scale of target, distance from base, and logistical complexity, so does the need for space to reduce the chances of being discovered and disrupted. The final argument is that denying al Qaeda a safe haven is an exercise in futility: Drive Osama bin Laden from Afghanistan and he'd relocate to some place like Sudan, southern Algeria, Somalia, or other swaths of ungoverned territory. However, this logic makes two faulty assumptions: that al Qaeda is mobile, and that the group's international affiliates would automatically roll out the red carpet for the jihadi refugees. Neither is true. Bin Laden and his senior and mid level cadre are well-known to intelligence services the world over. Any attempt to travel, let alone cross an international border (save Afghanistan-Pakistan) would fall somewhere between "utterly unthinkable" and "highly risky." Moving would further require massive reorientation of al Qaeda's financial operations and smuggling networks. Nor would bin Laden's senior leaders be automatically welcomed abroad in areas their regional partners control. Though al Qaeda has established "franchise affiliates" in places like North Africa and Southeast Asia, relationships between al Qaeda's leadership and its regional nodes are extraordinarily complex. Groups like the North African affiliate "al Qaeda in the Islamic Maghreb" (AQIM) are happy to co-opt the al Qaeda "brand" for recruiting and financial reasons, but they don't necessarily share the al Qaeda senior leadership's ideological goals. AQIM is much more focused on attacking the Algerian government or foreign entities within the country, having not displayed much capability or desire for grandiose international operations. And last, recruits come to North Africa more often through independent networks in Europe, not camps along the Durand Line. Think of the relationship like the one you have your in-laws: You might share a name, but you probably don't want them coming to visit for three full weeks. Regional leaders aren't terribly loyal to senior leadership, either. Take Abu Musab al-Zarqawi, the deceased leader of the group's Iraq affiliate. He was summoned to bin Laden's side numerous times in an attempt to exert control as the Iraqi commander's tactics grew more grotesque and questionable. Zarqawi declined, not wanting to risk travel or accept instruction from bin Laden. In the end, a safe haven along the Afghanistan-Pakistan border is as good as it gets for al Qaeda's chances to launch a large-scale attack against the United States. Certainly, smaller, less complex attacks could be planned without "Afghan real estate," but any such plot's death toll and long-term effect on American society will be far more limited. Unfortunately, that's a risk President Barack Obama has to accept -- no amount of intelligence or counterterrorism operations can provide 100 percent security. But to avoid the Big One, the U.S. president's best bet is to deny al Qaeda the only physical space it can access.

1AC - terrorism
Withdrawal collapses al-Qaida’s recruitment strategies

Leah Farrall 9 - Senior Counter-Terrorism Intelligence Agent with the Australian Federal Police, “Al-Qaida prefers U.S. to stick around,” The Australian, November 12th, http://www.theaustralian.com.au/news/opinion/al-qaida-prefers-us-to-stick-around/story-e6frg6zo-1225796639320

A key objective is the denial of al-Qa'ida access to sanctuary in Afghanistan -- a goal the Bush administration also shared. There has been vigorous debate within the US political establishment about what strategy will best achieve this goal. Counter-insurgency proponents argue for increased troop levels while others believe it can be achieved by a targeted counter-terrorism campaign with a lighter force footprint. Both of these approaches rest on the longstanding premise that al-Qa'ida wants another safe haven in Afghanistan. However, this premise is based on a fundamental misunderstanding of its strategic intentions. Afghanistan's value to al-Qa'ida is as a location for jihad, not a sanctuary. While calling for jihad to liberate occupied Muslim lands is a potent radicalisation tool, it only yields substantive benefits when there is such a conflict at hand. Before September 11, 2001, most volunteers at al-Qa'ida's camps in Afghanistan wanted training for armed jihad. Al-Qa'ida had problems with attrition of its members and trainees who left its camps to seek armed jihad elsewhere, usually in Chechnya.
This was one of the driving reasons behind Osama bin Laden's decision to attack the US with the specific aim of inciting it to invade Afghanistan. For bin Laden, this created a new, exploitable jihad. Since the US invaded Afghanistan and then Iraq, al-Qa'ida has become the pre-eminent group fighting a self-declared jihad against an occupying force. These invasions allowed al-Qa'ida to exploit allegations that the US was intent on occupying Muslim lands. A withdrawal of coalition forces from Afghanistan would undoubtedly hand al-Qa'ida and the Taliban a propaganda victory. However, a victory would deny al-Qa'ida its most potent source of power, influence, funding and recruits -- the armed jihad. Without a jihad to fight, al-Qa'ida would be left with only its franchises -- all of which are involved in deeply unpopular confrontations with government regimes in the Islamic world. Their indiscriminate acts of violence as well as hostility towards other Muslims not sharing their views have badly damaged al-Qa'ida's brand. This has driven al-Qa'ida to refocus on Afghanistan because jihad against an occupying force attracts a level of support and legitimacy that attacking Muslim governments does not. It provides additional justification for al-Qa'ida and those supporting it to continue striking US targets.
A reorientation of US strategy away from counterinsurgency or a full or partial withdrawal of US troops is therefore not in al-Qa'ida's strategic interest. To keep the US engaged in Afghanistan, it will use a strategy it knows will work: terrorist attacks against the homeland. The recently uncovered al-Qa'ida plot in New York City (where the city's subway system was reportedly the target) suggests it may have already adopted this strategy. More plots and attacks are likely to follow. Al-Qa'ida has an effective safe haven in Pakistan's North West Frontier Province and Federally Administered Tribal Areas from which to continue orchestrating attacks against the US. Although al-Qa'ida has suffered significant disruptions to its plots, these have not been caused by drone attacks in Pakistan. Rather they have come from law enforcement and intelligence action, usually in the countries it seeks to attack.

Drone attacks have inconvenienced al-Qa'ida, but it has lost little more than a handful of its core members. Al-Qa'ida's organisational structure, a devolved network hierarchy, means that it has been able to absorb any losses and continue with only a minimal slowing of its operational tempo. Al-Qa'ida is also not short of trainees. An estimated 100-150 Westerners are believed to have undertaken training with the organisation in the past year. It is well placed to continue plotting attacks against the West, which it is likely to have prioritised. Al-Qa'ida also has another reason for attacking the US in order to keep it engaged in Afghanistan. The Afghan Taliban is moving away from al-Qa'ida and redefining itself as a national liberation movement. For al-Qa'ida, Taliban statements condemning colonialism and inviting good relations with its neighbours put a question mark over their relationship. The solution is the same: to attack the US, forcing a surge in American troop numbers. This would tie the Afghan Taliban's hands. Taliban leader Mullah Omar's legitimacy would be jeopardised were he to publicly disassociate from al-Qa'ida and guarantee he would not again provide it sanctuary. His refusal to do so would then feed the justification for a counterinsurgency campaign against the Taliban in Afghanistan, ensuring the US remains engaged in the conflict. Al-Qa'ida will continue to try to goad the US into staying involved in the conflict because the sustenance and empowerment the conflict gives al-Qa'ida far outweighs the benefits of a safe haven in Afghanistan. Until this is recognised, the strategies the US employs to protect itself from further attacks are likely to inspire more of them and, more importantly, sustain al-Qa'ida.

A limited counterterrorism deployment’s key to keep al Qaeda out of Afghanistan

Austin Long 10, assistant professor at Columbia University's School of International and Public Affairs and co-author with William Rosenau of The Phoenix Program and Contemporary Counterinsurgency at RAND, 2010, “Small is Beautiful: The Counterterrorism Option in Afghanistan”, Orbis, Volume 54, Issue 2, 2010, Pages 199-214 

As policymakers have sought to grapple with the challenge of Afghanistan, the lessons of Vietnam have been invoked and debated by both those favoring an increase in U.S. troops and those against it.54 Yet Vietnam was not the United States only experience with irregular warfare in Southeast Asia. The U.S. experience in Laos provides a better historical analogy for U.S. strategic ends and means in Afghanistan. In Laos, the United States supported both a weak central state and minority tribes, principally the mountain dwelling Hmong. The U.S. goal was limited, seeking both to interdict the use of Laotian territory to supply Communist forces in South Vietnam and to tie down as many North Vietnamese units as possible. Beginning in 1961 and with only a handful of CIA case officers, development workers, and Special Forces personnel, the U.S. mission worked with Hmong leader Vang Pao to create an effective guerilla force. This force had notable successes against the Communists, evolving into a force capable of holding territory when supported by U.S. airpower and small numbers of Thai ground forces. Other CIA-supported irregular units and even a few Laotian government units were also effective. In addition, the strategy was able to tie down multiple North Vietnamese divisions and ensure that the Laotian government held about as much territory in 1972 as it did in 1962.55 As with Laos, U.S. goals in Afghanistan are strictly limited and do not require a major state building enterprise. If anything, U.S. goals in Afghanistan are more limited than in Laos, as the goal in the former is to keep out at a few hundred irregular fighters while the latter sought to oppose tens of thousands of disciplined soldiers. The limited goals in Laos could be achieved with limited means, making it sustainable for more than a decade. A similar limited means strategy will likewise make U.S. strategy in Afghanistan sustainable for the long term. To return to the point from which this analysis began—strategy is matching means and ends. If the ends desired are about al Qaeda, the counterterrorism option is the best fit in terms of means. It is sustainable, always crucial in prolonged conflict, as it limits the expenditure of U.S. blood and treasure. It is also less dependent on Pakistan choosing to abandon its proxies, a possibility that seems remote at present. The counterterrorism option is not only possible, but as Steve Simon and Jonathan Stevenson argue, it is the best alternative for the United States.56
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A targeted counterterrorism force posture is sufficient to check back Taliban power and prevent the recreation of al Qaeda safe havens in Afghanistan

Cortright 9 [David - director of policy studies at the Kroc Institute for International Peace Studies at the University of Notre Dame, “No Easy Way Out”, AMERICA, October 19,  http://www.americamagazine.org/content/article.cfm?article_id=11917 ] tate
This analysis suggests the need for a thorough reorientation of U.S./NATO policy in Afghanistan and Pakistan. The Obama administration has responded to requests for more troops in Afghanistan by calling first for the development of a new strategy. This is a sound approach, but the contours of a new strategy have yet to appear. U.S. commanders remain wedded to a policy of counterinsurgency and the maintenance of a large and expanding military footprint in the country. Stewart and other analysts have advocated an alternative approach of reducing the number of foreign troops and demilitarizing Western strategy. A smaller number of foreign troops would be enough, they argue, to assure that the Taliban does not return to power. Special operations forces would be sufficient to maintain pressure on Al Qaeda and disrupt any attempts to re-establish terrorist bases. These more limited objectives would fulfill the primary objective of Western policy without the enormous costs and risks of prolonged counterinsurgency. These approaches would be combined with an increased international commitment to development, responsible governance and the promotion of human rights in the region. By demilitarizing its involvement and increasing its commitment to diplomacy, democracy and development, the United States and its allies could achieve their purposes more effectively and with greater justice.
1AC - terrorism
Nuclear terrorism ensures planet-ending great power nuclear war
Dennis Ray Morgan 9, Hankuk University of Foreign Studies, Yongin Campus - South Korea, Futures, Volume 41, Issue 10, December 2009, Pages 683-693
Years later, in 1982, at the height of the Cold War, Jonathon Schell, in a very stark and horrific portrait, depicted sweeping, bleak global scenarios of total nuclear destruction. Schell’s work, The Fate of the Earth [8] represents one of the gravest warnings to humankind ever given. The possibility of complete annihilation of humankind is not out of the question as long as these death bombs exist as symbols of national power. As Schell relates, the power of destruction is now not just thousands of times as that of Hiroshima and Nagasaki; now it stands at more than one and a half million times as powerful, more than fifty times enough to wipe out all of human civilization and much of the rest of life along with it [8]. In Crucial Questions about the Future, Allen Tough cites that Schell’s monumental work, which ‘‘eradicated the ignorance and denial in many of us,’’ was confirmed by ‘‘subsequent scientific work on nuclear winter and other possible effects: humans really could be completely devastated. Our human species really could become extinct.’’ [9]. Tough estimated the chance of human self-destruction due to nuclear war as one in ten. He comments that few daredevils or high rollers would take such a risk with so much at stake, and yet ‘‘human civilization is remarkably casual about its high risk of dying out completely if it continues on its present path for another 40 years’’ [9]. What a precarious foundation of power the world rests upon. The basis of much of the military power in the developed world is nuclear. It is the reigning symbol of global power, the basis, – albeit, unspoken or else barely whispered – by which powerful countries subtly assert aggressive intentions and ambitions for hegemony, though masked by ‘‘diplomacy’’ and ‘‘negotiations,’’ and yet this basis is not as stable as most believe it to be. In a remarkable website on nuclear war, Carol Moore asks the question ‘‘Is Nuclear War Inevitable??’’ [10].4 In Section 1, Moore points out what most terrorists obviously already know about the nuclear tensions between powerful countries. No doubt, they’ve figured out that the best way to escalate these tensions into nuclear war is to set off a nuclear exchange. As Moore points out, all that militant terrorists would have to do is get their hands on one small nuclear bomb and explode it on either Moscow or Israel. Because of the Russian ‘‘dead hand’’ system, ‘‘where regional nuclear commanders would be given full powers should Moscow be destroyed,’’ it is likely that any attack would be blamed on the United States’’ [10]. Israeli leaders and Zionist supporters have, likewise, stated for years that if Israel were to suffer a nuclear attack, whether from terrorists or a nation state, it would retaliate with the suicidal ‘‘Samson option’’ against all major Muslim cities in the Middle East. Furthermore, the Israeli Samson option would also include attacks on Russia and even ‘‘anti-Semitic’’ European cities [10]. In that case, of course, Russia would retaliate, and the U.S. would then retaliate against Russia. China would probably be involved as well, as thousands, if not tens of thousands, of nuclear warheads, many of them much more powerful than those used at Hiroshima and Nagasaki, would rain upon most of the major cities in the Northern Hemisphere. Afterwards, for years to come, massive radioactive clouds would drift throughout the Earth in the nuclear fallout, bringing death or else radiation disease that would be genetically transmitted to future generations in a nuclear winter that could last as long as a 100 years, taking a savage toll upon the environment and fragile ecosphere as well. And what many people fail to realize is what a precarious, hair-trigger basis the nuclear web rests on. Any accident, mistaken communication, false signal or ‘‘lone wolf’ act of sabotage or treason could, in a matter of a few minutes, unleash the use of nuclear weapons, and once a weapon is used, then the likelihood of a rapid escalation of nuclear attacks is quite high while the likelihood of a limited nuclear war is actually less probable since each country would act under the ‘‘use them or lose them’’ strategy and psychology; restraint by one power would be interpreted as a weakness by the other, which could be exploited as a window of opportunity to ‘‘win’’ the war. In otherwords, once Pandora’s Box is opened, it will spread quickly, as it will be the signal for permission for anyone to use them. Moore compares swift nuclear escalation to a room full of people embarrassed to cough. Once one does, however, ‘‘everyone else feels free to do so. The bottom line is that as long as large nation states use internal and external war to keep their disparate factions glued together and to satisfy elites’ needs for power and plunder, these nations will attempt to obtain, keep, and inevitably use nuclear weapons. And as long as large nations oppress groups who seek selfdetermination, some of those groups will look for any means to fight their oppressors’’ [10]. In other words, as long as war and aggression are backed up by the implicit threat of nuclear arms, it is only a matter of time before the escalation of violent conflict leads to the actual use of nuclear weapons, and once even just one is used, it is very likely thatmany, if not all, will be used, leading to horrific scenarios of global death and the destruction of much of human civilization while condemning a mutant human remnant, if there is such a remnant, to a life of unimaginable misery and suffering in a
nuclear winter.
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ADVANTAGE ____:  HEGEMONY

US hegemony is on the brink – our continued counterinsurgency strategy in Afghanistan risks complete collapse of our leadership – a continued counterterrorism focus would maintain US hard power

Kretkowski 10 (Paul D. – consultant for think tanks, spent six months in Afghanistan working with the US Army Office of Public Affairs,  “Against COIN, for CT in Afghanistan and Elsewhere”,  January 07, http://softpowerbeacon.blogspot.com/2010/01/against-coin-for-ct-in-afghanistan-and.html’] ttaet
Over the winter break I had an epiphany about the interrelation of U.S. hard and soft power: I now oppose a counterinsurgency (COIN) strategy in Afghanistan and advocate a purely counterterror (CT) strategy (PDF link) there instead. Blame history—or histories—that I've read recently, starting with Livy's works on early Rome (books I-V) last spring and Donald Kagan's The Peloponnesian War at the end of 2009. I've taken occasional dips back into Robert Kaplan's Warrior Politics and his source materials (Churchill, the Federalists, Machiavelli, Sun Tzu, and several others). What I've taken from that reading is that the U.S. must pull back from its current efforts to remake Iraq and Afghanistan in the image of a Western democracy, or risk long-term political and economic exhaustion. What follows is not an argument about morality, and readers may find much of it amoral. It is about making cold-blooded political and economic calculations about where U.S. national interests will lie in the next decade. They do not lie in an open-ended COIN mission. The history of the Peloponnesian War is particularly relevant here. Athens began fighting Sparta with the resources of an empire and thousands of talents of silver in the bank—enough to fight expensive, far-flung naval and land campaigns for three years without lasting financial consequences. Athens was rich, and if peace with Sparta had come by the end of the third year, Athens would have continued to prosper and rule over much of the Mediterranean. (Athens had a "hard"—conquered or cowed—empire as opposed to the "soft" empire of alliances and treaties the U.S. currently has.) But the war with Sparta dragged on for decades, despite occasional peace overtures by both sides. By war's end—despite the spoils of battle and increased taxes and tribute extracted from its shrinking dominion—Athens was broke, depopulated by fighting and plague, bereft of its empire, and could no longer project power into the Mediterranean. Where its former interests ranged from Black Sea Turkey to southern Italy, it spent decades as a small-bore power and never regained its former strength or influence. I worry that the U.S. is similarly locked into an open-ended commitment to democratize a nation that is of regional rather than global importance—a parallel to Athens convincing itself that it had to conquer distant, militarily insignificant Sicily. "Winning" in Afghanistan The U.S. could "win" in Afghanistan where victory is defined as a stable, legitimate central government that can project power within its own borders. I don't doubt that the U.S. and its allies could accomplish this given enough time and resources. But I think—as many COIN experts also do—that it will take at least another decade or more of blood and treasure to produce such a result, if ever. Of course I'd like to see the results of a successful COIN campaign: a stable democracy, women's rights, and general prosperity for Afghans, who among all Asia's peoples surely deserve those things. I certainly want to end al-Qa'ida's ability to operate freely in South Asia and elsewhere. The U.S. is the only country that would both conceive of these missions and attempt to carry them out. But goals beyond keeping al-Qa'ida on the run don't serve the long-term interests of the U.S., and I am more interested in regaining and preserving U.S. hard power than I am in the rewards that would come from "winning" a lengthy COIN war. I fear the U.S. people and government becoming exhausted from the costs of a lengthy COIN effort, just as they are already exhausted from (and have largely forgotten about) the Iraq war. I worry that if this fatigue sits in, the U.S. will abandon foreign-policy leadership as it has done periodically throughout history. This outcome would be worse than a resurgent Taliban, worse than Afghan women and men being further oppressed, and worse than al-Qa'ida having plentiful additional caves to plot in. Here are some signs of an exhaustion of U.S. power: The U.S. is already overextended, with commitments in Iraq (shrinking for now), Afghanistan (expanding), Yemen (pending) and Iran (TBD). At home, the U.S. economy remains feeble and in the long term is increasingly hostage to other nations for goods and services it no longer produces (and increasingly, no longer can produce). Even more worrisome is the U.S. credit situation. The wars, and much other U.S. government spending, are now heavily underwritten by other countries' purchases of debt the U.S. issues. It has borrowed trillions from foreign countries and especially China, which continues its steady, highly rational policy of promoting exports while freeriding under the American security umbrella (just as the U.S. once rode for free beneath Britain's). Over time, those countries accrue enough debt to have a say in U.S. policies that may threaten the dollar's value, which is why you now see high U.S. officials flying to Beijing to soothe PRC nerves and explain why America keeps borrowing money. At home, there are few resources to apply following a major disaster, such as a Katrina-style hurricane or a major earthquake. The U.S. needs to start rebuilding its reserves—of capital, of credit, of political goodwill abroad, of military force—to be ready for these and more serious crises, for which we currently have few resources to spare. Such challenges may involve humanitarian crises (think Darfur, a Rwanda-style genocide, Indian Ocean tsunamis); Latin American instability (Mexico, Venezuela, post-Castro Cuba); rogue-state nuclear development (Iran, North Korea); or complex challenges from a rising power (China, a reinvigorated Russia).
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AND, THE LACK OF A COHERENT, FOCUSED STRATEGY UNDERMINES OUR GLOBAL CREDIBILITY – PLAN ALLOWS US CONSERVE RESOURCES

STEWART 2009 
[Rory – professor of the Practice of Human Rights and Director of the Carr Center for Human Rights Policy,  “The Future of Afghanistan,” September 16,  http://www.hks.harvard.edu/news-events/news/testimonies/rory-stewart-on-afghanistan] ttate
The best Afghan policy would be to reduce the number of foreign troops from the current level of 90,000 to far fewer – perhaps 20,000. In that case, two distinct objectives would remain for the international community: development and counter-terrorism. Neither would amount to the building of an Afghan state or winning a counter-insurgency campaign. A reduction in troop numbers and a turn away from state-building should not mean total withdrawal: good projects could continue to be undertaken in electricity, water, irrigation, health, education, agriculture, rural development and in other areas favoured by development agencies. Even a light US presence could continue to allow for aggressive operations against Al Qaeda terrorists, in Afghanistan, who plan to attack the United States. The US has successfully prevent Al Qaeda from re-establishing itself since 2001 (though the result has only been to move bin Laden across the border.). The US military could also (with other forms of assistance) support the Afghan military to prevent the Taliban from seizing a city or taking over the country.

These twin objectives will require a very long-term presence, as indeed is almost inevitable in a country which is as poor, as fragile and traumatized as Afghanistan (and which lacks the internal capacity at the moment to become independent of Foreign aid or control its territory). But a long-term presence will in turn mean a much lighter and more limited presence (if it is to retain US domestic support). We should not control and cannot predict the future of Afghanistan. It may in the future become more violent, or find a decentralised equilibrium or a new national unity, but if its communities continue to want to work with us, we can, over 30 years, encourage the more positive trends in Afghan society and help to contain the more negative.

Such a policy can seem strained, unrealistic, counter-intuitive and unappealing. They appear to betray the hopes of Afghans who trusted us and to allow the Taliban to abuse district towns. No politician wants to be perceived to have underestimated, or failed to address, a terrorist threat; or to write off the ‘blood and treasure’ that we have sunk into Afghanistan; or to admit defeat. Americans are particularly unwilling to believe that problems are insoluble; Obama’s motto is not ‘no we can’t’; soldiers are not trained to admit defeat or to say a mission is impossible. And to suggest that what worked in Iraq won’t work in Afghanistan requires a detailed knowledge of each country’s past, a bold analysis of the causes of development and a rigorous exposition of the differences, for which few have patience. The greatest risk of our inflated ambitions and fears, encapsulated in the current surge is that it will achieve the exact opposite of its intentions and in fact precipitate a total withdrawal. The heavier our footprint, and the more costly, the less we are likely to be able to sustain it. Public opinion is already turning against it. Nato allies are mostly staying in Afghanistan simply to please the United States and have little confidence in our objectives or our reasons. Contemporary political culture tends to encourage black and white solutions: either we garrison or we abandon.
While, I strongly oppose troop increases, I equally strongly oppose a total flight. We are currently in danger of lurching from troop increases to withdrawal and from engagement to isolation. We are threatening to provide instant electro-shock therapy followed by abandonment. This is the last thing Afghanistan needs. The international community should aim to provide a patient, tolerant long-term relationship with a country as poor and traumatized as Afghanistan. Judging by comparable countries in the developing world (and Afghanistan is very near the bottom of the UN Human Development index), making Afghanistan more stable, prosperous and humane is a project which will take decades. It is a worthwhile project in the long-term for us and for Afghans but we will only be able to sustain our presence if we massively reduce our investment and our ambitions and begin to approach Afghanistan more as we do other poor countries in the developing world. The best way of avoiding the mistakes of the 1980s and 1990s – the familiar cycle of investment and abandonment which most Afghan expect and fear and which have contributed so much to instability and danger - is to husband and conserve our resources, limit our objectives to counter-terrorism and humanitarian assistance and work out how to work with fewer troops and less money over a longer period. In Afghanistan in the long-term, less will be more.
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AND, A CONTINUED STRATEGY OF CONFLATING COUNTERINSURGENCY AND COUNTERTERRORISM WILL CONTINUE OVERSTRETCHING OUR MILITARY
BOYLE 2010

[Michael – lecturer in international relations and research fellow @ Centre for the Study of Terrorism and Political Violence @ University of St. Andrews, “Do counterterrorism and counterinsurgency go together?”, March 10, 
http://www3.interscience.wiley.com/journal/123318677/abstract] ttate
This episode indicates the extent of the confusion over counterterrorism (CT) and counterinsurgency (COIN) that marks the contemporary debate over Afghanistan. Both CT and COIN would envisage military action in Afghanistan, but to very different ends. A CT mission would focus exclusively on Al-Qaeda while offering little or no support to the Karzai government; a COIN mission envisages a comprehensive commitment to defeating the Taleban and rebuilding the Afghan state while destroying Al-Qaeda operatives there. Yet it has now become commonplace for politicians and military officials alike to mention CT and COIN in the same breath, or to treat them as if they were functionally equivalent. The official US government definition now frames counterterrorism in classic ‘hearts and minds’ counterinsurgency language: ‘actions taken directly against terrorist networks and indirectly to influence and render global and regional environments inhospitable to terrorist networks’.12 Terrorist threats are now regularly described as insurgencies and vice versa. The influential US Army and Marine Corps Counterinsurgency Field Manual states that ‘today’s operational environment also includes a new kind of insurgency, one which seeks to impose revolutionary change worldwide. Al-Qaeda is a well known example of such an insurgency.’13 An official from US Central Command (CENTCOM), for instance, has gone so far to define counterterrorism as a ‘whole of government COIN’ approach.14 Meanwhile, insurgent threats in places such as Chechnya, Indonesia and Thailand are now regularly redescribed as terrorist threats, as analysts speculate on whether local conflicts will become magnets for Al-Qaeda or otherwise spill out into acts of horrific violence on the international stage.

This confusion over the differences between counterterrorism and counterinsurgency is not new, but it has become more serious over the last eight years.15 Since the events of September 11, these concepts have regularly been conflated as policy-makers have struggled to come to grips with the threat posed by Al-Qaeda. To some extent, this is natural: Al-Qaeda is a global terrorist organization which intervenes directly in local conflicts (often insurgencies, defined here as organized violent attempts to overthrow an existing government) to bait the US and its allies into exhausting wars of attrition. In other words, it is a terrorist organization which dabbles (sometimes successfully, sometimes less so) in insurgencies. But the fact that the threats of terrorism and insurgency are so often intertwined in contemporary conflicts does not make them fundamentally equivalent or susceptible to the same remedies. Nor does it warrant extending counterinsurgency operations on a global level, as some prominent authors have suggested.16 The fusion of the threats from terrorism and insurgency, so often described as symptomatic of the complexity of the modern security challenges, can be misread to imply that the responses to them should be similar or equivalent. In fact, while intermixed in practice, these threats remain distinct, and require a policy response which disaggregates and prioritizes threats and separates those actors who have a negotiable political programme from those who remain incorrigible.

Similarly, the fact that terrorists and insurgents operate in the same theatre, and in some cases function in tandem, is not an argument for a response that seamlessly interweaves elements of counterterrorism and counterinsurgency. Indeed, there is no reason to assume that counterterrorism and counterinsurgency strategies are fully compatible or mutually reinforcing. The record of the war in Afghanistan suggests rather that both models of warfare involve tradeoffs or costs that may offset the gains made by the other. Unless these tradeoffs are properly managed, the simultaneous deployment of counterterrorism and counterinsurgency operations may operate at cross-purposes and make long-term strategic success more elusive. The fact that US and UK leaders have been so willing to split the difference between counterterrorism and counterinsurgency—and to ignore the offsetting costs of each—may help to account for the current painful stalemate in Afghanistan.

This article will argue that counterterrorism and counterinsurgency are two distinct models of war which can operate at cross-purposes when jointly applied to low-intensity conflicts such as that in Afghanistan. The conflation of these two different models of warfare stems from an intellectual error, which assumes that a fused threat (for example, between a nationalist insurgent group like the Taleban and a transnational terrorist group like Al-Qaeda) must necessarily be met by a joint or blended counterterrorism and counterinsurgency approach. In fact, these two models of warfare involve divergent assumptions about the roles of force, the importance of winning support among the local population, and the necessity of building a strong and representative government. Such approaches are not necessarily mutually reinforcing or even compatible. At the tactical and strategic level, there are at least four possible offsetting costs—popular backlash, countermobilization of enemy networks, a legitimacy gap and diminished leverage—that may be incurred when counterterrorism and counterinsurgency are deployed simultaneously. At the political level, the conflation of counterterrorism and counterinsurgency risks producing an overly interventionist foreign policy which distracts and exhausts the US and UK as they treat an ever-increasing number of localized insurgencies as the incubators of future terrorist threats. 
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INDEPENDENTLY, AFGHANISTAN HAS BECOME OUR 21ST CENTURY VIETNAM – A QUAGMIRE THAT IS DESTROYING US TROOP MORALE

KUHNER 2009

[Jeffrey – president of the Edmond Burke Institute for American Renewal, “Obama’s quagmire: US should look to its own interests”, September 07, Washington Times, page lexis] ttate

America is losing the war in Afghanistan. Rather than change course, President Obama is sending 21,000 additional U.S. troops. This will bring the total to 68,000 American soldiers fighting in Afghanistan, bolstering coalition forces to 110,000.

The troop surge, however, will not work. Afghanistan has become Mr. Obama's Vietnam - a protracted quagmire draining precious American blood and treasure. August was the deadliest month for U.S. forces, with 47 soldiers killed by Taliban insurgents. More than 300 coalition troops have died in 2009. This is the highest toll since the war began in 2001, and there are still four months to go. 

The tide of battle has turned against the West. The Taliban is resurgent. It has reasserted control over its southern stronghold in Kandahar. The Taliban is launching devastating attacks in the western and northern parts of the country - formerly stable areas. U.S. casualties are soaring. The morale of coalition forces is plummeting. Most of our allies - with the exception of the Canadians and the British - are reluctant to engage the Islamist militants. American public support for the war is waning.

The conflict has dragged on for nearly eight years. (U.S. involvement in World War II was four years, World War I less than one.) Yet, America's strategic objectives remain incoherent and elusive.

The war's initial aim was to topple the Taliban and eradicate al Qaeda bases from Afghan territory. Those goals have been achieved. Washington should have declared victory and focused on the more important issue: preventing Islamic fundamentalists from seizing power in Pakistan, along with its nuclear arsenal.

Instead, America is engaged in futile nation-building. Mr. Obama, like President George W. Bush before him, believes Afghanistan must be transformed by erecting a strong central government, democracy and a modern economy. Washington argues this will prevent terrorism from taking root and bring about lasting "stability."

Hence, following a recent reassessment of the war by Gen. Stanley A. McChrystal, U.S. commander in Afghanistan, the Obama administration is contemplating deploying 20,000 to 40,000 U.S. troops - on top of the 21,000 already pledged. Moreover, billions have been spent building irrigation canals, schools, hospitals and factories. Civilian advisers are being sent to encourage farmers to grow other cash crops besides opium poppies. Western aid money has been used to establish a massive Afghan army, a large police force and a swollen government bureaucracy.

Gen. McChrystal said this week that the situation is "serious," but not impossible. He still believes victory is within reach. His new strategy is to protect Afghan civilians from Taliban attacks. He also wants to create a lucrative jobs programs and improve local government services. The goal is to win the "hearts and minds" of the Afghan people. Adm. Mike Mullen, chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, says we must combat Afghanistan's "culture of poverty." Call it humanitarian war through social engineering.

Mr. Obama's policy will result in a major American defeat - one that will signal the end of America as a superpower and expose us to the world as a paper tiger. Afghanistan is the graveyard of empires. The mighty British and Russian armies were humiliated in drawn-out guerrilla campaigns. The country's mountainous geography and primitive tribal culture are ideally suited for insurgent warfare. By sending in more troops, Washington is playing right into the Taliban's hands: We are enabling the Taliban to pick off our forces one by one as they wage a campaign of attrition.

The Taliban blend with the local population, making it almost impossible for U.S. forces to distinguish combatants from civilians. American counterinsurgency efforts are thus alienating some of the locals. Initially welcomed as liberators, we are now viewed in some quarters as occupiers. Moreover, much of the West's aid money is siphoned off by greedy politicians in Kabul. 

President Hamid Karzai's government is corrupt, venal and ineffective. It barely controls one-third of the country. It is despised by many Afghans for its brutality and incompetence. In addition, Mr. Karzai's vice-presidential running mate is a drug trafficker.

The West's efforts to forge a cohesive national state based on federalism and economic reconstruction have failed. Warlords are increasingly asserting power in the provinces. The country is fractured along tribal and ethnic lines. The center cannot hold: Afghanistan remains mired in anarchy, blood feuds and weak, decentralized rule.

U.S. troops should be deployed to defend U.S. national interests. Their lives should never be squandered for an experiment in liberal internationalism. In fact, such a policy is morally grotesque and strategically reckless.

Mr. Obama should quickly withdraw most U.S. forces from Afghanistan. American air power and small, flexible Special Forces units are more than enough to wipe out al Qaeda terrorists. The Taliban is too hated to reoccupy the country - unless our huge military and economic footprint drives numerous Afghans into the evil, welcoming arms of extremists.
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AND, HOSTILTIES DUE TO US OVERREACH AND CONSEQUENCES OF US OVERSTRETCH LEADS TO EXTINCTION
FLORIG 2010
[Dennis – professor @ Hankuk University of Foreign Studies, “Hegemonic overreach vs. imperial soverstretch”, February 06, http://papers.ssrn.com/sol3/Delivery.cfm/SSRN_ID1548783_code1259934.pdf?abstractid=1548783&mirid=1] ttate
There is an even larger question than whether the U.S. will remain the hegemonic state within a western dominated system. How long will the West remain hegemonic in the global system?25 Since Spengler the issue of the decline of the West has been debated. It would be hard to question current western dominance of virtually every global economic, political, military, or ideological system today. In some ways the domination of the West seems even more firm than it was in the past because the West is no longer a group of fiercely competing states but a much more cohesive force. In the era of western domination, breakdown of the rule of each hegemonic state has come because of competition from powerful rival western states at the core of the system leading to system-wide war. The unique characteristic of the Cold War and particularly the post-Cold War system is that the core capitalist states are now to a large degree politically united and increasingly economically integrated.  In the 21st century, two factors taking place outside the West seem more of a threat to the reproduction to the hegemony of the American state and the western system than conflict between western states: 1. resistance to western hegemony in the Muslim world and other parts of the subordinated South and 2. the rise of newly powerful or reformed super states,.  Relations between the core and periphery have already undergone one massive transformation in the 20th century—decolonization. The historical significance of decolonization was overshadowed somewhat by the emergence of the Cold War and the nuclear age. Recognition of its impact was dampened somewhat by the subsequent relative lack of change of fundamental economic relations between core and periphery.  But one of the historical legacies of decolonization is that ideological legitimation has become more crucial in operating the global system. The manufacture of some level of consent, particularly among the elite in the periphery has to some degree replaced brute domination. Less raw force is necessary but in return a greater burden of ideological and cultural legitimation is required. Now it is no longer enough for colonials to obey, willing participants must believe. Therefore, cultural and ideological challenges to the foundations of the liberal capitalist world view assume much greater significance. Thus the resurgence of Islamic fundamentalism, ethnic nationalism, and even social democracy in Latin America as ideologies of opposition have increasing significance in a system dependent on greater levels of willing consent. As Ayoob suggests, the sustained resistance within the Islamic world to western hegemony may have a “demonstration effect” on other southern states with similar grievances against the West.26  The other new dynamic is the re-emergence of great states that at one time or another have been brought low by the western hegemonic system. China, in recent centuries low on the international division of labor, was in some ways a classic case of a peripheral state, or today a semi-peripheral state. But its sheer size, its rapid growth, its currency reserves, its actual and potential markets, etc. make it a major power and a potential future counter hegemon. India lags behind China, but has similar aspirations. Russia has fallen from great power to semi-peripheral status since the collapse of the Soviet empire, but its energy resources and the technological skills of its people make recovery of its former greatness possible. No one knows exactly what the resurgence of Asia portends for the future. However, just as half a century ago global decolonization was a blow to western domination, so the shift in economic production to Asia will redefine global power relations throughout the 21st century.  Classical theory of hegemonic cycle is useful if not articulated in too rigid a form. Hegemonic systems do not last forever; they do have a life span. The hegemonic state cannot maintain itself as the fastest growing major economy forever and thus eventually will face relative decline against some major power or powers. The hegemon faces recurrent challenges both on the periphery and from other major powers who feel constrained by the hegemon’s power or are ambitious to usurp its place. Techniques of the application of military force and ideological control may become more sophisticated over time, but so too do techniques of guerilla warfare and ideological forms of resistance such as religious fundamentalism, nationalism, and politicization of ethnic identity. World war may not be imminent, but wars on the periphery have become quite deadly, and the threat of the use of nuclear weapons or other WMD by the rising number of powers who possess them looms.  The hegemonic state tends to become overstretched, but more importantly the U.S., because of its messianic sense of mission, tends to overreach. Some of the burden the hegemon has to assume is inevitable, but the U.S. is particularly prone to massive miscalculation. 
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AND, CONTINUING US LEADERSHIP NECESSARY FOR EVERY MAJOR IMPACT – THE ONLY THREAT TO GLOBAL PEACE IS A COLLAPSE OF US PRIMACY 

THAYER 2006
[Bradley – Pro. of security studies at Missouri State,  , “In Defense of Primacy”, The National Interest,  November/December, p. 32-37] ttate
 A grand strategy based on American primacy means ensuring the United States stays the world's number one power‑the diplomatic, economic and military leader. Those arguing against primacy claim that the United States should retrench, ei​ther because the United States lacks the power to maintain its primacy and should withdraw from its global commitments, or because the maintenance of primacy will lead the United States into the trap of "imperial overstretch." In the previous issue of The National Interest, Christopher Layne warned of these dangers of pri​macy and called for retrenchment.1 Those arguing for a grand strategy of retrenchment are a diverse lot. They include isolationists, who want no foreign military commitments; selective engagers, who want U.S. military commitments to centers of economic might; and offshore balancers, who want a modified form of selective engagement that would have the United States abandon its landpower presence abroad in favor of relying on airpower and seapower to defend its in​terests. But retrenchment, in any of its guis​es, must be avoided. If the United States adopted such a strategy, it would be a profound strategic mistake that would lead to far greater instability and war in the world, imperil American security and deny the United States and its allies the benefits of primacy. There are two critical issues in any discussion of America's grand strategy: Can America remain the dominant state? Should it strive to do this? America can remain dominant due to its prodigious military, economic and soft power capa​bilities. The totality of that equation of power answers the first issue. The United States has overwhelming military capa​bilities and wealth in comparison to other states or likely potential alliances. Barring some disaster or tremendous folly, that will remain the case for the foreseeable future. With few exceptions, even those who advocate retrenchment acknowledge this. So the debate revolves around the desirability of maintaining American pri​macy. Proponents of retrenchment focus a great deal on the costs of U.S. action​ but they fall to realize what is good about American primacy. The price and risks of primacy are reported in newspapers every day; the benefits that stem from it are not. A GRAND strategy of ensur​ing American primacy takes as its starting point the protec​tion of the U.S. homeland and American global interests. These interests include ensuring that critical resources like oil flow around the world, that the global trade and monetary regimes flourish and that Washington's worldwide network of allies is reassured and protected. Allies are a great asset to the United States, in part because they shoulder some of its burdens. Thus, it is no surprise to see NATO in Afghanistan or the Australians in East Timor. In contrast, a strategy based on re​trenchment will not be able to achieve these fundamental objectives of the United States. Indeed, retrenchment will make the United States less secure than the present grand strategy of primacy. This is because threats will exist no mat​ter what role America chooses to play in international politics. Washington can​not call a "time out", and it cannot hide from threats. Whether they are terror​ists, rogue states or rising powers, his​tory shows that threats must be confront​ed. Simply by declaring that the United States is "going home", thus abandoning its commitments or making unconvinc​ing half‑pledges to defend its interests and allies, does not mean that others will respect American wishes to retreat. To make such a declaration implies weak​ness and emboldens aggression. In the anarchic world of the animal kingdom, predators prefer to eat the weak rather than confront the strong. The same is true of the anarchic world of interna​tional politics. 
If there is no diplomatic solution to the threats that confront the United States, then the conventional and strategic military power of the United States is what protects the country from such threats. And when enemies must be confront​ed, a strategy based on primacy focuses on engaging enemies overseas, away from .American soil. Indeed, a key tenet of the Bush Doctrine is to attack terrorists far from America's shores and not to wait while they use bases in other countries to plan and train for attacks against the United States itself. This requires a phys​ical, on‑the‑ground presence that cannot be achieved by offshore balancing. Indeed, as Barry Posen has noted, U.S. primacy is secured because America, at present, commands the "global com​mon"‑‑the oceans, the world's airspace and outer space‑allowing the United States to project its power far from its borders, while denying those common avenues to its enemies. As a consequence, the costs of power projection for the United States and its allies are reduced, and the robustness of the United States' conventional and strategic deterrent ca​pabilities is increased.' This is not an advantage that should be relinquished lightly. A remarkable fact about international politics today‑-in a world where Ameri​can primacy is clearly and unambiguous​ly on display--is that countries want to align themselves with the United States. Of course, this is not out of any sense of altruism, in most cases, but because doing so allows them to use the power of the United States for their own purposes, ​their own protection, or to gain greater influence. Of 192 countries, 84 are allied with America‑-their security is tied to the United States through treaties and other informal arrangements‑and they include almost all of the major economic and military powers. That is a ratio of almost 17 to one (85 to five), and a big change from the Cold War when the ratio was about 1.8 to one of states aligned with the United States versus the Soviet Union. Never before in its history has this coun​try, or any country, had so many allies. U.S. primacy‑-and the bandwagon​ing effect‑has also given us extensive in​fluence in international politics, allowing the United States to shape the behavior of states and international institutions. Such influence comes in many forms, one of which is America's ability to cre​ate coalitions of like‑minded states to free Kosovo, stabilize Afghanistan, invade Iraq or to stop proliferation through the Pro​liferation Security Initiative (PSI). Doing so allows the United States to operate with allies outside of the where it can be stymied by opponents. American‑led wars in Kosovo, Afghanistan and Iraq stand in contrast to the UN's inability to save the people of Darfur or even to conduct any military campaign to realize the goals of its charter. The quiet effec​tiveness of the PSI in dismantling Libya's WMD programs and unraveling the A. Q. Khan proliferation network are in sharp relief to the typically toothless attempts by the UN to halt proliferation. You can count with one hand coun​tries opposed to the United States. They are the "Gang of Five": China, Cuba, Iran, North Korea and Venezeula. Of course, countries like India, for example, do not agree with all policy choices made by the United States, such as toward Iran, but New Delhi is friendly to Washington. Only the "Gang of Five" may be expected to consistently resist the agenda and ac​tions of the United States. China is clearly the most important of these states because it is a rising great power. But even Beijing is intimidated by the United States and refrains from openly challenging U.S. power. China proclaims that it will, if necessary, re​sort to other mechanisms of challenging the United States, including asymmetric strategies such as targeting communica​tion and intelligence satellites upon which the United States depends. But China may not be confident those strategies would work, and so it is likely to refrain from testing the United States directly for the foreseeable future because China's power benefits, as we shall see, from the international order U.S. primacy creates. The other states are far weaker than China. For three of the "Gang of Five" cases‑‑Venezuela, Iran, Cuba‑it is an anti‑U.S. regime that is the source of the problem; the country itself is not intrin​sically anti‑American. Indeed, a change of regime in Caracas, Tehran or Havana could very well reorient relations. THROUGHOUT HISTORY, peace and stability have been great benefits of an era where there was a dominant power‑‑Rome, Britain or the United States today. Schol​ars and statesmen have long recognized the irenic effect of power on the anarchic world of international politics. Everything we think of when we con​sider the current international order‑free trade, a robust monetary regime, increas​ing respect for human rights, growing de​mocratization‑‑is directly linked to U.S. power. Retrenchment proponents seem to think that the current system can be maintained without the current amount of U.S. power behind it. In that they are dead wrong and need to be reminded of one of history's most significant lessons: Appalling things happen when international orders collapse. The Dark Ages fol​lowed Rome's collapse. Hitler succeeded the order established at Versailles. With​out U.S. power, the liberal order cre​ated by the United States will end just as assuredly. As country and western great Rai Donner sang: "You don't know what you've got (until you lose it)." Consequently, it is important to note what those good things are. In addition to ensuring the security of the United States and its allies, American primacy within the international system causes many positive outcomes for Washing​ton and the world. The first has been a more peaceful world. During the Cold War, U.S. leadership reduced friction among many states that were historical antagonists, most notably France and West Germany. Today, American primacy helps keep a number of complicated rela​tionships aligned‑-between Greece and Turkey, Israel and Egypt, South Korea and Japan, India and Pakistan, Indonesia and Australia. This is not to say it fulfills Woodrow Wilson's vision of ending all war. Wars still occur where Washington's interests are not seriously threatened, such as in Darfur, but a Pax Americana does reduce war's 
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likelihood, particularly war's worst form: great power wars. Second, American power gives the United States the ability to spread de​mocracy and other elements of its ideol​ogy of liberalism. Doing so is a source of much good for the countries concerned as well as the United States because, as John Owen noted on these pages in the Spring 
2006 issue, liberal democracies are more likely to align with the United States and be sympathetic to the American worldview.3 So, spreading democracy helps maintain U.S. primacy. In addition, once states are governed democratically, the likelihood of any type of conflict is significantly reduced. This is not because democracies do not have clashing inter​ests. Indeed they do. Rather, it is because they are more open, more transparent and more likely to want to resolve things amicably in concurrence with U.S. lead​ership. 

And so, in general, democratic states are good for their citizens as well as for advancing the interests of the United States. Critics have faulted the Bush Admin​istration for attempting to spread democ​racy in the Middle East, labeling such an effort a modern form of tilting at windmills. It is the obligation of Bush's crit​ics to explain why democracy is good enough for Western states but not for the rest, and, one gathers from the argument, should not even be attempted. Of course, whether democracy in the Middle East will have a peaceful or sta​bilizing influence on America's interests in the short run is open to question. Per​haps democratic Arab states would be more opposed to Israel, but nonetheless, their people would be better off. The United States has brought democracy to Afghanistan, where 8.5 million Af​ghans, 40 percent of them women, voted in a critical October 2004 election, even though remnant Taliban forces threat​ened them. The first free elections were held in Iraq in January 2005. It was the military power of the United States that put Iraq on the path to democracy. Wash​ington fostered democratic governments in Europe, Latin America, Asia and the Caucasus. Now even the Middle East is increasingly democratic. They may not yet look like Western‑style democracies, but democratic progress has been made in Algeria, Morocco, Lebanon, Iraq, Ku​wait, the Palestinian Authority and Egypt. By all accounts, the march of democracy has been impressive. Third, along with the growth in the number of democratic states around the world has been the growth of the glob​al economy. With its allies, the United States has labored to create an economically liberal worldwide network character​ized by free trade and commerce, respect for international property rights, and mo​bility of capital and labor markets. The economic stability and prosperity that stems from this economic order is a glob​al public good from which all states ben​efit, particularly the poorest states in the Third World. The United States created this network not out of altruism but for the benefit and the economic well‑being of America. This economic order forces American industries to be competitive, maximizes efficiencies and growth, and benefits defense as well because the size of the economy makes the defense burden manageable. Economic spin‑offs foster the development of military technology, helping to ensure military prowess. Perhaps the greatest testament to the benefits of the economic network comes from Deepak Lal, a former Indian foreign service diplomat and researcher at the World Bank, who started his ca​reer confident in the socialist ideology of post‑independence India. Abandoning the positions of his youth, Lal now recog​nizes that the only way to bring relief to desperately poor countries of the Third World is through the adoption of free market economic policies and globaliza​tion, which are facilitated through Amer​ican primacy.4 As a witness to the failed alternative economic systems, Lal is one of the strongest academic proponents of American primacy due to the economic prosperity it provides. Fourth and finally, the United States, in seeking primacy, has been willing to use its power not only to advance its interests but to promote the welfare of people all over the globe. The United States is the earth's leading source of positive exter​nalities for the world. The U.S. military has participated in over fifty operations since the end of the Cold War‑‑and most of those missions have been humanitarian in nature. Indeed, the U.S. military is the earth's "911 force"‑it serves, de facto, as the world's police, the global paramedic and the planet's fire department. When​ever there is a natural disaster, earth​quake, flood, drought, volcanic eruption, typhoon or tsunami, the United States assists the countries in need. On the day after Christmas in 2004, a tremendous earthquake and tsunami occurred in the Indian Ocean near Sumatra, killing some 300,000 people. The United States was the first to respond with aid. Washing​ton followed up with a large contribu​tion of aid and deployed the U.S. military to South and Southeast Asia for many months to help with the aftermath of the disaster. About 20,000 U.S. soldiers, sail​ors, airmen and marines responded by providing water, food, medical aid, disease treatment and prevention as well as foren​sic assistance to help identify the bodies of those killed. Only the U.S. military could have accomplished this Herculean effort. No other force possesses the communica​tions capabilities or global logistical reach of the U.S. military. In fact, UN peace​keeping operations depend on the United States to supply UN forces. American generosity has done more to help the United States fight the War on Terror than almost any other measure. Before the tsunami, 80 percent of Indo​nesian public opinion was opposed to the United States; after it, 80 percent had a favorable opinion of America. Two years after the disaster, and in poll after poll, Indonesians still have overwhelmingly positive views of the United States. In October 2005, an enormous earthquake struck Kashmir, killing about 74,000 peo​ple and leaving three million homeless. The U.S. military responded immediate​ly, diverting helicopters fighting the War on Terror in nearby Afghanistan to bring relief as soon as possible. To help those ill need, the United States also provided fi​nancial aid to Pakistan; and, as one might expect from those witnessing the munifi​cence of the United States, it left a last​ing impression about America. For the first time since 9/11, polls of Pakistani opinion have found that more people are favorable toward the United States than unfavorable, while support for Al‑Qaeda dropped to its lowest level. Whether in Indonesia or Kashmir, the money was well‑spent because it helped people in the wake of disasters, but it also had a real impact on the War on Terror. When people in the Muslim world witness the U.S. military conducting a humanitarian mission, there is a clearly positive impact on Muslim opinion of the United States. As the War on Terror is a war of ideas and opinion as much as military action, for the United States humanitarian mis​sions are the equivalent of a blitzkrieg.
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ADVANTAGE ____:  PAKISTAN STABILITY
CONTINUED CONVENTIONAL MILITARY PRESENCE IN AFGHANISTAN DESTABILIZES A FRAGILE PAKISTAN – DRAWDOWN KEY
Washington citing Bacevich 2009 

[George - former adjunct professor and head writer of the Washington blog, Andrew J. Bacevich -  professor of international relations @ Boston University, “A Cheaper and More Effective Military Strategy for Afghanistan”, December 04,  http://www.washingtonsblog.com/2009/12/better-military-strategy-for.html] ttate
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 Afghanistan would be a terrible mistake.   All this means that the proper U.S. priority for Afghanistan should be not to try harder but to change course. The war in Afghanistan (like the Iraq War) won't be won militarily. It can be settled—however imperfectly—only through politics.   The new U.S. president needs to realize that America's real political objective in Afghanistan is actually quite modest: to ensure that terrorist groups like Al Qaeda can't use it as a safe haven for launching attacks against the West. Accomplishing that won't require creating a modern, cohesive nation-state. U.S. officials tend to assume that power in Afghanistan ought to be exercised from Kabul. Yet the real influence in Afghanistan has traditionally rested with tribal leaders and warlords. Rather than challenge that tradition, Washington should work with it. Offered the right incentives, warlords can accomplish U.S. objectives more effectively and more cheaply than Western combat battalions. The basis of U.S. strategy in Afghanistan should therefore become decentralization and outsourcing, offering cash and other emoluments to local leaders who will collaborate with the United States in excluding terrorists from their territory.   This doesn't mean Washington should blindly trust that warlords will become America's loyal partners. U.S. intelligence agencies should continue to watch Afghanistan closely, and the Pentagon should crush any jihadist activities that local powers fail to stop themselves. As with the Israelis in Gaza, periodic airstrikes may well be required to pre-empt brewing plots before they mature.   Were U.S. resources unlimited and U.S. interests in Afghanistan more important, upping the ante with additional combat forces might make sense. But U.S. power — especially military power — is quite limited these days, and U.S. priorities lie elsewhere.   Rather than committing more troops, therefore, the new president should withdraw them while devising a more realistic — and more affordable — strategy for Afghanistan. In other words, America's war strategy is increasing instability in Pakistan. Pakistan has nuclear weapons. So the surge could very well decrease not only American national security but the security of the entire world.

AND, LARGE REDUCTION OF COMBAT FORCES NECESSARY TO STABILIZE – OUR PRESENCE PUSHES THE PROBLEM TO PAKISTAN – CONSEQUENCES OF INSTABILITY ARE EVEN GREATER IN PAKISTAN THAN AFGHANISTAN

Innocent 09 (Foreign policy analyst at the Cato Institiute, Bachelor of Arts Degree in Mass Communications and Political Sciences, Master of Arts degree in international relations from)

Malou Innocent April 24, 2009  “Withdrawing From Afghanistan” CATO Institute http://www.cato-at-liberty.org/2009/04/24/withdrawing-from-afghanistan/  fri
Oh, the war in Afghanistan. The more I learn, the more I’m convinced that we need to get out. As I described the situation to my Cato colleague Chris Preble, for lack of a better analogy, the Afghanistan–Pakistan border is like a balloon: pushing down on one side forces elements to move to another — it doesn’t eliminate the threat. The fate of Pakistan — a nuclear-armed Muslim-majority country plagued by a powerful jihadist insurgency — will matter more to regional and global stability than economic and political developments in Afghanistan. But if our attempts to stabilize Afghanistan destabilize Pakistan, where does that leave us? Like A.I.G., is Afghanistan too big to fail? No. President Obama earlier this month issued a wide-ranging strategic review of the war and the region, and declared “the core goal of the U.S. must be to disrupt, dismantle, and defeat al Qaeda and its safe havens in Pakistan, and to prevent their return to Pakistan or Afghanistan.” But al Qaeda, as we very well know, is a loosely connected and decentralized network with cells in over 60 countries. Amassing tens of thousands of U.S. and NATO troops in one country — or any country — is unnecessary. Until Pakistan’s intelligence agency, the ISI, changes priorities, this is a stalemate and we are throwing soldiers into a conflict because policymakers fear that, if we leave, it will get worse. Sound familiar? The only military role necessary in Afghanistan is trainers and assistance for the Afghan military, police, and special forces tasked with discrete operations against specific targets. The bulk of the combat forces can and should be withdrawn. As for Pakistan’s impulsive act of gallantry in Buner this week, that’s certainly welcome news. But Mukhtar Khan, a Pakistani freelance journalist whom I’ve talked to on numerous occasions, records here that last year in Buner, a lashkar (tribal militia) successfully beat back the Taliban’s incursions.

1ac – pakistan stability
PAKISTAN IS A TICKING TIME BOMB – TALIBAN IS GAINING CONTROL – COLLAPSE COMING

Burleigh 09, [Michael Burleigh is an author who has been called “one of England’s best historians”. March 5, 2009, “Forget Afghanistan And Iraq, Will World War III Start In Pakistan?” Daily Mail.co.uk. <http://www.dailymail.co.uk/news/article-1158997/MICHAEL-BURLEIGH-Forget-Afghanistan-Iraq-World-War-III-start-Pakistan.html>] sebastian
The Pakistani army has deployed 100,000 troops to this vast lawless area, but their heart is not in the fight and they are failing to make an impact because the region is so huge, wild and mountainous.  Yes, in the Bajour province they have flattened 5,000 houses and killed many militants, but they spend most of their time huddling nervously in their barracks amidst a vast area controlled by the Taliban.  The Taliban have also succeeded in disrupting the vital Khyber Pass which is the U.S. and NATO's main route for supplies shipped to its troops in Afghanistan via Karachi, the main port and financial capital of Pakistan.  In a deal that has received much western criticism, the Pakistani government has already formally surrendered one of its most treasured north western provinces to the Taliban  -  the green and lush Swat Valley.  This is no tribally-run hellhole, but a mainstream state which is perhaps one of the most beautiful highland landscapes on earth and known as the 'Switzerland of Pakistan'.   Pakistani President Asif Ali Zardari is known as Mr Ten Per Cent 'because he corruptly demands a slice of every deal' The agreement is supposedly in return for the Taliban laying down their arms, but without proper law enforcement  -  of which there is scant evidence  -  who is to say they will do so.  Already, the Taliban have introduced an especially primitive form of sharia law in the Swat Valley.  They have also burned down 300 girls' schools and closed down all the rest. The Taliban radio station announces the names of people their death squads intend to kill. Their corpses are often dumped next to Pakistani police stations to emphasise who is really in charge.  One of the Taliban's first acts on being given control of the Swat Valley was to kill a Pakistani TV reporter of whom they disapproved because of the way he covered their triumphal entry into the region's main city of Mingaora.  But the Swat Valley aside, one of the most disturbing indications of Pakistan's fall into lawlessness of all is the creeping Talibanisation of Karachi.  This was where the Wall Street Journal reporter Daniel Pearl was kidnapped in 2002 from a restaurant, his corpse turning up later after he had been beheaded.  Ironically, part of the reason for the Taliban moving into Karachi is that U.S. air strikes have made life uncomfortable in their traditional homelands in the north-west frontier regions.  Entire sectors of this teeming city, whose population is estimated at between 12 and 18 million, are now out of government control after the Taliban has moved in.  The militants hide among the vast immigrant population of impoverished Pashtuns  -  the same tribe as the Taliban  -  who migrated to Karachi looking for work, much to the vexation of the city's middle-class Urdu speaking population.  The result of this Taliban infiltration is that it is unsafe for any foreigner to venture into its warren-like Pashtun quarters.  The fact is that, despite the vast sums of aid money that western countries pour into Pakistan, the country has become a failed state. Furthermore, its ruling elites do not seem to be engaging with the problem.  Appallingly corrupt, they are instead primarily concerned with internal political battles and the conflict with India in Kashmir.  Take their leader President Zardari himself.  He has refused to re-appoint Iftikhar Chaudhry, the Chief Justice sacked by the deposed General Pervez Musharraf, mainly because the Chief Justice's first investigation would be into the corrupt Zardari himself.  Not for nothing is he popularly known as Mr Ten Per Cent (because he corruptly demands a slice of every deal).  He has also recently banned his main political rival, Nawaz Sharif, from holding political office, triggering days of violent street protests by Sharif's supporters.  In other words, Pakistani's elites are like ferrets squabbling in a sack, when all the country's energies need to be focused on halting a creeping Islamist takeover.  The Pakistani army claim to be fighting Mullah Omar, who controls all the Taliban in 'Af-Pak' but in reality their real interest is in influencing the ultimate outcome of the war in Afghanistan and gaining increasing control in the country, where India is also vying for dominance.  Meanwhile, the Taliban themselves are intent on taking over whole swathes of Pakistan, hoping to form a large Islamist Emirate on the Afghan-Pakistan border.  The result is a terrifying tinderbox.  Although we have been fighting in Afghanistan for six years, the reality is that the war may just be starting in Pakistan  -  a nuclear-armed country of 170 million with its huge immigrant diaspora living in our midst.  This lethally volatile situation is deeply, deeply worrying.  
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PAKISTANI INSTABILITY IS THE GREATEST REGIONAL THREAT – COLLAPSE OF PAKISTAN WILL YIELD UNPARALLELED TERROR THREATS

Blankley 09, [April 15, 2009. Tony Blankley served as press secretary to then Speaker of the U.S. House of Representatives, Newt Gingrich. “A Nuclear Talibanistan?” Real Clear Politics.com. <http://www.realclearpolitics.com/articles/2009/04/15/a_nuclear_talibanistan_48923.html>] sebastian
Our view of Pakistan's role in the war in Afghanistan has undergone an ominous but necessary series of shifts. At the outset of the war, in October 2001, Pakistan correctly was seen as a necessary ally -- both politically and geographically -- as it was the primary conduit for our entry and lines of communication into Afghanistan. Over the years, we came to understand that Pakistan's intelligence service was playing a double game -- helping us but also supporting the Taliban -- while Pakistan's northern area became a safe haven for both the Taliban and al-Qaida. Thus, Pakistan came to be seen as part of the problem that the Obama administration reasonably has taken to calling the "AfPak" war. Gen. David Petraeus recently told a Senate committee that he sees Pakistan and Afghanistan as "a single theater."     Now another perception shift is starting to take hold: The increasing instability of Pakistan's government makes Pakistan -- more than Afghanistan -- the central challenge of our "AfPak" policy.     Last week, David Kilcullen, a former Australian army officer who was Gen. Petraeus' senior counterinsurgency strategist and is now a consultant to the Obama White House, said Pakistan could collapse within months.     "We have to face the fact that if Pakistan collapses, it will dwarf anything we have seen so far in whatever we're calling the war on terror now," he said.     Kilcullen said time is running out for international efforts to pull both countries back from the brink. "You just can't say that you're not going to worry about al-Qaida taking control of Pakistan and its nukes," he said. "The Kabul tail was wagging the dog." He described the war in Afghanistan as a campaign to defend a reconstruction program. "It's not really about al-Qaida," he continued. "Afghanistan doesn't worry me. Pakistan does." He said that maybe we can manage Afghanistan and Richard Holbrooke can cut an international deal, but there is also a chance that Washington will fail to stabilize Afghanistan, that Pakistan will collapse, and that al-Qaida will end up runniSebng what he called "Talibanistan."     "This is not acceptable. You can't have al-Qaida in control of Pakistan's missiles," he said. "It's too early to tell which way it will go. We'll start to know about July. That's the peak fighting season … and a month from the Afghan presidential election."     Gen. Petraeus himself recently said, "Extremists … pose a truly existential threat to (Pakistan)."     The radical Islamist threat to the already weak and unstable government in Pakistan has become acute because of the reconciliation of former adversaries Mullah Omar (the leader of the Taliban fighters who have left Afghanistan for their new stronghold in Quetta, the capital of Pakistan's Baluchistan province) and Baitullah Mehsud (the leader of the Pakistani Taliban in the tribal regions along the border with Afghanistan).     According to last week's Der Spiegel, which is a weekly German magazine: "In late February, flyers written in Urdu turned up in the Pakistani-Afghan border region announcing the formation of a new platform for jihad. The Shura Ittihad-ul Mujahideen (SIM), or Council of United Holy Warriors, declared that the alliance of all militants had been formed at the request of Mullah Omar and (Osama) bin Laden. 'There is a new quality to this,' says Imtiaz Gul in his office at the Center for Research and Security Studies in Islamabad. 'These groups are now the Pakistani face of al-Qaida.'"     The problem is that the united radical Islamists are expanding the combat zone inside Pakistan, threatening the state itself. But our drone attacks on the united Taliban (and al-Qaida) are driving the radicals deeper into Pakistan, including its major cities. Also, the attacks inevitably also kill Pakistani women and children (or are claimed by the radicals to have done so), which serves as a recruiting tool for new jihadists.     Thus, this is what Kilcullen was quoted as saying by Der Spiegel: "I am against the drone attacks. Even if we could kill half of the al-Qaida leaders, what does it help us if we cause an uprising by the population of Pakistan?"     Kilcullen's quote raises the strong inference that because the Obama administration has increased the George W. Bush administration's level of drone attacks into Pakistan and Gen. Petraeus' top counterinsurgency adviser publicly opposes the attacks, there must be a major policy fight going on within the administration.     Military strategy disputes are understandable. We have no good choices. Because of the overstretched condition of our military, we have too few troops available to deal with Pakistan, which itself has an active and reserve military of 1.4 million.     Yet Pakistan's military seems insufficient to deal with the radical Islamists. After the Taliban took over the Swat Valley in the middle of Pakistan, seized an emerald mine to help finance their war with America and Pakistan, and established Shariah law, the Pakistani government was so weak it accepted a cease-fire with Maulana Fazlullah, a local thug and terrorist.     With our own Army too small, our NATO allies unwilling to help, and Gen. Petraeus' senior counterinsurgency adviser worried that the Taliban and al-Qaida will be able to take over nuclear Pakistan, we are left with a policy of temporizing and crossing our fingers. 
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World War III is going to be caused by terrorists in Pakistan-Lack of government stability and ability to protect citizens makes it a perfect breeding ground for terrorists.

Burleigh 09, [Michael Burleigh is an author who has been called “one of England’s best historians”. March 5, 2009, “Forget Afghanistan And Iraq, Will World War III Start In Pakistan?” Daily Mail.co.uk. <http://www.dailymail.co.uk/news/article-1158997/MICHAEL-BURLEIGH-Forget-Afghanistan-Iraq-World-War-III-start-Pakistan.html>] sebastian

The U.S. and its Allies have more than 150,000 troops in Iraq.  President Obama has just promised a further 17,000 soldiers will be sent to Afghanistan  -  to join the tens of thousands already fighting an increasingly desperate and intractable war against the Taliban.  Yet neither of these countries present the terrifying threat to world stability that exists in Pakistan.   Bodies of two Pakistani policemen lie on the ground after the attack. This nuclear-armed state, long ruled by a grotesque litany of corrupt dictators and riven with militant Islamists, has now fallen into murderous anarchy.  What's more, it is the world's seventh most populated nation, with at least 170 million people within its fragile borders.  If World War III were to break out anywhere, Pakistan would be a most likely contender. Nothing could better illustrate the extent of the danger we all face than the brazen way in which terrorists this week were able to attack the visiting Sri Lankan cricket team. The Pakistani government was fully aware that the team would have been a prime target for terrorists  -  indeed India, England, Australia and South Africa all refuse to play there because of the threat  -  yet it was unable to prevent its streets from running once again with blood.    The truth is that murder and barbarous mayhem are now endemic in Pakistan as Islamist extremists have taken over vast swathes of the country from the government which rules, nominally, from the capital Islamabad.  So anarchic have parts of Pakistan become that conditions there are now approximating those in war-torn Afghanistan.  That is certainly the view of Richard Holbrooke, President Obama's special envoy to the region, who has described the situation in Pakistan as 'dire'.  Indeed, in memos to the White House administration, he amalgamates these two lawless countries of Afghanistan and Pakistan, describing them as the problem of 'Af-Pak'.  The truth is that both countries are ruled by corrupt leaders  -  President Hamid Karzai in Afghanistan, who has placed all his friends and family in positions of power, and President Asif Ali Zardari in Pakistan, who has salted away millions  -  with whom the West is rapidly running out of patience.  Vast areas of north-western Pakistan are already in the clutches of Taliban militants who are sheltering Mullah Omar, Osama bin Laden and the rest of the Al-Qaeda leadership.   Two of the gunmen brandish their weapons during this morning's ambush. This is an enormous region of some 90,000 square miles where even now British Islamist volunteers are being trained in the arts of terror which they may bring back to Britain's streets. 

