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Military presence

Obama timeline causes terrorism can be used to make a “failure inevitable” arg if the aff says they won’t change the current timeline – depends on answers to cx questions about that. 

Don’t forget to use links from the Resolve Disad to answer the hegemony advantage. – or aff answers about no impact to hegemony etcetera – we didn’t reinclude them in this file. 
Terrorism Adv. Frontline

COIN necessary – Fighting War on Terror with just counter-terrorism forces will fail. 

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. 

Terrorism Adv. Frontline

Impacts inevitable – we can’t win the War on Terror in Afghanistan and any presence spells defeat. 
Chopra and Robinson 9 (Deepak, president of the Alliance for a New Humanity and Ken, former U.S. Ranger and Special Forces officer “A military solution to a war on terrorism is doomed” 2/3/9 http://www.intent.com /blog/2009/02/03/military-solution-war-terrorism-doomed)  
It's a sore temptation to hunt down Osama bin Laden - one of the most consistent campaign promises made by President Obama - and yet there are strong arguments against it. U.S. forces would have to penetrate deep into provincial Pakistan and perhaps even conduct house-to-house searches. Such incursions would destabilize Pakistan's already shaky regime and inflame the extremist element. More troops would have to be committed to the Afghanistan war zone, with no positive outcome in sight. And making a martyr of bin Laden would probably incite a crop of new terrorists as deadly as he and his cohorts. But the most compelling reason is that any solely military solution to terrorism is doomed to fail. Right now, U.S. intelligence knows that the jihadist movement is endemic in the extremist sects of Islam. It exists from neighborhood to neighborhood, dinner table to dinner table, across a vast swath of the globe. Although terrorism is a tactic, what lies behind it is an idea, and once an idea seeps into people's brains, bombs and mortar attacks won't defeat it. That's why Israel's overwhelming military superiority to Hezbollah and Hamas hasn't defeated those movements and never will - this is an enemy for whom death is a victory of the spirit. Our only hope against Islamic terrorism is to police it in the short run, and offer a more enticing idea in the long run. Peace and social reform are both enticing ideas. Changing our strategic relationship with corrupt regimes that receive significant foreign assistance from the United States is a second important step. The United States must shift its anti-terrorism policy in those directions. Because the United States kept pursuing a military solution, the 2004 presidential election was a poisoned chalice. Whoever won it would be plunged into the quagmires of Afghanistan and Iraq. The 2008 election was better. Both candidates pledged to leave Iraq, Republican Sen. John McCain under the face-saving banner of "victory;" Democratic Sen. Obama under the more realistic banner of ending an unjust war that should never have been started. There is a military difference between "deploying" more soldiers to Afghanistan and "employing" them within the country - in an effective way. If President Obama insists on troop buildups in Afghanistan and a promise to hunt down bin Laden, we must all recognize that a country should not pursue two contradictory ideas at the same time: one, that terrorism is stateless, and two, that military forays into foreign states are productive. The chief reason to remain in Iraq and Afghanistan, once we entered and found chaos, is humanitarian, as it has been for at least five years. Both are failed states; both are rife with violent extremists. Age-old hatreds won't die easily in either region, and yet the United States can't stand by and let those hatreds turn into genocide and endless combat. The United Nations and NATO must rally to carry out the humanitarian goals that need to be pursued. But that's not the same as deluding ourselves into believing that we are defeating terrorism. Bush's war on terror was a horrendous mistake, an ideological delusion and a failed tactic. It alienated most of the world and created as many extremists as it defeated. Obama knows all this. Now it's time for him to lead us out of a self-created quagmire. The United States can't have it both ways, talking peace but maintaining a hostile military presence in the region, neither Pakistan, nor Afghanistan has a government seen as legitimate by its population. Neither has the ability, or the national will to police its borders, or seriously confront extremism, or foreign fighters. History has already taught us how these endeavors end, and they do not end well. No matter how just our cause, we are seen as aggressors, and may just as likely suffer the death of a thousand cuts, just like Genghis Khan, Alexander the Great, the British Empire and the Soviet Union. Without establishing a foundation of legitimacy, and hope, or any semblance of the rule of law, a purely military strategy will likely be defeated in the end.
Al-Qaeda no longer capable of significant attack.

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] 
By the summer of 2009, US commanders, including General McChrystal and General David Petraeus (US Central Command chief), confirmed that al-Qaeda was no longer a significant presence in Afghanistan.26 Instead, it appears that what remains of the network is concentrated in the Federally Administered Tribal Areas (FATA) and Khyber-Paktunkwa (formerly NWFP) across the border in Pakistan.27 President Obama noted this understanding in his speech of March 27, 2009, announcing his new AfPak strategy:  In the nearly eight years since 9/11, al Qaeda and its extremist allies have moved across the border to the remote areas of the Pakistani frontier. This almost certainly includes al Qaeda's leadership: Osama bin Laden and Ayman al-Zawahiri. They have used this mountainous terrain as a safe haven to hide, to train terrorists, to communicate with followers, to plot attacks, and to send fighters to support the insurgency in Afghanistan.28  It was fair, however, by spring 2010 (if not earlier) to describe al-Qaeda in AfPak as “disrupted.” It was also fair to claim that al-Qaeda in AfPak had been “dismantled” to the extent that its networks were unable to mass forces or train and operate in the open.29 And it was fair to claim the network‟s influence on the wane given its difficulty raising funds.30 “Al Qaeda is on the ropes,” according to the Bush administration‟s last terrorism chief, Juan Carlos Zarate. “We are at the point where we can imagine an end to Al Qaeda as we know it.”31  What it means to “defeat” al-Qaeda has not been spelled out by the Obama administration. Osama bin Laden and other higher-ups remain on the loose, and are still capable of issuing statements that receive global publicity.32 A next generation of al-Qaeda leadership appears perhaps even more capable than the last.33 Jarrett Brachman argues that “defeating” al-Qaeda is a complex matter:  Which al Qaeda are we talking about? The senior leaders operating somewhere in the tribal areas of Pakistan and Afghanistan? The al Qaeda franchises around the world, most notably in Iraq, Algeria, and Yemen? Or the global ideological following, sparked by al Qaeda, calling itself al Qaeda, but not technically affiliated with al Qaeda? If you ask about winning, you have to also ask whether winning means killing the organization or just handicapping it. Does it refer to destroying al Qaeda's military capabilities, or to mitigating al Qaeda's ability to win hearts and minds around the world?34  For Brachman, the problem is not just one of refining the definition of “defeat,” but of recognizing that “the al Qaeda that we are fighting in 2009 is not the same al Qaeda that we went to war with in 2001.”  It has transformed from a global terrorist group into a global terrorist movement, one with its own founding fathers, well-codified doctrine, substantial and accessible corpus of literature, and deep bench of young, bright, and ambitious commanders. Attacks still matter to them, but in an era of increased counterterrorism pressure, al Qaeda is beginning to realize that it is a lot more effective at being a movement, an ideology, even a worldview. It is starting to see that terrorism is only one of many tools in its arsenal and 8 that changing minds matters more than changing policies.35  Brachman fears that while al-Qaeda the terrorist group might be on the run, al-Qaeda the ideology is mostly unchallenged directly by US foreign policy. For our immediate purposes, however, an al-Qaeda incapable of mass casualty attacks on American or European targets is an organization headed toward irrelevance if not ultimately “defeat.”
Terrorism Adv. Frontline

International Terror does not exist – no risk of the impact.

 Ivashov, chief of the Military cooperation department at the Russian federation’s Ministry of defense and Joint chief of staff of the Russian armies, 5-26 [Leonid, “International Terrorism Does not Exist,” May 2010, http://www.abeldanger.net/2010/03/international-terrorism-does-not-exist.html] max

General Leonid Ivashov was the chief of the department for General affairs in the Soviet Union’s ministry of Defense, secretary of the Council of defense ministers of the Community of independant states (CIS), chief of the Military cooperation department at the Russian federation’s Ministry of defense and Joint chief of staff of the Russian armies. He was the Chief of Staff of the Russian armed forces when the September 11, 2001, attacks took place. He offers his analysis that international terrorism does not exist and that the September 11 attacks were the result of a set-up. What we are seeing is a manipulation by the big powers—this terrorism would not exist without them. 17 Jan 2006—Today’s international terrorism is a phenomenon that combines the use of terror by state and non-state political structures as a means to attain their political objectives through people’s intimidation, psychological and social destabilization, the elimination of resistance inside power organizations and the creation of appropriate conditions for the manipulation of the countries’ policies and the behavior of people. Terrorism is the weapon used in a new type of war. At the same time, international terrorism, in complicity with the media, becomes the manager of global processes. It is precisely the symbiosis between media and terror, which allows modifying international politics and the exiting reality. If we analyze what happened on September 11, 2001, in the United States, we can arrive at the following conclusions The organizers of those attacks were the political and business circles interested in destabilizing the world order and who had the means necessary to finance the operation. The political conception of this action matured there where tensions emerged in the administration of financial and other types of resources. We have to look for the reasons of the attacks in the coincidence of interests of the big capital at global and transnational levels, in the circles that were not satisfied with the rhythm of the globalization process or its direction. Unlike traditional wars, whose conception is determined by generals and politicians, the oligarchs and politicians submitted to the former were the ones who did it this time. Only secret services and their current chiefs—or those retired but still having influence inside the state organizations—have the ability to plan, organize and conduct an operation of such magnitude. Generally, secret services create, finance and control extremist organizations. Without the support of secret services, these organizations cannot exist—let alone carry out operations of such magnitude inside countries so well protected. Planning and carrying out an operation on this scale is extremely complex. Osama bin Laden and “Al Qaeda” cannot be the organizers nor the performers of the September 11 attacks. They do not have the necessary organization, resources or leaders. Thus, a team of professionals had to be created and the Arab kamikazes are just extras to mask the operation. The September 11 operation modified the course of events in the world in the direction chosen by transnational mafias and international oligarchs; that is, those who hope to control the planet’s natural resources, the world information network and the financial flows. This operation also favored the US economic and political elite that also seeks world dominance.
Ext: COIN Key to Counter-Terror

COIN is needed to fight terror – Insurgents are key to Al Qaeda’s operations. 

Byman 6 (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 “Friends Like These: Counterinsurgency and the War on Terrorism” Page 85-86)  
Al-Qaida recognizes the importance of insurgencies. Michael Scheuer, a prominent counterterrorism expert, argues that its leader, Osama bin Laden, has promoted (and at times directed) a “worldwide, religiously inspired, and professionally guided Islamist insurgency.”11 Support for insurgencies in Chechnya, Afghanistan, Iraq, and elsewhere has long been an al-Qaida priority as is shown in its rhetoric, recruitment, and spending.12 Understandably, the United States focuses on terrorist attacks, but with regard to both body counts and destabilization, these lower-proale insurgencies are causing much greater suffering. Insurgencies serve several vital organizational functions for al-Qaida be- yond its broader ambition of wanting them to triumph and replace local governments. Insurgent veterans are often at the core of the terrorist organization. The long struggle against the Soviet Union in Afghanistan, of course, was a uniting experience for much of the al-Qaida leadership. Many members also came together and were vetted in struggles in the Balkans, Chechnya, Kashmir, and now Iraq. Because al-Qaida can tap into these insurgencies for recruits and its logistics network, it is able to conduct operations far beyond where its narrow core is located and can replenish cadre as they are lost. Insurgencies also add legitimacy to al-Qaida as Muslims around the world support many of these struggles, even though they might otherwise oppose al-Qaida’s ideological agenda and use of terrorism. Thus, defeating al-Qaida requires defeating, or at least inhibiting, its ability to tap into insurgencies around the world. Al-Qaida maintains links to several insurgencies and proto-insurgencies around the globe. Insurgent aghters in Algeria (the Salaast Group for Preaching and Combat), Iraq (various Sunni groups), Afghanistan (the Taliban), India (groups aghting in Kashmir such as Lashkar-e-Taiba), Chechnya, Pakistan (former Taliban and their sympathizers among Pakistani domestic groups), Somalia (various Islamist aghters), and Uzbekistan (the Islamic Movement of Uzbekistan) all have varying degrees of ties to al-Qaida and the movement it supports. Size is a key criteria for an insurgency, and several groups examined in this study are not yet strong enough to be deemed insurgencies, but may move in that direction. They include the anti-Saudi al-Qaida on the Arabian Peninsula, the Jemaah Islamiyah in Southeast Asia, the Abu Sayyaf Group in the Philippines, and the Islamic Group and Egyptian Islamic Jihad in Egypt. To be clear, al-Qaida did not “cause” any of these insurgencies, and in almost all the cases the insurgents have agendas that are in many ways distinct from al-Qaida’s. Nevertheless, individuals afaliated with these groups are often members of al-Qaida, and the terrorist organization in turn exploits these groups’ networks and personnel for its own purposes. It is thus plausible that a “war on terrorism” might lead to greater U.S. involvement with these countries, and in most cases it already has.16 As Steven Metz and Raymond Millen note, “The United States is more likely to assist regimes threatened by insurgents linked to al-Qaeda or its afaliates.”

Premature withdrawal of COIN troops will fuel terrorist threat – must remain to fight insurgents and stabilize Afghanistan. 
Landay, national security and intelligence correspondent 6/30/10, (Johnathan S. Landay,  6/30/2010, “Britain Warns Against "Premature" Afghanistan Withdrawal” pg online @ http://www.sott.net/articles/show/211386-Britain-Warns-Against-Premature-Afghanistan-Withdrawal // gh-bp)

Britain warned Wednesday against a "premature" withdrawal of U.S. and NATO troops from Afghanistan as the U.S.-led international force suffered its highest monthly death toll of the nearly nine-year-old war. The 93,000-strong U.S. contingent is the largest in the International Security Assistance Force, followed by Britain's approximately 10,000 soldiers. June saw the highest death toll for coalition forces since the 2001 U.S.-led intervention began, with at least 102 troops killed, according to iCasualties.org, a website that tracks casualty tolls in Afghanistan and Iraq . The dead include the 300th British soldier to die in the Afghan war. At least 60 U.S. troops died in June. "To leave before the job is finished would leave us less safe and less secure," Britain's new defense secretary, Liam Fox , said in a speech at the Heritage Foundation , a conservative policy institute. "Our resolve would be called into question, our cohesion weakened and the ( NATO ) alliance undermined." He appeared to be referring to the July 2011 timeline that President Barack Obama set for beginning a U.S. troop pullout. Counterinsurgency experts and Republican lawmakers have criticized the time frame as insufficient to build capable Afghan security forces and stable, competent local and national governments. The Senate on Wednesday unanimously confirmed Army Gen. David Petraeus , who's been credited with helping to prevent Iraq from plunging into all-out sectarian war, as the new commander of the International Security Assistance Force in Afghanistan . He's scheduled to arrive in Kabul on Friday. Obama tapped Petraeus, the architect of the current U.S. counterinsurgency strategy in Afghanistan , to replace Army Gen. Stanley McChrystal . Obama accepted McChrystal's resignation last week after the general and his staff made intemperate remarks to a magazine reporter about senior administration officials. In his speech Wednesday, Fox warned that withdrawing international forces "prematurely" would allow al Qaida to return to use Afghanistan as a sanctuary from which to attack, and could lead to new conflict among the country's ethnic groups. The instability could infect neighboring nuclear-armed Pakistan "with potentially unthinkable regional, and possibly nuclear, consequences," Fox continued, referring to the possibility of extremists obtaining a nuclear warhead. With the Taliban -led insurgency expanding and Afghan the war becoming bloodier and increasingly unpopular along their publics, the U.S. and British governments and other nations that are contributing to the U.S.-led military coalition are under growing pressure to pull out of the country. Fox also laid out a long-term strategic goal that seemed to go beyond stated U.S. policy in Afghanistan . The goal, he said, is to reverse "the momentum of the Taliban -led insurgency" and reduce the threat "to a level that allows the Afghan government to manage it themselves." Fox said, however, that the allies also must create "a stable and capable enough system of security and governance so the Afghan government can provide internal security on an enduring basis." His remarks contrasted with Obama's narrower goal of defeating, dismantling and disrupting al Qaida and building capable Afghan security forces. London has been pushing the United States for months to begin formulating a political strategy for forging a negotiated settlement that accommodates the divergent ideological stands of Afghanistan's opposing factions. Numerous experts, including some U.S. military officers and Western diplomats, say the administration hasn't begun to devise such an approach. "This needs to be a comprehensive effort," Fox said. "There is no sitting patiently under a tent awaiting a delegation under a white flag offering a formal surrender. Insurgencies usually end with political settlements." "An effective (Afghan) government - on both the local and national level - and an inclusive political settlement will be vital to a lasting peace," he continued. Underscoring the Taliban's growing boldness, insurgents on Wednesday assaulted an entrance of the largest U.S.-run military base in eastern Afghanistan , detonating a suicide car bomb and unleashing rocket-propelled grenade and small-arms fire. Six insurgents wearing explosive vests died in the attack on the southern gate of Jalalabad Airfield , about 80 miles east of Kabul , according to ISAF and local police officials. Two Afghan security guards were wounded in the attack. 
Ext: COIN Key to Counter-Terror

Counterinsurgency is the only option available-leaving Afghanistan leaves the door wide open for Al Qaeda. 
Barker, national security analyst, 7/12/10 [Alec Barker, The bogus debate over counterinsurgency, Foreign Policy, http://afpak.foreignpolicy.com/posts/2010/07/12/the_bogus_debate_over_counterinsurgency]

General Stanley McChrystal's abrupt departure from command in Afghanistan precipitated a great deal of commentary about his leadership, about President Barack Obama's decisions, about the challenges now facing General David Petraeus and -- not to be forgotten -- about the wisdom of letting loose in the presence of a freelancer on assignment to Rolling Stone. But the most important debate raised by McChrystal's ouster is that of the counterinsurgency concept he championed. Many have taken this moment to criticize the "cult of counterinsurgency" for misunderstanding the challenges presented by the Afghanistan conflict, and for restricting Western militaries from fighting this war with more violent means, especially airstrikes and indirect fire. And although General Petraeus has indicated few changes to his predecessor's plans, it makes sense to assess the merits of this debate. Detractors of the counterinsurgency idea cite a conceptual "straitjacket" that inflexibly constrains the military from using violence, and they present the restrictive rules of engagement as an example of counterinsurgency dogmatism and the problems it brings. Many who criticize counterinsurgency offer little constructive suggestions other than to leave Afghanistan or to revamp the doctrine with more leeway for the use of greater force. It is reasonable to suggest that a review of counterinsurgency doctrine may be in order, that this idea may not have been the proximate stabilizer of Iraq, and that the center of gravity in irregular conflicts is not always the people. But the argument that more violence will win the war is just as formulaic and banal. At the other end of the spectrum, others suggest that a lighter touch -- and some deliberate battlefield inactivity -- might help win a few more hearts and minds. Finally, there are those who have resurrected the "counterterrorism-plus" ideas advocated by Vice President Joe Biden and derided by McChrystal. These criticisms miss the point that no U.S. or NATO operation in today's Afghanistan can avoid four inescapable facts: the problem of international terrorism is a Western problem as much as it is an American problem; the U.S. needs to be in Afghanistan to stop international terrorists from preparing attacks against the West; to be there we must retain the support of the internationally recognized Afghan national government; and to retain the government's support and stop the terrorists the U.S. cannot violate the people of Afghanistan.No matter the official strategy, these facts -- and frustration over assessments of stagnation in Afghanistan -- are the real sources of criticisms of counterinsurgency. Any alternative to counterinsurgency would have to contend with these same facts as well as the criticisms they inevitably precipitate. A coalition war. The first fact means that the U.S. has many allies in the war that began on 9/11, and NATO's very first invocation of Article 5 was as much a statement of European self-defense as it was a statement of solidarity with the United States. These allies are very important in both sharing the burden and sustaining the international legitimacy of the war, but they also cannot be denied the right to defend themselves against the same threats we face in the United States. Indeed, recent experience reaffirms that Europe confronts similar (and perhaps more serious) problems that we do. This also means that the war in Afghanistan is a coalition war in the modern sense. The political, diplomatic, and military intricacies of fighting this kind of war are as byzantine as the election of a high school homecoming court. U.S. generals who lead ISAF, the International Security Assistance Force, have to develop guidance that is generally acceptable not only to the American public, but also to the politicians, diplomats, generals, and electorates of troop contributing allies. Directives written partly with the maintenance of a coalition in mind will inevitably draw domestic criticisms of being complicated, diluted, or wrong-headed. A war of necessity. The second fact means that withdrawal or inaction -- however masterful it may be -- are not reasonable options. Packing up and going home leaves Afghanistan to international terrorists who will inevitably use the territory to plan and train for attacks on the West. Worse, adopting a tactically passive stance would cede the initiative and dangerously squander perceptions of Western prestige, thereby emboldening al-Qaeda and its allies. Although building an all-encompassing security regime, a fully functioning democracy, or a prosperous free market system might be helpful to the cessation of international terrorism originating in Afghanistan, these are not necessary if what we need to achieve is the defeat of international terrorists (and their sponsors) targeting Western societies. But the continued involvement of U.S. armed forces is necessary to suppress the attacks of al-Qaeda and its allies. A war fought as guests. The third fact reminds us that this war is difficult because it is fought with the authority of an internationally recognized, democratically elected government -- Afghanistan. Unlike wars fought against a foreign government in which the broad application of violence against a society is typically legitimized by its official defiance, wars fought on behalf of a foreign government on its soil against non-state actors rarely permit the same level of violence. The irony of the U.S. invasion of Afghanistan is that although the U.S. invaded to depose the Taliban, the American military became a guest of the Karzai government as soon as the Afghan leader attained international acceptance. Some critics suggest that violence may be sufficient to retain the freedom to operate in Afghanistan. However, a request from Kabul to leave would be very difficult to contradict with a gun, for the U.S. would effectively be violating the sovereignty of a government we helped install. Perhaps this is what is meant by the adage, "You break it, you buy it." The difficulties of fighting as guests manifest themselves in the directives of generals who need to retain the trust and confidence of a host nation government.  A war of restraint. The fourth fact means that protecting the people is much more than a tenet of counterinsurgency dogma, it is an inviolable pre-condition that facilitates our continued access to Afghanistan's territory, no matter the concept of our operations. True, doing no harm (or as little harm as possible) to civilians is an unavoidable and indisputable -- if occasionally inconvenient -- aspect of the conflict in Afghanistan, not to mention a norm worth upholding regardless. The suggestion that more liberal rules of engagement might lead to success is problematic because it implies that civilian casualties abroad should somehow become more tolerable to the U.S., its allies, and to the people of Afghanistan. Although there is a moral argument here, the practical and political reasons for protecting civilians in Afghanistan are also significant. Too many civilian casualties will drive non-combatants to support our opponents and jeopardize the relationship with the host government as described above. Even if the strategy were one of all-out pacification by force, civilian casualties would still be a central problem and source of criticism.  This is not an argument for the COINdistas. These facts hold true no matter what idea is implemented, counterinsurgency and counterterrorism-plus included, making this debate a bogus one. There are other knowledgeable people with similar opinions. Critics of the current concept rarely offer a cogent alternative (Austin Long being an important exception) and instead seem to snipe out of frustration or a desire to hedge. Coping with these realities creatively, directly, and effectively is now General Petraeus's challenge.
Withdrawal Causes Terrorism

Decreasing our presence in Afghanistan puts victory in the hands of Al Qaeda – Allows them to immediately fill the gap, risks extinction. 