2ac – nato add-on

NATO ALLIANCE CRUMBLIN NOW – US BULLYING NATO ALLIES – AFGHANISTAN IS A KEY ISSUE – DRAWDOWN IN AFGHANISTAN IS KEY TO SAVING NATO COHESION

BACEVICH 2010
[Andrew – professor of history and international relations @ Boston University, “Let Europe be Europe:  Why the United States must withdraw from NATO”, March/April, http://www.foreignpolicy.com/articles/2010/02/22/let_europe_be_europe?page=0,1] ttate
Over the course of the disastrous 20th century, inhabitants of the liberal democratic world in ever-increasing numbers reached this conclusion: War doesn't pay and usually doesn't work. As recounted by historian James J. Sheehan in his excellent book, Where Have All the Soldiers Gone?, the countries possessing the greatest capability to employ force to further their political aims lost their enthusiasm for doing so. Over time, they turned away from war.  Of course, there were lingering exceptions. The United States and Israel have remained adamant in their determination to harness war and demonstrate its utility.  Europe, however, is another matter. By the dawn of this century, Europeans had long since lost their stomach for battle. The change was not simply political. It was profoundly cultural.  The cradle of Western civilization -- and incubator of ambitions that drenched the contemporary age in blood -- had become thoroughly debellicized. As a consequence, however willing they are to spend money updating military museums or maintaining war memorials, present-day Europeans have become altogether stingy when it comes to raising and equipping fighting armies.  This pacification of Europe is quite likely to prove irreversible. Yet even if reigniting an affinity for war among the people of, say, Germany and France were possible, why would any sane person even try? Why not allow Europeans to busy themselves with their never-ending European unification project? It keeps them out of mischief.  Washington, however, finds it difficult to accept this extraordinary gift -- purchased in part through the sacrifices of U.S. soldiers -- of a Europe that has laid down its arms. Instead, successive U.S. administrations have pushed, prodded, cajoled, and browbeaten European democracies to shoulder a heavier share of responsibility for maintaining world order and enforcing liberal norms.  In concrete terms, this attempt to reignite Europe's martial spirit has found expression in the attempted conversion of the North Atlantic Treaty Organization (NATO) from a defensive alliance into an instrument of power projection. Washington's aim is this: take a Cold War-inspired organization designed to keep the Germans down, the Russians out, and the Americans in, and transform it into a post-Cold War arrangement in which Europe will help underwrite American globalism without, of course, being permitted any notable say regarding U.S. policy.  The allies have not proven accommodating. True, NATO has gotten bigger -- there were 16 member states 20 years ago, 28 today -- but growth has come at the expense of cohesion. Once an organization that possessed considerable capability, NATO today resembles a club that just about anyone can join, including, most recently, such military powerhouses as Albania and Croatia.  A club with lax entrance requirements is unlikely to inspire respect even from its own members. NATO's agreed-upon target for defense spending, for example, is a paltry 2 percent of GDP. Last year, aside from the United States, exactly four member states met that goal.  The Supreme Allied Commander in Europe -- today, as always, a U.S. general -- still presides in splendor over NATO's military headquarters in Belgium. Yet SACEUR wields about as much clout as the president of a decent-sized university. He is not a commander. He is a supplicant. SACEUR's impressive title, a relic of World War II, is merely an honorific, akin to calling Elvis the King or Bruce the Boss.  Afghanistan provides the most important leading indicator of where Washington's attempt to nurture a muscle-flexing new NATO is heading; it is the decisive test of whether the alliance can handle large-scale, out-of-area missions. And after eight years, the results have been disappointing. Complaints about the courage and commitment of NATO soldiers have been few. Complaints about their limited numbers and the inadequacy of their kit have been legion. An immense complicating factor has been the tendency of national governments to impose restrictions on where and how their forces are permitted to operate. The result has been dysfunction. When Gen. Stanley McChrystal's famous assessment of the situation in Afghanistan leaked to the media last year, most observers focused on his call for additional U.S. troops. Yet the report was also a scathing demand for change in NATO's International Security Assistance Force (ISAF). "ISAF will change its operating culture.... ISAF will change the way it does business," he wrote. "ISAF's subordinate headquarters must stop fighting separate campaigns." The U.S. general found just about nothing in ISAF's performance to commend.  But McChrystal's prospects for fixing ISAF run headlong into two stubborn facts. First, European governments prioritize social welfare over all other considerations -- including funding their armed forces. Second, European governments have an exceedingly limited appetite for casualties. So the tepid, condition-laden European response to McChrystal's call for reinforcements -- a couple of battalions here, a few dozen trainers there, some creative bookkeeping to count units that deployed months ago as fresh arrivals -- is hardly surprising.  This doesn't mean that NATO is without value. It does suggest that relying on the alliance to sustain a protracted counterinsurgency aimed at dragging Afghans kicking and screaming into modernity makes about as much sense as expecting the "war on drugs" to curb the world's appetite for various banned substances. It's not going to happen.  If NATO has a future, it will find that future back where the alliance began: in Europe. NATO's founding mission of guaranteeing the security of European democracies has lost none of its relevance. Although the Soviet threat has vanished, Russia remains. And Russia, even if no longer a military superpower, does not exactly qualify as a status quo country. The Kremlin nurses grudges and complaints, not least of them stemming from NATO's own steady expansion eastward.  So let NATO attend to this new (or residual) Russian problem. Present-day Europeans -- even Europeans with a pronounced aversion to war -- are fully capable of mounting the defenses necessary to deflect a much reduced Eastern threat. So why not have the citizens of France and Germany guarantee the territorial integrity of Poland and Lithuania, instead of fruitlessly demanding that Europeans take on responsibilities on the other side of the world that they can't and won't?  Like Nixon setting out for Beijing, like Sadat flying to Jerusalem, like Reagan deciding that Gorbachev was cut from a different cloth, the United States should dare to do the unthinkable: allow NATO to devolve into a European organization, directed by Europeans to serve European needs, upholding the safety and well-being of a Europe that is whole and free -- and more than able to manage its own affairs. 
2ac nato add-on

NATO COHESION AND COMPETENCE KEY TO CHECKING BACK RUSSIAN AGGRESSION
ROSSIYSKAYA GAZETA 2010
[Russian newspaper, “Russia’s foreign minister Sergei Lavrov on relations with Nato, Georgia, and the WTO”, June 22,  http://www.telegraph.co.uk/sponsored/russianow/politics/7847648/Russias-foreign-minister-Sergei-Lavrov-on-relations-with-Nato-Georgia-and-the-WTO.html] ttate
 You said that Nato partners need to cross a psychological line. Has Russia crossed it? Russia's new military doctrine names Nato as the main external threat. Does Moscow seriously believe that Nato planners are nurturing aggressive plans?  Do not form your judgment about our military doctrine from the assessments given by Nato representatives. We have repeatedly discussed this topic with Nato secretary-general Anders Fogh Rasmussen and with other members of the alliance. We discussed it with the secretary-general early in the year in Munich during the annual security conference. He asked me: "Why does your military doctrine include Nato on the list of security threats to Russia?" I explained to him, with the text of the doctrine in my hand, that what is written there is something very different.  First, it is not a threat, as he said, but a danger. And second, it is not Nato as such, but quite different things that are listed as dangers. It says that Russia sees Nato's desire to project power to any region of the world in violation of international law as a danger. This is a very clear formula that reflects ongoing discussions within Nato over the modalities of invoking Article 5 of the Washington Treaty, which envisages collective defence.  Besides, as Rasmussen has publicly stated, the defence of its territory begins far beyond its boundaries. Finally, in listing security partners, Nato mentions the UN, among others, as a partner to be consulted with. But when it comes to the use of force, consultations are not a format to be applied to the UN. The UN charter says that force may be used only in two cases: if you have been attacked, that is to exercise the right to self-defence, or if the use of force has been sanctioned by the UN security council. Well, Nato documents ignore this, which of course will have a serious destabilising effect on the international situation, which we do not want to see. It could tempt us to say, if Nato can do it, why can't we?  The second factor mentioned in reference to Nato being a danger to Russia consists of its military infrastructure moving closer to our borders, including as part of the alliance's enlargement.  So it cannot be said that Nato as a whole, as a military-political structure, poses a threat to us. We understand that Nato is a reality that will not go away. The proposal for a new European security treaty we are promoting linked to president Medvedev's initiative does not envisage the dissolution of Nato. But we want to know in what direction Nato is evolving. If it evolves in the directions I have mentioned, this is bad. It shows a neglect of international law. I am convinced that it will trigger a chain reaction, which would be very dangerous.   

Kretkowski RUSSIA WILL LAUNCH PREEMPTIVE NUCLEAR STRIKES WITH FOLLOW-UP NUCLEAR ATTACKS TO PROTECT ITS OWN STATEHOOD

BBC 2009
[“’Russia may face large-scale military attack’, says Strategic Missile Troops chief”, December 16, p. lexis] ttate
"As regards military threats facing Russia, it is necessary to take into account the global geopolitical and geostrategic changes which are actually happening and are unfavourable for the Russian Federation. In the future, it cannot be ruled out that Russia as a state that possesses unlimited natural deposits and resources may become a target of a large-scale military aggression. Besides, regional instability in immediate proximity to the borders of Russia and the CIS countries does not make it possible to completely rule out the risk that our country may be drawn into military conflicts of various intensity and scale," Shvaychenko said. In Shvaychenko's opinion, "this defines a key role played by the RVSN and the strategic nuclear forces as a whole in ensuring Russia's security". "In peacetime, they are intended to ensure deterrence of large-scale non-nuclear or nuclear aggression against Russia and its allies. In a conventional war, they ensure that the opponent is forced to cease hostilities, on advantageous conditions for Russia, by means of single or multiple preventive strikes against the aggressors' most important facilities. In a nuclear war, they ensure the destruction of facilities of the opponent's military and economic potential by means of an initial massive nuclear missile strike and subsequent multiple and single nuclear missile strikes," the commander explained. 
 

 
inherency – no coin drawdown now

NO DRAWDOWN OF COIN FORCES COMING SOON

Sullivan 6-23 
[Andrew – staff writer, “Obama:  Hostage to Petraeus”,  Daily Dish, June 23, http://andrewsullivan.theatlantic.com/the_daily_dish/2010/06/petraeus-now-runs-the-war-and-obamas-presidency.html] ttate

Those of us who hoped for some kind of winding down of the longest war in US history will almost certainly be disappointed now. David Petraeus is the real Pope of counter-insurgency and if he decides that he needs more troops and more time and more resources in Afghanistan next year, who is going to be able to gainsay him? That's Thomas P. Barnett's shrewd assessment. Obama's pledge to start withdrawing troops in 2011 is now kaput. It won't happen. I doubt it will happen in a second term either. Once Washington has decided to occupy a country, it will occupy it for ever. We are still, remember, in Germany! But Afghanistan?

inherency – status quo will increase forces

PETRAEUS MEANS TROOPS WILL INCREASE IN STATUS QUO

ABC 06-30

[“Petraeus facing ‘industrial-strength’ insurgency”, http://www.abc.net.au/news/stories/2010/06/30/2940544.htm] ttate
The general named to lead US forces in Afghanistan played down hopes for a swift turnaround after nine years of war and said he would consider tactical changes in the face of escalating violence. Senate confirmation by the weekend appeared assured for General David Petraeus, nominated to lead the war effort after president Barack Obama sacked General Stanley McChrystal for disparaging civilian leaders in an explosive magazine report. At his Senate Armed Services Committee hearing, General Petraeus promised greater civilian-military unity of effort to counter what he called an "industrial strength insurgency." He said he would reassess controversial rules of engagement that limit the use of force by US troops and aircraft in an attempt to protect civilians. Critics say the rules put US units at unnecessary risk. General Petraeus told the committee that broader changes are possible depending on a White House review of war strategy in December. One of the US military's biggest stars, General Petraeus is credited with helping to turn the tide in Iraq. Mr Obama is counting on him to do the same with the unpopular and costly war in Afghanistan that was launched in 2001 after the September 11 attacks on the United States by Al Qaeda. But General Petraeus cautioned against assuming that what worked in Iraq would work in Afghanistan, saying progress was slower than expected in the southern heartland of the Taliban insurgency and the task of training Afghan security forces to take over from US troops remained a monumental challenge. 
inherency – petraeus will continue counterinsurgency focus
PETRAEUS WILL CONTINUE COUNTERINSURGENCY EFFORTS  IN THE STATUS QUO
WALL STREET JOURNAL 07-22

[Julian Barnes, staff writer, “Petraeus sharpens Afghan strategy”, http://online.wsj.com/article/SB10001424052748703954804575381223866697214.html] ttate

WASHINGTON—Gen. David Petraeus plans to ramp up the U.S. military's troop-intensive strategy in Afghanistan, according to some senior military officials, who have concluded that setbacks in the war effort this year weren't the result of the strategy, but of flaws in how it has been implemented.

The officials said Gen. Petraeus, who took over as allied commander in Afghanistan this month and is conducting a review of the war, intends to draw on many of the same tactics he implemented to turn around the war in Iraq—and which his predecessor, Gen. Stanley McChrystal, introduced in Afghanistan.

But the officials said Gen. McChrystal put too much attention on hunting down Taliban leaders, at the expense of the U.S. counterinsurgency strategy, which focuses on protecting civilians and bolstering popular support for the government. Supporters of Gen. McChrystal dispute that assessment, dismissing any notion there were flaws in how he fought the war.

Gen. Petraeus's determination to intensify a strategy focused on driving a wedge between the Taliban and the Afghan people could be tricky to pull off, given the mounting political pressure in the U.S. to show results in the nearly nine-year war, and to begin drawing down troops next year.
we are losing

CASUALTIES CONTINUE AT RECORD PACE – WE ARE FAILING AT STABILIZING AFGHANISTAN

CNN 07-14-10 

(“In last two days, 12 coalition troops killed in Afghanistan” July 14 http://edition.cnn.com/2010/ WORLD/asiapcf/07/14/afghanistan.troop.deaths/index.html?hpt=C1&fbid=diskIqz2p5H)  dejohn
Coalition troop deaths in Afghanistan continued to add up in what has been a hot and bloody struggle, with eight American and four British troops slain over the last 48 hours. NATO's International Security Assistance Force confirmed the eight American deaths. Five died Wednesday in southern Afghanistan, one in a bombing and the others in a small-arms attack. Three were killed Tuesday as they repelled an insurgent attack on a police base in Kandahar city. The British Defence Ministry reported four deaths in Helmand province -- that of a Marine shot during a foot patrol in the Sangin district of Helmand province and those of three soldiers who were killed in a premeditated attack by a member of the Afghan National Army. The death toll is on pace to match the killings recorded in June, the bloodiest month so far for U.S. and international troops during the Afghan war. Sixty Americans were among the 102 international troops slain in June. So far this month, 45 coalition troops have been killed, including 34 Americans. The wave of fatalities occurred amid a turbulent political atmosphere in the West. The war is unpopular among many people in coalition countries and the Obama administration made a major change in the war's leadership -- recently replacing Gen. Stanley McChrystal, the top international commander in Afghanistan, with Gen. David Petraeus, who was the architect of the U.S. "surge" strategy in Iraq. The coalition is fighting a tenacious Taliban insurgency, and Petraeus, in his July 4 letter to troops, framed the conflict as a "contest of wills" as he exhorted them to win the fight against militants. He made reference to the military deaths in the note. "This has been a hard fight," Petraeus said. "As you have soldiered together with our Afghan partners to reverse the Taliban momentum and to take away Taliban safe havens, the enemy has fought back. ISAF and Afghan Forces sustained particularly tough losses last month."

THE STATUS QUO MISSION DEDICATED TO COUNTER-INSURGENCY  WILL LEAD TO FAILURE IN AFGHANISTAN – WE CAN’T WIN THE WAR – PUBLIC SUPPORT THIN, MISSION IS TOO BROAD, TOO MANY TROOPS – CREATES MORE INSTABILITY

Preble, director of foreign policy studies at the Cato Institute, 2010 [Christopher, “Is the War in Afghanistan Winnable,” 5-21, http://www.cato.org/pub_display.php?pub_id=11834]  emma b

The appropriate question is not whether the war is winnable. If we define victory narrowly, if we are willing to apply the resources necessary to have a reasonable chance of success, and if we have capable and credible partners, then of course the war is winnable. Any war is winnable under these conditions. None of these conditions exist in Afghanistan, however. Our mission is too broadly construed. Our resources are constrained. The patience of the American people has worn thin. And our Afghan partners are unreliable and unpopular with their own people. Given this, the better question is whether the resources that we have already ploughed into Afghanistan, and those that would be required in the medium to long term, could be better spent elsewhere. They most certainly could be. More important still is the question of whether the mission is essential to American national security interests — a necessary component of a broader strategy to degrade al-Qaeda's capacity for carrying out another terrorist attack in America. Or has it become an interest in itself? (That is, we must win the war because it is the war we are in.) Judging from most of the contemporary commentary, it has become the latter. This explains why our war aims have expanded to the point where they are serving ends unrelated to our core security interests. The current strategy in Afghanistan is flawed. Population centric counterinsurgency (COIN) amounts to large-scale social engineering. The costs in blood and treasure that we would have to incur to accomplish this mission — in addition to what we have already paid — are not outweighed by the benefits, even if we accept the most optimistic estimates as to the likelihood of success. It is also unnecessary. We do not need a long-term, large-scale presence to disrupt al-Qaeda. Indeed, that limited aim has largely been achieved. The physical safe haven that al-Qaeda once enjoyed in Afghanistan has been disrupted, but it could be recreated in dozens of other ungoverned spaces around the world — from Pakistan to Yemen to Somalia. The claim that Afghanistan is uniquely suited to hosting would-be terrorists does not withstand close scrutiny. Nor does fighting terrorism require over 100,000 foreign troops building roads and bridges, digging wells and crafting legal codes. Indeed, our efforts to convince, cajole or compel our ungrateful clients to take ownership of their problems might do more harm than good. Building capacity without destroying the host nation's will to act has always proved difficult. This fact surely annoys most Americans, who have grown tired of fighting other people's wars and building other people's countries. It is little surprise, then, that a war that once enjoyed overwhelming public support has lost its lustre. Polls show that a majority of Americans would like to see the mission drawn to a close. The war is even less popular within the European countries that are contributing troops to the effort. You go to war with the electorate you have, not the electorate you wished you had. But while the public's waning appetite for the war in Afghanistan poses a problem for our current strategy, Hamid Karzai poses a greater one. Advocates of COIN explain ad nauseam that the success of these missions depends upon a reliable local partner, something that Mr Karzai is not. Efforts to build support around his government are likely to fail. An individual who lacks legitimacy in the eyes of his people does not gain from the perception that he is a foreign puppet. Mr Karzai is caught in a Catch-22. His ham-fisted efforts to distance himself from the Obama administration have eroded support for him in America without boosting his standing in Afghanistan. America and its allies must narrow their focus in Afghanistan. Rather than asking if the war is winnable, we should ask instead if the war is worth winning. And we should look for alternative approaches that do not require us to transform what is a deeply divided, poverty stricken, tribal-based society into a self-sufficient, cohesive and stable electoral democracy. If we start from the proposition that victory is all that matters, we are setting ourselves up for ruin. We can expect an endless series of calls to plough still more resources — more troops, more civilian experts and more money, much more money — into Afghanistan. Such demands demonstrate a profound misunderstanding of the public's tolerance for an open-ended mission with ill-defined goals. More importantly, a disdain for a focused strategy that balances ends, ways and means betrays an inability to think strategically about the range of challenges facing America today. After having already spent more than eight and a half years in Afghanistan, pursuing a win-at-all-costs strategy only weakens our ability to deal with other security challenges elsewhere in the world. 
we are losing
WE CAN’T WIN THE WAR – VAGUE MISSION, OPIUM, SAFE HAVES IN PAKISTAN, TERRORIST RECRUITMENT

O’ CONNOR 2010 
[Michael – former executive director of the Australian Defense Council,  “Best We Can Do is to Pull Out of Afghanistan”, June 23,  http://www.theaustralian.com.au/news/opinion/best-we-can-do-is-to-pull-out-of-afghanistan/story-e6frg6zo-1225882965439] ttate
 This is a war that will not be won on the ground, says Michael O'Connor.  The war in Muslim Afghanistan cannot be won by the armed forces of a Christian country. Even less can it be won by those of a pagan country which is the way the US and Australia are increasingly perceived. For Muslims, we are too easily portrayed by the Taliban and al-Qa'ida as unbelievers and enemies of Islam. For all our billions of dollars, the theories of counter-insurgency, the brilliant weaponry and the dogged courage of our soldiers, this conflict is unwinnable because Western politicians have lost sight of their objective, the cardinal sin of war-making. Looking back to the immediate aftermath of the al-Qa'ida attack on September 11, 2001, the US demanded of the Taliban government of Afghanistan that it hand over Osama bin Laden, the mastermind. The Taliban refused and the US went to war. The Taliban was joined with al-Qa'ida as the enemy. The Taliban was overthrown and a replacement government was manufactured. It was supposed to be a national government of a collection of tribes that demonstrates nationality only when attacked from outside: by the British, the Russians and now the Americans. In the process, the West has developed a mythology that Afghanistan can be turned into a modern nation, that its women can be educated to take their place in the modern world and that Western-style democracy will reign supreme. Most futile of all, the West seeks to replace opium as Afghanistan's premier cash crop with something else that probably won't grow as well, won't pay as well and will have to face competition from other sources. So the Taliban has recovered. With a combination of fundamentalist Islamic proselytising and terrorism that the North Vietnamese of another era would envy, plus safe havens in Pakistan, the lightly equipped, very mobile Taliban can keep the fight alive indefinitely. Certainly they suffer casualties but these are relatively insignificant politically compared with those suffered by the West. And every time Western technology kills by accident, it recruits even more willing foot soldiers for the Taliban. The religious factor must not be underestimated. It was not a factor in Vietnam which was lost by American incompetence and a loss of will. Whatever we in the West think, religion is the dominant factor in Afghanistan, as it was when the US backed the anti-Soviet Afghan forces between 1979 and the Soviet withdrawal in 1989. Since that time, militant Islam has become an even more powerful force. It will continue to be the primary motivating factor of the Taliban and its allies in Afghanistan. If Afghanistan is to be modernised, that will be achieved only by Muslim countries that are frankly reluctant to take on the militants in their own countries, never mind elsewhere. When questioned, the soldiers will assert that the job can be done but that is loyalty rather than wisdom speaking. They may - probably will - insist that the cost in money and blood will be significant over the long haul but the decision to stay or go is one which must be made by the political leadership which bleeds no more than votes. The only credible solution to the mess is withdrawal. The clever people who constructed the case for intervention are equally capable of constructing a credible case for withdrawal. The initiative must come from the US which carries the burden of the intervention. Its allies who have been more or less willingly shanghaied into the mess need to press the US into committing to a safe but rapid withdrawal. The fundamental problem for all of the US's allies, including Australia, is that they have committed their own security to the American alliance. None - certainly not Australia - provides adequately for its own defence so all are handcuffed to US policy. Australians tend to see the American alliance as one of friends anchored in shared experience in past conflicts. They tend not to see the shackles because it has suited every Australian government since 1944 to severely limit its own commitment to national security. The problem for those governments is that they are then compelled to do what Washington wants regardless of the merits of the case. Sometimes those merits will be obvious to Australia's core security interests. In Afghanistan they are not. Terrorism, especially Islamist terrorism, cannot be defeated in Afghanistan, Iraq, Yemen, Somalia or elsewhere. Only good intelligence and solid police work will protect Australia from terrorist attack.

coin fails – laundry list

COIN fails—little local knowledge, poor terrain, drug traffic, religious fanaticism, and corruption

 Cheminade, president of the Solidarity and Progress party in France, 2009 [Jacques, “Algeria/Afghanistan: The Inescapable

Failure of Counterinsurgency,” 11-27, http://www.larouchepub.com/eiw/public/2009/2009_40-49/2009_40-49/2009-46/pdf/25-27_3646.pdf] emma b

 In Algeria, Galula thought that foreign influence could be reduced to nearly zero by gridding the territory and closing the borders with Tunisia and Morocco. That was an illusion. The insurrection’s reserve army was located on the borders, in Tunisia and Morocco. Moreover, gridding meant displacing populations into rural areas controlled by the enemy. This policy of strategic hamlets, copied by the U.S. in Vietnam, turned out to be a political and human disaster, and was denounced at the time by a courageous French Inspector of the Finance Department named Michel Rocard. The displaced and relocated populations lost their means of subsistence and perished, both physically and morally, while silent anger grew against the Army and the French harki settlers. The situation in Afghanistan is far worse. Drug traffic and religious fanaticism make the situation much more difficult to handle. The mountainous landscape and the country’s feudal organization, with a warlord controlling each valley and each poppy field, make it virtually impossible for a centralized government to rule jointly with local “loyalists,” as Galula advocated. The national census, which France conducted in Algeria as a way to control families, is nearly impossible in Afghanistan, and has turned the right to vote into a tragic farce. Finally, let us point out that, unlike to the French officers of “indigenous affairs” and the field offices, the U.S. command knows very, very little of the local culture and language, and therefore depends on dubious informers. And the borders of Afghanistan are much more porous than those of Algeria in the 1950s, as Pakistan, and increasingly Iran, become involved in the drama. Let us conclude with a most crucial factor: the moral decomposition of the homeland. Under the current monetary and financial regime, British interests profit from drug trafficking, and the Taliban themselves invest their profits in networks linked to the occupiers—just as the FLN in Algeria had invested its “war chest” in Switzerland! To all who believe in Galula’s logic—impeccable on paper and wrong in reality—we respond that the time has come to pull out, and the sooner the better, because occupying a foreign nation corrupts the occupier as well as the occupied. All occupation wars are losers, whether in Algeria, Chechnya, or Afghanistan. And the longer they last, the higher the casualties. It is only in the context of a global system of productive state credit, agreed upon by the major powers of the world, to finance common infrastructure development, that a policy of “peace by mutual development,” such as Pope Paul VI promoted in his encyclical Populorum Progressio, can prevail, in the world in general, and in Afghanistan, where the conflict has become worldwide, just as it did in Algeria. 

coin fails – victory impossible
COIN STRATEGY FAILS – IMPOSSIBLE TO WIN ON ENEMIES’ HOME TURN AND TO WIN HEARTS AND MINDS OF LOCALS

Eland, Fellow and Director of the Independent Institute, ’09 [Ivan, “Why Most Counterinsurgency Wars     Fail”,Nov.2009,http://www.independent.org/newsroom/article.asp?id=2659] denno
In recent history, very few counterinsurgency wars have ended in success. Guerrillas are often outgunned by a wealthier invading power, but they do have two powerful advantages. One is that they are fighting on their home turf, which they usually know much better than the invader. Guerrilla warfare at the strategic level is defensive, even though at the tactical level, raiding insurgents are many times on the offense. As a result of being on the strategic defense, the second advantage is that the attacking power will find it difficult to overcome the "foreign invader" label among the population of the invaded country. Thus, because winning the support of the local population is the most important—and difficult—objective in any counterinsurgency war, most such campaigns end in failure. But there have been a few notable exceptions. At the turn of the 20th century, the United States refused independence to the Philippines after the Spanish-American War and then outfought Filipino guerrillas to make U.S. colonial rule stick; a U.S.-supported Greek government beat back communist insurgents in the late 1940s; and the British beat back Marxist guerrillas in Malaya in the late 1940s to the early 1960s. Although it might be tempting to assume that the only way to beat guerrillas is to use ruthlessly brutal tactics, this predominated in only the first of the three episodes. The United States used concentration camps, torture, and a scorched-earth policy in taming Filipino guerrillas. But even here, such drastic and unacceptable methods may not have been what tipped the outcome to a counterinsurgency success. The common thread in these three success stories seems to be that either the guerrilla movement was divided or did not win the overwhelming support of the local populace. In the case of the Filipino insurgency, Emilio Aguinaldo, the guerrilla leader, never really had the support of most of the Filipino population. Similarly, in Malaya, the rebellion occurred only in a minority of the minority Chinese population, thus allowing the British to eventually stamp it out. In Greece in the late 1940s, the opposition movement was divided, allowing the U.S.-backed Greek government to prevail. How do these conclusions apply to current counterinsurgency wars? In both the rugged terrain of Afghanistan and the urban landscape of Iraq, guerrilla groups have taken advantage of familiar environments to effectively harass the U.S. superpower. In addition, the United States, in some sense, has been more restrained than the Taliban and Iraqi insurgents toward the local populations. The Taliban is known for its harsh methods of justice and killing, and some of the Iraqi guerrillas have slaughtered civilians with suicide bombs. In contrast, in both nations, the United States has built infrastructure projects and handed out candy to children. Yet the United States has failed to win the hearts and minds of either population, because of excessive collateral killings from air and ground attacks. At the end of the day, even a foreign invader who tries to be more sharing and caring is still regarded as a foreign invader. In Somalia, the militant Islamist Shaabab movement had little public support until the United States, as part of its global "war on terror," began funding unpopular and corrupt Somali warlords to promote "stability"—turning the local population toward the movement and away from the perceived meddling superpower and its Somali government lackey. Then, making things worse, a U.S.-backed Ethiopian invasion provided only some temporary stability as long as Ethiopian troops were willing to occupy the country. The cross-border invasion by Ethiopia—long regarded by Somalis as their archenemy—to quash the militant Islamists only enhanced the radicals’ standing in Somalia once Ethiopian forces withdrew. In short, history shows that the presence or influence of foreigners only feeds the flames of any insurgency, which can then be portrayed as a defense of the nation against outside aggression. But isn’t there hope for Iraq and Afghanistan because opposition forces are divided and often unpopular? Not really. In Iraq, the United States was able to take advantage of al-Qaeda-in-Iraq’s brutal killing of civilians to divide the Sunni guerrilla movement and bribe the Awakening Councils to battle the group. The problem in Iraq is that as U.S. forces draw down, the now reduced guerrilla war could turn into a civil war among the Sunni, Shi’ite, and Kurdish ethno-sectarian groups. In Afghanistan, the Taliban is unquestionably brutal, but Afghans do regard the United States as a foreign occupier, are suspicious of the U.S. long-term military presence, do not support a surge in U.S. forces, do not think it will defeat the Taliban, and thus support negotiating with the insurgents. In short, the rognosis is not good in either case. 
VICTORY IMPOSSIBLE THROUGH MILITARY PRESENCE – INSURGENTS WILL JUST FLEE TO PAKISTAN

Dorronsoro, Fellow at the Carnegie Endowment for Int’l Peace, 5-24 [Gilles, “The Case for Negotiations”, May 2010, http://carnegieeurope.eu/publications/?fa=40863] denno

The Taliban cannot be defeated militarily because the border with Pakistan is and will remain open for the insurgents. The Pakistani army, which refuses to launch an offensive against the Afghan Taliban, has never considered taking action against the Taliban leadership based in Pakistan. The February arrest of acting Taliban military commander Mullah Abdul Ghani Baradar is probably a sign that the Pakistani military wants more control over the insurgency to prepare for the negotiation process. What's more, the insurgency is now nationwide and cannot be contained by counterinsurgency (COIN) operations in two or three southern provinces. The COIN strategy cannot succeed because of the immense resources it requires. In a marginal, strategically unimportant district such as Marjah, the coalition would have to keep thousands of troops for years to prevent the Taliban's return. To replicate such strategy, even in one province, would overstretch the U.S. military. In addition to COIN, military strategists think they can quickly weaken the Taliban through the creation of militias, the co-opting of Taliban groups and targeted assassinations. These policies will not strengthen the Afghan government's legitimacy or influence; to the contrary, they are destroying the Karzai government's credibility. The effects of this strategy are irreversible, and with the acceleration of political fragmentation, the coalition is faced with the prospect of a collapse of Afghan institutions. The Karzai government is unlikely to engage in institutional reform, given that it is increasingly dependent on the networks that ensured its fraudulent re-election. Consequently, the coalition is having more and more trouble influencing Karzai. The weakness of the central political institutions means that the development of the army and the police force--the coalition's priorities--is occurring in a vacuum. Transferring security responsibilities to our Afghan partner will probably not be possible in the foreseeable future. Afghans perceive their representative institutions as illegitimate. Between 10 percent and 15 percent of Afghan voters are believed to have supported Karzai during the 2009 presidential elections. All indications point to a high level of cynicism among the people and their rejection of the government; in fact, they massively refrained from voting even in places where security was reasonably good. The legislative elections scheduled for September 2010 will further erode faith in the political system. The lack of security makes it impossible to hold credible elections in at least half of Afghanistan. And in February 2010, Karzai seized control of the ECC (Electoral Complaints Commission); there is no longer an independent institution to validate the process. Aside from fraud and corruption, Karzai's lack of legitimacy is linked to his presumed lack of autonomy vis-à-vis the coalition. Internal U.S. Army studies, and the experiences of numerous journalists and researchers indicate that a majority of the population in combat zones now considers the foreign forces as occupiers. Military operations are polarizing the population against foreign forces and further weakening Karzai's regime, which appears irreparably unpopular and illegitimate. The coalition is perceived as the main provider of insecurity. Villagers do not want to see the establishment of coalition outposts that can bring only bombings and IEDs. Furthermore, the coalition is hurt by the dependence of Karzai on his local allies, who generally oppose the coalition's objectives. The coalition is also undermined when the Afghan government aggressively distances itself from the coalition when civilians are killed by "friendly fire."

coin fails – victory impossible

COUNTERINSURGENCY STRATEGY DOOMS US TO FAILURE – IT KEEPS US ON FOCUSING ON OTHER OPTIONS THAT WILL SUCCEED

Danly, international affairs fellow with the Council on Foreign Relations, 2009 [James, “Victory in Afghanistan Requires Fully Supported Counterinsurgency,” 10-27, http://politics.usnews.com/opinion/articles/2009/10/27/victory-in-afghanistan-requires-fully-supported-counterinsurgency.html] emma b
Counterterrorism certainly has its role in Afghanistan, but it must be viewed as but one tool in our toolbox. In order to declare victory, we need to aid the Afghans in establishing a legitimate government whose population does not effectively support terrorist networks. Although it may be attractive to envision an operation that puts fewer men's lives at risk and costs less money, simply put, a pure counterterrorism approach does not go far enough. The only viable course is to commit the resources necessary to conduct a full-spectrum counterinsurgency of the kind employed to such great effect during the surge in Iraq.  Though both counterterrorism and counterinsurgency strategies seek to impair the enemy's capacity to harm us, only counterinsurgency has the ability to offer long-term solutions in Afghanistan. Counterterrorism is akin to getting rid of an ant infestation one ant at a time, while a properly resourced counterinsurgency strategy is closer to digging up the entire ant hill. Counterterrorism strategies focus on terrorist networks, employing the military's most elite assets to kill or capture key leaders. Counterinsurgency, on the other hand, focuses on eliminating the medium in which insurgents live and conduct their operations, the safe haven provided by civilian populations among which they hide. We know for a fact that the counterterrorism approach of solely targeting terrorist leaders is, by itself, insufficient to degrade insurgent networks. In the summer of 2006, our counterterrorist elements in Iraq succeeded in killing Abu Musab al-Zarqawi, the leader of al-Qaeda in Iraq. An operation of this kind is the best a proponent of a counterterrorism strategy could hope for. And yet it had no measurable effect on the overall course of the war—Zarqawi was immediately replaced by a subordinate and as the year wore on, Iraq plunged further into chaos. Insurgent networks are, by their structure, largely immune to disruption through the elimination of individual leaders. There will always be lower-level terrorist leaders prepared to assume their boss's role as long as the population provides a hospitable environment. Consequently, the process of targeting and eliminating newly promoted terrorist leaders becomes a never-ending cycle. Compounding its incapacity to eliminate the insurgency, a pure counterterrorism strategy in Afghanistan would actually prove counterproductive by further alienating the population and driving them into the insurgents' arms. Much of the enemy's ability to recruit and hold sway over the population of Afghanistan has come from an effective propaganda campaign that portrays the United States as a malign actor and foreign occupier. Much of the raw material for this propaganda comes from counterterrorism operations, particularly targeted raids and drone strikes, with their attendant collateral damage and civilian casualties. Imagine the view you would have of the United States if the only evidence you saw of it was the occasional lethal nighttime raid or building destroyed without warning by a Predator drone. Unless the effects of this admittedly necessary aspect of our campaign are mitigated by daily interactions with the population, a counterterrorism campaign cannot help but aid the enemy's propaganda efforts. Ultimately, counterterrorism fails because it does not present a comprehensive solution to eliminating the continued threat of Afghanistan's terrorist networks. Counterinsurgency, by comparison, destroys the insurgents' capacity to conduct operations by degrading their most important asset: local support. Counterinsurgency campaigns drive a wedge between insurgents and the population by affording the people protection, securing them from coercion, and providing proper governance and services. In effect, they provide a better alternative to the ersatz governments offered by insurgent and terrorist leaders in failing states. As security improves, the population turns its back on the insurgency and, without support, insurgents' operations become impossible. They can no longer hide in plain sight, they cannot coerce the population into supporting them with supplies, or money, and they can no longer conduct operations clandestinely. Add the continuous disruptive effect of tens of thousands of conventional forces living among the population in every city and town, maintaining a watchful eye, and the impediment to insurgent operations becomes overwhelming. As a counterinsurgency campaign gains momentum, the most difficult aspects of the campaign become easier as the single example of intelligence gathering should illustrate. At the height of the surge, when my infantry company was in the al-Qaeda hotspot of Dora, a neighborhood in southern Baghdad, we lived among the people and over time built relationships. As trust grew and security improved, I collected intelligence with the support of the entire population of the district. Often, as soon as the information was known to the community, it was passed to us and usually there were only minutes, sometimes only seconds, between the moment I learned of an insurgent's location and the raid that followed. Counterterrorism elements, isolated on remote installations, have no such interactions and have to rely on intelligence that is often unreliable or out of date. Further, even if their intelligence gets to them quickly and accurately, they are at such a remove from the battlefield that they often cannot hit a target in time. Our counterterrorism elements are the envy of the world for their training and resources. In the end, though, there are no shortcuts. The campaign in Afghanistan demands a complete approach to combating a deeply entrenched insurgency that has historically supported terrorist organizations dedicated to America's downfall. That approach is not the counterterrorism model put forth, but the fully resourced counterinsurgency strategy advanced by Gen. Stanley McChrystal. 

coin fails – increases insurgency

STATUS QUO COUNTERINSURGENCY STRATEGY WILL LEAD US TO INEVITABLE FAILURE IN AFGHANISTAN – WE CANNOT CONTINUE TO PRETEND THE TALIBAN CAN BE ELIMINATED FROM POWER – CENTRALIZED NATION-BUILDING NOT POSSIBLE

BLACKWILL, former ambassador to India,  07-10

[Robert, former ambassador to India and former deputy national security advisor and presidential envoy to Iraq under Bush 2, “Opinion:  A de facto partition for Afghanistan”, Politico, http://www.politico.com/news/stories/0710/39432.html] ttate
The Obama administration’s counterinsurgency strategy in Afghanistan seems headed for failure. Given the alternatives, de facto partition of Afghanistan is the best policy option available to the United States and its allies. 

After the administration’s December Afghanistan review, the U.S. polity should stop talking about timelines and exit strategies and accept that the Taliban will inevitably control most of its historic stronghold in the Pashtun south. But Washington could ensure that north and west Afghanistan do not succumb to jihadi extremism, using U.S. air power and special forces along with the Afghan army and like-minded nations. 

Enthusiasts for the administration’s counterinsurgency strategy, or COIN, are likely to reject this way forward in Afghanistan. They will rightly point out the many complexities in implementing de facto partition. 

De facto partition is clearly not the best outcome one can imagine for the United States in Afghanistan. But it is now the best outcome that Washington can achieve consistent with vital national interests and U.S. domestic politics. 

There are many reasons for this. 

Even if President Barack Obama adds a year or two to his timeline for major progress, the COIN strategy appears unlikely to succeed. Given the number of U.S. combat forces now fighting, the Taliban cannot be sufficiently weakened in Pashtun Afghanistan to drive it to the negotiating table on any reasonable timeline. True, the Afghan Pashtun are not a unified group. But they do agree on opposing foreign occupation and wanting Pashtun supremacy. 

“We have seen no evidence that they are truly interested in reconciliation,” CIA Director Leon Panetta said on June 27, “where they would surrender their arms, where they would denounce Al Qaeda, where they would really try to become part of that society. ... Unless they're convinced the United States is going to win and that they are going to be defeated, I think it is very difficult to proceed with a reconciliation that is going to be meaningful.” 

With an occupying army largely ignorant of local history, tribal structures, language, customs, politics and values, the United States cannot, through social engineering, win over, in the foreseeable future, sufficient numbers of the Afghan Pashtun on whom COIN depends. 

Afghan President Hamid Karzai’s deeply corrupt government — as unpopular as the Taliban — shows no sign of improvement, and Afghanistan has no history of a robust central government. Allied efforts to substitute Western nation building for Afghan nation building will continue to fall short. The Afghanistan National Army is not expected to be ready to vanquish the Taliban for many years, if ever. 

Moreover, Pakistan’s military and intelligence services, with their dominating optic of India as the enemy, have shown no willingness to end support for their longtime Afghan Taliban proxies — or accept a truly independent Afghanistan. 

Decisively, the long-term COIN strategy and far shorter U.S. political timeline are incompatible.
coin fails – increases insurgency

OUR COUNTERINSURGENCY STRATEGY IS JUST FLAMING THE INSURGENTS – OUR FAILURES MIRROR OUR FAILURES IN VIETNAM

Gusterson, Gusterson is a professor of anthropology and sociology at George Mason University, 2009
(Hugh Gusterson,"Why the war in Afghanistan cannot be won," Bulletin of the Atomic Scientists, September 2009, http://www.thebulletin.org/web-edition/columnists/hugh-gusterson/why-the-war-afghanistan-cannot-be-won//gh-ag)
A number of commentators have remarked of late on the ominous parallels between the situation in Afghanistan today and the quagmire in Vietnam in the 1960s: The war in Afghanistan is like the war on drugs: It can be fought endlessly, but it cannot be won." The United States is allied to a corrupt local government that rigs the political process and has little legitimacy in the eyes of its own people. Check. The United States seeks to hand over more counterinsurgency work to local police and military forces, but they are ill-trained and poorly motivated. Check. Villages that seem to be friendly one day turn out to be hotbeds of insurgent activity the next, and U.S. soldiers on patrol are never sure who their friends are. Check. Because the insurgents melt into the civilian population, attempts to target them inevitably end up killing civilians, earning Washington more enemies. Check. The U.S. military admits all isn't going according to plan, but says it can win if it's given more troops. Check. U.S. public support for the war has dropped, with most Americans now opposed to it. Check. Many of the skeptics point out that the British and Soviets tried to conquer Afghanistan and failed. The high priests of counterinsurgency, while admitting that the country's mountainous terrain and long tradition of independence pose challenges, nonetheless claim that the United States will triumph where the British and Soviets did not. All that's needed, they say, are more troops so that fence-sitting villagers who want to support the U.S. occupation will feel safe doing so, and lots of development projects so that the average Afghan will see his or her life improving under occupation. If only we build enough schools, clinics, and bridges, so the argument goes, Afghans will ask themselves the question Ronald Reagan famously posed to the American people--"Are you better off now than you were four years ago?"--and they will reject the Taliban. This all may sound good in the airtight world of White House briefings but, in the real world, the very phenomena the counterinsurgency gurus see leading to success--more troops and more development--will make the U.S. effort fail. Counterinsurgency in Afghanistan contains within itself the seeds of its own ineluctable failure. This is so for three reasons--(1) Newton's Third Law, (2) the development dilemma, and (3) the prohibitionist paradox. To begin with Newton's Third Law, readers who paid attention in high school will recall it states that for every reaction there is an equal and opposite reaction. This applies to counterinsurgency as well as physics. Putting more U.S. troops into Afghanistan will make it possible to capture and kill more Taliban, and it will provide reassurance to some fence-sitting peasants that the United States means business. However, more U.S. troops in Afghanistan also means that more homes will be rudely searched in the middle of the night, more Afghan women will be dishonored--deliberately or inadvertently--in contacts with U.S. soldiers, and more U.S. soldiers, dressed like armadillos in sunglasses, will intrude into Afghan daily life with their alien clothes, speech, and body language. The Pentagon will try to minimize the insult through cultural sensitivity training and new doctrines that emphasize befriending the locals, but they will fail because it's in the very nature of counterinsurgency that occupying forces must be intrusive to be effective. And when you have thousands of foreign troops being shot at, accidents and atrocities happen. The more such troops you have, the more accidents and atrocities you get. This is exactly the point made recently to New York Times columnist Nicholas Kristof by an anonymous group of former intelligence officials: "Our policy makers do not understand that the very presence of our forces in the Pashtun areas is the problem. The more troops we put in, the greater the opposition. We do not mitigate the opposition by increasing troop levels, but rather we increase the opposition and prove to the Pashtuns that the Taliban are correct." Some are now suggesting this problem can be solved by building up Afghanistan's own military and police forces and relying less on U.S. troops. But Pashtuns don't like being policed by Tajiks and Uzbeks much more than they like U.S. soldiers in their villages. The second problem for the Obama administration's new counterinsurgency doctrine is what I call the development dilemma. To begin with, development projects make foreigners and their values more visible and thus inflame some local cultural opposition. More importantly, every time the United States increases its development budget in Afghanistan, it also increases the Taliban's budget. This is because a major source of Taliban funding consists of taxes it levies on Western development projects. The more schools, bridges, and clinics Washington builds, the more money the Taliban will have to blow them up and to attack U.S. soldiers. This dynamic is illuminated in a fascinating article by Jean MacKenzie, writing for GlobalPost. (And why aren't the mainstream media writing about this?) MacKenzie tells her readers about "the manager of an Afghan firm with lucrative construction contracts with the U.S. government" who has to negotiate not only with development bureaucrats but also with the Taliban contracts officer. He "builds in a minimum of 20 percent for the Taliban in his cost estimates. The manager, who will not speak openly, has told friends privately that he makes in the neighborhood of $1 million per month. Out of this, $200,000 is siphoned off for the insurgents." She mentioned another Afghan contractor who told her, "I was building a bridge. . . . The local Taliban commander called and said, 'Don't build a bridge there, we'll have to blow it up.' I asked him to let me finish the bridge, collect the money--then they could blow it up whenever they wanted. We agreed, and I completed my project." This is no way to win a war. Finally, there is the prohibitionist paradox. According to the Associated Press, Afghanistan supplies 93 percent of the world's opium. Taxes levied on the opium trade are a major source of revenue for the Taliban. Thus, the United States has two reasons to eradicate opium cultivation in Afghanistan: It will cut off a source of revenue for the Taliban, and it will reduce the flow of one of the deadliest drugs in the world, heroin, to the United States and Europe. However, Afghan citizens don't feel the same way about opium as, say, DEA agents do. By some estimates, opium accounts for almost one-half of Afghanistan's gross domestic product, and opium is so deeply entrenched in Afghan life that it functions as a sort of reserve currency: Children buy candy with it; mothers buy food with it; men pay barbers with it. If the United States attacks the opium trade, which it has now decided to do, it might as well open recruiting stations for the Taliban. But if it leaves the opium trade alone, it will be assuring the Taliban a steady source of revenue. Lose-lose. The White House is speaking of victory in Afghanistan, debating the metrics by which it will be measured. This is surreal. Unless defeat is redefined as triumph, victory isn't possible. The war in Afghanistan is like the war on drugs: It can be fought endlessly, but it cannot be won. The only question is how many Americans and Afghans will die, and for how long, before we concede defeat. Say our job is done now, Mr. President, and leave.

coin fails – increases insurgency
COIN fails against insurgency—increased violence from insurgents

DOD Report on Progress Toward Security and Stability in Afghanistan 2010 [“Report on Progress Toward Security and Stability in Afghanistan,” 4-28, http://www.defense.gov/pubs/pdfs/Report_Final_SecDef_04_26_10.pdf]  emma b

One indicator for illustrating violence levels is kinetic events. The steady increase of kinetic events in 2009 reached a peak in August, just prior to the presidential elections. Between August and December we saw a descending trend, which has since leveled out to the end of this reporting period. However, events are running at twice the average of 2008-2009 for the same period. As in previous years, the majority of the incidents occurred in the southern provinces of Helmand, Kandahar, and Uruzgan, and in the east of the country in Konar and Khowst. Kinetic levels in the south spiked in February 2010 as a direct result of the opening of the offensive phase of Operation MOSHTARAK. The overall trend of violence throughout the country has gradually decreased since the peak reached during the August 2009 election. However, the overall violence trend during this reporting period is significantly increased from previous reporting periods. Violence is sharply above the seasonal average for the previous year – an 87% increase from February 2009 to March 2010. Figure 10 illustrates the compounding trend of increased kinetic events since December 2007. Violence levels have been generally constant throughout the winter. This can be attributed, in part, to the mild winter. A more significant factor is the increased level of ANSF and ISAF shaping operations to set the conditions for the start of Operation MOSHTARAK in central Helmand. 

And despite COIN efforts incidents of IEDs have increased

DOD Report on Progress Toward Security and Stability in Afghanistan 2010 [“Report on Progress Toward Security and Stability in Afghanistan,” 4-28, http://www.defense.gov/pubs/pdfs/Report_Final_SecDef_04_26_10.pdf]  emma b

Improvised explosive devices (IEDs) continue to be the number one threat to U.S. and Allied forces in Afghanistan. Secretary Gates continues to make counter-improvised explosive device (C-IED) efforts that enable protection of U.S. Forces a priority for the Department of Defense. IED attacks and associated casualties decreased compared to the last reporting period but were still high compared to the same period of the previous year. IEDs continue to cause the most civilian and military casualties. IED events increased markedly in 2009. The overall number of events was two times higher in December 2009 compared to 2008. This increase led to an increase in the total number of casualties by 55%, with a 123% increase in international partner casualties. January to March 2010 saw a 16% increase in IED use, mainly caused by central Helmand operations where insurgents prepared an IED-based defense. 

And insurgents are still successful and largely supported by the Afghan public

DOD Report on Progress Toward Security and Stability in Afghanistan 2010 [“Report on Progress Toward Security and Stability in Afghanistan,” 4-28, http://www.defense.gov/pubs/pdfs/Report_Final_SecDef_04_26_10.pdf]  emma b

The insurgents perceive 2009 as their most successful year. Taliban leader Mullah Omar’s recent directives reiterated prohibitions regarding mistreating the population, taking children to conduct jihad, searching homes, kidnapping people for money, and other activities that could turn the population against the Taliban. Expanded violence is viewed as an insurgent victory, and insurgents perceive low voter turnout and reports of fraud during the past Presidential election as further signs of their success. The Afghan insurgency has a robust means of sustaining its operations. Small arms weapons and ammunition are readily available throughout the region, in addition to sources of improvised explosive devices (IED) and home-made explosive materials and technology. External funding is top-down, while internal funding is bottom-up, providing the Taliban consistent streams of money to sufficiently fund operations. Internally, a significant portion of funds are derived from taxing the opiate trade. Externally, funding originates in Islamic states and is delivered via couriers and hawalas.5 A ready supply of recruits is drawn from the frustrated population, where insurgents exploit poverty, tribal friction, and lack of governance to grow their ranks. At this point, the insurgency exhibits several strengths and weaknesses. 

coin fails – increases insurgency

OUR CURRENT COIN FOCUS DESTABILIZES THE CENTRA ASIAN REGION – GIVES AL QAEDA MOMENTUM – WILL FAIL DUE TO AFGHANI POLITICS

SIMON AND STEVENSON 2009

[Steven – adjunct senior fellow @ Council on Foreign Relations and Jonathan – professor of strategic studies @ US Naval War College, “Afghanistan:  How much is enough?”,  Survival, October-November] ttate
Whatever US officials might concede privately, the White House, State Department and Pentagon have thus far not acknowledged publicly the possibility that greater American intrusiveness in Afghanistan might mean less Pakistani cooperation. That, however, appears to be the case. To be sure, Pakistan has pragmatically responded to US pressure to thwart the Taliban in its tribal areas. But it is more significant in the broader strategic context that Pakistan has objected to expanded US military operations in Afghanistan on two grounds. Firstly, they would cause a cross-border spillover of militants into Pakistan and increase the counter-insurgency burden on the Pakistani military. Secondly, they would foment political instability in Pakistan by intensifying popular perceptions of American military occupation of the region and the Pakistani government's complicity with the Americans in suppressing a group that was not even considered an enemy of Pakistan. Indeed, in a July 2009 briefing, Pakistani officials made it clear that, however concerned the United States was about the Taliban, they still regard India as their top strategic priority and the Taliban militants as little more than a containable nuisance and, in the long term, potential allies.5 In this light, the realistic American objective should not be to ensure Afghanistan's political integrity by neutralising the Taliban and containing Pakistani radicalism, which is probably unachievable. Rather, its aim should be merely to ensure that al-Qaeda is denied both Afghanistan and Pakistan as operating bases for transnational attacks on the United States and its allies and partners. Pitfalls of the current policy The Obama administration's instincts favouring robust counter-insurgency and state-building in Afghanistan reflect the 1990s-era US and European predilection for peacekeeping, reconstruction and stabilisation, and the multilateral use of force for humanitarian intervention, deployed to positive effect in the Balkans and withheld tragically in Rwanda. To the extent that this mindset was premised on an expansion of the rule of law to hitherto poorly and unjustly governed areas, such as Somalia and Bosnia, it reflects the broader conception of counter-terrorism adopted after 11 September. Insofar as it favours collective action by major powers with the unambiguous endorsement of the UN Security Council, it is also consistent with the Obama administration's rejection of Bush-era unilateralism. And an aggressive internationalist approach to spreading democracy and the rule of law, notwithstanding the shortsightedness and inefficacy of the Bush doctrine, is admirable and in some instances appropriate.6 In this case, however, it is more likely to hurt than help. While a larger US military footprint might help stabilise Afghanistan in the short term, the effects of collateral damage and the aura of US domination it would generate would also intensify anti-Americanism in Pakistan. This outcome, in turn, would frustrate both core American objectives by rendering it politically far more difficult for the Pakistani government to cooperate with Washington (and easier for the quasi-independent Inter-Services Intelligence to collude with the Taliban and al-Qaeda), thus making it harder for the United States to defeat al-Qaeda. It would also increase radicalisation in Pakistan, imperil the regime and raise proliferation risks, increasing rather than decreasing pressure on India to act in the breach of American ineffectuality. Counter-insurgency in Afghanistan also would probably fail. Counterinsurgency generally works only when the domestic government resisting the insurgents enjoys the respect and support of most of the domestic population. Rising perceptions of Hamid Karzai's government as ineffectual and corrupt, and especially suspicions that it rigged the 20 August national election, indicate that it does not have that kind of credibility among Afghans. On the operational level, provisional and qualified counter-insurgency success in Iraq is not a persuasive precedent for a comparable result in Afghanistan. One indirect indication is the difficulty the Obama administration is having in figuring out how to measure such success.7 While Iraq's prime insurgency challenges were essentially compartmentalised in the confined space and among the relatively small populations of Anbar, Diyala and Ninewah provinces and in Baghdad, Afghanistan's hazards permeate its Texas-sized national territory. Thus, applying the surge formula to Afghanistan, however it is adjusted, is likely to empower warlords, increase factionalism and ultimately make Afghanistan harder to sustain as a functioning unitary state. This would make Afghanistan more susceptible to being used as a strategic pawn by a number of regional actors, including Iran as well as India and Pakistan. Comprehensively successful counter-insurgency in Afghanistan, however, is not necessarily required to fulfill the US counter-terrorism mission. It remains unclear whether a US-led counter-insurgency effort would aim to induce the Taliban factions to reject al-Qaeda, or some other constellation of tribes to join forces against the Taliban. But none of the factions share the kind of overarching nationalist self-interest that unified Iraqi Sunnis across tribal lines. They are more like Somali clans, and no visible daylight has emerged between the 'good' Taliban and 'bad' militants. Those advocating an extended counter-insurgency campaign note that 'the Taliban is not a unified or monolithic movement', that many Taliban militants 'fight for reasons having nothing to do with Islamic zealotry', and that each Taliban grouping has 'specific needs' and 'particular characteristics'.8 By the same token, however, these home truths indicate such a high degree of motivational fragmentation within the Taliban that no single faction is likely to gain complete dominance. Thus, power is likely to remain devolved, and Afghan factions, like Somali ones, will tend to worry about, and focus on, immediate rivals rather than external adversaries.9 To the extent that there is unity among Afghan factions, as with Somalis, it will be against foreigners.10 As for Pakistan, its unabashed central strategic concern is India, as it has been since the nation's inception in 1947. It seems likely that the upsurge of Pashtun nationalism and Taliban influence that threatens its stability has as much to do with the growing weight of the US presence in the country as anything else. Although it is worth trying to convince Pakistan's leadership that the Taliban rather than India is the most salient threat to them, even those calling most urgently for energetic US-Pakistani counter-terrorism teamwork concede that success on this score is not guaranteed.11 Pakistan has lost wars and territory to an India that is now armed with nuclear weapons and has tried to outflank Islamabad by insinuating Indian influence into Afghanistan. The Pakistani army would rather not be caught in the middle. The Pakistani general staff is unlikely to be persuaded that the best way to protect Pakistan's strategic stake is to abandon the allies that they have cultivated for decades to keep its western flank secure. In any case, it is the establishment of 'mini-Afghanistans' within Pakistan that is the problem, rather than the Afghan Taliban, which is fundamentally uninterested in waging expeditionary campaigns against the West.
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Troops should be removed from Afghanistan now – They are increasing civilian support for the Taliban – public support waning
Gusterson 7-1-10, [Hugh Gusterson, Ph. D and He has done fieldwork in the United States and Russia, where he has studied the culture of nuclear weapons scientists and antinuclear activists.  He also writes about militarism and about science more generally, and has a strong interest in professional ethics. “Against counterinsurgency in Afghanistan” Bulletin of the Atomic Scientists. < http://www.thebulletin.org/web-edition/columnists/hugh-gusterson/against-counterinsurgency-afghanistan>] hart

However, the real story should not be the change in personnel but the continuation of a failed policy, and there is abundant evidence that the policy is failing--both in the Rolling Stone article that got General McChrystal fired and in other recent media reports. Coalition casualties are steadily rising, and this month is the deadliest yet with over 46 U.S. and 95 coalition troops killed already. Over the past year, IED attacks have doubled. The Marja campaign, intended to model the power of the new counterinsurgency strategy, is failing: The Taliban are more popular in Marja than the corrupt official government with which the U.S. is allied and, having melted away during the front-page U.S. military offensive, Taliban fighters are now back in force. General McChrystal himself referred to Marja as "a bleeding ulcer" (a much more significant quote than what his aides might have called Vice President Joe Biden). The Kandahar campaign, for which Marja was supposed to be a glorious dress rehearsal, is months behind schedule in the face of opposition from local elders and second thoughts from an ill-prepared Afghan government. So tenuous is U.S. control of the countryside that coalition forces cannot move essential supplies along major transport routes without paying warlords hundreds of dollars per truck in protection money, some of which gets passed on to the Taliban fighters sworn to kill U.S. soldiers. Most devastating of all (and the least reported in secondary media accounts), the Rolling Stone article quotes American grunts on the frontlines saying they have lost faith in the U.S. counterinsurgency strategy. And the U.S. ambassador to Afghanistan, Karl Eikenberry, has become like Robert McNamara in Vietnam, telling his government in private that counterinsurgency is not working, only to fall in line behind the policy in public. Finally, the U.S. is losing the war on the home front too, with the Christian Science Monitorreporting that only 41 percent of Americans now believe that the war in Afghanistan can be won, while 53 percent of Americans disapprove of the way Obama is managing it.
COIN FAILS - LOCALS
STRATEGY FOCUSED ON COUNTER-INSURGENCY FAILS IN AFGHANISTAN – LACK OF ACCEPTANCE BY THE LOCALS FEEDS THE INSURGENCY
Snow, Professor of Political Science at the University of Alabama, 09 [Donald M, “Will COIN Work in Afghanistan?, Jul. 09, http://www.acus.org/new_atlanticist/will-coin-work-afghanistan]  denno

The Obama administration has invested a great deal (one can argue too much) of its national security capital in the war on Afghanistan, and the chief instrument for realizing that investment has been the application of counterinsurgency (COIN) doctrine to the situation. This application, in turn, is based on putting into action the Army and Marine Corps’ Counterinsurgency Field Manual (Army FM-3-24 and Marine Warfighting Publication No.3-33.5). That document was first distributed in 2006 and published with various introductory add-ons by the University of Chicago Press in 2007. The document is most closely associated with Central Comman (CENTCOM) commander General David Petraeus, who supervised its writing while at Ft. Leavenworth and who has overall responsibility for the Afghanistan operation. The application of COIN to Afghanistan, moreover, is widely advertised as an extension of the so-called “surge” in Iraq. The question is, will the COIN doctrine work in Afghanistan? Answering that question begins with a few comments on the overall doctrine as reflected in the book. As someone who wrote extensively on the topic in the 1990s, including three books (Distant Thunder, UnCivil Wars,andWhen America Fights) and two monographs for the US Army Strategic Studies Institute, I have some personal reflections on the document. The first is that although the document is described by Harvard researcher Sarah Sewall (who helped draft it) in the “New Introduction” as “revolutionary,” it is nothing of the sort. Rather, the manual does codify a number of observations about how to conduct counterinsurgency that arose from the Vietnam postmortem of the 1980s and 1990s, but it adds essentially nothing to that debate. As a contribution to the debate on the subject, it does reflect fairly closely the approach  the Marines attempted to implement early in the Vietnam conflict–the so-called enclave approach of capturing, holding and securing territory and moving gradually out from the secured enclaves–and were rebuffed in executing by an Army more clearly interested in killing guerrillas than in waging the political battle for the “hearts and minds of men.” The document does come down clearly on the side of winning hearts and minds, which may be revolutionary to the Army, but not to anyone else. Second, a great deal of the document is a direct repudiation of former Secretary of Defense Donald Rumsfeld and some of his more harebrained ideas about how to conduct modern war–basically blitzkrieg on the cheap in terms of investment in manpower and time. The Manual agrees with General Shinseki, who was sacked for arguing we needed lots more people in Iraq than Rummy would allow. The Manual is quite specific: COIN is manpower intensive and it takes a long time. Once again, hardly an insight, but at least a poke in Rummy’s eye. Third, the manual is escessively mechanical in its approach. One gets little sense, for instance, on what American COIN operators are to do when they encounter disgruntled civilians of the country in which the operations are to take place, other than fairly vague entreaties about winning loyalties. I suspect that if I were in the field, the manual would provide me relatively little detailed direction in carrying out the pacification mission that is central to COIN success. The manual also errs by omission in at least two critical ways. First and most fundamentally, it fails to recognize that the outsider COINs are probably part of the problem as well as the solution. Foreign forces, no matter how well intentioned are, after all, foreigners,and their presence is not going to be universally appreciated, either by those who are suspicious of foreigners (which includes most Afghans) and those whose causes are harmed by their presence. Moreover, the need to invite foreigners in to defeat the insurgents says something basically negative about the HN (host nation) government being helped (e.g. if the government was oing its job, why would it need foreign assistance?). Moreover, those who collaborate with the outsiders are going to be viewed by some as, well, collaborators, and the presence of those troops will in turn help insurgent recruitment. The manual is moot on this dynamic. Fifth, the manual needs a “pre-manual” that talks about political aspects of becoming involed in COIN. In other words, are there places and situations that are ripe for involvement and others that are not. In what kinds of  situations is COIN success likely or unlikely? These are not questions for a military doctrinal publication, but a companion is necessary if one is not to consider all situations equally attractive for COIN operations. With these limitations in mind, is Afghanistan ripe for COIN success? I think the manual argues implicitly that it is not, for three reasons. First, Afghanistan is too big for this kind of operation. The manual clearly states that effective COIN requires one counterinsurgent for every 1,000 members of the population being protected. In Afghanistan, that means a COIN force of 660,000, a number so wildly in excess to what will ever be available to be disqualifying in and of itself. Second, the doctrine argues the heart of success is the political conversion of the population, but it fails to discuss who is going to do the converting. If it leaves this to U.S. counterinsurgents, the battle is lost. As the manual itself argues, an additional criterion for success is a good government the population can be loyal to. It is not at all clear Afghanistan has or is in any danger of acquiring such a government. Finally, the doctrine entreats that COIN is slow work and that its success will require considerable perseverance. A decade’s commitment or more is often suggested for Afghanistan: is there any danger the American public will support an Afghanistan war still going on in 2018 or 2019? I doubt it. The US government likes to draw the analogy between Iraq and Afghanistan: COIN “worked in Iraq” and can be transferred to Afghanistan. Two rejoinders: the war in Iraq is not over, and will not be concluded until after the US leaves and the Iraqis sort things out,possibly violently. It’s not clear we “won.” Second, Afghanistan and Iraq are alike only in the sense of being in the same area of the world. One experience does not imply another. Will COIN lead to victory in Afghanistan? The case has not been made.
coin fails – locals

OUR CURRENT STRATEGY IN AFGHANISTAN IS FAILING TO WIN THE “HEARTS AND MINDS” OF THE AFGHAN LOCALS – WE CONTINUE TO INFLAME THE INSURGENCY

Bandow, senior fellow at the Cato Institute, 2009

(Doug Bandow,"Limits of US Power in Afghanistan," November 2009, http://www.cato.org/pub_display.php?pub_id=11000, gh-ag)
 U.S. President Barack Obama continues to consider a major military escalation in Afghanistan. Instead, the president should rethink Washington's objective. The goal should be to minimize international terrorism, not build an Afghan state. Conflict in Afghanistan has raged for eight years, yet "victory" looks ever more distant. White House Chief of Staff Rahm Emanuel declared that the goal is "a credible government and a legitimate process." Alas, neither exists. In March, Obama added 21,000 combat troops to the 84,000 U.S. and allied personnel already stationed in Afghanistan. Now Gen. Stanley McChrystal is pushing for at least 40,000, and as many as 80,000 more. Even the latter would not guarantee success. Under traditional counterinsurgency doctrine, Afghanistan, with 33 million people, many of them living in remote villages amidst rugged terrain, warrants 660,000 allied personnel. The allied objective is critical. ven if more troops were better deployed, the odds of reasonable success in reasonable time at reasonable cost are long. The Western forces quickly displaced al-Qaida and ousted the Taliban government, which gave the organization refuge. U.S. National Security Adviser James Jones estimated fewer than 100 al-Qaida members are now operating in Afghanistan, and they have "no bases, no ability to launch attacks on either us or our allies." Far harder will be creating "a credible Afghan partner for this process that can provide the security and the type of services that the Afghan people need," in Emanuel's words. Afghanistan is the "graveyard of empires" in which outside powers never have successfully imposed their will. Eight years of social engineering has failed. The allies are left protecting, in the words of conservative columnist Ralph Peters, "an Afghan government the people despise." Afghanistan's importance primarily derives from its impact on nuclear-armed Pakistan next door. However, an endless, escalating conflict is more likely than a Taliban victory to destabilize Pakistan. Washington is left with only bad options. Matthew Hoh, who recently quit the State Department, observed that no "military force has ever been tasked with such a complex, opaque and Sisyphean mission as the U.S. military has received in Afghanistan." Even if more troops were better deployed, the odds of reasonable success in reasonable time at reasonable cost are long. The U.S. and its allies should begin drawing down their forces. The outcome might be Taliban conquest and rule, but equally likely is divided governance. In either case, the conflict would no longer be inflamed by outside intervention. The Economist hyperbolically fears that "defeat for the West in Afghanistan would embolden its opponents not just in Pakistan, but all around the world, leaving it more open to attacks." However, jihadists are most likely to attack Westerners when Westerners are killing Muslims. Moreover, escalation, if followed by additional years of conflict and ultimate defeat, would more grievously harm America's reputation. The most serious argument against withdrawal is that al-Qaida would gain additional "safe havens." Special envoy Richard Holbrooke contended that preventing this is "the only justification for what we're doing." Yet, al-Qaida has not moved into territory governed by the Taliban. Anti-terrorism expert Marc Sageman observed, "There is no reason for al-Qaida to return to Afghanistan. It seems safer in Pakistan at the moment." The defuse jihadist movement even has organized terrorist plots from Europe. Doug Bandow is a senior fellow at the Cato Institute. He is a former special assistant to President Reagan and the author of several books, including Foreign Follies: America's New Global Empire (Xulon Press). More by Doug Bandow The Obama administration should adjust its ends. It should focus on al-Qaida rather than the Taliban. In contrast, it is not necessary to build a functional Afghan state. The allies should tolerate any group willing to cooperate in preventing terrorist attacks. Washington should attempt to split the Afghan insurgency. Secretary of State Hillary Clinton admitted, "Not every Taliban is an extremist ally." Explained Arsalan Rahmani, a member of the old Taliban government: "Some are fighting to go to paradise, but among the Taliban leaders most want peace." Also subject to purchase or lease may be opportunistic warlords such as Gulbaddin Hekmatyar and Jalaluddin Haqqani. An essential aspect of this strategy, however, is withdrawing allied troops. Lt. Col. Daniel L. Davis, who served in both Afghanistan and Iraq, observed, "Many experts in and from Afghanistan warn that our presence over the past eight years has already hardened a meaningful percentage of the population into viewing the United States as an army of occupation which should be opposed and resisted." In 2002, Obama warned against fighting a war "without a clear rationale," and that an invasion of Iraq would yield "a U.S. occupation of undetermined length, at undetermined cost, and with unintended consequences." That is happening in Afghanistan. Getting out won't be easy. The time and manner of reducing the allied military presence should reflect changing circumstances. But withdrawal should be the ultimate objective. Even with the finest military on earth, the U.S. government cannot do everything. In Afghanistan, Washington policymakers should finally acknowledge the limits of U.S. power.