Coffee, 'PhD' from the 'Hanoi Hilton', 6/30/10 Jerry Coffee, "Reasons To Stay In Afghanistan," MidWeek, June 2010, http://www.midweek.com/content/columns/coffeebreak_article/reasons_to_stay_in_afghanistan//gh-ag)
Taken at face value, my colleague Bob Jones’ column about Afghanistan would have us abandon the country to the Taliban and its al Qaida friends because the mission has become too hard and too costly in lives and treasure. His last resort, should they take aggressive advantage of our withdrawal, would be to “scour your earth from the skies” - shades of Gen. Curtis LeMay’s 1960s recommendation to simply “bomb the North Vietnamese back to the Stone Age,” a no more palatable solution now than it was then. Let me counter it with all the reasons we cannot abandon Afghanistan back to the Taliban and al Qaida. 1) PAKISTAN: Pakistan, with a long border with Afghanistan, is a nuclear power, and if not for the hard line of previous President Pervez Musharraf and his successor Asif Ali Zardari - encouraged by our Afghanistan “commitment” - against Pakistani Taliban trying to overthrow their government, it is quite conceivable we would now be dealing with a nuclear-armed Taliban/al Qaida. Should we end our commitment to Afghanistan, the Afghan and Pakistani Taliban would surely act as one across the border and again strive for the fall of the Pakistan government thereby gaining access to nuclear weapons - the West’s (and India’s) worst nightmare. 2) GEOGRAPHY: Afghanistan is surrounded by Pakistan, Iran, Turkmenistan, Uzbekistan and a little bit by China. There is currently unrest in Turkmenistan-Uzbekistan, and a resurgent Taliban and al Qaida would surely foment that unrest to their own advantage. Turkey, a NATO ally, although not bordering Afghanistan, is moving inexorably back toward its Islamic roots. This all the more requires a stable Afghanistan friendly to the West to maintain Middle Eastern balance. Iran would be pleased to add a neighboring Taliban to its stable of terrorist clients along with Hezbollah and Hamas. And when it goes nuclear, as it appears we are allowing it to do, we can throw WMDs of some sort into that mix as well. 3) TALIBAN/AL QAIDA: Should we just leave Afghanistan, as Mr. Jones proposes, the resurgent Taliban and al Qaida would immediately fill the vacuum, reimposing the Dark Age laws of extreme Sharia on the Afghan people. I’ve studied that system. We Americans should have no pride in facilitating such an eventuality. An unfettered al Qaida in Afghanistan would again be free to plot and carry out more 9-11-type attacks on America and our allies. Although no troop losses are “acceptable” and all are tragic, losses must be put into context. Jones frets about the loss of 1,000 U.S. troops over nine years in Afghanistan, but that’s only a third of the number who perished in the twin towers in an hour. If we give up in Afghanistan, we will be inviting many more 9-11s and, by comparison, astronomical death counts. 4) HISTORY: Mr. Jones invokes the “loss” of South Vietnam as an example of why we can’t win in Afghanistan. What he fails to consider, however, is that we wouldn’t have “lost” if we hadn’t left. The South fell to the Communist North after we had left two years earlier, simultaneously dishonoring our commitment to provide the South with military supplies and air power. It took years for Americans to overcome the stigma of “losing” Vietnam and, the Cold War not withstanding, the world is a far more dangerous place now than it was then. The consequences of “losing” Afghanistan by an untimely abandonment will be far more dire than an uncomfortable stigma. America’s enemies will be heartened, our diplomacy will be even less effective than it has become, and we can introduce to the world a new American “Union Jack” with a garter snake that says “Come, Tread On Me!” 
US presence in Afghanistan key to containing al Qaeda

Curtis and Phillips, Heritage's senior research fellow and Senior Research Fellow for Middle Eastern Affairs respectively, ’09 (Lisa Curtis and James Phillips, “Shortsighted U.S. Policies on Afghanistan to Bring Long-Term Problems”, 10/5/09, http://www.heritage.org/Research/Reports/2009/10/Shortsighted-US-Policies-on-Afghanistan-to-Bring-Long-Term-Problems)
It is difficult to overstate the importance of the outcome of the current White House debate on Afghanistan to the future of vital U.S. national security interests. Early discussions have been characterized by wishful thinking about the U.S.'s ability to negotiate a political solution in the near term and confusion about the relationship between al-Qaeda and the Taliban insurgency in Afghanistan. A shortsighted view of the long-entrenched problems in Afghanistan and Pakistan risks plunging the region into deeper instability, thus reversing recent gains against al-Qaeda and the Pakistani Taliban. The success of increased drone strikes against al-Qaeda and senior Taliban leaders in Pakistan's tribal border areas over the last year has apparently led some U.S. officials to mistakenly conclude that these types of operations alone can end the threat from al-Qaeda and its extremist allies. Analysis of the Taliban and its evolution over the last 15 years reveals, however, that its ideology, operational capabilities, and close ties with al-Qaeda and other Pakistan-based extremist organizations allows the movement to wield tremendous influence in both Afghanistan and Pakistan. Thus the U.S. cannot hope to uproot extremism from the region without denying the Taliban the ability to again consolidate power in Afghanistan.[1] Voices in Pakistan There have been several positive developments in Pakistan over the last six months, such as the Pakistan military's thrust into the Swat Valley to evict pro-Taliban elements and significant improvement in U.S.-Pakistani joint operations along the Afghanistan-Pakistan border that led to the elimination of Baitullah Mehsud in August. Moreover, the Pakistani military is reportedly preparing for an offensive in South Waziristan, where al-Qaeda and other extremists have been deeply entrenched for the last few years. But this recent success in Pakistan should not mislead U.S. policymakers into thinking that the U.S. can turn its attention away from Afghanistan. In fact, now is the time to demonstrate military resolve in Afghanistan so that al-Qaeda and its affiliates will be squeezed on both sides of the border. If the U.S. scales back the mission in Afghanistan at a time when the Taliban views itself as winning the war there, it is possible that the recent gains in Pakistan will be squandered. Anti-extremist constituencies in Pakistan that are fighting for their lives and the future of Pakistan are begging the U.S. to "stay the course" in Afghanistan, with full knowledge that a U.S. retreat would embolden extremists region-wide. Washington should listen to these voices. Negotiation from Position of Weakness Equals Surrender There appears to be some wishful thinking within the Obama Administration regarding the U.S.'s ability to negotiate a political solution with the Taliban in the near term. A survey of the failed attempts by U.S. diplomats in the late 1990s to convince the Taliban to improve their record on human rights and to turn over Osama bin Laden should inform current U.S. deliberations about the efficacy of such attempts at engagement. After eight years of battling coalition forces, the Taliban ideology is even more anti-West and visceral now than it was in the 1990s, and the bonds between al-Qaeda and the senior Taliban leadership are stronger. In addition to close ties forged on the battlefield and congruent ideological goals, the symbiotic relationship between the two Islamist organizations has been reinforced by intermarriage. For example, Mullah Mohammed Omar, the top leader of the Taliban, is reportedly married to one of bin Laden's daughters. Despite these strong ties, there is a perpetual desire in Washington to try to distinguish the Taliban leadership from al-Qaeda and its global agenda--a desire that has little basis in reality. The goals espoused by the senior Taliban leadership and al-Qaeda do not differ enough to justify separating the two organizations with regard to the threat they pose to U.S. national security CONTINUED - NO TEXT REMOVED...

Withdrawal Causes Terrorism

CONTINUED - NO TEXT REMOVED...

interests. If the Taliban increases its influence in Afghanistan, so does al-Qaeda. Some in the Obama Administration appear to advocate allowing the Taliban to control certain parts of Afghanistan or including their leaders in governing structures. The risk of pursuing these "top-down" negotiations right now is that the Taliban is in a relatively strong position in Afghanistan and would be able to cow moderate Afghans who support a democratic process. A top-down negotiation with hard-line elements of the Taliban at this time would also constitute an abandonment of America's Afghan partners who are fighting for a better future for their country. These Afghans are fighting to avoid a return to Taliban rule, which included complete disregard for citizens' rights--particularly of women (including outlawing education for girls)--and the systematic destruction of the rich historical and cultural traditions of the country in order to force a barbaric interpretation of Islam on the Afghan people. If the U.S. caves in to the Taliban, America would be seen the world over as a weak and unreliable partner, unwilling to defend the very ideals upon which the U.S. itself is founded. Although there are no signs that the senior Taliban leadership is ready to compromise on a political solution or break its ties with al-Qaeda's destructive global agenda, there is advantage in pursuing local reconciliation efforts that bring the non-ideological "foot soldiers" of the Taliban into the political process. The goal of such a strategy is to put military pressure on the top Taliban leaders and to protect the population from intimidation by the Taliban while simultaneously convincing local insurgents that they are on the losing side and would benefit by laying down their arms and joining the mainstream political process. Do Not Undermine Friends and Embolden Enemies President Obama must give his military commanders the best chance for success by meeting their requests for the troops and resources necessary to fully implement the counterinsurgency strategy adopted by his Administration in March.[2] As General McChrystal warned in his October 1 speech: "We must show resolve. Uncertainty disheartens our allies, emboldens our foe."
Withdrawing from Afghanistan legitimizes Jihadism; for them it’s what worked. 
Traub, long time journalist and member of the council on foreign affairs, 10
[James, “COIN Toss”, June,  29th, http://www.foreignpolicy.com/articles/2010/06/29/coin_toss, gh~hak ]

It's a bad moment for counterinsurgency strategy and its adherents. The surge that U.S. President Barack Obama ordered in Afghanistan appears to have sunk into a quagmire, one that critics of the policy foresaw at the time. Indeed, the polemic underneath Rolling Stone's profile of Gen. Stanley McChrystal was that the "runaway general" had hornswoggled a gullible president into signing off on a hopeless mission. The author, freelance journalist Michael Hastings, described the adversary as "Afghan kids who pose no threat to the U.S. homeland" and compared the nation-building effort there to "trying to stop the drug war in Mexico by occupying Arkansas and building Baptist churches in Little Rock." Of course, if that's so, then McChrystal probably should have been court-martialed rather than forcibly retired. After reading the article, I compiled a document I called "COIN toss," listing the arguments for and against continuing the counterinsurgency effort. As someone who holds out some faint hope for the administration's strategy, I was dismayed to see that while I came up with 10 reasons to abandon COIN (counterinsurgency), most based on observable failures of the strategy, I could think of only five reasons to keep it, most based on hope and scant signs of progress. The list of cons included: "Karzai is too corrupt," "Karzai doesn't believe in it," "the Taliban is too strong," "Afghans hate the American presence," and "American troops won't do it" (the one argument Hastings powerfully vindicated). The pros included "social and economic indicators are rising," "Afghans hate the Taliban," and "it's too early." I don't think we can call that a tie. Still, at the bottom of each list I had written the great equalizer: On one side, "We can afford to lose," and on the other, "We can't afford to lose." If U.S. and NATO troops really are facing kids who can't see beyond their neighborhood, or even fundamentalists who will be satisfied by stripping away all vestiges of modernity from Afghanistan, then the war is simply unnecessary for Americans. Americans lived with Taliban control of Afghanistan in 1997, and ashamed though they might feel for having raised the hopes of the Afghan people only to abandon them, Americans would probably live with it again. Perhaps they would pay no graver cost in leaving Afghanistan than they did in pulling out of Vietnam in 1975. But I doubt it. While communism was rapidly discrediting itself as a fighting faith in the 1970s, jihadism is a vibrant cause that would experience profound validation from a forced U.S. withdrawal from Afghanistan. As Anthony Cordesman of the Center for Strategic and International Studies recently wrote, the Afghan Taliban is "far better linked to Al Qa'ida and other international extremist groups" than it was only a few years ago; should they gain real power, "they are likely to become such a sanctuary and a symbol of victory that will empower similar extremists all over the world." This is not to say that a monolithic jihadism will spread outward from Afghanistan in a contemporary version of the domino theory, but rather that a Taliban victory there is likely to attract and inspire Islamist radicals everywhere. That doesn't mean the United States "can't afford to lose," but rather that the costs of accepting failure could be very high. So it is imperative to ask whether the obstacles to success, however defined, can be overcome. Right now, as my note-to-self indicated, those obstacles seem overwhelming: Even those who argue for some version of "stay the course," like the New Yorker'sGeorge Packer, view the available alternatives as even worse than the apparently doomed counterinsurgency effort. It's rapidly becoming intellectually embarrassing to profess any faith in the effort at all. But let me try. The Rolling Stone article made a strong, if inadvertent, case that for all his many virtues, McChrystal was never the right man to carry out his own strategy. COIN doctrine requires a radical deference by military commanders to civilian goals, and to civilian leaders: You cannot, as advocates endlessly repeat, kill your way to victory. McChrystal's now-notorious contempt for the silver-tongued, glad-handing, endlessly ambivalent senior White House officials he had to deal with was of a piece with his nonchalance toward the inevitably messy, time-consuming, and compromised political objectives of the war. This is the man who spoke of setting up "government in a box" in each new liberated district. That's a blinkered view of governance, especially in a place like Afghanistan. McChrystal may be an enlightened soldier, but he's still a soldier. During the time I spent in Afghanistan this April, I watched the painstaking and often just painful effort of giving birth to local government, and to a social contract between citizen and state. It felt more like the flowering of a seed -- at best -- than the unpacking of a box. You could argue in fact, as a general rejoinder to COIN strategy, that the organic time scale of such a process is just too gradual to match any military timetable Americans will accept. The American and Afghan officials I spent time with didn't think so. They thought that they could actually make a meaningful difference before mid-2011, when Obama's drawdown of troops is scheduled to begin; but they did fear that their effort would be wasted unless the Afghan state committed itself to making local government work nationwide, by sending resources and by delegating authority to provincial and district officials. But that's going to require pushing Karzai to take governance seriously, or at least get out of the way so that local power brokers can do so. The civilian leaders to whom I talked understood that; I don't know whether McChrystal's team did. McChrystal earned Karzai's regard by treating him with great deference, and he used that capital to induce the Afghan president to sign off on, or at least not directly oppose, NATO's military operations. That was an important transaction, but it was a soldier's transaction. There was no one to push, seduce, or bribe Karzai to, for example, replace some of his most corrupt and brutal allies in Kabul or the provinces, in part because Karzai learned to play off the military against civilian authorities. In cashiering McChrystal, Obama said that Gen. David Petraeus will pursue the same policy as his predecessor. I hope that's not true; I hope that when Petraeus undertakes his own review he'll conclude that the military tail is wagging the civilian dog. U.S. and NATO troops continue to rely for security and logistical support on some of the most brutal and venal figures in Afghanistan, thus securing short-term advantage at the cost of deepening the alienation of the Afghan people. How can Karzai be pressed to move against corruption if U.S. forces are themselves reinforcing it? And Karzai must be pressed to release his death grip on political power, allowing parliament and the courts to exercise authority and accepting that power must be decentralized in a country with a long tradition of local autonomy. If ordinary Afghans are to take real risks to defend the state from the Taliban, then the government they directly experience has to be empowered -- which is another reason why Karzai must first replace some of the worst actors at the local level. Can Petraeus, whose dickering with members of Iraq's Sunni Awakening movement shows a flair for negotiation, push Karzai to make concessions he apparently doesn't believe in? That could be a Sisyphean effort. The only way to persuade Karzai to buy into NATO's war is probably to agree to buy in to his, which is to say the effort to persuade Taliban commanders to put down their arms, join the government, and thus preserve Karzai's own position. The carrot might have to be paired with a stick: If Karzai remains intransigent over the next six months or so, the United States will have to accept that the counterinsurgency effort cannot succeed and begin an earlier withdrawal of troops. Petraeus is probably the wrong man for such a messy, fluid, fragile deal. It's the kind of bargain those mealy-mouthed politicians McChrystal and his team despised are so good at striking.
WITHDRAWAL CAUSES TERRORISM
Withdrawal of our counterinsurgency troops will allow Al Qaeda to return to Afghanistan for a sanctuary for attack – we just have not given our recent troop surge enough time to create a stable government
Landay, national security and intelligence correspondent 6/30/10, (Johnathan S. Landay,  6/30/2010, “Britain Warns Against "Premature" Afghanistan Withdrawal” pg online @ http://www.sott.net/articles/show/211386-Britain-Warns-Against-Premature-Afghanistan-Withdrawal // gh-bp)

Britain warned Wednesday against a "premature" withdrawal of U.S. and NATO troops from Afghanistan as the U.S.-led international force suffered its highest monthly death toll of the nearly nine-year-old war. The 93,000-strong U.S. contingent is the largest in the International Security Assistance Force, followed by Britain's approximately 10,000 soldiers. June saw the highest death toll for coalition forces since the 2001 U.S.-led intervention began, with at least 102 troops killed, according to iCasualties.org, a website that tracks casualty tolls in Afghanistan and Iraq . The dead include the 300th British soldier to die in the Afghan war. At least 60 U.S. troops died in June. "To leave before the job is finished would leave us less safe and less secure," Britain's new defense secretary, Liam Fox , said in a speech at the Heritage Foundation , a conservative policy institute. "Our resolve would be called into question, our cohesion weakened and the ( NATO ) alliance undermined." He appeared to be referring to the July 2011 timeline that President Barack Obama set for beginning a U.S. troop pullout. Counterinsurgency experts and Republican lawmakers have criticized the time frame as insufficient to build capable Afghan security forces and stable, competent local and national governments. The Senate on Wednesday unanimously confirmed Army Gen. David Petraeus , who's been credited with helping to prevent Iraq from plunging into all-out sectarian war, as the new commander of the International Security Assistance Force in Afghanistan . He's scheduled to arrive in Kabul on Friday. Obama tapped Petraeus, the architect of the current U.S. counterinsurgency strategy in Afghanistan , to replace Army Gen. Stanley McChrystal . Obama accepted McChrystal's resignation last week after the general and his staff made intemperate remarks to a magazine reporter about senior administration officials. In his speech Wednesday, Fox warned that withdrawing international forces "prematurely" would allow al Qaida to return to use Afghanistan as a sanctuary from which to attack, and could lead to new conflict among the country's ethnic groups. The instability could infect neighboring nuclear-armed Pakistan "with potentially unthinkable regional, and possibly nuclear, consequences," Fox continued, referring to the possibility of extremists obtaining a nuclear warhead. With the Taliban -led insurgency expanding and Afghan the war becoming bloodier and increasingly unpopular along their publics, the U.S. and British governments and other nations that are contributing to the U.S.-led military coalition are under growing pressure to pull out of the country. Fox also laid out a long-term strategic goal that seemed to go beyond stated U.S. policy in Afghanistan . The goal, he said, is to reverse "the momentum of the Taliban -led insurgency" and reduce the threat "to a level that allows the Afghan government to manage it themselves." Fox said, however, that the allies also must create "a stable and capable enough system of security and governance so the Afghan government can provide internal security on an enduring basis." His remarks contrasted with Obama's narrower goal of defeating, dismantling and disrupting al Qaida and building capable Afghan security forces. London has been pushing the United States for months to begin formulating a political strategy for forging a negotiated settlement that accommodates the divergent ideological stands of Afghanistan's opposing factions. Numerous experts, including some U.S. military officers and Western diplomats, say the administration hasn't begun to devise such an approach. "This needs to be a comprehensive effort," Fox said. "There is no sitting patiently under a tent awaiting a delegation under a white flag offering a formal surrender. Insurgencies usually end with political settlements." "An effective (Afghan) government - on both the local and national level - and an inclusive political settlement will be vital to a lasting peace," he continued. Underscoring the Taliban's growing boldness, insurgents on Wednesday assaulted an entrance of the largest U.S.-run military base in eastern Afghanistan , detonating a suicide car bomb and unleashing rocket-propelled grenade and small-arms fire. Six insurgents wearing explosive vests died in the attack on the southern gate of Jalalabad Airfield , about 80 miles east of Kabul , according to ISAF and local police officials. Two Afghan security guards were wounded in the attack. 

Obama Timeline Causes Terrorism
Inflexible timelines cause defeat in Afghanistan creating a safe haven for terrorists. 
Holmes, the Vice President of Foreign and Defense Policy Studies at The Heritage Foundation, 2010 [Kim, “Why Victory in Afghanistan is Crucial,” 6-23, http://blog.heritage.org/?p=36887]
Today’s firing of Gen. Stanley McChrystal, our top commander in Afghanistan, dealt only with a symptom of the disease eating away at our Afghan strategy, and at the risk of perhaps worsening the condition. The general’s disdain for his civilian leaders, expressed to a magazine and which led to his dismissal, stems from systemic disarray at the heart of President Obama’s war policy. This shambles cannot be blamed on a wayward general; the buck stops firmly where it should, at the Oval Office. Naming the very able Gen. David Petraeus to replace Gen. McChrystal may help heal this sad state of affairs, and we hope it does.  But the drama behind Gen. Stanley McChrystal’s firing masks a far greater and troubling issue: Is the Obama administration fully committed to victory in Afghanistan? Whatever one may say about Gen. McChrystal’s behavior, the larger and more important question is why President Obama tolerates fundamental disagreements among his team on how and even whether to win the war in Afghanistan. Clearly our Ambassador in Kabul, Karl Eikenberry, is not fully on board with Gen. McChrystal’s counterinsurgency strategy. And neither is Vice President Joe Biden, who also seems to be at odds with Obama’s own Secretary of Defense, Robert Gates, on the meaning of the Afghanistan withdrawal timeline. All of this spells chaos in the President’s strategy. Tragically, President Obama split the difference between his warring advisers when he chose a “mini” surge of troops, and one conditioned on a timeline for withdrawal. The timeline raised suspicions about the depth of the President’s commitment to victory. The backbiting among his advisers sowed confusion and contradictory strategies that are undermining the effectiveness of the war effort. This confusion is the President’s fault—not General McChrystal’s—and if the strategy in Afghanistan fails as a result, the responsibility will be Obama’s, not the general’s. And let’s make something completely clear: the stakes are high. A defeat such as this would be a tremendous tragedy for our nation. The sacrifice of our men and women in uniform have would have been in vain. And the financial and geopolitical investments this nation made in establishing a stable regime capable of keeping out terrorists would be deemed a complete waste. What is even worse, defeat will inevitably return to power a Taliban regime that will make Afghanistan a safe haven for terrorists, just as it was prior to the attacks of September 11. We neglected Afghanistan in the 1990s and paid dearly for it in lives in New York City, Washington, D.C., and Pennsylvania. Winning in Afghanistan is directly related to preventing another “9/11,” and it truly is the central front in the war on terrorists. Winning in Afghanistan means ensuring a stable nation that can govern and defend itself, and where the Taliban and other terrorists cannot thrive, continuing to pose a threat to the United States.  To achieve victory — a word the President has admitted being averse to — he needs to get away from inflexible artificial timelines that are divorced from conditions on the ground. The sad thing is that we have been here before, and the outcome was just as tragic and dangerous then as it could be today. There was war weariness at the end of the Vietnam War. Forgetting why were fighting there in the first place, we deluded ourselves into thinking that a loss in Vietnam could be tolerated. The false peace agreement between the United States and North Vietnam dissolved as soon as it became clear that the U.S. government and Congress would not even lift a finger to aid its old ally in South Vietnam. This subsequent loss was not merely a humiliation for the nation — one that resulted in the state of U.S. armed forces falling to a nadir that is embarrassing to this day.  It also unleashed genocide in Cambodia and untold suffering in Vietnam. Not only that, it signaled America’s weakness and lack of resolve.  Taking its measure of the new paper American tiger, the Soviet Union invaded Afghanistan, and other communist movements in South America spun themselves up to challenge what they believed to be a declining power. We don’t need Afghanistan to become our next Vietnam.  History never repeats itself exactly, and, yes, there are differences both in circumstances and even outcomes.  But if we fail in Afghanistan, this nation will pay a terrible price.  We will not only see the threat of terrorism to our shores grow, but could even see the regime in nuclear-armed Pakistan fall either into terrorist hands or a military in league with them. And that is a danger far, far greater than what we now face on the battlefields of Afghanistan.  
Withdrawal timeline bad—world perceives US as uncommitted to Afghan victory

Feulner, President of The Heritage Foundation, 2010 [Ed, “Heritage Foundation Statement on the War in Afghanistan,” 6-22, http://blog.heritage.org/?p=36772]
The artificial Afghanistan withdrawal deadline has obviously caused some of our military leaders to question our strategy in Afghanistan. That deadline, which President Barack Obama announced to the American people, the military, our allies and our enemies on December 1, 2009, has provoked many — including the government in Kabul, the Afghan people, the military in Pakistan, and our enemies the terrorists  – to question America’s resolve to win the War in Afghanistan. More disconcerting for the American people is that the timeline appears to be putting tremendous unnecessary pressure on our armed forces to accomplish their task: victory on the ground. We don’t need an artificial timeline for withdrawal. We need a strategy for victory. Though the president can’t pretend he never set a timeline, he can now exercise his authority as commander in chief to make things right. He should start by eliminating the timeline and making it clear that winning the war is his top priority. He can do that by giving our military leaders whatever additional forces or resources they need to get the job done. Together with Afghan forces and NATO, the United States must weaken the Taliban on the battlefield before engaging in serious negotiations with Taliban members who break ties with al-Qaeda. And the president must press Pakistan to deal firmly and unambiguously with all terrorists. Now is the time for President Obama to recognize that his artificial timeline has had very real consequences. The president must right the ship, change course on his strategy, and make it clear to friend and foe that he is committed to victory in Afghanistan. 

Obama Timeline Causes Terrorism

Timeline fails—Taliban perceives US as backing down

Carafano, director of Heritage's Douglas and Sarah Allison Center for Foreign Policy Studies, 2010 [James, “Timelines Gone Wild,” 9-24, http://blog.heritage.org/2010/06/24/timelines-gone-wild/]
When is a timeline not really a timeline? When the President says so. See GITMO, Healthcare, etc…now add Afghanistan. At a press conference today, President Obama said of his Afghanistan withdrawal timeline, “We didn’t say we’d be switching off the lights and closing the door behind us. We said we’d begin a transition phase in which the Afghan government to take more and more responsibility.” Good news for folks who think we ought to fight our wars to win? Guess again. If the start date for the withdrawal is not such a big deal after all, then why did the President announce one to begin with? Easy. The answer is that it was for domestic political consumption—an implicit promise to his political supporters that Afghanistan would be off the table by the time it came to gear up for the 2012 presidential campaign. Here is the problem, Mr. President. The enemy gets a vote—and they vote early and often. In Afghanistan and Pakistan, from villages to terrorist hideouts, the message was that Americans lack the stomach to stick it out till the job is done. Why would the Pakistani Taliban dispatch a terrorist to kill Americans in Times Square if they didn’t think they could break the back of American resolve? Winning in Afghanistan is in the vital interests of the United States. We don’t secure vital interests by token efforts, suggesting it is okay to put our men and women in uniform in harm’s way for a year—but then we have to take our ball and go home. No right-thinking strategist would sign up for an open ended commitment to keep troops in Afghanistan—but timelines need to be set based on the situation on the ground, not the political calendar in Washington. You don’t get your allies to stand shoulder to shoulder with you by threatening to abandon them. If the President really wants to help Gen. Petraeus win the war, he can publicly state “forget the timeline, we will start to bring the troops home when conditions are right.” He could also pledge to give Gen. Petraeus whatever he needs to get the job done. 

Afghan Instability Adv. Frontline
First, Winning in Afghanistan and providing stability is possible with military presence – Several reasons. 
Dobbins 9 (James, Director of the International Security and Defense Policy Center at RAND “Counterinsurgency in Afghanistan” Published by the RAND Corporation, http://armed-services.senate.gov/statemnt/2009/February/Dobbins%2002-26-09.pdf KD)  dejohn
Afghanistan is larger and more populous than Iraq. It is more isolated and inaccessible. It is far poorer and less developed. And it has been in civil war for the past thirty years. Yet we still have several advantages in Afghanistan that we lacked in Iraq, given the nature of our entry. First of all, the American presence in Afghanistan remains more popular than it ever was in Iraq. Second, Karzai retains more popularity than any leader in Iraq has yet been able to secure. Thirdly, we have far more international support for our efforts in Afghanistan than we ever did in Iraq. Fourthly, all Afghanistan’s neighbors and near neighbors, with the partial exception of Pakistan, helped form the Karzai government, fully accept its legitimacy, and wish to see it succeed. Finally, sectarian animosities in Afghanistan are less intense than Iraq. Pashtuns, Tajiks, Uzbeks and the Shia all compete for wealth and power but none challenge the identity of Afghanistan as a multi- ethnic bilingual state, none seek to secede, or to drive others out. It is also worth noting that our opponents in Afghanistan are as disunited as they were, and are in Iraq. We speak of the Taliban as if it were a united enemy, but it represents only one of a number of insurgent groups headquartered in Pakistan. They are united in seeking to drive us out of Afghanistan and topple the government in Kabul, but otherwise have little in common. These conditions are changing, and for the most part they are changing for the worse. Afghans are becoming increasingly critical of our presence. President Karzai is losing domestic and international support. Violence is increasing and civilian casualties climbing, threatening to generate new refugee flows and exacerbate tensions among ethnic groups. Thus the shift in attention from Iraq to Afghanistan has come none too soon.  Although the Administration is still reviewing its Afghan policy, the broad outlines are apparent – an increase in American troop strength, pressure on Karzai to crack down on corruption, the appointment of Richard Holbrooke as special envoy for both Afghanistan and Pakistan and a recognition that stability in Afghanistan requires changes in Pakistan as well. There are several further steps the United States and its allies should consider. First, unify the NATO and American military command chain. Second, do the same the civilian effort. Third, bolster the military and civilian staffs in Afghanistan. Fourth, institute a bottom up component to our counterinsurgency strategy to complement the top down approach we have followed to date Fifth., pay more attention to Afghan insurgent activities in the Pakistani province of Baluchistan. Sixth, support the upcoming Afghan elections, while remaining scrupulously neutral among the possible candidates. Seventh, intensify our engagement with Afghanistan’s neighbors. 
Premature withdrawal of COIN troops will fuel instability in Afghanistan and Pakistan.
Landay, national security and intelligence correspondent 6/30/10, (Johnathan S. Landay,  6/30/2010, “Britain Warns Against "Premature" Afghanistan Withdrawal” pg online @ http://www.sott.net/articles/show/211386-Britain-Warns-Against-Premature-Afghanistan-Withdrawal // gh-bp)

Britain warned Wednesday against a "premature" withdrawal of U.S. and NATO troops from Afghanistan as the U.S.-led international force suffered its highest monthly death toll of the nearly nine-year-old war. The 93,000-strong U.S. contingent is the largest in the International Security Assistance Force, followed by Britain's approximately 10,000 soldiers. June saw the highest death toll for coalition forces since the 2001 U.S.-led intervention began, with at least 102 troops killed, according to iCasualties.org, a website that tracks casualty tolls in Afghanistan and Iraq . The dead include the 300th British soldier to die in the Afghan war. At least 60 U.S. troops died in June. "To leave before the job is finished would leave us less safe and less secure," Britain's new defense secretary, Liam Fox , said in a speech at the Heritage Foundation , a conservative policy institute. "Our resolve would be called into question, our cohesion weakened and the ( NATO ) alliance undermined." He appeared to be referring to the July 2011 timeline that President Barack Obama set for beginning a U.S. troop pullout. Counterinsurgency experts and Republican lawmakers have criticized the time frame as insufficient to build capable Afghan security forces and stable, competent local and national governments. The Senate on Wednesday unanimously confirmed Army Gen. David Petraeus , who's been credited with helping to prevent Iraq from plunging into all-out sectarian war, as the new commander of the International Security Assistance Force in Afghanistan . He's scheduled to arrive in Kabul on Friday. Obama tapped Petraeus, the architect of the current U.S. counterinsurgency strategy in Afghanistan , to replace Army Gen. Stanley McChrystal . Obama accepted McChrystal's resignation last week after the general and his staff made intemperate remarks to a magazine reporter about senior administration officials. In his speech Wednesday, Fox warned that withdrawing international forces "prematurely" would allow al Qaida to return to use Afghanistan as a sanctuary from which to attack, and could lead to new conflict among the country's ethnic groups. The instability could infect neighboring nuclear-armed Pakistan "with potentially unthinkable regional, and possibly nuclear, consequences," Fox continued, referring to the possibility of extremists obtaining a nuclear warhead. With the Taliban -led insurgency expanding and Afghan the war becoming bloodier and increasingly unpopular along their publics, the U.S. and British governments and other nations that are contributing to the U.S.-led military coalition are under growing pressure to pull out of the country. Fox also laid out a long-term strategic goal that seemed to go beyond stated U.S. policy in Afghanistan . The goal, he said, is to reverse "the momentum of the Taliban -led insurgency" and reduce the threat "to a level that allows the Afghan government to manage it themselves." Fox said, however, that the allies also must create "a stable and capable enough system of security and governance so the Afghan government can provide internal security on an enduring basis." His remarks contrasted with Obama's narrower goal of defeating, dismantling and disrupting al Qaida and building capable Afghan security forces. London has been pushing the United States for months to begin formulating a political strategy for forging a negotiated settlement that accommodates the divergent ideological stands of Afghanistan's opposing factions. Numerous experts, including some U.S. military officers and Western diplomats, say the administration hasn't begun to devise such an approach. "This needs to be a comprehensive effort," Fox said. "There is no sitting patiently under a tent awaiting a delegation under a white flag offering a formal surrender. Insurgencies usually end with political settlements." "An effective (Afghan) government - on both the local and national level - and an inclusive political settlement will be vital to a lasting peace," he continued. Underscoring the Taliban's growing boldness, insurgents on Wednesday assaulted an entrance of the largest U.S.-run military base in eastern Afghanistan , detonating a suicide car bomb and unleashing rocket-propelled grenade and small-arms fire. Six insurgents wearing explosive vests died in the attack on the southern gate of Jalalabad Airfield , about 80 miles east of Kabul , according to ISAF and local police officials. Two Afghan security guards were wounded in the attack. 
Afghan Instability Adv. Frontline
COIN isn’t the problem – we need to support it with more resources and troops. 
Lieberman and Skelton, Senate Committee on Armed Services member and House Armed Services Committee Chairman, 2009 [Joseph and Ike, “Don’t Settle for Stalemate in Afghanistan,” 10-18, lexis 
Six months ago the Obama administration concluded that the only way to stop Afghanistan's slide into insecurity and prevent the reemergence of a terrorist haven was to put in place an integrated counterinsurgency strategy focused on protecting the Afghan population, building up the Afghan national security forces and improving Afghan governance. We strongly supported the president's decision and continue to believe that he was right. He also made the right decision last week when, in a meeting with congressional leaders, he ruled out withdrawing U.S. troops from Afghanistan. The key question confronting the administration now is not whether to pursue counterinsurgency in Afghanistan but whether to provide that counterinsurgency effort with the resources it needs. We believe that providing those resources will be critical. Gen. Stanley McChrystal's assessment states that his new strategy requires additional resources and the proper execution of an integrated civilian-military counterinsurgency campaign. To this end, he has reportedly forwarded to the president a range of resource options, each with differing levels of risk to the mission. We hope that President Obama will carefully weigh these recommendations and provide his commander with the necessary forces and civilian resources he needs to properly execute a counterinsurgency campaign. Some suggest that we should send just enough forces to "hold the line" against the Taliban and prevent them from retaking the major population centers, while continuing to build up the Afghan army and police. In our view, this course would probably be a prescription for stalemate -- which, in a counterinsurgency, is a prescription for failure. Indeed, as McChrystal warned in his recent assessment, "Failure to gain the initiative and reverse insurgent momentum in the near-term (next 12 months) -- while Afghan security capacity matures -- risks an outcome where defeating the insurgency is no longer possible." Other critics justify opposition to a properly resourced counterinsurgency by pointing to other problems and priorities in the region that also require attention. But exactly how would sending fewer forces to Afghanistan put us in a stronger position to persuade the Afghan government to crack down on corruption and reform? Or persuade reconcilable elements of the Taliban to abandon insurgency and come over to our side? Or get nuclear-armed Pakistan to tackle the extremist threat on its own territory? Failure to provide Gen. McChrystal with the military resources he needs to reverse the insurgency's momentum would make all these challenges harder to manage by reinforcing doubts throughout the region about our commitment to this fight and our capacity to prevail in it. But if we can roll back the Taliban and establish basic security in key population centers, as a properly resourced counterinsurgency will allow us to do, it will put us in a position of far greater strength and credibility from which to convince Afghans and others throughout the region that it is in their interest and worth the risk to work with us. The population security established with an increase of military forces will provide the opportunity to employ additional civilian resources to help the Afghan people build more acceptable governance structures on a local level, help reform the central government and begin to establish the real services that Afghans want their government to provide. We should be clear: We will not win this conflict because we send some specific number of additional troops to Afghanistan. But those additional troops are, in our opinion, probably necessary to buy the time and space to help the Afghan people win their own fight against the Taliban and other extremist groups. Here at home, we must stabilize public support by convincing an increasingly skeptical American people that the Afghan war is in fact winnable. This will happen when Americans begin to see the kind of visible gains that only a properly resourced counterinsurgency campaign can achieve through the use of additional troops to establish security and additional civilian resources to aid governmental reform and economic growth. On the other hand, if we send too few troops to regain the initiative from the insurgency and too few civilian resources to help cement those hard-won gains, public support will likely collapse. There should be no confusion about what is at stake in this fight. The last time they were in power, the Taliban not only brutally suppressed the human rights of their own people, they also welcomed Osama bin Laden and the al-Qaeda network into Afghanistan, refusing to give them up even after Sept. 11, 2001. Allowing the Taliban to return to power would represent a major victory for extremist forces throughout the world, tilt the balance of power in South Asia in their favor and further endanger America's homeland security from terrorists trained there. The president was right to call the war in Afghanistan "a war of necessity." Now it is time to treat it as such and commit the decisive force that will allow Gen. McChrystal to break the Taliban's momentum as quickly as possible. Rep. Ike Skelton (D-Mo.) is chairman of the House Armed Services Committee. Sen. Joe Lieberman (I-Conn.) is chairman of the Senate Homeland Security Committee. 
AND, WE ARE “WINNING THE HEARTS AND MINDS” NOW  - AFGHAN LOCAL WANT US THERE

AP 2010 ("Poll: 7 in 10 Afghans Support US Forces", 1/11/10, http://www.cbsnews.com/stories/2010 /01/11/world/main6082241.shtml // gh-as)

(AP) Nearly seven in 10 Afghans support the presence of U.S. forces in their country, and 61 percent favor the military buildup of 37,000 U.S. and NATO reinforcements now deploying, according to a poll released Monday. Support for U.S. and NATO forces, however, drops sharply in the south and east where the fighting is the most intense, the poll said. Nationwide, 10 percent of Afghans support the Taliban, but the insurgents are backed by a higher percent of the population - 27 percent - in the country's southwest, the poll said. The poll of a national random sample of 1,534 Afghan adults was conducted from Dec. 11 to Dec. 23 by ABC News, the BBC and ARD German TV, their fifth since 2005. The poll has an error margin of plus or minus 3 percentage points. Field work was done by the Afghan Center for Socio-Economic and Opinion Research in Kabul, a subsidiary of D3 Systems Inc. in Vienna, Va. After steep declines in recent years, nearly seven in 10 Afghans also think their nation is headed in the right direction. That's up 30 percent since January 2009. The number of Afghans who expect their lives will be better a year from now also has jumped 20 percentage points from a year ago - to a new high of 71 percent, the poll said. Moreover, 61 percent of the Afghans surveyed said they expect the next generation will have a better life - up 14 percent in the past 12 months, according to the poll. However, Afghans' views about the direction the nation is headed are gloomier in high-conflict areas, such as Helmand province in the south, the heart of the Afghan poppy trade and the Taliban-led insurgency, the poll said. The survey also said that blame is easing on the U.S. and donor nations. Overall, 42 percent of Afghans blame the Taliban for the violence - up 27 percent from a year ago. Seventeen percent blame the U.S. and NATO, or the Afghan government or Afghan security forces - down 36 percent from a year ago.