OUR COUNTER-INSURGENT FORCES LACK SUPPORT FROM THE LOCALS – FUELS RECRUITMENT FOR THE INSURGENTS

Byman 5 (Daniel, director of the Center for Peace and Security Studies at Georgetown University and a senior fellow at the Saban Center for Middle East Policy at the Brookings Institution “GOING TO WAR WITH THE ALLIES YOU HAVE: 

ALLIES, COUNTERINSURGENCY, AND THE WAR ON TERRORISM” page 23 http://strategicstudiesinstitute.army.mil/pdffiles/PUB630.pdf KD)
The broader structural problems common to countries facing al- Qa’ida-linked insurgencies create a host of problems for the security forces in their role as a political actor. One of the most pernicious is that the security forces lack popular support, either because they are agents of a repressive and illegitimate regime or because they promote a discriminatory society. In such cases, basic counterinsurgency functions such as gathering intelligence and denying information to the insurgents are more difficult. In addition, the lack of popular support makes it easier for the insurgents to gain recruits and resources.
coin fails – locals

COIN Fails – lack of local denizens’ support and terrain. 
Eland, Fellow and Director of the Independent Institute, ’09 [Ivan, “Why Most Counterinsurgency Wars     Fail”,Nov.2009,http://www.independent.org/newsroom/article.asp?id=2659]

In recent history, very few counterinsurgency wars have ended in success. Guerrillas are often outgunned by a wealthier invading power, but they do have two powerful advantages. One is that they are fighting on their home turf, which they usually know much better than the invader. Guerrilla warfare at the strategic level is defensive, even though at the tactical level, raiding insurgents are many times on the offense. As a result of being on the strategic defense, the second advantage is that the attacking power will find it difficult to overcome the "foreign invader" label among the population of the invaded country. Thus, because winning the support of the local population is the most important—and difficult—objective in any counterinsurgency war, most such campaigns end in failure. But there have been a few notable exceptions. At the turn of the 20th century, the United States refused independence to the Philippines after the Spanish-American War and then outfought Filipino guerrillas to make U.S. colonial rule stick; a U.S.-supported Greek government beat back communist insurgents in the late 1940s; and the British beat back Marxist guerrillas in Malaya in the late 1940s to the early 1960s. Although it might be tempting to assume that the only way to beat guerrillas is to use ruthlessly brutal tactics, this predominated in only the first of the three episodes. The United States used concentration camps, torture, and a scorched-earth policy in taming Filipino guerrillas. But even here, such drastic and unacceptable methods may not have been what tipped the outcome to a counterinsurgency success. The common thread in these three success stories seems to be that either the guerrilla movement was divided or did not win the overwhelming support of the local populace. In the case of the Filipino insurgency, Emilio Aguinaldo, the guerrilla leader, never really had the support of most of the Filipino population. Similarly, in Malaya, the rebellion occurred only in a minority of the minority Chinese population, thus allowing the British to eventually stamp it out. In Greece in the late 1940s, the opposition movement was divided, allowing the U.S.-backed Greek government to prevail. How do these conclusions apply to current counterinsurgency wars? In both the rugged terrain of Afghanistan and the urban landscape of Iraq, guerrilla groups have taken advantage of familiar environments to effectively harass the U.S. superpower. In addition, the United States, in some sense, has been more restrained than the Taliban and Iraqi insurgents toward the local populations. The Taliban is known for its harsh methods of justice and killing, and some of the Iraqi guerrillas have slaughtered civilians with suicide bombs. In contrast, in both nations, the United States has built infrastructure projects and handed out candy to children. Yet the United States has failed to win the hearts and minds of either population, because of excessive collateral killings from air and ground attacks. At the end of the day, even a foreign invader who tries to be more sharing and caring is still regarded as a foreign invader. In Somalia, the militant Islamist Shaabab movement had little public support until the United States, as part of its global "war on terror," began funding unpopular and corrupt Somali warlords to promote "stability"—turning the local population toward the movement and away from the perceived meddling superpower and its Somali government lackey. Then, making things worse, a U.S.-backed Ethiopian invasion provided only some temporary stability as long as Ethiopian troops were willing to occupy the country. The cross-border invasion by Ethiopia—long regarded by Somalis as their archenemy—to quash the militant Islamists only enhanced the radicals’ standing in Somalia once Ethiopian forces withdrew. In short, history shows that the presence or influence of foreigners only feeds the flames of any insurgency, which can then be portrayed as a defense of the nation against outside aggression. But isn’t there hope for Iraq and Afghanistan because opposition forces are divided and often unpopular? Not really. In Iraq, the United States was able to take advantage of al-Qaeda-in-Iraq’s brutal killing of civilians to divide the Sunni guerrilla movement and bribe the Awakening Councils to battle the group. The problem in Iraq is that as U.S. forces draw down, the now reduced guerrilla war could turn into a civil war among the Sunni, Shi’ite, and Kurdish ethno-sectarian groups. In Afghanistan, the Taliban is unquestionably brutal, but Afghans do regard the United States as a foreign occupier, are suspicious of the U.S. long-term military presence, do not support a surge in U.S. forces, do not think it will defeat the Taliban, and thus support negotiating with the insurgents. In short, the prognosis is not good in either case. 
coin fails – locals

COIN reinforces corrupted government system and fails to gain support from locals—resulting in unpredictable violence

Wahid Monawar 10, Acting Permanent Representative of Afghanistan to OSCE, 7/8/10, “Tossing the COIN in Afghanistan”, The Public Record, [http://pubrecord.org/special-to-the-public-record/7972/tossing-coin-afghanistan/ ]  imanol

Evidently, popular support is a common objective for all actors in an insurgency, both winning support and preventing insurgents from gaining support are crucial apparatus of any counterinsurgency. Consequently, one elements of COIN according to the U.S.’s military field manual is that: “The host nation must uphold the rule of law and provide a basic level of essential services and security for the populace.”
Gen. Stanley McChrystal, who took over the US/NATO command in May of 2009 is a savvy General and knew that COIN would not work in Afghanistan, because the leader of the central government is a very weak, and unpopular Pashtun who is unable to unite and solidify his Pashtun base, let alone for his government to provide basic services for its people. To add salt to injury, Gen. Stanley McChrystal witnessed the Afghan presidential election not producing leadership reflective of a fair process, but instead, a stage-managed second act for Karzai and his warlords. In his speech at West Point, President Obama also acknowledged that by stating: “Afghanistan’s difficult, extended election process and evident signs of the absence of rule of law made clear the limits of the central government in Kabul.” The absence of rule of law and Mr. Karzai’s severe unpopularity among Pashuns; in addition to his appeasement of Quetta Shura (Taliban’s leadership support base in Quetta, Pakistan) and the current debate on reconciliation with the Taliban which threatens to widen factionalism within the Afghan National Army, and trust deficit between Karzai government and the Afghan people, are major factors why the US’s COIN strategy is rendered non-linear and unpredictable. Despite the fact that the goal of COIN is to protect good guys, experts such as Dr. David Kilcullen recognized that: “Make no mistake: Counterinsurgency is war, and war is inherently violent. Killing the enemy is and will be a key of guerrilla warfare. Some insurgents at the irreconcilable extremes simply cannot be co-opted or won over; they must be hunted down killed, or captured, and this is necessarily a ruthless conduct with the utmost energy that the laws of war permit.”

OUR COUNTERINSURGENCY DOCTRINE IS FAILING IN AFGHANISTAN – IT IS A FLAWED CONCEIT THAT WE BELIEVE WE CAN WIN THE “HEARTS AND MINDS” OF THE LOCALS

Ward,  the Deputy Assistant Secretary of Defense 2009 
[CELESTE WARD, "Should the United States Withdraw from Afghanistan?" December 2009, http://www.cato.org/pubs/policy_report/v31n6/cpr31n6-3.html//gh-ag]

Over the last few years the violence in Afghanistan has come to be dubbed an "insurgency" that requires the application of a counterinsurgency strategy. This is in keeping with the general zeitgeist of "population-centric counterinsurgency" — or COIN — which has now risen to such prominence in U.S. defense and national security thinking that it borders on theology. COIN has become the overriding theme in discussions about not just present, but future, wars; a cultural movement in military defense circles, and, indeed, a worldview. As Colonel Gian Gentile at West Point has written, it has become the new American way of war. The problem is that counterinsurgency doctrine and theory impede our ability to accurately apprehend the nature and extent of our predicament in Afghanistan and are serving as an awkward stand-in for a rational strategy. The existence of a much ballyhooed manual — the Army's Field Manual 3- 24 — and perceived success in employing its precepts in Iraq are serving to obscure the real costs of the campaign in Afghanistan and provide a dangerous illusion concerning the limits of American power. A central problem with populationcentric COIN theory is that, at heart, it is really nation building. The theory emphasizes the population — meeting its needs, establishing governmental legitimacy, developing economies and so on. Indeed some notable COIN adherents have even emphasized its potential to "change entire societies." So for those of you who argue that there is no strategy in Afghanistan, I would submit to you that, in effect, there is. It is implicit in the logic of COIN, and it is to transform Afghan society. But because the discussion is often wrapped in the more abstruse language of defense wonkery and larded with historical analogies and assumptions, the real strategic trade-offs — the exorbitant costs of building a nation in a country with a history of no real central governance and that ranks 219th in per capita GDP — are glossed over. I would argue that if General McChrystal had released not his counterinsurgency guidance but, instead, his "nation-building guidance," we'd be having a very different discussion. In addition to being the functional equivalent of nation building, there are a number of problems with counterinsurgency theory and doctrine itself. As just one example, a key precept is that we must win over the population. The theory goes that most of the population is unsure whose side they should be on, and we should influence that decision so that they will choose us. But this assumes that a foreign force such as ours could truly understand, never mind penetrate and manipulate the opinions and loyalties of an ancient tribal people. The conceit inherent in this notion goes mostly unremarked upon. By saying we're waging a counterinsurgency campaign in Afghanistan we are committing ourselves to a massive project of nation building in a country that one commentator recently described as "like walking into the Old Testament." It has become cliché to note the administration has yet to articulate a real strategy in Afghanistan. I would submit that counterinsurgency — as an operational concept and set of tactics — has been in effect elevated to the status of a strategy. And calling it a counterinsurgency masks layers of complexity highly relevant to the outcome: tribal rivalry, ethnic conflict, the underlying struggle between tradition and modernity, and doubtless several others. By stripping away the jargon and slogans of counterinsurgency and instead exploring the problem of Afghanistan as it is, including a hard look at our real ends, ways, and means, we would not be "abandoning" Afghanistan as some have suggested. But were we to commit further American blood and treasure before such an analysis, all we would risk abandoning is our reason. 

COIN FAILS – LOCALS

WE CAN’T WIN THE “HEARTS AND MINDS” OF THE AFGHANIS WHILE WE ARE WAGING WAR AGAINST THEM

McClintock 2010 (Congressmember, California State Assembly member, Director of the Center for the Californian Paxtayer, Committee on Natural Resources, Subcommittee of Water and Power)  Tom McClintock March 10, 2010  “House Concurrent Resolution 248- Withdrawal from Afghanistan Statement” McClintock Website http://mcclintock.house.gov/2010/03/house-concurrent-resolution-248---withdrawal-from-afghanistan---statement-by-congressman-tom-mcclint.shtml/ fri
For eight years now, the valiant men and women of our armed forces have fought with constraints never before imposed on American soldiers because of a strategy compromised by irresolution, and political correctness.  The current administration has inherited an untenable situation.  But it continues and amplifies the folly of its predecessor in three critical areas. First, the administration has defined victory not as destroying the ability and will of the enemy to make war, but rather as “winning the hearts and minds of the Afghan people.”  This is a mistake.  One nation cannot win the hearts and minds of another nation while waging war against it.  The civilian populations of Germany and Japan despised the American occupation but were so exhausted and decimated that they could no longer resist it.  It was then and only then – under military government and authority – that we began to shape those societies in a manner acceptable to civilized nations. Second, the administration has placed absurd restrictions on our forces that have greatly complicated their mission, and endangered their security. War is mankind’s most terrible scourge; it is barbaric and cruel and destroys many innocent lives.  Most of the casualties of World War II were civilians.  If we are to put our soldiers into combat, it must be with the freedom to wage war whether or not civilians happen to be present. Third, MacArthur was correct: in war there is no substitute for victory.  By committing inadequate force to win the war and simultaneously announcing our timetable for withdrawal, I fear that President Obama has assured continued stalemate and given the enemy its most valuable ally: time.  This policy further undermines the administration’s own civilian-centric strategy by relying on the cooperation of civilians who can reasonably anticipate a return of the Taliban within weeks of the already-announced American withdrawal in the summer of 2011. However, the precipitous withdrawal of American troops has grave implications that will follow us many years into the future and requires a belief beyond a reasonable doubt that greater harm will come to America by continuing the war than by ending it.  If America immediately withdraws its troops as ordered by H.Con.Res. 248, we can reasonably predict on the one hand that we will prevent American casualties and conserve American wealth.  But the cost will almost certainly be the immediate collapse of Afghanistan, the return of the Taliban, the re-establishment of Al Qaeda sanctuaries, the execution of Afghans who assisted the American forces, and the recognition by hostile governments around the world that America is incapable of defending her interests.  The last outcome is the most dangerous because it will figure into countless calculations in unfriendly capitals around the world that could well cost many thousands of American lives in the future. 

coin fails – locals

US counterinsurgency operations in Afghanistan are only having negative effects in the region-COIN lacks the public support it needs to be successful

Bukhari, Leader of South and Central Asia Desk at the International Centre for Political Violence and Terrorism Research (ICPVTR), Rajaratnam School of International Studies (RSIS), Nanyang Technological University (NTU), Singapore, 7/4/10 [Syed Adnan Ali Shah Bukhari, US’ Flawed COIN strategy, Stateman, http://www.statesman.com.pk/opinion/new2.htm]

Afghanistan is increasingly becoming a litmus test for the international community in its pursuit of the global war on terror. Since 2005, the Taliban have recuperated and regrouped, and present an existential threat to the current Karzai-led Afghan Administration with every passing year. According to a recent report of International Council on Security and Development (ICOS), the Taliban which maintained permanent presence over 54 percent of the Afghan territory in 2007, not only increased it to 72 percent and 80 percent respectively in 2008 and 2009, but also spread its tentacles to hitherto peaceful parts of northern and western Afghanistan. Sustained efforts by the US and ISAF-NATO forces to reverse the gains made by the Afghan Taliban have failed to rein in the Taliban surge. The current US Administration led by President Obama ordered a review in 2009, which drew a counter-insurgency (COIN) strategy with former US General, Stanley McChrystal, as the main force to implement it on the ground. In order to wrest control of territory from the Taliban, a cornerstone of Obama Administration COIN strategy involved deployment of 30,000 fresh troops to the Afghan theatre, which would increase the total number of international troops to 142,000. There are numbers of challenges which the US and NATO currently faces in Afghanistan: The recent disgraceful exit of General McChrystal, commander of ISAF-NATO forces highlights the difference of opinion and perception that exist between the State Department and Pentagon. At the core of the debate between the two branches of the US government was the issue of commitment of more resources, such as troops and the timetable for US withdrawal from the country. While Pentagon was in favour of deployment of more US troops and retain a large footprint in the country until the Taliban are defeated and stability is restored, the State Department wants a gradual withdrawal of US troops, starting in July 2011 and handing over the security to the Afghan security forces. Similarly, the State Department officials have tended to view President Karzai as weak, corrupt and inefficient, while McChrystal was able to forge a strong working relationship with him as well as with Pakistani military leadership. Although the sad departure of McChrystal seems to be a setback, it may prove to be temporary since the appointment of General David Petraeus as head of NATO forces in Afghanistan augurs well for both Afghanistan and Pakistan. Petraeus has built a sound reputation due to his outstanding performance in Iraq and turning the tide of the war in Iraq in favour of the US. His voice, therefore, carries significant weight in the decision-making circles in Washington - both the government and the Capitol Hill. Apart from maintaining an influence in Washington, Petraeus has also travelled extensively to Afghanistan and Pakistan recently in the capacity of head of CENTOM. These visits have helped him to comprehend the complicated situation in both the countries, and cultivate close working relationship with Afghan and Pakistani leadership. Petraeus is respected in Kabul and Islamabad for his understanding of the Af-Pak problem. It is hoped that Petraeus will coordinate his policies aptly with both Kabul and Islamabad, which is key to achieve progress in the war on terror being waged in both the countries. Secondly, the US COIN strategy enunciated under President Obama seems to be failing so far. The main issue behind the failure is a lack of public support, without which any COIN strategy, no matter how cleverly and carefully it is planned, would fail. This was evident in the military operation "Moshtarak" undertaken by US, NATO and Afghan forces in Helmand province in March 2010, which failed to clear the territory of Taliban presence and initiate economic development. To the contrary, the operation brought more miseries to the population in terms of loss of civilian lives and property. At present, the US is contemplating a major military operation in Kandahar. However, opposition by the civilian population is proving to be a tremendous barrier in carrying out any operation soon. Subsequently, the operation which was supposed to have been carried out in May-June has been postponed to September 2010. Also, the US decision to withdraw troops from forward operating bases on the Afghanistan-Pakistan border in order to protect population centres/urban cities have the negative consequences of allowing the Taliban to move freely across the border. This may allow the Taliban to establish semi-sanctuaries on the Afghan side of the border. Such a development could be deleterious for Pakistan which is conducting simultaneous COIN operations in various parts of FATA and Khyber-Pakhtunkhwa (KP) province to destroy the command and control structure of the Pakistani Taliban. It has been seen that the Pakistani Taliban leadership remained elusive during these operations and some of them reportedly took refuge on the Afghan side of the border, and initiate attacks from there - a phenomenon termed as "reverse jihad" by the Pakistani government. A case in point is the military operation code-named "Rah-e-Rast" being conducted in Swat district of Malakand division of KP since May 2009, where the Taliban leadership, such as Maulana Fazlullah and Commander Ibne-Amin, reportedly took refuge in the adjoining Kunar province of Afghanistan. A brief takeover of the Kamdesh and Barg-e-Matal districts of Afghanistan to the Afghan Taliban in June 2010 signifies that withdrawal or reduction of troops by the international coalition on the Afghan border could be fraught with danger. Recently, Taliban have started to target US and NATO bases in Afghanistan. The recent attacks on Bagram airbase, Kandahar airbase, Nangarhar airbase and NATO offices in Kabul signifies that the Taliban are becoming emboldened to undertake complex and complicated operations targeting coalition bases in the urban centres. Similarly, Taliban recently announced to target development agencies and NGOs in Afghanistan which are intending to provide good governance to the people. This may see a halt in development activities, which could further alienate the Afghan masses. Another trend witnessed in Afghanistan involves Taliban onslaughts on civilians who are employed by either the Afghan government or the foreign troops. Previously such attacks were confined only to high-level officials. However, recently, low level officials are becoming increasingly targeted, especially in the Kandahar province. Thirdly, sustained criticism of President Karzai by US and other Western officials tends to erode any prospects of restoring peace in the war-ravaged country. While there is no gainsaying the fact that Karzai Administration is inefficient and corrupt, such weaknesses are attributed to the international community's failure to honour its commitments to raise or rebuild Afghanistan institutions and deliver economic development, whose impact could be felt on the grassroots level. This failure of the international community to ensure good governance and economic development has factored negatively with regard to its standing in the eyes of the Afghan population. Fourthly, despite appeals by US government, NATO is not willing to commit more troops to Afghanistan to stabilise the country. In fact, there is a sustained urge by NATO countries to withdraw troops from Afghanistan as soon as possible. A troop to area ratio in Afghanistan puts roughly one soldier for every five km of territory - a figure considered to be extremely low in terms of any COIN strategy. Fifth, there are differences of approach between the US, NATO and Afghan government with regard to a solution to the problem. While Afghan government wants to initiate peace efforts to reconcile the Taliban, including its top leadership, US is presently averse to such overtures since it believes that such efforts could be construed by the Taliban as a sign of weakness. While the US has declared any such peace efforts to be Afghan initiated, it nevertheless wants to have a final voice in any such effort and its outcome. Repeated criticism of Karzai by US officials and their opposition to Afghan efforts to invite top leadership of insurgent group tends to drive the former away from its international supports. Recent reports indicated that Karzai has lost his faith on US strategy to defeat the Taliban. Such differences have also been witnessed between the US and its NATO allies. For example, Britain's special envoy to Afghanistan, Sir Sherard Cowper-Coles, resigned in June 2010 over differences with NATO and the US over the conduct of the war with the Taliban. According to reports, Cowper was insisting that the military campaign against the Taliban was destined to fail and that direct talks with the insurgents should be a solution. Similarly, the collapse of Netherlands' government in February 2010 over the issue of retaining troops in Afghanistan is another stark example of key differences between NATO alliance members regarding the pursuit of war in Afghanistan. A positive development has been considerable improvement in Afghanistan-Pakistan bilateral relations. Pakistan is a key to bringing stability to Afghanistan. Recent reports indicating Afghan troops receiving military training in Pakistan would further help both countries to restore mutual trust and coordinate efforts to bring stability to both the countries. In a nutshell, security situation in Afghanistan remains bleak, with the US COIN strategy failing to make positive imprint in Afghanistan. A US failure to indent Taliban successes coupled with NATO's countries urgency to withdraw troops from the country may embolden the Taliban to avoid meaningful negotiations with the Afghan government. It seems the time is on the side of the Taliban who would wait long enough to see the foreign troops suffering from fatigue syndrome, and leave the country, thereby allowing them the opportunity to stage a comeback in Kabul. 
coin fails – karzai blocks effectiveness
Karzai prevents COIN efforts from being effective
Doug Sarro 6-23, studied International Relations and Peace and Conflict Studies at the University of Toronto, 6/23/10, “Five reasons to withdraw from Afghanistan sooner rather than later”, Huffington Post, [http://www.huffingtonpost.com/doug-sarro/five-reasons-to-withdraw_b_621903.html#] imanol

Karzai hasn't changed since he fudged his re-election last year. Counterinsurgency only succeeds if you're working in support of a government capable of gaining public trust. Afghan President Hamid Karzai does not lead such a government. A network of well-connected strongmen, most prominently the president's brother, Ahmed Wali Karzai, still run the show in Afghanistan, and remain as unpopular among Afghans as ever. And Karzai's police force, underfunded and demoralized due to widespread graft among its upper echelons and staffed with officers who shake down Afghan civilians to supplement their wages, is utterly incapable of securing the country. In sum, the Afghan president has given NATO no compelling reason to keep writing him blank checks.

coin fails – no military support

Counterinsurgency is losing support – our own military is questioning its ability to solve - multiple countries contemplating full pullout

Bruno, defense and national security writer, 6/4/10 [Greg Bruno, New guard, old policy in Afghanistan, Council on Foreign relations, http://www.cfr.org/publication/22516/new_guard_old_policy_in_afghanistan.html ]

 President Barack Obama's decision to replace General Stanley McChrystal with General David Petraeus as the Afghan war's top commander is seen as a shrewd tactical move (WSJ) that will ensure continuity of the Afghan mission. The shakeup following a caustic Rolling Stone profile was about personnel, not strategy, the president said. That's good news for America and its allies (AP), as Taliban violence surges and U.S. troop totals climb toward an August high of 104,000. But questions are emerging as to whether the war's strategic direction should have been thrown out with the loose-lipped general.

Counterinsurgency is losing support (NYT) among troops for its overly restrictive rules of engagement and open-ended commitments. Army strategists such as Colonel Gian Gentile of West Point and Andrew Bacevich of Boston University have long advocated that counterinsurgency, or COIN, is too costly and overly detrimental to American foreign policy. CFR President Richard N. Haass argues that a shift in strategy should have been part of Obama's calculation in dismissing McChrystal. Yet as Adam Serwer of the American Prospect notes, the appointment of Petraeus will likely kill any talk of ditching COIN.

Opponents of the current approach point to a string of recent strategic missteps. In the southern city of Marjah, casualties continue to mount (NYT) in an offensive that was expected to swiftly rout Taliban fighters. The tough slog in Marjah in turn forced a delay in the launch (WashPost) of a planned Kandahar campaign. There is also growing concern over Obama's vow to begin withdrawing troops in July 2011, a strategy CFR defense fellow Stephen Biddle says "reduces the credibility of American promises to prevail to stay long enough to beat the enemy." (Petraeus, for his part, has not ruled out (BBC) recommending that the pullout be delayed.) With coalition death tolls approaching 1,900, frustration among allies is also mounting. Canada, the Netherlands, and Romania are all pondering a full pullout (RFE/RL).

As Afghan and Western support for the American-led war effort falters, the Obama administration and its military leaders themselves have looked to refocus attention on efforts to improve Afghanistan's political, security, and governance sectors. In assessing Kandahar, for instance, military officials sought to tamp down expectations of an operation they had talked up just months before. "We almost hesitate to call it an operation because that gives the sense that there will be some moment when the operation commences," General Petraeus told CFR.org in an interview last month. "There's not a D-Day with this."

Instead of a crushing military push, commanders say the goal in Kandahar will be to present a "rising tide of security" in the south, augmented by efforts to improve governance and basic services. Petraeus told lawmakers in June 2010 that the U.S. military hopes to increase electricity generation to the Kandahar area (PDF), (a claim the general made before collapsing during testimony, perceived by some as an equally discouraging omen). Yet Western analysts in southern Afghanistan say expectations are exceedingly low that American governance efforts will succeed. Afghans are already fleeing (NPR) in advance of the anticipated uptick in violence from the summer offensive.

Measuring success in America's longest war will therefore take more time, analysts say. Biddle, who served as an adviser to General McChrystal, says it's hard to know if current approaches are succeeding. "We're at one of those moments where it's very hard to tell whether things are going well or badly. Counterinsurgency always has this 'darkest before the dawn' quality." Yet Anthony Cordesman, a longtime Afghan war watcher, says time may no longer be on Washington's side. "It is time . . . to be far more realistic about the war in Afghanistan," Cordesman argues. "It may well still be winnable, but it is not going to be won by denying the risks, the complexity, and the time that any real hope of victory will take."

coin fails – not enough troops

COUNTERINSURGENCY FAILS IN AFGHANISTAN – NOT NEARLY ENOUGH BOOTS ON THE GROUND FOR SUCCESS
Abreu 10 (Sean, Executive Assistant at AAA NCNU and writer for Suite 101.com, “Counterinsurgency in Afghanistan Focus on Security, Development, Governance, and Information” Jan 9, 2010http://modernwar.suite101.com/ article.cfm/ counterinsurgency _in_afghanistan KD) dejohn
Successful counterinsurgency campaigns employ the “clear, hold, and build” strategy. The concept is simple. International troops, in conjunction with local police and army units, seize a region, pushing out the embedded insurgents. A permanent garrison is established and left behind to protect the population from another insurgent infestation. Once security is established, redevelopment teams stream in to supply humanitarian aid, rebuild the region, and construct infrastructure where none existed before. The larger goal is to build trust in the government. The objective is to lay a foundation for a strong country capable of governing and policing itself based on its own traditional and cultural laws and its own system of rule. The issue in Afghanistan is that there are not enough boots on the ground to conduct all three phases. NATO and U.S. troops are forced to conduct “sweep” operations through any given region to flush out insurgents. Troops are capable of clearing a region, but lack the manpower to hold that ground and establish a permanent presence. It is estimated that for an effective counterinsurgency strategy to work in Afghanistan it would require a minimum manpower ratio of twenty soldiers per thousand inhabitants.
COIN REQUIRES TOO MANY BOOTS ON THE GROUND TO SOLVE – WE SHOULD CHANGE OUR STRATEGY – WE SHOULD NOT PROP UP NATION-BUILDING

Timothy K. Hsia 10, writer for “At war: writing from the front lines” NY Times, graduate of the U.S. Military Academy. He is currently deployed on his second tour, “Rolling Stone Article’s True Focus: Counterinsurgency”, 6/23/10, [http://atwar.blogs.nytimes.com/2010/06/23/rolling-stone-articles-true-focus-counterinsurgency-coin/] imanol
Counterinsurgency is simply too undefined of a mission, and a mission set that in some cases can never be attained. Worse yet, it is a military mission which is difficult to impossible for the military to fully prepare, tailor, and train itself towards. Not only is COIN a mission too big for the military and for the nation to commit to, but it is also, according to Colonel Gentile, eroding the Army’s ability to wage a conventional war as core military skills in armor and field artillery have atrophied since the Army has become focused on counterinsurgency. Counterinsurgency Is an Overly Ambitious Foreign Policy Professor Bacevich, an international relations expert at Boston University, attacks counterinsurgency from a strategic and moral vantage point. He argues that counterinsurgency is a naïve and unwarranted belief in the ability to export Western values and institutions. Professor Bacevich believes that counterinsurgency is an outgrowth of the the neoconservative movement and the ability of America’s foreign policy, primarily military, to change and alter the history, traditions, and cultures of other nations. According to Professor Bacevich, when COIN is “stripped to its essentials … [it] is a call for Western-engineered nation building on a stupendous scale.” Bacevich proposes that instead of the all-or-nothing approach of counterinsurgency, the United States should move away from grand strategic designs that require COIN and settle instead on containment.

 coin fails – empirically
Counterinsurgency wars fail – when foreign countries come into another country they fuel insurgency 

Eland, Ph.D. in national security policy from George Washington University,spent 15 years working for Congress on national security issues, including stints as an investigator for the House Foreign Affairs Committee and Principal Defense Analyst at the Congressional Budget Office, 2009
(Ivan Eland,"Why Most Counterinsurgency Wars Fail," LA Progressive (ELECTRONIC MAGAZINE), November 2009, http://www.laprogressive.com/war-and-peace/why-most-counterinsurgency-wars-fail/, gh-ag)

In recent history, very few counterinsurgency wars have ended in success. Guerrillas are often outgunned by a wealthier invading power, but they do have two powerful advantages. One is that they are fighting on their home turf, which they usually know much better than the invader. Guerrilla warfare at the strategic level is defensive, even though at the tactical level, raiding insurgents are many times on the offense. As a result of being on the strategic defense, the second advantage is that the attacking power will find it difficult to overcome the “foreign invader” label among the population of the invaded country. Thus, because winning the support of the local population is the most important—and difficult—objective in any counterinsurgency war, most such campaigns end in failure. But there have been a few notable exceptions. At the turn of the 20th century, the United States refused independence to the Philippines after the Spanish-American War and then outfought Filipino guerrillas to make U.S. colonial rule stick; a U.S.-supported Greek government beat back communist insurgents in the late 1940s; and the British beat back Marxist guerrillas in Malaya in the late 1940s to the early 1960s. Although it might be tempting to assume that the only way to beat guerrillas is to use ruthlessly brutal tactics, this predominated in only the first of the three episodes. The United States used concentration camps, torture, and a scorched-earth policy in taming Filipino guerrillas. But even here, such drastic and unacceptable methods may not have been what tipped the outcome to a counterinsurgency success. The common thread in these three success stories seems to be that either the guerrilla movement was divided or did not win the overwhelming support of the local populace. In the case of the Filipino insurgency, Emilio Aguinaldo, the guerrilla leader, never really had the support of most of the Filipino population. Similarly, in Malaya, the rebellion occurred only in a minority of the minority Chinese population, thus allowing the British to eventually stamp it out. In Greece in the late 1940s, the opposition movement was divided, allowing the U.S.-backed Greek government to prevail. How do these conclusions apply to current counterinsurgency wars? In both the rugged terrain of Afghanistan and the urban landscape of Iraq, guerrilla groups have taken advantage of familiar environments to effectively harass the U.S. superpower. In addition, the United States, in some sense, has been more restrained than the Taliban and Iraqi insurgents toward the local populations. The Taliban is known for its harsh methods of justice and killing, and some of the Iraqi guerrillas have slaughtered civilians with suicide bombs. In contrast, in both nations, the United States has built infrastructure projects and handed out candy to children. Yet the United States has failed to win the hearts and minds of either population, because of excessive collateral killings from air and ground attacks. At the end of the day, even a foreign invader who tries to be more sharing and caring is still regarded as a foreign invader. In Somalia, the militant Islamist Shaabab movement had little public support until the United States, as part of its global “war on terror,” began funding unpopular and corrupt Somali warlords to promote “stability”—turning the local population toward the movement and away from the perceived meddling superpower and its Somali government lackey. Then, making things worse, a U.S.-backed Ethiopian invasion provided only some temporary stability as long as Ethiopian troops were willing to occupy the country. The cross-border invasion by Ethiopia—long regarded by Somalis as their archenemy—to quash the militant Islamists only enhanced the radicals’ standing in Somalia once Ethiopian forces withdrew. In short, history shows that the presence or influence of foreigners only feeds the flames of any insurgency, which can then be portrayed as a defense of the nation against outside aggression. But isn’t there hope for Iraq and Afghanistan because opposition forces are divided and often unpopular? Not really. In Iraq, the United States was able to take advantage of al-Qaeda-in-Iraq’s brutal killing of civilians to divide the Sunni guerrilla movement and bribe the Awakening Councils to battle the group. The problem in Iraq is that as U.S. forces draw down, the now reduced guerrilla war could turn into a civil war among the Sunni, Shi’ite, and Kurdish ethno-sectarian groups. In Afghanistan, the Taliban is unquestionably brutal, but Afghans do regard the United States as a foreign occupier, are suspicious of the U.S. long-term military presence, do not support a surge in U.S. forces, do not think it will defeat the Taliban, and thus support negotiating with the insurgents. In short, the prognosis is not good in either case 

coin fails – poor communication
COIN is ineffective—poor communication between forces

Ackerman, national security reporter, 5-12 [Spencer, “From Kandahar, a View of a Counterproductive Counterinsurgency,” http://washingtonindependent.com/84592/from-kandahar-view-of-a-counterproductive-counterinsurgency] emma b

At the White House this afternoon, Presidents Barack Obama and Hamid Karzai committed themselves to a “long-term partnership,” in Obama’s words, “that is not simply defined by our military presence.” Both expressed confidence in the ultimate success of a war in its ninth year.  All this happens as thousands of U.S., NATO and Afghan forces are moving into the city and surrounding environs of Kandahar. Senior officials in charge of shaping the operation have cautioned against viewing Kandahar as an iconic invasion campaign. Unlike the February operation in Marja, where 15,000 NATO and Afghan troops invaded and a governance structure of unproven capability was essentially airlifted into an area under Taliban control, the approach to Kandahar involves bolstering governance and economic efforts in parts of Kandahar currently under government control and expanding them outwards into Taliban-held territory. That will require intense and persistent coordination between NATO militaries, NATO civilians, their governments back home, Afghan security forces, local Afghan government officials and national Afghan government officials. A source in Kandahar considers it all a pipe dream. That source passed on the following assessment of how counterinsurgency efforts across Afghanistan are shaping up, over a year after Obama embraced them at the strategic level and nearly a year after Obama tapped Gen. Stanley McChrystal and Amb. Karl Eikenberry to implement them. The source’s reluctant viewpoint, which is making its way through official channels in Afghanistan, is that the coordination necessary for successful counterinsurgency between civilian and military forces is not in evidence. Neither is the coordination between NATO and Afghan forces. Lumbering bureaucracy inhibits the rapid application of services and economic aid after military forces clear an area, as Joe Klein recently documented with an Army company based on the outskirts of Kandahar. NATO forces do not adequately control information operations; they do not adequately explain to Afghan civilians the purpose of military or governance operations; and what understanding they have of their area of operations, they don’t adequately share with their partner units. “It is evident that there is little attention to ensuring that the local population is prepared for the transition of combat troops occupying their home one month and then smiling faces knocking on their doors the next,” the source writes, comparing the difference between counterinsurgency theory and practice to the same experienced under communism. “The enemy still has the discipline to outlast our commitment to the area.”  The source’s assessment, titled “A Counterproductive Counterinsurgency,” is reprinted below in full, with minor interruptions in the text for clarity. The counterinsurgency methodology which is currently being employed in Afghanistan is not going to lead coalition forces to victory in this war.  The idea of “counterinsurgency” appears to be a viable way for success on paper. Military units, along with NGO’s [non-governmental organizations], the Department of State, GIRoA [the Afghanistan government], and other government agencies work together to emplace the clear, hold, build strategy in key areas of the battlefield. Like communism, however, counterinsurgency methods are not proving to be effective in practice.  Counterinsurgency methods must make quick and effective use of information. However, the joint environment of the theater of operation makes it difficult for efficient information dissemination. Coalition units are still apprehensive about distributing information to consumers who do not wear the same uniform — and many units still have major breakdowns in following guidance directing the flow of information up to higher decision-making elements; or down to the soldiers on the ground. The result of stove-piped information sharing channels maximizes the amount of time that insurgent forces have to seek out coalition vulnerabilities and exploit them.  The passive approach taken to reintegrate the enemy is also proving to be ineffective. Coalition forces who are using the idea of projects and Provincial Reconstruction Teams to pacify local insurgents are experiencing long delays in getting their recommended courses of action approved, funded and then complete. Additionally, there is often a poor hand-off from kinetic [read: military] forces who relinquish control of a previously hostile area to non-kinetic groups who are empowered to “win hearts and minds.” It is evident that there is little attention to ensuring that the local population is prepared for the transition of combat troops occupying their home one month and then smiling faces knocking on their doors the next. Additionally, coalition participants are not yet capable of recognizing the human terrain of their area once they assume control of it.  The human terrain layer of the battlefield is a necessary component of mission planning and success in a counterinsurgency environment. Coalition forces have become aware of the utility of understanding it but have failed to quantify their efforts in exploiting it. The fact that insurgent groups are still integrated within the population of areas that have been under coalition control for long periods of time is indicative of their ability to more effectively exploit the human layer of the battlefield and mitigate the effects of a counterinsurgency campaign. The adage still holds true today that “we have the watches, but they have the time.” The enemy still has the discipline to outlast our commitment to the area.  As if the breakdown of communication and process methodology in place isn’t enough to negate the effectiveness of counterinsurgency operations, we must also contend with the effects of the media, and a world population that cringes when it is witness to overt aggression and the marginalization of people. In this response, the leaders of this campaign have taken too many precautions to ensure that everyone is content with the tact taken. An effective counterinsurgency can only be waged by an organization that is capable of committing to support only those it empowers, remains quiet until it strikes, and effectively owns the world of information. Once it is capable of identifying the vulnerabilities in core infrastructure before the enemy is able to exploit them—and strikes with precision to seal them up, the enemy will dissolve and we will find the war is won.  

coin fails – incomplete

OUR COUNTERINSURGENCY DOCTRINE IN AFGHANISTAN IS FAILING – THE DOCTRINE IS INCOMPLETE AND HAS BECOME OUR GO-TO STRATEGY – WE IGNORE OTHER OPTIONS
Reverson, professor of national security affairs and the EMC Informationist Chair at the U.S. Naval War College, 7/5 (Derek Reveron, 7/5/10, " Debating Counterinsurgency ", http://sitrep.globalsecurity.org /articles/100705631-debating-counterinsurgency.htm)  yan
During his change of command ceremony, General David Petraeus reiterated continued emphasis on counterinsurgency in Afghanistan. He said:

...my assumption of command represents a change in personnel, not a change in policy or strategy. To be sure, I will, as any new commander should, together with ISAF, Afghan, and diplomatic partners, examine our civil-military effort to determine where refinements might be needed. But our military objectives will remain the same. Together with our Afghan partners, we must secure and serve the people of Afghanistan. We must help Afghan leaders develop their security forces and governance capacity so that they can, over time, take on the tasks of securing their country and see to the needs of their people. And, in performing these tasks, we clearly must pursue the insurgents relentlessly.

This was not unexpected; Petraeus is one of the architects of U.S. counterinsurgency doctrine, practiced counterinsurgency in Iraq, and supported General McChrystal's counterinsurgency strategy for Afghanistan. At least until the December strategy review, counterinsurgency with a dose of counterterrorism is conventional wisdom in Afghanistan.

Not everyone agrees.

The current issue of Joint Force Quarterly offers two perspectives on counterinsurgency. Representing the COINdinistas is John Nagl, who is now the President of the Center for New American Security. A retired U.S. Army lieutenant colonel, Nagl is one of the champions of counterinsurgency strategy and a key advisor on the subject. In JFQ, he wrote

The doctrinal manual was built around two big ideas: first, that protecting the population was the key to success in any counterinsurgency campaign, and second, that to succeed in counterinsurgency, an army has to be able to learn and adapt more rapidly than its enemies. Neither of these ideas was especially new, but both were fundamental changes for an American Army that had traditionally relied on firepower to win its wars.

By now, we are familiar with this construction. Protect the population, build institutions, and limit civilian casualties in order to deprive the insurgents of the support they need. But, according to Harlan Ullman, this isn't working and he offers nine reasons why the U.S. is losing in Afghanistan.

Representing the traditional military is U.S. Army Colonel Gian Gentile. Gentile is a professor at West Point and is a prominent critic of counterinsurgency theory. He wrote in JFQ,
FM 3-24 [COIN doctrine manual] today...is incomplete, and the dysfunction of its underlying theory becomes clearer every day. The Army needs a better and more complete operational doctrine for counterinsurgency, one that is less ideological, less driven by think tanks and experts, less influenced by a few clever books and doctoral dissertations on COIN, and less shaped by an artificial history of counterinsurgency.

Further, Gentile sees that the U.S. Army must be freed from the counterinsurgency straitjacket.

The dogma of counterinsurgency has seduced folks inside and outside the American defense establishment into thinking that instead of war and the application of military force being used as a last resort and with restraint, it should be used at the start and that it can change "entire societies" for the better.

coin fails – indicts of advocates

PREFER OUR EVIDENCE – ADVOCATES OF THE COIN STRATEGY ARE MOTIVATED BY PROFIT – THEY ADVANCE FALSE ARGUMENTS IN ORDER TO SECURE FUNDING
CROWLEY 2010

[Michael, senior editor, “COIN toss:  The cult of counterinsurgency”, THE NEW REPUBLIC, January 04, http://www.tnr.com/article/world/coin-toss]
In early 2007, defense analyst Michèle Flournoy and Asia expert Kurt Campbell co-founded CNAS with what they described as a mission of reclaiming the “pragmatic,” non-ideological center of the foreign policy debate. Supported with money from left-leaning foundations and defense contractors, including Boeing and Northrop Grumman, they hired a team of mostly Democratic foreign policy hands and produced policy papers with a generally hawkish bent, including one in 2008 that opposed a fixed timeline for withdrawal from Iraq. CNAS wasn’t intended to be counterinsurgency central. After Obama was elected, however, he raided the think tank to staff the State and Defense departments. (Flournoy took a job as the Pentagon’s senior policy official, and Campbell became Foggy Bottom’s top Asia hand.) Filling the void has been Nagl, who joined CNAS in January 2008 and became its president in February 2009, along with several counterinsurgency-centric colleagues who have joined since its founding. One is Andrew Exum, a former Army Ranger who has served in both Iraq and Afghanistan. Exum, in his early thirties, is a bearded and wry native of East Tennessee who advised McChrystal’s review team this summer. Then there’s CNAS’s 32-year-old CEO, Nate Fick, who was a Marine captain in Baghdad and has served as a civilian instructor at a counterinsurgency academy in Kabul. Last year, CNAS also signed up the ultimate counterinsurgency guru in David Kilcullen, an Australian who served as a top adviser to General David Petraeus in Iraq. Together, this quartet has churned out a raft of policy papers, opinion pieces, and quotes about counterinsurgency in Iraq and Afghanistan, ranging from the best way to set benchmarks for progress to warnings about the use of aerial drone strikes. (Exum, Fick, and Kilcullen oppose heavy reliance on the tactic for fear that civilian casualties will cause blowback.) Though CNAS is loath to be known as a one-trick pony--it recently completed a report encouraging U.S. cooperation with China and runs an energy and climate-based “natural security” program--it is effectively cornering the market on counterinsurgency thought. In addition to its staff hires, CNAS has provided fellowships to book-writing journalists like Tom Ricks, David Cloud, and Greg Jaffe, who have advanced the pro-counterinsurgency narrative. But perhaps the clearest indication of both CNAS’s clout and its current focus came when the think tank held its third annual conference at Washington’s posh Willard Hotel. The keynote speaker was none other than Petraeus himself. The stakes for the United States in Afghanistan are enormous. But, in a more parochial sense, so are the stakes for CNAS and what you might call the cult of counterinsurgency. Washington is already planning for a more counterinsurgency-oriented future--witness the latest Pentagon budget, which shifts billions of dollars away from high-tech weapons systems designed for fighting a great power like China, toward equipment like aerial drones and armored personnel carriers. Meanwhile, the liberal national security establishment has come to embrace a doctrine that went into vogue under the dreaded Bush regime. In an essay titled “Petraeus the Progressive” published in the journal Democracy last winter, Rachel Kleinfeld, president of the center-left Truman National Security Project, celebrated Petraeus for emphasizing the battle for Iraqi hearts and minds over “outgunning and outmanning the enemy.” Other liberals warm to the doctrine’s intellectual sheen. “Counterinsurgency is not just thinking man’s warfare--it is the graduate level of war,” states an epigraph in the Army’s counterinsurgency manual. But some thoughtful skeptics warn that the months ahead in Afghanistan may expose the promise of counterinsurgency as a mirage. One of them is Colonel Gian Gentile, a former cavalry squadron commander in Iraq with a Stanford University Ph.D. in history. Since his 2007 return from Iraq, Gentile, who now teaches at West Point, has relentlessly challenged the arguments of counterinsurgency proponents. Advocates of the doctrine say that it has been repeatedly tested and proved in conflicts ranging from Vietnam to Iraq. Through several articles in military journals, Gentile has been fighting this “narrative,” which he says has various historical flaws. He warns, for instance, that counterinsurgency campaigns are more violent than people understand. The British victory in Malaya involved brute force and mass resettlement programs, for example, while the more recent defeat of the Tamil Tigers in Sri Lanka involved a heavy military campaign that caused widespread civilian misery. Even the Iraq surge caused a dramatic increase in civilian casualties from airstrikes and led to a spike in the number of Iraqi detainees held by the United States, notes Michael Cohen of the New America Foundation. Gentile is especially skeptical of the claim that counterinsurgency saved Iraq. To hear the likes of Nagl tell it, Petraeus implemented a new strategy in 2006 under which U.S. troops left the isolation of fortress-like bases and integrated themselves with Iraqi forces and the Iraqi people, improving training of the Iraqi army, winning the population’s trust, and helping to turn Sunni tribesmen in Anbar province against Al Qaeda. But some contrarian military thinkers warn that the story is far more complicated. It’s not clear that the Sunnis needed our encouragement to turn on Al Qaeda, for instance, and ethnic cleansing may have burned itself out. Celeste Ward, a Bush Pentagon official who advised Army Lt. General Peter W. Chiarelli in Iraq, says that some military units had been practicing counterinsurgency in Iraq, to little avail, before Petraeus overhauled the American strategy there. “To think that the reduction of violence was primarily the result of American military action is hubris run amuck [sic],” Gentile writes in the fall edition of the military journal Parameters. Gentile is convinced that Obama’s “surge” in Afghanistan can’t work--at least not in a time frame that Obama or his country will accept. “I think history shows that if a nation is going to try this kind of military method--population-centric counterinsurgency, which is also nation building--it doesn’t happen in a couple of years. It’s a generational commitment.” And, if Afghanistan doesn’t turn around soon, the Democrats who founded and support CNAS, and who have come to embrace the Petraeus-Nagl view of modern warfare, may find themselves wondering whether it’s time to go back to the drawing board.

coin fails – at:  iraq proves coin good

Despite COIN success in Iraq – the different landscape in Afghanistan makes success impossible

Nir Rosen 10, fellow at the New York University Center on Law and Security, Boston review, January/February 2010, “Something from Nothing U.S. Strategy in Afghanistan”, [http://www.bostonreview.net/BR35.1/rosen.php]  imanol

More fundamentally, COIN helped to control violence in Iraq because sectarian bloodshed—which changed the conflict from an anti-occupation struggle to a civil war, displaced millions, and resulted in the deaths of hundreds of thousands—was already exhausting itself when the Surge started in 2007. The Sunnis were willing to cooperate with the Americans because the Sunnis knew they had been defeated by the time the “Sunni Awakening” began in Anbar Province in September 2006; the victorious Shias were divided, and militias degenerated into gangsterism. In comparison with al Qaeda in Iraq and Shia gangs, the Americans looked good. They could step into the void without escalating the conflict, even as casualties rose temporarily. Moreover, with more than two-thirds of Iraqis in cities, the U.S. efforts could focus on large urban centers, especially Baghdad, the epicenter of the civil war. In Afghanistan, there is no comparable exhaustion of the population, more than two-thirds of which lives in hard-to-reach rural areas. In addition, population protection—the core of COIN—is more complicated in Afghanistan. The Taliban only attack Afghan civilians who collaborate with the Americans and their puppet government or who are suspected of violating the extremely harsh interpretation of Islamic law that many Afghans accept. And unlike in Iraq, where innocent civilians were targeted only by predatory militias, civilians in Afghanistan are as likely to be targeted by their “own” government as by paramilitary groups. Afghanistan has not fallen into civil war—although tension between Pashtuns and Tajiks is increasing—so the United States cannot be its savior. You can’t build walls around thousands of remote Afghan villages; you can’t punish the entire Pashtun population, the largest group in the country, the way the minority Sunnis of Iraq was punished.

afghan instability adv – plan key to negotations

Hezb-i-Islami proves peace talks are possible but the insurgents want us out first. 

Reuters 10
[Hamid Shalizi, “Taliban say not involved in Kabul Peace Talks,” March, 23, http://www.reuters.com/article/ idUSTRE62L0PT20100323,  gh~hak] 

The Taliban are not involved in peace talks between an insurgent faction and Afghan President Hamid Karzai, and will not agree to talks until Western troops are withdrawn from the country, a spokesman said on Tuesday. Karzai's office said on Monday he had held his first direct talks in Kabul with a senior delegation from Hezb-i-Islami, one of the three main insurgent groups in the country and rivals to the Taliban. The meeting was an unprecedented success in Karzai's efforts to reach out to insurgents this year, a crucial time when Washington is sending a "surge" of extra combat troops before planning to start withdrawing next year. Although the talks appeared to be preliminary, the publicly acknowledged face-to-face meeting was a significant milestone: previous contacts with insurgents have been furtive and conducted through mediators, mostly overseas. The Hezb-i-Islami team, which included the son-in-law of the group's fugitive leader Gulbuddin Hekmatyar, brought a 15-point peace plan including a call for all foreign troops to withdraw this year, though a spokesman said the demands were negotiable. A separate peace with Hezb-i-Islami could markedly change the balance of power on the ground in the east and northeast of the country where the group is mostly active. But the main prize would be talks with the Taliban themselves, more powerful than at any time since they were driven from Kabul in 2001 by U.S.-backed Afghan militia. A Taliban spokesman, Zabihullah Mujahid, said his movement, which refers to itself as the Islamic Emirate of Afghanistan, the country's name when it ruled from 1996-2001, had not altered its position: that no talks could be held until troops withdraw. "The Islamic Emirate has a clear position. We have said this many, many times. There will be no talks when there are foreign troops on Afghanistan's soil killing innocent Afghans on daily basis," Mujahid said. "If the representatives from Hezb-i-Islami are in Kabul for talks, it's their choice," he added. The Taliban, the biggest insurgent group, have their bases in the south, but operate throughout much of the country and have encroached on Hezb-i-Islmai turf in the northeast and east in recent months. Taliban fighters clashed with Hezb-i-Islami militants in the north of the country two weeks ago, which the government said led some Hezb-i-Islami guerrillas to seek its protection. Although direct contacts between the government and senior Taliban officials have been denied by both sides, Western officials say they believe indirect and lower-level contacts have taken place throughout eight years of war. The outgoing U.N. mission chief in Kabul, Kai Eide, said last week he had held meetings with Taliban representatives over the past year, which ended abruptly this year when Pakistan arrested the number two Taliban leader, Mullah Abdul Ghani Baradar. Some Afghan officials have said the government had made contact with Baradar, and blame Islamabad for arresting him to ensure that it has leverage over any future talks. Karzai's spokesman has said the government had no "direct" contacts with Baradar, but declined to comment on whether it had had "indirect" contacts.
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DRAWDOWN MEANS WARLORDS AND PROVINCIAL LEADERS FILL IN

Carpenter 2009 
[Ted Galen - vice president for defense and foreign policy studies @ Cato Institute, “Withdrawing from Afghanistan”,  April 24, http://www.cato-at-liberty.org/2009/04/24/withdrawing-from-afghanistan/] ttate
We need to abandon the counter-narcotics campaign in its entirety. And we need to abandon any notion of a nation-building campaign in Afghanistan. Now what should we be doing? Well, we should be cutting deals with any relevant player, not just acting as though the government in Kabul is the only relevant actor. Not just focusing on trying to create something that has never really existed in Afghanistan: a very powerful central government in control of the whole country backed by a strong national army. We need to be cutting deals with every relevant player who's willing to work with us. That means regional warlords. That means tribal leaders. That means clan leaders. And yes, it includes trying to work out arrangements with elements of the Taliban that might be willing to try to work with us against al Qaeda. I don't think it is inevitable at all that, even if the Taliban were able to establish control over most of Afghanistan, it would necessarily give shelter again to al Qaeda. Taliban leaders have learned that there is a price to pay for that kind of decision. We don't need a large military footprint to achieve such modest military goals. Small numbers of CIA and Special Forces personnel, to work with cooperative players, should be sufficient. That means that virtually all U.S. forces can and should be withdrawn over the next 18 months. Escalation, which is the course we're on now, is precisely the wrong strategy. No matter how long we stay, how much money we spend, and how many lives we squander, Afghanistan is never going to become a central Asian version of Arizona. We should stop operating under the delusion that it will.
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PLAN ENDS SUPPORT FOR KARZAI – ALLOWS PROVINCIAL LEADERS TO FILL THE POWER GAP

WEST 2010B

[Bing – asst secretary of defense in the Reagan administration, “How to save Afghanistan from Karzai”, New York Times, April 06, http://www.nytimes.com/2010/04/07/opinion/07west.html] ttate
Ideally, we could then begin to withdraw major American units and leave behind small task forces that combine advisory and combat duties, leading to a new ratio of about one American to 10 Afghans. Not only would this bring our troops home, but it would shift the responsibility for nation-building to Afghan forces. At the same time, we would have to pivot our policy in two ways. First, Mr. Karzai should be treated as a symbolic president and given the organizational “mushroom treatment” — that is, we should shut off the flows of information and resources directly to the national government. President Ronald Reagan did something similar with another erratic ally, President Ferdinand Marcos of the Philippines. In February 1986, Reagan warned Marcos that if government troops attacked opposition forces holed up on the outskirts of Manila, it would cause “untold damage” to his relations with the United States — meaning the aid spigot would be turned off. When his countrymen saw that he was stripped of prestige and support, they forced Marcos into exile. Second, the coalition must insist that the Afghan military play a primary role in the governance of the districts and provinces, including in the allocation of aid and the supervision of the police. We should work directly with those local and provincial leaders who will act responsibly, and cut off those who are puppets of Kabul. This is happening, to some extent, in Helmand Province, site of the Marja battle, where the coalition has independent control over $500 million in reconstruction aid and salaries. We have been fortunate that the provincial governor, Gulab Mangal, while a Karzai appointee, has proved an innovative partner. But in any case, we know that coalition aid need not flow through Kabul. Gen. Stanley McChrystal, the top American commander in the region, already seems to be considering this approach as the battle for Kandahar gains intensity. “One of the things we’ll be doing in the shaping is working with political leaders to try to get an outcome that makes sense” including “partnering inside the city with the Afghan National Police,” he told reporters last month. Although isolating Mr. Karzai will strike many as a giant step backward, the truth is that we don’t have a duty to impose democracy on Afghanistan. The advancement of liberty doesn’t necessitate a “one person, one vote” system, as the 1.5 million fraudulent votes cast for Mr. Karzai in last summer’s sham election showed. We cannot provide democracy if we desire it more than the Afghans. The Philippines — and South Korea as well — evolved into thriving democracies at their own pace, well after American aid helped to beat back the military threats facing them. It was enough to prevent the Communist takeoversand leave behind governments controlled in the background by a strong military. We didn’t spend tens of billions of dollars on material projects to inculcate democratic principles. Similarly, a diminished Hamid Karzai can be left to run a sloppy government, with a powerful, American-financed Afghan military insuring that the Taliban do not take over. Admittedly, this risks the emergence of the Pakistan model in Afghanistan — an army that has a country rather than a country that has an army. But we are not obliged to build a democratic nation under a feckless leader. We need to defend our interests, and leave the nation-building to the Afghans themselves. 
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NATION BUILDING IN AFGHANISTAN IS IMPOSSIBLE – STRONG TRADITIONS AND MOUNTAINOUS TERRAIN MEANS REGIONALISM BETTER STRATEGY

Stewart, professor of the Practice of Human Rights and Director @ Harvard University's Carr Center for Human Rights Policy, ’09 (Rory, “The Irresistible Illusion”, The London Review of Books, July 09, http://www.lrb.co.uk/v31/n13/rory-stewart/the-irresistible-illusion)

It is impossible for Britain and its allies to build an Afghan state. They have no clear picture of this promised ‘state’, and such a thing could come only from an Afghan national movement, not as a gift from foreigners. Is a centralised state, in any case, an appropriate model for a mountainous country, with strong traditions of local self-government and autonomy, significant ethnic differences, but strong shared moral values? And even were stronger central institutions to emerge, would they assist Western national security objectives? Afghanistan is starting from a very low base: 30 years of investment might allow its army, police, civil service and economy to approach the levels of Pakistan. But Osama bin Laden is still in Pakistan, not Afghanistan. He chooses to be there precisely because Pakistan can be more assertive in its state sovereignty than Afghanistan and restricts US operations. From a narrow (and harsh) US national security perspective, a poor failed state could be easier to handle than a more developed one: Yemen is less threatening than Iran, Somalia than Saudi Arabia, Afghanistan than Pakistan. Yet the current state-building project, at the heart of our policy, is justified in the most instrumental terms – not as an end in itself but as a means towards counter-terrorism. Obama is clear about this: I want the American people to understand that we have a clear and focused goal: to disrupt, dismantle and defeat al-Qaida in Pakistan and Afghanistan, and to prevent their return to either country in the future. That’s the goal that must be achieved. In pursuit of this objective, Obama has so far committed to building ‘an Afghan army of 134,000 and a police force of 82,000’, and adds that ‘increases in Afghan forces may very well be needed.’ US generals have spoken openly about wanting a combined Afghan army-police-security apparatus of 450,000 soldiers (in a country with a population half the size of Britain’s). Such a force would cost $2 or $3 billion a year to maintain; the annual revenue of the Afghan government is just $600 million. We criticise developing countries for spending 30 per cent of their budget on defence; we are encouraging Afghanistan to spend 500 per cent of its budget. Some policymakers have been quick to point out that this cost is unsustainable and will leave Afghanistan dependent forever on the largesse of the international community. Some have even raised the spectre (suggested by the example of Pakistan) that this will lead to a military coup. But the more basic question is about our political principles. We should not encourage the creation of an authoritarian military state. The security that resulted might suit our short-term security interests, but it will not serve the longer interests of Afghans. What kind of anti-terrorist tactics would we expect from the Afghan military? What kind of surveillance, interference and control from the police? We should not assume that the only way to achieve security in a developing country is through the restriction of civil liberties, or that authoritarianism is a necessary phase in state-formation, or a precondition for rapid economic development, or a lesser evil in the fight against modern terrorism. 

NATION BUILDING IN AFGHANISTAN NOT POSSIBLE – MUST FOCUS ON A SYSTEM OF STABLE, DECENTRALIZED GOVERNANCE

BIDDLE ET AL JULY/AUGUST 2010

[Stephen – senior fellow for defense policy @ Council on Foreign Relations, “Defining success in Afghanistan”, FOREIGN AFFAIRS, http://www.foreignaffairs.com/issues/2010/89/4] ttate
The original plan for a post-Taliban Afghanistan called for rapid, transformational nation building. But such a vision no longer appears feasible, if it ever was. Many Americans are now skeptical that even a stable and acceptable outcome in Afghanistan is possible. They believe that Afghanistan has never been administered effectively and is simply ungovernable. Much of today's public opposition to the war centers on the widespread fear that whatever the military outcome, there is no Afghan political end state that is both acceptable and achievable at a reasonable cost. 

The Obama administration appears to share the public's skepticism about the viability of a strong, centralized, Western-style government in Kabul. But it does not think such an ambitious outcome is necessary. As U.S. Secretary of Defense Robert Gates observed in 2009, Afghanistan does not need to become "a Central Asian Valhalla." Yet a Central Asian Somalia would presumably not suffice. Success in Afghanistan will thus mean arriving at an intermediate end state, somewhere between ideal and intolerable. The Obama administration must identify and describe what this end state might look like. Without clear limits on acceptable outcomes, the U.S. and NATO military campaign will be rudderless, as will any negotiation strategy for a settlement with the Taliban. 
In fact, there is a range of acceptable and achievable outcomes for Afghanistan. None is perfect, and all would require sacrifice. But it is a mistake to assume that Afghanistan is somehow ungovernable or that any sacrifice would be wasted in the pursuit of an unachievable goal. Afghanistan's own history offers ample evidence of the kind of stable, decentralized governance that could meet today's demands without abandoning the country's current constitution. By learning from this history and from recent experience in Afghanistan and elsewhere, the United States can frame a workable definition of success in Afghanistan.
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Nation building in Afghanistan will fail

Innocent and Carpenter 2009
[Malou – foreign policy analyst @ Cato and Ted Galen – vice-president for defense and foreign policy studies @ Cato, “Escaping the ‘Graveyard of Empires’, http://www.cato.org/pubs/wtpapers/escaping-graveyard-empires-strategy-exit-afghanistan.pdf ] ttate
After nearly eight years, the pledge to rebuild Afghanistan made at the Bonn Conference is no closer to being fulfilled. Nor is the 2001 pledge “to withdraw all military units from Kabul and other urban centers or other areas in which the UN- mandated force is deployed.” 31 Indeed, Marin Strmecki, a policy coordinator and special adviser on Afghanistan from 2003 to 2005 for the Office of the Secretary of Defense, has urged the Obama administration to remain in the region until Afghans “establish an effective and representative government.” 32 Scholars at the Center for American Progress insist America must “build a national representative government that is able to govern, defend, and sustain itself.” 33 Scholars and officials who believe that a representative government in Afghanistan ought to be a central goal of U.S. policy have yet to reconcile the imbalance between what Afghanistan is—a complex tapestry of traditional tribal structures—and what we want it to be—a stable, modern nation-state governed centrally from Kabul. Accepting the argument that America must build a nationally representative government means that defeating the spreading Islamist insurgency will depend on the coalition’s commitment to increase the Afghan government’s ability to improve security, deliver basic services, and expand development for economic opportunity. Before committing further to such an ambitious project, U.S. policymakers need to grasp the depths of the problems at hand. Whereas the U.S. occupation has brought major improvements in Afghan education and health care, creating a functioning economy and building infrastructure will take years—or decades. About 70 percent of Afghans live on less than two dollars per day. Life expectancy runs between 42.5 and 44 years. Every 28 minutes, a woman dies during childbirth, and one in four children will die before their fifth birthday. Only 51 percent of Afghan men over the age of 15, and a mere 21 percent of women in the same age group, can read and write. 34 In addition to overcoming the structural obstacles posed by Afghanistan’s poor economic development, the United States has tried to assist the growth of the rule of law. 35 Inevitably, however, such attempts face stiff resistance. One glaring example is women’s rights. Some Afghan experts, such as lawyer and entrepreneur Mariam Nawabi, recognize that fully implementing women’s rights will take years of cultural change and education. 36 In 2003 Nawabi provided recommendations to the country’s Constitutional Review Commission, which the Gender and Law Working Group used in advocating the inclusion of a clause in the Afghan constitution to provide equality for men and women. Such changes will be tough, considering the strictness of some social codes. For example, in March 2009, the manager of an Afghan television station was arrested for broadcasting a woman’s bare arms. Many television stations either cut or blur images of women that show more than their faces or necks, so as not to violate government law prohibiting media content not “within the framework of Islam.” 37 In April 2009, Afghanistan’s parliament passed a bill that stripped Shia women of the right to leave their homes without permission and sanctioned rape within marriage. The law rekindled memories of the country’s Sunni fundamentalist government under the Taliban, in which girls were not allowed to attend school, women were not allowed to leave their homes unless escorted by a male relative, and women who did leave their homes were required to wear a burqa, which covers a woman from head to toe. 38 President Hamid Karzai later diluted the law after it attracted domestic and international condemnation, but its passage indicates just how out of touch are America’s goals for rule of law and social liberalization in Afghanistan. Sippi Azarbaijani-Maghaddam, who has worked in Afghanistan for 13 years, finds that despite laws prohibiting discrimination against women, many practices are applied on the basis of rigid, one-sided, and patriarchal notions of honor and female integrity. She argues the Afghan government can facilitate the advance of women held back by oppression, but it must “perform a balancing act to avoid a backlash from conservative elements at home.” 39 U.S. and NATO officials can assist social and cultural advancements when possible, but initiatives should be undertaken with Afghans in the lead, as some will fiercely resist social changes if they perceive Westerners as forcibly liberalizing their culture. The broader goal of long-term development and governance assistance is a Sisyphean task. Indeed, rather than rebuilding, the United States and NATO would be building much of the country from scratch, such as erecting infrastructure and tailoring a judicial system to make it both “modern” and compatible with local customs. Moreover, the U.S. led coalition would be undertaking such a monumental enterprise in a country awash with weapons, notoriously suspicious of outsiders, and largely absent of central authority. That is an impossible mission. It’s critical that U.S. policymakers narrow their objectives to disrupting those forces responsible for the 9/11 attacks. The United States should not drift further into a utopian nation-building operation. Indeed, America has already sunk too far into that morass.
Centralized government in Afghanistan causes instability

Nir Rosen 10, fellow at the New York University Center on Law and Security, Boston review, January/February 2010, “Something from Nothing U.S. Strategy in Afghanistan”, [http://www.bostonreview.net/BR35.1/rosen.php]  imanol

McChrystal assumed that creating a centralized, functioning state in Afghanistan, which has never had one, is possible. Past efforts to extend the reach of a deeply unpopular central government in Afghanistan only caused instability. Prior to the recent elections, the legitimacy of President Hamid Karzai’s government faced serious challenges even in areas it controlled. The botched vote makes clear that his government will never gain the authority it needs in order to function. Obama’s unpromising solution is to pressure the Afghans to create a state by announcing his exit strategy before the troops arrive.
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NO NATION BUILDING IN AFGHANISTAN – PUBLIC RESISTANCE
BANDOW 2010

[Doug – senior fellow @ Cato and former special assistant to Reagan, “Afghan War has stopped making sense”, CATO, January 05, http://www.cato.org/pub_display.php?pub_id=11106] ttate
Some analysts offer humanitarian justifications for intervening. The Afghan people would be better off under some kind of Western-backed government. However, this is true largely despite rather than because of the Karzai regime. And many of the improvements are merely relative. Moreover, any gains are threatened by the bitter conflict now raging. Estimates of the number of dead Afghan civilians since 2001 exceed 30,000. In any case, humanitarianism is an inadequate justification for waging war. Washington is full of ivory-tower warriors who have never been anywhere near a military base, yet who busily concoct grand humanitarian crusades for others to fight. However, the cost in lives and money — as well as the liberty inevitably lost in a more militarised society — can be justified only when the American people have something fundamentally at stake in the conflict. Their interest in determining the form of Afghan government or liberties enjoyed by the Afghan people is not worth war. Imagine if George W. Bush had announced that his administration was going to sacrifice several thousand American lives, trigger a conflict that would kill tens or hundreds of thousands of Iraqis, spend $US2 trillion or more, strengthen Iran's geopolitical position, damage America's international reputation, and reduce US military readiness in order to organise an Iraqi election. Likely popular resistance offers one of the strongest arguments for drawing down forces and shifting from counter-insurgency to counter-terrorism. Even if bolstering the Karzai government is feasible, doing so will be a costly and lengthy process, one for which popular support already has largely dissipated in America and among its allies. It makes no sense to embark on a lengthy campaign for which popular patience is likely to be quickly exhausted. As a state senator, Obama warned against "a US occupation of undetermined length, at undetermined cost, and with unintended consequences" in Iraq. Unfortunately, that looks like his policy for Afghanistan. War is sometimes an ugly necessity. But most of America's recent wars have turned out to be matters of foolish choice. Going into Afghanistan was necessary initially, but staying there today is not. The US and its allies should work to bring the conflict to a close. 