Afghan Instability Adv. Frontline

No impact to failure in Afghanistan— The Taliban can’t rise to power and have no ties to Al Qaeda 

Innocent and Carpenter 9 [Malou, foreign policy analyst on Pakistan and Afghanistan at Cato; Ted Galen, Vice President for defense and foreign policy at Cato; “Escaping the Graveyard of Empires,” http://www.cato.org/pubs/wtpapers/escaping-graveyard-empires-strategy-exit-afghanistan.pdf]
Moreover, the worst-case scenario—the resurrection of the Taliban’s fundamentalist regime—does not threaten America’s sovereignty or physical security. Many policymakers who call for an indefinite military presence in Afghanistan conflate bin Laden’s network—a transnational jihadist organization—with the Taliban—an indigenous Pashtun-dominated movement. But the Taliban and other parochial fighters pose little threat to the sovereignty or physical security of the United States. The fear that the Taliban will take over a contiguous fraction of Afghan territory is not compelling enough of a rationale to maintain an indefinite, large-scale military presence in the region, especially since the insurgency is largely confined to predominately Pashtun southern and eastern provinces and is unlikely to take over the country as a whole, as we saw in the 1990s. 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.14 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. America’s claim that the Taliban is its enemy, and its preoccupation with the group’s admittedly reprehensible practices, 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. 
Failure inevitable - Democracy is impossible in Afghanistan. 

Docksey, editor of abolishwar.org, ’09 (Lesley Docksey, “ Giving Democracy the Finger – the failure of the Afghan elections”, 9/8/09, pg. online @ http://www.globalresearch.ca/index.php?context=va&aid=15101 // gh-bp)
Someone once said ‘The best President of the United States would have to be dragged kicking and screaming into the White House’. As it is, many of the poor frightened and benighted voters in Afghanistan refused to be dragged kicking and screaming to the polling stations. The whole point about having to be dragged into a position of power is that only those who sincerely do not seek power are fit to hold power. And of how many of the world’s leaders can you say they did not seek election and thus seek power? Democracy is, so we are led to believe, ‘government of the people, for the people, by the people’. The people (of a community, a town, a province) choose one of their number to represent them in the government which is made up of representatives. How nice. Except that democracy as we actually know it means that those who wish to represent us select themselves and the poor voter then has to make the best choice out of what is often a bad lot. To make it worse, almost all candidates are tied to one political party or another, so the successful candidate, however well meaning, is more likely to end up representing the party than the electors. In other words, we’ll give you the vote and you give us the power to act in your name. We forget that any election can be (and often is) manipulated, and that holding an election is absolutely no guarantee of democracy. And this is what we are so keen to export to other countries, often at the point of a gun. Well, forgive them if, after experiencing what the Afghans have gone through before and in the election on 20 August, people end up preferring to put up with the old system of leaving their problem-sorting and governance to their tribal elders. Far from rushing to dip their fingers into the pot of purple indelible ink, they were threatened with having any fingers so tainted cut off. But did we invade Afghanistan for democracy’s sake? No. Before 9/11 Enron and other major oil companies(and of course the United States) were angling to get a pipeline built through Afghanistan so that they could have access to the vast oil and natural gas supplies in the Caspian Basin, the only outlet at the moment being under Russian control (1). There were negotiations with the Taliban, and because the Taliban weren’t falling over themselves to please the West, the US administration had for some time been planning to invade Afghanistan to get what they wanted (2). Then came the attack on the World Trade Centre. In less than a month the US, backed by Britain, had taken Operation Enduring Freedom into Afghanistan. Whose enduring freedom was not made clear. The stated aim was to find Osama bin Laden and other high-ranking Al-Qaeda, to destroy the whole organization of Al-Qaeda, and (of lesser importance) to remove the Taliban regime which supported and gave safe harbour to Al-Qaeda. After a short vicious bombing campaign, ending up at the Tora Bora cave complex, built with the backing of the CIA no less, to house the Mujahideen when, with American support, they were fighting the Russians (3), with troops fruitlessly searching the mountains for Al-Qaeda, the campaign turned its attention to Kabul and the Taliban. Bin Laden was never found, Al-Qaeda was not broken and although the Taliban were removed from power and Hamid Karzai, backed by the West, took over, Afghanistan was no nearer to delivering a pipeline. And President Bush diverted his attention to Iraq. By the time we had invaded and overthrown yet another government that the West had initially supported, trouble was gathering to the east. Two things became apparent. The Taliban were recovering and regrouping, and the poppy production, almost eradicated by them in their last year in power (following Mullah Omar’s ruling in 2000 that poppy cultivation was against Islamic law), had rocketed. So, forget the pipeline, forget bin Laden; we were now there to halt the blooming opium trade, which was, of course, being blamed on the Taliban. All that happened was that poppy production increased to 8,200 tonnes (2007) from the 185 tonnes it had been reduced to in one year under the Taliban (4), Helmand was becoming the centre of Taliban resurgence, the warlords were having a ball and Karzai’s rule of the interim administration and then government was seen to be both corrupt and powerless. As the military action in Iraq appeared to be winding down, attention, and troops, CONTINUED - NO TEXT REMOVED...
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returned to Afghanistan. And plans for another even more democratic election were made. Even more democratic, because this time the Afghans themselves would run the show. So rack up the troop numbers to make the country safe to hold elections, because now we’re there to bring them democracy. It hasn’t worked. After all our efforts, particularly of the British forces in Helmand, to make the country secure enough for the Afghans to go out and vote, it hasn’t worked. The British, lacking numbers, helicopters and properly armoured vehicles in fighting to expel the Taliban and keep them out, have failed in everything but casualties (212 dead and counting, of which around 180 have died in the last 2 years). And why should the British and the Taliban fight so fiercely over Helmand? Could it possibly have something to do with the fact that this is the centre of Karzai’s support, that this is where he could win or lose the election? The Panther’s Claw operation this year was to be the big push to drive the Taliban out ahead of the election. It achieved something at least. On 22 June, jubilantly reported in a Ministry of Defence press release, the Black Watch captured 1.3 tonnes of poppy seeds, plus an arms cache, hailed as proof that the Taliban were behind the opium trade. The rather large seeds were said to be ‘super poppies’, but in the end they had to admit they had captured some sacks of mung beans (5). Oh well. In a Channel 4 News report on the day before the election, the British Ambassador turned up in an area near Lashkar Gar, along with the deputy Governor of Helmand Province to ‘encourage people to vote’. He said he was there to assure the people that their government would, with the support of the West, deliver justice, security and all the services they lack. Apart from the fact that Karzai has had eight years to do this and failed, is it right that an ambassador should involve himself in an internal election like this? Toe-curling as that was, more embarrassment was to come. At the end of the piece the reporter, Lindsey Hilsum, asked a British soldier whether Western powers would ever succeed in Afghanistan. He replied, ‘You know, I think it is winnable. It's not going to happen overnight and everyone recognizes that. But we've got to believe it's doable, because there would be no point in being here if we didn't.’ No point indeed. The soldier was Lt Col Richardson, who had been seen earlier making a speech to the locals, and I quote: ‘My soldiers and I have been sent by Her Majesty Queen Elizabeth II all the way from Great Britain to help you in your fight against the Taliban. They have laid down their lives for you, to bring peace to your beautiful country.’ And I thought we gave up our Empire years ago. I wonder he didn’t turn up with a sack full of beads to pay the natives with. But on 29 August Richardson was on the BBC Today programme being quizzed by the incomparable John Humphries about the low turn out. ‘How come,’ asked Humphries, ‘in an area with a population of 80,000, there are reports of only 150 people turning up to vote?’ ‘Ah,’ says Richardson, ‘that is because, although they were still frightened to vote in the rural areas, they travelled to the towns to vote.’ That raises two questions, to neither of which I know the answer: First, having registered yourself so that you were eligible to vote in what were presidential and provincial elections, did your registration card allow you to vote in any polling station in Afghanistan? And second, why weren’t there any reports of urban polling stations being over-run by eager rural voters? But even before the elections, cases of fraud were coming to light, with stories of wholesale selling of voting cards (6). On the day after the election the UN issued a statement from Ban Ki-moon paying ‘tribute to all those who made the largely peaceful polls possible,’ ignoring the 400 attacks that accompanied the election. For some days it was talked up as a success, and then the stories of fraud filled the airwaves – large scale fraud, on all sides. Democracy, Western style. Why should we be so surprised? It’s not as though our elections are lily-white. The last British general election contained postal vote fraud in several constituencies. And Bush notoriously gained power through what many regard as a stolen election. But the effort to make it seem a success went on. The search for votes and voters in Helmand Province, with the sound-bites, cheerful guesstimations and excuses from politicians and military men reminded me of an earlier occasion – the desperate chattering that went on about the weapons of mass destruction that refused to be found in Iraq. How hard we try to justify our military presence in other people’s countries. The Election Commission, within 10 days of the election, had received more than 2000 complaints of ballot stuffing and fraud, many accompanied with filmed evidence, of which 620 are considered serious. This doesn’t include the 25 allegedly filled ballot boxes (that should, as aviation rules regarding cargo dictate, have been properly secured in flight) that ‘fell out of’ an American Chinook as it flew through the mountains (7). There were reports of polling stations being closed because of ‘security’ (so no one could vote), reports of ballot boxes being taken from polling stations (before anyone could vote), and flown to Kabul. Figures from four provinces suggested that results have been declared from 28 polling stations which observers had reported were closed (8). A week before the election, the leaders of the Bariz tribe near Kandahar decided not to vote for Karzai, but to support his main challenger Abdullah Abdullah. On polling day aides of Karzai’s brother shut down all 45 polling stations, the ballot boxes were removed, stuffed with Karzai votes and shipped to Kabul. The tribal leaders reckon to have lost 29,300 votes (9). Then the Election Commission produced figures which showed that in two of the polling centres affected, with 8 polling stations in each, in each of the 16 polling stations there were almost exactly 500 votes for Karzai (a total of 8000 votes) and none for any of the other 31 candidates (10). Out of a population of roughly 32.75 million, and with 74% of polling stations counted giving a total so far of 4.3 million valid votes, it looks as if no more that 25% of voters actually turned up. Reporting on the stories of fraud, John Humphries (BBC Today programme, 05/09/09) said, ‘The results continue to dribble out. At this rate it will be time for another election before we know the results of this one.’ The next day it was announced that the votes from some 447 polling stations were being annulled because of fraud, and this is just the start. As every set of released figures is matched by stories of fraud, results are now being delayed as all the Afghan power brokers begin to realise the scale of the mess they have themselves engineered. Afghans are beginning to be deeply suspicious of the delay, and rightly so. The longer the results take to be published (why did it take three weeks to count 1500 votes from one part of Helmand, asked Humphreys on 5 September), the more it will appear that the figures are being manipulated. Karzai may achieve over 50% of the vote in the short term, but find that whittled away over the months as the allegations of fraud are substantiated. And as the US is showing signs of withdrawing their support for him (11), he would find it difficult to hang on to what power he has, legally or illegally. Will any result from this democratic fiasco be judged legal? Will the Afghans stomach the result, will a result be forced upon them, or will they conclude that ‘democracy’ is a gift they don’t want? It’s not looking good for democracy, and, as people in Britain watch the coffins come home, they question the whole sorry mess. For months now we (and our soldiers) have been asking, why are we there? At least some of us remember the different stories we have been told over the last eight years to justify our presence. The more of a failure the election looks, the more our Government representatives push yet another story – that we are there to make our own streets safer. It is, apparently, our own security we are fighting for. If we don’t destroy the Taliban, we will see them planting bombs in Piccadilly Circus. Do I believe that? No. Regardless of their ideology, they’re fighting to get us out of their country, not fighting to get into ours. On 17 August the embattled UK Defence Secretary Bob Ainsworth (known as ‘Bollocks Bob’ to the troops) inadvertently confirmed what we all know anyway. The new Chief of the Army General Sir David Richards, who is reported to be ‘close’ to Karzai (12) had said that ‘we would be in Afghanistan for the next 40 years’. But as British public opinion slowly but surely turns against the UK maintaining a presence in Afghanistan, Bob Ainsworth was so anxious to pooh-pooh the notion that we would be there for years, that he went the round of the TV and radio studios, including the Today programme. Unfortunately for him, he was up against John Humphries. No, no, not forty years, he protested, it will take two years to make progress. ‘Only progress?’ asked Humphries, ‘no results?’ And he pressed Mr Ainsworth on this point: when we went into Afghanistan, did we have any plans for what we would do after we had overthrown the Taliban, any plans at all for reconstruction and rebuilding? Answer came there none, and I thought sadly yet again of Iraq, while Mr Ainsworth dodged and gabbled. And then, in his very last sentence, it fell out of his muddled, over-eager mouth. ‘We are there,’ he said emphatically, ‘to protect our own vital interests.’ Interests, not security. So that’s it then. Gas pipelines reign supreme. Bugger democracy. And bugger our soldiers, the Afghans, and the elections they’ve all died for. 
EXT:  WE CAN WIN

The US will win - multiple reasons

O’Hanlon 9 - Director of Research and Senior Fellow of Foreign Policy @ Brookings (Michael, Director of Research and Senior Fellow of Foreign Policy @ Brookings, “In Afghanistan, The Odds Are With Us,” Brookings, December 14th, http://www.brookings.edu/opinions/2009/1214_afghanistan_ohanlon.aspx)

We face huge challenges in Afghanistan, to be sure. No one watching the news, or hearing President Barack Obama’s sober tone on Dec. 1 at West Point, or listening to testimony from Gen. Stanley McChrystal and Ambassador Karl Eikenberry last week, could doubt that basic reality. But in these serious, difficult times, it is worth remembering all the things that actually are working in our favor in Afghanistan now. First, Afghans want a better future for themselves. This is true for Afghans in their own country, as well as for the Diaspora of Afghans around the world — many of whom have moved back home to help build a new country, others of whom stand ready to invest, trade and assist in other ways. Most Afghans reject war. They also reject the Taliban, by 90 percent or more in most polls. Among the majority of the Afghan people who are not Pashtun, in fact, support for the Taliban is virtually zero. Even among the Durrani, one of the two main Pashtun tribal groupings, support for the Taliban has been limited (the Taliban’s main support has come from the Pashtun Ghilzai tribes). The Taliban is not a popular insurgency. It is in equal parts a narco-terrorist organization willing to use drug smuggling to finance its operations, an extremist Islamist movement with an intolerant view of nonbelievers and a backward view of the role of women, and a ruthless organization willing to use brutal violence against innocent, law-abiding citizens to impose its version of Islam. Yes, it has achieved impressive discipline in its ranks in some ways, and battlefield momentum as well, but it has no positive vision for the country — and Afghans know it. There are also many good and committed “average citizens” in the country today. In Kandahar City citizens are telling authorities about the locations of up to 80 percent of all improvised explosive devices before they go off, allowing security forces to defuse them. This high percentage, higher than ever witnessed in Iraq, further suggests that our efforts to quell the Taliban may have found unexpected support from the general population in one of the Taliban strongholds, support that a counterinsurgency can build upon. Progress is apparent in other places too. In the town of Nawa in Helmand Province, for example, an infusion of U.S. forces in 2009 has turned a previously lawless area held by the Taliban into a relatively secure area where ordinary people can begin to get back to their daily lives. Second, elements of the Afghan security forces are improving fast. This is most true for the army. With NATO’s International Security Assistance Force focused intently now on proper training and mentoring, the building of Afghan security forces that can protect their own people should accelerate. Third, life in Afghanistan has actually improved somewhat compared with the recent past. Yes, the progress is uneven, and the poor remain very badly off. But overall the economy, education, healthcare and similar indicators are moving more in the right direction than the wrong one. Material progress has contributed to a reservoir of goodwill among the Afghan people toward those in authority. President Karzai, the United States, and NATO all still enjoyed at least 60 percent support from the population as of summer 2009 — far better than the United States has enjoyed in Iraq. This popularity number is fragile, and uneven among different groups, but we do have some advantages in how the Afghan public views the situation nonetheless. Fourth, NATO in general and the United States in particular know how to carry out counterinsurgency missions better than ever before. Troops are experienced in the art of counterinsurgency and knowledgeable about Afghanistan. We also have excellent commanders, starting with Central Command Combatant Cmdr. Gen. David Petraeus and Gen. McChrystal, who directs both the NATO forces and the separate, U.S.-led counterterrorism force carrying out Operation Enduring Freedom there. Commanders at much lower levels of authority, the ones who execute the strategy day in and day out, are also seasoned and quite smart in the ways of this type of warfare. The importance of good leadership in counterinsurgency is very significant, and our strengths in this area are a major asset. Fifth, enough troops are now on the way. Until now, on the ground, troop shortages prevented combined Afghan and NATO forces from securing many districts, towns and villages. Worse, it left troops stalemated in dangerous situations over extended periods of time because they did not have the capacity to seize land and sustain control. It left NATO forces relying too heavily on air strikes with all their potential to cause accidental deaths of innocents (a policy that McChrystal has changed; air strikes are generally allowed now only if NATO troops are in direct peril). And it left Afghan citizens who cooperate with NATO and their government vulnerable to reprisal. Only in 2009 did these realities finally begin to change; only in 2010 will we achieve reasonable overall force rations. To predict success outright would be to go too far. But I honestly believe that, setting our sights at a reasonable level, the odds are with us in this important mission.
Current surge garners success in Afghanistan against the Taliban, however commitment is key 

Lisa Curtis, Heritage's senior research fellow on South Asia, specializes in U.S. policy toward India, Pakistan, Afghanistan, Sri Lanka, Bangladesh and Nepal, June 3, 2010
< http://www.heritage.org/Research/Commentary/2010/06/Kandahar-initiative-stands-a-good-chance-to-spell-beginning-of-the-end-for-Taliban pk>
President Obama should be commended for his December decision to send another 30,000 U.S. troops to Afghanistan. It will raise American troop levels there to nearly 100,000 by year's end. Yet the President has also sent mixed signals about a long-term commitment to the war, and that severely undermines U.S. ability to achieve success in Afghanistan. 