A COUNTER-INSURGENCY STRATEGY WILL FAIL TO BUILD A STABLE, CENTRALIZED GOVERNMENT  - AFGHANISTAN IS NOT IRAQ
Stewart, Ryan Family Professor of Human Rights and Director of the Carr Center on Human Rights Policy at Harvard, 2009 [Rory, “The Irresistible Illusion,” 7-9, http://www.lrb.co.uk/v31/n13/rory-stewart/the-irresistible-illusion] emma b

A necessary condition of the defeat of al-Qaida is the defeat of the Taliban because if the Afghan government falls to the Taliban . . . that country will again be a base for terrorists who want to kill as many of our people as they possibly can.  Such efforts are hampered by the nature of the Afghan economy and government. We must implement a counter-insurgency strategy, which includes  the deployment of 17,000 troops [to] take the fight to the Taliban in the south and the east  but also adopt a more ‘comprehensive approach’, aiming to  promote a more capable and accountable Afghan government . . . advance security, opportunity and justice . . . develop an economy that isn’t dominated by illicit drugs.  Finally, Afghanistan cannot be addressed without addressing Pakistan:  To defeat an enemy that heeds no borders or laws of war, we must recognize the fundamental connection between the future of Afghanistan and Pakistan.  Or, in the pithier statement made by Obama last October:  In order to catch Osama bin Laden we have to win in Afghanistan and stabilize Pakistan.  Obama, then, combines a negative account of Afghanistan’s past and present – he describes the border region as ‘the most dangerous place in the world’ – with an optimism that it can be transformed. He assumes that we have a moral justification and obligation to intervene, that the US and its allies have the capacity to address the threat and that our global humanitarian and security objectives are consistent and mutually reinforcing.  Afghanistan was ‘the right war’. In Iraq, one could criticize the breaking of international law, the lies about weapons of mass destruction, the apparent corruption of contractors, the anarchy in Baghdad and the torture at Abu Ghraib. But the intervention in Afghanistan was a response to 9/11, sanctioned by international law and a broad coalition; the objectives were those of self-defense and altruism. Al-Qaida has killed and continues to try to kill innocent citizens, and it is right to prevent them. It is also right to defeat the Taliban, to bring development and an effective legitimate state to Afghanistan, and to stabilize Pakistan. The elected Afghan government and the majority of the Afghan people support our presence. And the international community has the capacity to transform the situation.  Policymakers perceive Afghanistan through the categories of counter-terrorism, counter-insurgency, state-building and economic development. These categories are so closely linked that you can put them in almost any sequence or combination. You need to defeat the Taliban to build a state and you need to build a state to defeat the Taliban. There cannot be security without development, or development without security. If you have the Taliban you have terrorists, if you don’t have development you have terrorists, and as Obama informed the New Yorker, ‘If you have ungoverned spaces, they become havens for terrorists.’  These connections are global: in Obama’s words, ‘our security and prosperity depend on the security and prosperity of others.’ Or, as a British foreign minister recently rephrased it, ‘our security depends on their development.’ Indeed, at times it seems that all these activities – building a state, defeating the Taliban, defeating al-Qaida and eliminating poverty – are the same activity. The new US army and marine corps counter-insurgency doctrine sounds like a World Bank policy document, replete with commitments to the rule of law, economic development, governance, state-building and human rights. In Obama’s words, ‘security and humanitarian concerns are all part of one project.’  This policy rests on misleading ideas about moral obligation, our capacity, the strength of our adversaries, the threat posed by Afghanistan, the relations between our different objectives, and the value of a state. Even if the invasion was justified, that does not justify all our subsequent actions. If 9/11 had been planned in training camps in Iraq, we might have felt the war in Iraq was more justified, but our actions would have been no less of a disaster for Iraqis or for ourselves. The power of the US and its allies, and our commitment, knowledge and will, are limited. It is unlikely that we will be able to defeat the Taliban. The ingredients of successful counter-insurgency campaigns in places like Malaya – control of the borders, large numbers of troops in relation to the population, strong support from the majority ethnic groups, a long-term commitment and a credible local government – are lacking in Afghanistan.  General Petraeus will find it difficult to repeat the apparent success of the surge in Iraq. There are no mass political parties in Afghanistan and the Kabul government lacks the base, strength or legitimacy of the Baghdad government. Afghan tribal groups lack the coherence of the Iraqi Sunni tribes and their relation to state structures: they are not being driven out of neighborhood after neighborhood and they do not have the same relation to the Taliban that the Sunni groups had to ‘al-Qaida in Iraq’. Afghans are weary of the war but the Afghan chiefs are not approaching us, seeking a deal. Since the political players and state structures in Afghanistan are much more fragile than those in Iraq, they are less likely to play a strong role in ending the insurgency. 
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OUR COUNTERINSURGENCY EFFORTS ARE FAILING – US SHOULD DRAWDOWN FORCES AND WORK WITH VARIOUS REGIONAL LEADERS FOR STABILITY

Pakistan Daily 6-11 ( Moin Ansari, “This time Pakistan is ready to deal with a US withdrawal”, http://www.daily.pk/this-time-pakistan-is-ready-to-deal-with-a-us-withdrawal-19089)  DHARA
NEW DELHI: Should Afghanistan be divided into two? Former US envoy to India, Robert Blackwill, has suggested that the US should effect a de facto partition of Afghanistan.  The current counter-insurgency is not working, he says, because the Taliban don’t see why they should negotiate peace when they haven’t been defeated on the ground. The US, he suggests, will have to reconcile to the fact that the Taliban will control southern Afghanistan. They should be allowed to do so.  “After years of faulty US policy toward Afghanistan, there are no quick, easy and cost-free ways to escape the current deadly quagmire. But, with all its problems, de facto partition offers the best available US alternative to strategic defeat,” Blackwill argues in an article in `Politico’.  Having let the Taliban control southern Afghanistan, the US, he says, should “then focus on defending the north and west regions — roughly 60% of the population. These areas, including Kabul, are not Pashtun-dominated and locals are largely sympathetic to US efforts”.  But it would not mean that the US would completely exit. Instead, “we would then make it clear that we would rely heavily on US air power and special forces to target any al-Qaida base in Afghanistan, as well as Afghan Taliban leaders who aided them. We would also target Afghan Taliban encroachments across the de facto partition lines and terrorist sanctuaries along the Pakistan border.”  The US would work to secure the north and west and Kabul, which has considerably less Taliban presence or influence. “This might mean a long-time residual US military force in Afghanistan of about 40,000 to 50,000 troops. We would enlist Tajiks, Uzbeks, Hazaras and supportive Pashtuns in this endeavour, as well as our NATO allies, Russia, India, Iran, perhaps China, Central Asian nations and, hopefully, the UN Security Council.”  The US, he says, would retain the freedom to strike at even civilian Taliban leaders in southern Afghanistan.  The arrangement, he says, would make Pakistan unhappy, but a “Pakistan would likely oppose de facto partition. Managing Islamabad’s reaction would be no easy task — not least because the Pakistan military expects a strategic gain once the US military withdraws from Afghanistan.“  The Bharati plan is to start the ethnic civil war in Afghanistan and prevent peace. Delhi wants a “de facto” partition of Afghanistan along ethnic lines. In Bharat’s calculations, the Tajiks and the Uzbeks along with the Hazaras owe their fielty to the Northern Alliance and Delhi is forging ahead with plans to drive a wedge between the Afghans.  This time around, the Pakistanis have reached deep into the Amu Darya area and all Uzbeks, Tajiks and Hazaras will not support the Northern Alliance. 
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WE SHOULD NOT FOCUS ON CREATING A CENTRAL GOVERNEMNT – RELYING ON WARLORDS AND REGIONALISM KEY TO STABILITY
Friedman 09 (Research fellow in Defense of Homeland Security Studies, PHD in political science, affiliate at MIT)

Benjamin Friedman September 3, 2009  “Making enemies in Afghanistan” CATO Institute http://www.cato-at-liberty.org/2009/09/03/making-enemies-in-afghanistan/  fri
Yaroslav Trofimov’s article in Wednesday’s Wall Street Journal explains how Ghulam Yahya, a former anti-Taliban, Tajik miltia leader from Herat, became an insurgent. The short answer: because the American master plan in Afghanistan required the retirement of warlords. The trouble is that in much of Afghanistan “warlord” is a synonym for “local government.” Attacking local authority structures is a good way to make enemies.  So it went in Herat. Having been fired from a government post, Ghulum Yahya turned his militia against Kabul and now fires rockets at foreign troops, kidnaps their contractors, and brags of welcoming foreign jihadists.  Herat turned redder on the color-coded maps of the “Taliban” insurgency.That story reminded me of C.J. Chivers’s close-in accounts of firefights he witnessed last spring with an army platoon in Afghanistan’s Korangal Valley. According to Chivers, the Taliban there revolted in part because the Afghan government shut down their timber business. That is an odd reason for us to fight them. One of the perversions of the branch of technocratic idealism that we now call counterinsurgency doctrine is its hostility to local authority structures.  As articulated on TV by people like General Stanley McChrystal, counterinsurgency is a kind of one-size-fits-all endeavor. You chase off the insurgents, protect the people, and thus provide room for the central government and its foreign backers to provide services, which win the people to the government. The people then turn against the insurgency.  This makes sense, I suppose, for relatively strong central states facing insurgencies, like India, the Philippines or Colombia. But where the central state is dysfunctional and essentially foreign to the region being pacified, this model may not fit. Certainly it does not describe the tactic of buying off Sunni sheiks in Anbar province Iraq (a move pioneered by Saddam Hussein, not David Petraeus, by the way). It is even less applicable to the amalgam of fiefdoms labeled on our maps as Afghanistan. From what I can tell, power in much of Afghanistan is really held by headmen — warlords — who control enough men with guns to collect some protection taxes and run the local show. The western idea of government says the central state should replace these mini-states, but that only makes sense as a war strategy if their aims are contrary to ours, which is only the case if they are trying to overthrow the central government or hosting terrorists that go abroad to attack Americans. Few warlords meet those criteria. The way to “pacify” the other areas is to leave them alone. Doing otherwise stirs up needless trouble; it makes us more the revolutionary than the counter-revolutionary

WARLORDS CAN PROVIDE STABILITY – HAVE LEGITIMACY WITH THE AFGHANI LOCALS
CASTONGUAY 2010

[David – former financial analyst with Sino affairs, “In praise of warlords”, Foreign Policy in Focus, February 17, http://www.fpif.org/articles/in_praise_of_warlords] ttate

Engaging local groups made up of tribes and warlords (or commanders) means according greater autonomy to them. Over time, they would consolidate and incorporate within the greater security apparatus of the country. These grassroots efforts need greater emphasis — through intelligence on tribal politics, Afghan government reconciliation initiatives, and U.S. military engagement and empowerment of tribes and local leaders — because Afghanistan is a decentralized country. The most important and irreducible political unit is the tribe, at least in the Pashtun lands. Implementing a central government with western apparatus of control is akin to social engineering, bypassing the native political workings of the environment. A centralized country has certain advantages. But going too fast with centralization (and dictating to someone else how fast they should go) risks implementing structures that are too weak to survive. Currently, government agents lack legitimacy in the eyes of the locals, therefore giving rise to repeated accusations of corruption and injustices that erodes their capacity to operate and empowers the anti-Afghan forces. This lack of legitimacy and the weakness of the central government have created anarchy that has increasingly defined the country since 2002. In a country where the internal politics look more like relations between states — rather than the normal relations inside a country in which the state has the monopoly on violence — self-determination is all the more important. It's also conducive to a long-term cooling down of the violence through a process of balancing power and negotiating relationships at the national level.
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WARLORDS VITAL LYNCHPIN FOR STABILITY IN AFGHANISTAN 

CASTONGUAY 2010

[David – former financial analyst with Sino affairs, “In praise of warlords”, Foreign Policy in Focus, February 17, http://www.fpif.org/articles/in_praise_of_warlords] ttate
Yet there are many observers who see tribal politics, warlords and militias as a serious threat to the central government. Seth Jones clearly states “the U.S. assistance to warlords weakened the central government” in the aftermath of 2001. He and others believe that this kind of business is the principal reason why governance in the country has been so poor and the insurgency so strong. This viewpoint has been predominant amongst western deciders and intellectuals. In fact, it’s the other way around: The poor governance and the resulting insurgency have stemmed from attempts to rule the country from the center in the image of modern states. The U.S. assistance to warlords was always as a last resort, done in an ad hoc fashion, and there was never any follow up to get the warlords in line with the central government. Instead, there is evidence that grassroots efforts, when properly supported, have a greater chance of success. Ann Marlowe reported from Afghanistan last year that 250 soldiers of the 82nd Airborne were able to secure the highly contested province of Khost during their tour. The troops were able to win the support of Khost’s 13 tribes but when their tour was over the Taliban were able to regain control of much of the province, despite an increased American footprint. She also mentions the demise of a warlord in Herat that nevertheless resulted in a net security loss in the province. Marlowe concludes: If troops don't understand Afghan culture and fail to work within the tribal system, they will only fuel the insurgency. When we get the tribes on our side, that will change. When a tribe says no, it means no. IEDs will be reported and no insurgent fighters will be allowed to operate in or across their area. This is a lot more than what the ANF can offer. Unlike the ANF, tribes and their leaders have the authority and legitimacy to stop their members from joining the insurgents. Warlords in Afghanistan have a bad reputation because of their poor human rights records and their tendency to fight one another ever since the 1990s. But “warlord” doesn’t necessarily mean the big warlords of old. Rather, the label applies to any local commander who can muster a militia and garner local legitimate support. The commanders who can be friendly to the central government hold the keys to stability and rejection of the insurgency because they are legitimate elements of the social fabric. This has been demonstrated time and again in Iraq where tribal culture is also important. The Sunni insurgency in Anbar and elsewhere, while couched in a greater national struggle, started to improve when the U.S. Army and Marines engaged rather than estranged the village elders and tribal leaders. In Afghanistan, in the northern province of Kunduz, mounting pressure from the Taliban was successfully reversed by Bakhtiar Ludin, a former mujahedeen, and his militia after gaining the support of the central government in 2009. Mr. Ludin was helped by U.S. Special Forces, the CIA, and their Afghan counterparts. They revived the old Mujahedeen in their area — one of them was running a fish restaurant. They responded to the Kunduz governor who said if nothing was done, he’d have to side with the Taliban. In another example, the 1st Battalion, 5th Marines in Helmand province turned a bad situation around this summer by adopting a population-centric rather than an insurgent-centric approach. Gen. Michael T. Flynn explains: Many local elders quietly resented the Taliban for threatening their traditional power structure. The Taliban was empowering young fighters and mullahs to replace local elders as the primary authorities on local economic and social matters. Based on its integrated intelligence, 1st Battalion, 5th Marines took steps to subvert the Taliban power structure and to strengthen the elders’ traditional one. This speaks volumes for the presence of an indigenous tribal political structure that must take a central role in the greater counterinsurgency strategy and the rebuilding of the country. The Tajik Example Finally, there is the experience of Tajikistan recently documented in Foreign Affairs. With a minimal budget, international efforts were able to stabilize the country in the 1990s by allowing local warlords to retain more autonomy. Instead of less effective governance, warlords were able to generate more of it because they had genuine control over their area. On the national level, an essential balance of power was struck, borders were controlled and the country eventually moved on: Rather than forcing free and fair elections, throwing out warlords, and flooding the country with foreign peacekeepers, the intervening parties opted for a more limited and realistic set of goals. They brokered deals across political factions, tolerated warlords where necessary, and kept the number of outside peacekeeping troops to a minimum. The result has been the emergence of a relatively stable balance of power inside the country, the dissuasion of former combatants from renewed hostilities, and the opportunity for state building to develop organically. The Tajik case suggests that in trying to rebuild a failed state, less may be more. But giving a greater role to the tribes and the militias isn't a new idea. Just over a year ago, an American-backed plan experimented with the arming of a militia in Wardak province. The Obama plan itself talks about the need for U.S. troops to work with local political units and their militias. Yet it's a matter of what elements are emphasized and whether the U.S. military can change its culture. Even the intelligence community has severe shortcomings in the knowledge department necessary to fight a successful counterinsurgency. In a scathing report, Flynn said the intelligence community was “ignorant of local economics and landowners, hazy about who the powerbrokers are and how they might be influenced...and disengaged from people in the best position to find answers.” Adding more troops is possibly counterproductive in the long run, because it only postpones the inevitable playing out of the situation after the Americans are gone. In the end, the solution to Afghanistan will have to come from Afghans. The sooner tribes are engaged and the sooner American and ISAF deciders stop seeing Afghanistan through their own political institutions, the less painful it will be. If this doesn’t happen, then the fledgling ANF is likely to crumble rapidly after the foreign forces are gone.
AFGHAN INSTABILITY ADV – LOCALS KEY

AFGHANI CIVILIANS KEY TO SUCCESS IN AFGHANISTAN

PEACE ACTION WEST.ORG 2010
[Chen Lin, “The strategic harm of civilian casualties”, April 16, http://blog.peaceactionwest.org/2010/04/16/the-strategic-harm-of-civilian-casualties/] tate
But there is nothing wrong with the premise of McChrystal’s argument – that what Afghans think of the US determines the extent to which the US can be helpful in Afghanistan. McChrystal has correctly identified civilian casualties as not only “a legal and moral issue” but also “an overarching operational issue – clear eyed recognition that loss of popular support will be decisive to either side in this struggle. The Taliban cannot militarily defeat us – but we can defeat ourselves.” However a fundamental flaw of the US winning hearts and minds strategy (WHAM) is that because the Taliban are tightly woven into the fabric of Afghan society, no matter how carefully we wage the war against them, innocent civilians will be hurt and we will continue to work against ourselves. And that’s why we need a wholely different approach in Afghanistan.
US failure in Afghanistan leads to terrorism and an unstable Pakistan—we must rely on the Afghan people to stabilize the country and to defeat Al Qaeda

Felbab-Brown, adjunct professor in the Security Studies Program at Georgetown University’s School of Foreign Service, 2010 [Vanda, “In Afghanistan, the Cost in Sacrifice is High but Must be Paid,” 6-23, http://www.brookings.edu/opinions/2010/0623_afghanistan_felbabbrown.aspx]  emma b

The long hot spring and summer in Afghanistan have brought mixed, and sometimes very bitter, news. United States forces have experienced some of the bloodiest months. This week Australia lost three soldiers and the British death toll reached 300. Other allies have experienced similar losses.  Insecurity continues to be very high in many parts of Afghanistan. The Marja operation to clear the Taliban from one of its strongholds seemed to go well during the initial operations, but insecurity has crept back, threatening the progress. In southern Afghanistan the Taliban are campaigning to assassinate government officials, and even ordinary Afghans who take part in programs sponsored by the international coalition, such as rural development.   Kandahar - the second-most strategic area after Kabul - was supposed to be the locus of the military push this summer. But Kandaharis have largely rejected strong military action, prompting strategy change to one of economic aid arriving first and buying political support for tougher security operations later.  Problematic and often rapacious warlords-cum-government officials abound, driven by power and profit, and undermine efforts to improve governance. The central government remains an uneasy partner, and President Hamid Karzai is often seen as unwilling to focus on service delivery and to combat pervasive corruption.   All this has many asking: why are we there? A key objective in Afghanistan is to make sure it does not again become a haven for virulent salafi groups - extremist Sunni religious groups that embrace violent jihad against apostates and infidels - like al-Qaeda. The September 11 attacks were perpetrated out of Afghanistan, and al-Qaeda - while now largely in Pakistan - has lost none of its zeal to strike Western countries and undermine governments in Asia and the Middle East.   If part of Afghanistan came to be controlled by salafi groups or the Taliban sympathetic to such groups, their capacity to increase the lethality and frequency of their terrorist attacks would only increase.   Nor can the counter-terrorism objective be easily accomplished from afar. Human intelligence and co-operation from on-the-ground local actors is often critical for the success of counter-terrorism operations. However, few Afghans, including the powerbrokers in charge of militias who co-operate with the international force, will have an interest in persisting in the effort if they believe it abandoned them to the mercy of the Taliban.   An equally important strategic reason for the sacrifices in Afghanistan is to prevent a further destabilization of Pakistan and, as a result, the entire Central and South Asian region.   In Pakistan, its tribal areas and Baluchistan have been host to many of these salafi groups, and the Afghan Taliban uses them as safe havens. But while Pakistan's co-operation in tackling these safe havens is important for the operations in Afghanistan, the reverse is also true. If Afghanistan is unstable and harbors salafi groups that leak into Pakistan, Pakistan becomes deeply destabilized.   Any collapse or internal fragmentation in Pakistan could set off one of the most dangerous security threats in Asia, and the world. Pakistan is a large Muslim country with nuclear weapons, existing in a precarious peace with neighboring India. The Pakistani state has been hollowed out, with its administrative structures in steady decline since its inception, major macro-economic deficiencies, deep poverty and marginalization that persists amid a semi-feudal power distribution, often ineffective and corrupt political leadership, social and ethnic internal fragmentation, and challenged security forces.   The internal security challenge is far more insidious than recently experienced by the Pakistani military in the tribal and Khyber-Pakhtunkhwa areas: far more than the Pashtun Pakistani Taliban in the tribal areas, it is the Punjabi groups - such as the Punjabi Taliban, Lashkar-e-Taiba, Sipah-e-Sahaba - who pose a deep threat to Pakistan.   The more Pakistan feels threatened by a hostile government or instability in Afghanistan, the less likely it will be willing and able to take on these groups. A defeat in Afghanistan would greatly boost salafi groups throughout the world: a great power would, again, be seen as having been defeated by the salafists in Afghanistan.   The world has made a commitment to the Afghan people to help them improve their difficult conditions and not abandon them again. Although often caricatured as anti-Western, anti-government, anti-modern and stuck in medieval times, Afghans crave what others do - relief from violence and insecurity, and economic progress to relieve dire poverty.   But the world should not be fighting a difficult counter-insurgency there to bring Afghanistan democracy, human rights and women's liberation. We cannot dispense these goods to others from abroad: the Afghans need to obtain them through their own social progress and struggles.   The ownership and commitment needs to be their own. 

AFGHAN INSTABILITY ADV – LOCALS KEY

The solution to instability must come from Afghanistan

Mills ’09 [ Greg Mills, a Kabul-based adviser to the International Security Assistance Force in 2006, 9/2/2009, “The Paradox of Insurgency”, pg. online @ http://roomfordebate.blogs.nytimes.com/2009/09/01/is-it-time-to-negotiate-with-the-taliban// gh-bp]

There are two fundamental problems with the West’s approach to winning the war in Afghanistan. Counter Insurgency 101 requires a political solution acceptable to the majority of the local population to fight to uphold, along with using more benign tools of development, diplomacy and institution-building. But many Afghans — perhaps the majority in the south and east of the country — do not view the status quo of Hamid Karzai’s government as representative of their interests. So the West may be fighting for a solution fatally flawed. The second problem is that a more effective military response is self-defeating. While a lot of ink is devoted to understanding how to counter asymmetric “means” of warfare (where opponents turn their weakness to their advantage through, for example, suicide bombings), comparatively little attention is focused on asymmetric “ends” (where fighting is the overall aim of the insurgent, since it defines their culture and resistance movement). A willingness to negotiate with the Taliban — or at least elements of it — could undermine this purpose. The more effective the West’s military response to Taliban activities becomes, and the greater the Afghan casualties, the more resistance likely to the foreign presence. If only 0.1 percent of the Afghan population is willing to fight and die for the Taliban cause (and the figure might be much greater than that), 30,000 fighters would have to die before the insurgency was countered at least in military terms. But Taliban deaths on this scale would create a storm of outrage and likely many more recruits to their cause. The answer to Afghanistan’s plight lies in the hands of the Afghans, not the West. The rise of the Taliban was originally a response to widespread lawlessness. Success of the current international mission depends on killing fewer not more insurgents and building up the capacity of the Afghan army, police and other state institutions to deal with their problems, and to find the means, political or otherwise, to engage with the Taliban. Allowing them to do so in their own way may be the greatest challenge of all for the West.

Afghan instability adv– KEY TO REGIONAL STABILITY
AND, AFGHANISTAN STABILITY KEY TO CENTRAL ASIAN STABILITY

Lal 2006
[Dr. Rollie Lal - Political Scientist @ RAND.  “Central Asia and It’s Asian Neighbors: Security and Commerce at the  Crossroads”, RAND,  http://www.rand.org/pubs/monographs/2006/RAND_MG440.pdf] tate
The Asian states neighboring Central Asia have historic links and strong interests in the region. China, Iran, Afghanistan, India, and Pakistan are critical players in the security and economic issues that will determine the future of Central Asia and affect U.S. interests in the region. All of these states are of importance to the United States, whether due to the war on terrorism, economic ties, arms control, nonproliferation, or other reasons. China, Iran, and India have all aggressively sought to build trade ties to and through Central Asia, and China and India have also invigorated security cooperation. But regional states are concerned about the situation in Afghanistan, which they fear might lead to a spillover of conflict onto their soil, and they also fear the possibility of Pakistani activity and influence, which has led them to keep that state at arm’s length. China has indicated that security is a primary interest in the region through its initiative in establishing the Shanghai Cooperation Organization (SCO) with Kazakhstan, Uzbekistan, Kyrgyzstan, Tajikistan, and Russia (pp. 6–7). Concerns regarding China’s Muslim Uighur separatists, as well as concerns of U.S. encirclement, underpin China’s efforts to promote regional security cooperation (pp. 4–6, 9–10). China has also moved aggressively to expand its economic interests in the region through commodity trade and agreements to import oil via pipeline from Kazakhstan (pp. 7–8). Iran has a similar perspective toward its Central Asian neighbors. Stability in Afghanistan lies at the heart of Iran’s concerns, as the Taliban has historically been anathema to Iran (p. 12). Iran main tains that an international, United Nations–led military presence should remain in Afghanistan to prevent a deterioration of the security situation (pp. 11–12). However, U.S. presence there and in Central Asia creates concern in Iran that U.S. intentions are to surround and isolate Iran rather than enhance regional security (p. 16). To increase its leverage in the region, Iran is developing economic links with each country in Central Asia. Transport links are another important initiative, with routes being developed via Afghanistan, connecting Iranian ports and landlocked Uzbekistan (pp. 13–16). India shares Iran’s concerns regarding the threat of militants based in Afghanistan. However, India welcomes U.S. presence in the region as a stabilizing influence (p. 34). Economic ties are growing, and India is developing transport and energy links to the region via Iran and Afghanistan (pp. 33–34). The Central Asian states have close relations with India dating to the years of the Soviet Union and the Afghan war, a history that negatively affects their relations with Pakistan. Pakistan’s relations with Central Asia suffer from lingering memories in the region of Pakistan’s role in supporting the Taliban and Islamic militancy in general. Uzbekistan, Tajikistan, and Kyrgyzstan all remain suspicious of Pakistan’s regional intentions, and trade with Pakistan has been weak as a result (p. 25). The establishment of the Karzai government in Kabul has been a blow to Pakistan’s regional security strategy. Whereas the Taliban regime would have been friendly to Pakistan’s interests, the current government is more open to ties with India (p. 23). Although Pakistan is moving to overcome its regional reputation, robust cooperation will take time and effort (p. 26). Afghanistan remains critical to the future of Central Asia and its neighbors, as instability in Afghanistan has the potential to destabilize the region (pp. 19–20). A potent combination of drugs, weapons, and militants traverse Afghanistan and cross into Central Asia and beyond. Uzbekistan, Tajikistan, and Kyrgyzstan fear that Islamic militants trained in Afghanistan may slip back across their borders (p. 20). Iran remains apprehensive that hostile, anti-Shia elements may take control of Afghanistan, putting Iranian security at risk (p. 12). And Pakistan and India both compete to ensure that the Afghan regime in power is friendly to their interests (pp. 26, 29). Although the countries across Asia do not agree on how to secure Afghanistan against threats, unanimous agreement exists on the fact that a stable Afghanistan is critical to their own security interests. The U.S. presence has led both the Central Asian states and their neighbors to ponder how long the United States plans to keep troops in the region. U.S. intentions in the region have been interpreted in various ways. Both China and Iran are apprehensive that U.S. military presence and security interests in the area have the dual purpose of containment (pp. 3, 9–10, 11–12, 16). Conversely, Afghanistan would like to see a continued strong role for the United States in combating militancy and fostering stability (p. 22), and Pakistan and India see the potential for security cooperation with the United States in the region (pp. 27, 34). Despite the divergent perspectives of their Asian neighbors, the Central Asian states continue to see a role for the United States in promoting stability in the region.

afghan instability adv – key to regional stability

WINNING THE WAR IN AFGHANISTAN KEY TO REGIONAL STABILITY
Nagl et al. 2009 
[John, President for Center for a New American Security, Andrew Bacevich, professor of history and International Relations @ Boston University, and Erin M. Simpson, former professor at the Marine Command and Staff College, “Is the  War in Afghanistan Worth Fighting?”, WASHINGTON POST,  http://www.washingtonpost.com/wp-dyn/content/article/2009/08/31/AR2009083103131.html ] tate 

America has vital national security interests in Afghanistan that make fighting there necessary. The key objectives of the campaign are preventing Afghanistan from again serving as a sanctuary for terrorists with global reach and ensuring that it does not become the catalyst for a broader regional security meltdown. Afghanistan also serves as a base from which the United States attacks al-Qaeda forces inside Pakistan and thus assists in the broader campaign against that terrorist organization -- one that we clearly must win. U.S. policymakers must, of course, weigh all actions against America's global interests and the possible opportunity costs. In Afghanistan and Pakistan, low-cost strategies do not have an encouraging record of success. U.S. efforts to secure Afghanistan on the cheap after 2001 led it to support local strongmen whose actions alienated the population and thereby enabled the Taliban to reestablish itself as an insurgent force. Drone attacks, although efficient eliminators of Taliban and al-Qaeda leaders, have not prevented extremist forces from spreading and threatening to undermine both Afghanistan and Pakistan. The so-called "light footprint" option has failed to secure U.S. objectives; as the Obama administration and the U.S. military leadership have recognized, it is well past time for a more comprehensive approach. ANDREW J. BACEVICH Professor of history and international relations at Boston University Almost eight years into the Afghanistan war, the golfer in the Oval Office is essentially taking a mulligan: He's insisting that we allow him a do-over, starting the war all over again. Yet granting President Obama's request makes sense only if he can first make the following case: That Afghanistan, an impoverished, landlocked country producing nothing that Americans want or need (apart from illegal drugs), qualifies as a vital U.S. national security interest. That fixing the place -- an effort at armed nation-building likely to require at least as many years as we have already wasted -- provides the most expeditious way to satisfy those interests. That adequate resources -- troops, dollars, will, and expertise -- exist to see the project through. That other, more important uses for those resources do not exist. Thus far, the president has not been able make that case persuasively. This is hardly surprising, because it is impossible to do so. ERIN M. SIMPSON Former professor at the Marine Command and Staff College; contributor to the blog Abu Muqawama The war is worth fighting, and it's worth fighting well. Years of strategic neglect and severely limited resources have seriously undermined U.S. and NATO efforts in Afghanistan. In the last year we finally acknowledged that Pakistan is critical to the success of our efforts in Afghanistan. In the next year we must recognize the degree to which Afghanistan is key to Pakistan's future stability. A fragmented, war-torn, or Taliban-ruled Afghanistan would offer both al Qaeda and Pakistani Taliban a plush sanctuary with greater freedom of movement than is currently enjoyed in Pakistan. It is the future stability of this nuclear-armed neighbor that demands our presence and our perseverance in Afghanistan. Some might argue for a quarantine strategy for Afghanistan, akin to previous counterterrorism missions. But this is not a war that can be meaningfully fought from stand-off range. The intelligence demands are daunting and cannot be met from either the Indian Ocean or satellites in orbit. And even if they could, given the distances involved, such information is perishable. Only people on the ground -- civilians and soldiers, Americans and Afghans -- can secure the population and deny our adversaries the sanctuaries they crave. Is the War in Afghanistan worth fighting? Yes, but we've really only just begun.
Afghan stability is key to Central Asian stability and preventing terrorism.

AKBULUT, 7 (Isil, July 19, http://www.turkishweekly.net/news/46931/if-afghanistan-collapses.html,  “If Afghanistan Collapses?”, The Turkish Weekly)  yan
Apart from Pakistan, Afghanistan is a key country for the Central Asia as well. Uzbeks, Tajiks and other societies are widespread in Afghanistan, and the changes in this country would inevitably affect the neighboring Muslim Central Asian republics. Besides most of Central Asian republics, especially Uzbekistan would not be able to resist the extremist and radical movements in Afghanistan. Under these circumstances, there is the risk that Afghanistan's problems would spread not only on the direction of Southern Asia but also to Central Asia.
In addition to Pakistan and Central Asia, the failure of the reforms and moderate groups in Afghanistan will add another Palestine, Iraq or Chechnya issue for the Muslim world. All these problems increased the victimization feeling of the Muslims and deepened the mistrust between Muslims and the West by luring many Muslims to the extremist ideas. In another word, if the world cannot solve the Afghanistan problem, Afghanistan will spread all over the world.

afghan instability adv – key to pakistani stability
FAILURE IN AFGHANISTAN CAUSES COLLAPSE OF PAKISTANI STABILITY – FUELS GLOBAL TERRORISM 
The Telegraph 09 [ “Afghanistan Failure Would Give Al-Qaida Free Run, Says NATO Head, Jul. 2009, http://www.telegraph.co.uk/news/newstopics/politics/defence/5876339/Afghanistan-failure-would-give-al-Qaeda-free-run-warns-Nato-head.html] denno

Mr Scheffer, who stands down next week after five years at the helm of Nato said that failure in Afghanistan would give a free run for al-Qaeda global terrorist ambitions. "If we were to walk away, Afghanistan would fall to the Taliban, with devastating effect for the people there - women in particular," he said in a speech to the Chatham House foreign affairs think tank on Monday night. Earlier, the Ministry of Defence disclosed that soldier from The 2nd Battalion the Royal Regiment of Fusiliers had been killed on Sunday in an explosion while taking part in a foot patrol in Sangin in northern Helmand province. He was the 17th British soldier to die in Afghanistan since the start of the month and his loss took the total UK death toll to 186 since the start of operations in the country in 2001. Mr De Hoop Scheffer acknowledged that it had been a "tragic period" for the UK and he paid tribute to the "critical job" that British forces were doing in the country. He emphasised however that they were part of an international team fighting the Taliban in southern Afghanistan and that other countries had also suffered losses in the course of the campaign. "If one reads any national press, you could be forgiven for thinking that your forces were fighting in Afghanistan alone. But they are not. They are part of a team," he said. "Fourteen nations are fighting in the south of Afghanistan, alongside their British colleagues, along with Afghan forces." "Hundreds of Nato soldiers from other countries have also lost their lives - which is a sad, but real, measure of shared sacrifice." Mr De Hoop Scheffer said it was right there was be a public debate over whether there were enough troops or helicopters in Afghanistan - and he pointed to the criticism of outgoing Supreme Allied Commander General John Craddock who accused Nato governments of undertaking missions and then failing to resource them. However he said that there should be no question over "the necessity or the legitimacy" of the international mission in Afghanistan. "If we were to walk away Pakistan would suffer the consequences, with all that that implies for international security. Central Asia would see extremism spread. al-Qaeda would have a free run again, and their terrorist ambitions are global. "This is not conjecture. This is fact. Those who argue otherwise - who say we can defend against terrorism from home - are simply burying their heads in the sand."
Afghan instability affects Pakistan—until Afghanistan is secure, Pakistan will not be

BBC 2009 [“Defence chief says instability in Afghanistan affecting Pakistan,” 10-6, http://www.lexisnexis.com.turing.library.northwestern.edu/us/lnacademic/results/docview/docview.do?docLinkInd=true&risb=21_T9752299800&format=GNBFI&sort=RELEVANCE&startDocNo=1&resultsUrlKey=29_T9752299803&cisb=22_T9752299802&treeMax=true&treeWidth=0&csi=10962&docNo=3]  emma b

Text of report by special correspondent headlined "Pakistan affected by instability in Afghanistan: Gen Tariq Majid" published by Pakistani newspaper Nawa-i Waqt on 4 November Islamabad: General Tariq Majid, chairman Joint Chiefs of Staff Committee, has said that Pakistan is being affected because of instability in Afghanistan. Until sincere efforts are made for the betterment of the situation in Afghanistan, the security situation in Pakistan will not improve, he said. According to the Inter Services Public Relations, he stated this while talking to General David Richard, British chief of General staff, who is on a visit and who called him to his office. He emphasized that the strategy to tackle with the situation in Afghanistan should be changed, dialogue should be held with rival groups, and a mechanism should be devised to ensure the impartiality of the neighboring countries. Views were exchanged in the meeting on the security situation in the region, and the defense ties between Pakistan and the United Kingdom. Gen Tariq briefed him [Gen David] on the Swat operation and the ongoing operation in South Waziristan. 
afghan instability adv – pakistan instability impacts
PAKISTANI MILITANTS WILL INCITE INDOPAK WAR

LOATAY 7/13 [“Pakistani Militants Want to Incite Indo-Pak war: Kasuri”, Jul. 2010, http://loatay.com/pakistani-militants-want-to-incite-indo-pak-war-kasuri]  DENNO

Lahore: On the eve of Indo-Pak foreign ministers meeting slated to take place in Islamabad, Pakistan’s former Foreign Minister Khursheed Mehmood Kasuri today urged both the countries not to give up the path of talks, as it would empower terrorists to veto their relations. Kasuri, who served as Foreign Minister under President Pervez Musharraf’s regime, believes that Pakistan based terrorist want to incite a war between India and Pakistan. “Terrorists in both countries are striking for their own agenda and one of the agenda in case of Pakistani terrorist is a desire to not just disrupt relations, but if they could cause war between the two countries they would be very happy,” Kasuri told ANI. He further said: “Al Qaeda wishes to cause war between India and Pakistan and if they can understand advantage of their actions, why can’t our politicians understand the advantages of cooperation.” Kasuri also said that terrorists are well organized and “we should not underestimate them.” Mentioning about the recent spate of violence unfolding in Pakistan, he said that terrorism is an ever-spreading phenomena and both countries should cooperate to fight it. “There are terrorist strike within Pakistan, there are terrorist strikes within India, all of it cannot be laid on the door of the Kashmiris or Hizbul Mujahideen or Lashkar-e-Toiba, it is a phenomena which is spreading that only points out necessity for Pakistan and India to cooperate with each other,” Kasuri stressed. “I have no doubt if we would cooperate, the state of our relations would be better and we will be able to deal with terrorism effectively,” he added. Saying that current democratic dispensation has limitations in dealing with the rising tide of terrorism, Kasuri said: “This government also wants good relations with India and I have no doubt on that score. I know what the Foreign Minister wants, President Asif Ali Zardari has on more than one occasion indicated his desire to improve relations with India, so I don’t doubt.” He further said: “I don’t think government of Pakistan is willingly lenient on terrorism. They have tried to arrest a lot of people in the 26/11 Mumbai attacks case and also arrested Hafeez Saeed.” Kasuri claimed that during the Musharraf regime both countries were close to clinching a solution to vexed Kashmir issue and all the hard work on the issue was almost completed between the two governments at that point of time. He is hopeful that talks between Indian and Pakistani foreign ministers which begins on July 15 in Islamabad will be positive and result in achievable outcomes

afghan instability adv – regional instability = nuclear war
CENTRAL ASIAN INSTABILITY CAUSES NUCLEAR WAR

STARR 2001

[S. Frederick, chair of Central Asia-Caucus Institute @ Johns Hopkins University, “The War Against Terrorism and U.S. Bilateral Relations with the nations of Central Asia”, Testimony before Senate Subcommitee on Central Asia and the Souther Caucuses, Dec. 13, http://www.cacianalyst.org/Publications/Starr_Testimony.htm] tate
However, this does not mean that US actions are without risk to the Central Asian states. Quite the contrary. For a decade they have faced not only the  dangers arising from Afghanistan but also the constant threat posed by certain groups in Russia, notably the military and security forces, who are not yet reconciled to the loss of empire. This imperial hangover is not unique to Russia. France exhibited the same tendencies in Algeria, the Spanish in Cuba and Chile, and the British when they burned the White House in 1812. This imperial hangover will eventually pass, but for the time being it remains a threat. It means that the Central Asians, after cooperating with the US, will inevitably face redoubled pressure from Russia if we leave abruptly and without attending to the long-term security needs of the region. That we have looked kindly into Mr. Putins soul does not change this reality. The Central Asians face a similar danger with respect to our efforts in Afghanistan. Some Americans hold that we should destroy Bin Laden, Al Queda, and the Taliban and then leave the post-war stabilization and reconstruction to others. Such a course runs the danger of condemning all Central Asia to further waves of instability from the South. But in the next round it will not only be Russia that is tempted to throw its weight around in the region but possibly China, or even Iran or India. All have as much right to claim Central Asia as their backyard as Russia has had until now. Central Asia may be a distant region but when these nuclear powers begin bumping heads there it will create terrifying threats to world peace that the U.S. cannot ignore.

afghan instability adv – taliban could get nukes
Taliban will get nukes from Pakistan-Pakistan will willingly supply the Taliban with nuclear weapons if the agree to attack India

Press Trust of India 4-23-10, [“Pak May Give Taliban nuclear arms: US expert” from IBN Live, <http://ibnlive.in.com/news/pak-may-give-taliban-nuclear-arms-us-expert/113825-2.html?from=tn>] sebastian
Washington: Pakistan may give Taliban “access” to nuclear weapons for use against India in the event of escalated tension or war between the two countries, a US non-proliferation official has said. “If something broke out in Kashmir that re-ignited the vitriol between India and Pakistan there could be an incident that could cause someone to make the decision ‘we don’t want to use these weapons but we are going to let our surrogate Taliban have access to these weapons and they will do our dirty work,’’’ Bob Graham told US lawmakers. Graham, head of US commission on the prevention of WMD (weapons of mass destruction) proliferation and terrorism, was responding to questions from anxious lawmakers who expressed concern over the safety and security of nuclear weapons in Pakistan at a hearing convened by the house Homeland Security Committee. “I think one of our recommendations was to work with India and Pakistan to develop some fail-safe procedures. Unlike the US and the Soviet Union during the cold war, where although we were strong adversaries and had the capability of destroying each other we understood that we didn’t want to allow a misstep or an accidental event to become the ignition for such a war. So we set up the red phone in the Oval Office and a whole protocol,” said Graham said, referring to the report of the commission released early this year. “None of that exists between India and Pakistan. I have felt that this may be an area in which the US and Russia together might work together with India and Pakistan,” he said. “I was encouraged that within the last month India and China have started to develop some of those fail-safe procedures. But there is almost nothing that has been done in a similar vein between the real adversaries, which are India and Pakistan.” 

afghan instability adv – nuclear war = extinction
Nuclear war --> massive famine and environmental destruction – leads to extinction

Starr, He has worked with the governments of Switzerland, Chile, New Zealand and Sweden, in support of their efforts at the United Nations to eliminate thousands of high-alert, launch-ready nuclear weapons, 2010
(Steven Starr, "Nuclear War threatens human existence," 2010, http://www.nucleardarkness.org/index2.php//gh-ag)
If 1% of the nuclear weapons now ready for war were detonated in large cities, they would utterly devastate the environment, climate, ecosystems and inhabitants of Earth. A war fought with thousands of strategic nuclear weapons would leave the Earth uninhabitable. Nuclear Famine In a nuclear war, immense nuclear firestorms in burning cities would create millions of tons of thick, black, radioactive smoke. This smoke would rise above cloud level and quickly surround and engulf the entire Earth. The smoke would form a stratospheric smoke layer that would block sunlight from reaching the surface of Earth for a period of about ten years. Heated smoke in the stratosphere would cause massive destruction of the protective ozone layer. Huge amounts of harmful Ultraviolet light would penetrate the smoke and reach the surface of the Earth. Warming sunlight would be blocked by the smoke layer and cause the Earth to rapidly cool. In a matter of days, Ice Age weather conditions would descend upon all peoples and nations. Prolonged cold, decreased sunlight and rainfall, and massive increases in harmful UV light would shorten or eliminate growing seasons for a decade or longer. Nuclear famine would result for the 800 million people who already suffering from hunger and malnutrition. A war fought with 1% of the deployed and operational nuclear weapons could cause up to a billion people to die from nuclear famine. A large nuclear war, fought with the nuclear arsenals of the U.S. and Russia, would surely kill most humans and many other complex forms of life on Earth. Nuclear Haze Nuclear war between India and Pakistan could put 5 million tons of smoke in the stratosphere and produce a global Nuclear Haze that would block 7-10% of warming sunlight from reaching the surface of Earth and cause the blue skies of Earth to appear grey. Nuclear Twilight & Nuclear Darkness The U.S and Russia keep more than 2000 strategic nuclear weapons on high-alert. These weapons are 7 to 85 times more powerful than the atomic bomb that destroyed Hiroshima. They are mounted on many hundreds of missiles that can be launched with 30 seconds to 3 minutes warning. Scientists predict that urban firestorms ignited by a nuclear war fought with 4400 US and Russian strategic nuclear weapons could loft 180 million tons of smoke into the stratosphere. The resulting global smoke layer would block 35% of sunlight from reaching the surface of the Southern Hemisphere, creating a Nuclear Twilight on Earth. In the Northern Hemisphere, 70% of sunlight would be absorbed by the stratospheric smoke layer. Beneath the smoke there would be Nuclear Darkness. Nuclear arsenals must be eliminated, because if they are left intact, they will eventually be used. Nuclear weapons must be outlawed, dismantled and abolished. A draft treaty, or Model Nuclear Weapons Convention, has been prepared by civil society organizations and submitted to the United Nations. Nuclear weapon states are obligated (under the terms of the Nuclear Non-Proliferation Treaty) to negotiate in good faith to achieve such a treaty to eliminate their nuclear arsenals. 

HEGEMONY ADVANTAGE – CREDIBILITY LOW NOW

US CREDIBILITY LOW NOW – CIVILIAN DEATHS HAS DEVASTATED US REPUTATION

JACKSON 2010

[Alexander – policy analyst for the International Council on Security and Development, “Operation Mostrarak:  Lessons Learned”,  ICOS, March, http://www.icosgroup.net/documents/operation_moshtarak.pdf] ttate
The most damaging negative impact of the military operation comes from the displacement of local populations, civilian casualties and night raids. The great majority of Afghans questioned believe that many civilians have been killed during the Marjah operation, with estimates of more than 200. These estimates reflect a sharp rise from the figures attested by aid agencies and human rights groups.15 The number of civilian deaths is equivalent to between a quarter and a half of all insurgent deaths, a discouraging ratio for a “hearts and minds” operation. Operation Moshtarak not only failed to win the hearts and minds of the people of Marjah, but it has actually driven them further away from the international community. The offensive has provoked anger, disillusionment, and even more hostility. 61% of those interviewed by ICOS stated that the operation has made them feel more negative about the presence and activities of foreign forces. Lack of contingency plans for civilian suffering  So far, there is no clear evidence that the international community has instituted a comprehensive, politically effective system of providing compensation to all those who lost relatives or property in the assault. To regain its lost credibility amongst the Afghan people, the West should generate positive outcomes by engaging in a series of symbolic political and cultural acts (see box below) to restore trust and counteract Taliban propaganda before, during and after the Kandahar operation. Other methods of connecting and engaging with the Afghan people at the grassroots level would include the provision of land and marriage allowances, referred to above. These would allow ordinary Afghans a tangible stake in their country‟s future. Supporting such initiatives would be a major step towards restoring the international community‟s credibility in the eyes of Afghans.  On a broader level, it is clear that military action alone is unable to bring peace in Afghanistan. To build a lasting political settlement, reaching out to insurgents is essential.16 The Afghans interviewed strongly support a process of dialogue with the Taliban, with 74% approving of negotiations. Conclusions: Operation Moshtarak causes Afghan Hearts and Minds to slip further away.
hegemony advantage – status quo = overstretch

CONTINUED FOCUS ON COUNTERINSURGENCY OVERSTRETCHES OUR MILITARY

DORRONSORO 2010 
[Gilles - - Visiting Scholar @ Carnegie,  “The Case for Negotiations,” May 24,  http://www.carnegieendowment.org/publications/index.cfm?fa=view&id=40863] ttate
The coalition's strategy in Afghanistan is at an impasse. The renewed efforts undertaken since the summer of 2009 have failed to temper the guerrilla war. A few tactical successes are possible, but this war cannot be won. The coalition cannot defeat the Taliban as long as Pakistan continues to offer them sanctuary. And increasing resources to wage the war is not an option. The costs of continuing the war--to use Ambassador Karl Eikenberry's expression in the leaked telegram to Secretary of State Hillary Clinton--are "astronomical." The entire U.S. strategy revolves around a swift Afghanization of the conflict, yet the coalition's Afghan partner is weaker than it was a year ago. The state's presence in the provinces has declined sharply and the legitimacy of President Hamid Karzai's government is contested. As a result of the massive fraud in the August 2009 presidential elections, the government has no popular legitimacy, and the legislative elections slated for fall 2010 will probably undermine the political system even further because fraud is inevitable. It is unlikely that the Afghan regime will ever be able to assume responsibility for its own security. As a result, the coalition faces an endless war accompanied by an intolerable loss of life and treasure. A less costly alternative would be to negotiate a broad agreement with the Taliban leadership to form a national unity government, with guarantees against al Qaeda's return to Afghanistan. But even if such negotiations might occur, they hold no guarantee of success. Yet the cost of their failure is negligible compared with the potential gain: a relatively swift way out of the crisis that preserves the coalition's essential interests. Time is not on the coalition's side. The United States should contact Taliban leaders as soon as possible rather than waiting for the situation to deteriorate further. In pursuit of a losing strategy The Taliban cannot be defeated militarily because the border with Pakistan is and will remain open for the insurgents. The Pakistani army, which refuses to launch an offensive against the Afghan Taliban, has never considered taking action against the Taliban leadership based in Pakistan. The February arrest of acting Taliban military commander Mullah Abdul Ghani Baradar is probably a sign that the Pakistani military wants more control over the insurgency to prepare for the negotiation process. What's more, the insurgency is now nationwide and cannot be contained by counterinsurgency (COIN) operations in two or three southern provinces. The COIN strategy cannot succeed because of the immense resources it requires. In a marginal, strategically unimportant district such as Marjah, the coalition would have to keep thousands of troops for years to prevent the Taliban's return. To replicate such strategy, even in one province, would overstretch the U.S. military.
hegemony advantage – status quo = overstretch

AFGHANISTAN LEAVES US ARMY OVEREXTENDED AND TIRED

Lazare, GI resistance organizer with Dialouges Against Militarism, 09 [Sarah, “The U.S Army is Overstretched and Exhausted”, http://www.rawa.org/temp/runews/2009/12/26/the-us-army-is-overstretched-and-exhausted-says-peace-campaigner-sarah-lazare.html]  denno

The call for over 30,000 more troops to be sent to Afghanistan is a travesty for the people of that country who have already suffered eight brutal years of occupation. It is also a harsh blow to the US soldiers facing imminent deployment. As Barack Obama, the US president, gears up for a further escalation that will bring the total number of troops in Afghanistan to over 100,000, he faces a military force that has been exhausted and overextended by fighting two wars. Many from within the ranks are openly declaring that they have had enough, allying with anti-war veterans and activists in calling for an end to the US-led wars in Iraq and Afghanistan, with some active duty soldiers publicly refusing to deploy. This growing movement of military refusers is a voice of sanity in a country slipping deeper into unending war. The architects of this war would be well-advised to listen to the concerns of the soldiers and veterans tasked with carrying out their war policies on the ground. Many of those being deployed have already faced multiple deployments to combat zones: the 101st Airborne Division, which will be deployed to Afghanistan in early 2010, faces its fifth combat tour since 2002. "They are just going to start moving the soldiers who already served in Iraq to Afghanistan, just like they shifted me from one war to the next," said Eddie Falcon, a member of Iraq Veterans Against the War (IVAW), who served in Iraq and Afghanistan. "Soldiers are going to start coming back with Post-Traumatic Stress Disorder (PTSD), missing limbs, problems with alcohol, and depression." Many of these troops are still suffering the mental and physical fallout from previous deployments. Rates of PTSD and traumatic brain injury among troops deployed to Iraq and Afghanistan have been disproportionately high, with a third of returning troops reporting mental problems and 18.5 per cent of all returning service members battling either PTSD or depression, according to a study by the Rand Corporation. Marine suicides doubled between 2006 and 2007, and army suicides are at the highest rate since records were kept in 1980. US army soldiers are refusing to serve at the highest rate since 1980, with an 80 per cent increase in desertions since the invasion of Iraq in 2003, according to the Associated Press. These troops refuse deployment for a variety of reasons: some because they ethically oppose the wars, some because they have had a negative experience with the military, and some because they cannot psychologically survive another deployment, having fallen victim to what has been termed "Broken Joe" syndrome. Over 150 GIs have publicly refused service and spoken out against the wars, all risking prison and some serving long sentences, and an estimated 250 US war resisters are currently taking refuge in Canada. This resistance includes two Fort Hood, Texas, soldiers, Victor Agosto and Travis Bishop, who publicly resisted deployment to Afghanistan this year, facing prison sentences as a result, with Bishop still currently detained. "There is no way I will deploy to Afghanistan," wrote Agosto, upon refusing his service last May. "The occupation is immoral and unjust." Within the US military, GI resisters and anti-war veterans have organised through broad networks of veteran and civilian alliances, as well as through IVAW, comprised of Iraq and Afghanistan veterans. This organisation, which is over 1,700 strong, with members across the world, including active-duty members on military bases, is opposed to the wars in Iraq and Afghanistan and openly supports GI resistance. "Iraq Veterans Against the War calls on Obama to end the war in Afghanistan (and Iraq) by withdrawing troops immediately and unconditionally," wrote Jose Vasquez, the executive director of IVAW, in a December 2 open letter. "It's not time for our brothers and sisters in arms to go to Afghanistan. It's time for them to come home." GI coffee houses have sprung up at several military bases around the country. In the tradition of the GI coffee houses of the Vietnam war era, these cafes provide a space where active duty troops can speak freely and access resources about military refusal, PTSD, and veteran and GI movements against the war. "Here at Fort Lewis, we've lost 20 soldiers from the most recent round of deployments," said Seth Menzel, an Iraq combat veteran and founding organiser of Coffee Strong, a GI coffee house at the sprawling Washington army base says: "We've seen resistance to deployment, mainly based on the fact that soldiers have been deployed so many times they don't have the patience to do it again." As the occupation of Afghanistan passes its eighth year, with no clear progress, goals that remain elusive, and a high civilian death count, this war is coming to resemble the Iraq war that has been roundly condemned by world and US public opinion. The never-ending nature of this conflict belies the real project of establishing US dominance in the Middle East and control of the region's resources, at the expense of the Afghan civilians and US soldiers being placed in harm's way. The voices of refusal coming from within the US military send a powerful message that soldiers will not be fodder for an unjust and unnecessary war. By withdrawing their labour from a war that depends on their consent, these soldiers have the power to help bring this war to an end, as did their predecessors in the GI resistance movement against the Vietnam war. And the longer the war in Afghanistan drags on - the more lives that are lost and destroyed - the more resistance we will see coming from within the ranks.
hegemony advantage – status quo = overstretch

US MILITARY IS DANGEROUSLY OVERSTRETCHED DUE TO RECENT SURGES IN AFGHANISTAN

Mulrine 9 
[Anna - staff writer for US News & World Report, “Obama to Confront Limits of America's Overstretched Military”, US NEWS AND WORLD REPORT, January 16, http://politics.usnews.com/news/world/articles/2009/01/16/obama-to-confront-limits-of-americas-overstretched-military_print.html ] ttate
With progress in Iraq still precarious and the war in Afghanistan growing ever more violent, the American military remains overburdened and, U.S. officials repeatedly point out, dangerously overstretched. Troops are also exhausted, after back-to-back tours that are leaving a growing number of military families in shambles. It's hardly an alluring recruiting scenario. But top U.S. military leaders warn that if the Pentagon is to continue to meet its responsibilities around the world, it will need more troops. "You can't do what we've been asked to do with the number of people we have," Undersecretary of the Army Nelson Ford noted in a recent interview, driving home what has long been conventional wisdom within the halls of the Pentagon: Shortages in the military ranks will be one of the chief national security challenges of the Barack Obama administration. Indeed, those demands will likely only grow greater under Obama's watch, particularly after his anticipated approval of plans to send 30,000 additional forces to Afghanistan. There, troops will not only be called upon to fight hard against increasingly sophisticated Taliban forces, but they will also need to put expert-level logisticians in place to figure out how to supply this influx of soldiers and marines—what amounts to a doubling of current U.S. force levels. And even as troops leave Iraq for Afghanistan on the heels of greater stability in Baghdad, the U.S. military will need considerable forces to support the Iraqi military, including supply specialists, aviators, and intelligence officers. "As the [brigade combat teams] draw down, it means you have more people spread thin," Ford noted. "You need more logistics, more aviation, controls, and communication. "You can see a point," he added, "where it's going to be very difficult to cope." This comes as little surprise to the Pentagon, which is well underway with a plan to grow the ranks of the Army by 65,000 soldiers by next year, bringing active duty forces to a total of 547,000. The Marine Corps plans to add 27,000 to its ranks, growing to 202,000 by 2011. It's worth noting that the Pentagon recently accelerated those plans—originally the increase was slated to be complete by 2012, rather than the current goal of 2010—in the face of dire demand. Such growth is expensive. Last year, the Pentagon asked for $15 billion to add 7,000 soldiers and $5 billion to add 5,000 marines to the ranks of the Corps. Separately, the Department of Defense requested an additional $11 billion to cover the costs of retaining, training, and recruiting its forces. The area of retention is perhaps the greatest staffing concern of top military officials. Troops are tired. Michael O'Hanlon, a senior fellow in foreign policy at the Brookings Institution, a Washington, D.C., think tank, noted in a recent article that 27 percent of soldiers who had completed three or four tours in Iraq showed signs of post-traumatic stress disorder, according to a 2008 survey, versus 12 percent after one tour and 18 percent after two. The figures could be aided by more rest time between tours at least 18 to 24 months—but it will likely be at least three years, according to top military officials, before troops get more than a year to rest between deployments. Recruiting, too, has been a considerable challenge for the all-volunteer military engaged in two tough wars. When the Army fell short of its recruiting goals in 2005, it raised the maximum recruiting age to 42 years old, and added sign-up bonuses as high as $40,000. It also began enlisting more recruits with general equivalency degrees rather than high school diplomas. Just over 70 percent of new recruits had high school diplomas in 2007, for example, a 25-year low. Moral waivers for new recruits with criminal histories are also on the rise, nearly doubling from 860 waivers for marines and soldiers convicted of felonies in 2007, up by 400 from 2006. The Pentagon argues that these are modest figures relative to the size of the force, and that 97 percent of Marine Corps recruits in 2008 had high school diplomas. 

hegemony advantage – withdrawal restores us heg

DRAWDOWN OF FORCES IN AFGHANISTAN ALLOWS FOR US TO REBUILD OUR HARD POWER

Friedman 06-29-2010  [George - political scientist and CEO of Stratfor, “The 30 Year War in Afghanistan,” http://www.stratfor.com/weekly/20100628_30_year_war_afghanistan?utm_source=GWeekly&utm_medium=email&utm_campaign=100629&utm_content=readmore&elq=dd566e239fb84ec49d4c7eb62073e933] ttate
From the grand strategic point of view, the United States needs to withdraw from Afghanistan, a landlocked country where U.S. forces are dependent on tortuous supply lines. WhateverAfghanistan’s vast mineral riches, mining them in the midst of war is not going to happen. More important, the United States is overcommitted in the region and lacks a strategic reserve of ground forces. Afghanistan ultimately is not strategically essential, and this is why the United States has not historically used its own forces there.

Obama’s attempt to return to that track after first increasing U.S. forces to set the stage for the political settlement that will allow a U.S. withdrawal is hampered by the need to begin terminating the operation by 2011 (although there is no fixed termination date). It will be difficult to draw coalition partners into local structures when the foundation — U.S. protection — is withdrawing. Strengthening local forces by 2011 will be difficult. Moreover, the Taliban’s motivation to enter into talks is limited by the early withdrawal. At the same time, with no ground combat strategic reserve, the United States is vulnerable elsewhere in the world, and the longer the Afghan drawdown takes, the more vulnerable it becomes (hence the 2011 deadline in Obama’s war plan).
In sum, this is the quandary inherent in the strategy: It is necessary to withdraw as early as possible, but early withdrawal undermines both coalition building and negotiations. The recruitment and use of indigenous Afghan forces must move extremely rapidly to hit the deadline (though officially on track quantitatively, there are serious questions about qualitative measures) — hence, the aggressive operations that have been mounted over recent months. But the correlation of forces is such that the United States probably will not be able to impose an acceptable political reality in the time frame available. Thus, Afghan President Hamid Karzai is said to be opening channels directly to the Taliban, while the Pakistanis are increasing their presence. Where a vacuum is created, regardless of how much activity there is, someone will fill it.

Therefore, the problem is to define how important Afghanistan is to American global strategy, bearing in mind that the forces absorbed in Iraq and Afghanistan have left the United States vulnerable elsewhere in the world. The current strategy defines the Islamic world as the focus of all U.S. military attention. But the world has rarely been so considerate as to wait until the United States is finished with one war before starting another. Though unknowns remain unknowable, a principle of warfare is to never commit all of your reserves in a battle — one should always maintain a reserve for the unexpected. Strategically, it is imperative that the United States begin to free up forces and re-establish its ground reserves.

Given the time frame the Obama administration’s grand strategy imposes, and given the capabilities of the Taliban, it is difficult to see how it will all work out. But the ultimate question is about the American obsession with Afghanistan. For 30 years, the United States has been involved in a country that is virtually inaccessible for the United States. Washington has allied itself with radical Islamists, fought against radical Islamists or tried to negotiate with radical Islamists. What the United States has never tried to do is impose a political solution through the direct application of American force. This is a new and radically different phase of America’s Afghan obsession. The questions are whether it will work and whether it is even worth it.

HEGEMONY ADVANTAGE – PRESENCE HURTS SOFT POWER

CONTINUED MASSIVE FOCUS ON COUNTER-INSURGENCY WILL INEVITABLY LEAD TO COLLAPSE OF US HEGEMONY

Innocent and Carpenter 2009 
[Malou - foreign policy analyst @ Cato Institute, and Ted - vice president for defense and foreign policy studies @ Cato Institute, “Escaping the 'Graveyard of Empires’”,  CATO, http://www.cato.org/pubs/wtpapers/escaping-graveyard-empires-strategy-exit-afghanistan.pdf ] ttate
Given the nature of the conflict in Afghanistan, a definitive, conventional “victory” is not a realistic option. Denying a sanctuary to terrorists who seek to attack the United States does not require Washington to pacify the entire country, eradicate its opium fields, or sustain a long-term military presence in Central Asia. From the sky, U.S. unmanned aerial vehicles can monitor villages, training camps, and insurgent compounds.
On the ground, the United States can retain a small number of covert operatives for intelligence gathering and discrete operations against specific targets, as well as an additional small group of advisers to train Afghan police and military forces. The United States should withdraw most of its forces from Afghanistan within the next 12 to 18 months and treat al Qaeda’s presence in the region as a chronic, but manageable, problem. Washington needs to narrow its objectives to three critical tasks:

Security. Support, rather than supplant, indigenous security efforts by training and assisting the Afghan national army and police and, where appropriate, paying off or otherwise co-opting regional militias. Training should be tied to clear metrics. If those benchmarks are not achieved, Washington must cut its losses and cease further assistance. U.S. forces should not become Afghanistan’s perpetual crutch.

Intelligence and Regional Relations. Sustain intelligence operations in the region through aerial surveillance, covert operations, and ongoing intelligence-sharing with the Afghan and Pakistani governments. Seek cordial relations with all of Afghanistan’s neighbors, particularly Russia and Iran, as each has the means to significantly undermine or facilitate progress in the country.

Drugs. Dial back an opium eradication policy to one that solely targets drug cartels affiliated with insurgents rather than one that targets all traffickers, including poor local farmers. Harassing the latter alienates a significant portion of the rural population.

Central Asia holds little intrinsic strategic value to the United States, and America’s security will not be endangered even if an oppressive regime takes over a contiguous fraction of Afghan territory. America’s objective has been to neutralize the parties responsible for the atrocities committed on 9/11. The United States should not go beyond that objective by combating a regional insurgency or drifting into an open-ended occupation and nation-building mission.

Most important, Afghanistan serves as the crossroads of Central Asia. From its invasion by Genghis Khan and his two-million strong Mongol hordes to the superpower proxy war between the United States and the Soviet Union, Afghanistan’s trade routes and land-locked position in the middle of the region have for centuries rendered it vulnerable to invasion by external powers. Although Afghanistan has endured successive waves of Persian, Greek, Arab, Turk, Mongol, British, and Soviet invaders, no occupying power has ever successfully conquered it. There’s a reason why it has been described as the “graveyard of empires,” and unless America scales down its objectives, it risks meeting a similar fate.

MAINTAINING MASSIVE TROOP LEVELS WILL FAIL TO SECURE AFGHANISTAN – WE CAN STABILIZE THE REGIME WITH LESS BOOTS ON THE GROUND – CONTINUED PRESENCE WILL TARNISH US’ INTERNATIONAL REPUTATION

Innocent, Foreign Policy Analyst at the Cato Institute & member of the International Institute of Strategic Studies, 2009 [Malou, “No More Troops For Afghanistan,” 9-16, http://www.cato.org/pub_display.php?pub_id=10550] emma b

As public support for the war in Afghanistan hits an all-time low, Joint Chiefs Chairman Admiral Mike Mullen has endorsed an increase in U.S. forces there. But President Obama should strongly resist any calls to add more troops. The U.S. and NATO military presence of roughly 110,000 troops is more than enough to carry out the focused mission of training Afghan forces. Committing still more troops would only weaken the authority of Afghan leaders and undermine the U.S.'s ability to deal with security challenges elsewhere in the world. The Senate hearings this week on Afghanistan are displaying the increased skepticism among many top lawmakers toward a war that is rapidly losing public support. At a Senate Armed Service Committee hearing, Senator Lindsey Graham (R-S.C.) asked Mullen, "Do you understand you've got one more shot back home?" alluding to polls showing most Americans oppose the war and oppose sending more troops. "Do you understand that?" Sadly, a common view among policymakers and defense officials is that if America pours in enough time and resources--possibly hundreds of thousands of troops for another 12 to 14 years--Washington could really turn Afghanistan around. But while military leaders like Gen. Stanley McChrystal say a new strategy must be forged to "earn the support of the [Afghan] people," Washington does not even have the support of the American people. The U.S. 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 pursued decades of armed nation-building--in the middle of an economic downturn, no less--success would hardly be guaranteed, especially in a country notoriously suspicious of outsiders and largely devoid of central authority. The U.S. and its allies must instead narrow their objectives. A long-term, large-scale presence is not necessary to disrupt al Qaeda, and going after the group does not require Washington to pacify the entire country. Denying a sanctuary to terrorists that seek to attack the U.S. can be done through aerial surveillance, retaining covert operatives for discrete operations against specific targets, and ongoing intelligence-sharing with countries in the region. Overall, remaining in Afghanistan is more likely to tarnish America's reputation and undermine U.S. security than would withdrawal. 
hegemony advantage – presence hurts soft power

US IS STILL THE WORLD’S SOLE SUPERPOWER – CONTINUING OUR CURRENT FAILED STRATEGY IN AFGHANISTAN WILL CAUSE DECLINE

Innocent and Carpenter 2009 
[Malou - foreign policy analyst @ Cato Institute, and Ted - vice president for defense and foreign policy studies @ Cato Institute, “Escaping the 'Graveyard of Empires’”,  CATO, http://www.cato.org/pubs/wtpapers/escaping-graveyard-empires-strategy-exit-afghanistan.pdf ] ttate
Former national security adviser Henry Kissinger, Council on Foreign Relations scholar Stephen Biddle, and many others, concede that the war in Central Asia will be long, expensive, and risky, yet they claim it is ultimately worth waging because a withdrawal would boost jihadism globally and make America look weak. 26 But what we’ve invested in the Afghanistan mission could all fall apart whether we withdraw tomorrow or 20 years from now. In fact, if leaving would make America look weak, trying to stay indefinitely while accomplishing little would appear even worse. If the issue is preventing U.S. soldiers from having died in vain, pursuing a losing strategy would not vindicate their sacrifice. And trying to pacify all of Afghanistan, much less hoping to do so on a permanent basis, is a losing strategy. Regardless, some people invoke memories of America’s ignominious withdrawals from Vietnam, Somalia, and Lebanon to muster support for an open-ended commitment. President Bush in 2007 claimed that withdrawing from Vietnam emboldened today’s terrorists by compromising U.S. credibility. “Here at home,” he said, “some can argue our withdrawal from Vietnam carried no price to American credibility, but the terrorists see things differently.” 27 Michael Rubin of the American Enterprise Institute agrees with that reasoning, writing that “the 1983 withdrawal from Lebanon and the retreat from Somalia a decade later emboldened Islamists who saw the United States as a paper tiger.” 28 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. Perhaps most troubling about the reflexively “stay the course” mentality of some Americans is the widespread insensitivity about the thousands of people—civilian and military, domestic and foreign—killed, maimed, and traumatized in war. But when the stakes seem unrelated to vital national interests, the American public rightly resents their country’s interference in third party problems, and is extremely skeptical of nation building. History shows that, sooner or later, disenchantment will manifest in public and congressional opposition. After nearly a decade in Afghanistan, even the memory of 9/11 might not be sufficient to outweigh the sacrifice in blood and treasure. 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. Unfortunately, bureaucratic inertia and a misplaced conception of Washington’s moral obligations (an argument that more often than not legitimizes America’s military occupation of a foreign people) threaten to trap the United States in Afghanistan for decades. Overall, remaining in Afghanistan is more likely to tarnish America’s reputation and undermine U.S. security than would withdrawal.