Ext: Withdrawal fuels Taliban
McChrystal’s COIN strategy is the only option – premature withdrawal will give Taliban victory

Curtis, senior research fellow at Heritage, 6/3/10 [Lisa Curtis, Kandahar Initiative Stands a Good Chance To Spell Beginning of The End for Taliban, Heritage Foundation, http://www.heritage.org/Research/Commentary/2010/06/Kandahar-initiative-stands-a-good-chance-to-spell-beginning-of-the-end-for-Taliban]
Eighteen months into the Obama Administration, the American focus has shifted sharply from Iraq to Afghanistan. The U.S. once again has more troops in Afghanistan than in Iraq. And Fiscal Year 2010 marks the first time the U.S. will spend more money there as well. U.S. and NATO Commander in Afghanistan General Stanley McChrystal is implementing a new counterinsurgency strategy that emphasizes protection of the population, establishing good governance and uprooting the Taliban from their traditional strongholds. McChrystal's strategy is sound. But it will require time - and adequate resources - to succeed. That's not an easy sell for an American public strapped by the worst economy since the Great Depression and weary from eight years of war in two countries.  But there is no good alternative to McChrystal's approach. A victorious Taliban emboldened by a U.S. retreat would be more inclined than ever to support al-Qaida and its terrorist affiliates who remain intent on attacking our homeland.  Moreover, a strengthened Taliban in Afghanistan would buoy extremists and fuel unrest in nuclear-armed Pakistan. In this scenario, U.S. national security would be in far more danger than it was before 9/11. President Obama should be commended for his December decision to send another 30,000 U.S. troops to Afghanistan. It will raise American troop levels there to nearly 100,000 by year's end. Yet the President has also sent mixed signals about a long-term commitment to the war, and that severely undermines U.S. ability to achieve success in Afghanistan. By highlighting that the U.S. will begin withdrawing troops in July 2011, President Obama signals to Afghans and others that the U.S. is not truly committed to prevailing over the Taliban. This weakens Afghan resolve to resist the Taliban now for fear they will be back in power in the near future. It also reinforces Pakistan's inclination to hedge on its support for the Afghan Taliban leadership based on its territory. These mixed signals are found in the National Security Strategy released by the Obama Administration last week. The document highlights the need to succeed in Afghanistan and to prevent the Taliban from overthrowing the Afghan government. But this resolute language is coupled with a reiteration of the President's promise to reduce troop levels beginning in mid-2011. President Obama must understand that premature withdrawal of U.S. troops fuels the perception in the region that Taliban victory is inevitable. That can only undermine his own strategy. U.S. military commanders are now racing against time to demonstrate they can reverse Taliban battlefield momentum by December, the due date for the next major Afghanistan policy review. This is challenging, but possible. Earlier this year, U.S. and coalition forces, along with their Afghan counterparts, ousted the Taliban from one of their strongholds in Marjah in southern Helmand Province. But insurgents still lurk in the town, intimidating citizens who cooperate with the Afghan government and coalition forces. The coalition must figure out how to strengthen communities to resist the Taliban and to ensure the local police have the trust of the people. U.S. forces are pouring into the Taliban's birthplace and center of gravity, Kandahar. They're preparing for an operation that U.S. Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff Admiral Mullen calls "the cornerstone of our surge effort." Uprooting the Taliban from Kandahar would demonstrate the coalition's determination to prevent Taliban domination. It also would boost Kabul's efforts to reconcile non-ideological Taliban fighters with the government. The success of the Kandahar initiative will hinge on the coalition's ability to quickly deliver security, development assistance and good governance to the people. If the U.S. focuses on these objectives, there is a good chance this summer's push will spell the beginning of the end for the Taliban.
US withdrawal from Afghanistan will force the afghan people to join the Taliban

Carafano, one of the nation's leading experts in defense and homeland security, 6/22/10 [James Carafano, Morning Bell: Time to Dump the Afghanistan Timeline, Heritage, http://blog.heritage.org/2010/06/22/morning-bell-time-to-dump-the-afghanistan-timeline/]
The Washington Post reports today that Gen. Stanley McChrystal, U.S. commander in Afghanistan, apologized for an upcoming article in Rolling Stone magazine that portrays him and senior officials on his team as dismissive of top Obama administration officials. As a result, General McChrystal has been summoned to the White House to explain his comments. It is a case of poor judgment on the part of the general and his staff to air comments on the character of senior civilian leaders to a reporter, but both the White House and the brass need to put this media gaff aside and focus on the real problem – destroying al Qaeda, defeating the Taliban and helping establish an Afghanistan that can govern itself. As long as we are being frank, we ought to acknowledge that problem #1 in the president’s strategy was setting an artificial timeline for withdrawal. That led our military leaders to question the strategy in Afghanistan and put tremendous, unnecessary pressure on our armed forces to accomplish the task at hand. And while that timeline provoked questions among top brass, it also led everyone involved to question America’s resolve, from the government in Kabul, to the people in the villages, to the terrorists in the caves, and to the military in Pakistan. In particular, that has led Pakistan to continue to play a dangerous double game, trying to “manage” the Taliban rather than defeat them and root out al Qaeda. We have already seen the consequences – the Times Square Bomber admitted he was trained by the Pakistani Taliban in Pakistan, and he was sent here to kill Americans. As Heritage regional expert Lisa Curtis writes: By highlighting that the U.S. will begin withdrawing troops in July 2011, President Obama signals to Afghans and others that the U.S. is not truly committed to prevailing over the Taliban. This weakens Afghan resolve to resist the Taliban now for fear they will be back in power in the near future. It also reinforces Pakistan’s inclination to hedge on its support for the Afghan Taliban leadership based on its territory. There are, however, no do-overs in war. The president can’t pretend that he never set a timeline, and he can’t undo his decision to send too few troops for the surge, rather than deploying the thousands more the generals in the field said would have been optimum to implement a better counter-insurgency strategy.  The president, however, can make things right.

Ext: Withdrawal fuels Taliban
US presence key to deter Taliban
Curtis, Heritage's senior research fellow, ’09 (Lisa Curtis, “With Karzai's Victory, Security Must Take Precedence”, 11/5/09, http://www.heritage.org/Research/Commentary/2009/11/With-Karzais-Victory-Security-Must-Take-Precedence//GH-AS)
The flawed Afghan election was a setback to international efforts to stabilize Afghanistan. However, the stakes for the U.S. and international community in preventing the country from again serving as a base for global terrorists are too high to consider scaling back the mission there. Western nations often focus on the Taliban's resurgence in the south since 2006 as evidence that the situation in Afghanistan is hopeless and the war unwinnable. But many Afghans take a different view. Women and girls (including several female parliamentarians I met on a trip to Afghanistan in June) tout their return to school and active participation in society as proof that life is better for average Afghans than it was under Taliban rule from 1996 to 2001. Several public polls also show that most Afghans want coalition troops in their country to protect them against the Taliban so long as those troops take steps to limit the number of civilian casualties. While the Obama administration is right to demand cleaner rule from Karzai, it also must be realistic about the security situation. In the early years of Karzai's first administration, he was viewed as a capable consensus builder, enjoying wide respect from the international community. Only in the past few years has opinion -- domestic and foreign -- turned against him. Interestingly, the dip in public support for Karzai coincides with the resurgence of the Taliban and the deteriorating security situation. Karzai's unwillingness to rein in rampant corruption within his own government also has soured his image. Karzai must distance himself from warlords, who have committed human rights atrocities, and narco-traffickers who indirectly benefit the Taliban. For starters, bringing he must establish a Cabinet of competent technocrats who can work effectively with the U.S. and NATO partners in development and reconstruction to the Afghan people. Part of the reason Karzai's reputation has suffered is the deteriorating security situation -- so it stands to reason that providing additional U.S. troops to reverse Taliban momentum, as Gen. Stanley McChrystal has requested, would also increase the credibility of the Afghan regime. While the Obama administration is right to demand cleaner rule from Karzai, it also must be realistic about the security situation and acknowledge that stemming Taliban advances is vital to U.S. national security interests. A return to Taliban rule would embolden a generation of international terrorists, provide space and latitude for al-Qaida to press its global terrorist agenda, and allow the Taliban to project its extremist influence back into Pakistan, a nuclear-armed nation already practically at civil war with extremists based in its own territory. The U.S. must find ways to work with President Karzai to keep the Taliban and its terrorist affiliates at bay. 

Plan seen as surrender to Taliban. 

Rashid 07-14 [Ahmed, “Petraus’s Baby”, Descent into chaos:  The United States and the failure of Nation Building in Pakistan, http://www.nybooks.com/blogs/nyrblog/2010/jul/14/petraeus-baby/] carol
The surprising and speedy crash of General Stanley McCrystal has been seen in Afghanistan, Pakistan, and the wider region as just one more sign of the mess that the US and its NATO allies face in what is looking increasingly like an unwinnable conflict. The Afghan Taliban are describing the general’s sacking as a military victory—coming as it does at the height of their summer offensive; the most hurtful rumor going around Kabul and Islamabad is that McChrystal wanted to be removed because he didn’t want to have to take responsibility for a losing war. The Taliban claimed another victory when Britain announced a week later that its troops would withdraw from Sangin, a remote and ever more deadly region of Helmand province in southern Afghanistan—although they will be replaced by US marines. Out of a deployment of 9,000 troops, Britain has lost 312 soldiers in Helmand since 2005—of which some 100 have been killed in Sangin alone. All of which has heightened anxieties that the US commitment to Afghanistan is rapidly flagging. In Kabul, there is a sense of growing panic about President Obama’s looming deadline for the start of a US withdrawal—now less than a year away. Pakistan, meanwhile, is contending with the increasingly real possibility of a gradual meltdown of its own, with the army and the political elite unable to challenge the rising power of the Pakistani Taliban or protect the civilian population. Over the past six weeks, 125 US and NATO soldiers have been killed in Afghanistan, a new record for the conflict. On July 11 alone, six US soldiers, 14 Afghan policemen, and 15 civilians were killed in separate incidents; the policemen were killed when their posts in northern Afghanistan—until now relatively peaceful—were overrun by Taliban, who have been emboldened to extend their attacks to Kunduz and Badakhshan provinces in the north and Herat in the west. In Pakistan, during that same six-week span, a series of suicide bombings and killings in widely different parts of the country have left nearly 800 casualties and demoralized the public. On July 9, 103 people, among them many women and children, were killed and another 115 wounded in two suicide bombings in the tribal areas close to the Afghan border. This followed a devastating twin bombing a few days earlier in Lahore at the shrine of Data Ganj Baksh, the most famous Sufi saint in the region, that left 35 people dead and injured hundreds. That attack, in turn, came only a few weeks after another Lahore bombing of two mosques belonging to the Ahmadi sect, in which 95 people were massacred. In these and other attacks, it has become clear that the Pakistani Taliban have turned their guns from killing soldiers and police to mowing down minority sects and moderate Muslims. They are making a desperate bid to spark multiple sectarian wars between Muslims and non-Muslims, Shias and Sunnis, and amongst the Sunni sects, with the aim of overthrowing the state and establishing an Islamic emirate. Inter-religious wars, as medieval Europe knew well, know no boundaries, limits, or humanity. At the other end of Pakistan, meanwhile, in the sprawling port-city of Karachi, five to ten people are being gunned down every day in political, ethnic, sectarian, and mafia killings. Nobody, least of all the police, seems to understand what is driving this wave of violence—which seems to have a logic apart from the extremist attacks in the tribal areas and the northern cities of Islamabad and Lahore—but it is fueling ever deepening pessimism and anger among the city’s residents. This summer of violence comes at a time when the governments in both Kabul and Islamabad are looking particularly weak—besieged by their political enemies and rivals, beset by corruption scandals, helpless in the face of severe inflation and economic crises, and incapacitated by internal squabbles. President Asif Zardari is still hamstrung by his rival Nawaz Sharif, an obstreperous judiciary, and an army that runs his foreign policy without necessarily informing him. President Karzai’s domestic reputation and failures are too well known to bear another recounting. Karzai now has to make friends with the new US commander General David Petraeus, no easy task amid the Taliban’s summer offensive, when day-to-day fatalities, rather than strategic thinking, preoccupy minds. Petraeus will have to make a judgment call soon about whether the concentration of forces in the Taliban heartland in Kandahar and Helmand is actually working or whether a new strategy is needed. It looks more than likely that Obama will quietly initiate a policy review well before he is scheduled to do so in December. Petraeus faces another potentially destabilizing crisis. In September, 2,500 men and women will contest parliamentary elections for seats in the 249-member lower house of parliament. The huge amount of fraud and violence during last year’s presidential elections, which seriously undermined the credibility of Karzai, the US and the United Nations could very well be repeated as Karzai is determined to have a more pliant parliament. If the international community once again fails to condemn any fraud that occurs, it will be seen by Afghans as another Western betrayal and by the Taliban as a victory. Democracy cannot be built on repeated fraudulent elections that are tacitly condoned by the US and NATO. Kandahar and Helmand will remain in the hands of the Taliban and those fence-sitting Afghan farmers will finally jump down into their arms. 
Ext: COIN Key to Stability

Strong Counterinsurgency is key – current police corruption spurs Taliban recruitment.

Harding 6-3-10 (Daily Telegraph’s Defence Correspondent who covers the Army, Navy and RAF, defence politics and all operations involving the military. He formerly served in The Parachute Regiment, Territorial Army.) http://www.telegraph.co.uk/news/worldnews/asia/afghanistan/7801459/Afghanistan-police-corruption-is-fuelling-insurgency.html
Lt Col Roly Walker, who lost five of his soldiers when they were shot dead by a rogue policeman in a compound in Helmand in November, said that the force was still one of the "biggest obstacles to progress."He said that the local force was "the reason for the insurgency" in the Nad-e-Ali district of Helmand and that the corruption meant the local population was more distrustful of coalition troops and less likely to be loyal to the Afghan government. But more worryingly incidents of police "bad behavior" were encouraging young men to join the Taliban, said Lt Col Walker, the commanding officer of the Grenadier Guards."They were most often cited by people as the reason why there was a problem or a reason why people joined the Taliban."His comments come as a particular blow because Nato requires a credible and trusted Afghan National Police to win the support of the population away from the insurgents. A strong force is also needed to enable an exit strategy that will allow withdrawal of UK and US troops. The officer was speaking for the first time since the 11 Light Brigade returned from Helmand last month following a six month tour in which the Taliban suffered more than a 1,000 dead at the hands of the British. The Grenadiers were engaged in 1,300 firefights with insurgents in which they killed "north of 600". Including the five soldiers killed by the rogue policeman, the battle group suffered 15 dead and 69 wounded in action. They also discovered 500 IEDs of which 62 detonated. Lt Col Walker said that 36 civilians had been killed in the fighting including at least eight by his own soldiers. "Not withstanding the casualties we took at the hands of the Taliban I do not believe they were the greatest obstacle that we faced," he said. The toughest challenge was getting the people to trust the government of Afghanistan and coalition troops. The highest number of British casualties was suffered by 3 Rifles battle group given the task of defending the volatile town of Sangin. Despite suffering 30 dead and more than 100 wounded the troops still managed to make progress by opening more than a dozen patrol bases in the town allowing soldiers to operate among the population and gain their trust, said the commanding officer Lt Col Nick Kitson. For the last year more than half the British casualties in Helmand have been in Sangin. Officers said the town was the breakwater against which the "wave" of Taliban attacks broke. Five Royal Marines have been killed there in the last month. "How would Helmand look if we weren't in Sangin?" said Major Gen Gordon Messenger, the military spokesman on Afghanistan. "If Sangin was allowed to be a Taliban heartland it would be used as their main operating base. They would be launching attacks into central Helmand. The insurgents would use it as a base to recuperate and train" Brigadier James Cowan, 11 Brigade's commander, said the sacrifice made by 3 Rifle in Sangin "directly contributed to the success elsewhere" in central Helmand.
COIN can be altered to fix problems in the status quo -  their COIN bad arguments don’t assume Patraeus 

NPR News, June 30 http://www.npr.org/templates/story/story.php?storyId=128198136,
This is not uncommon, says David Kilcullen, a counterinsurgency specialist who was a senior adviser to Petraeus in Iraq. "If we've learned anything from the experience of counterinsurgency over the last few hundred years, it's that adaptation and change are normal and critically important," he says.

Petraeus literally wrote the book on counterinsurgency now used by the U.S. military. He implemented it in Iraq, and McChrystal adapted it when he took command in Afghanistan last year. 

Petraeus indicated, if confirmed, he would alter the rules of engagement, which U.S. troops have complained limit the use of firepower and airstrikes, to protect civilians. 

John Nagl, president of the Center for a New American Security, helped Petraeus write the counterinsurgency manual. He says there is a delicate balancing act in any counterinsurgency campaign.

Ext: Commitment Key to Success

Commitment key to successful Taliban negotiations – discussion of timelines damages effort.
Coughlin, “Telegraph's executive foreign editor, is a world-renowned expert on the Middle East and Islamic terrorism” 2010  [Con, "Talking to the Taliban is the key to a successful withdrawal from Afghanistan," June 28th, \(http://blogs.telegraph.co.uk/news/concoughlin/100045160/talking-to-the-taliban-is-the-key-to-a-successful-withdrawal-from-afghanistan/), gh~hak]
 But we can only persuade the Taliban to enter into negotiations if they realise we are serious about sorting out Afghanistan, rather than cutting and running, as we have done so often in the past. It is for this reason all this talk about withdrawal timetables – and there was a lot of it over the weekend, particularly at the G20 summit – is so damaging to the Nato effort. Why on earth would any self-respecting Taliban leader lay down his weapons if he thinks Nato is going to head for the exit door at the first available opportunity? Whether it takes two years or three years, Nato’s leaders – including David Cameron – need to demonstrate that they have an unwavering commitment to see the job through, rather than indulging in politically expedient speculation about when they are going to withdraw their troops. Let’s hear, for a change, our politicians talk about how they intend to bring success to Afghanistan, rather than how they propose to abandon it at the first available opportunity. 