PLAN KEY TO RESTORING SOFT POWER

POLK 2009

[William – member of US Policy Planning Council on Middle East (1961-1965) and former professor of history and director for Middle Eastern studies @ University of Chicago, “How to get out of Afghanistan”, 
http://hnn.us/articles/120371.html] ttate
We are indeed at a cross-roads in our history. The step the President takes on Afghanistan is a step on a road that could lead either to catastrophe or away from it toward a new period of our prosperity, freedom and security. In one direction, we will move in the direction signposted by the Australian armchair warrior David Kilcullen, the key adviser and ghost writer for Generals Petraeus and McChrystal, and enthusiastically approved by the neoconservatives. They and Petraeus’s and McChrystal’s new acolytes among junior officers – saw Iraq and see Afghanistan as the first steps in America’s crusade, what they have named the “Long War.” The Long war would truly be a march out into the wild blue yonder. The neoconservatives and the new military leaders believe it will last generations. Fifty years is said to be already under planning at the Pentagon.40 The cost, even in economic terms, cannot be predicted – numbers lose meaning beyond 15 or 20 trillion dollars. But the ultimate cost will be the end of America’s position as the world’s leading power. Our standard of living will fall; our sources of borrowing will dry up; and we will stand in danger of the kind of economic implosion that destroyed what in the 1920s was arguably Europe’s leading democracy, the Weimar Republic. While the monetary and general economic costs are the most obvious, my real worry is about the fundamental beliefs and institutions of our country. I confess that I am very emotional about this: I have inherited through my family both a military and a civic tradition that I see being undermined in the name of patriotism. Patriotism is a blunt instrument and can be wielded by dictators – as Herman Göring observed during his trial at Nuremburg -- as often as by democrats. I don’t want to lose the America in which I was born, have served and believe in. So I determined to do what I can to protect and preserve our heritage of freedom, decency and mutual respect. These are the key elements in the social contract we share with one another and which we share with our government. To lose that social contact is to descend into chaos. Of course, “it can’t happen here,” but let us not forget the fate of the Weimar Republic: it was an economic implosion that did it in. To the contrary, getting out of Afghanistan, could lead us toward a reassertion of the principles and purposes that have made our country not just respected for its wealth and power but beloved throughout the world. If we make a sincere effort to live up to the message in President Obama’s address in Cairo – that we are willing to live in a multicultural world – much of the fear and danger we perceive today will become a bad memory. Then we can truly turn toward the serious business of educating our children, providing our citizens with adequate health care and again becoming for the world’s peoples “a city on the hill.” 
hegemony advantage – counter-insurgency destroys

CONTINUED COUNTER-INSURGENCY WILL DEVASTATE US MILITARY CAPABILITIES

BOYLE 2010

[Michael – lecturer in international relations and research fellow @ Centre for the Study of Terrorism and Political Violence @ University of St. Andrews, “Do counterterrorism and counterinsurgency go together?”, March 10, 
http://www3.interscience.wiley.com/journal/123318677/abstract] ttate
At the political level, however, the effects of the conflation of counterterrorism and counterinsurgency are perhaps more serious. One of the unfortunate by-products of the experience of the last eight years, which has seen two major national insurgencies conducted concurrently with a global struggle against Al-Qaeda, is that policy-makers have begun to conclude (as Miliband did) that counterterrorism is counterinsurgency. The dangers of such a position are manifest. To treat every terrorist threat through the lens of counterinsurgency is to commit the US to undertaking countless state-building missions abroad, often with limited prospects of success. To treat every insurgency as the potential incubator of a future terrorist threat is a recipe for overextension, distraction and exhaustion. The struggle with Al-Qaeda can be won only if the US keeps sight of its priorities and avoids entangling itself in an ever-increasing number of distant conflicts. But it will certainly be lost if the US exhausts itself—financially, militarily, even morally—by forever scanning the horizon for new monsters to destroy.93

A COUNTERINSURGENCY FOCUS MAKES FUTURE INTERVENTIONS INEVITABLE – CAUSES CONTINUED OVERSTRETCH

BOYLE 2010

[Michael – lecturer in international relations and research fellow @ Centre for the Study of Terrorism and Political Violence @ University of St. Andrews, “Do counterterrorism and counterinsurgency go together?”, March 10, 
http://www3.interscience.wiley.com/journal/123318677/abstract] ttate
Finally, this emphasis on a fused threat between terrorists and insurgents can incorrectly imply that the response must also draw in equal measure on counterterrorism and counterinsurgency strategy. Such an approach tends to see each emerging terrorist threat as a new front in a global counterinsurgency effort and imply that the US and its allies need to be concerned with winning the ‘hearts and minds’ of the local populations to prevent its development. This is a fundamentally offensive approach in which the US and its allies need to take the fight to the terrorists wherever they may be while simultaneously persuading the Muslim world to reject Al-Qaeda and its political programme. The obvious risk of such an approach is that it will lead to strategic overreach, especially if the US winds up fighting small wars and engaging in costly nation-building as a method of preventing Al-Qaeda from gaining ground in distant conflicts.

As an example of this danger, consider the conflation of terrorism and insurgency that marked the discussion over the failed attack on a US airline on 25 December 2009. Reports that the failed bomber, Umar Farouk Abdulmutallab, had received instruction in explosives from Al-Qaeda in the Arabian Peninsula (AQAP) immediately raised questions about whether American combat operations would be needed to fight Al-Qaeda-linked insurgents in Yemen. In the US, Senator Joseph Lieberman called Yemen ‘tomorrow’s war’ and urged pre-emptive action against Al-Qaeda operatives there.38 An alternative chorus of voices insisted that additional US funds and civilian trainers would be needed to improve the security forces and governance in that remote country.39 The fact that AQAP activity was intertwined with the tribal revolts which had been threatening the stability of the country appeared to lend superficial support to a quasi-counterinsurgency approach as a way to deal with the threat posed by Al-Qaeda in the peninsula. But the attempted attack was a terrorist act on a US-bound flight from Europe by an African citizen. It is entirely unclear whether improving policing capacity and governance in Yemen would have interrupted the attack, which was carried by a small number of operatives with only limited ties to the local community. The conflation of threats meant that the US looked like sleepwalking into a quasi-COIN strategy in that country, potentially assuming responsibility for areas that may have been irrelevant to Abdulmutallab’s ability to launch a terrorist attack. Worse still, such an expanded role would be viewed with hostility by the local population, which is already suspicious of American encroachment on the country.40 Because current policy is premised on the intellectual error that an interlinked threat demands a comprehensive response, and specifically on the notion that terrorism can be solved through counterinsurgency techniques, US strategy tends to drift towards counterinsurgency—and overextension in foreign conflicts—when a more limited counterterrorism response might be more appropriate.

hegemony advantage – counter-insurgency destroys
COIN requires military to be both destroyer and creator, overstretching the capacities of the military

Timothy K. Hsia 10, writer for “At war: writing from the front lines” NY Times, graduate of the U.S. Military Academy. He is currently deployed on his second tour, “Rolling Stone Article’s True Focus: Counterinsurgency”, 6/23/10, [http://atwar.blogs.nytimes.com/2010/06/23/rolling-stone-articles-true-focus-counterinsurgency-coin/]  imanol
 Counterinsurgency is full of contradictions; for example, it requires the military to be both destroyer and creator. The military is not only expected to close with and destroy the enemy, it is now also responsible for building democratic institutions and providing essential services. Moreover, a basic assumption in counterinsurgency is that there is a legitimate partner in the process that sees eye to eye with Western ideals of progress. When theory meets reality, the United States finds itself tied to partners whose goals are divergent with American ideas of progress or democratic ideals. It is often remarked that counterinsurgency is one step backward and two steps forward. This is the case if the United States has a partner in reconstructing a nation, but what if the partner is one which actually undermines American and coalition plans? Three steps backward with only one step forward? Counterinsurgency missions are also hard to train. The military knows how to train on conventional tactical missions like raids, traffic control points, logistical resupplies and platoon level missions. But just how does one train a force for a counterinsurgency mission? How does one inculcate into soldiers a desire to win the hearts and minds of the local populace? Just how does one train the skills necessary to rebuild a nation? How does one train platoon leaders and company commanders to assume leadership of a region? Should the military focus less on military skills training such as marksmanship and first aid and more on areas related to counterinsurgency like agricultural development, electricity, water purification and rule of law?

HEGEMONY ADVANTAGE – PLAN = SHIFT AWAY from COUNTER-INSURGENCY DOCTRINE

PLAN IS A REJECTION OF COUNTERINSURGENCY – WILL CREATE A SHIFT TOWARDS SELECTIVE ENGAGEMENT – WILL ALLOW US TO SUSTAIN HEGEMONY
GVENTER 2009
     [Celeste – senior defense analyst @ RAND and former deputy assistant secretary of defense, “False Promise of ‘Counterinsurgency’”, December 01, http://www.rand.org/commentary/2009/12/01/NYT.html] ttate
An effort to conduct "counterinsurgency" in Afghanistan is not just a costly business for still-unspecified strategic returns. It is likely to also prolong the U.S. defense establishment's preoccupation with military-led nation-building in unfamiliar cultures and perpetuate the deeply problematic assumption that chronic societal failure and social pathologies around the world are a form of warfare. This notion is built in part on what seems to be an oversimplified and glamorized—and thus dangerously misleading—pop history about the 'surge' in Iraq and the role it played in the still-unfolding outcomes there. 

The opportunity for the new strategy in Afghanistan was to form the beginning of a new era of American restraint in its foreign policy—one based on confidence in America's own values, protection of its borders, strong intelligence capabilities, and selective engagement of a strong, credible U.S. military capable of applying overwhelming force. 
hegemony advantage - continued reliance on coin spills over

Plan is a needed slap-in-the-face to COIN advocates – failure to question effectiveness of COIN strategy now means US military will continue to blindly engage our troops in similar efforts in the future

Gusterson 7-1-10, [Hugh Gusterson, Ph. D and He has done fieldwork in the United States and Russia, where he has studied the culture of nuclear weapons scientists and antinuclear activists.  He also writes about militarism and about science more generally, and has a strong interest in professional ethics. “Against counterinsurgency in Afghanistan” Bulletin of the Atomic Scientists. < http://www.thebulletin.org/web-edition/columnists/hugh-gusterson/against-counterinsurgency-afghanistan>]  hart

Rolling Stone quotes Maj. Gen. Bill Mayville, General McChrystal's chief of operations, as saying of the endgame in Afghanistan, "It's not going to look like a win, smell like a win or taste like a win." In the inevitable postmortem in future years that will follow the defeat or stalemating of the U.S. in Afghanistan, the loudest voices will belong to the apostles of counterinsurgency who, rather than admit that counterinsurgency is an inherently flawed project, will start to point the finger of blame elsewhere. Notwithstanding the dismal track record of counterinsurgency campaigns in general, they will tell us the war in Afghanistan could have been won if Obama had agreed to more troops. Or if he had put General Petraeus in charge earlier. Or if he had not declared the July 2011 date for beginning withdrawal. Or if the U.S. had found a more popular ally than President Hamid Karzai. This will matter greatly because Afghanistan is at the beginning, not the end, of the counterinsurgency road on the U.S. military horizon. In what was until recently called the "Global War on Terror," counterinsurgency plays the sort of framing and orienting role that containment and deterrence played in the Cold War. The U.S. military is already thinking about future counterinsurgency campaigns in Yemen, Somalia, and the Philippines. Given the Pentagon's fantasies of future counterinsurgencies, it is vital to make the argument that counterinsurgency has failed in Afghanistan not because of flaws in its execution but because, as I have argued before, counterinsurgency campaigns almost inevitably contain within themselves the seeds of their own failure. Counterinsurgency forces stand little chance of defeating the insurgents without large numbers of troops, but the presence of foreign troops inevitably excites nationalist hostility from the local population; the more foreign troops there are, the more hostility there will be. Also, the more troops there are, the more military casualties there will be, and this undermines support for counterinsurgency at home--as we are now seeing in the UK and the U.S. Counterinsurgency campaigns also benefit from being allied to a strong and popular local government. We hear a lot these days about Karzai's inadequacy in this regard, but it may not be all his fault: Almost by definition, a leader who relies on external occupying troops for his power will be seen as a foreign puppet and will be compromised in the eyes of his people.
hegemony advantage – presence = direct trade-off

AFGHANISTAN IS A WAR OF CHOICE – LARGE PRESENCE NOT NECESSARY TO SOLVE – MILITARY PRESENCE LEADS TO A DIRECT TRADE-OFF WITH LACK OF PRESENCE ELSEWHERE
Haass 09 (Principal Advisor to Colin Powell, President council of foreign relations, editor of eleven books on American foreign policy, Director of policy planning for Department of the State) 






               Richard N Haas August 20, 2009  “In Afghanistan, The Choice is Ours” New York Times http://www.nytimes.com/2009/08/21/opinion/21haass.html?_r=1&ref=opinion/fri
But is Afghanistan a war of necessity? And if not — if in fact it is a war of choice — so what? Wars of necessity must meet two tests. They involve, first, vital national interests and, second, a lack of viable alternatives to the use of military force to protect those interests. World War II was a war of necessity, as were the Korean War and the Persian Gulf war. In the wake of 9/11, invading Afghanistan was a war of necessity. The United States needed to act in self-defense to oust the Taliban. There was no viable alternative. Now, however, with a friendly government in Kabul, is our military presence still a necessity? Of course, our interests in Afghanistan include making it difficult for Al Qaeda to mount operations from that country and limiting Taliban use of Afghan territory to destabilize neighboring Pakistan. Minimizing the chance of a terrorist attack on American citizens is vital, as is making sure that Pakistan’s nuclear arsenal doesn’t fall into the wrong hands. But even if the United States were to succeed in Afghanistan — with “success” defined as bringing into existence an Afghan government strong enough to control most of its territory — terrorists could still operate from there and would put down roots elsewhere. And Pakistan’s future would remain uncertain at best. Moreover, there are alternatives to current American policy. One would reduce our troops’ ground-combat operations and emphasize drone attacks on terrorists, the training of Afghan police officers and soldiers, development aid and diplomacy to fracture the Taliban. A more radical alternative would withdraw all United States military forces from Afghanistan and center on regional and global counterterrorism efforts and homeland security initiatives to protect ourselves from threats that might emanate from Afghanistan. Under this option, our policy toward Afghanistan would resemble the approach toward Somalia and other countries where governments are unable or unwilling to take on terrorists and the United States eschews military intervention. Afghanistan is thus a war of choice — Mr. Obama’s war of choice. In this way, Afghanistan is analogous to Vietnam, Bosnia, Kosovo and today’s Iraq. Wars of choice are not inherently good or bad. It depends on whether military involvement would probably accomplish more than it would cost and whether employing force is more promising than the alternatives. Making this assessment in Afghanistan is difficult. The Taliban are resourceful and patient and can use Pakistan as a sanctuary. It is not obvious that Afghans can overcome ethnic and tribal loyalties, corruption and personal rivalries. No matter who is declared the winner, yesterday’s election is almost certain to leave the country even divided.The risk of ending our military effort in Afghanistan is that Kabul could be overrun and the government might fall. The risk of the current approach (or even one that involves dispatching another 10,000 or 20,000 American soldiers, as the president appears likely to do) is that it might produce the same result in the end, but at a higher human, military and economic cost. All of which makes Afghanistan not just a war of choice but a tough choice. My judgment is that American interests are sufficiently important, prospects for achieving limited success are sufficiently high and the risks of alternative policies are sufficiently great to proceed, for now, with Mr. Obama’s measured strategy. But the administration, Congress and the American people (who, recent polls suggest, are turning against the war) must undertake regular, rigorous assessments of whether these efforts are bearing fruit or are likely to. If it appears they are not, the president should roll back the combat role or withdraw militarily. If Afghanistan were a war of necessity, it would justify any level of effort. It is not and does not. It is not certain that doing more will achieve more. And no one should forget that doing more in Afghanistan lessens our ability to act elsewhere, including North Korea, Iran and Iraq. There needs to be a limit to what the United States does in Afghanistan and how long it is prepared to do it, lest we find ourselves unable to contend with other wars, of choice or of necessity, if and when they arise.

hegemony advantage – costs destroys us heg

CONTINUED LEVELS OF MILITARY PRESENCE EXPENSIVE – AFGHAN WAR WILL BE $65B IN COSTS BY 2010-OBAMA’S SURGE ALONE IS AN ADDITIONAL $30B EACH YEAR
BANDOW 2010

[Doug – senior fellow @ Cato and former special assistant to Reagan, “A war we can’t afford”,  National Interest,  January 04,  http://www.nationalinterest.org/Article.aspx?id=22716] ttate
The U.S. government is broke. Nevertheless, Washington is currently fighting two wars: one is ebbing while the other is expanding. How to pay for the Afghan build up? Democrats say raise taxes. Republicans say no worries. The best policy would be to scale back America’s international commitments.

The United States will spend more than $700 billion on the military in 2010. The administration’s initial defense-budget proposal, minus the Afghanistan and Iraq wars, was $534 billion, almost as much as total military spending by the rest of the world. Even though the Iraq war is winding down, its costs will persist for years as the government cares for thousands of seriously injured veterans.

Afghanistan cost about $51 billion in 2009 and had been expected to run $65 billion in 2010. However, the president’s build up is estimated to add another $30 billion annually. And if this “surge” doesn’t work—U.S. troop levels still lag well behind the minimum number indicated by Pentagon anti-insurgency doctrine—the administration will feel pressure to further increase force levels. Every extra thousand personnel deployed to Afghanistan costs about $1 billion.
Although the president reportedly plans to emphasize deficit reduction in his upcoming budget, he continues to propose new programs even with $10 trillion in red ink predicted over the next decade. The cost of the Afghan war will be yet another debit added to the national debt.
hegemony advantage – overstretch hurts us hegemony

Overstretch allows rivals to collapse US hegemony

Layne 2009 
[Christopher - PhD and Robert M. Gates Chair in Intelligence and National Security @ George Bush School of Government and Public Service @ Texas A&M,  International Security, Summer] ttate
U.S. strategic retrenchment would enable rising powers to significantly narrow the current military gap between them and the United States. Brooks and Wohlforth argue that the rise of a single peer competitor capable of challenging the United States globally is unlikely. They overlook, however, other geopolitical mechanisms that can bring U.S. primacy to an end. At the turn of the twentieth century, Britain’s hegemony ended because London lacked the resources to cope with the simultaneous challenges mounted by regional great powers to its interests in Europe, Asia, and North America and also to deal with wars of empire such as the Boer War—not because it was challenged by a single great power globally. In coming years, there is a good chance that an increasingly overstretched United States could see its hegemony overthrown by a similar process. On Britain’s decline, see Aaron Friedberg, Weary Titan: Britain and the Experience of Relative Decline, 1895–1905 (Princeton, N.J.: Princeton University Press, 1988); Kennedy, The Rise and Fall of British Naval Mastery; C.J. Lowe and M.L. Dockrill, The Mirage of Power, Vol. 1: British Foreign Policy, 1902–1914 (London: Routledge, 1972); and Correlli Barnett, The Collapse of British Power (New York: William Morrow, 1972).

hegemony advantage – afghanistan key

OUR COMMITMENT TO AFGHANISTAN IS KEY FOR OUR GLOBAL INFLUENCE – FAILURE TO STABILIZE AFGHANISTAN GUTS OUR ABILITY TO LEAD IN THE GLOBAL ECONOMY

SALAM 2009

[Reihan – research associate @ Council on Foreign Relations, “Don’t short the surge”, http://www.newamerica.net/publications/articles/2009/dont_short_the_surge_12856] ttate
One of the many ironies of this political moment is that some of President Obama's worst enemies are poised to become his best friends. Bill Kristol, the editor of the Weekly Standard, is widely credited with crafting the strategy that defeated Bill Clinton's 1993 healthcare overhaul. This time around, Kristol has been an equally fierce critic of Democratic health-reform proposals. But as one of the founders of the Foreign Policy Initiative, successor to the pro-war Project for the New American Century, he has also worked to persuade Republicans to back the president on an issue of at least equal importance, one that might soon prove more politically perilous--the fighting in Afghanistan. Over the next decade, there is very good reason to believe that the United States and China, the two pillars of the global economy, will grow at a slower rate. Though hardly anyone thinks of the 2000s as a golden age of peace and prosperity, that could very well change as a slide in global growth sharpens competition for resources. Even as the U.S. economy recovers, job growth will most likely be pathetically low. While liberals have hoped that this might spark support for an expanded welfare state, it seems just as likely that belt-tightened voters will feel less inclined towards generosity at home and abroad. We're seeing this in the ferocious debates over taxes and spending, and we're also seeing it in the backlash against the war in Afghanistan. It's far too early to say that the sun is setting on the American empire. The U.S. has strengths that the British and the Soviets lacked, and that the Chinese won't have for decades or more. It is, however, very hard to imagine the country pulling off something like the invasion of Iraq in the straitened circumstances of 2009. As the war in Afghanistan enters a new phase, it looks like the capstone of America's unilateral moment, when it seemed as though our military and economic power could bend reality. Success in Afghanistan--even a modest success, like the retreat from total disaster we've seen in Iraq--could represent a down payment on a more stable geopolitical environment, the kind of investment that will pay dividends for decades. Failure could jeopardize the basic stability that makes the global economy work. And failure is a very real possibility. This week, Admiral Mike Mullen, chairman of the Joint Chiefs, told Congress that a serious counterinsurgency strategy for Afghanistan will "probably" require a sharp increase in the number of American troops. General Stanley McChrystal, the new commander of U.S. forces in Afghanistan, reportedly wants 30,000 to 40,000 reinforcements, raising troop levels from 68,000 at the end of this year to over 100,000. Part of the issue is that the 21,000 new troops President Obama has already agreed to send to Afghanistan won't be enough to change the dynamics on the ground, as combat forces need to be matched by personnel dedicated to logistical support.

hegemony advantage – hard power key

A strong US military is key to global influence and hegemony

Layne, professor, and Robert M. Gates Chair in National Security at the George Bush School of Government and Public Service at Texas A&M University, 2003 [Christopher Layne, Casualties of War Transatlantic Relations and the Future of NATO in the Wake of the Second Gulf War, Cato, http://www.cato.org/pubs/pas/pa483.pdf]   raposo
 As I have already noted, however, the alliance’s military utility has little to do with America’s interest in maintaining NATO intact. Washington remains wedded to the alliance because it is committed to pursuing a hegemonic grand strategy. There is nothing new about this. Since World War II ended, the U.S. has pursued a hegemonic strategy with respect to Europe. And, of course, with the Cold War’s end, the last three administrations have not been shy about proclaiming Washington’s goal of perpetuating American hegemony and maintaining the U.S. role as the sole great power in the international system. This objective is bluntly stated in the Bush administration’s 2002 National Security Strategy, which declares that the United States will act, preventively if necessary, to preclude other states from surpassing— or even equaling—U.S. military capabilities.51 Hegemons are like monopolists: neither likes competition. And, as has been true since the late 1940s, the United States today is determined to ensure that no new great powers emerge. Europe is, of course, one region where a new pole of power could emerge, either in the guise of a resurgent Germany (and a “German Europe”) or a politically unified European Union. Through NATO, the United States keeps both Germany and the EU in check. In the latter regard, notwithstanding Washington’s oft-voiced complaints about “burden-sharing,” the truth is that the last thing the United States wants is for Europe, through the EU, to develop significant independent military capabilities. The United States insists that any EU efforts to develop enhanced military capabilities must be within the context of NATO. As Richard Holbrooke put it: “It would be self-defeating . . . to create military structures to duplicate the successful European integration already achieved in NATO. But a stronger European pillar of the alliance can be an important contribution to the European stability and transatlantic burden-sharing, provided it does not dilute NATO.”52 Addressing the EU’s plans to develop an autonomous defense and foreign policy known as the European Security and Defense Initiative, Madeleine Albright said: “We believe that ESDI is a very useful way to think about burden sharing.” For the United States, Albright explained, ESDI must be based on “the principle that these institutions should be the European pillar of a strong transatlantic alliance and not separate and competing entities.” To ensure that ESDI does not undercut NATO, Albright proclaimed the socalled “Three D’s”: ESDI must not diminish NATO’s role, must not duplicate NATO’s capabilities, and must not discriminate against the United States.53 Of course, if these “Three D’s” are implemented—especially the proscription on the EU duplicating military capabilities already possessed by NATO—Europe would be foreclosed from achieving strategic autonomy and would remain subordinate to the United States,

which is precisely the aim of U.S. policy.

HARD POWER KEY TO SUSTAINING US LEADERSHIP

Schmitt 6/3 (Director of AEI, former staff director of Senate Select Committee of Intelligence, Executive director of President’s Foreign Intelligence Advisory Board)  Gary Schmitt May 03, 2010  “Our Country’s Battles” American Enterprise Institute for Public Policy Research http://www.aei.org/article/101967/ fri
And there may be an even more serious problem on the conservative side: the lack of a clear strategic vision. There is a sense among conservatives, especially among many in Congress, that, if we can just get our economic house in order, all else will be well. Yet, since the end of World War II, the overriding premise of American grand strategy has been that if we as a country want peace and prosperity at home, we must have a military sufficiently dominant to deter major threats, police the international commons, and, when necessary, win the wars we wage. Although not cheap, such a strategy provided the underpinning for six decades of remarkable prosperity and success all across the globe. This is something conservatives know in their bones, but spend too little time actually articulating.
hegemony advantage – decline = nuclear war
US leadership solves multiple scenarios for nuclear war – preferable to all other alternatives

Kagan 2007 
[Robert - senior associate @ Carnegie Endowment for International Peace, “End of Dreams, Return of History”, Policy Review, http://www.hoover.org/publications/policyreview/8552512.html#n10] ttate
Finally, there is the United States itself. As a matter of national policy stretching back across numerous administrations, Democratic and Republican, liberal and conservative, Americans have insisted on preserving regional predominance in East Asia; the Middle East; the Western Hemisphere; until recently, Europe; and now, increasingly, Central Asia. This was its goal after the Second World War, and since the end of the Cold War, beginning with the first Bush administration and continuing through the Clinton years, the United States did not retract but expanded its influence eastward across Europe and into the Middle East, Central Asia, and the Caucasus. Even as it maintains its position as the predominant global power, it is also engaged in hegemonic competitions in these regions with China in East and Central Asia, with Iran in the Middle East and Central Asia, and with Russia in Eastern Europe, Central Asia, and the Caucasus. The United States, too, is more of a traditional than a postmodern power, and though Americans are loath to acknowledge it, they generally prefer their global place as “No. 1” and are equally loath to relinquish it. Once having entered a region, whether for practical or idealistic reasons, they are remarkably slow to withdraw from it until they believe they have substantially transformed it in their own image. They profess indifference to the world and claim they just want to be left alone even as they seek daily to shape the behavior of billions of people around the globe. The jostling for status and influence among these ambitious nations and would-be nations is a second defining feature of the new post-Cold War international system. Nationalism in all its forms is back, if it ever went away, and so is international competition for power, influence, honor, and status. American predominance prevents these rivalries from intensifying — its regional as well as its global predominance. Were the United States to diminish its influence in the regions where it is currently the strongest power, the other nations would settle disputes as great and lesser powers have done in the past: sometimes through diplomacy and accommodation but often through confrontation and wars of varying scope, intensity, and destructiveness. One novel aspect of such a multipolar world is that most of these powers would possess nuclear weapons. That could make wars between them less likely, or it could simply make them more catastrophic. It is easy but also dangerous to underestimate the role the United States plays in providing a measure of stability in the world even as it also disrupts stability. For instance, the United States is the dominant naval power everywhere, such that other nations cannot compete with it even in their home waters. They either happily or grudgingly allow the United States Navy to be the guarantor of international waterways and trade routes, of international access to markets and raw materials such as oil. Even when the United States engages in a war, it is able to play its role as guardian of the waterways. In a more genuinely multipolar world, however, it would not. Nations would compete for naval dominance at least in their own regions and possibly beyond. Conflict between nations would involve struggles on the oceans as well as on land. Armed embargos, of the kind used in World War I and other major conflicts, would disrupt trade flows in a way that is now impossible. Such order as exists in the world rests not only on the goodwill of peoples but also on American power. Such order as exists in the world rests not merely on the goodwill of peoples but on a foundation provided by American power. Even the European Union, that great geopolitical miracle, owes its founding to American power, for without it the European nations after World War II would never have felt secure enough to reintegrate Germany. Most Europeans recoil at the thought, but even today Europe’s stability depends on the guarantee, however distant and one hopes unnecessary, that the United States could step in to check any dangerous development on the continent. In a genuinely multipolar world, that would not be possible without renewing the danger of world war. People who believe greater equality among nations would be preferable to the present American predominance often succumb to a basic logical fallacy. They believe the order the world enjoys today exists independently of American power. They imagine that in a world where American power was diminished, the aspects of international order that they like would remain in place. But that’s not the way it works. International order does not rest on ideas and institutions. It is shaped by configurations of power. The international order we know today reflects the distribution of power in the world since World War II, and especially since the end of the Cold War. A different configuration of power, a multipolar world in which the poles were Russia, China, the United States, India, and Europe, would produce its own kind of order, with different rules and norms reflecting the interests of the powerful states that would have a hand in shaping it. Would that international order be an improvement? Perhaps for Beijing and Moscow it would. But it is doubtful that it would suit the tastes of enlightenment liberals in the United States and Europe. The current order, of course, is not only far from perfect but also offers no guarantee against major conflict among the world’s great powers. Even under the umbrella of unipolarity, regional conflicts involving the large powers may erupt. War could erupt between China and Taiwan and draw in both the United States and Japan. War could erupt between Russia and Georgia, forcing the United States and its European allies to decide whether to intervene or suffer the consequences of a Russian victory. Conflict between India and Pakistan remains possible, as does conflict between Iran and Israel or other Middle Eastern states. These, too, could draw in other great powers, including the United States. Such conflicts may be unavoidable no matter what policies the United States pursues. But they are more likely to erupt if the United States weakens or withdraws from its positions of regional dominance.   This is especially true in East Asia, where most nations agree that a reliable American power has a stabilizing and pacific effect on the region. That is certainly the view of most of China’s neighbors. But even China, which seeks gradually to supplant the United States as the dominant power in the region, faces the dilemma that an American withdrawal could unleash an ambitious, independent, nationalist Japan. In Europe, too, the departure of the United States from the scene — even if it remained the world’s most powerful nation — could be destabilizing. It could tempt Russia to an even more overbearing and potentially forceful approach to unruly nations on its periphery. Although some realist theorists seem to imagine that the disappearance of the Soviet Union put an end to the possibility of confrontation between Russia and the West, and therefore to the need for a permanent American role in Europe, history suggests that conflicts in Europe involving Russia are possible even without Soviet communism. If the United States withdrew from Europe — if it adopted what some call a strategy of “offshore balancing” — this could in time increase the likelihood of conflict involving Russia and its near neighbors, which could in turn draw the United States back in under unfavorable circumstances. It is also optimistic to imagine that a retrenchment of the American position in the Middle East and the assumption of a more passive, “offshore” role would lead to greater stability there. The vital interest the United States has in access to oil and the role it plays in keeping access open to other nations in Europe and Asia make it unlikely that American leaders could or would stand back and hope for the best while the powers in the region battle it out. Nor would a more “even-handed” policy toward Israel, which some see as the magic key to unlocking peace, stability, and comity in the Middle East, obviate the need to come to Israel ’s aid if its security became threatened. That commitment, paired with the American commitment to protect strategic oil supplies for most of the world, practically ensures a heavy American military presence in the region, both on the seas and on the ground. The subtraction of American power from any region would not end conflict but would simply change the equation. In the Middle East, competition for influence among powers both inside and outside the region has raged for at least two centuries. The rise of Islamic fundamentalism doesn’t change this. It only adds a new and more threatening dimension to the competition, which neither a sudden end to the conflict between Israel and the Palestinians nor an immediate American withdrawal from Iraq would change. The alternative to American predominance in the region is not balance and peace. It is further competition. The region and the states within it remain relatively weak. A diminution of American influence would not be followed by a diminution of other external influences. One could expect deeper involvement by both China and Russia, if only to secure their interests. 18 And one could also expect the more powerful states of the region, particularly Iran, to expand and fill the vacuum. It is doubtful that any American administration would voluntarily take actions that could shift the balance of power in the Middle East further toward Russia, China, or Iran. The world hasn’t changed that much. An American withdrawal from Iraq will not return things to “normal” or to a new kind of stability in the region. It will produce a new instability, one likely to draw the United States back in again. The alternative to American regional predominance in the Middle East and elsewhere is not a new regional stability. In an era of burgeoning nationalism, the future is likely to be one of intensified competition among nations and nationalist movements. Difficult as it may be to extend American predominance into the future, no one should imagine that a reduction of American power or a retraction of American influence and global involvement will provide an easier path.

hegemony advantage – heg good -  terrorism

HEGEMONY KEY TO STOPPING TERRORISM

Donnelly & Schmitt 6/7 (Director for the Center of Defense Studies, member of US China Economic and Security Review Commission, Editor of the Armed Forces Journal, Director of Strategic Communications Initiative) (Director of AEI, former staff director of Senate Select Committee of Intelligence, Executive director of President’s Foreign Intelligence Advisory Board)

Thomas Donnelly and Gary Schmitt June 7, 2010 “The Big Squeeze” The Weekly Standard http://weeklystandard.com/articles/big-squeeze?page=3 / fri
It took the attacks of September 11, 2001, to remind us not only that defense of the homeland comes first, but also that it requires the will and capacity to take the fight to the enemy. Osama bin Laden and his lieutenants may be getting long in the tooth, and their goal of driving the United States out of Muslim lands may be growing less probable by the day, but Sunni extremism will be with us for some time to come, as the Fort Hood shootings and the failed Times Square attack made evident. No matter how difficult a task, preventing al Qaeda and its allies from finding new nests in weak or sympathetic states is necessary if we are to protect America. Other tools of statecraft are important to this fight, but without sufficient military capability to take the fight to al Qaeda and its allies and project hard power in tough environs, these other tools will not carry the day. The security of the commons—an awkward but nonetheless useful term—has long been regarded as an essential element in American strategy. But the protection of the realms outside the sovereign territory and waters of states is not just a strategic end in itself. It is the linchpin in America’s capacity to keep the great-power peace and, in times of conflict, to dominate particular parts of the ocean, the sky, space, and the electromagnetic spectrum. 
hegemony advantage – heg good – prolif

HEGEMONY SOLVES PROLIFERATION

BROOKES 2008

[Peter – senior fellow for national security affairs @ Heritage Foundation, “Why the world still needs America’s military might”, Heritage Foundation, November 24] ttate

The United States military has also been a central player in the attempts to halt weapons of mass destruction (WMD) and ballistic missile proliferation. In 2003, President Bush created the Prolifera­tion Security Initiative (PSI), an initiative to counter the spread of WMD and their delivery systems throughout the world. The U.S. military's capabili­ties help put teeth in the PSI, a voluntary, multilat­eral organization of 90-plus nations which uses national laws and joint military operations to fight proliferation. While many of the PSI's efforts aren't made pub­lic due to the potential for revealing sensitive intel­ligence sources and methods, some operations do make their way to the media. For instance, accord­ing to the U.S. State Department, the PSI stopped exports to Iran's missile program and heavy water- related equipment to Tehran's nuclear program, which many believe is actually a nuclear weapons program. In the same vein, the United States is also devel­oping the world's most prodigious-ever ballistic missile defense system to protect the American homeland, its deployed troops, allies, and friends, including Europe. While missile defense has its crit­ics, it may provide the best answer to the spread of ballistic missiles and the unconventional payloads, including the WMD, they may carry. Unfortunately, the missile and WMD prolifera­tion trend is not positive. For instance, 10 years ago, there were only six nuclear weapons states. Today there are nine members of the once-exclusive nucle­ar weapons club, with Iran perhaps knocking at the door. Twenty-five years ago, nine countries had bal­listic missiles. Today, there are 28 countries with ballistic missile arsenals of varying degrees. This defensive system will not only provide deter­rence to the use of these weapons, but also provide policymakers with a greater range of options in pre­venting or responding to such attacks, whether from a state or non-state actor. Perhaps General Trey Obering, the Director of the Missile Defense Agency, said it best when describing the value of missile defense in countering the grow­ing threat of WMD and delivery system prolifera­tion: "I believe that one of the reasons we've seen the proliferation of these missiles in the past is that there has historically been no defense against them."
hegemony advantage – heg good – china
US LEADERSHIP KEY TO CHECKING BACK SINO AGGRESSION AND PROLIFERATION

Donnelly & Schmitt 6/7 (Director for the Center of Defense Studies, member of US China Economic and Security Review Commission, Editor of the Armed Forces Journal, Director of Strategic Communications Initiative) (Director of AEI, former staff director of Senate Select Committee of Intelligence, Executive director of President’s Foreign Intelligence Advisory Board)

Thomas Donnelly and Gary Schmitt June 7, 2010  “The Big Squeeze” The Weekly Standard http://weeklystandard.com/articles/big-squeeze?page=3/fri
But the largest strategic conundrum of the post-Cold War era is the rise of China. Hundreds of millions of Chinese have been lifted out of poverty, and that is a human triumph and a success of the American-led international system. But while Beijing has an interest in sustaining this system, its zero-sum view of geopolitics and the pattern of its military modernization call into question its own longer-term goals, with consequences for America’s leadership position in a part of the world that directly affects this country’s future prosperity. No one desires to turn China into an enemy. But if history is any guide, failing to make clear to Beijing and the other Asian capitals that the United States has every intention of maintaining its military preeminence in the region will invite the kind of arms race and power politics among states that can only increase instability in the region, to the benefit of none. 
hegemony advantage – heg good - iranian aggression 
US leadership is key to keep Iran at bay – failing to do so results in nuclear conflicts

Robb and Wald, former senator and retired general and air commander, 7/9/10 [Charles Robb and Charles Wald, A show of force for Iran, Washington Post, http://www.lexisnexis.com.turing.library.northwestern.edu/hottopics/lnacademic/]  raposo
An even more likely scenario, however, is that Israel would first attack Iranian nuclear facilities, triggering retaliatory strikes by Iran and its terrorist proxies. This would put the United States in an extremely difficult position. If we remained neutral in such a conflict, it would only invigorate Tehran, antagonize our regional allies and lead to greater conflict. On the other extreme, the United States could be dragged into a major confrontation at a time not of its choosing.  With sanctions unlikely to be sufficient, a nuclear Iran strategically untenable and an Israeli strike extremely risky, we support a triple-track strategy that involves the simultaneous pursuit of diplomacy; sanctions; and visible, credible military readiness activity. This strategy is consistent with President Obama's 2009 pledge at Camp Lejeune, N.C., "to use all elements of American power to prevent Iran from developing a nuclear weapon."  We cannot afford to wait indefinitely to determine the effectiveness of diplomacy and sanctions. Sanctions can be effective only if coupled with open preparation for the military option as a last resort. Indeed, publicly playing down potential military options has weakened our leverage with Tehran, making a peaceful resolution less likely.  Instead, the administration needs to expand its approach and make clear to the Iranian regime and the American people: If diplomatic and economic pressures do not compel Iran to terminate its nuclear program, the U.S. military has the capability and is prepared to launch an effective, targeted strike on Tehran's nuclear and supporting military facilities.  Many who condemned the Bush administration's lack of transparency before the invasion of Iraq today discourage public discussion of military options concerning Iran. But we cannot afford to shirk this debate or dismiss it as warmongering; it is precisely a public recognition of a viable military option that could preclude its need.  We are not under any illusions: No risk-free solutions exist. Our triple-track strategy does not guarantee complete success. However, the likely alternatives are more alarming, with a perilous conflict involving a nuclear Iran becoming more probable each day. The stakes are too high to rely on sanctions and diplomacy without credibly preparing for a potential military strike as well. We cannot fall prey to the inertia of resignation. Bold U.S. leadership is required.  

HEGEMONY ADVANTAGE – AT:  WITHDRAWAL KILLS CRED
INDEFINITE DEPLOYMENT IS WHAT KILLS US CRED

LYNCH 2009

[Marc – assoc professor of political science and international affairs and director of the Institute for Middle East studies @ George Washington University, “A time limit is essential”,  International Herald Tribune, December 12, page lexis] ttate
President Obama 's critics argue that his plan to withdraw American troops from Afghanistan starting in July 2011 signals a fatal lack of resolve, inviting the Taliban to wait out a feckless America, or else has no credibility.  In fact, the deadline is crucial to the strategy. Yes, there are many reasons to be skeptical of the prospects for the new plan, from the hopeless corruption in Kabul to the difficulties of state-building. But a clearly communicated timeline increases the odds of success.  The July 2011 date should be understood as an inflection point, not as the end of the American military mission. There's no "mission accomplished" here.  The American commitment to Afghanistan and Pakistan will continue. The pace and location of withdrawals will be dictated by conditions on the ground and, indeed, the date itself was carefully chosen based on the military's best calculations of improved security and political conditions. It was not drawn from a hat.  The deadline is essential politically because it will provide the necessary urgency for Afghans to make the institutional reforms that will ensure their own survival.  An open-ended commitment creates a terrible moral hazard in which Afghan leaders, assuming American troops will always be there to protect them, may make risky or counterproductive decisions. A limited, conditional commitment creates the leverage needed to generate the institutional transformation necessary to cement any gains made by the military.  Just as in the Iraq debate, hawks who insist on an open-ended commitment to "victory" misunderstand the strategic incentives created by an unconditional military promise.  Contrary to prevailing myths of the Iraq surge, Iraqi politicians began to make serious moves toward overcoming their political and sectarian divides only in mid-2008, when it became likely that an Obama electoral victory would lead to an end of the unconditional American commitment.  President Obama's deadline will not compromise the military mission. The surge of troops is meant to blunt the momentum of the Taliban, establish security and provide space for the spread of governance and legitimacy.  Should the Taliban choose to retreat and wait out the American mission, this would be a blessing, not a curse. It would allow America to establish control more easily and help build effective local and national governments.  The greater problem for the Obama administration will be to make the commitment to the drawdown credible. Many expect that the military will come back in a year asking for more troops and time. The blizzard of conflicting messages coming from Washington this week did little to diminish the expectation. This is troubling, because the political logic of the deadline works only if Afghans on both sides believe in it.  Skeptics among the public and in Congress can provide an essential service by carefully monitoring progress and supporting the strategy while making it clear that there will be no tolerance for future escalations or open-ended commitments.

TERRORISM ADVANTAGE – ATTACK COMING

NUCLEAR ATTACK COMING – MATERIAL HAS BEEN STOLEN
HALL 2010

[Mimi, staff writer, “Obama seeks front against nuclear terrorism”,  USA Today,  April 11, 
http://www.usatoday.com/news/washington/2010-04-11-nukesummit_N.htm] ttate
Obama said "the single biggest threat" to U.S. security is the possibility of a terrorist organization with a nuclear weapon. "If there was ever a detonation in New York City, or London, or Johannesburg, the ramifications economically, politically and from a security perspective would be devastating," he said Sunday before meeting with South African President Jacob Zuma, who is attending the summit. Also attending: presidents, prime ministers and kings from countries such as Russia, China, India, Pakistan and Jordan. Obama continues one-on-one meetings with leaders today, and on Tuesday, the group will sign a "high-level communiqué" that recognizes the seriousness of the threat and outlines efforts to secure or eliminate vulnerable stockpiles, according to Gary Samore, the White House senior adviser for non-proliferation. The summit is "intended to rally collective action," White House Deputy National Security Adviser Ben Rhodes says. The meetings will present their own security challenge for the Secret Service and other law enforcement agencies because there will be so many world leaders at one time in Washington. Samore says several countries will announce plans to eliminate or better protect their stockpiles. Securing nuclear material is a challenging but necessary job "because the global stockpile of nuclear weapons materials is large enough to build 120,000 nuclear bombs (and) because Osama bin Laden considers it his religious duty to obtain nuclear weapons and to use them against the United States," says Alexandra Toma of the Fissile Materials Working Group, a 40-member coalition dedicated to securing nuclear material. Five countries — the United States, Russia, the United Kingdom, China and France — are internationally recognized nuclear powers and have signed on to the Nuclear Non-Proliferation Treaty (NPT), which pledges to prevent the spread of nuclear weapons and technology. India, Pakistan and North Korea also have nuclear weapons, and Israel is suspected of having warheads, according to the non-partisan Arms Control Association. Israel does not admit or deny having them. The United States and Russia hold the overwhelming majority of highly enriched uranium and plutonium, the material that could be used to build a crude but devastating bomb. According to the Nuclear Threat Initiative, a nuclear-security group run by former Democratic senator Sam Nunn of Georgia, there is no comprehensive inventory of the world's nuclear material. But 672 research reactors have been built worldwide and 272 operate in 56 countries, most at universities or other research centers where security is lax, the group says. "Much of the nuclear materials that are potentially vulnerable or could be used for nuclear weapons are actually in the hands of private industry, so government regulation is a very important component," Samore says. Some of the material already has been stolen, according to Harvard University's Matthew Bunn, author of Securing the Bomb. "Nuclear theft is not a hypothetical worry," he says. "It's an ongoing reality." The International Atomic Energy Agency, a watchdog arm of the United Nations that monitors the use of nuclear power and technology, has documented 18 cases involving the theft or loss of plutonium or weapons-grade uranium, mostly occurring in the former Soviet Union. The IAEA says a majority of these cases have not had a pre-identified buyer and "amateurish character" and "poor organization" have been the hallmark of some of the cases involving unauthorized possession of materials. In Prague last year, Obama said, "Black market trade in nuclear secrets and nuclear materials abound." Government efforts have been made to secure nuclear material in recent years. Last week, the National Nuclear Security Agency (NNSA) worked with officials in Chile to remove nuclear material from reactors near Santiago and transport it to the USA. The agency has removed all significant amounts of highly enriched uranium from 18 countries, helped convert 60 reactors in 32 countries to the use of safer, low-enriched uranium and closed seven reactors. The NNSA also has secured highly enriched uranium in more than 750 buildings worldwide and safely stored 2,691 kilograms of nuclear material. Despite those efforts, in 2008, the Commission for the Prevention of Weapons of Mass Destruction warned, "Unless the world community acts decisively and with great urgency, it is more likely than not that a weapon of mass destruction will be used in a terrorist attack" by 2013. 

terrorism advantage – al qaeda seeking nukes now

AL QAEDA IS ACTIVELY SEEKING NUCLEAR CAPABILITIES – EXPANSION OF NUCLEAR ENERGY RAPIDLY INCREASES THE RISK

Evans 10 
[Michael - Pentagon Correspondent, “Hillary Clinton fears al-Qaeda is obtaining nuclear weapons material”, April 12, http://www.timesonline.co.uk/tol/news/world/us_and_americas/article7094876.ece ] ttate
Terrorists including al-Qaeda pose a serious threat to world security as they attempt to obtain atomic weapons material, Hillary Clinton, the US Secretary of State, declared on the eve of a global summit in Washington to prevent a nuclear terror attack. President Obama will call on the leaders of 47 nations today — the biggest gathering of heads of state by a US leader since the founding of the UN in 1945 — to introduce tougher safeguards to prevent nuclear material ending up in the hands of terrorists. As far back as 1998, Osama bin Laden stated that it was his Islamic duty to acquire and use weapons of mass destruction. During the two-day Nuclear Security Summit, Mr Obama will try to convince representatives, including David Miliband. who is standing in for Gordon Brown, that the dangers of loosely guarded atomic material are so grave that a global agreement is needed to stop al-Qaeda going nuclear. The summit is part of Mr Obama’s strategy to put nuclear weapons at the top of foreign policy. He signed a treaty with Russia on April 8, restricted the role and development of US nuclear weapons last week, and is trying to reach agreement on new sanctions against Iran. The Iran component of his strategy will be raised during the summit, notably with President Hu of China, who agreed to attend the event after initial doubts. In the speech he gave in Prague a year ago when he outlined his vision of a nuclear-free world, Mr Obama said he aimed to secure all vulnerable nuclear material around the world within four years. The summit is intended to rally global collective action to achieve this goal. However, with nuclear energy continuing to expand around the world and safeguard technologies becoming outdated, the scope for proliferation — fissile material leaking to terrorist groups as well as to maverick states — is multiplying. The unprecedented gathering of 47 nations in Washington to address this issue underscores the perceived severity of the threat posed by nuclear terrorism. "We know that terrorist groups, including al-Qaeda, are pursuing the materials to build a nuclear weapon and we know that they have the intent to use one [which would be] a catastrophic danger to American national security and to global security were they able to carry out that kind of attack," Ben Rhodes, the White House's deputy national security adviser for strategic communications, said last week. Mr Obama will be seeking specific commitments from individual countries to lock down their stocks of nuclear material, with particular emphasis on plutonium and highly-enriched uranium, the two materials that can be used for nuclear bombs. There already exists a Convention for the Suppression of Acts of Nuclear Terrorism, completed in 2005, but it has not yet come into force because some countries still have to sign and ratify it. There will be pressure on them to act soon. There will also be pressure on countries to follow the example of Chile, which has removed all of its stocks of low-enriched and highly-enriched uranium. Mr Obama will remind delegates that the US and Russia have each agreed to dispose of 34 metric tons of weapons-grade plutonium, taken from their military programmes. This was agreed in 2000 but it has taken ten years for the implementing measures to be worked out. Hillary Clinton, the US Secretary of State, and her Russian counterpart, Sergei Lavrov, will finally sign the deal today. The US has spent 20 years and billions of dollars trying to help the Russians safeguard their huge stockpiles of nuclear material. But there are still concerns that terrorists might acquire Russian-sourced fissile material. When the Cold War ended there were apocalyptic rumours of Russian tactical nuclear weapons going missing, and there were warnings of suitcase bombs being planted in Western cities. But, apart from a whole series of arrests of would-be nuclear smugglers caught trying to sell low-grade radioactive material during the early post-Cold War period, the nightmare of a terrorist group acquiring a nuclear weapon never happened. However, Russia still has 5,000 tactical nukes, supposedly under lock and key. Underlining the fear that one might be secreted out of the country, the US Department of Energy's National Nuclear Security Administration has equipped 160 Russian border crossings with radiation detection equipment. Bin Laden's avowed intention to go nuclear has kept the West's intelligence services busy for years. "Since the mid-1990s, al-Qaeda's WMD procurement efforts have been managed at the most senior levels, under rules of strict compartmentalisation from lower levels of the organisation, and with central control over possible targets and the timing of prospective attacks," Rolf Mowatt-Larssen, a former senior CIA officer, wrote in Foreign Policy magazine in January. He said Ayman al-Zawahiri, al-Qaeda's Egyptian deputy chief, "personally shepherded the group's ultimately unsuccessful efforts to set off an anthrax attack in the US". In a 2007 video, bin Laden repeated his promise "to use massive weapons" to destroy capitalism and help create an Islamic caliphate, and there have been numerous examples in recent years of al-Qaeda's attempts to acquire WMD material. According to Mr Mowatt-Larssen, the first evidence of the terrorist group's plans to purchase nuclear material was in late 1993. An al-Qaeda defector who became a source for the CIA and FBI, revealed that bin Laden tried to buy uranium in Sudan. In 2001, Zawahiri was quoted as saying in an interview: "If you have $30 million, go to the black market in central Asia, contact any disgruntled Soviet scientist, and dozens of smart briefcase bombs are available." 

terrorism advantage – plan key to reducing al qaeda threat

Plan is the only sustainable strategy to check back Al Qaeda threat in Afghanistan – we must remain focused on a strategy of limited counterterrorism deployment
Long 10 
[Austin - asst professor @ Columbia University's School of International and Public Affairs and researcher @ RAND, “Small is Beautiful: The Counterterrorism Option in Afghanistan”, Orbis, Pages 199-214] ttate
As policymakers have sought to grapple with the challenge of Afghanistan, the lessons of Vietnam have been invoked and debated by both those favoring an increase in U.S. troops and those against it.54 Yet Vietnam was not the United States only experience with irregular warfare in Southeast Asia. The U.S. experience in Laos provides a better historical analogy for U.S. strategic ends and means in Afghanistan. In Laos, the United States supported both a weak central state and minority tribes, principally the mountain dwelling Hmong. The U.S. goal was limited, seeking both to interdict the use of Laotian territory to supply Communist forces in South Vietnam and to tie down as many North Vietnamese units as possible. Beginning in 1961 and with only a handful of CIA case officers, development workers, and Special Forces personnel, the U.S. mission worked with Hmong leader Vang Pao to create an effective guerilla force. This force had notable successes against the Communists, evolving into a force capable of holding territory when supported by U.S. airpower and small numbers of Thai ground forces. Other CIA-supported irregular units and even a few Laotian government units were also effective. In addition, the strategy was able to tie down multiple North Vietnamese divisions and ensure that the Laotian government held about as much territory in 1972 as it did in 1962.55 As with Laos, U.S. goals in Afghanistan are strictly limited and do not require a major state building enterprise. If anything, U.S. goals in Afghanistan are more limited than in Laos, as the goal in the former is to keep out at a few hundred irregular fighters while the latter sought to oppose tens of thousands of disciplined soldiers. The limited goals in Laos could be achieved with limited means, making it sustainable for more than a decade. A similar limited means strategy will likewise make U.S. strategy in Afghanistan sustainable for the long term. To return to the point from which this analysis began—strategy is matching means and ends. If the ends desired are about al Qaeda, the counterterrorism option is the best fit in terms of means. It is sustainable, always crucial in prolonged conflict, as it limits the expenditure of U.S. blood and treasure. It is also less dependent on Pakistan choosing to abandon its proxies, a possibility that seems remote at present. The counterterrorism option is not only possible, but as Steve Simon and Jonathan Stevenson argue, it is the best alternative for the United States.56

terror advantage – counter-terrorism strategy alone can solve
FOCUSING ON COUNTER-TERRORISM STRATEGY IS ENOUGH TO SOLVE TERROR THREAT – COUNTER-INSURGENCY EFFORTS ONLY SERVE AS A LIGHTNING ROD

SIMON AND STEVENSON 2009  [Steven - adjunct senior fellow @ Council on Foreign Relations and Jonathan - professor of Strategic Studies @US Naval War College,  “Afghanistan: How Much is Enough?”, Survival , October–November, pp. 47–67] ttate
Finally, within the operational environment of Afghanistan and Pakistan themselves, the alternative to a minimalist approach is likely to be not the controlled and purposeful escalation envisaged by the current policy but rather a pernicious spiral with an indeterminate outcome. If the United States continues to respond to the threat of al-Qaeda by deepening intervention in Afghanistan and Pakistan, al-Qaeda and the Taliban will rejoin with heightened terrorist and insurgent operations that bring further instability. Indeed, that appears to be happening. In August 2009, as US ground commanders requested more troops, Admiral Michael Mullen, chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, on CNN described the situation in Afghanistan as 'serious and deteriorating' and the Taliban as having 'gotten better, more sophisticated, in their tactics'.28 The United States' next logical move would be to intensify pressure, raising civilian casualties, increasing political pressure on the Kabul and Islamabad regimes, and ultimately weakening them, which would only help al-Qaeda and the Taliban. In fact, some evidence of this dynamic has already materialised, as the Pakistani government has faced difficulties in dealing with hundreds of thousands of Pakistanis displaced by the military campaign, undertaken at Washington's behest, in the Swat Valley. Certainly worries about Islamabad's ability to handle the Taliban on its own are justified. Some Taliban members are no doubt keen on regime change in favour of jihadists, as noted by Bruce Riedel, who headed up the Obama administration's 60-day policy review.29 But Pakistan's military capabilities should not be given short shrift. The Pakistani army, however preoccupied by India, is seasoned and capable, and able to respond decisively to the Taliban should its activities reach a critical level of destabilisation. Inter-Services Intelligence, devious though it may be, would be loath to allow the transfer of nuclear weapons to the Taliban. Moving forward Al-Qaeda's attrition strategy has a political as well as an operational dynamic: if the United States and its allies are continually goaded into drawing Muslim blood, more Muslims will be antagonised and therefore become ripe for recruitment. American strategist Jeffrey Record, a professor at the US Air War College, has argued that barbarism in waging war makes it difficult, if not impossible, for a democracy like the United States to keep its democratic credentials intact, and thus is hardwired to fail. Citing the French experience in Algeria and both the French and the American campaigns in Vietnam, Record notes that 'the stronger side's vulnerability to defeat in protracted conflicts against irregular foes is arguably heightened if it is a democracy'. This is because citizens of democracies tend to find military escalation - encompassing higher casualties, rising brutality and the near-inevitable erosion of democratic practices - increasingly intolerable and often reach their limit before victory can be secured.30 It follows that the most difficult challenge to sustaining a maximalist US policy, leaving aside substantive questions of strategy, is that of keeping the American people on board. The US government can sustain a deployment of some 75,000 troops, the funding it requires, and the public's tolerance for steady casualties for only a finite - and dwindling - period. If the US deployment in Iraq were reduced by two-thirds over the next year, the US presence in Iraq and Afghanistan would still be about 125,000. To support that number, US military practices would require a force twice as large to be perpetually either preparing to deploy or recovering from deployment. That would mean one half of US ground forces would be indefinitely committed to Iraq and Afghanistan, while Afghanistan becomes the largest recipient of US foreign aid. An effort on that scale would garner majority US domestic support only if the public sees likely victory and Congress, the White House and the Beltway punditry line up decisively behind the policy. The emerging trends are pointing in the contrary direction. As monthly and annual US casualties in Afghanistan reached historical peaks in August 2009, and the Afghan national election loomed, a poll conducted by ABC News and the Washington Post indicated that most Americans did not support an extended US military commitment in Afghanistan.31 Congressional Democrats are balking at anticipated requests for more troops.32 And even conservative columnists, like the influential George F. Will, have turned against a maximalist Afghanistan policy.33 Overall, increasingly strong perceptions of the Karzai government as inept and corrupt are making prospects that the United States could enlist it as an effective counter-insurgency partner and lend it the legitimacy required to rebuild the country seem more and more baseless. The upshot is that only if the United States establishes a well-calibrated limited policy now will it have the political flexibility to sustain it over the longer-term and thereby to effectively contain the jihadist threat in Central Asia. If, on the other hand, the Obama administration promises more than it can deliver in Afghanistan, a reprise of Vietnam may occur: once failure becomes clear, domestic support will evaporate, the administration will be compelled to withdraw precipitously, and the United States will lose considerable traction in the region. These factors suggest that the United States should limit its Afghanistan/Pakistan policy to counter-terrorism and disown country-wide counterinsurgency and state-building in Afghanistan. At the same time, Washington must remain highly sensitive to the dynamic whereby decreased military activity in Afghanistan combined with robust operations in Pakistan could induce al-Qaeda to return to Afghanistan and render it a main threat once again. In that light, any abrupt wholesale American military withdrawal from Afghanistan would be too risky. Instead, the United States should seek to facilitate a glide-path to a substantial drawdown - and with it fewer casualties and lower expenditures in Afghanistan - over the next few years.

terrorism advantage – counter-terrorism strategy alone solves

COIN CAN’T BE EFFECTIVE IN AFGHANISTAN – COUNTERTERRORISM IS COMPARATIVELY BETTER AND CAN ACHIEVE OUR STRATEGIC GOALS

GENTILE 2009
[Gian – lt. colonel in the US Army and professor of history @ US Military Academy @ West Point, “Counterinsurgency cookie cutter doesn’t fit Afghanistan”, http://politics.usnews.com/opinion/articles/2009/10/27/counterinsurgency-cookie-cutter-doesnt-fit-afghanistan_print.html]  ttate
“Counterinsurgency" has become the new American way of war. A once obscure theory of internal conflict, it has become ubiquitous in military circles and dominates thinking on both current and future wars. Examinations and discussions of counterinsurgency theory pervade conferences, journals, study agendas, and even human interest stories about its chief exponents; journalists and pundits routinely toss the term about as if its meaning is well understood by all. More important, its precepts are being followed without serious inquiry or examination, and the U.S. military has become so enamored with the theory that it seemingly will not consider any serious alternative methods to achieve the president's objectives in Afghanistan. American military leaders are in the business of providing options, not a single formula with questionable relevance to Afghanistan. Conflict is never an either-or proposition. There are always alternatives. Good strategy—linking means to ends—involves much more than tactics. China's famous military philosopher Sun Tzu got it right when he warned, "Strategy without tactics is the slow road to victory," but "tactics without strategy is the noise before defeat." Statements by self-proclaimed counterinsurgency experts that emphasize the imperative to protect populations and separate them from the insurgents, and win their hearts and minds through nation building, frighteningly sound like Sun Tzu's noise. Such incantations do not withstand serious scrutiny and do not provide a way to assess the alignment of means and ends, the essence of strategy. Why do we think nation building at the barrel of an American gun can work in Afghanistan? This confidence results from a powerful fad in military circles and is fueled by a flawed interpretation of the recent past in Iraq, specifically the Iraq War Triumph Narrative, which suggests that the surge of troops worked in Iraq. The unstated assumption is that a large American military presence in Afghanistan on the Iraq model will buy time for an eventual "awakening" in Afghanistan as there was in Iraq. But the "awakening" in Iraq (in reality a "cash for peace" program that turned Sunni Arab sheiks into American allies against al Qaeda) is of dubious strategic benefit to the United States and its allies given the establishment of a pro-Iranian government in Baghdad. Moreover, the surge was subsumed in a complex mix of conditions, from al Qaeda's conflict with indigenous Sunni Arab leaders to Iran's actions to remove Moqtada al-Sadr from Iraqi politics and consolidate Shiite Arab power behind Nouri al-Maliki's government. The surge narrative ignores these complexities and diverts attention from the point that Afghanistan is a country, not a nation. Our perceived success in Iraq has created a natural tendency to define all of our problems as insurgencies, since we now believe we have the tools to "counter" such challenges. Yet, it is at best problematic to define the problems in Afghanistan as insurgency—that is, a simple problem of an organized band of enemy insurgents trying to overthrow the established government. The war in Afghanistan certainly has some features of insurgency, but characterizing it as such oversimplifies the complex problems of the place. Afghanistan is a country wracked with internal problems: tribal conflict, backwardness, corruption, tension that produces endemic violence, bitter regional disputes, dysfunctional national boundaries, etc. Can a foreign occupation by a military force—even if it believes that it is carrying out better counterinsurgency practices under a so-called new strategy—solve such fundamental problems? History is not encouraging on this score. Could any outside force have come into the United States in the 1850s and resolved its internal conflicts at the barrel of a gun? Actually, the British tried to resolve internal conflict in North America about 80 years earlier during the American Revolution and lost, or gave up trying because strategy showed them that it became an endeavor that was simply not worth the cost. Counterinsurgency and nation building are not strategies, and we should stop referring to them as such. They are operational methods applied when appropriate and necessary by the American military. Retired Marine Corps Gen. Charles Krulak recently argued that a properly resourced surge of troops in Afghanistan to carry out nation building would require not 20,000 troops but "hundreds of thousands." Krulak also argued that counterterrorism, an alternative to armed nation building, could be applied in Afghanistan to achieve the president's political objectives through a more limited and prudent use of military power to disrupt or destroy al Qaeda elements in the region. But until the American Army weans itself from its addiction to the promise of counterinsurgency and armed nation building, we will continue to denigrate and dismiss these alternatives in Afghanistan. The price of continuing with this maximalist military approach in Afghanistan will be heavy and not necessarily commensurate with our interests in the region and the political goals of the president. Good strategy demands the consideration of alternatives and the alignment of means with ends. There are other ways ahead in Afghanistan, and they are not necessarily population-centric counterinsurgency. Our objectives can be obtained with much more limited means and at a much smaller cost to the American people. Breaking out of the counterinsurgency box that limits American military options will remove the noise that Sun Tzu warned about and put us on a better strategic path in Afghanistan and around the world.

terrorism advantage – nation-building won’t solve terror

WE CAN’T WIN THE WAR ON TERROR BY FOCUSING ON NATION-BUILDING IN AFGHANISTAN – WE FAIL AT COUNTERINSURGENCY – WE ARE BREEDING MORE ANTI-AMERICANISM

Layne 5/01 (professor and board member at George Bush School of Government and Texas A & M University, Member of council of foreign relations, Intelligence Community Associate, PhD in political science from UC Berkely, Diploma of Historical Studies from University of Cambridge)  Christopher Layne May 1, 2010  “Graceful Decline: The end of The Pax Americana” American Conservative http://www.amconmag.com/article/2010/may/01/00030/  fri
Although many in the U.S. foreign-policy community—especially the counterinsurgency lobby, based at the Center for a New American Security, and the American Enterprise Institute—call for the U.S. to “win” the war on terror, there can be no decisive victory over terrorism. The trick is finding the right strategy to minimize its effects on American security. The strategy of the Bush and Obama administrations—invading and occupying Iraq and Afghanistan—is exactly the wrong approach. The U.S. is bad at counterinsurgency. Foreign occupying powers seldom are good at it, which is the main reason big powers usually lose these kinds of small wars. The U.S. also is not good at nation-building. Rather than quelling terrorism, a long-term foreign military presence in places like Iraq and Afghanistan inflames nationalism and anti-Americanism. The Nobel Prize-winning Columbia University economist Joseph Stiglitz and his co-author Linda Bilmes have estimated that the direct and indirect costs of the Iraq War will exceed $3 trillion. No similar projection of the Afghanistan war’s costs exists. But the Obama administration’s fall 2009 internal debate about whether to increase troop levels in Afghanistan offered a preview of coming attractions. During these deliberations, some officials argued that the U.S. needed to limit its commitment because the cost of the war effort has serious budgetary implications. According to the New York Times, when presented with an OMB projection that showed existing troop deployments and nation-building expenses combined with the cost of sending an additional 40,000 troops to Afghanistan for a decade would total $1 trillion, “the president seemed in sticker shock, watching his domestic agenda vanishing in front of him.” That the United States needs a post-Pax Americana foreign policy should be obvious. But there is no guarantee that the U.S. will adjust to a transforming world. Even as the globe is being turned upside down by material factors, the foreign policies of individual states are shaped by the ideas leaders hold about their own nations’ identity and place in world politics. More than most, America’s foreign policy is the product of such ideas, and U.S. foreign-policy elites have constructed their own myths of empire to justify the United States’ hegemonic role. To move successfully to a post-Pax Americana foreign policy, Americans will need to move beyond these myths. The foundational American myth of empire is exceptionalism, the belief, dating back to the Puritans, that the U.S. is different, better, and morally superior to the rest of the world. Americans have always looked at the outside world suspiciously and viewed it as a source of contagion: war, imperialism, militarism, religious intolerance, non-democratic forms of governance, and latterly totalitarianism, genocide, and terrorism. All these bad things, we believe, come from “over there.”