AT: Russia Impact 

Russia won’t get drawn into Afghan conflict – pacifism in Central Asia proves rationality. 
Asia Times 7-14 [Yong Kwon, Staff Writer, “Russia has Reasons to Stay its Hand”, Jul. 2010, http://www.atimes.com/atimes/Central_Asia/LG14Ag01.html]  
As the dust settles over the Fergana Valley, Russian foreign policy analysts in Western Europe and the United States are wallowing in a state of bewilderment. Despite then-acting President Roza Otunbayeva's call for Russian involvement during the ethnic riots in southern Kyrgyzstan, Moscow rejected any plans to deploy troops into the fray. The Kremlin's reluctance to increase Russia's military presence in the former Soviet republic has thus been interpreted by several analysts as a sign of weakness. However, this rushed conclusion is based on flawed presumptions on Russia that should have been retired long before the end of the Cold War. The Russian Federation is more than capable of defending its interests in the former Soviet space (or its "near abroad"), but it will not act beyond what is absolutely necessary to preserve its dominance. It is this strategic decision to lie quiet that many analysts have confused with frailty. Even the Economist of London on June 24 declared that Russia's "neo-imperial ambitions" had succumbed to the "rock of reality", and that the largest country in the world (by area) was an "empty empire". The Economist's position reflects two questionable premises that many analysts have taken for granted about Russian foreign policy: first, that Russia actively seeks an imperial dominion over the former Soviet space withstanding its real interests; and second, that Russia extends its political influence solely through military coercion. When Kyrgyz president Kurmanbek Bakiyev was ousted from power on April 15, Belarusian President Alexander Lukashenko questioned the raison d'etre of the Collective Security Treaty Organization (CSTO) if it were unable to prevent "anti-constitutional coup d'etats" in member states. (The members are Armenia, Belarus, Kazakhstan, Kyrgyzstan, Russia and Tajikistan.) This criticism was undoubtedly directed at the Russian Federation which, as a key member of the CSTO, maintains a military presence at Kant air base not far from the Kyrgyz capital Bishkek. However, it seems as though Lukashenko has forgotten the original purpose of the CSTO. The Tashkent Treaty that led to the foundation of the CSTO in October 2002 never obligated the signatory states to become involved in the internal affairs of other member states. In of itself, the CSTO simply ensures non-aggression among participating states through the prevention of aggressive military alliances outside the treaty. Nonetheless, the opinion of Minsk captured the preconceptions of many analysts who expected Russia to act paternalistically during the ethnic riots in the Fergana Valley. However, the non-intervention of the Russian Federation in the months-long political and ethnic crisis in Kyrgyzstan is an indicator that the Kremlin does not see the CSTO or the Commonwealth of Independent States (CIS) as a vehicle for re-dominating the region. (The CIS is a regional organization whose participating countries are former Soviet Republics, formed during the breakup of the Soviet Union. Its current members are Azerbaijan, Armenia, Belarus, Georgia, Kazakhstan, Kyrgyzstan, Moldova, Russia, Tajikistan, Turkmenistan, Uzbekistan and Ukraine.) During the Tajik civil war (1992-1997) the Boris Yeltsin administration experienced the heavy cost of intervention in an ethnically-charged domestic conflict and only managed to cease the violence when former foreign minister Yevgeny Primakov met with his Iranian counterpart to establish what eventually became the "General Agreement on the Establishment of Peace and National Accord in Tajikistan".  For the crisis in Kyrgyzstan, there were no suitable countries to fill the role of Russia's partner; the United States was unwilling to divest from Afghanistan and China was equally unwilling to engage anything beyond its western province of Xinjiang.  Furthermore, recognizing Uzbekistan's discomfort over a Russian proposal to establish a CSTO Collective Rapid Reaction Force base in southern Kyrgyzstan last year, Russia is unlikely to spend political capital to serve the interests of a state that has been unreliable with its promises, especially regarding the American air base in Manas. What may seem puzzling to outside observers is why President Dmitry Medvedev (or rather Prime Minister Vladimir Putin) did not utilize Russian assistance as a bargaining chip to ensure the eviction of the American air force from the Manas base. It was definitely an option when the ethnic clashes in Kyrgyzstan were at their peak. While some interpret the extension of the American lease of the Manas Transit Center (air base) as a decisive failure on the part of the Kremlin, re-monopolizing its military presence in Central Asia may not have been a crucial priority for the Russian Federation.  The continuation of operations in Afghanistan is in some part dependent on Manas as it remains one of the most crucial entry points for coalition troops going to Afghanistan. Considering the cordial relationship between the Taliban and Chechen separatists (along with other radical militant groups in the Caucasus), Russia still has much to gain from the continued American military presence in Afghanistan. Russia also has additional reasons why it is not too concerned about its political influence in the Central Asian republics. Russia's geographic position makes it a vital transit territory for republics that are dependent on the export of natural resources. While exercising monopsony in some Central Asian natural gas and oil markets, Russia is also the dominant provider of electricity and remains the most crucial financier for hydroelectricity development in the region. Recognizing Kyrgyzstan's heavy dependence on hydroelectricity and Russian investment, Bakiyev attempted to attract investment from other countries. However, despite inroads by energy hungry China, Russian electricity companies like Transneft will undoubtedly play a major role in the economy of Kyrgyzstan for years to come. [1] Otunbayeva's new government, regardless of its intentions, will find itself heavily dependent on the export of hydroelectricity to Russia and thus having to work with Moscow extensively to secure economic stability in the aftermath of the civil disorder. Russia is well entrenched as the dominant regional power, whether or not it chooses to maintain a military presence in Kyrgyzstan or to help Bishkek re-establish domestic order. It does not need to act like an imperial power to retain that privileged position in the region. This is certainly not to suggest that Russia does not retain a notable military force. Despite the annually diminishing number of healthy conscripts in the army, the Russian armed forces still maintain their edge on the frontiers of missile technology. Particularly worrying to the American navy is the "Sizzler" variant of the Klub missile (3M-54E). In March this year the Pentagon officially admitted to having no adequate defense plan against this new Russian anti-ship and anti-submarine missile, admittedly a difficult feat against a weapon that can curve around islands and accelerate from the speed of sound to three times that speed while fragmenting into several deadly projectiles. Dan McNamara, a program manager for the US Navy, estimated that the US may produce something capable of countering the "Sizzler" only by 2014. Other worries for the American fleet include high-speed "cavitating" torpedoes that travel two to three times faster than regular torpedoes, which makes them difficult to detect. The most widely distributed "cavitating" torpedo is the Shkval type produced by the Russian navy. This challenge to the US's supremacy of the seas holds serious ramifications. What happened to the South Korean frigate Cheonan, allegedly sunk in March by North Korea, is an example of how modern warships are still extremely vulnerable to torpedo attacks. In times of rapid arms development, the Russian Federation has gained significant political leverage by being capable of supplying and transforming disgruntled technology-poor nations into sizeable naval powers. Furthermore, having successfully flown its first prototype fifth-generation jet fighter, the Sukhoi T-50, in January this year, the Russian air force, in conjunction with the Indian military, may soon be producing warplanes that rival the F-22 Raptor. The Russian military maintains an incredible array of firepower that makes it an indispensable political and military player in every region along its vast borders. Accepting the premise that Russia is an imperial power whose only foreign policy tool is its military would naturally result in the notion that Russia must have become significantly weak not to have taken advantage of Kyrgyzstan's plight. However, to get a more accurate sense of Russia's position, one must shed these preconceptions in the face of Russia's neo-realist approach to Central Asia and its diverse socio-economic means of securing its interests abroad. Russia is a realist world power administered by rational foreign policy makers in the Kremlin; this is a basic "rock of reality". 
Afghanistan Collapse Impact
Failure is not an option – A loss in Afghanistan leads to civil war, Taliban take-over in Pakistan, terrorism and Indo-Pak nuclear war. 
Coll, reporter for The New Yorker on issues of intelligence and national security, 2009 [Steve, “What If We Fail in Afghanistan,” 11-16, http://www.newyorker.com/online/blogs/stevecoll/2009/11/what-if-we-fail-in-afghanistan.html] emma b

Last week, I found myself at yet another think tank-type meeting about Afghan policy choices. Toward the end, one of the participants, who had long experience in government, asked a deceptively simple question: What would happen if we failed? First, the question requires a definition of failure. As I’ve argued, in my view, a purpose of American policy in Afghanistan ought to be to prevent a second coercive Taliban revolution in that country, not only because it would bring misery to Afghans (and, not incidentally, Afghan women) but because it would jeopardize American interests, such as our security against Al Qaeda’s ambitions and our (understandable) desire to see nuclear-armed Pakistan free itself from the threat of revolutionary Islamist insurgents. So, then, a definition of failure would be a redux of Taliban revolution in Afghanistan—a revolution that took control of traditional Taliban strongholds such as Kandahar and Khost, and that perhaps succeeded in Kabul as well. Such an outcome is conceivable if the Obama Administration does not discover the will and intelligence to craft a successful political-military strategy to prevent the Afghan Taliban from achieving its announced goals, which essentially involve the restoration of the Afghan state they presided over during the nineteen-nineties, which was formally known as the Islamic Emirate of Afghanistan. What would be the consequences of a second Islamic Emirate? My scenarios here are intended analytically, as a first-draft straw-man forecast: The Nineties Afghan Civil War on Steroids: Even if the international community gave up on Afghanistan and withdrew, as it did from Somalia during the early nineties, it is inconceivable that the Taliban could triumph in the country completely and provide a regime (however perverse) of stability. About half of Afghanistan’s population is Pashtun, from which the Taliban draw their strength. Much of the country’s non-Pashtun population ardently opposes the Taliban. In the humiliating circumstances that would attend American failure, those in the West who now promote “counterterrorism,” “realist,” and “cost-effective” strategies in the region would probably endorse, in effect, a nineties redux—which would amount to a prescription for more Afghan civil war. A rump “legitimate” Afghan government dominated by ethnic Tajiks and Uzbeks would find arms and money from India, Iran, and perhaps Russia, Europe and the United States. This would likely produce a long-running civil war between northern, Tajik-dominated ethnic militias and the Pashtun-dominated Taliban. Tens of thousands of Afghans would likely perish in this conflict and from the pervasive poverty it would produce; many more Afghans would return as refugees to Pakistan, contributing to that country’s instability. Momentum for a Taliban Revolution in Pakistan: If the Quetta Shura (Mullah Omar’s outfit, the former Islamic Emirate of Afghanistan, now in exile in Pakistan) regained power in Kandahar or Kabul, it would undoubtedly interpret its triumph as a ticket to further ambition in Pakistan. Al Qaeda’s leaders, if they survived American drone attacks, would encourage this narrative and support it as best they could. The Pakistani Taliban would likely be energized, armed and financed by the Afghan Taliban as they pursued their own revolutionary ambitions in Islamabad. In response, the international community would undoubtedly fall back in defense of the Pakistani constitutional state, such as it is. However, the West would find the Pakistan Army and its allies in Riyadh and perhaps even Beijing even more skeptical than they are now about the American-led agenda. In this scenario, as in the past, Pakistan’s generals would be tempted to negotiate an accommodation with the Taliban, Afghan and Pakistani alike, to the greatest possible extent, in defiance of Washington’s preferences. The net result might well be an increase in Islamist influence over the Pakistani nuclear arsenal, if not an outright loss of control. Increased Islamist Violence Against India, Increasing the Likelihood of Indo-Pakistani War: The Taliban and Al Qaeda are anti-American, yes. But they are equally determined to wage war against India’s secular, Hindu-dominated democracy. The Pakistani Taliban, whose momentum would be increased by Taliban success in Afghanistan, consist in part of Punjab-based, ardently anti-Indian Islamist groups, such as Lashkar-e-Taiba, which carried out the spectacular raid on Mumbai a year ago. The probable knock-on effect of a second Taliban revolution in Afghanistan would be to increase the likelihood of irregular Islamist attacks from Pakistan against Indian targets—not only the traditional target set in Indian-held Kashmir, but in New Delhi, Mumbai, and other cities, as has occurred periodically during the last decade. In time, democratic Indian governments would be pressed by their electorates to respond with military force. This in turn would present, repetitively, the problem of managing the role of nuclear weapons in a prospective fourth Indo-Pakistani war. Increased Al Qaeda Ambitions Against Britain and the United States: Deliberately, I would list this problem as fourth in severity in my initial straw-man forecast. Al Qaeda’s current capability to carry out disruptive attacks on American soil is very low. Still, it is absurd to think, as some in the Obama Administration apparently have argued, that Al Qaeda would not be strengthened by a Taliban revolution in Afghanistan. Of course it would. Whether this strengthening would directly or quickly threaten the security of American civilians is another question. London might well be more vulnerable than New York during the ensuing five or ten years after an Afghan Taliban revolution. The Afghan Taliban are essentially inseparable from the Pakistani Taliban. Because of the size and character of the Pakistani diaspora in Britain, currently, there are about six hundred thousand annual visits by civilians between the two countries, a flow of individuals that is almost impossible to police effectively. Therefore, as recent terrorist-criminal cases in Britain document, bad guys periodically get through the border. By comparison, the post-9/11 American border is much harder for Pakistani- or Afghanistan-originated terrorists to penetrate. Still, in a civil war-ridden, Taliban-influenced Afghan state Al Qaeda’s playbook against the United States would expand. As 9/11 and the current creativity of the regionally focused Taliban amply demonstrate, their potential should not be complacently underestimated. If they did get through and score another lucky goal, it is easy to imagine the prospective consequences for American politics and for the constitution. 
Hegemony Adv. Frontline
Committing to a sustained counterinsurgency strategy will boost US leadership globally

Twining 2009 
[Dan- senior fellow for Asia at the German Marshall Fund of the United States , “The Stakes of Afghanistan Go Well Beyond Afghanistan”, http://shadow.foreignpolicy.com/posts/2009/09/30/the_stakes_of_afghanistan_go_well_beyond_afghanistan]  

And that is the point: the debate over whether to prevail in Afghanistan is about so much more. An American recommitment to a sustained counterinsurgency strategy that turned around the conflict would demonstrate that the United States and its democratic allies remain the principal providers of public goods -- in this case, the security and stability of a strategically vital region that threatens the global export of violent extremism -- in the international system. A new and sustained victory strategy for Afghanistan would show that Washington is singularly positioned to convene effective coalitions and deliver solutions to intractable international problems in ways that shore up the stability of an international economic and political order that has provided greater degrees of human freedom and prosperity than any other.

By contrast, a U.S. decision to wash its hands of Afghanistan would send a different message to friends and competitors alike. It would hasten the emergence of a different kind of international order, one in which history no longer appeared to be on the side of the United States and its friends. Islamic extremism, rather than continuing to lose ground to the universal promise of democratic modernity, would gain new legs -- after all, Afghan Islamists would have defeated their second superpower in a generation. Rival states that contest Western leadership of the international order and reject the principles of open society would increase their influence at America's expense. Just as most Afghans are not prepared to live under a new Taliban regime, so most Americans are surely not prepared to live in a world in which the United States voluntarily cedes its influence, power, and moral example to others who share neither our interests nor our values.

Partial US withdrawal kills hegemony.

Phillips, researched Arab identity to Syria and Jordan, writes regularly for the Guardian, and has spent several years in the Middle East, 6/10/10 [Chris Phillips, The end of american hegemony in the Middle East, The Press Network, http://www.thepressnet.org/354/the-end-of-american-hegemony-in-the-middle-east]
Although the return to bipolar alignments of the Cold War in the Middle East is unlikely, international relations in the region are changing. The U.S. power is declining. Although Washington remains the only superpower, the quagmire in which the U.S. is in Iraq and Afghanistan has highlighted the limits of American ambitions, while the economic crisis has forced the Obama Administration to focus its energies on other sectors. While the Bush era saw the assertion of American hegemony in the region and the attempt to crush the many challenges posed by countries like Syria and Iraq of Saddam Hussein, the Middle East today is characterized by a power vacuum caused from the partial American withdrawal, which is filled by medium regional powers that have the ability to assert himself. This new situation is exemplified by the recent nuclear deal reached by Turkey with Iran and Brazil. Stephen Walt (Professor of International Relations at Harvard University (NDT)) stressed that this change in the balance of power is happening globally, as, for example, gross domestic product of Asia already exceeds that of the U.S. or Europe. As in previous years, it seems that the Middle East could become the microcosm of these international changes. If, on the one hand, the era of American is coming to an end – a process that was hastened by unnecessary wars and poor economic prudence – the other is much more likely that international relations in the Middle East reflect the emerging multipolar world rather than return to a situation of cold war bipolar. In this situation, not only Russia and Turkey will increase their sphere of influence in the region, but also China, India and Brazil will try to carve out a role, most likely turning its satellite states less claims in respect of democratic reforms and their reconciliation with Israel than does Washington. The intensification of the relationship between Saudi Arabia and China could anticipate this future development. But this moment has not arrived yet. The United States remains a superpower that can lead to important changes in the region at will. However, the recent moves of Russia and Turkey in the Middle East show a new determination by the regional powers to follow its own path in defiance of U.S. wishes, and that this be done through military agreements, business or diplomatic moves. Although a new Cold War is unlikely, the period dell’indiscussa American hegemony in the Middle East could be close to conclusion.   
Hegemony Adv. Frontline
Afghan pullout hurts credibility with allies and cripples the war against the Taliban. 
WSJ 09 [Opinion page, “Withdrawing from Afghanistan Would Hurt US in Pakistan”, Oct. 2009, http://online.wsj.com/article/SB10001424052748704471504574443352072071822.html] max
Critics of the war in Afghanistan—inside and out of the Obama Administration—argue that we would be better off ensuring that nuclear-armed Pakistan will help us fight al Qaeda. As President Obama rethinks his Afghan strategy with his advisers in the coming days, he ought to listen to what the Pakistanis themselves think about that argument. In an interview at the Journal's offices this week in New York, Pakistan Foreign Minister Makhdoom Shah Mahmood Qureshi minced no words about the impact of a U.S. withdrawal before the Taliban is defeated. "This will be disastrous," he said. "You will lose credibility. . . . Who is going to trust you again?" As for Washington's latest public bout of ambivalence about the war, he added that "the fact that this is being debated—whether to stay or not stay—what sort of signal is that sending?" Mr. Qureshi also sounded incredulous that the U.S. might walk away from a struggle in which it has already invested so much: "If you go in, why are you going out without getting the job done? Why did you send so many billion of dollars and lose so many lives? And why did we ally with you?" All fair questions, and all so far unanswered by the Obama Administration. As for the consequences to Pakistan of an American withdrawal, the foreign minister noted that "we will be the immediate effectees of your policy." Among the effects he predicts are "more misery," "more suicide bombings," and a dramatic loss of confidence in the economy, presumably as investors fear that an emboldened Taliban, no longer pressed by coalition forces in Afghanistan, would soon turn its sights again on Islamabad. Mr. Qureshi's arguments carry all the more weight now that Pakistan's army is waging an often bloody struggle to clear areas previously held by the Taliban and their allies. Pakistan has also furnished much of the crucial intelligence needed to kill top Taliban and al Qaeda leaders in U.S. drone strikes But that kind of cooperation will be harder to come by if the U.S. withdraws from Afghanistan and Islamabad feels obliged to protect itself in the near term by striking deals with various jihadist groups, as it has in the past. Pakistanis have long viewed the U.S. through the lens of a relationship that has oscillated between periods of close cooperation—as during the war against the Soviets in Afghanistan in the 1980s—and periods of tension and even sanctions—as after Pakistan's test of a nuclear device in 1998. Pakistan's democratic government has taken major risks to increase its assistance to the U.S. against al Qaeda and the Taliban. Mr. Qureshi is warning, in so many words, that a U.S. retreat from Afghanistan would make it far more difficult for Pakistan to help against al Qaeda.

ext:  partial withdrawal key to heg

Stopping the Taliban is vital to preventing it spreading throughout Central Asia – withdrawing US presence telegraphs weakness to Russia and Central Asian states

Rashid 9 – former Pakistani revolutionary and journalist (10/27/09, Ahmed, The National Interest, “Trotsky in Baluchistan,” http://www.nationalinterest.org/Article.aspx?id=22352)

SOUTHERN REGIONS of Muslim central Asia are now at risk. The situation will only get worse if the Taliban offensives continue.

The regions bordering Afghanistan, including southern Tajikistan, Uzbekistan, Kyrgyzstan and eastern Turkmenistan, are facing pauperization of their populations, the collapse of Soviet-era services like health and education, and growing joblessness. Their regimes remain dictatorial, corrupt, and deny political or economic reforms. Vast numbers of poverty-stricken workers migrate to Russia looking for work.

Uzbekistan is the largest of these states with some 27 million people and a history of Islamic revolt. Harsh policies and vicious crackdowns against anyone overzealously practicing Islam have led to a strong Islamist underground. After the massacre in Andijan in May 2005, when security forces killed up to eight hundred protesting citizens, hundreds of young dissidents have fled to join the two major Islamic groups operating from Pakistan’s tribal areas—the Islamic Movement of Uzbekistan (IMU) and the Islamic Jihad Union (IJU). Both these groups fight for and model themselves on the Taliban, work closely with al-Qaeda and help fund the extremist terrorist network by transporting drugs through central Asia to Europe. Both the IMU and the IJU recruit widely from central Asia, the Caucasus, Russia, and most recently from Turkey and Turks living in Germany.

This summer, for the first time since 2001, allegedly under the auspices of al-Qaeda, the IMU and the IJU carried out suicide bombings and other small attacks against security forces in Uzbekistan and Kyrgyzstan. Such attacks will certainly increase; both the Taliban and al-Qaeda would like to see central Asia in turmoil, perhaps eventually offering a safe haven to their leaders.

Until recently, both Russia and the United States have ignored the impending crisis in the broader region. The United States thought of central Asia only in terms of the military bases the states there provided, while Russia put front and center maintaining a sphere of influence in its near abroad.

However in the past few months, for the first time, Russia has started pressing the United States to cooperate with it more closely on Afghan policy, and Moscow has given the United States and NATO permission to transport supplies to Afghanistan by land. Moscow finally appears to understand the threat of Islamic militancy radiating from Afghanistan into central Asia and perhaps even into Russia itself. Any U.S. retreat from Afghanistan at this moment would certainly send an overwhelming message of U.S. weakness to Russia and the central Asian states. It would encourage extremism to grow and persuade the Afghan Taliban to step up support for its allies in central Asia.

Partial Draw-Down sends signal of weakness – Increases perception we’re overstretched. 