terrorism advantage – winning hearts and minds key
WINNING HEARTS AND MINDS OF AFGHANI PEOPLE KEY TO WINNING WAR ON TERROR-LOCALS OPPOSING OUR COUNTER-INSURGENCY STRATEGY – SUPPORT FOR INSURGENTS GROWING

Mercille 2010 
[Julien, lecturer @ the University College in Dublin, “Losing Afghan Hearts and Minds”, http://english.irib.ir/component/k2/item/60774-losing-afghan-hearts-and-minds] tate 
According to a report by the International Council on Security and Development (ICOS), the North Atlantic Treaty Organization (NATO) is losing hearts and minds in Afghanistan. It gives a clear signal of the dangers of the military operation against Qandahar planned for this summer. Contrary to its stated objectives of protecting the population from insurgents, NATO is actually raising the likelihood that poor Afghans will join the Taliban - not a great report card for General Stanley McChrystal, the top commander in Afghanistan, whose strategies seem to be backfiring. The report, entitled Operation Moshtarak: Lessons Learned, is based on interviews conducted last month with over 400 Afghan men from Marjah, Lashkar Gah and Qandahar to investigate their views on the military operation to drive out the Taliban, launched in February in Helmand province, and its aftermath. It corroborates previous assessments, such as one from the Pentagon released last week which concluded that popular support for the insurgency in the Pashtun south had increased over the past few months. Not one of the 92 districts that are deemed key to NATO operations supported the US and NATO forces whereas the number of those sympathetic to or supporting the insurgency increased to 48 in March, from 33 in December 2009. There is no doubt that the joint operation has upset Afghans. Some 61% of those interviewed said they now feel more negative about the US and NATO forces than before the offensive. This plays into the insurgents hands, as 95% of respondents said they believed more young Afghans are now joining the Taliban. In addition, 67% said they do not support the NATO presence in their province and 71% said they just wanted foreign troops to leave Afghanistan entirely. Locals don't have much confidence in NATO "clearing and holding" the area, as 59% thought the Taliban would return to Marjah once the dust settled, and in any case, 67% didn't believe NATO and the Afghan security forces could defeat the Taliban.

terrorism advantage – coin fails – misfocus

WE CAN’T WIN BOTH THE WAR ON TERROR AND CREATING A STABLE AFGHANISTAN GOVERNMENT – CAN’T SPLIT THE FOCUS
BREYMAN AND SALMAN 2010

[Steve – assoc prof of science and technology studies @ Rensselaer Polytechnic Institute and Aneel – Fulbright scholar from Pakistan, “An analysis of Obama’s AfPak goal and first objective:  Setting the baseline and prospects for success”, PAKISTAN SECURITY RESEARCH UNIT, Brief 59, June 29] tate
Defense Secretary Robert Gates and Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff Admiral Michael Mullen testified before Congress about US policy in Afghanistan and Pakistan in late January 2009, and the Joint Chiefs of Staff produced a secret report for the new president that recommended paring US goals in the region, and focusing on counter-terrorism.3 In his testimony, Gates claimed the US could not both root out al-Qaeda and prop up the Hamid Karzai regime: “Afghanistan is the fourth or fifth poorest country in the world, and if we set ourselves the objective of creating some sort of Central Asian Valhalla over there, we will lose.”4
TERROR ADVantage – COIN FAILS – MISFOCUS

OUR COUNTER-INSURGENCY EFFORTS CAN NOT FIGHT TERRORISM  - STRATEGY FAILS TO STABILIZE AND PREVENTS FOCUS TO FIGHT AL-QAEDA

NPR ’09 
(Guy Raz, host of NPR interviewing top US commander in Afghan, “ Expert: Afghanistan Policy Bound To Fail” 8/2/2009, pg. online @  http://www.npr.org/templates/story/story.php?storyId=127161637 // gh-bp)

This is ALL THINGS CONSIDERED from NPR News. I'm Guy Raz. This hour, we'll check in with the biggest pop star in Italy and get an update on the mass protest movement in Iran. But first, to Afghanistan, where in these first two days of August, nine NATO soldiers have been killed, including three Americans ambushed this morning. July was the deadliest month for NATO forces since the U.S.-led invasion in 2001. The casualties are rising as the U.S. military reframes its Afghanistan strategy. The catchphrase is one we've heard before, counterinsurgency. It worked in Iraq, but can it succeed in Afghanistan? Mr. RORY STEWART (Director, Carr Center for Human Rights Policy; Kennedy School of Government, Harvard University): I don't think it's our business to get involved in trying to create a stable, legitimate, effective state in Afghanistan. If we try it, I fear we would fail. RAZ: That's Rory Stewart, a former British diplomat. He walked across Afghanistan in 2001 and ran a private foundation in the country for three years. He now directs the Carr Center for Human Rights Policy at Harvard and occasionally advises U.S. officials and military officers. But he's angered some of them with an article in the London Review of Books. The piece argues that a counterinsurgency strategy in Afghanistan is a recipe for failure. Mr. STEWART: It seems as though the Obama administration is saying that they have a very narrow objective, which is to prevent terrorist attacks against the United States but that the means to that objective is very broad, very wide-ranging. In other words, in order to achieve the counter-terrorist objective, they need to defeat the Taliban. In order to defeat the Taliban, they need to build some kind of stable, legitimate, effective state. And that also entails providing humanitarian development assistance, and it also entails providing regional stability including Pakistan. So what we see is an argument that takes this very narrow objective, al-Qaida, and ends up aiming at nothing less than the creation of a functioning Afghan state. RAZ: Rory Stewart, I mean, as you make this argument, and as you know, the top U.S. commander in Afghanistan, General Stanley McChrystal, reportedly wants even more troops than the 20,000 the Obama administration has agreed to send. Mr. STEWART: But the point is that it's not our task to stabilize the country. I don't think it's within the gift of the United States and its allies to stabilize Afghanistan. Afghanistan is an unstable country, in part, because more than half the teachers are only educated one grade above their students, that maybe a third of the population can't read and write, that after 30 years of war, this is such a fragile, traumatized, impoverished place that stability is not something that's going to be delivered to a country like Afghanistan or a country like Chad or a country like Somalia simply through the deployment of 110,000 international troops. RAZ: If stability isn't necessarily the objective the West should be after, what can be done to, you know… Mr. STEWART: What can be done is what we've, broadly speaking, been doing over the last seven years. I'm trying to push for a much more light footprint. The United States and its allies would keep a few tens of thousands of troops on the ground, far fewer than we have at the moment, over a longer time period, with the objective of trying to make Afghanistan too uncomfortable for al-Qaida and trying to help the country to develop with the emphasis on help. RAZ: In your article, you concede that aid agencies, human rights activists, think tanks, liberals, conservatives, all tend to support, or rather not protest over a troop increase in Afghanistan. And you write about how many Afghans also support a troop increase. How do you explain that? Mr. STEWART: Largely because people, quite rightly, don't like the Taliban. The Taliban are a brutal, violent, regressive movement. People want to have better lives. And they're hoping that the deployment of extra troops will transform the situation in Afghanistan, eliminate the threat of the Taliban and create a centralized, multi-ethnic state based on democracy, human rights and the rule of law. And those are good things to want. I'm just afraid that they're wrong in believing they're going to achieve them through troop increases. RAZ: As you know, the talk in the United States is about a counterinsurgency strategy, one that was applied to Iraq that ought to now be applied to Afghanistan. In your view, from your experience living in Afghanistan, a counterinsurgency campaign won't work. Mr. STEWART: Afghanistan is a much poorer, much more fragmented country than Iraq. The success of the counterinsurgency in Iraq depended largely on Iraqis, elements in Iraqi society and Iraqi economy and Iraqi politics, which just don't exist in Afghanistan. RAZ: Your article - or your assessment, it upset many senior military officers, Mr. Stewart, including some I spoke with and some, perhaps, you've spoken with. They have long come to you, seeking your opinion and advice, particularly because you've lived in Afghanistan for many years. How sure are you that the current course being suggested by the U.S. military is wrong? Mr. STEWART: I'm as confident about this as I can be in any foreign policy prediction. They're attempting to create the security environment through military action, and then they're hoping that the Afghan government, the Afghan army, the Afghan economy is somehow going to grow green shoots and fill the space which the military have created. And that's not going to happen. RAZ: Rory Stewart is the director of the Carr Center for Human Rights at Harvard's Kennedy School of Government. His article, "The Irresistible Illusion," can be found in the London Review of Books.

terrorism advantage – coin fails – misfocus
FOCUS ON COUNTER-INSURGENCY STRATEGY UNDERMINES COUNTER-TERRORISM – IT ALLOWS US TO IGNORE OTHER AL-QAEDA REGIONS AND THE STRATEGY FAILS TO CHOKE OFF TERRORISTS IN AFGHANISTAN
Nelson Director, Homeland Security and Counterterrorism Program and Senior Fellow, International Security Program @CSIS, 2009 [Rick, “The Other Side of the COIN”, Jun. 09, http://csis.org/publication/other-side-coin] denno
Q1: General McChrystal is expected to request up to 40,000 additional troops and recommend a greater focus on counterinsurgency operations. Is this approach likely to succeed in strengthening the Afghan state, defeating the Taliban, and advancing America’s fight against terrorism?
A1: Probably not. Counterinsurgency doctrine, or COIN, has captured the hearts and minds of many in the D.C. policy community. Upon close inspection, however, it becomes clear that COIN, at least as applied to Afghanistan, is built on a number of shaky assumptions. Consider: Even if General McChrystal gets all 40,000 troops he has requested, the combined International Security Assistance Force (ISAF), Operation Enduring Freedom (OEF), and Afghan contingent would still number less than 250,000—far fewer than the 670,000 troops the U.S. Army’s own Counterinsurgency Field Manual suggests is necessary to secure a state of Afghanistan’s size. Widespread corruption in the August 20 election has widened the trust gap between the Karzai government and the Afghan people. Because successful counterinsurgency requires a government that is credible and responsive to its citizens, these developments threaten to derail the U.S. and NATO mission. And as our experience in South Vietnam made painfully clear, the White House is usually powerless to force any host nation to enact good-government reforms. General McChrystal’s strategic review emphasizes “population protection” as the key to drying up support for the Taliban. The claim is based on the assumption that insurgencies require the backing, or at least acquiescence, of surrounding communities in order to function. But a recent article in the Washington Postnoted that the Taliban rely primarily on foreign, rather than local, funding sources, a fact that suggests that population protection may ultimately do little to diminish the insurgency’s strength. Public support for a counterinsurgency campaign of such massive proportions simply does not exist. Recent polls suggest that over 50 percent of Americans are against sending more troops to Afghanistan. And our European allies are even less enthusiastic about escalating the war .Finally, the COIN framework is built on the larger assumption that eliminating the Taliban and stabilizing Afghanistan is the best use of American resources in the broader effort to combat terrorism. Al Qaeda’s presence in a pre-9/11, Taliban-controlled Afghanistan has convinced many officials that a Taliban takeover would result in al Qaeda’s inevitable return to the state. But al Qaeda already has established itself in Pakistan’s semi-governed spaces. Along with Taliban and other extremist militants, the group enjoys the relative safety of these territories, where Pakistani sovereignty precludes any substantive U.S. ground force. Even if al Qaeda were to reenter Afghanistan sometime in the future, the United States would face the same basic terrorist threats that it does today. Critics will argue that Afghanistan served as a base and planning center for 9/11. True enough; but al Qaeda, in establishing a presence in Pakistan, Somalia, and Yemen has already developed numerous “safe havens.” In short, our overwhelming focus on Afghanistan fails to serve a more nuanced counterterrorism strategy that acknowledges the many other areas in which al Qaeda operates.
terrorism advantage – coin fails – fuels recruitment

Combat presence in Afghanistan fuels terrorism – increases recruitment 

Carpenter and Innocent 09(Ted, Vice President for Defense and Foreign Policy Studies and Malou, foreign policy analyst at the Cato Institute in Washington “Escaping the “Graveyard of Empires” A Strategy to Exit Afghanistan” http://www.cato.org/pubs/wtpapers/escaping-graveyard-empires-strategy-exit-afghanistan.pdf KD)
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 terrorist recruitment.”22 Some policymakers claim the war is worth waging because terrorists flourish in failed states. But that argument cannot account for terrorists who thrive in centralized states that have the sovereignty to reject external interference.23 That is one reason why militants find sanctuary in neighboring, nuclear- armed Pakistan. 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 risk screating 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. 

TERRORISM ADVantage – COIN FAILS – ENDLESS WAR

FOCUSING OUR WAR ON TERROR EFFORTS THROUGH COUNTER-INSURGENCY ONLY PROMISES AN ENDLESS WAR

BREYMAN AND SALMAN 2010

[Steve – assoc prof of science and technology studies @ Rensselaer Polytechnic Institute and Aneel – Fulbright scholar from Pakistan, “An analysis of Obama’s AfPak goal and first objective:  Setting the baseline and prospects for success”, PAKISTAN SECURITY RESEARCH UNIT, Brief 59, June 29] tate
Another weakness of the safe haven argument, if used as a justification for counterinsurgency campaigns, is that it sets up the US for endless war in the (Muslim) developing world. Chased completely from Afghanistan or Pakistan, remnants of Central and South Asian-based al-Qaeda could move to Yemen, Sudan, Somalia and other countries.44 It could be that „knowing‟ where al-Qaeda is (in country terms if not street addresses) makes the counter-terrorism objectives of disruption and degradation of the network easier. 

Kabul and Islamabad are sure to protest should terrorist attacks (from whatever source) in AfPak itself be excluded from “international attacks.” These attacks continue with distressing regularity. Sensitivity over this point may be one reason why no declassified metrics accompany this objective. Al-Qaeda remains a greater if uncertain threat in Pakistan than in Afghanistan. Greater because more terrorists are said to be hiding in Pakistan, but uncertain because there is limited intelligence on the terrorists‟ location and activities. The greater threat from al-Qaeda in Pakistan is not simply due to its larger numbers in FATA and Khyber-Paktunkwa. Two other factors play a role, while also adding to the uncertainty for US and Pakistani decision-makers. Over the past year or two, al-Qaeda camps for explosives and weapons training grew smaller, more mobile, and more reliant on local insurgent groups in the tribal areas due to the pressure from drone attacks.45 Analysts suggest there may be dozens of mobile camps hidden in walled compounds deep in the mountains (including in Swat and Waziristan). “All you need is a shack or a house to learn how to fabricate explosives using homemade or commercially available ingredients,” according to Bruce Hoffman, a counterterrorism expert at Georgetown University.46 The camps are difficult to target given their size and shifting locations.
terrorism advantage – coin fails to capture terrorists
COUNTERINSURGENCY EFFORTS CAN’T COMBAT TERROR – THEY DON’T CAPTURE THE TERRORISTS

CORTRIGHT 2009
[David – director of policy studies @ Kroc Institute for International Peace Studies @ University of Notre Dame, “No easy way out”, America, October 19, 
http://www.americamagazine.org/content/article.cfm?article_id=11917] ttate
War is an inappropriate instrument for countering a nonstate terrorist network like Al Qaeda. The Rev. J. Bryan Hehir, now at the Kennedy School of Government at Harvard, wrote in these pages shortly after 9/11: “Containing and capturing terrorists is by definition a function of police and legal networks. War is an indiscriminate tool for this highly discriminating task.” By declaring the campaign against Al Qaeda a “war on terror,” the Bush administration gave military status to a criminal organization. It transformed mass murderers into soldiers, inadvertently raising their credibility and moral stature in some Muslim communities. The Obama administration has abandoned the phrase “war on terror,” but U.S. policies remain heavily militarized. Empirical evidence confirms that war is not an effective means of countering terrorist organizations. A RAND Corporation study released in 2008 shows that terrorist groups usually disband through political processes and effective law enforcement, not the use of military force. An examination of 268 terrorist organizations that ended during a period of nearly 40 years found that the primary factors accounting for their demise were participation in political processes (43 percent) and effective policing (40 percent). Military force accounted for the end of terrorist groups in only 7 percent of the cases examined. War policies are not only inappropriate, they are counterproductive. The presence of foreign troops is the principal factor motivating armed resistance and insurgency in the region. A recent report of the Carnegie Endowment for International Peace cited opposition to external forces as “the most important factor in mobilizing support for the Taliban.” In Pakistan, U.S. military policies and air strikes are “driving more and more Pashtuns into the arms of Al Qaeda and its jihadi allies,” according to Selig Harrison, a former Washington Post reporter. When the United States invades and occupies Muslim countries, this tends to validate Osama bin Laden’s false claim that America is waging war on Islam. Polls in Muslim countries have shown 80 percent of respondents agreeing that American policy seeks to weaken and divide the Islamic world. As long as these attitudes prevail there will be no end of recruits willing to blow themselves up to kill Americans and their supporters.
TERRORISM ADVANTAGE –TALIBAN POWER IRRELEVANT

STAVING OFF ANOTHER RISE OF TALIBAN POWER IS IRRELEVANT IN FIGHTING THE WAR ON TERROR – WON’T PROVIDE A SAFE HAVEN FOR AL-QAEDA

BREYMAN AND SALMAN 2010

[Steve – assoc prof of science and technology studies @ Rensselaer Polytechnic Institute and Aneel – Fulbright scholar from Pakistan, “An analysis of Obama’s AfPak goal and first objective:  Setting the baseline and prospects for success”, PAKISTAN SECURITY RESEARCH UNIT, Brief 59, June 29] tate
Why should the US care -from a counterterrorism perspective - whether the Taliban returns to power? A common response to this question is that a new Taliban regime in Afghanistan would again offer a safe haven to al-Qaeda. No evidence is provided for this claim. According to Vice President Joe Biden, defeating al-Qaeda requires establishing some modicum of order in „Pashtunistan‟ so as to deny the terrorist network a safe haven. 

This is the place from which the attacks of 9/11 and all those attacks in Europe that came from al-Qaeda have flowed from that place - between Afghanistan and Pakistan. . . . It is a place that, if it doesn't get straightened out, will continue to wreak havoc on Europe and the United States.36 
Biden later, however, came to be identified as the leading proponent within the Obama administration of a primarily counter-terrorism rather than counterinsurgency approach to the conflicts.37 This approach sees the greatest threat to US security as emanating from al-Qaeda in Pakistan not the Taliban in Afghanistan. 

General McChrystal likely shares the Afghanistan-as-safe-haven view: 

I don't think there is enough focus on counter-insurgency. I am not in a position to criticize counter-terrorism. . . . But at this point in the war, in Afghanistan, it is most important to focus on almost classic counter-insurgency.38 
Former CIA counterterrorism official Paul Pillar, however, raises a problem with this line of thinking: 

How much does a haven affect the danger of terrorist attacks against U.S. interests, especially the U.S. homeland? The answer . . . is: not nearly as much as unstated assumptions underlying the current debate seem to suppose. When a group has a haven, it will use it for such purposes as basic training of recruits. But the operations most important to future terrorist attacks do not need such a home, and few recruits are required for even very deadly terrorism. Consider: The preparations most important to the Sept. 11, 2001, attacks took place not in training camps in Afghanistan but, rather, in apartments in Germany, hotel rooms in Spain and flight schools in the United States.39 Pillar, like Brachman, fears that the Obama administration operates with a 2001 mindset in 2010. At present, for Pillar, The issue is whether preventing such a haven would reduce the terrorist threat to the United States enough from what it otherwise would be to offset the required expenditure of blood and treasure and the barriers to success in Afghanistan, including an ineffective regime and sagging support from the population. Thwarting the creation of a physical haven also would have to offset any boost to anti-U.S. terrorism stemming from perceptions that the United States had become an occupier rather than a defender of Afghanistan.40  Pillar considers the safe haven assumption apparently underlying current Obama AfPak policy akin to the now discredited but then mostly unquestioned domino theory assumption of the Johnson administration in Vietnam.
terrorism ADVANTAGE – TALIBAN POWER IRRELEVANT
TALIBAN NOT LIKELY TO GIVE AL QAEDA SAFE HAVEN TO TRAIN 
BREYMAN AND SALMAN 2010

[Steve – assoc prof of science and technology studies @ Rensselaer Polytechnic Institute and Aneel – Fulbright scholar from Pakistan, “An analysis of Obama’s AfPak goal and first objective:  Setting the baseline and prospects for success”, PAKISTAN SECURITY RESEARCH UNIT, Brief 59, June 29] tate
It would be unwise for a new Taliban regime in Afghanistan to even covertly welcome al-Qaeda back to Afghanistan to train, plan or conduct operations given the capacity for the US to retaliate through long-range air- and cruise missile strikes, or special forces attacks. While Afghan Taliban commanders seem only too willing to loose current and former madrassa students as human bombs on their own country, they do not appear interested in committing suicide themselves. 
TALIBAN AND AL-QAEDA NO LONGER ALLIES – NO LONGER SHARE SIMILAR GOALS
BREYMAN AND SALMAN 2010

[Steve – assoc prof of science and technology studies @ Rensselaer Polytechnic Institute and Aneel – Fulbright scholar from Pakistan, “An analysis of Obama’s AfPak goal and first objective:  Setting the baseline and prospects for success”, PAKISTAN SECURITY RESEARCH UNIT, Brief 59, June 29] tate
Al-Qaeda‟s greater freedom of operation in Pakistan is enhanced by its alliance with the Tehrik-i-Taliban and other militant groups (including Jaish-i-Mohammed and Lashkar-i-Janghvi47) in the tribal areas. While who exactly is the “Taliban” on either side of the border is unclear, there is some evidence that Afghan Taliban factions—with the possible exception of Mullah Omar‟s Quetta Shura—are more nationalistic and less ideological than their Pakistani brethren.48 Yet even Mullah Omar appeared ready in April 2010 to talk peace with Hamid Karzai.49 In a television interview, Afghan Taliban commander Abdul Manan (also known as Mullah Toor) condemned the Pakistani Taliban for targeting innocent civilians as “un-Islamic and wrong.” Manan denied any al-Qaeda influence on the Afghan Taliban. Wakil Ahmed Muttawakil, the Taliban regime‟s former foreign minister, also claims that the Afghan Taliban does not share al-Qaeda‟s global agenda and that his Taliban is no longer a threat to the West or the region.
terrorism advantage – they can get nukes

Nuclear terrorism poses a huge threat to the US-Multiple scenarios for terrorists obtaining nuclear weapons including cooperation with Russia

CENTERL FOR ARMS CONTROL AND NON-PROLIFERATION NO DATE [“Nuclear Terrorism” The Center for Arms Control and Non-Proliferation. <http://armscontrolcenter.org/policy/nuclearterrorism/?gclid=CIfD6O-79qICFQc55wod4nCRmA>] sebastian
Nuclear terrorism is one of the most serious threats to the security of the United States. The attacks of September 11, 2001 tragically demonstrated the reality of terrorism to the American people, but nearly six years later, serious efforts are still urgently needed to prevent a nuclear attack from occurring in the U.S. Most experts agree that any nation would take an enormous risk in knowingly providing a nuclear weapon or nuclear materials to a terrorist organization because of the unpredictable consequences of cooperating with a renegade group. If a state-supplied nuclear weapon were ever used against a nuclear-armed state by terrorists, the resultant retaliation against the supplying state would be swift and massive. If a state didn't knowingly provide a nuclear weapon, how then could terrorists get one? One way would be to surreptitiously buy or steal an assembled nuclear weapon without the supplying nuclear state's official knowledge. For example, a terrorist group could obtain unaccounted "loose nukes" in Russia without the Duma or the Russian administration having any knowledge of the transaction. A second way would be for terrorists to obtain enough weapons-grade material to assemble a weapon themselves. A possible source is Russia and the former Soviet Union, where sites with relatively minimal security provide abundant opportunities for terrorists. Assembling the device, however, would pose serious technical challenges to a terrorist group, although securing the services of a renegade nuclear scientist and setting up a makeshift laboratory are not impossibilities. Efforts to reduce the threat of nuclear terrorism include programs such as Cooperative Threat Reduction, commonly known as Nunn-Lugar, aimed at securing and dismantling vulnerable nuclear materials in the former Soviet Union; Global Threat Reduction Initiative, directed at securing and eliminating global high-risk nuclear and radiological materials and equipment; and Materials Protection Control and Accounting Program, geared towards improving security and accounting for highly enriched uranium (HEU) in Russia and the former Soviet Union. While these programs have demonstrated substantial progress in reducing the threat, current estimates conclude that there are still approximately 1,700 tons of HEU and around 500 tons of separated plutonium stockpiled globally (SIPRI Yearbook 2007). 

terrorism advantage – nuclear helpers – theft

NUCLEAR CAPABILITIES POSSIBLE – NUCLEAR SITES VULNERABLE TO THEFT

THE TIMES 2009
[ “Terrorists Have Attacked Pakistan Nuclear Sites Three Times”, August, http://www.timesonline.co.uk/tol/news/world/asia/article6792397.ece]  ttate
Terrorists have attacked three of Pakistan’s military nuclear facilities in the past two years and there is a serious danger that they will gain access to the country’s atomic arsenal, according to a journal published by the US Military Academy at West Point. The report, written by Professor Shaun Gregory, a security specialist at Bradford University, comes amid mounting fears that the Taleban and al-Qaeda will breach Pakistan’s military nuclear sites – most of which are in or near insurgent strongholds in the north and west of the country. The most serious attack was a strike by two suicide bombers on the Wah Cantonment Ordnance Complex, thought to be one of Pakistan’s main nuclear weapons assembly plants, about 18 miles northwest of Islamabad, in August 2008. The incident, which claimed 70 lives, was widely reported but little mention was made of the nuclear risk. Other attacks included the suicide bombing of a nuclear missile storage facility at Sargodha, in central Punjab, in November 2007 and a suicide attack on Pakistan’s nuclear airbase at Kamra, near Wah, on December 10, 2007. In the Counter Terrorism Center Sentinel, Professor Gregory writes that the attacks illustrate “a clear set of weaknesses and vulnerabilities” in Pakistan’s nuclear security regime. The strikes occurred as Pakistan sought to ramp up its nuclear capability — and as US special forces formulated contingency plans in the event of the country falling to insurgents. A US Defense Intelligence Agency document revealed in 2004 that Pakistan had a nuclear arsenal of 35 weapons, a figure it planned to more than double by 2020.In June, Mustafa Abu al-Yazid, an al-Qaeda commander in Afghanistan, suggested that the group would show no hesitation in using nuclear weapons. “God willing... the mujahideen would take them and use them against the Americans,” he told al-Jazeera television.Pakistan’s security regime is modelled on the American system and includes the separation of warheads from detonators, which are stored in underground bunkers staffed by highly vetted personnel. Many details of the country’s nuclear programme — including the location of many warheads and their exact number — remain unknown.However, most of the country’s nuclear weapons sites were built in the north and west of the country in the 1970s and 1980s, mainly to distance them from India — a ploy which now means many are located in insurgent areas. There are also concerns that vetting programmes may not identify Islamist sympathisers, whose influence extends far up Pakistan’s military hierarchy.Professor Gregory writes: “There is already the well-known case of two senior Pakistan Atomic Energy Commission scientists, Sultan Bashirrudin Mahmood and Chaudhry Abdul Majeed, who travelled to Afghanistan in 2000 and again shortly before 9/11 for meetings with Osama bin Laden himself, the content of which has never been disclosed.”
terrorism advantage – impact helpers – causes nuclear war

Terrorism leads to nuclear war.

Blank 2000 (Stephen J., Expert on Post-Soviet States at the Strat Stud Institute, http://books.google.com/books?id=3lyCPmitLk QC&pg=PA264&lpg=PA264&dq=%22Thus+many+structural+conditions+for+conventional+war+or+protracted+ethnic%22&source=bl&ots=c4mO3DfuDP&sig=ALRb33K08sJIp3qfLwXSPH14bGc&hl=en&ei=_o9DTJP1DZj6tgOqiPV4&sa=X&oi=book_result&ct=result&resnum=1&ved=0CA8Q6AEwAA#v=onepage&q=%22Thus%20many%20structural%20conditions%20for%20conventional%20war%20or%20protracted%20ethnic%22&f=false “Oil and geopolitics in the Caspian Sea Region”)  YAN
Thus many structural conditions for conventional war or protracted ethnic conflict where third parties intervene now exist in the Transcaucasus and Central Asia. The outbreak of violence by disaffected Islamic elements, the drug trade, the Chechen wars, and the unresolved ethnopolitical conflicts that dot the region, not to mention the undemocratic and unbalanced distribution of income across corrupt governments, provide plenty of tinder for future fires. Many Third World conflicts generated by local structural factors also have great potential for unintended escalation. Big powers often feel obliged to rescue their proxies and proteges. 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 on behalf of Azerbaijan induced Russian leaders to threaten a nuclear war in that case. Precisely because Turkey is a NATO ally but probably could not prevail in a long war against Russia, or if it could, would 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 everywhere else in the CIS or the "arc of crisis" from the Balkans to China. As Richard Betts has observed, “The greatest danger lies in areas where (1) the potential for serious instability is high; (2) both superpowers perceive vital interests; (3) neither recognizes that the other's perceived interest or commitment is as great as its own; (4) both have the capability to inject conventional forces; and (5) neither has willing proxies capable of settling the situation.”
terrorism advantage – impact helpers – probability

Terrorists pose the greatest nuclear threat – easy access combined with no deterrent factors

Wilson 4-8-10, [Valerie Plame Wilson was a covert operations officer specializing in nuclear counter proliferation (worked for the CIA). “Nuclear Terrorism Is The Most Urgent Threat” CNN.com (interview). <http://www.cnn.com/2010/OPINION/04/08/plame.wilson.nuclear.danger/index.html>] sebastian
I resigned from the CIA in 2006 because it was no longer possible to do the covert work for which I was highly trained and which I loved. This happened because in 2003, my covert identity was revealed in retaliation against my husband, Ambassador Joe Wilson, who wrote an op-ed piece in which he accused the White House of distorting the intelligence that was used to draw us into the Iraq war. But I did not lose my belief that the danger of nuclear terrorism was the most urgent threat we face. Nor did I lose my passion for working, albeit in a new way, to address that threat. I am working on this issue now as part of the international Global Zero movement, in which political, military and faith leaders, experts and activists strive for the worldwide elimination of all nuclear weapons. We know that terrorist groups have been trying to buy, build or steal a bomb. In the past two decades, there have been at least 25 instances of nuclear explosive materials being lost or stolen. There is enough highly enriched uranium, or HEU, in the world today to build more than 100,000 bombs. Terrorists looking to buy or steal HEU could look to the approximately 40 countries with nuclear weapons materials. And then there are rogue individuals out there who are running black markets selling nuclear materials and technology. 

RISK OF TERROR ATTACK REAL – HIGH LIKELIHOOD NEXT ATTACK WILL INVOLVE NUCLEAR WEAPONS

Sid-Ahmed ’04, [September 1, 2004, Mohamed Sid-Ahmed-political analyst for Al-Ahram weekly. “Extinction!”

Al-Ahram weekly http://weekly.ahram.org.eg/2004/705/op5.htm>  sebastian
Despite the acute contradiction on which it was based, the bipolar world order was an international system in which nations could be in a state of conflict but where they were also members of the United Nations, related to each other via agreements, accords, treaties, etc.. that is, through a system of mutual obligations, which restricted, to one extent or another, their freedom of action. The disappearance of the Soviet Union left the field clear not only to the United States at the summit of the global community but to the forces of international terrorism at its base. These forces are waging a war on the international system unbound by any constraints. It is a war waged by "irresponsible" groups who do not expose themselves to the accountability of the world system, nor to transparency in any form. That is why terrorism is so difficult to cast light on and can represent a greater danger than wars waged by regular armies. During the Cold War, the overkill capabilities developed by the superpowers allowed them to use deterrence as a device to prevent nuclear conflagration; there was a tacit agreement between them that while they could, and did, engage in brinkmanship by threatening to use their weapons of mass destruction, they would desist from actually doing so. In the absence of any kind of parity between the protagonists in today's shadowy war on terror, mutual deterrence has been replaced by a process of pre-emption that incites the enemy to take anticipatory measures. The devastating attack of 11 September 2001, which claimed nearly 3,000 victims, is a case in point. What provoked the attack? Why that particular type of anticipatory blow? Is there an explanation for the sequence of events that began with raids against two US embassies in Africa, followed by the attack on an American destroyer close to Aden and climaxed with 9/11? It was a practice run for an even more devastating attack involving nuclear weapons. But if Osama Bin Laden was in possession of nuclear weapons at the time, why did he choose to go for an intricate plan entailing the hijacking of four passenger planes, tight synchronisation and split-second timing? Surely triggering a nuclear device would have been easier. Settling for the low-tech alternative of turning planes into missiles indicates that Bin Laden was not then in possession of nuclear weapons. Actually, the idea of linking terrorism to prohibited weapons of mass destruction came from Bush, not from the terrorists themselves, and was aimed at establishing some sort of link between Iraq and terrorism to legitimise his war against Saddam Hussein. 

terrorism advantage -  impact helpers – probability

Nuclear terrorism is a greater threat to the US than the Cold War
AP 4-7-10 [Associated Press, “Obama Calls Nuclear Terrorism Top Threat To The U.S.” Japan Today.com <http://www.japantoday.com/category/world/view/obama-calls-nuclear-terrorism-top-threat-to-us>] sebastian
Rewriting America’s nuclear strategy, the White House on Tuesday announced a fundamental shift that calls the spread of atomic weapons to rogue states or terrorists a worse threat than the nuclear Armageddon feared during the Cold War. The White House is suddenly moving on multiple fronts with a goal of limiting the threat of a catastrophic international conflict, although it’s not yet clear how far and how fast the rest of the world is ready to follow. In releasing the results of an in-depth nuclear strategy review, President Barack Obama said his administration would narrow the circumstances in which the U.S. might launch a nuclear strike, that it would forego the development of new nuclear warheads and would seek even deeper reductions in American and Russian arsenals. His defense secretary, Robert Gates said the focus would now be on terror groups such as al-Qaida as well as North Korea’s nuclear buildup and Iran’s nuclear ambitions. “For the first time, preventing nuclear proliferation and nuclear terrorism is now at the top of America’s nuclear agenda,” Obama said, distancing his administration from the decades-long U.S. focus on arms competition with Russia and on the threat posed by nuclear missiles on hair-trigger alert. “The greatest threat to U.S. and global security is no longer a nuclear exchange between nations, but nuclear terrorism by violent extremists and nuclear proliferation to an increasing number of states,” he said, spelling out the core theme of the new strategy. Obama’s announcement set the stage for his trip to Prague Thursday to sign a new arms reduction agreement with Russia. And it precedes a gathering in Washington next Monday of government leaders from more than 40 countries to discuss improving safeguards against terrorists acquiring nuclear bombs. In May, the White House will once again help lead the call for disarmament at the United Nations in New York, during an international conference on strengthening the Nuclear Non-Proliferation Treaty. Congressional Democrats hailed Tuesday’s announcement, but some Republicans said it could weaken the nation’s defense capability. Rep. Buck McKeon of California, the top Republican on the House Armed Services Committee, said the policy change could carry “clear consequences” for security and he was troubled by “some of the language and perceived signals imbedded” in the policy. From the start of his term in office, Obama has put halting the spread of atomic arms near the top of his defense priorities. But during his first year he failed to achieve a significant breakthrough on arguably the two biggest threats: Iran and North Korea. Obama’s current push for arms control initiatives is designed to strengthen international support for strengthened nonproliferation efforts. “Given al-Qaida’s continued quest for nuclear weapons, Iran’s ongoing nuclear efforts and North Korea’s proliferation, this focus is appropriate and, indeed, an essential change from previous” policy, Gates said. In presenting the results of the administration’s policy review, Gates said a central aim was to reduce the role of nuclear weapons in U.S. defense strategy. That will be include removing some of the intentional ambiguity about the circumstances under which the U.S. would launch a nuclear strike, Gates told reporters at the Pentagon. “If a non-nuclear weapons state is in compliance with the Non-Proliferation Treaty and its obligations, the U.S. pledges not to use or threaten to use nuclear weapons against it,” Gates said. If, however, such a state were to use chemical or biological weapons against the U.S. or its allies, “it would face the prospect of a devastating conventional,” or non-nuclear, military response. That is not a major departure from the policy of past administrations, but it is slightly more forthright about which potential aggressors might fear a nuclear strike, and which might not. “This is not a breakthrough; it’s a commonsense refinement” of U.S. policy, said Daryl Kimball, president of the Arms Control Association. Gates said Iran and North Korea in particular should view the new U.S. policy as a strong message about their behavior. “If you’re not going to play by the rules, if you’re going to be a proliferator, then all options are on the table in terms of how we deal with you,” he said. The major review of nuclear policy was the first since 2001 and only the third since the end of the Cold War. The version produced in December 2001 came just three months after the Sept. 11 terrorist attacks. 

Nuclear terrorism is a greater threat than nuclear war-Lack of mutually assured destruction leads to irresponsible attacks from terrorists on the US

Levi 08 [September 2008. Michael A. Levi is the David M. Rubenstein Senior Fellow for Energy and the Environment at the Council on Foreign Relations (CFR) and director of its Program on Energy Security and Climate Change. “Deterring State Sponsorship of Nuclear Terrorism” (Introduction p.3) <http://books.google.com/books?hl=en&lr=&id=tQ55PyMrAVIC&oi=fnd&pg=PR5&dq=nuclear+terrorism+threat&ots=ijP-AFP3GI&sig=jccnPkCgPj4R7m2NHL5EFv9lYvA#v=onepage&q=nuclear%20terrorism%20threat&f=false>] sebastian
Policymakers consistently identify nuclear terrorism as one of the greatest threats facing the United States and the world. Indeed, the diffusion of technology, the rise of extremist ideology, and the steady spread of nuclear materials conspire to make nuclear terrorism and increasingly worrying prospect. Analysts have long argued that the central pillar of Cold War strategy-deterrence by the threat of punishment-is largely irrelevant to this fight. The core logic of the Cold War deterrence was straight forward: if one state attacked another with nuclear arms, the response would be overwhelming; that prospect would, in turn, deter any state from launching an attack in the first place. But terrorist bombs carried across borders or shipped in cargo containers lack the clear return addresses of warheads mounted on missiles, while terrorist groups, unlike states, do not present clear targets for retaliation. Most efforts to prevent nuclear terrorism have instead aimed to eliminate the treat directly. They seek to cut it off at the source by stopping terrorists from acquiring the nuclear explosive materials-highly enriched uranium or plutonium-that are scarce but are essential components of any nuclear bomb. Doing this involves a mix of cooperation with states to secure their weapons and materials and confrontation with others to prevent them acquiring nuclear weapons or materials in the first place. Yet traditional deterrence is enjoying a resurgence in popularity, albeit in a supporting rather than a central role. North Korean acquisition of a nuclear stockpile has prompted concern that Pyongyang might transfer nuclear weapons or materials to a terrorist group; the United States has responded by implicitly threatening North Korean leaders with retaliation should terrorists use its stockpile to mount an attack against the United States. A critical component of this has been a push to increase U.S. “attribution” capabilities-abilities to trace materials used in a terrorist attack to their source-so that leaders cannot transfer nuclear weapons or materials anonymously.

terrorism advantage – impact helpers – timeframe
NEXT FEW MONTHS KEY – REPORTS SHOW AL-QAEDA ATTACK LIKELY COMING – COULD INVOLVE NUCLEAR WEAPONS

Toma and Luongo 3-11-10, [Alexandra Toma is the Program Director for the Connect U.S. Fund, where she manages the Fund’s programmatic operations in nuclear nonproliferation, human rights, climate change, and the civilian-military balance. “Facing the nuclear terrorism threat” The Hill.com, < http://thehill.com/opinion/op-ed/86325-facing-the-nuclear-terrorism-threat>] 
In January, the Kleine Brogel air base in Belgium was compromised when an anti-nuclear group breached security fencing and, undetected, spent more than an hour on the base where U.S. nuclear weapons are suspected to be stored. Then they uploaded a video of how they exploited the security weaknesses to YouTube. In February the top U.S. intelligence official told Congress that he is “especially concerned” about terrorists’ access to WMD-related materials and technologies, and underscored that al Qaeda’s priority was to mount a large-scale attack on the country in the next six months. Replace the peace activists with terrorists and the results could be devastating. With enough nuclear material to build more than 120,000 Hiroshima-sized nuclear bombs spread around the globe, and significant amounts of these materials inadequately secured in dangerous regions, the nuclear terrorism threat is real and it’s time to get serious about rapidly locking down and reducing these dangerous stockpiles. This year the Obama administration and the Congress will have four unique opportunities to strengthen America’s defense against nuclear terrorism and expand the global coalition that can support the president’s goal of securing all vulnerable nuclear materials around the globe in four years. This objective received a bipartisan standing ovation at the State of the Union speech.  But, if both ends of Pennsylvania Avenue follow a business-as-usual approach, we could end up less secure as a result. Overcoming a disappointing budget for this agenda in the current fiscal year, the administration presented to Congress a proposal that increases U.S spending for global nuclear security by $320 million next year, to a total in the range of $2 billion. This significant increase over the current year’s budget has already elicited grumbling behind the scenes on Capitol Hill, with some questioning whether the programs can absorb such a spending swell.  But, the real question should be whether we can afford not to aggressively finance the president’s four-year goal.  Compare the budget for locking down nuclear weapons and materials with another global challenge like climate change. In 2007, climate change funding was at $6.5 billion — more than triple what we spend today on nuclear security. And nuclear security spending is only about one-third of 1 percent of the total defense budget this year.   In fact, Congress could consider boosting the current year’s budget for nuclear security by a modest $115 million as part of a supplemental appropriations bill to kickstart the process.   But the weight of moving this agenda is not solely on the Congress. President Barack Obama will host an unprecedented heads-of-state global nuclear security summit April 12-13.  It will include 44 nations and they are being asked to come to Washington with their own nuclear security commitments as well as take part in discussing a global plan of action.  But, will the global game plan be bold enough to meet this 21st century threat? The administration is trying to make it so, but there is a sense in some nations and regions that nuclear terrorism is not an acute danger to them and that not much more needs to be done.  At the very least the goal of this summit will be to change these perceptions. Later in the spring and then in the summer, the international community will gather for two events where the opportunity exists to galvanize their policy and financial commitment to prevent nuclear terrorism.  The first is a meeting of the signatories of the Nuclear Non-Proliferation Treaty in New York.  Here, the focus will likely be more on the disagreements among nations than their common challenges, but it is an opportunity to address nuclear material dangers. The second is the joint meeting in Canada of the G-8 and G-20 nations.  The G-8 already has a multilateral initiative on WMD security called the “Global Partnership Against the Spread of Weapons and Materials of Mass Destruction.”  But this initiative needs to be reshaped, re-energized, and refinanced so that its focus is global and its implementation effective.  Additionally, the G-20 nations, now solely addressing economic issues, should become more concerned with global security issues (including nuclear dangers), and offer their contributions to the effort.  Effective and lasting nuclear security worldwide will not be achieved unless key policymakers around the world come to believe nuclear terrorism is a real threat to their countries’ security and economy, and then invest their time and resources to adequately address this threat.  There are now four opportunities for the U.S. and its partners to further bar the door against nuclear terrorism.  Insufficient action in this important year could have consequences that we may not want to contemplate. 

terror advantage – impact helpers – timeframe

Terrorist will attack US with nuclear weapons by 2013

Neha Tara Mehta 10, Principal Correspondent at Hindustan Times, 6/26/10, “America will be nuked by 2013”, Mail Today, [http://epaper.mailtoday.in/showstory.aspx?queryed=9&querypage=18&boxid=185813671&parentid=38456&eddate=Jun%2027%202010%2012:00AM&issuedate=NaNundefinedundefined]  imanol
Terrorist will set off an atom bomb in the US within the next three years, retired nuclear scientist Robert Beeman has predicted in his just-released novel, No More Time For Sorrow. Beeman maintains that the sacking of the commander of the US and NATO forces in Afghanistan, General Stanley McChrystal, will only help the terrorists. "America's enemies in Afghanistan will take renewed encouragement from General McChrystal's firing," the 65-year-old debutant author says. "They will interpret President Barack Obama's Enhanced Coverage Linking Barack Obama's Most Recent 60 Days action as ideology trumping defense," he adds. Ironically, Beeman spent much of his working life as a scientist at the Three Mile Island civilian nuclear facility, which made international headlines on March 28, 1978, when one of its reactors had a meltdown. It was the most serious accident to have taken place ever in an American nuclear facility. Beeman, who sounds hawkish in the positions he takes on issues, says General McChrystal had been called back to the "woodshed" in Washington because he spoke out against administrative policies. "Instead of making an example of him, Terrorists in Afghanistan and Pakistan are planning the next major assault on the US. McChrystal knows this," the author says in an email interview. General McChrystal, who lost his job because of the derogatory comments he made on President Obama in an interview with Rolling Stone magazine, has been replaced by General David Petraeus, the commander who turned around the Iraq war for America. Beeman may be bang on target about the Taliban celebrating the general's sacking. In a media interview from an undisclosed location, senior Afghan Taliban commander Sirajuddin Haqqani has said the development showed America was frustrated and divided over the Afghan war. "After the American invasion, my father said Afghanistan would become another Vietnam for the US which is now gradually proving to be true," Haqqani said in the interview to The Daily Beast. In No More Time For Sorrow - which has just hit the American market - Beeman talks about why today's liberal and progressive approach to terrorism is making America less safe and how an atomic bomb can be built, transported, deployed and triggered by non- technical personnel. The atom bomb will be a weapon of choice for three reasons, the author says. Efficiency is one of them. "Killing by means of individual explosive suicide belts tends to use up a lot of recruits," he says. Then, fundamentalist groups have to justify their existence to their fund- providers by lining up an impressive number of corpses. An atom bomb would give them the most value for money. Above all, it's the message an atom bomb would send out that would make the terrorists zero in on it. The uranium for the bomb, Beeman believes, will "most likely come from Iran". America will also see more bombers like the failed Times Square bomber Faisal Shahzad. "These individual lunatics are being encouraged by the current US administration's emphasis on individual criminal acts instead of a war on terror. They know the worst case is they'll be shut up in one of our comfortable prisons, and maybe even make parole eventually," he says, adding: " Remember, the Obama Enhanced Coverage administration has already released scores of prisoners from Guantanamo Bay who went right back into the fight against us." "Today, when his country is at war, he finds himself too old to fight and too slow to run away. This book is all he can do, and he hopes his reader will find it in himself to do more," says his website. This is one book Obama Enhanced may want on his bookshelf.

terrorism advantage – extinction impacts

Terrorism causes extinction

Sid-Ahmed 4 (Mohamed, political analyst for Al-Ahram weekly and experienced journalist “Extinction!”  http://weekly.ahram.org.eg/2004/705/op5.htm)  dejohn
A nuclear attack by terrorists will be much more critical than Hiroshima and Nagazaki, even if -- and this is far from certain -- the weapons used are less harmful than those used then, Japan, at the time, with no knowledge of nuclear technology, had no choice but to capitulate. Today, the technology is a secret for nobody. So far, except for the two bombs dropped on Japan, nuclear weapons have been used only to threaten. Now we are at a stage where they can be detonated. This completely changes the rules of the game. We have reached a point where anticipatory measures can determine the course of events. Allegations of a terrorist connection can be used to justify anticipatory measures, including the invasion of a sovereign state like Iraq. As it turned out, these allegations, as well as the allegation that Saddam was harbouring WMD, proved to be unfounded. What would be the consequences of a nuclear attack by terrorists? Even if it fails, it would further exacerbate the negative features of the new and frightening world in which we are now living. Societies would close in on themselves, police measures would be stepped up at the expense of human rights, tensions between civilizations and religions would rise and ethnic conflicts would proliferate. It would also speed up the arms race and develop the awareness that a different type of world order is imperative if humankind is to survive .But the still more critical scenario is if the attack succeeds. This could lead to a third world war, from which no one will emerge victorious. Unlike a conventional war which ends when one side triumphs over another, this war will be without winners and losers. When nuclear pollution infects the whole planet, we will all be losers.

Terrorism causes nuclear war and extinction 





                                          LA Times 2 (“The Bomb is Back” June 18 http://webcache.googleusercontent.com/search?q=cache:30fn6akUu-4J:articles.latimes.com/2002/jun/18/news/lvnukes18+%22we%27re+being+confronted+anew+with+the+sublime+ terror+of+extinction%22&cd=1&hl=en&ct=clnk&gl=us&client=firefox-a)  dejohn
Today it all seems so naive, so idealistic, a towering grand illusion. For one brief, shining decade--a dozen years, tops--we'd convinced ourselves that the thermonuclear shadow had receded, the doomsday clock had been set to "snooze," the threat of planetary suicide had vanished along with the Soviet Empire, apartheid and other cruel relics of the 20th century. Even the experts among us, Foggy Bottom wonks and think-tank philosophers, had dared to dream of a world free of the damoclean sword of mutual assured destruction. "The simple truth is that people simply forgot about nuclear danger for about a decade, and there were some pretty good reasons for doing so. I had a feeling like that myself," says Jonathan Schell, whose hair-raising tome, "The Fate of the Earth" (Knopf, 1982 ), helped fuel the nuclear freeze movement of the early 1980s. But in the bleak months since Sept. 11, the phantom menace of nuclear catastrophe has come back with a vengeance--stalking our imaginations, confounding our leaders, confronting us with a host of atomic terrors hitherto barely imagined: hijacked airliners rammed down the throats of nuclear power plants; "dirty bombs" spraying lethal radiation and rendering huge swaths of cities uninhabitable for years to come. Looming over these lesser catastrophes is the threat of an actual nuclear weapons attack. After the lull of the '90s, we're learning to start worrying and fear The Bomb all over again. Only now America must face the possibility of dealing with more than just one or two mega-adversaries capable of sending our entire country up in a mushroom cloud. Now we're conjuring up visions of a suitcase bomb detonated at Times Square, a 10-kiloton dose of megadeath delivered in a truck to downtown Los Angeles or Chicago. Or a regional conflict, like the present one pitting India against nuclear rival Pakistan over the disputed Kashmir territory, escalating into global Armageddon. On the one hand, we're being confronted anew with the sublime terror of extinction; on the other, with the banality and ridiculousness of a threat to our lives and our civilization from something that may be lurking in a briefcase, a pair of Hush Puppies or, as in the new Hollywood blockbuster "The Sum of All Fears," a cigarette-vending machine. That cognitive tension, some experts say, is nothing new.

terrorism advantage – at:  intelligence gathering

CT IS BETTER AT INTELLIGENCE GATHERING THAN COIN – COIN SOLDIERS LACK THE APPROPRIATE SKILLS
Nelson 2009 (Rick-senior fellow in the International Security Program @ Center for Strategic and International Studies “Intelligence Gathering Is Compatible with Counterterrorism”, October 15, http://csis.org/publication/intelligence-gathering-compatible-counterterrorism] ttate
Q1: Proponents of counterinsurgency, or COIN, argue that intelligence gathering in support of operations against al Qaeda and Taliban militants will be irreparably damaged if the Obama administration pursues a counterterrorism strategy instead of COIN in Afghanistan. Is this necessarily true? A1: No. Proponents of COIN tend to paint a counterterrorism approach in stark terms, suggesting that a complete U.S. withdrawal will result in the loss of key bases required for intelligence activities. But no serious counterterrorism option includes plans for a full American withdrawal, and such exaggerations do nothing but detract from a healthy debate about U.S. and NATO strategy in Afghanistan. In attempting to further discredit the counterterrorism approach, COIN supporters insist that better intelligence will come about only if U.S. and NATO forces commit to a troop-intensive, “population-centric” strategy. Their argument goes like this: fear of retribution prevents Afghan citizens from informing coalition forces of Taliban movements and operations; once U.S. and NATO troops provide security to innocent locals, valuable information will flow freely and openly. This claim, however, is flawed on multiple levels. Consider: 1. It fails to recognize that most key militant leaders operate from Pakistan’s western frontier and not Afghanistan. It makes little sense to assume that innocent Afghan civilians, especially those considerably west of the Durand Line, possess the information necessary to capture or kill key militant leaders living in Pakistan. 2. It mistakenly assumes that Afghan citizens do not share information on Taliban and al Qaeda operations because they fear reprisals from militants. What if, instead, Afghans simply don’t know where militant leaders hide and how they plan to attack? This latter scenario is wholly plausible, especially since high-level intelligence about criminal enterprises usually requires insider knowledge—which innocent bystanders, by definition, lack. 3. It places far too much emphasis on troop “numbers” and minimizes the importance of troop “type.” Most soldiers serving in Afghanistan are trained in basic combat skills, not sensitive operations. Such expertise is largely the realm of specialists in the military and intelligence communities. It is unreasonable to expect the average soldier, working through an interpreter (who may not speak the local language or dialect), to collect high-value intelligence on routine village patrols. COIN supporters are likely to argue that soldiers do collect valuable intelligence while protecting the population. But this is true only to the extent that they gather information that serves the tactical aims of counterinsurgency—such as identifying local troublemakers. Absent are the kinds of leads on high-value terrorists that are likely to result in tangible reductions in extremist planning and leadership. So, in the end, population protection may have important humanitarian purposes, but its utility in dismantling extremist networks is overstated. Q2: Does counterterrorism offer a better framework for successful intelligence collection? A2: If executed well, yes. Good intelligence collection is about talking to the right people. In Afghanistan, this means reaching out to actors closest to Taliban leadership. Just as any law enforcement agency might target a large criminal network by registering the assistance of insiders or smaller rivals, so too should U.S., NATO, and Afghan forces identify Taliban most amenable to deal making. Such an approach could exploit the myriad tribal factions in Afghanistan, and even Pakistan, by creating internal divisions within the broader insurgency. It also might appeal to “moderate” militants, many of whom join extremist groups for purely financial considerations. The goal of these efforts would be to turn the Taliban against itself and draw certain elements into the Afghan government’s sphere—much like U.S. efforts at creating divisions between Iraq’s Sunni insurgents and foreign-born al Qaeda in Iraq.

terrorism advantage – at:  al qaeda weak

AL QAEDA STILL A REAL THREAT – RECRUITMENT AND NUMBER OF ATTACKS INCREASING
Gorka 10 
[Sebastian L. - faculty of the Irregular Warfare Department of the National Defense Universityand member of the US Atlantic Council’s Strategic Advisers’ Group, “Al-Qaeda and Afghanistan in Strategic Context: Counterinsurgency versus Counterterrorism”, May 17,  http://www.realinstitutoelcano.org/wps/portal/rielcano_eng/Content?WCM_GLOBAL_CONTEXT=/elcano/elcano_in/zonas_in/dt15-2010 ] ttate
Assumptions about al-Qaeda have a bad tendency to turn out wrong. Too many US security analysts underestimated the group before the 9/11 attacks, and then, not surprisingly, perhaps overestimated it afterwards. In recent years, inside and outside the US government, there was a new reigning assumption about al-Qaeda: that the appeal of its Salafi-jihadi ideology would decline as its ability to conduct terrorist attacks was eroded by intelligence, law enforcement and military operations. Amid what appeared to be a rising backlash against bin Laden’s outfit among Muslims worldwide –seen most vividly in the Sunni rebellion in Iraq and the denunciation of al-Qaeda by high-profile former Salafist ideologues such as Sayyid Imam al-Sharif, alias Dr Fadl–, the assumption that al-Qaeda was growing operationally weak and ideologically moribund seemed sound. It now seems that this assumption was quite wrong. In a closed session of international intelligence and counterterrorism officials held in 2009, a very high-ranking US intelligence officer provided a simple, counterintuitive observation. Bin Laden may now be making infrequent filmed statements instead of planning and executing attacks, but those statements and the ideology behind them have grown in importance. Consequently, the US intelligence community is starting to see the ideological threat as potentially a greater danger to US interests than actual al-Qaeda killers. If true, this thesis renders moot a rather unseemly debate that continues to rage within the counterterrorism community. On one side is Marc Sageman, a forensic psychiatrist and former CIA case officer, and on the other Bruce Hoffman, a professor in the Security Studies Program at Georgetown University. These two came to theoretical blows in 2008 over their assessments of the state of al-Qaeda. Sageman argues that the phenomenon of ‘leaderless jihad’, wherein individuals and groups become radicalised and commit terrorism with no al-Qaeda guidance at all, has supplanted the group itself as a threat.[23] Hoffman argues, to the contrary, that bin Laden and company still pose the gravest of threats, that the operational core of al-Qaeda retains high levels of command and control, and that leaderless jihad is but a myth.[24] It now seems that both were mistaken. Open-source information, along with the US intelligence community’s recent assessment, paints a different picture: al-Qaeda is operationally degraded but ideologically ascendant, with ‘al-Qaeda Central’ continuing to exercise a significant degree of control over the shaping and dissemination of its Salafi-Jihadi message, and with the coordinated acts of violence against civilians that it does manage to carry out continuing to play an important role. Al-Qaeda does not possess the organisational strength it had eight years ago, but its ideology is not waning. On the contrary, its ‘propaganda by the deed’ continues to inspire new recruits and terrorist attacks, particularly outside the Arab world. Recent nongovernmental data support this view of al-Qaeda. Salafi terrorism of the sort that al-Qaeda inspires and directs has reared its head thousands of miles from Iraq and Israel, in places such as the Philippines, Russia, Somalia and Pakistan. According to figures reported by The American Security Project, the annual number of Islamist terror attacks trebled between 2004 and 2008, to nearly 600 incidents.[25] Indeed, if attacks in Afghanistan, Iraq and Israel are removed from the total, the trend over the same four-year period is even more startling, showing a quadrupling of Salafi-inspired attacks.[26] And if you go back even further –back before 9/11, the Bush Presidency, and the wars in Afghanistan and Iraq– the picture is shocking: a tenfold increase in annual terrorist attacks over the past decade.[27]
pakistan stability advantage – plan solves taliban expansion

Combat troops fail in Afghanistan—impossible to defeat Al Qaeda and attempting to can destabilize Pakistan

Innocent, Foreign Policy Analyst at the Cato Institute & member of the International Institute of Strategic Studies, 2009 [Malou, “Withdrawing From Afghanistan,” 4-24, http://www.cato-at-liberty.org/2009/04/24/withdrawing-from-afghanistan/]  emma b

Oh, the war in Afghanistan. The more I learn, the more I’m convinced that we need to get out. As I described the situation to my Cato colleague Chris Preble, for lack of a better analogy, the Afghanistan–Pakistan border is like a balloon: pushing down on one side forces elements to move to another — it doesn’t eliminate the threat. The fate of Pakistan — a nuclear-armed Muslim-majority country plagued by a powerful jihadist insurgency — will matter more to regional and global stability than economic and political developments in Afghanistan. But if our attempts to stabilize Afghanistan destabilize Pakistan, where does that leave us? Like A.I.G., is Afghanistan too big to fail? No. President Obama earlier this month issued a wide-ranging strategic review of the war and the region, and declared “the core goal of the U.S. must be to disrupt, dismantle, and defeat al Qaeda and its safe havens in Pakistan, and to prevent their return to Pakistan or Afghanistan.” But al Qaeda, as we very well know, is a loosely connected and decentralized network with cells in over 60 countries. Amassing tens of thousands of U.S. and NATO troops in one country — or any country — is unnecessary. Until Pakistan’s intelligence agency, the ISI, changes priorities, this is a stalemate and we are throwing soldiers into a conflict because policymakers fear that, if we leave, it will get worse. Sound familiar? The only military role necessary in Afghanistan is trainers and assistance for the Afghan military, police, and special forces tasked with discrete operations against specific targets. The bulk of the combat forces can and should be withdrawn. As for Pakistan’s impulsive act of gallantry in Buner this week, that’s certainly welcome news. But Mukhtar Khan, a Pakistani freelance journalist whom I’ve talked to on numerous occasions, records here that last year in Buner, a lashkar (tribal militia) successfully beat back the Taliban’s incursions. Thanks to the Swat Valley peace deal between pro-Taliban TNSM founder Sufi Mohammad and the Pakistani government, militants have spilled back into Buner, killing policemen and terrorizing locals. What’s especially troubling this time around is that the spread from Swat into Buner brings militants closer to Mardan and Swabi, which leads directly to the four-lane motorway running from Peshawar to Islamabad. (I took the picture above when I was on the motorway to Peshawar last August.) Overall, I’m not optimistic that the Pakistani government’s effort in Buner changes the grand scheme of things. Unless the intervention is coupled with a comprehensive shift in Pakistan’s strategic priorities, which means a move away from allowing its territory to act as a de facto sanctuary for militants undermining U.S. and NATO efforts in Afghanistan, then these sporadic raids tell us nothing about their leaders’ overall commitment to tackling terrorism. For instance, Pakistan’s Supreme Court recently ordered the release of hard-line cleric Maulana Abdul Aziz on bail. Aziz was a leading figure from the Lal Masjid (Red Mosque) massacre of July 2007 and faces several charges, including aiding militants. For an idea of how pervasive militant sympathies go, when the Islamist political party Jamiat-Ulema-e-Islami was in power in North-West Frontier Province, a Pakistani territory adjacent to the ungoverned tribal areas, its leaders proselytized in mosques about the need for jihad in Afghanistan. In addition, when Abu Musab al-Zarqawi, the head of al Qaeda in Mesopotamia, was killed in Iraq, their parliament observed a two-minute moment of silence. If leaders within Pakistan’s military and intelligence establishments are serious about combating extremism, it will take more than periodic military moves into restive areas. We will not know for the next several months whether they have abandoned their lackadaisical attitude toward extremism. 

pakistan stability advantage – coin mobilizes taliban

OUR COIN STRATEGY MOBILIZES THE TALIBAN – LEADS TO PAKISTANI COLLAPSE
AKHTAR 2010

[Shameem, professor of international relations @Karachi University, 

 “Pakistan’s Instability : The US War Factor,”  January 26,  http://www.islamonline.net/servlet/Satellite?c=Article_C&cid=1262372328640&pagename=Zone-English-Muslim_Affairs/MAELayout#**1]
If it is a war against extremists and militancy inside Pakistan, it is a civil war because its origins stem from the US, NATO occupation of neighboring Afghanistan. The conflict should be seen as an extension of the ongoing resistance of the Afghan people to alien domination. It is inaccurate to say that the US invaded Afghanistan because of the 9/11 attacks by Al-Qaeda. Former BBC correspondent George Arney reported on September 18, 2001, that Niaz Naik, the former Pakistani foreign secretary, had told him that he was informed by US officials at a UN-sponsored international contact group on Afghanistan in Berlin during July that year that unless Osama bin Laden were handed over swiftly, America would take military action to kill or capture both Bin Laden and Mullah Omar. The wider objective, however, was to topple the Taliban regime and install a transitional government under King Mohammad Zahir Shah. The invasion was to take place in mid-October 2001. Mr. Naik went on to say that he doubted that the US would have abandoned its plan to invade Afghanistan even if Osama were handed over by the Taliban. Arney's story is corroborated by the Guardian correspondent David Leigh in his report published on September 26, 2001, in which he revealed that the Taliban had received specific warning by the US through secret diplomacy in Berlin in July that the Bush Administration would topple the entire regime militarily unless Osama is extradited to the US. This was part of the larger design of US military, industrial complex to bring about regime change in Afghanistan, Iraq, and Iran. As the US needed bases in Pakistan to accomplish its pre-planned invasion of Afghanistan, the Bush Administration sought to use Islamabad as a cat's paw to pull the chestnuts out of the fire. Fortunately for President Bush, a usurper ruled there, devoid of all legitimacy, legal and moral, and he readily and willingly succumbed to US pressure and made a U-turn by severing all links with the Taliban. He even joined the war against Afghanistan instead of using his leverage with the Taliban to exhaust all means of peaceful settlement of the dispute. The entire region, including Pakistan, was declared a war zone by the US military command, and the flights of all passenger planes were prohibited over a certain altitude, while no merchant ships could enter the harbors of Pakistan, thus bringing maritime trade (which comprises approximately 95 percent of Pakistan's import-export trade) to a standstill. It is no wonder that Pakistan suffered a loss of 34 billion dollars because of its involvement in the Afghan war. America's War As one can see, it was America's war that was imposed upon Pakistan. Whether Pakistan could have avoided the war is a matter of controversy among politicians and political observers. But the war has fuelled insurgency in Pakistan's hitherto peaceful tribal territory adjacent to Afghanistan. This insurgency shows no sign of abatement, as terrorist attacks on military and civilian centers in the capital and major cities of the North-West Frontier Province and Punjab continue with a vengeance, posing threat to the security of the state. In the meantime, routine predator strikes by the US in Waziristan have taken a heavy toll of civilian lives amid accusations of Islamabad's complicity in the piratical attacks on tribespeople, which prompts them to resort to retaliatory strikes on the perpetrators. Not satisfied with Pakistan's military operations in the tribal region, the US Administration has compelled Islamabad's fragile government to pull out its troops from the tense Indo-Pak border and deploy them in the restive tribal belt along the Pak-Afghan border. Now Pakistan faces existential threat from the Taliban and not India, a perception which the country's military leadership is not prepared to share, given the unresolved disputes with New Delhi, which triggered four wars during the last 62 years. At the same time, speculation (not entirely unfounded) is rife about the involvement of the Research and Analysis Wing (RAW) and the former Blackwater (now christened Xe Services) in murder, mayhem, and gunrunning as evidenced by the armed Americans who drive consulate vehicles through cities and, when intercepted, refuse to disclose their identity. It is here that one recalls with dismay the role of General Stanley McChrystal, who until last year headed the Joint Special Operations Command, which runs drone attacks and targeted assassinations with the assistance of the operatives of the former Blackwater. This was revealed by Jeremy Scahill's investigative report published in the US weekly the Nation. That may, perhaps, solve the mystery surrounding a series of assassinations of ulama belonging to various Islamic movements. The sinister motive behind such acts of terror is to incite sectarian violence in Pakistan and lay the blame at the doors of religious extremists. Similar death squads were organized by the CIA in El Salvador, Honduras, and Nicaragua to carry out political assassinations of nationalists who were opposed to US intervention. At the time, the Sandinista government of Nicaragua complained to the International Court of Justice about the mining of Nicaraguan ports, the violation of the country's airspace, the killing and kidnapping of individuals on the Nicaraguan territory, and the threat or use of force by the US. The court in its decision in June 1986 held that the US was in breach of the customary rules of international law and international humanitarian law. The above case is titled the "Military and Paramilitary Activities in and Against Nicaragua." The precedent set by this case may be invoked by Pakistan to prevent the US drone attacks on its territory. Once the piratical attacks of the US have stopped, the irritant in the tribal insurgency would have gone, paving the way for pacification of the conflict. If this were Pakistan's war, the government would have exercised its own judgment in dealing with the militants at home, either by conciliation or by resort to force. But Islamabad's so-called operation against militants is subordinated to US military designs in the region, aimed at the encirclement of the People's Republic of China and the control of the transit of gas pipelines from Central Asia to South Asia. It is not aimless that China expressed its concern over the concentration of US, NATO troops in the region. India fits in the American scheme of things, hence the US-India nuclear deal.  Pakistan's National Interest In this emerging security environment, Pakistan will have to be content with its role as a junior partner of India. Therefore, the sooner Islamabad extricates itself from the US "war on terror," the better it is for its security and independence. Doesn't Islamabad realize that its military operation against the militants would leave its border with India vulnerable to a New Delhi offensive? If Pakistan permits the US to attack the suspected training centers of militants on its territory, will it be able to prevent India from doing so? With Islamabad embroiled in internecine strife, it cannot negotiate with India from a position of strength. It may be forced to make a compromise that might be detrimental to its national interest. Pakistan's preoccupation with tribal rebellion would not permit it to deal with separatist ethnic forces in Baluchistan. Undoubtedly, this is a threat to the territorial integrity of Pakistan. After the total failure of the military operation in Baluchistan, the federal government has come round to the painful conclusion that political and not military action can bring militancy to an end. Granting general amnesty to the dissidents and engaging them in a meaningful dialogue on contentious issues is a laudable initiative. The same gesture should be made to the militants in the tribal areas. But Islamabad has adopted double standards in dealing with the Baluchistan militants and the Pashtun militants, as if there were good militants and bad ones. This discriminatory policy would intensify the Pashtun insurgency and might drive them toward even more escalation. The rulers have seen the consequences of military operations in the former East Pakistan, Baluchistan, Karachi, Sind, and FATA (federally administered tribal areas). If anything, the situation has only worsened. The surge of US troops, the expansion of war beyond the borders of Afghanistan, and the attacks on Quetta and Muridke as envisaged by Obama's new strategy would mean that US troops are at war with the people of Pakistan. Any Solution? The Obama Administration would be better advised to concentrate on its exit strategy, and to that end, it is imperative that it involve the UN in its peace-making efforts aimed at the establishment of a broad-based government in Afghanistan, because the Karzai Government has no legitimacy. To fill the vacuum, the UN peacekeeping force, made up of troops of states not involved in the Afghan war, may be deployed until a government of national unity is able to assume full responsibility. Here the US can contribute to the postwar reconstruction of Afghanistan under the aegis of the UN. The insurgency in the tribal region is the spillover effect of US military occupation of Afghanistan, but Pakistan faces a far greater threat: the threat of ethnic violence as manifested in the bloody clashes among various linguistic groups in urban and rural Sind. These have been overshadowed by the counterinsurgency operations in FATA, but they may erupt at any moment, thus destabilizing the state.

pakistan stability advantage – military presence destabilizes

US military presence in Afghanistan endangers Pakistani stability

Coll, president of New America Foundation, staff writer at The New Yorker magazine, winner of 2 Pulitzer prizes, 2009 [Steve, “Afghanistan's Impact on Pakistan,” 10-1, http://www.newamerica.net/publications/resources/2009/afghanistans_impact_on_pakistan] emma b

Thank you for this opportunity to testify about the effects of U.S. policy in Afghanistan on the stability and political evolution of Pakistan.  It seems useful to begin with an assessment of where U.S. interests in Pakistan are located. The success of Pakistan - that is, its emergence as a stable, modernizing, prosperous, pluralistic country, at peace with its neighbors and within its borders, and integrated economically in South and Central Asia - is important, even vital, not only to the United States but to the broader international community. The nuclear danger in South Asia alone argues for risk-taking investments in Pakistan's success. In addition, any durable American "exit strategy" from Afghanistan will depend upon the emergence of a stable Pakistan that is moving toward normalization with India and the reduction of extremism within its borders.  For nearly four decades, Pakistan's struggle to achieve its constitutional and founding ideals of democracy, pluralism, and a culture rooted in a modernizing Islam have been impeded in part by the spillover effects of continual warfare in Afghanistan. These spillover effects have influenced the militarization of Pakistanis politics, encouraged the development of a "paranoid style" in Pakistani security doctrines, and more recently, helped to radicalize sections of the country's population.  The United States today is a catalyzing power in this same, continual Afghan warfare. U.S. actions in Afghanistan since 2001 have amplified the debilitating spillover effects of the Afghan war on Pakistan. To name a few examples: The lightly resourced, complacent U.S. approach to Afghanistan following the ouster of the Taliban in late 2001 effectively chased Islamist insurgents into Pakistan, contributing to its destabilization. Dormant, often directionless U.S. diplomacy in the region failed to bridge the deepening mistrust among the Kabul, Islamabad, and New Delhi governments after 2001, or to challenge successfully the Pakistani military's tolerance of Islamist extremist groups, including the Afghan Taliban. In Pakistan itself, the U.S. relied for too long and too exclusively on former President Pervez Musharraf and failed to challenge his marginalization of political opponents or his coddling of Islamist extremists. During these years, narrowly conceived, transparently self-interested U.S. policies caused many Pakistanis to conclude, to some extent correctly, that the American presence in their region was narrowly conceived, self-interested, and ultimately unreliable.  A recent poll of Pakistani public opinion carried out by the Pew Global Attitudes Project found that only sixteen percent of Pakistanis have a favorable view of the United States.1 That discouraging number has been more or less consistent since 2001; the only time it spiked, to just above twenty-five percent, was in 2006, after the United States pledged $500 million in aid to Pakistan and after it played a visible and significant role in an earthquake relief effort in Pakistani-held Kashmir. The Senate's recent unanimous passage of the Kerry-Lugar bill, providing $1.5 billion in aid to Pakistan for each of the next five years, offers a foothold to begin shifting U.S. policy in a more rewarding direction. However, it would be a mistake to underestimate the depth of the resentments and sources of instability in Pakistan that now confront the United States. A poll carried out by Gallup and Al Jazeera in July asked a sample of Pakistanis what constituted the biggest threat to Pakistan's security. Fifty-nine percent answered that it was the United States, followed by eighteen percent who named India and only eleven percent who named the Taliban.2  The measure of American policy in Pakistan, of course, is not American popularity but Pakistan's own durable stability and peaceful evolution. However, the dismal view of the United States held across so many constituencies in Pakistan today - particularly the widespread view that U.S. policy in Afghanistan and along the Pakistan-Afghan border constitutes a grave threat to Pakistan - is a sign that U.S. policymakers must think much more deeply, as this Committee is doing, about how the U.S.-led campaign against Al Qaeda and the Taliban will reverberate in Pakistan during the next five to ten years.  

pakistan stability advantage – military presence destabilizes

CONTINUED MILITARY PRESENCE DESTABILIZES PAKISTAN
INNOCENT AND CARPENTER 2009
[Malou – foreign policy analyst @ Cato and Ted Galen – vice-president for defense and foreign policy studies @ Cato, “Escaping the ‘Graveyard of Empires’, http://www.cato.org/pubs/wtpapers/escaping-graveyard-empires-strategy-exit-afghanistan.pdf ] ttate
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 terrorist recruitment.” 22Some policymakers claim the war is worth waging because terrorists flourish in failed states. But that argument cannot account for terrorists who thrive in centralized states that have the sovereignty to reject external interference. 23 That is one reason why militants find sanctuary in neighboring, nuclear-armed Pakistan. 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.” 24America’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.

pakistan stability advantage – ct alone enough
COUNTER-TERRORISM STRATEGY COMPARATIVELY BETTER FOR PAKISTAN – MILITARY PRESENCE IN AFGHANISTAN TRIGGERS BACKLASH – THREATENS BORDER SECURITY

NELSON 2009

[Rick “Ozzie” – senior fellow in the International Security Program @ Center for Strategic and International Studies, “Intelligence gathering is compatible with counterterrorism”, October 15, 
http://csis.org/publication/intelligence-gathering-compatible-counterterrorism] ttate
Talking to the right people also means further enhancing U.S. cooperation with Pakistan’s military and Inter-Services Intelligence (ISI) to identify and target al Qaeda operatives in the country’s northwest. COIN supporters might readily agree with this proposition, but their calls for additional forces would risk alienating the military and ISI, both of which have signaled deep reservations about a possible American escalation in Afghanistan. These two Pakistani institutions are critical partners in U.S. efforts to combat al Qaeda and ultimately will determine the intensity of any offensive against militants. But they also fear what they perceive as growing American and Indian influence in Afghanistan. The Obama administration must be careful, then, to ensure that troop increases do not discourage the military and ISI from aiding American efforts to confront al Qaeda extremists in northwest Pakistan. Whatever the specifics of this strategy of negotiation and diplomacy, success will ultimately require coalition and Afghan forces to seek actionable intelligence from individuals who actually possess such information. And importantly, the approach does not necessitate thousands of additional troops, but small units of savvy intelligence operatives and negotiators. When combined with a military strategy of fortifying a handful of vitally important “strong points” in Afghanistan—call it containment—this two-pronged approach emerges as a far better alternative to regional security than the prohibitively expensive, open-ended, nation-building exercise that COIN implies.
pakistan stability advantage – loose nukes
PAKISTAN INSTABILITY LEADS TO “LOOSE NUKES”
Stephen Hadley 09, an arms control expert who also served as former U.S. President George W Bush, RTT News (United States), “Pakistan Nuclear Facilities At Risk: Former NSA”, 11/23/09   imanol

National Security Adviser said Sunday that a resurgent Taliban insurgency and the war in neighboring Afghanistan have put Pakistan nukes at risk giving rise to a "troubling" situation.

Noting that the situation in Pakistan is troubling from a lot of perspectives, Hadley, who now advises Washington-based think-tank the U.S. Institute of Peace, said there is a lot of concern about what happens to Pakistan nuclear arsenal if the government in Islamabad collapses. Speaking at an international security conference in Halifax, Hadley revealed that there was concern in the Bush administration after the September, 2001 terrorist attack that U.S.-led military action inside Afghanistan might destabilize Pakistan and could even lead to a Taliban government.

pakistan stability advantage – collapse  = nuclear war

PAKISTANI COLLAPSES LEADS TO NUCLEAR WAR

Pitt 2009
[William – staff writer and bestselling author,   “Unstable Pakistan Threatens the World,”   May 08, http://www.arabamericannews.com/news/index.php?mod=article&cat=commentary&article=2183] ttate

But a suicide bomber in Pakistan rammed a car packed with explosives into a jeep filled with troops today, killing five and wounding as many as 21, including several children who were waiting for a ride to school. Residents of the region where the attack took place are fleeing in terror as gunfire rings out around them, and government forces have been unable to quell the violence. Two regional government officials were beheaded by militants in retaliation for the killing of other militants by government forces. As familiar as this sounds, it did not take place where we have come to expect such terrible events. This, unfortunately, is a whole new ballgame. It is part of another conflict that is brewing, one which puts what is happening in Iraq and Afghanistan in deep shade, and which represents a grave and growing threat to us all. Pakistan is now trembling on the edge of violent chaos, and is doing so with nuclear weapons in its hip pocket, right in the middle of one of the most dangerous neighborhoods in the world. The situation in brief: Pakistan for years has been a nation in turmoil, run by a shaky government supported by a corrupted system, dominated by a blatantly criminal security service, and threatened by a large fundamentalist Islamic population with deep ties to the Taliban in Afghanistan. All this is piled atop an ongoing standoff with neighboring India that has been the center of political gravity in the region for more than half a century. The fact that Pakistan, and India, and Russia, and China all possess nuclear weapons and share the same space means any ongoing or escalating violence over there has the real potential to crack open the very gates of Hell itself.

Recently, the Taliban made a military push into the northwest Pakistani region around the Swat Valley. According to a recent Reuters report: The (Pakistani) army deployed troops in Swat in October 2007 and used artillery and gunship helicopters to reassert control. But insecurity mounted after a civilian government came to power last year and tried to reach a negotiated settlement. A peace accord fell apart in May 2008. After that, hundreds — including soldiers, militants and civilians — died in battles. Militants unleashed a reign of terror, killing and beheading politicians, singers, soldiers and opponents. They banned female education and destroyed nearly 200 girls' schools. About 1,200 people were killed since late 2007 and 250,000 to 500,000 fled, leaving the militants in virtual control. Pakistan offered on February 16 to introduce Islamic law in the Swat valley and neighboring areas in a bid to take the steam out of the insurgency. The militants announced an indefinite cease-fire after the army said it was halting operations in the region. President Asif Ali Zardari signed a regulation imposing sharia in the area last month. But the Taliban refused to give up their guns and pushed into Buner and another district adjacent to Swat, intent on spreading their rule. The United States, already embroiled in a war against Taliban forces in Afghanistan, must now face the possibility that Pakistan could collapse under the mounting threat of Taliban forces there. Military and diplomatic advisers to President Obama, uncertain how best to proceed, now face one of the great nightmare scenarios of our time. "Recent militant gains in Pakistan," reported The New York Times on Monday, "have so alarmed the White House that the national security adviser, Gen. James L. Jones, described the situation as 'one of the very most serious problems we face.'" "Security was deteriorating rapidly," reported The Washington Post on Monday, "particularly in the mountains along the Afghan border that harbor al-Qaeda and the Taliban, intelligence chiefs reported, and there were signs that those groups were working with indigenous extremists in Pakistan's populous Punjabi heartland. The Pakistani government was mired in political bickering. The army, still fixated on its historical adversary India, remained ill-equipped and unwilling to throw its full weight into the counterinsurgency fight. But despite the threat the intelligence conveyed, Obama has only limited options for dealing with it. Anti-American feeling in Pakistan is high, and a U.S. combat presence is prohibited. The United States is fighting Pakistan-based extremists by proxy, through an army over which it has little control, in alliance with a government in which it has little confidence." It is believed Pakistan is currently in possession of between 60 and 100 nuclear weapons. Because Pakistan's stability is threatened by the wide swath of its population that shares ethnic, cultural and religious connections to the fundamentalist Islamic populace of Afghanistan, fears over what could happen to those nuclear weapons if the Pakistani government collapses are very real. "As the insurgency of the Taliban and Al Qaeda spreads in Pakistan," reported the Times last week, "senior American officials say they are increasingly concerned about new vulnerabilities for Pakistan's nuclear arsenal, including the potential for militants to snatch a weapon in transport or to insert sympathizers into laboratories or fuel-production facilities. In public, the administration has only hinted at those concerns, repeating the formulation that the Bush administration used: that it has faith in the Pakistani Army. But that cooperation, according to officials who would not speak for attribution because of the sensitivity surrounding the exchanges between Washington and Islamabad, has been sharply limited when the subject has turned to the vulnerabilities in the Pakistani nuclear infrastructure." "The prospect of turmoil in Pakistan sends shivers up the spines of those U.S. officials charged with keeping tabs on foreign nuclear weapons," reported Time Magazine last month. "Pakistan is thought to possess about 100 — the U.S. isn't sure of the total, and may not know where all of them are. Still, if Pakistan collapses, the U.S. military is primed to enter the country and secure as many of those weapons as it can, according to U.S. officials. Pakistani officials insist their personnel safeguards are stringent, but a sleeper cell could cause big trouble, U.S. officials say." In other words, a shaky Pakistan spells trouble for everyone, especially if America loses the footrace to secure those weapons in the event of the worst-case scenario. If Pakistani militants ever succeed in toppling the government, several very dangerous events could happen at once. Nuclear-armed India could be galvanized into military action of some kind, as could nuclear-armed China or nuclear-armed Russia. If the Pakistani government does fall, and all those Pakistani nukes are not immediately accounted for and secured, the specter (or reality) of loose nukes falling into the hands of terrorist organizations could place the entire world on a collision course with unimaginable disaster. We have all been paying a great deal of attention to Iraq and Afghanistan, and rightly so. The developing situation in Pakistan, however, needs to be placed immediately on the front burner. The Obama administration appears to be gravely serious about addressing the situation. So should we all.

pakistan stability advantage – india will attack

INDIA WILL INVADE AN UNSTABLE PAKISTAN

Lahoti, Senior Fellow at the PKKH, a Pakistani think-tank, 5-23 [Tair-e, “India’s Hostility Towards Pakistan”, May 2010, http://www.pakistankakhudahafiz.com/2010/05/23/indias-hostility-toward-pakistan/]  denno
South Asia expert Stephen Cohen of Washington’s Brookings Institution recently told his audience: “Not a few Indian generals and strategists have told me that if only America would strip Pakistan of its nuclear weapons then the Indian army could destroy the Pakistan army and the whole thing would be over.” These remarks sharply contrast with the volumes being written in the West, particularly in the United States, about Pakistan’s “obsession” with India. Pakistan is being incessantly lectured by the Western leaders and media to stop worrying about the security threat from India and focus exclusively on its western frontiers and the Taliban. These positions are often echoed by some of the liberal media editorials and commentators in Pakistan as well, in spite of substantial evidence to the contrary. The American admonitions to Pakistan about India’s “benign” intentions are now turning into absolute demands. Preposterous conditions by various interest groups and Indian lobbyists in Washington are being added to the draft version of the “Aid Pakistan bill” that is expected to come up for debate in US Congress soon. According to Pakistan’s Dawn newspaper, the first major condition for aid requires Pakistan to undertake not to support any person or group involved in activities meant to hurt India and to allow US investigators access to individuals suspected of engaging in nuclear proliferation if it wants to qualify for a threefold increase in US economic assistance. This is probably just one of many conditions that Pakistanis will see as an insult to and assault on the nation’s sovereignty. With Pakistan’s vociferous protests and angry responses to the US campaign against its military and intelligence service’s genuine concerns about the Indian threat, there are a few US respected analysts, including Christine Fair, Laura Rozen and Stephen Cohen, who are beginning to look for and discover evidence of India’s hostile actions and intentions vis-a-vis Pakistan. Here’s what Christine Fair of Rand Corporation thinks about Indian involvement in destabilizing Pakistan via its growing presence and influence in Afghanistan: I think it would be a mistake to completely disregard Pakistan’s regional perceptions due to doubts about Indian competence in executing covert operations. That misses the point entirely. And I think it is unfair to dismiss the notion that Pakistan’s apprehensions about Afghanistan stem in part from its security competition with India. Having visited the Indian mission in Zahedan, Iran, I can assure you they are not issuing visas as the main activity! Moreover, India has run operations from its mission in Mazar (through which it supported the Northern Alliance) and is likely doing so from the other consulates it has reopened in Jalalabad and Qandahar along the border. Indian officials have told me privately that they are pumping money into Baluchistan. Kabul has encouraged India to engage in provocative activities such as using the Border Roads Organization to build sensitive parts of the Ring Road and use the Indo-Tibetan police force for security. It is also building schools on a sensitive part of the border in Kunar–across from Bajaur. Kabul’s motivations for encouraging these activities are as obvious as India’s interest in engaging in them. Even if by some act of miraculous diplomacy the territorial issues were to be resolved, Pakistan would remain an insecure state. Given the realities of the subcontinent (e.g., India’s rise and its more effective foreign relations with all of Pakistan’s near and far neighbors), these fears are bound to grow, not lessen. This suggests that without some means of compelling Pakistan to abandon its reliance upon militancy, it will become ever more interested in using it — and the militants will likely continue to proliferate beyond Pakistan’s control.

PAKISTAN stability ADVantage – INDO/PAK war IMPACTS

A NUCLEAR CONFLICT BETWEEN INDIA AND PAKISTAN WOULD ANNIHILATE THE GLOBE – ENVIRONMENTAL DESTRUCTION WOULD BE APOCALYPTIC

Thaindian News, 2008
(Thaindian News,"India-Pakistan nuclear war would spell global calamity: study", April 2008, "http://www.thaindian.com/newsportal/uncategorized/india-pakistan-nuclear-war-would-spell-global-calamity-study_10035636.html"//gh-ag)
A brief nuclear war between India and Pakistan would rip apart the ozone layer and unleash global devastation - killing millions, besides triggering catastrophic health problems, according to a study by US scientists. Using sophisticated computer modelling, University of Colorado scientists Micahel Mills and Owen Brian Toon have showed that a nuclear war between the two South Asian neighbours, involving 100 Hiroshima-sized nuclear devices, would ignite urban fires and blast five million tonnes of soot 80 km into the air. The soot would absorb enough solar radiation to heat surrounding gases, setting in motion a series of chemical reactions that would break down the stratospheric ozone layer, which protects the earth from harmful ultraviolet radiation. “The scenario of a war between India and Pakistan was used as a representative of regional nuclear conflict, potential for which remains high with the increase in nuclear arsenal and the number of nuclear armed nations,” Mills, who led the study published Monday in the Proceedings of the National Academy of Sciences in the US, told IANS. Mills is a research associate with the Laboratory for Atmospheric and Space Physics at the Boulder-based university’s Department of Atmospheric and Oceanic Sciences. Toon is the director of the department. India and Pakistan are known to possess the smallest arsenals of the eight nuclear-armed powers. India has about 60 nuclear devices and Pakistan under 50. A nuclear exchange involving a hundred 15 kiloton, Hiroshima-type weapons is only 0.03 percent of the total explosive power of the world’s nuclear arsenal, Toon said. Mills said their research found that the catastrophic impact from even a small nuclear conflict would be much larger than estimated earlier from a bigger nuclear war, when simulation was not that sophisticated. The indirect human casualties elsewhere in the world would be many times more than those who actually die from the war. “We would see a dramatic drop in ozone levels that would persist for many years,” he said. “At mid-latitudes the ozone decrease would be up to 40 percent, which could have huge effects on human health and on terrestrial, aquatic and marine ecosystems.” The upper stratosphere, heated by massive smoke injections, would accelerate catalytic reaction cycles, particularly reactions of nitrogen oxide gases that destroy ozone. “By adopting the Montreal Protocol in 1987, society demonstrated it was unwilling to tolerate a small percentage of ozone loss because of serious health risks,” said Toon. “But ozone loss from a limited nuclear exchange would be more than an order of magnitude larger than ozone loss from the release of gases like CFCs.” The ozone losses predicted in the study are much larger than losses estimated in previous “nuclear winter” and “ultraviolet spring” scenario calculations following nuclear conflicts. A 1985 National Research Council Report in the US predicted a global nuclear exchange involving thousands of megatons of explosions, rather than the 1.5 megatons assumed in the Mills-Toon study, would deplete only 17 percent of the Northern Hemisphere’s stratospheric ozone, which would recover by half in three years. But the new study said ailments like cataracts and skin cancer, as well as damage to plants, animals and ecosystems at mid-latitudes would likely rise sharply as ozone levels decreased and allowed more harmful UV light to reach earth. Mills said the next step for researchers would be to study the biological impact of the nuclear war scenario, which will damage all organisms, on land and on ocean, thus polluting the food chain. 

pakistan stability advantage – indo/pak war impacts

India-Pak nuclear war could cause extinction because of famine

Hindustan Times, 2007

(Hindustan Times, "Indo-Pak nuclear war could cause billion starvation deaths across the globe," October 2007, pg found online @ LexisNexis Academic//gh-ag)
A nuclear war between India and Pakistan would not only have catastrophic affects in these two countries or their neighbours, but it could cause one billion people to starve to death across the world. Hundreds of millions of more would die from disease and conflicts over food in the aftermath of any such war. US medical expert Ira Helfand will today present this horrifying scenario in London during a conference at the Royal Society of Medicine. "A limited nuclear war taking place far away poses a threat that should concern everyone on the planet," the New Scientist magazine quoted Helfand as saying. "It is appropriate, given the data, to be frightened," said Helfand, who is an emergency-room doctor in Northampton, Massachusetts, US, and a co-founder of the US anti-nuclear group, Physicians for Social Responsibility. Helfand has tried to map out the global consequences of India and Pakistan exploding 100 Hiroshima-sized nuclear warheads. Referring to earlier studies that have suggested that in such a conflict, the annual growing season in the world's most important grain-producing areas would shrink by between 10 and 20 days, he said that the world is ill-prepared to cope with such a disaster. "Global grain stocks stand at 49 days, lower than at any point in the past five decades," he said, adding: "These stocks would not provide any significant reserve in the event of a sharp decline in production. We would see hoarding on a global scale." Countries, which import more than half of their grain, such as Malaysia, South Korea and Taiwan, would be particularly vulnerable, along with 150 million people in north Africa, which imports 45 percent of its food, Helfand said. Many of the 800 million around the world who are already officially malnourished would also suffer, he added. He went on to say that the global death toll from a nuclear war in Asia "could exceed one billion from starvation alone." Food shortages could also trigger epidemics of cholera, typhus and other diseases, as well as armed conflicts, which together could kill "hundreds of millions". Helfand further told the magazine that the smoke would warm the stratosphere by up to 50?C, accelerating the natural reactions that attack ozone. "No-one has ever thought about this before...I think there is a potential for mass starvation," he cautioned. Endorsing Helfand's views, John Pike, director of the US think tank, globalsecurity.org, said the fallout from a nuclear war between India and Pakistan "would be far more devastating for other countries than generally appreciated." "Local events can have global consequences," he added. 

India-Pakistan war goes nuclear.
Ferguson 9 (Niall, Laurence A. Tisch professor of history at Harvard University, http://www.foreignpolicy.com/story/cms.php? story_id=4681&page=1)  Yan
On Iran’s eastern border, in Afghanistan, upheaval remains the disorder of the day. Fresh from the success of the “surge” in Iraq, Gen. David Petraeus, the new head of U.S. Central Command, is now grappling with the much more difficult problem of pacifying Afghanistan. The task is made especially difficult by the anarchy that prevails in neighboring Pakistan. India, meanwhile, accuses some in Pakistan of having had a hand in the Mumbai terrorist attacks of last November, spurring yet another South Asian war scare. Remember: The sabers they are rattling have nuclear tips. 
 

pakistan stability advantage – indo/pak war impacts

Even limited nuclear war between India and Pakistan would devastate the entire region
Beres 98 (Louis Rene, Prof Political Science at Purdue, In a Dark Time: The Expected Consequences of an India-Pakistan Nuclear Exchange, 14 Am. U. Int'l L. Rev. 497, https://litigation-essentials.lexisnexis.com/webcd/app?action=DocumentDisplay&crawlid =1 &crawlid=1&doctype=cite&docid=14+Am.+U.+Int'l+L.+Rev.+497&srctype=smi&srcid=3B15&key=024e18fc6fe1fa8658d20509ec011790) yan

There can be no meaningful medical response to the overwhelming health problems that would follow a nuclear attack upon India or Pakistan. These problems would extend far beyond the uncontrollable consequences of prompt burn injuries. A burden of cancer and genetic defects would afflict survivors and future generations. Fallout would make blast areas uninhabitable for many months. Most area water supplies, sanitation resources, transportation capacities, and industrial production would be destroyed. This raises the question: where would the survivors go? A. Learning from the Past: Hiroshima and Nagasaki To understand the magnitude of destruction, one must refer to the experiences of Hiroshima and Nagasaki. The Hiroshima bomb, a relatively small weapon with explosive power in the range of 20,000 tons of TNT, killed approximately 100,000 people out of a total population of 245,000. Twenty-five percent of the victims were directly burned by the bomb, twenty percent died from radiation effects, and fifty percent died of other injuries. The bomb also destroyed two-thirds of the 90,000 buildings within city limits. Statistics, however, cannot fully capture the horror of nuclear war. First-hand accounts offer a much more graphic picture: There were about 20 men... all in exactly the same nightmarish state: their faces were wholly burned, their eye sockets were hollow, the fluid from their melted eyes had run down their cheeks... their mouths were swollen, pus-covered wounds, which they could not bear to stretch enough to admit the spout of a teapot. 32 From what we already know about Hiroshima, it is evident that even the most limited nuclear exchange between India and Pakistan would spell utter catastrophe. The immediate effects of the explo [*511]  sions, including thermal radiation, nuclear radiation, and blast damage, would cause widespread death and destruction. 33 In the aftermath, those few surviving medical facilities would be taxed beyond endurance. Water supplies would become unusable as a result of fallout contamination. Housing and shelter would become unavailable for hundreds of thousands, perhaps millions, of survivors. Transportation and communication would break down to the most rudimentary levels. Severe food shortages would be inevitable. 34 Additionally, India's and Pakistan's networks of interlocking and interdependent exchange systems would be shattered. Virtually everyone would be deprived of the basic means of livelihood. Emergency police and fire services would be decimated and stressed to wholly ineffectual levels. All systems dependent upon electrical power would cease to function. The severe trauma associated with such destruction would occasion widespread disorientation and psychological disorders for which there would be no therapeutic services. At the time of their initial suffering, the survivors of Hiroshima and Nagasaki reacted to the otherworldly grotesqueness of their condition with what psychiatrists have called "death in life." Witnessing the appearance of long lines of severely burned, literally melting, ghosts, the survivors found themselves, in Bruno Bettelheim's words, an "anonymous mass," or in the Japanese term, muga-muchu, "without self, without a center." This understanding is incorporated in the Japanese term for atomic  [*512]  bomb survivors, hibakusha, which delineates four categories of victims. 35 According to Dr. Lifton, these categories include: Those who at the time of the bomb were within the city limits of Hiroshima as then defined; those who came into the city within fourteen days and entered a designated area extending to about two thousand meters from the hypocenter; those who came into physical contact with bomb victims, through various forms of aid or disposal of bodies; and those who were in utero at the time, and whose mothers fit into any of the first three groups. 36 The effects of Hiroshima were not confined to the immediate or even long-term experiences of those who bore witness, but extended as well to their rescuers, to their progeny, and even to the progeny of their rescuers. Perhaps it is not unreasonable to expand the category of hibakusha to include the children of Japanese mothers who do not fit into one of the three above-mentioned groups, post-World War II generations of Americans who share the historic burden, or even humankind as a whole. B. Predicting the Future: India and Pakistan Following a nuclear war between India and Pakistan, normal society would cease to function and would remain chaotic for many years to come. The pestilence of unrestrained murder and banditry would augment the pestilence of plague and epidemics. With the passage of time, many of the survivors could expect an increased incidence of degenerative diseases, various kinds of cancer, premature death, impairment of vision, and increased sterility. Among the survivors of Hiroshima, for example, an increased incidence of leukemia and cancer of the lung, stomach, breast, ovary, and cervix has been widely documented. 37 Many of the most delicately balanced relationships in nature would also be upset by the extensive fallout. In this regard, Indians and Pakistanis who survive a nuclear exchange would likely have to  [*513]  deal with enlarged and voracious insect populations. According to biologist Tom Stonier: Mushrooming insect populations are likely to spread from the radiation-damaged areas in which they arose, and, like the locusts of biblical times, wreak havoc in previously undamaged areas. Accompanying the insect plagues would be the plant diseases transmitted by insects, particularly those diseases which attack plants that have been injured or weakened by insect or radiation damage. The combined assault of radiation, insects, disease, and fire could temporarily strip off the plant cover of vast areas. If the attack is sufficiently widespread, it is conceivable that a few years later almost all the forests would have been destroyed, and most of the countryside would have become converted into marginal grasslands, if not actually stripped, leaving a naked earth to be ravaged by the ever-present forces of erosion. 38 It is also certain that the biological and ecological effects of a nuclear war would be felt by other states in the region. Radioactive fallout does not respect political boundaries. For yields in the low-kiloton range, the fallout cloud would remain in the lower atmosphere, and its effects would likely remain local. That is, these effects would not extend beyond the boundaries of the combatant states. But for yields exceeding thirty kilotons, parts of the clouds of radioactive debris would "punch" into the stratosphere, affecting non-combatant states as well. 39 Moreover, throughout the South Asian region, tens of thousands of rotting, unburied corpses would create an enormous health   threat. In  [*514]  many areas, radiation levels would be so high that corpses could remain untouched for weeks or even months. With transportation destroyed, survivors weakened, and myriad post-war reconstruction tasks to be performed, corpse disposal would be difficult, if not impossible. In order to bury the dead, areas even larger than India's and Pakistan's now destroyed cities could be required for the cemetery.
iranian hostility advantage

CONTINUED US PRESENCE FUELS IRANIAN HOSTILITY – MAKES AFGHANISTAN A FLASHPOINT FOR IRANIAN AGGRESSION

Mir 2008 
[Haroun, staff writer, “The impact of US-Iran enmity on Afghanistan”, QUQNOOS, http://quqnoos.com/index.php?option=com_content&task=view&id=121&Itemid=50]  tate

The US and Iran have locked horns, undermining political and economic stability in countries throughout the greater Middle East, especially Afghanistan. Most countries in the region have the resources to absorb the impact of any eventual military confrontation in the Persian Gulf, but Afghanistan does not. The growing US-Iran enmity is affecting Afghanistan’s fragile economy and worsening the political situation. Iran has historically enjoyed great political and economic influence over Afghanistan. Unlike Pakistan, Iran does not have any territorial disputes with Afghanistan. However, the dispute over the use of water from the Hirmand River remains unresolved and could prove a flashpoint for any future conflict between the two countries. Iran’s Afghan policy over the past three decades has been consistent with its geo-strategic interest. Iran considers Afghanistan its backyard and so Iranian authorities assisted mujahideen fighters, particularly the Shia groups, during the Soviet invasion. They provided assistance to anti-Taliban groups and, since the fall of the Taliban, have been positively engaged with the Afghan government, although they have resented the presence of US and NATO forces in Afghanistan. Iran has kept close ties with former mujahideen leaders and commanders. Gulbuddin Hekmatyar, the leader of Hezb-e-Islami and on the UN’s list of individuals belonging to or are associated with the Taliban, has enjoyed special relations with Iran, where he received safe-haven from 1996 to 2001. After the collapse of the Taliban, he was allowed to secretly re-enter Afghanistan, regroup his militia, and create a base in the tribal zone in Pakistan. From there, he declared a new “Holy War” against the presence of coalition forces in the country. In the past three decades, more than two million Afghan refugees have lived in Iran. According to the UN’s refugee commission, close to one million Afghan refugees still live there. There are also a considerable number of illegal refugees, who return back to Iran every year. While a small number of Afghan refugees have integrated into Iranian society, the majority live in precarious conditions and under tremendous pressure from Iranian authorities. Iran, after Pakistan, has become the second major trade partner of Afghanistan, and its trade volume with the country has been increasing steadily over the course of the last several years. Iran is a large source of private investment in Afghanistan, with a number of Iranian companies involved in major construction projects throughout the country. Iran wants to invest more but Afghan authorities are sceptical about Iranian economic influence. Most of the time, Iranian companies partner with Afghans in joint investments in order to avoid US and Afghan scrutiny. Afghanistan, after Iraq, has become another field for possible military confrontation between the US and Iran. Recently, US military officials accused Iran of delivering arms and ammunitions to the Afghan insurgents through the countries’ 936 km border. Iranian intelligence services have conducted covert intelligence and military activities for almost three decades.

2ac – at:  withdrawal Disadvantages
PARTIAL WITHDRAWAL NOW IS KEY TO PREVENTING COMPLETE WITHDRAWAL LATER – PUBLIC DEMANDING DRAW-DOWN – KEY TO STAVING OFF DEMANDS FOR COMPLETE WITHDRAWAL

Finel, Senior Fellow at the American Security Project, 2009 [Bernard, "An Alternative Strategy for Afghanistan," 10-20, http://www.americansecurityproject.org/theflashpointblog/bernard-finel/2009/08/20/an-alternative-strategy-for-afghanistan/] emma 
 One of my great frustrations in becoming more involved in the debate over Afghanistan policy and the utility of population-centric counter-insurgency (COIN) theory is how ruthlessly the pro-escalation side of the debate has sought to caricature the position of the skeptics.  The choice has been portrayed as being between a full commitment to COIN or an immediate withdrawal and subsequent abandonment of Afghanistan.  These are not the only choices.  While I cannot speak for other skeptics of American policy in Afghanistan, I can at least sketch out what I believe would be a plausible alternative strategy.  First, I believe the United States should begin a relative rapid withdrawal of combat forces from Afghanistan.  It is not that I don’t think they can be locally effective.  It is just that I question the cost/benefit calculus of extending the commitment.  I think that many supporters of escalation fail to consider to potential consequences if we do fail to achieve our goal of largely defeating the Taliban and pacifying Afghanistan.  The longer we stay, the more likely we will be forced by public opinion to wholly abandon Afghanistan.  Apologists for Richard Nixon have long argued that he negotiated a honorable peace in Vietnam that was later undermined by Congress’ unwillingness to tolerate a bombing campaign in support of the South when North Vietnam invaded in 1975.  But the fact is that dragging out our commitment until 1973 was what made effective post-withdrawal assistance impossible.  If Nixon had gotten us out in 1969, it is possible that enough residual public support for the war would have remained to allow us to continue to use air power in defense of our allies in South Vietnam.  In short, the risks of staying until public support collapses completely are significant.  The sooner we get our forces out, the more likely I believe we are to be able to sustain an active policy in support of the Karzai regime or a legitimate successor.  Second, we should offer the Afghan government a wide range of assistance as we depart and after.  This should include generous development and military aid, offers to continue to train Afghan forces, mechanisms to share intelligence, diplomatic support, and even potentially some commitment of air power.  All of these would need to be carefully considered and would come with significant conditions — for instance offers of close air support would require an acceptance by Afghan forces of significant training and agreement with restrictive rules regarding collateral damage.  I believe that with this level of support, it is quite likely that the current government of Afghanistan would be able to hold off the Taliban indefinitely.  Third, if the worst case occurs and the Taliban — or some associated group or movement — did seize power we should credibly communicate our commitment to again remove them from power if they in any way tolerate the establishment of anti-American terrorist networks on their soil.  This communication would need to occur in the context of a limited, but consistent policy of diplomatic engagement.  Deterrence may not work, but it would be a mistake not to try.  Fourth, we should recommit to doing everything in our power to revolve tensions between India and Pakistan.  Pakistan has legitimate security concerns regarding its neighbor and that gives Pakistan mixed motives in dealing with Islamist radicals.  They are both a threat to Pakistan and a potential asset against India.  As long as some in Pakistan see the existence of radical groups as a tool to use against India, it will be difficult to ever really control these movements.  The road to peace in Afghanistan may well run through New Delhi.  Fifth, we should develop a policy to ensure the safety and well-being of the many Afghans who have chosen to support the United States in the years since 2001.  We do have a moral obligation to the many men and women who might be at risk in the event of a return of the Taliban to power.  Our response should include a generous asylum program, working with regional allies to manage refugees and ensure their integration into reliable host countries.   The passage of a law like the Indochina Migration and Refugee Assistance Act should not be an after-thought, but part of a deliberate policy for the mitigation of the consequences of a potential return to power of a radical regime.  Sixth, the United States needs to continue to clarify the international legal obligations of states regarding terrorist groups operating from their soil.  The right to intervene — either pre-emptively or in response to a terrorist attack — remains a murky area of law.  This needs to be clarified to sharpen the red lines on state support for terrorism and to bolster deterrence.  There are certainly compelling arguments to be made against this approach, and in the final analysis after a fair debate it is possible that the majority of the policy community and the broader public would choose to support an escalation of the conflict.  But we can’t have a fair debate until advocates of a deeper commitment to Afghanistan stop trying to paint skeptics as “cut-and-runners” who want to abandon Afghanistan as was done after 1992. 

2ac – at:  withdrawal disadvantages
Withdrawal  inevitable – plan builds a self-sustaining strategy using localized solutions

Friedman 10
[Thomas -  American journalist and multiple Pulitzer Prize winner, “What’s Second Prize?”, New York Times, June 22, https://www.nytimes.com/2010/06/23/opinion/23friedman.html]  ttate
It is not about the way. It is about the will. I have said this before, and I will say it again: The Middle East only puts a smile on your face when it starts with them. The Camp David peace treaty started with Israelis and Egyptians meeting in secret — without us. The Oslo peace process started with Israelis and Palestinians meeting in secret — without us. The Sunni tribal awakening in Iraq against pro-Al Qaeda forces started with them — without us. When it starts with them, when they assume ownership, our military and diplomatic support can be a huge multiplier, as we’ve seen in Iraq and at Camp David. Ownership is everything in business, war and diplomacy. People will fight with sticks and stones and no training at all for a government they feel ownership of. When they — Israelis, Palestinians, Afghans, Iraqis — assume ownership over a policy choice, everything is possible, particularly the most important thing of all: that what gets built becomes self-sustaining without us. But when we want it more than they do, nothing is self-sustaining, and they milk us for all we’re worth. I simply don’t see an Afghan “awakening” in areas under Taliban control. And without that, at scale, nothing we build will be self-sustaining. That leads to the second question: If our strategy is to use U.S. forces to clear the Taliban and help the Afghans put in place a decent government so they can hold what is cleared, how can that be done when President Hamid Karzai, our principal ally, openly stole the election and we looked the other way? Secretary of State Hillary Clinton and others in the administration told us not to worry: Karzai would have won anyway; he’s the best we’ve got; she knew how to deal with him and he would come around. Well, I hope that happens. But my gut tells me that when you don’t call things by their real name, you get in trouble. Karzai stole the election, and we said: No problem, we’re going to build good governance on the back of the Kabul mafia. Which brings up the third simple question, the one that made me most opposed to this surge: What do we win if we win? At least in Iraq, if we eventually produce a decent democratizing government, we will, at enormous cost, have changed the politics in a great Arab capital in the heart of the Arab Muslim world. That can have wide resonance. Change Afghanistan at enormous cost and you’ve changed Afghanistan — period. Afghanistan does not resonate. Moreover, Al Qaeda is in Pakistan today — or, worse, in the soul of thousands of Muslim youth from Bridgeport, Conn., to London, connected by “The Virtual Afghanistan”: the Internet. If Al Qaeda cells returned to Afghanistan, they could be dealt with by drones, or special forces aligned with local tribes. It would not be perfect, but perfect is not on the menu in Afghanistan. My bottom line: The president can bring Ulysses S. Grant back from the dead to run the Afghan war. But when you can’t answer the simplest questions, it is a sign that you’re somewhere you don’t want to be and your only real choices are lose early, lose late, lose big or lose small. 

2ac – at:  terrorism turn

Al Qaeda no longer a threat – troops are unnecessary. 

Engdahl, 09 

F. William Engdahl, “ America’s Phoney War in Afghanistan”, October 21, 2009, author of Full Spectrum Dominance: Totalitarian Democracy in the New World Order, http://www.globalresearch.ca/index.php?context=va&aid=15761 

Now, however, the National Security Adviser to President Obama, former Marine Gen. James Jones has made a statement, conveniently buried by the friendly US media, about the estimated size of the present Al Qaeda danger in Afghanistan. Jones told Congress, “The al-Qaeda presence is very diminished. The maximum estimate is less than 100 operating in the country, no bases, no ability to launch attacks on either us or our allies.” 

That means that Al-Qaeda, for all practical purposes, does not exist in Afghanistan. Oops…

Even in neighboring Pakistan, the remnants of Al-Qaeda are scarcely to be found. The Wall Street Journal reports, “Hunted by US drones, beset by money problems and finding it tougher to lure young Arabs to the bleak mountains of Pakistan, al Qaeda is seeing its role shrink there and in Afghanistan, according to intelligence reports and Pakistan and U.S. officials. For Arab youths who are al Qaeda’s primary recruits, ‘it’s not romantic to be cold and hungry and hiding,’ said a senior U.S. official in South Asia.” 
Fear of Taliban is unjustified – Taliban won’t help Al Qaeda if they rise to power

Innocent, Foreign Policy Analyst at Cato, ’09 (Malou Innocent, “Afghanistan = Bottomless Pit of Massive Social Engineering”, 9/2/09, http://www.cato-at-liberty.org/2009/09/02/afghanistan-bottomless-pit-of-massive-social-engineering // GH- AS)

Obsidian Wings echoes my frustrations about the debate surrounding the war in Afghanistan. Publius notes, “The goal of preventing Taliban control isn’t a sufficient reason to stay.” That analysis is absolutely right. As I mention in my forthcoming white paper (co-authored with TGC), Escaping the Graveyard of Empires: A Strategy to Exit Afghanistan, the resurrection of the Taliban’s fundamentalist regime doesn’t threaten America’s sovereignty or physical security. The Taliban is a guerilla-jihadi Pashtun-dominated movement with no international agenda or shadowy global mission. Even if their parochial fighters took over a contiguous fraction of Afghan territory it is not compelling enough of a rationale to maintain an indefinite, large-scale military presence in the region, especially since our presence feeds the Pashtun insurgency we seek to defeat (as Publius also acknowledges) and our policies are pushing the conflict over the border into nuclear-armed Pakistan, further destabilizing its already shaky government. Even if the Taliban were to reassert themselves amid a scaled down U.S. presence, it is not clear that the Taliban would again host al Qaeda. In The Looming Tower: Al-Qaeda and the Road to 9/11, Lawrence Wright, staff writer for New Yorker magazine, found that before 9/11 the Taliban was divided over whether to shelter Osama bin Laden. The terrorist financier wanted to attack Saudi Arabia’s royal family, which, according to Wright, would have defied a pledge Taliban leader Mullah Omar made to Prince Turki al-Faisal, chief of Saudi intelligence (1977–2001), to keep bin Laden under control. The Taliban’s reluctance to host al Qaeda’s leader means it is not a foregone conclusion that the same group would provide shelter to the same organization whose protection led to their overthrow. Moreover, America’s claim that the Taliban is its enemy seems less than coherent. After all, although some U.S. officials issued toothless and perfunctory condemnations of the Taliban when it controlled most of Afghanistan from September 1996 through October 2001, during that time the United States never once made a substantive policy shift toward or against the Taliban despite knowing that it imposed a misogynistic, oppressive, and militant Islamic regime onto Afghans. For Washington to now pursue an uncompromising hostility toward the Taliban’s eye-for-an-eye brand of justice can be interpreted as an opportunistic attempt to cloak U.S. strategic ambitions in moralistic values. 

The Taliban doesn’t want to talk and Taliban hating Afghanis agree.   
Benitez, Director of NATOSource, former advisor of State Department, 10
[Jorge, “Taliban to NATO: ‘Why should we talk if… foreign troops are considering withdrawl?’” July 1st, http://www.acus.org/natosource/taliban-nato-why-should-we-talk-if-foreign-troops-are-considering-withdrawal, gh~hak] 

From John Simpson, the BBC: The Taliban in Afghanistan have told the BBC that there is no question of their entering into any kind of negotiations with Nato forces. It comes after US commanders and the British army chief of staff, Gen David Richards, suggested that it might be useful to talk to the Taliban. The Taliban statement is uncompromising, almost contemptuous. ... They assume, perhaps wrongly, that the Americans are in disarray after the sacking of the Nato commander Gen Stanley McChrystal last week, and regard any suggestion that they should enter negotiations with them as a sign of Nato's own weakness. ... [A] trusted intermediary conveyed a series of questions to Zabiullah Mujahid, the acknowledged spokesman for the Afghan Taliban leadership, and gave us his answers. The text runs as follows: "We do not want to talk to anyone - not to [President Hamid] Karzai, nor to any foreigners - till the foreign forces withdraw from Afghanistan. "We are certain that we are winning. Why should we talk if we have the upper hand, and the foreign troops are considering withdrawal, and there are differences in the ranks of our enemies?" This is propaganda, of course - yet many Afghans, even those who hate and fear the Taliban, are coming round to exactly the same view. 

2ac – at:  Petraeus solves

Petraeus can’t solve – his Iraq strategy can’t work in Afghanistan

John Guenther June 30 2010 “The general consensus: US commentators on Petraeus” The New Statesman (http://www.newstatesman.com/blogs/the-staggers/2010/06/obama-petraeus-afghanistan)

Maureen Dowd in the New York Times said the Petraeus Maneuver is still not enough to burnish Obama's reputation. "He looked good firing McChrystal, but those crisp moments need to come more often and more swiftly," wrote Dowd. Dowd added that the appointment eliminates Petraeus as a possible challenger to Obama's seat in the White House but the replacement means a continuation of a sure-to-fail strategy: "But choosing Petraeus means reupping with a fatally flawed policy, not revamping it." Commentator and former Presidential candidate, Patrick J Buchanan, said Obama could look foolish later on for firing the general responsible for the current strategy "over some stupid insults from staff officers to some counterculture magazine." He adds, if Obama sticks to his guns on the deadline and Petraeus resigns over it, the general could become a perfect Republican pick as Vice President in the 2012 elections. "And that could send Barack Obama home to Chicago," said Buchanan. Jed Babbin, former Deputy Undersecretary of Defense under George H W Bush, asks the general his own five questions. Babbin in the end suggests that Obama's current policy is unsuited for success which requires preventing the Taliban from returning. "Petraeus should explain how that can - or can't -- be accomplished in Afghanistan with Obama's wavering policy," said Babbin. "If Iraq is the measure of the permanenance of what can be accomplished by the American method of counterinsurgency, the answer is clear: it cannot."

topicality helpers – “substantially reduce”

First, there are 94,000 troops in Afghanistan now

Farmer 2009 
[Ben, “US troops in Afghanistan surpass number in Iraq”, The Daily Telegraph, May 25, http://www.telegraph.co.uk/news/worldnews/asia/afghanistan/7762893/US-troops-in-Afghanistan-surpass-number-in-Iraq.html] ttate
The most recent Pentagon figures show 94,000 US personnel are now in Afghanistan compared with 92,000 in Iraq.

AND, The plan reduces that to 13,000

LONG 2009

[Austin – asst professor @ Columbia University’s School of International and Public Affairs, “What a CT mission in Afghanistan would actually look like”, October 13, 
http://afpak.foreignpolicy.com/posts/2009/10/13/what_a_ct_mission_in_afghanistan_would_actually_look_like]
In a recent USA Today op-ed, Bruce Riedel and Michael O'Hanlon make the case that a reduced U.S. presence in Afghanistan focused only on counterterrorism missions against al Qaeda won't work. Both men have considerable stature and experience, with Riedel recently heading up a major review of policy in the region for the Obama administration. Yet after numerous personal discussions and debates over the past few weeks with everyone from U.S. military officers to some of the most prominent scholars of counterterrorism and counterinsurgency, I am firmly convinced that a shift to a "small footprint" counter-terrorism mission is not only possible but will best serve U.S. national security. To use a military term of art, the bottom line up front is that the United States could successfully transition to an effective small footprint counterterrorism mission over the course of the next three years, ending up with a force of about 13,000 military personnel (or less) in Afghanistan. 

A counterterrorism strategy is a substantial reduction

WILL 2009

[George  –Pullitzer-prize winner  columnist for the Post since 1974,  “Time to Get Out of Afghanistan,” Washington Post, August 31, http://www.washingtonpost.com/wp-dyn/content/article/2009/08/31/AR2009083102912.html] ttate
U.S. forces are being increased by 21,000, to 68,000, bringing the coalition total to 110,000. About 9,000 are from Britain, where support for the war is waning. Counterinsurgency theory concerning the time and the ratio of forces required to protect the population indicates that, nationwide, Afghanistan would need hundreds of thousands of coalition troops, perhaps for a decade or more. That is inconceivable.
So, instead, forces should be substantially reduced to serve a comprehensively revised policy: America should do only what can be done from offshore, using intelligence, drones, cruise missiles, airstrikes and small, potent Special Forces units, concentrating on the porous 1,500-mile border with Pakistan, a nation that actually matters.
topicality helpers – counterinsurgency = military/POLICE presence

MILITARY PERSONNEL PARTICIPATING IN COUNTERINSURGENCY EFFORTS ARE “MILITARY PRESENCE”

Metz and Millen 04 (Dr. Steven, Chairman: Regional Strategy at the Strategic Studies Institute (SSI), Lieutenant Colonel Raymond, Director of Regional Security Affairs, SSI, “INSURGENCY AND COUNTERINSURGENCY IN THE 21st CENTURY: RECONCEPTUALIZING THREAT AND RESPONSE”, www.strategicstudiesinstitute.army.mil/pdffiles/pub586.pdf) dhara

While a large U.S. military presence may be needed during the early part of a counterinsurgency campaign following intervention and or the stabilization of a failed state, over the long term, a small military footprint, supporting a larger law enforcement effort is an effective solution that crushes the insurgency without giving the insurgency a nationalist rally cry against an occupying power. In general, the smallest effective U.S. military presence is the best. Given the likelihood of continued involvement in counter- insurgency support, the Army will need to increase the number of units such as Intelligence and Engineers that have paricular utility in this environment. As the Army continues transformation, it is likely that other types of units can be redesigned into these. Special Forces also have immense utility in counterinsurgency but should focus less on training of partner militaries. This is a vital task but can be done more efficiently by other, more numerous units, perhaps Reserve Component or contractors. Civil Affairs and Psychological Operations, both of which also have high utility in counterinsurgency support, need refocusing and restructuring. At a minimum, a larger proportion of these units should be in the Active Component and both need greater autonomy to be effective in a counterinsurgency environment rather than being assigned to the commander of a maneuver unit. 

COIN STRATEGIES INVOLVE USING PERSONNEL AS POLICE – WE ALSO MEET AS “POLICE PRESENCE”

Petraeus and Mattis 06 (David H. Current Commander of ISAF and USFOR, James N., Commander of US Joint Forces Command, “Counterinsurgency (Field Manual), www.fas.org/irp/doddir/army/fm3-24fd.pdf)  dhara
The primary front line COIN force is often the police—not the military. Few military units can match a good police unit in developing an accurate human intelligence picture of their area of operations. 811
Because of their frequent contact with populace, police are often the most appropriate force to counter 812
small insurgent bands that receive support from the civilian population. In COIN operations, special police strike units may be moved to different areas of operations, while patrol police remain in the local area on a daily basis and build a detailed intelligence picture of the insurgent strength, organization, and support.
topicality helpers – “military presence” includes combat forces

US MILITARY PRESENCE INCLUDES MILITARY ACTIVITIES THAT INVOLVES A MILITARY BASE THAT PROVIDES MILITARY AID, HAS ACTIVE PERSONNEL AND TROOPS ARE ENGAGED IN COMBAT

Nekoomaram 09 (Ladan Nekoomaram, graduate at American University, 11/10/09, “US military presence in foreign countries exceeds rest of world”, http://webcache.googleusercontent.com/search?q=cache:ivAWIWAme0kJ:inews6.americanobserver.net/articles/us-military-presence-foreign-countries-exceeds-rest world+%22military+presence+is%22&cd=8&hl=en&ct=clnk&gl=us&client=safari) mahnvee
U.S. troops today are stationed throughout the Middle East, including Iraq, Afghanistan, Turkey and Kuwait. While some countries are home to military bases, others require military disaster relief after a crisis, like a tsunami. Others have become battlefields, resulting in the deaths of U.S. soldiers and foreign civilians. Military presence is defined by any nation where the U.S. has a military base, where the U.S. is providing military aid, active duty military personnel, or where U.S. soldiers are engaged in combat theaters. The 2008 Department of Defense Base Structure Report, which details military real estate, indicates that the U.S. military has 761 properties overseas.

topicality helpers – counterinsurgency = political goals
COUNTERINSURGENCY OPERATIONS INCLUDES MILITARY AND POLITICAL GOALS

Petraeus and Mattis 06 (David H. Current Commander of ISAF and USFOR, James N., Commander of US Joint Forces Command, “Counterinsurgency (Field Manual), www.fas.org/irp/doddir/army/fm3-24fd.pdf) dhara
Counterinsurgency (COIN) is a violent political struggle waged with military means. The political issues at stake for the contestants defy nonviolent solutions because they are often rooted in culture, ideology, societal tensions, and injustice. Military forces can compel and secure but cannot, by themselves, achieve the necessary political compromise among the protagonists. A successful COIN force—which includes civilian agencies, U.S. military forces, and multinational forces—purposefully attacks the insurgency rather than just its fighters and addresses the host nation’s core problems in a comprehensive fashion. The host-nation (HN) leaders must be purposefully engaged in this comprehensive approach.

TOPICALITY HELPERS – COUNTERINSURGENCY = COMPREHENSIVE ACTIONS

COUNTERINSURGENCY EFFORTS IS A COMPREHENSIVE STRATEGY 

Department of Defense Dictionary of Military Terms, 5-25-2010
(http://www.dtic.mil/doctrine/dod_dictionary/data/c/3474.html) dhara

Counterinsurgency- (DOD) Comprehensive civilian and military efforts taken to defeat an  insurgency and to address any core grievances. Also called COIN.

POLITICS– CONGRESS SUPPORTS THE PLAN

CONGRESS SUPPORTS THE PLAN – OBAMA LOSING LAWMAKER SUPPORT FOR COUNTERINSURGENCY EFFORTS

DeYoung and Jaffe 10 (Karen and Greg, June 15, http://www.washingtonpost.com/wp-dyn/content/article/2010/06/14/AR2010061405553.html?hpid=topnews, “On Capitol Hill, Concern Over Afghan War Grows”, The Washington Post) 

A series of political and military setbacks in Afghanistan has fed anxiety over the war effort in the past few weeks, shaking supporters of President Obama's counterinsurgency strategy and confirming the pessimism of those who had doubts about it from the start.

The concerns, fed largely by unease over military operations in southern Afghanistan that are progressing slower than anticipated, spurred lawmakers to schedule last-minute hearings this week to assess progress on the battlefield and within the Afghan government.

Gen. David H. Petraeus, head of the Central Command, and Undersecretary of Defense for Policy MichÃ¨le A. Flournoy are to appear Tuesday in the Senate and Wednesday in the House to answer questions about the offensives in Helmand and Kandahar provinces, and about what many see as the continuing erratic behavior of Afghan President Hamid Karzai.

"I think we are all concerned," said Rep. Susan Davis (D-Calif.), a member of the House Armed Services Committee who visited Afghanistan last month.

"The hearing is an attempt to find out what is going on in Kandahar," said a Senate Armed Services Committee aide, adding that Sen. Carl M. Levin (D-Mich.), the panel's chairman, "is particularly focused on whether there has been a change in strategy or timetable for the Kandahar campaign."

The White House said it welcomes the opportunity to explain. "We anticipated that as we increased our resources in this effort, that it would be increasingly difficult as well," said Denis R. McDonough, the chief of staff of the National Security Council. "It's absolutely understandable and absolutely justifiable for Congress to ask additional questions."

Much of the pressure for results stems from the timeline that Obama set, and that the military agreed to, when he announced his Afghanistan strategy and the deployment of about 30,000 additional troops in December. U.S. troop strength will be about 100,000 by the end of August; a report on overall progress in the war is due in December. Troops are scheduled to begin withdrawing in July 2011.

The military has clearly announced each major operation, including a Marine offensive in Helmand province launched in February and a combined civil-military campaign in Kandahar that officials said last spring would be fully underway by this month. Strong Taliban resistance and lagging Afghan government participation have slowed progress in Marja, a district at the center of the Helmand campaign, creating the image that things have not been going as well as anticipated.

That image was compounded last week when Gen. Stanley A. McChrystal, the head of U.S. and NATO forces in Afghanistan, said the military operations in Kandahar would not begin in force until September.

Senior military and defense officials, none of whom was authorized to discuss relations with the White House, said congressional questions and a series of negative stories in the media have increased requests for explanations. Joint Chiefs of Staff Chairman Mike Mullen "is certainly aware that there is angst" in the White House, one military official said.
"There has been a continuous drumbeat of requests asking what does this mean, what does that mean regarding timelines and time horizons," a defense official said. "I don't see this as unusual or abnormal, but there's a lot of interest and concern."

In public statements last week, Defense Secretary Robert M. Gates sought to tamp down expectations that results would be definitive by December.

"We are going to have to show by the end of the year that our strategy is on the right track and making some headway," Gates said. "I don't think anyone has any illusions that we'll be done or that there will be big victories or something like that.

"But I think General McChrystal is pretty confident that by the end of the year, he will able to point to sufficient progress" to justify continuing the effort, he said.

Benjamin J. Rhodes, head of strategic communications for the National Security Council, said that rough patches are inevitable and that "at different times, different aspects of the strategy will be performing better than others." Early this year, he said, Obama was concerned about recruitment and training issues with the Afghan security forces and "he leaned into that, just as he leaned into alignment with the Karzai government" before Karzai visited Washington last month.

But Obama, he said, is getting all the information he needs. The president receives a weekly interagency report and a monthly briefing from the field, including video conferences with McChrystal, U.S. Ambassador Karl W. Eikenberry and their counterparts in neighboring Pakistan. Obama, Rhodes said, is "confident of the approach we have in place and in General McChrystal's implementation of the strategy."

Others are more doubtful. "It's clear the Marja operation did not go as smoothly as expected," said Frederick Jones, spokesman for Senate Foreign Relations Committee Chairman John F. Kerry (D-Mass.).
Kerry, he added, "is concerned that the Taliban is reestablishing itself there."

The senator, who is planning oversight hearings on the war this summer, also has questions about Hanif Atmar, Afghanistan's former interior minister, and former intelligence chief Amrullah Saleh. Jones said both "were well-respected by the Americans and the British" before Karzai fired them last week.

Rep. Jeff Flake (R-Ariz.), a member of the House Foreign Affairs Committee who has traveled to Afghanistan, said he was "decidedly dubious" of the Obama administration's war strategy from the start. "I'm trying to see how a year from now we'll be in any better position than we are today. It's difficult for me to see a way out here."

Obama's war funding requests for this year and next are still awaiting approval, Flake said, and "it's going to be a more difficult sell than it was several months ago."

Even within the military, there are concerns, and "I sense the same division of opinion," said Stephen Biddle of the Council on Foreign Relations. Although still in the minority, "some folks are very worried that the picture in December is going to look like it's not worth the price," said Biddle, a defense expert who was part of a planning group recruited by McChrystal last year to help formulate a new war strategy.
politics – congress supports the plan

CONGRESSIONAL SUPPORT FOR OBAMA STRATEGY DECLINING – LAWMAKERS CONCERNED ABOUT MOUNTING COSTS, CASUALTIES, KARZAI

LA TIMES 07-20-2010
[Paul Richter, staff writer, “Congress’ confidence in Obama’s war strategy slides”, http://articles.latimes.com/2010/jul/20/world/la-fg-afghan-war-support-20100721] ttate

Reporting from Washington — With military progress scarce and doubts remaining about the reliability of Afghan President Hamid Karzai, confidence in the Obama administration's strategy in Afghanistan is deteriorating on Capitol Hill, including among prominent lawmakers who had been firm backers of the plan.

Concerns are rising as lawmakers consider a bill for $37 billion in emergency war funding for Afghanistan and Iraq. Although Congress overall still supports the U.S. mission and is unlikely to cut off funding, members may seek to attach conditions, such as requiring the administration to outline goals and fixed timetables to reduce the U.S. commitment in Afghanistan. Democratic and Republican leaders alike have said the lack of specific goals in the Obama plan makes it impossible to define success.

[image: image1.png]



AFGHANISTAN DOOMED TO FAIL-CONGRESS HATES IT                                                                                                      

Rosenbaum, Fellow of the New Organizing Institute, 7/2 [Jason, “House Supplemental Vote Shows Crumbling Support for Afghanistan”, Jul. 2010, http://seminal.firedoglake.com/diary/58000]
The vote in the House last night was complex, involving amendments, self-executing rules, budgets and statutory and non-statutory caps. David Dayen has some of the rundown, though more of the story keeps coming out. However, the big news of the night to me and others organizing against escalation in Afghanistan was the vote on the McGovern amendment. The McGovern amendment, if it had passed:Would require the president to provide a plan and timetable for drawing down our forces in Afghanistan and identify any variables that could require changes to that timetable.Would safeguard U.S. taxpayer dollars by ensuring all U.S. activity in Afghanistan be overseen by an Inspector General. Require the President to update Congress on the progress of that plan and timetable. If it had passed, that amendment would have been the beginning of the end of our war in Afghanistan, forcing the President to commit not just to a start of the drawdown – perhaps 2011 – but to and end of the war. Last night, that amendment got 162 votes. That’s huge. It’s way more than any amendment of the sort has gotten in the past. A solid majority of Democrats in the House voted for it, something that leadership will have to keep in mind as they develop further bills having to do with the war. And a handful of Republicans voted for it as well, showing that some of the messages Rep. Grijalva and others were sending about fiscal discipline and Afghanistan are sinking in. Rep. McGovern released this statement after the vote: “Last night’s vote was an important milestone.  60% of the Democratic Caucus – including Speaker Pelosi, who by tradition rarely votes on the House floor – was joined by 9 Republicans in expressing our strong concerns about our policy in Afghanistan.  This vote should send a signal to the Administration that Congress is increasingly troubled by risking the lives of our troops and borrowing hundreds of billions of dollars for “nation-building” in Afghanistan while we are facing a dire economic situation here at home.  I will continue to work to build bi-partisan support for a meaningful exit strategy from this war.” The bar for passing more war funding and for continuing this never-ending, strategy-less war just got higher. President Obama, Congress is getting restless. It’s time for a change.

POLITICS – DEMOCRATS SUPPORT PLAN

OBAMA DOES NOT EVEN HAVE THE BACKING OF HIS BASE TO CONTINUE COIN STRATEGY – MANY DEMOCRATS WOULD SUPPORT THE PLAN

CQ Politics 7-2 (http://www.cqpolitics.com/wmspage.cfm?docID=cqmidday-000003696820, “Afghanistan Vote Reveals Differences in Democratic Leadership”, CQ Politics)  yan
House Democratic leaders, normally President Obama’s most loyal supporters on major issues, split right down the middle Thursday night in voting on whether to impose a plan for withdrawing U.S. forces from Afghanistan.

The vote, part of the deliberations on the fiscal 2010 war supplemental spending bill, shows that Obama may not be able to count much longer on the backing of his own party in Congress as he pursues a war strategy he says is vital to American interests and national security.

Congressional critics say the Afghanistan war and the counterinsurgency strategy being pursued by Obama and his new commander, Gen. David H. Petraeus, threaten to bog down American forces for years in a struggle the U.S. will not win.
“When you can’t keep your own party in line, it makes it harder to keep the public’s support for a war,” said Darrell West, director of governance studies at the Brookings Institution.

And, democrats would like the plan-75%  of them want to end the war on Afghanistan

Steinhauser 2009 ( Paul, CNN deputy political director, Sep 1, CNN Politics, http://politicalticker.blogs.cnn.com/2009/09/01/cnn-poll-afghanistan-war-opposition-at-all-time-high/?fbid=YD3UMXcN53S)
The poll indicates that opposition to the war is coming mainly from Democrats and independents. "Fifty-seven percent of independents and nearly three-quarters of Democrats oppose the war. Seven in 10 Republicans support what the U.S. is doing in Afghanistan," says CNN Polling Director Keating Holland. "Democrats mildly opposed the war in April while independents and Republicans favored it. But opposition has grown 18 points among Democrats and 10 points among independents." The poll suggests that nearly six in 10 think the U.S. can win the conflict in Afghanistan, but only 35 percent questioned in the survey say that American is currently winning the war.

POLITICS LINKS – DEMOCRATS SUPPORT PLAN

OBAMA DOES NOT EVEN HAVE THE BACKING OF HIS BASE TO CONTINUE COIN STRATEGY – MANY DEMOCRATS WOULD SUPPORT THE PLAN

CQ Politics 7-2 (http://www.cqpolitics.com/wmspage.cfm?docID=cqmidday-000003696820, “Afghanistan Vote Reveals Differences in Democratic Leadership”, CQ Politics)  yan
House Democratic leaders, normally President Obama’s most loyal supporters on major issues, split right down the middle Thursday night in voting on whether to impose a plan for withdrawing U.S. forces from Afghanistan.

The vote, part of the deliberations on the fiscal 2010 war supplemental spending bill, shows that Obama may not be able to count much longer on the backing of his own party in Congress as he pursues a war strategy he says is vital to American interests and national security.

Congressional critics say the Afghanistan war and the counterinsurgency strategy being pursued by Obama and his new commander, Gen. David H. Petraeus, threaten to bog down American forces for years in a struggle the U.S. will not win.
“When you can’t keep your own party in line, it makes it harder to keep the public’s support for a war,” said Darrell West, director of governance studies at the Brookings Institution.

POLITICS – PUBLIC SUPPORTS THE PLAN

PLAN POPULAR – AMERICAN PUBLIC OPPOSED TO MOUNTING CASUALTIES

Biddle, Roger Hertog Senior Fellow for Defense Policy, ’09 (Stephen, July/August, http://www.the-american-interest.com/article.cfm?piece=617, “Is It Worth It?  The Difficult Case for War in Afghanistan”, The American Interest Magazine)

Meanwhile, the American public, which has focused mostly on Iraq for the past six years, has begun to rediscover Afghanistan—and it is uncomfortable with what it sees. A March 17, 2009 USA Today/Gallup poll, for example, found that 42 percent of those polled believed it was a mistake for the United States to send troops to Afghanistan, up from 30 percent in February and just 6 percent in January 2002. The percentage of those saying the war is going well dropped to 38 percent in March from 44 percent just two months earlier. For now, the public still supports both the war and the Obama Administration’s approach to it: A February 20–22 Gallup poll found 65 percent of respondents favoring the President’s decision to send an additional 17,000 U.S. troops to Afghanistan, with only 17 percent favoring a total withdrawal. But that support is fragile. Indeed, a nascent Afghan antiwar movement is already visible, and it includes both Democrats and Republicans. It is small now, but if history is any guide, it will grow as losses do, which they surely will. Even a successful counterinsurgency campaign looks bad in the early going. Classical COIN trades higher losses early on for lower casualties later, which will make the coming year in Afghanistan a hard one, regardless of the strategy’s ultimate merits. Many of the announced reinforcements will be used to clear areas now held by the Taliban and hold them against counterattack, both of which will increase near-term casualty rates. As the U.S. troop count increases, so will the violence, and many will associate the former with the latter. Expect the calls for withdrawal to grow apace with the body count.
ONLY A RISK OF OUR TURN – PUBLIC WILL NOT SUPPORT OUR CONTINUED FAILURES IN COUNTER-INSURGENCY DUE TO BODY COUNT

LaFranchi, ‘10 (Howard, June 28, http://www.csmonitor.com/USA/Foreign-Policy/2010/0628/Time-for-Obama-to-rethink-Afghanistan-war-strategy,“Time for Obama to rethink Afghanistan war strategy?; The Christian Science Monitor) yan

For supporters of the president's strategy, that reassessment was made last fall, when Obama rebuffed some of his closest aides and opted for a counterinsurgency strategy to be carried out with 30,000 additional US troops. The decision to go with Petraeus, the father of the strategy Obama chose for Afghanistan, was essentially one that addresses a case of insubordination while giving the counterinsurgency approach time to deliver, they say.