Mackenzie ’09, [Kaitlin - researcher at the International Strategic Research Organization, or USAK, and a columnist for the Journal of Turkish Weekly. “The Afghan War: Why Escalation Is Not The Solution”, Hurriyet -
Daily News & Economic Reform (Turkish Newspaper). <http://www.hurriyetdailynews.com/n.php?n=the-afghan-war-why-escalation-is-not-the-solution-2009-11-10>] sebastian
Moreover, the decision whether to send more troops and further commit the United States to this conflict signifies a great deal more than appears on the surface: This choice, many have claimed, is but a proxy for the larger question of the future of the United States. Changing course on Afghanistan is an acknowledgment that the United States cannot continue on its current path. To ramp up, or continue, its engagement in Afghanistan is to concede that perpetual war has become its de facto policy, though it seems clear that war is neither a rational nor feasible solution to the problems facing the United States. A decision to scale back U.S. involvement abroad and reign in the refractory and unwieldy powers of the national security state, assuming these feats can be accomplished, could help to reset the balance between the executive and legislative branches. These arguments notwithstanding, there are important points to be considered in support of U.S. involvement in Afghanistan. First, the plight of the Afghani people must be remembered. Washington has made promises, and even if the American presence is often resented, one ought to be mindful of the repercussions for the Afghani people should the United States fail to rid their country of the Taliban. Second, a lack of progress in or withdrawal from Afghanistan could signal the overexpansion of the U.S. military to countries such as China, whose rise is being carefully watched by Washington. Surely, the White House would rather not project an image of decline to its competitors. 

Obama Timeline hurts Hege
Obama’s timetable for troop withdrawal in Afghanistan will hurt heg– Britain announced they will not follow suit in full withdrawal

Hennessy, journalist for globalsecurity.org, 7/1/10 [Selah Hennessy, 'No timetable' on British Troops in Afghanistan, globalsecurity.org, http://www.globalsecurity.org/military/library/news/2010/07/mil-100701-voa04.htm]
Britain's new Foreign Secretary William Hague said Thursday his government has not set a timetable for withdrawing British troops from Afghanistan. Giving a major speech on foreign policy, Hague also said his government wants to increase Britain's role in the European Union, build stronger ties with emerging economies and play a key role in the global arena.  "Put simply, the world has changed and if we don't change with it, Britain's role is set to decline with all that that means for our influence in world affairs, for our national security, and for our economy," said Hague.  Hague said Britain's relations with European countries are crucial and have suffered under the past government. He said Britain's ties with other European countries, as well as emerging economies such as China and India, need to grow. He also emphasized the importance of Britain's special relationship with the United States.  Steven Fielding is a professor in political history at Britain's University of Nottingham. He says these points are not far removed from those of the past government.   "In the short term and the medium term and, to be perfectly honest in the long term, I don't really see there being any significant changes," said Fielding.  Hague spoke to the BBC on Thursday about Britain's role in Afghanistan . He said he would be "very surprised" if Afghan forces had not taken control of their own security by 2014. But he said there is no timetable for bringing British troops home.  Britain's Prime Minister David Cameron said last week he wants British troops out by 2015. Fielding says Mr. Cameron may have been trying to assuage a British public who has become increasingly critical of Britain's presence in Afghanistan. But Fielding says Britain's Conservative-led coalition is as fully committed to the war as its Labor predecessor.  "When William Hague says what he says about there being no time line, it's a statement of the obvious really," said Fielding. "This is something that can only be done once the conflict has reached a certain point and in agreement with the United States.  Britain has around 9,000 troops in Afghanistan - the largest international force after the United States.
Pakistan Relations Adv. Frontline

Drawdown will crush US-Pakistan relations – Pakistan wants commitment – breakdown in relations guts cooperation against Al-Qaeda. 

Wall Street Journal, 2009  (Wall Street Journal, "U.S. Credibility and Pakistan," October 2009, http://online.wsj.com/article/SB10001424052748704471504574443352072071822.html)  arjun
Critics of the war in Afghanistan—inside and out of the Obama Administration—argue that we would be better off ensuring that nuclear-armed Pakistan will help us fight al Qaeda. As President Obama rethinks his Afghan strategy with his advisers in the coming days, he ought to listen to what the Pakistanis themselves think about that argument. In an interview at the Journal's offices this week in New York, Pakistan Foreign Minister Makhdoom Shah Mahmood Qureshi minced no words about the impact of a U.S. withdrawal before the Taliban is defeated. "This will be disastrous," he said. "You will lose credibility. . . . Who is going to trust you again?" As for Washington's latest public bout of ambivalence about the war, he added that "the fact that this is being debated—whether to stay or not stay—what sort of signal is that sending?" Mr. Qureshi also sounded incredulous that the U.S. might walk away from a struggle in which it has already invested so much: "If you go in, why are you going out without getting the job done? Why did you send so many billion of dollars and lose so many lives? And why did we ally with you?" All fair questions, and all so far unanswered by the Obama Administration. View Full Image Associated Press An army tank displayed in a ceremony to mark the Pakistan Defense Day in Mingora, the main town of Pakistan's Swat Valley. As for the consequences to Pakistan of an American withdrawal, the foreign minister noted that "we will be the immediate effectees of your policy." Among the effects he predicts are "more misery," "more suicide bombings," and a dramatic loss of confidence in the economy, presumably as investors fear that an emboldened Taliban, no longer pressed by coalition forces in Afghanistan, would soon turn its sights again on Islamabad. Mr. Qureshi's arguments carry all the more weight now that Pakistan's army is waging an often bloody struggle to clear areas previously held by the Taliban and their allies. Pakistan has also furnished much of the crucial intelligence needed to kill top Taliban and al Qaeda leaders in U.S. drone strikes. But that kind of cooperation will be harder to come by if the U.S. withdraws from Afghanistan and Islamabad feels obliged to protect itself in the near term by striking deals with various jihadist groups, as it has in the past. Pakistanis have long viewed the U.S. through the lens of a relationship that has oscillated between periods of close cooperation—as during the war against the Soviets in Afghanistan in the 1980s—and periods of tension and even sanctions—as after Pakistan's test of a nuclear device in 1998. Pakistan's democratic government has taken major risks to increase its assistance to the U.S. against al Qaeda and the Taliban. Mr. Qureshi is warning, in so many words, that a U.S. retreat from Afghanistan would make it far more difficult for Pakistan to help against al Qaeda.
Pakistan Instability Adv. Frontline

Status quo solving now – Pakistan Stable – they are crushing the Taliban uprising.
The Geopolitical Monitor 09 [Zachary Fillingham, Staff Writer, “Pakistani Taliban in Retreat”, Sept. 09, http://www.geopoliticalmonitor.com/pakistan-taliban-in-retreat-1/] denno

The Pakistani government has seized the upper hand in their struggle against the Pakistan Taliban - a situation that is a far cry from the dark days of last April, when ‘state collapse’ was on the tip of everyone’s tongues.  Last month’s successful assassination of Baitullah Mehsud, leader of the Tehreek-e-Taliban Pakistan (TTP) - a Pakistan Taliban umbrella organization - has achieved its goal of sowing discord in an already-tenuous TTP leadership structure. The subsequent capture of two other leading TTP militants (Maulvi Omar and Muslim Khan) by Pakistani security forces has no doubt further compounded disarray in TTP ranks. Although the TTP was eventually able to settle on a new leader in Hakemullah Mehsud, there is no indication that he has the personal charisma or experience necessary to reign in conflicting factions within the TTP. Officials in Islamabad can relish in the fact that debate has now shifted to whether the TTP, rather than the Pakistani state, will be able to hold together. On top of targeted strikes against the TTP leadership, the Pakistani government has also successfully carried out a wider push against militants in the NWFP. Moreover, this campaign may also come to be a regarded as a watershed in the fight against Taliban sympathizers within the security services. Several commentators have raised the possibility that a cultural shift has taken place within the Pakistani security services.  The theory posits that at some time during the Pakistan Taliban entrenchment in Swat, perhaps when militants abducted and executed three Pakistani army commandos, the security establishment’s ideological sympathy for Islamic militancy began to give way to bitter anger. If this is in fact true, then it stands to reason that optimism is well founded because complicity in the security establishment has long dogged attempts by the civilian government to reign in militancy. Another positive sign comes from a renewed drive to form village militias, or “lashkars”, which are intended to keep Taliban militants at bay after government security forces have been withdrawn. While this isn't the first time government-sponsored lashkars have been put to this kind of use, it is thought that the combination of a weakened TTP and widespread support for the government might be enough for the strategy to succeed this time. Militants however have been quick to respond, killing seven tribal elders whom were engaged in organizing a lashkar earlier this week. Pakistan isn’t just focusing on the stick. The Zardari government is also coordinating with American officials on a charm offensive, targeting hearts and minds in the hope of extending a lifeline to beleaguered state institutions. Capitalizing on widespread confidence in the wake of a successful military campaign in Swat, the Zardari government has decided to push its advantage and brave the gauntlet of legal reform in the FATA. The proposed reforms will allow for political parties to operate in the tribal regions beginning in 2013. Regardless of these policies success or failure, they are important insofar that they signify a willingness on the part of Islamabad to address the unfinished business of integrating the FATA into state institutions. The Americans have also been doing their part to bring more people to the table. Richard Holbrooke, the U.S. special envoy to Afghanistan and Pakistan, has been meeting with hard-line Islamist groups in Pakistan. Jamaat-e-Islami (JI), a vocal critic of U.S. policy in the region, and Jamiat-e-ulema-e-Islam, a strong supporter of the Taliban in the 1990s, are two such groups. In the case of JI, Holbrooke even invited representatives to come inside the U.S. embassy to dispel the myth that there is a large contingent of Marines stationed there. It seems that the Obama administration is leaning on the carrot to cleave moderate, anti-occupation elements off from the Taliban insurgency in Pakistan and Afghanistan. It’s possible that Pakistan is being used as a testing ground to see how these groups respond to American overtures. If the response is positive, President Obama may be inclined to embark on the considerably more politically tumultuous task of negotiations with Afghan Taliban splinter groups. Taken together, these developments do not mean that Islamabad’s fight against the militancy has been won. But it definitely seems like victory is a possibility now
STARTING DRAWDOWN TODAY MEANS MASSIVE REFUGEE FLOOD INTO PAKISTAN – WOULD COLLAPSE PAKISTAN STABILITY

Chinadaily, 2010
(Chinadaily,"Early US pullout from Afghanistan could be a problem for Pakistan," April 2010, pg found @ LexisNexis//gh-ag) 
Intelligence officials say Taliban will feel emboldened by Washington's announcement ISLAMABAD - The United States' strategy in Afghanistan has come in for flak from the intelligence establishment in Pakistan, with officials complaining that Washington's announcement of the date of its pullout from the war-torn nation as being too soon. If the US did not take more effort to train Afghan security forces, the hasty troops withdrawal plan would be  disastrous for Pakistan, they added. "Washington has made a mistake by announcing the withdrawal date (starting July next year). It is being seen as  a sign of weakness and wanting to leave because they feel defeated," a senior official of Pakistan's Inter Services Intelligence (ISI) told China Daily in Islamabad.  "That's why the Taliban (who are fighting the US-led forces in Afghanistan) will not talk to us. Waiting for one more year or two is not a problem for them, because they know Americans will go away. There's no need to talk," he said. "If the US was to pull out of Afghanistan today, that would be when the real war starts for Pakistan." Millions of Afghans would again pour into the country, creating more problems for the unstable nation, he added. The official, who asked to remain anonymous, also suggested that Americans "should come out of the 'ruler' mode and realize power is not the solution to all". US President Barack Obama declared late last  year that he would send 30,000 more troops to the war-torn nation. Nearly 90,000 international troops, over half of which are from the US, are now deployed in Afghanistan. They are backed by 97,200 personnel of the Afghan National Army, and 93,800 local police. In a recent interview with China Daily, Afghan Foreign Minister Zalmai Rassoul also suggested that foreign troops in  his country focus on training local armies in Afghanistan before leaving the country. "The US strategy keeps on changing and we don't know where it is going," Brigadier Syed Azmat Ali, director of the country's Inter Services Public Relations (ISPR) told China Daily separately. The pullout should be gradual and not before the Afghan security forces are ready to take charge, Ali said. "The US should play a role in increasing checkpoints along the Afghanistan-Pakistan border too. We cannot afford to have any more troops now," Ali said. ISPR figures showed that, currently, there were 821 Pakistani checkpoints along the border, but only 112 were set up  by the NATO coalition and Afghanistan National Security Forces (ANSF). This was far from sufficient to stop terrorists flowing into Pakistan, Ali said. Meanwhile, Pakistan has asked China to better help the country's counter-terrorism and reconstruction effort. "China has helped us a lot in terms of economy and training security forces, and in so many other ways. But they can do much more from the level they are doing now and more is required," Ali said. The primary focus is on more equipment for combating terrorism. "Talks are on a regular basis between the two governments," he said. A study by Pakistan's Foreign Ministry last year showed a loss of $35 billion in that year alone due to multi-national companies pulling out of the country citing security concerns. Funds cancellations and other missed opportunities contributed to the financial loss while unofficial figures predict the Islamic Republic will suffer a further loss of $68 billion this year. The US recently committed $1.5 billion in civilian aid to Pakistan annually for the following five years but officials say that figure is far from enough. "We get less than $1 billion out of the  total because of monitoring and systemic checks." Ali said the money would be largely distributed in training, administrative expenses and building infrastructure. "And, after that, hardly anything is left for anything."  "The assistance we get in return is good but insufficient to compensate the losses we suffer just in the economic sector alone," the unnamed official said.  

pakistan instability adv frontline

Afghan instability won’t affect Pakistan—Pakistani affairs will be affected by internal forces

Pillar, PhD, CIA retiree, 2009 [Paul, “Counterterrorism and Stability in Afghanistan,” 10-14, cpass.georgetown.edu/documents/AfghanHASCPillarOct09_1.doc] emma b

The possible connection of events in Afghanistan to Pakistan has, of course, become a major part of debate on U.S. policy toward Afghanistan.  Although influencing developments in Pakistan is not why we intervened in Afghanistan, Pakistan’s importance requires that the connections, if any, be addressed.  Two questions must be asked.  One is how much effect anything happening in Afghanistan is likely to have on the politics and stability of Pakistan.  There is a tendency to think of such questions in spatial terms, with visions of malevolent influences suffusing across international boundaries like a contagious disease.  But the future of Pakistan will be influenced far more by forces within Pakistan itself.  Those forces include the inclinations of the Pakistani population and the will and capabilities of the Pakistani military, which is by far the strongest—in several senses of the term—institution in Pakistan.  Pakistan has more than five times the population of Afghanistan and an economy ten times as large.  Pakistani policymakers and the Pakistani military have a keen interest in Afghanistan, partly because of concerns about Pashtun nationalism and mostly as a side theater in their rivalry with India.  But events inside Afghanistan will not be decisive, or anything close to it, in shaping Pakistan’s future. The other question is exactly what sort of influence, for good or for ill, events in Afghanistan are likely to have on Pakistan even if that influence is marginal rather than decisive.  Again, the spatial model of spreading instability tends to dominate thinking, but it is unclear exactly how the model would materialize in practice.  Establishment of a hostile regime on one’s borders (and we should note that Islamabad’s relations with the current Afghan government of Hamid Karzai have been anything but cordial) may weaken one’s own internal stability if it offers substantial new resources to an internal opposition or provides a base of operations that the opposition previously lacked.  But even establishment of an Afghan Taliban state or proto-state would not do these things to Pakistan.  Even if the Afghan Taliban—who have been beneficiaries more than enemies of the Pakistani government—decided to turn their attention away from consolidating domestic power to try to stoke an Islamist fire in Pakistan, they would have few additional resources to offer.  And the Pakistani Taliban already have bases of operations in the Federally Administered Tribal Areas, which appear as part of Pakistan on maps but which Islamabad has never effectively controlled.   In the meantime, an expanded U.S.-led counterinsurgency in Afghanistan is more likely to complicate than to alleviate the task of Pakistani security forces, insofar as it pushes additional militants across the Durand line.  A larger U.S. military presence in the immediate region also would make it politically more difficult for the Pakistani government to cooperate openly on security matters with the United States, in the face of widespread negative sentiment inside Pakistan regarding that presence. 
And, Nuclear war unlikely between India and Pakistan

Parthasarathy 2010, [G.,  - Senior Fellow and the Centre for Strategic and International Studies and a member of the Executive Committee of the Centre for Air Power Studies in New Delhi. "Afpak For Dummies." World Affairs, Winter, academic search premier]
As to fears about a possible Taliban takeover of Pakistan’s nuclear arsenal, they appear premature at present. Not only are Pakistan’s nuclear sites evidently well protected, but we know that Pakistan’s nuclear weapons are stored unassembled, with the fissile core separated from the non-nuclear explosives. These components, in turn, are stored apart from their delivery vehicles. Moreover, while Pakistan has not formally enunciated a nuclear doctrine, the nuclear thresholds described in 2002 by the head of the Strategic Planning Division of the National Command Authority, Lieutenant General Khalid Kidwai, are unlikely to be crossed in any conceivable military flare-up between India and Pakistan.
Ext:  no indo-pak war

No risk of Indo-Pak escalation
Michael Quinlan. 05. “India-Pakistan Deterrrence Revisited.” Survival. London. Vol. 47, Iss. 3; pg 103. ProQuest.   imanol

Since the 1999 Kargil conflict and the 2002 confrontation political relations between India and Pakistan have eased considerably, with leaders on both sides spearheading a drive to improve the climate and to do practical business together, including on Kashmir. Nuclear-weapon concepts and doctrines seem to have evolved prudently, though information is limited. The buildup of armouries, slower than some observers foresaw, does not at present threaten deterrent balance, though worries about ballistic missile defence may lie ahead. Further cooperation on confidence-building measures, and dialogue on entrenching stability, remain important. Both countries, but especially Pakistan after the A.Q. Khan scandal, have global responsibilities in the non-proliferation context. Overall, the scene is more reassuring than five years ago, though improvement is not irreversible. 

politics links – plan hurts obama

Reversal on Afghanistan will destroy Obama – on balance its politically worse than staying the course
Biddle 2009 
[Stephen – Roger Hertog Senior Fellow for Defense Policy, “Is It Worth It?  The Difficult Case for War in Afghanistan”, July-August,
http://www.the-american-interest.com/article.cfm?piece=617] 
However, reversing policy and disengaging would be no easier for Obama. It would be the wrong course on the merits. Politically, it would commit the Administration to a policy now supported by only 17 percent of the electorate. It would play into the traditional Republican narrative of Democratic weakness on defense, facilitate widespread if ill-founded Republican accusations of the Administration’s leftist radicalism, and risk alienating moderate Democrats in battleground districts whose support the President will need on other issues. However bad the news may look if the United States fights on, withdrawal would probably mean a Karzai collapse and a Taliban victory, an outcome that would flood American TV screens with nightmarish imagery.

Politics Links – Congress
CONGRESS OPPOSES PLAN – RECENT VOTE ON MCGOVERN AMENDMENT PROVES THEY OPPOSE DRAWDOWN

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 Links – Democrats

Even Senate Democrats are opposed to Obama’s timetable-McChrystal’s COIN must remain

Reuters 5/27/10 [Susan Cornwell, journalist, U.S. Senate Rejects Exit Timetable for Afghanistan, Reuters, http://www.commondreams.org/headline/2010/05/27-7]
WASHINGTON - The Senate rejected a proposal on Thursday to require President Barack Obama to submit a timetable for pulling U.S. forces out of Afghanistan, despite unease among some members of his party over the nine-year-old war.  The 80-18 vote nixed a bid by liberal Democrat Russ Feingold for a detailed troop timetable, which he argued would avoid future "emergency" war spending bills such as the $33 billion one now before the Senate. (REUTERS/Yannis Behrakis)The 80-18 vote nixed a bid by liberal Democrat Russ Feingold for a detailed troop timetable, which he argued would avoid future "emergency" war spending bills such as the $33 billion one now before the Senate.  But most members of the Democratic-majority Senate proved unwilling to dictate to the president, with a buildup of 30,000 additional troops still underway that Obama ordered to Afghanistan and a new military push in the Kandahar area.  Adopting Feingold's plan would "reinforce the fear ... that the United States will abandon the region," Armed Services Committee Chairman Carl Levin, a Democrat, said.  Levin said this was unwise as the Taliban is "doing everything it can" to convince Afghans that U.S., NATO and Afghan forces cannot protect them.  Senate Majority Leader Harry Reid, a Democrat, also voted against Feingold's proposal. "I've felt no impatience about Afghanistan in my caucus," he said on Wednesday.  But several Democratic senators are increasingly anxious now that U.S. combat deaths have passed the 1,000 mark in Afghanistan and the cost of the war topped $300 billion.  The war in Iraq has cost over $700 billion, with 4,400 U.S. military dead since 2003.  "I'm impatient. Time to start thinking about a different approach, I think," Senator Tom Harkin said earlier this week.  Senator Jeff Bingaman, another Democrat, said: "I think there's a high level of impatience, but exactly what should be done legislatively about that issue, I don't know." He voted against Feingold's proposal; Harkin voted for it.  END DATE SOUGHT  Feingold acknowledged Obama had set July 2011 as a starting date for removing U.S. troops, but said there should also be an end date. "The president should convey to the American and Afghan people how long he anticipates it will take to complete his military objectives," he said.  There were no Republican votes for his plan.  "Thanks to the McChrystal strategy, American forces have already brought pressure on the Taliban in Afghanistan. We need to keep that pressure up if this counterinsurgency strategy is to succeed, and it must," Republican leader Mitch McConnell said. General Stanley McChrystal is in charge of U.S. and NATO forces in Afghanistan.  The Senate also shelved a Republican proposal to find ways to pay for the new war spending with cuts to other programs. Reid scoffed at this idea, saying Republicans "never raised a fuss about paying for the war under President Bush."  Reid wants the Senate to finish the war spending bill this week. The money must also be approved by the House, where Speaker Nancy Pelosi calls it a "heavy lift" among Democrats wary of spending more on the battlefield.  The House Appropriations Committee was expected to vote on its version later on Thursday.  Obama requested $33 billion in February to pay for his Afghan surge, but Congress has been busy with domestic priorities and worried about scarce budget resources. The money comes on top of about $130 billion that Congress already approved for Afghanistan and Iraq through Sept. 30.  The Senate version includes around $4 billion for a "civilian surge" of economic aid for Afghanistan and Pakistan.
politics links – gop opposes

GOP OPPOSED TO PLAN – NO TROOP DRAWDOWN WANTED UNTIL VICTORY ASSURED

Muskal, 10 (Michael, July 2, LA Times Reporter, http://latimesblogs.latimes.com/dcnow/2010/07/rnc-chairman-michael-steeles-afghanistan-comments-put-the-gop-in-an-politically-awkward-position.html, “RNC leader Michael Steele's Afghanistan comments put GOP in a politically awkward position”, LA Times)  yan
Those numbers help explain why Democrats have been widely publicizing comments made by Steele during a Connecticut fundraiser on Thursday. Steele was critical of President Obama and the war started by his predecessor, Republican George W. Bush after 9/11.