"This is a change in personnel, but it is not a change in policy," Obama said in his June 23 Rose Garden statement announcing the change of command for the Afghanistan war.

But coming at a time of rising anxiety over signs of deterioration in Afghanistan, the president's stay-the-course approach was met with concern in some quarters.

"The real failure in Afghanistan is the failure of the counterinsurgency strategy, and it doesn't really matter if it's McChrystal or Petraeus himself implementing the Petraeus strategy, it's never going to deliver fast enough to answer the public's misgivings," says Michael Desch, an expert in civilian-military relations in foreign-policy implementation at Notre Dame University in Indiana. "There was no reassessment of policy here," he adds, "so I see no reason to expect different results six months from now" when Obama holds his year-on review of Afghanistan policy.

The change in command comes as US and NATO forces in June ended their deadliest month of the nearly nine-year-old war. New offensives against the Taliban have been delayed amid setbacks in parts of the country once thought to be cleared of militants. Indeed, the Taliban appear to be gaining influence, even as more US troops put boots on the ground. Afghan security forces show few signs of rising to the challenge of assuming NATO's security function.

For all these reasons, the US public appears to be following its European counterparts in waning support for the war. Many analysts, too, are urging what Richard Haass, president of the Council on Foreign Relations in New York, calls a "sweeping" review of Afghanistan policy. "The president was wise to act swiftly to replace his theater commander; he should act no less decisively in reviewing [Afghanistan] policy," wrote Mr. Haass the day after Obama fired McChrystal. Saying the policy "offers little likelihood of enduring results that would come close to justifying the enormous costs," Haass called for "scaling back" the US military presence and focusing more on inducing moderate Taliban leaders to break with Al Qaeda.

POLITICS LINKS – PUBLIC SUPPORTS THE PLAN

PLAN WANTS MOVE AWAY FROM STATUS QUO AFGHAN POLICY – WANTS DRAWDOWN OF TROOPS

Gareka  ’10 (Bhagyashree, June 25, http://www.straitstimes.com/Prime+News/Story/STIStory_ 545366.html, “A missed chance to revamp Afghan policy”, The Straits Times) yan
Many analysts wish that Mr Obama would show the same swiftness in overhauling the Afghan policy as he showed in replacing his commander.

'The focus should be on scaling back US military presence, on what more can be done to induce some Taleban leaders and troops to reject working with Al-Qaeda and join the Afghan political process - and on what is to be done to those who refuse,' said Mr Richard Haass, the president of the Council on Foreign Relations, in a comment calling for a sweeping review of the policy.

Indications are that Gen Petraeus is likely to continue with the focus on protecting the civilian population.

But whether he backs a quick exit from Afghanistan, a goal for which he has expressed only qualified support in the past, remains to be seen.

Staying In Afghanistan leads to Public Backlash

Engelhardt 7/12 (Editor of TomDispatch, co-founder of the American Empire Project and the author of the 1998 book, The End of Victory Culture: Cold War America and the Disillusioning of a Generation.) http://www.huffingtonpost.com/tom-engelhardt/the-petraeus-syndrome_b_643035.html 
All of this leaves the massive American investment of its most precious resources, including lives, in Afghanistan an ongoing mystery that is never addressed.  Somewhere in that country’s vast stretches of poppy fields or in the halls of Washington’s national security bureaucracy, in other words, lurks a great unasked question.  It’s a question asked almost half a century ago of Vietnam, the lost war to which David Petraeus turned in 2006 to produce the Army counterinsurgency manual which is the basis for the present surge. The question was: Why are we in Vietnam?  (It even became the title of a Norman Mailer novel.)  In 1965, President Lyndon Johnson’s administration produced a government propaganda film solely in response to that question, which was already threatening to drive down his polling figures and upend his Great Society at home.  The film was called Why Viet-Nam.  While it had no question mark after the title, the question of whether to add one was actually argued out in the most literal way inside the administration. The film began with the president quoting a letter he had received from a mother “in the Midwest” whose son was stationed in Vietnam.  You hear the president, in his homey twang, pick up that woman’s question, as if it were his own.  “Why Vietnam?” he repeats three times as the title appears on the screen, after which, official or not, a question mark seems to hover over every scene, as it did over the war itself. In a sense, the same question mark appeared both before and after the 2003 invasion of Iraq, but it has never been associated with Afghanistan.  Because of 9/11, Afghanistan remained for years the (relatively) good (and largely forgotten) war, until visible failure visibly tarnished it. It’s now past time to ask that question, even as the Obama administration repeats the al-Qaeda mantra of the Bush years almost word for word and lets any explanation go at that. Why are we in Afghanistan?  Why is our treasure being wasted there when it’s needed here? It’s clear enough that a failed counterinsurgency war in Afghanistan will be an unaffordably expensive catastrophe.  Let’s not wait a year to discover that there’s an even worse fate ahead, a “success” that leaves us mired there for years to come as our troubles at home only grow.  With everything else Americans have to deal with, who needs a future Petraeus Syndrome?
POLITICS – PUBLIC SUPPORTS THE PLAN

PLAN POPULAR – AMERICAN PUBLIC OPPOSED TO MOUNTING CASUALTIES

Biddle, Roger Hertog Senior Fellow for Defense Policy, ’09 (Stephen, July/August, http://www.the-american-interest.com/article.cfm?piece=617, “Is It Worth It?  The Difficult Case for War in Afghanistan”, The American Interest Magazine)

Meanwhile, the American public, which has focused mostly on Iraq for the past six years, has begun to rediscover Afghanistan—and it is uncomfortable with what it sees. A March 17, 2009 USA Today/Gallup poll, for example, found that 42 percent of those polled believed it was a mistake for the United States to send troops to Afghanistan, up from 30 percent in February and just 6 percent in January 2002. The percentage of those saying the war is going well dropped to 38 percent in March from 44 percent just two months earlier. For now, the public still supports both the war and the Obama Administration’s approach to it: A February 20–22 Gallup poll found 65 percent of respondents favoring the President’s decision to send an additional 17,000 U.S. troops to Afghanistan, with only 17 percent favoring a total withdrawal. But that support is fragile. Indeed, a nascent Afghan antiwar movement is already visible, and it includes both Democrats and Republicans. It is small now, but if history is any guide, it will grow as losses do, which they surely will. Even a successful counterinsurgency campaign looks bad in the early going. Classical COIN trades higher losses early on for lower casualties later, which will make the coming year in Afghanistan a hard one, regardless of the strategy’s ultimate merits. Many of the announced reinforcements will be used to clear areas now held by the Taliban and hold them against counterattack, both of which will increase near-term casualty rates. As the U.S. troop count increases, so will the violence, and many will associate the former with the latter. Expect the calls for withdrawal to grow apace with the body count.
ONLY A RISK OF OUR TURN – PUBLIC WILL NOT SUPPORT OUR CONTINUED FAILURES IN COUNTER-INSURGENCY DUE TO BODY COUNT

LaFranchi, ‘10 (Howard, June 28, http://www.csmonitor.com/USA/Foreign-Policy/2010/0628/Time-for-Obama-to-rethink-Afghanistan-war-strategy,“Time for Obama to rethink Afghanistan war strategy?; The Christian Science Monitor) yan

But coming at a time of rising anxiety over signs of deterioration in Afghanistan, the president's stay-the-course approach was met with concern in some quarters.

"The real failure in Afghanistan is the failure of the counterinsurgency strategy, and it doesn't really matter if it's McChrystal or Petraeus himself implementing the Petraeus strategy, it's never going to deliver fast enough to answer the public's misgivings," says Michael Desch, an expert in civilian-military relations in foreign-policy implementation at Notre Dame University in Indiana. "There was no reassessment of policy here," he adds, "so I see no reason to expect different results six months from now" when Obama holds his year-on review of Afghanistan policy.

The change in command comes as US and NATO forces in June ended their deadliest month of the nearly nine-year-old war. New offensives against the Taliban have been delayed amid setbacks in parts of the country once thought to be cleared of militants. Indeed, the Taliban appear to be gaining influence, even as more US troops put boots on the ground. Afghan security forces show few signs of rising to the challenge of assuming NATO's security function.

For all these reasons, the US public appears to be following its European counterparts in waning support for the war. Many analysts, too, are urging what Richard Haass, president of the Council on Foreign Relations in New York, calls a "sweeping" review of Afghanistan policy. "The president was wise to act swiftly to replace his theater commander; he should act no less decisively in reviewing [Afghanistan] policy," wrote Mr. Haass the day after Obama fired McChrystal. Saying the policy "offers little likelihood of enduring results that would come close to justifying the enormous costs," Haass called for "scaling back" the US military presence and focusing more on inducing moderate Taliban leaders to break with Al Qaeda.

POLITICS LINKS – PUBLIC SUPPORTS THE PLAN

PLAN WANTS MOVE AWAY FROM STATUS QUO AFGHAN POLICY – WANTS DRAWDOWN OF TROOPS

Gareka  ’10 (Bhagyashree, June 25, http://www.straitstimes.com/Prime+News/Story/STIStory_ 545366.html, “A missed chance to revamp Afghan policy”, The Straits Times) yan
Many analysts wish that Mr Obama would show the same swiftness in overhauling the Afghan policy as he showed in replacing his commander.

'The focus should be on scaling back US military presence, on what more can be done to induce some Taleban leaders and troops to reject working with Al-Qaeda and join the Afghan political process - and on what is to be done to those who refuse,' said Mr Richard Haass, the president of the Council on Foreign Relations, in a comment calling for a sweeping review of the policy.

Indications are that Gen Petraeus is likely to continue with the focus on protecting the civilian population.

But whether he backs a quick exit from Afghanistan, a goal for which he has expressed only qualified support in the past, remains to be seen.

politics link turn – collins supports plan

Collins opposes COIN
Ann Scott Tyson 2009, 9/23, “Less Peril for Civilians, but More for Troops”, http://www.washingtonpost.com/wp-dyn/content/article/2009/09/22/AR2009092204296.html
Members of Congress have voiced concern about the increase in U.S. deaths, one of the factors behind growing public dissatisfaction with the war. President Obama and his national security advisers are considering McChrystal's assessment, which calls for intensifying the counterinsurgency strategy and dispatching additional forces, among other options. "I am troubled if we are putting our troops at greater risk in order to go to such extremes to avoid Afghan casualties," said Sen. Susan Collins (R-Maine), a member of the Senate Armed Services Committee, who at a hearing last week urged Pentagon leaders to determine whether new rules of engagement -- the classified directives that guide the use of force -- are unnecessarily endangering U.S. troops. ad_icon

resolve da answers

A COUNTERTERRORISM STRATEGY STILL ALLOWS FOR DRAWDOWN WHILE STILL SIGNALING COMMITMENT

KAPLAN 2009  [Fred, columnist ,”CT or COIN?”,  Slate, March 24, http://slate.com/id/2214515]  ttate
A "targeted" CT campaign, its advocates say, would at least demonstrate the West's resolve in the war on terrorism and keep al-Qaida jihadists contained. It's a type of fighting that we know how to do, and its effects are measurable. One might also argue (I don't know if anyone on the inside is doing so) that it could serve as a holding action—a way of keeping Afghanistan from plunging deeper into chaos—while we focus more intently on diplomatic measures to stabilize neighboring Pakistan. If Pakistan blows up, curing Afghanistan of its problems will be irrelevant and, in any case, impossible.
CURRENT AFGHANISTAN STRATEGY MAKES US LOOK WEAK NOW

Innocent 2009
[Malou - foreign policy analyst @ Cato, “Should the United States Withdraw from Afghanistan?”, November/December, http://www.cato.org/pubs/policy_report/v31n6/cpr31n6-3.html] ttate
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

karzai credibility da ans – cred low now

KARZAI HAS NO CREDIBILITY NOW – LOCAL SUPPORT LIES WITH THE TALIBAN

Ackerman 07-06-10 [Spencer Ackerman, 7/6/2010, national security reporter, "East Afghanistan Sees Taliban as ‘Morally Superior’ to Karzai, pg. online @ http://www.wired.com/dangerroom/2010/07/in-afghanistans-east-taliban-seen-as-morally-superior-to-karzai/#ixzz0thKBd5bjhttp://www.wired.com/dangerroom/2010/07/in-afghanistans-east-taliban-seen-as-morally-superior-to-karzai/// gh-bp]
The looming security operations — er, “rising tide” — in southern Afghanistan are getting all the attention. But the American-led coalition may be in serious trouble in eastern Afghanistan as well. According to a just-departed U.S. commander in charge of a big chunk of the area, locals in four critical provinces believe that the Taliban have greater religious legitimacy and a stronger commitment to justice than Hamid Karzai’s government. Coalition forces who aid that government are seen as “naive at best,” and “‘co-conspirators’ at worst.” Last month, Army Colonel Randy George completed a year-long tour leading the nearly 5800 soldiers of Task Force Mountain Warrior in some of Afghanistan’s most violent and vexing areas: Nangarhar, Nuristan, Kunar, and Laghman provinces, a mountainous part of the country home to about 3.7 million people, 33 tribes and sub-tribes, and over 300 kilometers’ worth of porous border with tribal Pakistan. After a yearlong effort to learn how the locals perceived the obstacles to their future, George prepared some briefing slides attempting to distill popular local sentiments. (He did not make any broader judgment about any other areas of Afghanistan.) Danger Room was recently able to review some of those slides and take notes on their contents, although we weren’t permitted to take them or reproduce them. George titled of those slides “How Locals Ranked The Enemies To Progress.” Through the locals’ eyes, the slide reported four big challenges. Al-Qaeda and the Taliban rank dead last. A “Corrupt and Ineffective Government” is number one. Now recall that it’s General David Petraeus’ first week of work in command of the Afghanistan war. He’s got no shortage of challenges: convincing the Afghan people that the NATO coalition acts in its best interest; rolling back insurgent gains; working with an Afghan government of dubious competence and integrity; and doing it all before 30,000 surge troops (allegedly) start coming home in July 2011. Perhaps nowhere in Afghanistan do all these challenges combine and metastasize as ominously as in the area George recently departed. There’s disaffection for the central government in the area known as “N2KL” (for Nangarhar, Nuristan, Kunar, and Laghman provinces). There’s outrage over government officials who charge bribes for the provision of government services. And there’s resentment over “illegitimate” or “non-existent” rule of law. The government is seen as “Un-Islamic and People Don’t Want to Connect,” George’s slide notes. The second and third problems roiling are the dual challenges of “Criminal Networks and Graft” and the government’s “Lack of Inclusion of Respected Leaders at the Local Level.” The area has natural resources — like timber with high-grade cedar — that could serve as economic drivers. But as the Wall Street Journal has documented, in 2006 the Karzai government instituted a ban on logging as a questionable save-the-forests maneuver. Unsurprisingly, logging didn’t stop. It just went underground and became illicit, benefiting the insurgency and reinforcing what George’s slide called a “take what you can get when you can get it” mentality that the locals resent. (Petraeus alluded to the problematic nature of the government’s attitude to logging in a congressional hearing in mid-June, before President Obama tapped him to run the Afghanistan war.) If the government included or listened to local potentates respected by the community, maybe it wouldn’t press forward with alienating measures like the logging ban. But instead, the slide reads, it “injects unfair and unacceptable personalities into local politics,” and its district sub-governors and the central government “do not reach out to connect” to the population. As a result, those big mistakes by the Afghan government lead the locals of N2KL to rank the “Taliban/al-Qaeda/Militant-Insurgent ‘Syndicate’” fourth out of four on George’s list of how they perceive their problems. Locals consider the insurgents “morally superior” to the Karzai government. The insurgents provide the population something the government doesn’t, or at least doesn’t provide sufficiently: “culturally appropriate access to justice, resources and Islamic identity,” in George’s assessment. Nor is the U.S. or its allies off the hook for the government’s errors. As befitting allies of a resented and aloof government, another slide of George’s reports that “Coalition Forces Seen As Naive at Best and ‘Co-Conspirators’ At Worst.” None of that led George to throw up his hands and consider his mission hopeless. It led him to do what he could to get Afghan government officials to the area and address the locals’ legitimate grievances. He responded to the powerful Shinwari tribe’s offer of an alliance of convenience against the Taliban — until the governor of Nangarhar province, Gul Agha Shirzai, nixed the experiment and the U.S. embassy in Kabul balked at the military playing tribal politics. He expanded radio broadcasting in the area to get the coalition’s message out. He used cash at his disposal to help local government officials execute their budgets in an attempt at economic stimulus. And he got local officials to hold public trials for official corruption and violent crimes. Members of George’s Task Force said George would tell the locals, “I know there are officials are corrupt and predatory officials, and we need your help to fix the problem.” Whether the problem gets fixed, though, remains to be seen. Since General Stanley McChrystal arrived in Afghanistan in June 2009, U.S. military efforts have shifted toward the Taliban’s southern heartland and away from the eastern border areas. George was tasked with closing bases in remote and hard-to-defend locations away from populous parts of his battlespace, including, in April, withdrawing from the violent Korengal Valley in Kunar. It may have been the right move: senior officers assessed that the U.S. presence did more to inflame the locals than contribute to the fight against the insurgency. And George does not dispute the wisdom of the redeployment. But with Petraeus having about a year to reverse the Taliban’s momentum before broader withdrawals begin, it’s an open question whether the remaining U.S. forces in eastern Afghanistan will be able to compel a distrusted national government to meaningfully connect with a deeply distrustful population in the area George labored to secure Read More http://www.wired.com/dangerroom/2010/07/in-afghanistans-east-taliban-seen-as-morally-superior-to-karzai/#ixzz0thKbxLxi 

KARZAI CREDIBILITY LOW NOW – PRO-WESTERN ACTIVITIES GUTTED HIS PASHTUN BASE

RAJA 06-24
[Asif Haroon – defense and political analyst, “Is Hamid Karzai sincere in his overtures towards Pakistan?”, VETERAN’S TODAY, http://www.veteranstoday.com/2010/06/24/is-hamid-karzai-sincere-in-his-overtures-towards-pakistan/] tate
Hamid Karzai is walking on a tight rope. Ever grateful to Washington for getting the prized post of president of Afghanistan , he has been pursuing American dictates faithfully. He agreed to give all the major portfolios to non-Pashtun Northern Alliance members in his government and to sideline his own Pashtun community enjoying distinct majority. He allowed Indian influence to expand in his country on American insistence and let Afghan soil to be used for subversive activities against Pakistan . Mossad was also allowed a firm toehold in Afghanistan . On the prompting of his mentors he has all along maintained a hostile stance towards Pakistan . By following pro-American policies he became highly unpopular in his country.

To make himself useful, he fed an idea to Washington that given the resources and backing, he would be able to win over majority of Taliban leaders through bribes and incentives and would affect an in-house coup within Taliban ranks after isolating Mullah Omar led hardliners. Once he was given a green signal in 2007, he began to establish contacts with former and current members of Taliban Shura and other resistance groups. By 2009 he was able to make good gains among former Taliban ministers, Hizb-e-Islami and others. Among present Shura, Mullah Ghani Baradar was his big catch. He had made secret contacts with him through his half brother Ahmad Wali Karzai but didn’t disclose this breakthrough to USA . His efforts got stalled because of unexpected successes achieved by Taliban against coalition forces in southern and eastern Afghanistan from June to September 2009 putting ISAF on the back foot.

KARZAI CREDIBILITY DA ANS – CRED LOW NOW
PUBLIC SUPPORTS TALIBAN – KARZAI LACKS CREDIBILITY NOW WITH AFGHANI PEOPLE

Duff 06-22 
[Gordon - UN Diplomat and Defense Specialist, “Gordon Duff:  Time to end the American occupation of the Middle East”, Veteran’s Today http://www.veteranstoday.com/2010/07/16/gordon-duff-time-to-end-the-american-occupation-of-the-middle-east] tate
Do we actually call what we are doing in Afghanistan a war?  Recent estimates are that 88% of the people support what we call “the enemy.”  The German’s were much more popular than us during their occupation of France during World War 2.  What does that say about our friends?  Even Petain and Laval, the French Vichy traitors, had more public support that Karzai has in Afghanistan. There is some indication that Afghanistan would rather have us change sides, fight Karzai, our Indo-Israeli puppet, and let us leave, believing we had won.  What have we accomplished?  We have created the greatest narcotics empire in the history of the world, recruited tens of thousands to fight against us and have bankrupted, not only ourselves but fragile Pakistan, whose flirtation with democracy is being smothered.  We could have simply attacked ourselves and cut out the middle man, unless, of course, the plan was for things to end up exactly as they are right now. 

Karzai’s credibility low – no effective negotiations until Karzai’s credibility is restored
Robertson, CNN senior international correspondent, 6-4 (Nic, "Karzai faces credibility balancing act after peace jirga", 6/4/10, http://afghanistan.blogs.cnn.com/2010/06/04/karzai-faces-credibility-balancing-act-after-peace-jirga/ // gh-as)

After the debacle of last year’s deeply flawed presidential elections, the Afghan leader wanted the jirga to bolster his political standing. So balancing the demands of the delegates and the expectations of the international community is critical for him. And that’s everyone’s dilemma, not just Karzai’s; it's the international community’s, too. Without credibility, Karzai can hardly lead a peace initiative, or at the very least expect the Taliban to get real about ending the fight. So without listening to his delegates - and he invited a largely loyal and moderate cross section of the country - he can’t expect to build that credibility. But, if he goes along with hard line requests he’ll struggle for international support. And if he doesn’t go along with those far-reaching requests, he’s unlikely to convince the Taliban that now is the time to make peace. Like it or not, Karzai’s fate is deeply tied to the international communities right now. Many diplomats in this city have had to swallow their misgivings about him and, while privately, they are very guarded in their expectations, at the jirga they are publicly supporting it.

Karzai’s public support is low – has failed to clean up corruption

LA Times, 6-17 (Doyle McManus, "Obama's mixed Afghanistan messages", 6/17/10, http://articles.latimes.com/2010/jun/17/opinion/la-oe--mcmanus-column-20100617 // GH-AS)

The news from Afghanistan has been bad lately. The military campaign to win control of Kandahar, the country's second-largest city, has slowed to a crawl. Taliban insurgents have filtered back into parts of southern Afghanistan that U.S. Marines had cleared in the spring. President Hamid Karzai, the erratic leader of Afghanistan's civilian government, has given only halfhearted support to the U.S.-led military effort — and has done little to clean up the corruption that undermines public support for his regime. Yet when Gen. Stanley A. McChrystal, the U.S. military commander in Kabul, delivered an assessment of the state of the war last week, he said — very cautiously — that he is succeeding at his initial goal: interrupting the Taliban's momentum. "We see progress everywhere, but it's incomplete," McChrystal said. "It is slow, but it's positive." In McChrystal's words lies the central dilemma President Obama will face later this year, when he reviews his policy in Afghanistan: The war isn't being lost anymore — but it isn't being won yet, either. When Obama agreed to send 30,000 more troops to Afghanistan, he imposed an American timetable on the war. He gave his generals a year to show results, saying he'd review the situation in December 2010. He also set a target date of July 2011 for starting to draw down U.S. troops. But so far, Afghanistan has refused to operate on an American timetable, and that's unlikely to change. Experts in counterinsurgency — the labor-intensive, winning hearts-and-minds form of warfare we are trying to wage — say it typically takes at least a decade, not 18 months, of serious commitment to turn a country around. When Gen. David H. Petraeus, commander of U.S. forces in the Middle East (and McChrystal's boss), appeared before the Senate Armed Services Committee on Tuesday, he couldn't muster much enthusiasm for the Obama timetable. He offered only "a qualified yes" when asked if he supported the president's plan. "We have to be very careful about timelines," he said. And then Petraeus fainted — because he was jet-lagged, aides said, not because of the questioning. Mismatched calendars aren't the only impediment to success. Another is the continuing failure of Karzai's government to win its own people's support for the war.
karzai credibility da ans – plan key to karzai’s credibility

PLAN IS KEY TO KARZAI INCREASING CREDIBILITY – CONTINUED COMMITTED PRESENCE ALLOWS KARZAI TO PASS THE BLAME

Farrel  06-25   [John, journalist, "In Afghanistan, A troop withdrawal is a good policy, http://politics.usnews.com/opinion/blogs/john-farrell/2010/06/25/In-Afghanistan-a-Troop-Withdrawal-Deadline-Is-Good-Policy]  carol
Now, put yourself in the sandals of an Iraqi sheik, or an Afghan warlord, or President Hamid Karzai. Under the umbrella of a Western occupation, you can blame all problems on the occupiers, keep your own folks in a frenzy, settle old blood-scores and grudges, and make millions of dollars in corrupt dealings. If the occupiers vow to stay forever, you have no incentive to settle things. War is great business.  But what if you know the Western troops are leaving? And that, in not too many months, you'll be staring at the gun barrels of the well-armed troops of your foes. This scenario gives you two immediate needs: to whip your own act into shape, and to make those tough political deals, even with age-old enemies, that will give you a chance to survive.  It may be happening in Afghanistan, as there now are reports that the Afghan and Pakistani governments, and various Taliban and tribal warlords, seem to be jockeying for position, as they hear the clock ticking. Call it a power struggle, or call it a political solution, but it is how this war will end.  Unless, that is, we cling to the myth of an eternal commitment, and it ends like Saigon, 1975.

karzai credibility da ans – plan key to reconciliation
PLAN IS A PREREQUISITE TO NEGOTATIONS AND INCREASING KARZAI’S CREDIBILITY – US COUNTERINSURGENCY EFFORTS HAVE KARZAI LOOKING LIKE A PUPPET TO THE US

Eland 10 [Ivan Eland, 6/23/10, “Senior Fellow and Director of the Center on Peace & Liberty at The Independent Institute” pg. online @ http://original.antiwar.com/eland/2010/06/22/talibans-time-horizon-longer-than-americas/ // gh-bp]

In contrast to World War II and Desert Storm – which had clear goals, even though those of the latter were limited – the war in Afghanistan resembles the Spanish-American War and the Vietnam War. In the former, the goal changed from defeating the Spanish in a conventional war to subduing Philippine guerrillas in order to imperially conquer the archipelago. In the latter, contrary to popular belief, Lyndon Johnson’s goal was never to win, but to alter the conditions on the battlefield to compel the enemy to negotiate. In the Spanish-American War, America was able to take out the adversarial regime relatively easy. The hard part came in getting rid of the guerrillas, who were sure they were promised by the McKinley administration that if they helped the Americans get rid of the Spanish, the Philippines would win its independence. The latter didn’t happen, and it took several years of brutal American counterinsurgency tactics and torture to subdue the local Thomas Jefferson wannabes. Similarly, in Afghanistan, taking down the Taliban only required 700 U.S. Special Forces and CIA personnel calling in American air strikes to support the ground fighters of the Afghan anti-Taliban Northern Alliance. The hard part has been battling a resurgent Taliban, which uses guerrilla tactics. In Afghanistan, as in Vietnam, proper skepticism of an outright U.S. military victory abounds, leading to an escalation aimed at gaining military advantage for ultimate negotiations with the Taliban. Yet President Obama has given the escalation only 18 months in which to reach this goal, as well as the equally unrealistic objectives of crippling al-Qaeda and training Afghan security forces to operate on their own. To get the U.S. military to buy into the 18-month period prior to commencement of withdrawal, Obama had to consent to the escalation of an extra 30,000 troops. The 18-month timetable to begin withdrawal was the standard naïve liberal dogma that this would jolt the Afghan government into becoming a clean, democratic governing force that could effectively battle the Taliban. Instead, Afghan President Hamid Karzai has made clear he doesn’t think the United States can win, is trying to cut deals with the Taliban and their patrons in the Pakistani military (also ostensibly an American ally), and has even threatened to join the Taliban if the United States keeps killing Afghan civilians. Almost as bad, the troop surge to win military advantage for negotiations with the Taliban has been a bust. Marjah has not been tamed, and the offensive in Kandahar has been significantly delayed. But the very premise that the zealous Taliban would negotiate instead of waiting for the Americans, historically with a limited attention span, to leave resembles the same flawed assumptions the United States made about the North Vietnamese during the war in Southeast Asia. Like the North Vietnamese, the Afghan Taliban want their country back from the foreign occupier and have a longer time horizon than the Americans. Furthermore, Afghans have been accustomed to continuous war for more than 30 years, hate foreigners, and know that their history indicates that would-be foreign rulers can be out-waited – as they have many times before. These factors illustrate that U.S. neoconservatives are equally naïve to believe that without the 18-month deadline, the U.S. has a prayer of success in historically unforgiving Afghanistan – however that vague term is defined. Eighteen months is not long enough to ramp up a comprehensive counterinsurgency strategy that could win “hearts and minds,” but the aforementioned underlying realities make it unlikely that even an 18-year counterinsurgency strategy would work (the U.S. government has already spent nine years without getting it right). Finally, the Taliban may be violent and ruthless, but in the eyes of the Pashtun people, the dominant group in Afghanistan, they are the only hope for Pashtuns. Even though Hamid Karzai is a Pashtun, he is regarded among them as a puppet of the United States and rival Uzbek and Tajik groups. Thus is explained the curious support of many Afghans for the brutal Taliban. This major factor is often ignored in overly optimistic forecasts of the potential for U.S. pacification of Afghanistan. The only solution is to cut the U.S. losses and leave Afghanistan for good. The good news is that removal of U.S. occupation forces from a Muslim land might actually reduce blowback anti-U.S. terrorism around the world. 

TURN – PLAN KEY TO RECONCILIATION

Rasgotra 06-11 
[ Maharajakrishna- president @ORF Centre for International Relations, “Afghanistan:  The March of Folly”, Hindu News http://www.hindu.com/2010/06/12/stories/2010061265111400.htm] tate

The withdrawal of American forces from Afghanistan is inevitable; the sooner it comes, the better for all concerned. An honourable way of achieving it with peace and stability in Afghanistan is still available. President Obama should convene a conference in Kabul, attended by heads of state or government of all countries sharing borders with Afghanistan, as well as China, India, Russia, Britain, France and the U.N. Secretary General. The conference should give credible guarantees for Afghanistan's integrity, independence and sovereignty, and for immunity against interference or intervention by any of its neighbours and, indeed, any other power. The result should be formally endorsed by the U.N. Security Council, which should also station in Afghanistan an adequate peace-keeping force for a sufficient period to allow the Afghan Army and police to assume full responsibility for internal and external security. The conference should then convert itself into a consortium for aiding Afghanistan's rapid economic development over 10-15 years.
2ac taliban reconciliation/negotations cp ans – increases instability

Taliban reintegration will worsen ethnic unrest – population will revolt

NYT, 6-26 (Dexter Filkins, "Overture to Taliban Jolts Afghan Minorities", 6/26/10, http://www.nytimes.com/2010/06/27/world/asia/27afghan.html // gh-as)

KABUL, Afghanistan — The drive by President Hamid Karzai to strike a deal with Taliban leaders and their Pakistani backers is causing deep unease in Afghanistan’s minority communities, who fought the Taliban the longest and suffered the most during their rule. The leaders of the country’s Tajik, Uzbek and Hazara communities, which make up close to half of Afghanistan’s population, are vowing to resist — and if necessary, fight — any deal that involves bringing members of the Taliban insurgency into a power-sharing arrangement with the government. Alienated by discussions between President Karzai and the Pakistani military and intelligence officials, minority leaders are taking their first steps toward organizing against what they fear is Mr. Karzai’s long-held desire to restore the dominance of ethnic Pashtuns, who ruled the country for generations. The dispute is breaking along lines nearly identical to those that formed during the final years of the Afghan civil war, which began after the withdrawal of the Soviet Union in 1989 and ended only with the American invasion following the Sept. 11 attacks. More than 100,000 Afghans died, mostly civilians; the Taliban, during their five-year reign in the capital, Kabul, carried out several large-scale massacres of Hazara civilians. “Karzai is giving Afghanistan back to the Taliban, and he is opening up the old schisms,” said Rehman Oghly, an Uzbek member of Parliament and once a member of an anti-Taliban militia. “If he wants to bring in the Taliban, and they begin to use force, then we will go back to civil war and Afghanistan will be split.” The deepening estrangement of Afghanistan’s non-Pashtun communities presents a paradox for the Americans and their NATO partners. American commanders have concluded that only a political settlement can end the war. But in helping Mr. Karzai to make a deal, they risk reigniting Afghanistan’s ethnic strife. Talks between Mr. Karzai and the Pakistani leaders have been unfolding here and in Islamabad for several weeks, with some discussions involving bestowing legitimacy on Taliban insurgents. The leaders of these minority communities say that President Karzai appears determined to hand Taliban leaders a share of power — and Pakistan a large degree of influence inside the country. The Americans, desperate to end their involvement here, are helping Mr. Karzai along and shunning the Afghan opposition, they say. Mr. Oghly said he was disillusioned with the Americans and their NATO allies, who he says appear to be urging Mr. Karzai along. “We are losing faith in our foreign friends,” he said. Adm. Mike Mullen, chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, said he was worried about “the Tajik-Pashtun divide that has been so strong.” American and NATO leaders, he said, are trying to stifle any return to ethnic violence. “It has the potential to really tear this country apart,” Admiral Mullen said in an interview. “That’s not what we are going to permit.”
CP IS THE WORST ALTERNATIVE – IT IS PREMATURE, TALIBAN CAN’T BE TRUSTED, AND IGNITE NEW CIVIL WAR

Tellis, senior associat in the Carnegie South Asia program, 09 (Ashley Tellis, "Negotiating With the Taliban Won't Stabilize Afghanistan", 4/13/09, http://www.carnegieendowment.org/publications/index.cfm?fa=view&id=22982/) andrew
WASHINGTON, Apr 13—Negotiating with the Taliban—who are convinced military victory is within sight—is the worst possible approach to stabilizing Afghanistan, and one that would fail. Ashley J. Tellis warns in a new report (synopsis) that U.S. signals of impatience and a desire for an early exit could motivate insurgents to maintain a hard line and outlast the international coalition. Though costly, a long-term commitment to building an effective Afghan state is the only way to achieve victory and defend U.S. national security objectives. Key Conclusions: Negotiation with the Taliban is premature and unnecessary. Afghan stability can be achieved through a concerted modification of current military and political strategy—sustaining commitment from Washington, returning to successful counterinsurgency operations, and improving Afghan governance. A lasting peace in Afghanistan and defeat of the Taliban can only come from a political-military victory that diminishes the rewards for continued resistance. The Taliban’s leadership does not want conciliation. Initiating unwanted negotiations could exacerbate ethnic fissures in Afghanistan, signal weakness or defeat in Washington and Kabul, and ultimately renew civil war. The United States must reaffirm the goal of building a democratic and stable Afghan state. Counterterrorism and state-building are not mutually exclusive. Washington cannot fight al-Qaeda and its allies in Afghanistan and Pakistan without supporting the creation of an effective and responsive regime in Kabul. Although counterterrorism cooperation by Pakistan is desirable for U.S. success in Afghanistan, American goals in Afghanistan can be—and if necessary must be—attained without Islamabad’s assistance. Portending coalition defeat in the “graveyard of empires” is an inadequate analogy. Neither the British nor Soviet experience mimics the current situation. Military superiority aside, the U.S. presence in Kabul is seen less as occupation than support for the Afghan people, much to its advantage. The Afghan public, by a margin of 82 percent to 4 percent, oppose the Taliban and desperately seek success from Western military forces. President Obama’s recently announced “Af-Pak” strategy is courageous and responsible, but still incomplete. The administration needs to commit to building a democratic Afghan state, persevering in Afghanistan over the long term, deploying additional U.S. resources and troops, correcting command and control deficiencies, and enlarging the size of Afghanistan’s national security forces, among other things. Tellis explains: “Mullah Omar and the Taliban leadership have decisively rejected any reconciliation with the government of Afghanistan. And the tribal chiefs, village elders, and street fighters, who either support the insurgency or are sitting on the sidelines currently but are susceptible to being reconciled in principle, certainly will not take any steps in that direction so long as the Karzai regime, and its Western supporters, are not seen to be winning in their long-running battle against the Taliban. The coalition, therefore, is confronted by an inescapable paradox: any meaningful accommodation with those reconcilable segments of the rebellion will only come at the tail end of political-military success in Afghanistan and not as a precursor to it; yet, if such success is attained, reconciliation will become possible but, ironically, when it is least necessary.”
2ac taliban reconciliation/negotations cp ans – will fail
NO EFFECTIVE NEGOTATIONS BETWEEN TALIBAN AND KARZAI – LACK OF TRUST
Pleming '10 [Sue Pleming, foreign correspondent for Reuters, 1/16/2010, "U.S. optimistic over new Taliban reintegration plan", pg. online @ http://www.reuters.com/article/idUSTRE60F1EJ20100116// gh-bp]

 (Reuters) - The U.S. special envoy to Afghanistan and Pakistan said on Saturday a new Afghan plan to reintegrate thousands of Taliban fighters could not be worse than past efforts and Washington supported the program. Afghanistan's government is expected this month to announce details of the plan, which diplomats said would include job training and money to lure fighters from the hills. Speaking to reporters on a visit to Kabul, U.S. special representative for the region, Richard Holbrooke, said he discussed the issue with President Hamid Karzai on Saturday and that he believed it was a "good plan." "We are ready to support it," he said, declining to offer any details of the program, which was hammered out in meetings in Abu Dhabi earlier this week between international donors and the Afghan government. Previous efforts to win over Taliban fighters failed because little attempt was made to offer protection or financial incentives. The new program comes at a time when the insurgency is at its strongest since the Taliban were ousted from power in late 2001, and fighters who think victory is in sight may be less interested in any offer. Holbrooke said the latest initiative would be different, although he did not specify how. "It can't be worse (than previous efforts)," he said. He described a visit he took to eastern Afghanistan several years ago when he interviewed five fighters who had turned themselves in. "It was a failure. They did not think promises were kept. We have to learn from the past. That is what we are here for." LONDON CONFERENCE Western allies hope the Afghan government's reintegration strategy will be announced before an international conference in London on January 28, when seed money is expected to be put into a reintegration fund to help pay for the new program. British Foreign Secretary David Miliband, whose government is hosting the London meeting, said he believed the chance of success for the new integration plan was "massively increased" for three reasons. Firstly, he said, it was Afghan-led, secondly, foreign governments supported it and finally protection would be given to those who gave themselves up. "I think that reintegration, bringing current members of the insurgency in to defend their communities rather than attack them, is very, very important indeed," Miliband told Reuters in an interview. Holbrooke said many Taliban would return to civilian life if given the chance. "There are a lot of people out there fighting for the Taliban who have no ideological commitment to the principles, values or political movement led by Mullah Omar," he said, referring to the Taliban leader in Afghanistan. "This is not easy to do but if you don't do it, you give people only two choices, kill or get killed," he said. Western allies have been working with the Afghan government for weeks to devise a new strategy, which will include job creation programs and vocational training, particularly in agriculture, as well as some protection. The goal was to try and reward whole communities rather than just fighters who put down their arms. "This is a balancing act," said a U.S. official in Kabul who requested anonymity. "We don't want to alienate people or communities who did not take up arms against the government." The hope is that by reintegrating Taliban fighters, it will put pressure on the leadership to enter into reconciliation talks with Karzai. "We hope that reintegration done well is a confidence builder that encourages reconciliation," said the U.S. official. However, Afghan political analyst and former finance minister Hamidullah Tarzi was pessimistic the plan would work because of deep suspicions among the Taliban about the Afghan government's intentions. "The Taliban does not have faith in Karzai. They think he will betray them if they come in and then give them to the foreign powers," Tarzi told Reuters. Many of the Taliban fighters were being supported by people in the provinces because they delivered services the government failed to offer, he said. 

CP WILL FAIL – TALIBAN FEELS THEY ARE ALREADY WINNING – NO INCENTIVE TO SIT AT NEGOTIATION TABLE

Reuters, 7-6 (Sayed Salahuddiln, "Ex-Taliban governor sees little hope for Afghan peace", 7/6/10, http://www.msnbc.msn.com/id/38101703/ns/us_news  // gh-as)

KABUL — A former Taliban governor turned Afghan government official dismissed the peace process as a "joke," saying Afghanistan cannot seek peace with the insurgents only by trying to woo their rank and file. "Peace cannot come to Afghanistan through the junior Taliban," the 59-year-old Mullah Abdul Salaam told Reuters in an interview in Kabul. "This will bear no fruit if the Taliban leaders are not involved and listened to. The whole peace process that the government and the world wants to pursue is a joke ... a waste of time and money." To many observers, the U.S.-led effort to destroy the Taliban and establish a stable government is already a monumental waste of time and money. Nearly nine years after the September 11, 2001 attacks on the United States, Osama bin Laden and other senior al Qaeda figures are still at large, the Taliban insurgency is raging and there is widespread loathing both for foreign forces and an Afghan government largely seen as corrupt or incapable. Western governments want out and are training Afghan forces to replace them, but perhaps worried they will not be able to cope, President Hamid Karzai is making peace overtures to the Taliban. The proposals include offering an amnesty and reintegration to foot soldiers who agree to accept Afghanistan's constitution, removing the names of certain leaders from a U.N. blacklist, and securing sanctuary in a friendly Muslim nation for others. But these sort of modest steps simply don't appeal to the Taliban, Salaam said. The bottomline is they believe they are winning. The movement's leadership, based in the Pakistan border city of Quetta, still calls the shots, Salaam said, and has organized war plans, unity and "obedience in hierarchy" -- a reference to perceived differences between Afghan and Western officials. Religious schools in Pakistan were producing suicide bombers in abundance for carrying out low-cost attacks against Afghan and foreign forces, he added, while it was costing the West billions to fund the conflict.
2ac taliban reconciliation/negotiations cp ans – will fail
Taliban negotiations will fail – no previous efforts have been successful

Johnson ’09 [Thomas H. Johnson, director of the program for culture and conflict studies at U.S. naval postgraduate school, 3/20/2009, “Six Experts on Negotiating with the Taliban”, pg. online @ http://www.cfr.org/publication/18893/six_experts_on_negotiating_with_the_taliban.html// gh-bp]

An ongoing dialogue with the Taliban should be part of our counterinsurgency strategy, but such a venture is fraught with danger. Since 2006, various partners of the International Security Assistance Force (ISAF) in Afghanistan have pursued a dialogue with regional Taliban figures as well as Saudi Arabia and Pakistan. None of these efforts have borne fruit. It's been difficult to identify who can in fact speak for the Taliban insurgent leadership. While these talks proceeded, the insurgency has become more violent and casualty rates have soared for the ISAF. Not everyone believes in dialogue. The outside powers such as ISAF members the United Kingdom, Italy, France, and Norway like the idea; regional powers such as Iran, India, and Russia oppose it. Historically, Pashtuns (who constitute the core Taliban constituency) have negotiated only when they perceive themselves in a position of strength. If their public statements are to be believed, the Taliban today think they are in a position of strength. Taliban spokesman Qari Yousuf Ahmadi recently stated: "We struggle for almighty Allah and we are sure we are winning." Those that support dialogue and negotiations believe that talks can split the insurgency between "moderates" and the extremist global jihadists. I am frankly unsure of who the moderate Taliban are. The structure of the Taliban is complex. The organizational structures at the local, provincial, regional, and national levels are not all necessarily tied together in a unified hierarchy and the political leaders (the Quetta shura, Haqqani Network, al-Qaeda) remain outside of Afghanistan. I support the idea of a dialogue. We should start by reaching out to local Taliban leaders. This is a double-edged sword, since reaching out to these figures also potentially exposes us to dealing with criminals and corrupt politicians--in addition to the insurgent leaders. For long-term success, however, I think we need a process that starts at the local level that builds from the ground up. Maybe this is the way to really identify leaders worth talking to. While talk is a good idea, there are people to avoid. Negotiating with Gulbuddin Hekmatyar is a bad idea. He is a power-hungry, untrustworthy warlord bent on self-serving political aims, and he is highly unpopular throughout Afghanistan. Another disaffected group already feeling marginalized by the Karzai regime is the warlords in the north (the so-called Northern Alliance). This group could cause major problems if concessions to the Taliban end up affecting their control in areas populated by ethnic Tajiks and Uzbeks. It is believed 60 percent of the Afghan National Army is Tajik, many of whom are still loyal to warlord Gen. Mohammed Fahim. Reports of militias beginning to rearm in the north recently surfaced when rumors circulated that Karzai had offered concessions to Mullah Omar. 
Taliban reconciliation would result in continued fight for power

Center for American Progress, 09 ("Reconciliation with the Taliban", 11/19/09, http://www.americanprogress.org/issues/2009/11/reconciliation_taliban.html // gh-as)

Wadhams explained that U.S., NATO, and Afghan policymakers have proposed political reconciliation with elements of the Taliban insurgency. One of the Obama administration’s main recommendations earlier this year was to integrate reconcilable insurgents—nonideologically committed members of the Taliban—in support of the Afghan government. She noted that Afghanistan President Hamid Karzai has also supported this strategy, making several public outreach efforts to members of the Taliban calling on them to cease their attacks against the government and join in the political process. Wadhams said that reconciliation with the insurgency “seems, at least superficially, like a very attractive option,” and that many policymakers view reconciliation as a “way out” of a dangerous mission. However, the panelists agreed that immediate prospects for successful reconciliation may be unrealistic. The Taliban leadership has refused reconciliation offers and denied the existence of any distinction between moderate and ideologically driven Taliban members. The Taliban has also established as a precondition for talks the withdrawal of all foreign forces—something that Dorronsoro suggested would lead to renewed attacks aimed at toppling the government as soon as international troops withdrew. Dorronsoro explained that “we’re facing a political movement, and the fight [against the Taliban] is feeding the movement.” He argued that reconciliation is not possible with the leadership of the Taliban because they currently believe they can win against the NATO coalition. He also did not believe that we could peel “moderate” Taliban away from the ideological Taliban, as many have proposed. He stated, “We have a major problem understanding the Taliban.” The popular conception of the Taliban as a loose coalition of local groups is incorrect; the movement, he argued, is a larger, centralized structured organization with a strong and coherent political ideology, which makes it difficult to infiltrate. He continued that the Taliban are not “mercenaries” as often described, but “they are local guys, fighting for their world view… they have a very strong world view about what is a just, social order, what’s the place of the woman, what foreigners should and should not do in Afghanistan…” Michael Semple, who worked closely with the Afghan government during his time with the European Union in Afghanistan, said that he believed reconciliation is possible with some networks within the broader Taliban organization, but that “out-of-the-box thinking” would be necessary to develop a “palatable” method. Semple also noted that many people who joined the Taliban gained a sense of status and respectability, and that these people would not be convinced to leave through monetary inducements. Rather, he argued many members of the Taliban would only leave the insurgency if they were given ideological and religious cover. “All the talk of money and mercenary motives at the moment probably has not taken that into account … none of them would do the kind of things which would look like surrender,” he said. Semple suggested that some commanders “might be pragmatically very happy to cooperate with the government and with the United States, but in a way in which makes them look like true mujahedeen.” Currently, Semple said, the international community and the Afghan government are pursuing different objectives in Afghanistan and until those differences are resolved, little progress will be made. He cautioned, furthermore, that a negotiation process that focused solely on the Taliban’s demand for a withdrawal of U.S. troops from the region and the American demand for an expulsion of Al Qaeda would not solve the underlying political problems in the country, which must be addressed to avoid an exacerbation of civil war or a broader regional conflict. 
2ac taliban reconciliation/negotiations cp ans – will fail

Reconciliation not possible - evidence claiming Taliban in favor of reconciliation is false

Democracy Arsenal, 6-28 (Michael Cohen, "What's Our End Game for Afghanistan?", 6/28/10, http://www.democracyarsenal.org/2010/06/end-game-for-afghanistan.html // gh-as)

I'm still trying to make heads or tails of Leon Panetta's interview yesterday on " This Week" and the Administration's consistent downplaying of the possibility of reconciliation with the Taliban. Consider these quotes: “We’ve seen no evidence of that and, very frankly, my view is that with regards to reconciliation, unless they’re convinced that the United States is going to win and that they’re going to be defeated, I think it’s very difficult to proceed with a reconciliation that’s going to be meaningful.” “We have seen no evidence that they are truly interested in reconciliation, where they would surrender their arms, where they would denounce Al Qaida, where they would really try to become part of that society.” First off, it's worth noting that "that society" is their society - and as the Army's public opinion polling has shown there is, in southern Afghanistan, widespread sympathy with the Taliban. That the CIA Director is making this statement the same day that word comes from al Jazeera that Hamid Karzai has met with Taliban leader Sirajuddin Haqqani - and after repeated news stories about talks between Karzai and Taliban - is even more distressing. What possible rationale is there for the US to throw cold water on political negotiations that would not only end the war sooner, but are acceptable to the Afghan leadership . . . you know the people who actually have to live in Afghanistan? Don't we want a political end to this conflict rather than more years of war toward reaching an uncertain goal? The continued reluctance of the Obama Administration to embrace the possibility of political reconciliation with the Taliban just makes no sense to me. How hard would it be for US leaders to publicly float the idea that we can accept a political role for the Taliban as long as they don't allow any al Qaeda safe haven in Afghanistan? After all, isn't that all we really care about from a narrow US national interest perspective? Second, is Panetta's even more bizarre statement that reconciliation with the Taliban is not possible "unless they’re convinced that the United States is going to win and that they’re going to be defeated." Well then I guess reconciliation is never going to be achieved because we're not going to win in Afghanistan and we're not going to defeat the Taliban - something that the Taliban and even President Karzai seem to understand quite well. Would Karzai even be negotiating with Taliban leaders if he believed that the US is going to "win" in Afghanistan? Moreover, it seems to me that Panetta's statement today reflects are far more ambitious strategy in Afghanistan than what has been described by President Obama who speaks more clearly of reversing the Taliban's momentum rather than defeating them. 
Taliban reconciliation unlikely – Taliban winning now

Th International News, 10 (1/19/10, "Taliban chief unlikely to reconcile: Gates", http://www.thenews.com.pk/updates.asp?id=96478) andrew
ABOARD A U.S. MILITARY AIRCRAFT: U.S. Defense Secretary Robert Gates has said Monday he doubts Afghan Taliban leader Mullah Omar will ever make peace with the elected Afghan government. Gates said Monday a process of reconciliation and reintegration of Taliban fighters is essential to success in Afghanistan. He was referring to the invitation from Afghan leaders to lure fighters with no strong allegiance to terrorists away from the insurgency and reintegrate them into Afghan society. Gates said he doesn't think chances are high that senior Taliban leaders will want to lay down arms until they see the tide turning. Even then, Gates said the chance of real reconciliation with Omar was slim. 
Plan is a prerequisite for the CP – no successful negotiations if US troops have a continued presence
Firouz, a photojournalist in Iran, 7/1/10 (Caren Firouz,  7/1/2010, “Interview with Afghan warlord Gulbuddin Hekmatyar: Can peace talks succeed?” pg. online @ http://www.csmonitor.com/World/Asia-South-Central/2010/0609/Interview-with-Afghan-warlord-Gulbuddin-Hekmatyar-Can-peace-talks-succeed // gh-bp)

In a rare interview conducted by e-mail, Afghan warlord Gulbuddin Hekmatyar – head of the weakest of three main insurgent groups and the first Gulbuddin Hekmatyar, a veteran Afghan warlord, heads the only one of three main insurgent groups that is holding direct negotiations with the government. His group, Hizb-e-Islami, controls large swaths of the north and east, and in March it delivered to Kabul a 15-point peace proposal. But any deal with Hizb-e-Islami remains far off, due to disagreements over when foreign troops should leave and when to hold new elections. And it is not clear that stronger groups such as the Taliban would follow suit. Mr. Hekmatyar, who is believed to be hiding in Pakistan, discussed the peace negotiations with the Monitor in a rare e-mail interview, with high-ranking associates of his verifying his identity. Here are excerpts from the interview. In March, a delegation of yours visited Kabul to explore peace negotiations. Why did your group decide to start talks now? We started our efforts for peace just after [US President] Obama and other Western leaders mentioned for the first time the possibility of withdrawing their forces from Afghanistan. They said that the chaos of Afghanistan does not have a military resolution, that they could not defeat the opposition by fighting. We [presented our proposal now] because after the withdrawal of these troops, we don’t want a repeat of what happened after the withdrawal of the Russians [i.e., civil war]. We wanted all Afghan sides to agree to stop fighting forever. Is the withdrawal of the foreign troops the only way to stop the fighting? The presence of foreign troops is the fundamental reason for the continued fighting. Foreign troops should leave Afghanistan. Moreover, the interference of neighboring countries and other powerful forces should stop, because their competition is the cause of this chaos. What role do you see for yourself in a post-US government? Right now I just want the freedom of my country. I am not thinking about other issues. I don’t want anything for myself, nor have we asked for anything for me or Hizb-e-Islami. We want that Afghans choose the position of each party and person. And they should not ask the foreigners to insure their desired positions. If your group stops fighting, what effect will this have on the Taliban? If Hizb-e-Islami agrees on a proposal for ending the chaos, most of the fighters from the resistance will also agree [to stop]. Most of the nation will support it. If the United States withdraws, how can you ensure that Al Qaeda will no longer use Afghanistan as a haven? Right now, Al Qaeda does not have an active or widespread presence in Afghanistan. Iraq and Somalia are more preferred and ideal centers for Al Qaeda. In our proposal, we said that after the foreign troops leave, there will be no foreign fighters in Afghanistan. Afghans are ready to guarantee this. Recent reports say Hizb-e-Islami and the Taliban have been fighting in the north. For the past year, some suspected Taliban groups, following the orders of foreign agents who made the Taliban and Hizb fight each other in the past, decided to fight Hizb. In some places, small fighting took place. But we don’t want to drown in fighting with an Afghan group. Hard times develop some people’s ability to tolerate problems. Or it brings some people to hopelessness. Thanks to God, I am in the first category. I didn’t feel any weakness or hopelessness in my 42 years of fighting. Never

2ac taliban reconciliation/negotiations cp ans – happening now
CP is the status quo – Taliban reintegration happening now

Singh, 7-14 (All Headline News, "U.S. Working To Reintegrate West-friendly Taliban Into Afghan Political Equations", 7/14/10, http://www.allheadlinenews.com/articles/7019276415#ixzz0tn5KHeFH http://www.allheadlinenews.com/articles/7019276415 // gh-as)

Tejinder Singh - AHN News Correspondent Washington, DC, United States (AHN) - The reemergence of Taliban on the Afghani political scene dominated the curtain raiser press briefing on Tuesday of the U.S. special representative for Afghanistan and Pakistan as Richard Holbrooke said the Obama Administration is engaged in intense strategic discussion with Pakistan which is yielding desired results. All those who meet certain conditions, including renouncing violence, cutting all ties to terrorism and abiding by Afghanistan's constitution, may find a place in the new Afghanistan, he said. "In every war of this sort there is always a window for people who want to come in from the cold." Holbrooke was addressing journalists in Washington on the upcoming July 20-21 Kabul Conference aimed at bringing about an eventual political solution for the war-torn Afghanistan. US Secretary of State Hillary Clinton and many other foreign ministers are attending the conference to discuss the so-called re-integration program. "The Kabul conference will be a very important international demonstration of support for the Government of Afghanistan and they will outline their programs," Holbrooke said. "The money is starting to come in. This will be a major focus of the conference." Foreign contributions to finance re-integration were already at about $180 million. The US Defense Department has reserved an additional $100 million for the program. Holbrooke said the conference would assess Afghanistan's follow-up plans to improve security, governance and other issues seen as key to paving the way for the US to begin removing some of its 100,000 troops by July 2011.

2ac consult nato cp ans – nato will say no

NATO WILL SAY NO TO THE PLAN – OPPOSED TO US DRAWDOWN

The Hindu, July 13 2010, “Nato Chief warns against premature Afghan withdrawal”, http://www.thehindu.com/news/international/article513827.ece?css=print
dhara

 If Western forces leave Afghanistan prematurely, the country would become a safe haven for terrorist groups and it would run the risk of the entire region getting destabilised, the NATO chief has warned.  Anders Fogh Rasmussen, the NATO secretary-general, insists that Western nations must keep troops in Afghanistan “as long as necessary” and not set clear timelines for withdrawal.  “If we were to leave Afghanistan prematurely, the Taliban would return and Afghanistan would once again become a safe have for terrorist groups who would use it as a launch pad for terrorist attacks on North America and Europe.”  “There would also be a risk of destabilising a neighbouring country, Pakistan, a nuclear power. That would be very dangerous,” the NATO chief said.  While sharing the “impatience” of Western leaders to leave Afghanistan, Mr. Rasmussen said: “We can have our hopes, we can have our expectations, but I cannot give any guarantee as far as any exact date or year is concerned.”  NATO and the U.S. have more than 140,000 troops in Afghanistan with another 10,000 due in coming weeks as the Western forces prepare for a major onslaught to clear Taliban from their heartland of Kandahar.  The NATO chief said the coming battle for Kandahar as well as ongoing one for Helmand would be decisive turning point in Afghanistan.  “If they lose Helmand and Kandahar, they lose everything, so they will fight hard to prevent that happening,” he said.
NATO WILL SAY NO – THEY WANT TO CONTINUE NATION BUILDING STRATEGY

KAY AND KAHN 2007
[Sean and Sahar, “NATO and Counter-insurgency:  Strategic liability or tactical asset?”  
http://www.contemporarysecuritypolicy.org/assets/CSP-28-1-Kay.pdf]
After his troops engaged in intense combat with the Taliban in June 2006, a British battle group commander, Lieutenant Colonel Stuart Tootal noted that: ‘We’ve had 50, 60 patrols where we’ve just gone out and drank tea with the locals ... They are keen to see us and keen to know what our mission is ... If every day we could go out and improve the lot of the Afghan people, that would have a far greater effect than killing Taliban.’77 The gradual blending of NATO into the southern parts of Afghanistan could, in theory, have resulted in a more successful hearts and minds effort. In the ISAF areas at least, NATO forces were engaged at a community level with local Afghans, which might serve as a model for NATO’s role in the southern provinces. According to Lieutenant General Richards, commander of ISAF, NATO hoped to spend more time talking to Afghans, listening to their needs, and helping more in reconstruction, rather than primarily hunting down insurgents. Nevertheless, Americans who had been in direct combat with the Taliban were sceptical. They asserted that the British approach would allow the Taliban to hide and buy time, as one US official put it: ‘You cannot be, “We just want to win everybody’s hearts and minds and be nice to everybody and go along, and by the way, we’ll never do anything about drugs or this and that because it’s not on our horizon, it’s not on our screen”. I’m like, “impossible”.’78 Nonetheless, General Richards saw the two separate Afghan missions as compatible: We have what we in the military call a counter-insurgency role. But the intelligence-led, seek-and-destroy missions against high-value targets ... alQaeda-type operatives, that is not something NATO will be engaging in ... Our underpinning purpose is not a counter-terrorist mission, it is to extend and deepen the government of Afghanistan and to create the environment that they and the international community can build up economic development.79

2ac consult the jcs cp answers

JOINT CHEIFS OF STAFF WOULD SAY NO – THEY LOVE COIN

SHANKER 2009

[Thom – staff writer, “Military chief suggests need to enlarge US Afghan force”, New York Times, September 16, http://www.nytimes.com/2009/09/16/world/asia/16mullen.html] ttate
WASHINGTON — The nation’s top military officer pushed back Tuesday against Democrats who oppose sending additional combat troops to Afghanistan, telling Congress that success would probably require more fighting forces, and certainly much more time. That assessment by the officer, Adm. Mike Mullen, chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, stopped short of an explicit request for more troops. But it signals that the military intends to have a public voice in the evolving debate as many Democrats express reluctance to expand the war and President Obama weighs options. Admiral Mullen, called before the Senate Armed Services Committee to testify for his nomination to serve a second term as chairman, said that no specific request for more troops had yet been received from Gen. Stanley A. McChrystal, the senior American and NATO commander in Afghanistan. “But I do believe that — having heard his views and having great confidence in his leadership — a properly resourced counterinsurgency probably means more forces, and, without question, more time and more commitment to the protection of the Afghan people and to the development of good governance,” Admiral Mullen said. Admiral Mullen’s comments were his most specific to date in a public setting on whether more troops would have to be sent to Afghanistan. The debate will probably be affected by the mounting political uncertainty in Afghanistan. Election officials said one out of every seven ballots cast in the presidential election last month would be examined as part of a huge recount and fraud audit. A range of officials have said that the White House hopes to have at least several weeks before having to deal with any request for more forces for Afghanistan — and the political implications of such a request here at home. But Tuesday’s debate on Capitol Hill, which framed the arguments for how to shape the mission, indicates that the sweeping public discussion is already under way. The military’s counterinsurgency effort in Afghanistan is focused on protecting the population and preventing the Taliban from destabilizing the country.

WOULD SAY NO – PETRAEUS WROTE THE MANUAL FOR COUNTERINSURGENCY

Kessler 2010
[Glenn – staff writer,  “Conflict and Tension Over Afghanistan”, Washington Post,  http://www.washingtonpost.com/wp-srv/special/world/conflict-tension-over-afghanistan/] tate
General David H. Petraeus Head of the U.S. Central Command with responsibility for Iraq and Afghanistan, Petraeus wrote the military's counterinsurgency manual and was responsible for the surge strategy in Iraq. He saw parallels between the two conflicts and backed McChrystal's request for more troops. In the article, he is seen as letting McChrystal take center stage in Afghanistan but with a strong personal stake in the outcome: “A defeat would ruin his 'win' in Iraq: 'He's 1-0,' says a McChryst 
2ac fund the pmcS CP ANS

FUNDING THE CONTRACTORS WILL FAIL – THEY ACTUALLY SUPPORT THE INSURGENCY

The Nation, '09 (Aram Roston, "How the US Funds the Taliban", 11/11/09, http://www.thenation.com/article/how-us-funds-taliban // gh-as)

Welcome to the wartime contracting bazaar in Afghanistan. It is a virtual carnival of improbable characters and shady connections, with former CIA officials and ex-military officers joining hands with former Taliban and mujahedeen to collect US government funds in the name of the war effort. In this grotesque carnival, the US military's contractors are forced to pay suspected insurgents to protect American supply routes. It is an accepted fact of the military logistics operation in Afghanistan that the US government funds the very forces American troops are fighting. And it is a deadly irony, because these funds add up to a huge amount of money for the Taliban. "It's a big part of their income," one of the top Afghan government security officials told The Nation in an interview. In fact, US military officials in Kabul estimate that a minimum of 10 percent of the Pentagon's logistics contracts--hundreds of millions of dollars--consists of payments to insurgents.
Contracters expensive and useless

ROD NORDLAND 2-2-10 (Chief Foreign Correspondent for “Newsweek” magazine) http://www.nytimes.com/2010/02/03/world/asia/03afghan.html
Under orders from the American military commander in Afghanistan, Gen. Stanley A. McChrystal, control of police training is being shifted from the State Department to the military. DynCorp, the American company that provided retired police officers to do much of the training, has been told its contract will not be renewed. But it has appealed that decision, holding up the changeover until the appeal is decided, by March 24. That has left NATO struggling to augment the police trainers with active-duty police officers from European countries. “As of Jan. 12, we require 4,245 trainers to meet our goal of training 134,000 police by 2011,” said Senator Carl Levin, the Michigan Democrat who is chairman of the Armed Services Committee, during a visit here on Jan. 13. “I think it’s inexcusable.” General Burgio declined to say which countries had yet to contribute. He contended that one of the biggest failings of the training program was the State Department’s overreliance on private contractors, whom he described as often over age and undermotivated, and expensive. “For the cost of 10 DynCorp, I can put 30 Carabinieri trainers in and save money,” he said. He warned that if DynCorp won its challenge, it would “set us back six to nine months. A spokesman for DynCorp, Douglas Ebner, said, “DynCorp is proud of its work in Afghanistan training and mentoring the Afghan National Police.” The international nature of the NATO-led training program has resulted in a welter of 20 different programs run by half a dozen countries and agencies with widely varying methodologies and standards. Officials are now trying to write a nationwide instruction program that will be more standardized. “We’ve lost so much time,” General Burgio said. There have been some positive changes recently. Police pay is increasing to $165 a month, and police officers assigned to hostile areas can make as much as $240 a month, according to Brig. Gen. Anne F. Macdonald, the American in charge of police training and program development at the ministerial level. That is better than the pay for Taliban insurgents, who typically make $200 a month. But even the new pay is lower than the cost of living for a typical Afghan family, encouraging corruption among many officers, NATO officials say.
2ac western imperialism k helpers
Our current counterinsurgency strategy is embedded in a Western nation-building ideology – our actions props up the unpopular and ineffective central government at the cost of security

Preble 10 
[Christopher -  Director of Foreign Policy studies @ Cato Institute, “Is the War in Afghanistan Winnable?”,  CATO INSTITUTE, May 21, 2010, http://www.cato.org/pub_display.php?pub_id=11834] tate
The appropriate question is not whether the war is winnable. If we define victory narrowly, if we are willing to apply the resources necessary to have a reasonable chance of success, and if we have capable and credible partners, then of course the war is winnable. Any war is winnable under these conditions. None of these conditions exist in Afghanistan, however. Our mission is too broadly construed. Our resources are constrained. The patience of the American people has worn thin. And our Afghan partners are unreliable and unpopular with their own people. Given this, the better question is whether the resources that we have already ploughed into Afghanistan, and those that would be required in the medium to long term, could be better spent elsewhere. They most certainly could be. More important still is the question of whether the mission is essential to American national security interests—a necessary component of a broader strategy to degrade al-Qaeda's capacity for carrying out another terrorist attack in America. Or has it become an interest in itself? (That is, we must win the war because it is the war we are in.) Judging from most of the contemporary commentary, it has become the latter. This explains why our war aims have expanded to the point where they are serving ends unrelated to our core security interests. The current strategy in Afghanistan is flawed. Population centric counterinsurgency (COIN) amounts to large-scale social engineering. The costs in blood and treasure that we would have to incur to accomplish this mission—in addition to what we have already paid—are not outweighed by the benefits, even if we accept the most optimistic estimates as to the likelihood of success. It is also unnecessary. We do not need a long-term, large-scale presence to disrupt al-Qaeda. Indeed, that limited aim has largely been achieved. The physical safe haven that al-Qaeda once enjoyed in Afghanistan has been disrupted, but it could be recreated in dozens of other ungoverned spaces around the world—from Pakistan to Yemen to Somalia. The claim that Afghanistan is uniquely suited to hosting would-be terrorists does not withstand close scrutiny. Nor does fighting terrorism require over 100,000 foreign troops building roads and bridges, digging wells and crafting legal codes. Indeed, our efforts to convince, cajole or compel our ungrateful clients to take ownership of their problems might do more harm than good. Building capacity without destroying the host nation's will to act has always proved difficult. This fact surely annoys most Americans, who have grown tired of fighting other people's wars and building other people's countries. It is little surprise, then, that a war that once enjoyed overwhelming public support has lost its lustre. Polls show that a majority of Americans would like to see the mission drawn to a close. The war is even less popular within the European countries that are contributing troops to the effort. You go to war with the electorate you have, not the electorate you wished you had. But while the public's waning appetite for the war in Afghanistan poses a problem for our current strategy, Hamid Karzai poses a greater one. Advocates of COIN explain ad nauseam that the success of these missions depends upon a reliable local partner, something that Mr Karzai is not. Efforts to build support around his government are likely to fail. An individual who lacks legitimacy in the eyes of his people does not gain from the perception that he is a foreign puppet. Mr Karzai is caught in a Catch-22. His ham-fisted efforts to distance himself from the Obama administration have eroded support for him in America without boosting his standing in Afghanistan. America and its allies must narrow their focus in Afghanistan. Rather than asking if the war is winnable, we should ask instead if the war is worth winning. And we should look for alternative approaches that do not require us to transform what is a deeply divided, poverty stricken, tribal-based society into a self-sufficient, cohesive and stable electoral democracy. 