"If he's such a student of history, has he not understood that, you know, that's the one thing you don't do is engage in a land war in Afghanistan? All right? Because everyone who's tried, over a thousand years of history, has failed," Steele said in the widely posted video. "And there are reasons for that. There are other ways to engage in Afghanistan."

Steele's comments drew sharp criticism from conservatives in his own party who called for his ouster because the comments are so much at variance with the GOP's war stand. Hardliners such as Sen. John McCain (R-Ariz.) have been critical of Obama -- but for the opposite reasons that Steele cited. McCain, and others fear that Obama will withdraw from Afghanistan on a fixed timetable before final victory -- however that is defined.

Politics Links – Obama Timetable Popular

PUBLIC SUPPORTS STATUS QUO PLAN FOR DRAWDOWN

Oxford Analytica, July 13 2010, “Americans and the war in Afghanistan”, http://www.forbes.com/2010/07/12/afghanistan-war-public-opinion-obama-business-oxford_print.htm   dhara
Republican National Committee Chairman Michael Steele last week again apologized for his recent remarks on Afghanistan, which he had characterized at a private fundraiser as "Obama's war." Steele's comments, and President Barack Obama's dismissal last month of the top U.S. commander in Afghanistan, Gen. Stanley McChrystal, have refocused public attention on the war in Afghanistan and cast doubt on the political sustainability of maintaining the U.S. presence there:  --At home, polling indicates that an increasing percentage of the public believes that the war is not "going well."  --Abroad, public opposition to a continued military presence means that several key NATO allies, including Canada and the Netherlands, have signaled that their substantial contributions to combat operations will end by next year.  However, while disquiet about the course of the war has increased, pressure for withdrawal remains weak. A chorus of senior Republican leaders immediately condemned Steele's remarks, and Obama contained the fallout from the McChrystal flap by appointing Gen. David Petraeus to take direct command of the Afghan campaign. The president's polling numbers have fallen due to a weak economy, but if anything, public support for his conduct of the Afghan campaign has cushioned this decline.  At the moment, public backing for the campaign in Afghanistan, and particularly the administration's strategic approach, is much stronger than media reports suggest:  In a Gallup poll of U.S. residents released on June 29, 58% favored the president's timeline for withdrawal, which calls for U.S. forces to begin leaving the country in July 2011. However, of the minority (38%) who opposed Obama's policy, the overwhelming majority (29% of all those surveyed) did so on the grounds that they did not favor "any timetable" for withdrawal. Only 7% of those polled favored a more rapid pullout.  Overall, 50% characterized Obama's Afghanistan policy as "good" or "very good"--a figure that has not changed since the administration announced its approach in December 2009.  Again, the majority of those who do not support the White House's approach do so on the grounds that the U.S. troop presence should be larger, not smaller.
Support for Obama’s Afghanistan timetable is building momentum already 18 senators and 92 reps voted for it

Naiman, policy director at Just Foreign Policy, 5/27/10 [Robert Naiman, 18 senators back timetable for Afghanistan withdrawal, Just Foreign Policy, http://www.justforeignpolicy.org/node/593] 
Today eighteen Senators voted for Senator Feingold's amendment to the war supplemental requiring the President to establish a timetable for the redeployment of U.S. military forces from Afghanistan. This could be a turning point in U.S. policy on the war in Afghanistan.  With this vote, the number of Senators on the record in support of the policy of establishing a timetable for military withdrawal just increased from two to eighteen: on Tuesday, Senator Boxer added her name to S.3197, Senator Feingold's bill that would have the same effect.  The other sixteen Senators who voted yes were Baucus [D-MT]; Brown [D-OH]; Cantwell [D-WA]; Dorgan [D-ND]; Durbin [D-IL]; Gillibrand [D-NY]; Harkin [D-IA]; Leahy [D-VT]; Merkley [D-OR]; Murray [D-WA]; Sanders [I-VT]; Schumer [D-NY]; Specter [D-PA]; Tester [D-MT]; Udall [D-NM]; and Wyden [D-OR]. (Noteworthy votes against included Senator Franken and Senator Feinstein. Last September, Feinstein called for a specific date for the withdrawal of American forces.)  This "surge" in Senate support for a timetable for withdrawal should make it easier to build support in the House for a withdrawal timetable when the House considers the war supplemental, as it is expected to do after the Memorial Day recess.  Already, 92 Members of the House have co-sponsored H.R. 5015, Representative McGovern's companion legislation requiring a timetable for withdrawal, including members of the House Democratic leadership, like Rep. Barney Frank and Rep. George Miller; if you add in Members who earlier this year supported Representative Kucinich's withdrawal resolution, more than 100 Members of the House are already on the record in favor of a timetable for military withdrawal.  In addition, several broad-based Democratic constituency groups are supporting McGovern's bill, including MoveOn, USAction/TrueMajority, and the National Organization for Women; it is also supported by U.S. Labor Against the War, Win Without War, Peace Action, United for Peace and Justice, Pax Christi, AFSC, the Fellowship of Reconciliation, the Friends Committee on National Legislation, and the Progressive Democrats of America. Katrina vanden Heuvel, editor of The Nation, recently wrote in support of the legislation in her column in the Washington Post.  A handful more of co-sponsors on McGovern's resolution would virtually guarantee that if the House is allowed to consider an amendment like the one the Senate voted on today, the majority of Democrats would vote no. This would establish "there should be a timetable for withdrawal" as the mainstream Democratic position, pressuring the Obama Administration to create one, just as Congressional pressure helped create the July 2011 deadline for the drawdown of U.S. forces in Afghanistan to begin.
Negotiate with Taliban CP 
Text: The United States Federal Government should engage in peace negotiations with the government of the Islamic Republic of Afghanistan, the army of the Islamic Republic of Pakistan, and non-Pashtun political leaders. The United States Federal Government should withdraw all United States Armed Forces troops from Afghanistan, using a phased, fixed timetable for withdrawal.

Solves 100% of the case – negotiated peace appeases all factions, causes stability, and ensures an honorable U.S. withdrawal

Rafiq, 7-8

[Arif, president of Vizier Consulting, LLC, which provides strategic guidance on Middle East and South Asian political and security issues, “ Only way to end the Afghanistan war: US peace deal with the Taliban,” http://www.csmonitor.com/layout/set/print/content/view/print/312983]

Nearly six months into the United States surge in Afghanistan and six months prior to the White House’s review of the Afghan war strategy, it’s clear our mission in Afghanistan is not only failing, but beyond repair. Only a political solution can bring lasting peace to Afghanistan and extract the US from this messy conflict. And given Washington’s bleak military predicament, it must begin to give precedence to a political reconciliation process with the senior Taliban leadership now, rather than next year. The surge’s goal is to blunt the Taliban’s advance within a year’s time and force it to negotiate from a position of weakness. But the Taliban, rather than weakened, is ascendant and will probably remain so. A recent US Defense Department assessment indicates that most of Afghanistan’s key 121 districts are neutral or sympathetic toward the Taliban, or even staunchly support it. Meanwhile, the Taliban has stymied efforts to establish the Afghan government’s writ in the restive south – the Taliban heartland and the war’s center of gravity. The so called government in a box, or quickly-installable local government, has come to the southern provinces of Helmand and Kandahar – but that box is a coffin. The Taliban has assassinated local government officials essential to efforts to win over the locals by improving their quality of life. Insurgents have returned to the town of Marja after the offensive there this spring. And operations in the neighboring Kandahar Province, originally scheduled for this month, have been delayed at least until early autumn, due to the Marja operation’s failure. The status quo – a violent, fractured Afghanistan that is occupied by foreign troops and led by a corrupt, incompetent, and legitimacy-lacking government – benefits the Taliban, who as sons of the soil, can remain in a state of war perhaps indefinitely. But the United States cannot afford to sink deeper into the Afghan quicksand. The war in Afghanistan currently costs American taxpayers between $100 million and $200 million annually. A prolonged, ambitious engagement of up to 10 more years – advocated by some conservatives – could cost the US over a trillion dollars. Fortunately, there is a nascent peace process led by the Afghan and Pakistani governments that Washington can capitalize on. Both Afghan President Hamid Karzai and the Pakistani Army are engaged in outreach to the three major Afghan insurgent parties: the Mullah Omar-led Taliban, Gulbuddin Hekmatyar’s Hezb-i Islami, and the network of Jalaluddin and Sirajuddin Haqqani. This initiative is Washington’s ticket for a safe and honorable exit from Afghanistan. Washington should let Mr. Karzai and the Pakistan Army take the lead in forging a lasting Afghan peace. Indeed, the military-intelligence establishment of Pakistan is the only entity that has the leverage to bring the Taliban to the table. While the extent of the Pakistani military’s support for the Taliban is unclear, it has senior Taliban figures in its custody and the Taliban is dependent on Pakistani havens to wage its fight in Afghanistan. As a result, the Pakistani military is equipped with powerful levers to push the Taliban toward talks. Washington can do its part by coaxing non-Pashtuns, who are reluctant to make peace with the Taliban, into the peace process, and ensure that a political settlement to the Afghan war includes all its major power factions. President Obama announced the start date for a US withdrawal, but it was very vague. There is no complete schedule. Peace with the Taliban would probably require a phased departure of Western troops on a fixed timetable that explicitly states the date for a final withdrawal of coalition forces. The vacuum left by departing Western troops could be filled by peacekeepers from nonneighboring Muslim states, such as Jordan and Turkey. In exchange, the Taliban should pledge to abide by an Afghanistan constitution and end all cooperation with Al Qaeda, which is on its last throes in both Afghanistan and Pakistan. The terms of a peace deal can be finalized in a loya jirga, or grand council, consisting of all Afghan ethnic and religious factions. Though a political settlement with the Taliban will undoubtedly require compromise on legal and social matters, these concessions need not set back Afghan women in the long term. While the Taliban might push for an end to coeducation in Afghanistan’s south, there is no Islamic basis for them to oppose girls-only schools. Gulf Arab states that have done their fair share to promote radicalism in Afghanistan should recompense by funding primary and secondary girls schools, putting Afghanistan on a path toward universal education. Within a generation’s time, the world can witness an Afghanistan fully healed from the 30 years of strife. But healing Afghanistan requires a political, not a military, solution. And Washington’s consent to bring about that solution must come now, before it sinks deeper into an unwinnable war. 
Ext CP: Solves Case 

Negotiating with the Taliban will make COIN efforts more effective – CP solves the reason why our counterinsurgency efforts are failing

Nawaz ’09 [Shuja Nawaz, Dirctor of the South Asia Center and the Atlantic Council of the Unites States, 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]

 Engaging with the Taliban in Afghanistan is certainly a viable option for the United States, since it allows the United States to help isolate the extremist elements from those who feel compelled to join the Taliban insurgency under threat or in return for favors and largesse. Importantly, by showing that it is willing to speak with the "enemy," the engagement could create a more positive view of the United States in local eyes. The United States must also try to separate the mujahadeen commanders, such as the Haqqanis and Gulbuddin Hekmatyar, from the Taliban of Mullah Omar, since they are potentially rivals for power in Kabul. This may involve use of tribal and Pakistani interlocutors who once worked with these commanders during the jihad against the Soviet Union.  The United States must not even try to enter into negotiations inside Pakistan. Instead, it can and should support Pakistani efforts to isolate the extremists inside that country by winning over the moderate populations in both the Federally Administered Tribal Areas (FATA) and the settled areas of the North West Frontier Province (NWFP) to wrest influence from the Pakistani Taliban. This should not be done by ceding territory but by winning over the population. Direct injection of cash aid for community projects may be an effective method of winning friends in these areas. Low-profile collaboration with the Pakistan Army and Frontier Corps to deliver resources from the CENTCOM Commander's Emergency Response Program may be one option. Building on the expertise of the Narcotics Affairs Section of the U.S. embassy in Pakistan and the Office of Transition Initiatives to start quick-impact projects that would benefit locals rapidly, the United States can help Pakistan break the stranglehold of the local Taliban over large swaths of FATA and the NWFP. Longer-term aid could then consolidate those gains. 

Reintegration is key to success in Afghanistan – CP key to stabilizing Afghanistan and Pakistan

Semple ’09 [Michael Semple, former deputy to the EU special representative for Afghanistan, 3/20/09, “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]

Enabling pragmatic Taliban to integrate honorably and peacefully in the political system will be an important element of the U.S. strategy for success in Afghanistan. The plan for realistic reconciliation must be built on an understanding of the political dynamics of the insurgency, must incorporate lessons from Afghan experience in opposition engagement, and must focus on modest, attainable goals. A series of blunders in the handling of the follow-up to the 2001 overthrow of the Taliban regime helped those who wanted to mobilize for the new insurgency. The blunders now have to be undone. I recall sitting with enthusiastic Western officials in September 2001 to list the pragmatic Taliban with whom we could work. But an inside-outside game by the Afghans we put into power helped ensure the Taliban stayed on the outside. Those who claim that reconciliation has already been tried ignore the lack of any serious strategic effort to engage with the insurgent commanders. The call for an "Afghan lead" has been an excuse for masterly inactivity by the international community. There has been no credible effort at Taliban or insurgent reconciliation since 2001. The international actors have largely held back from pursuing their own contacts with the insurgency, on the basis that the Afghan government must lead. But the official reconciliation program, the PTS scheme run by the venerable Sebghatullah Mujadidi, has made no inroads into the insurgency. Hardly any of the over five thousand people it claims to have reconciled were at any stage active insurgents. In any case the arrangements for taking care of housing, economic, and security needs of any Taliban wishing to reconcile have been embarrassingly inadequate. If the United States throws its weight behind a revamped reconciliation initiative, it can contribute to an incremental peace. Some of the insurgency's commander networks, consisting of veteran Taliban or jihad-era commanders and the fighters loyal to them, can be persuaded to end the struggle against the government if they are honorably accommodated within the new setup and protected from harassment at the hands of local or international security forces. Accommodation of the networks means jobs for the men, sinecures for the commanders, and security for all. Cutting such deals requires intensive diplomacy to establish confidence and sift out the opportunists. The Afghan government has only delivered on this for a handful of presidential favorites such as Kajaki's Mullah Abdul Salaam. The best hope for progress on reaching out to the Afghan Taliban is if Pakistan can be turned into a sort of "reconciliation safe haven." All the main commander networks active in the Afghan insurgency have a presence in Pakistan and are more approachable there than when at the front. Hitherto Taliban in Pakistan have been wary of acknowledging an interest in reconciliation for fear of being victimized. If those conducting the outreach can be protected, Pakistan is the ideal place to conduct the initial contacts with commander networks and build the confidence which must underpin any reconciliation deal. A request for Pakistan to allow this track-two type diplomacy and engagement with the commander networks should be high on U.S. Special Representative Richard Holbrooke's wish list. In contrast, there is little scope for reaching out to Pakistani Taliban groups who have so systematically appealed to the cause of jihad against the United States in Afghanistan to help them mobilize in Pakistan. The best political way for the United States to address the Pakistan insurgency would be to reach an accommodation with the Afghan Taliban and bury the notion that there is a jihad in Afghanistan.

Ext CP: Solves Case

Reintegration of Taliban key to Afghan stability – will make our counterinsurgency mission successful

NY Times 10 (Elisabeth Bumiller, "U.S. Tries to Reintegrate Taliban Soldiers", 5/23/10, http://www.nytimes.com/2010/05/24/world/asia/24reconcile.html?pagewanted=1&_r=3 // gh-as)
Acting under military guidelines aimed at persuading low-level fighters to lay down their arms, commanders repeat the mantra that the United States will never kill its way to victory in Afghanistan. They say that in a counterinsurgency war intended to win over the population, reintegration is crucial because the Taliban are woven so deeply into the social fabric of the country. “I can understand why they’re Taliban,” Captain Cuomo said in an interview after Mr. Khan’s release. “Well of course they are, what do you want them to do? I want to do anything, I had to be part of the Taliban, man.” Military officials describe reintegration so far as sporadic at best, an interim effort ahead of a more formal process that they hope the Afghan government will adopt at a political summit meeting in Kabul in coming weeks. Last year, as part of an earlier Afghan push to give jobs to defecting Taliban, the Kabul government said that at least 9,000 insurgents had turned in their weapons. Maj. Gen. Richard Barrons, a British Army commander in Kabul who has helped oversee the reconciliation effort, said the Afghan government now estimated that there were 40,000 fighters to be brought back into the fold, with the 1,000 at the top, including the Taliban leader Mullah Muhammad Omar, as the most important. United States military officials say they do not have a clear idea of how many Taliban have reintegrated so far, including any who came into the fold during the early years of the war, but that the numbers are small. Washington has so far endorsed Afghan plans for reconciliation with some Taliban, but has drawn the line at negotiating with Mullah Omar. (Washington and Kabul use the term reconciliation for the Taliban leadership and reintegration for the foot soldiers.) Either way, the plans echo the Awakening movement in Iraq, where tribal leaders from the country’s Sunni minority rebelled against Al Qaeda in Mesopotamia and joined forces with the Americans. But there are many differences between Iraq and Afghanistan, not least Afghanistan’s long history of fighters changing sides, sometimes more than once. The seeds of Mr. Khan’s “trial” were planted last summer, when the Marines pushed into the lush hamlet of Mian Poshteh, part of an initial escalation ordered in the spring of 2009 by President Obama. Surrounded by harvested poppy fields and a network of irrigation canals, members of Company E of the Second Battalion, Eighth Marine Regiment met fierce Taliban resistance. (The episode was captured in “Obama’s War,” a PBS Frontline documentary broadcast last fall which opened with the shooting death last July of a 20-year-old corporal in the Mian Poshteh market.) Captain Cuomo’s Company F of the Second Battalion, Second Marine Regiment arrived in October to continuing fighting and the deaths, by sniper and roadside bomb, of two more Marines. But by early this year, the Taliban had either been killed, chased away or given jobs. The Marines reopened the market, committed hundreds of thousands of dollars to work programs and began plans to build a school and clinic.

Continuing fighting will aid future negotiations with Taliban – US must be winning to negotiate effectively

Washington Post, 6-29 (David Ignatius, "What would reconciliation look like for the U.S. and Taliban?", 6/29/10, http://www.washingtonpost.com/wp-dyn/content/article/2010/06/28/AR2010062802758.html // gh-as)
Even as the United States and the Taliban continue to pound each other on the battlefield, the two adversaries appear to be conducting parallel internal debates about what an eventual political reconciliation might involve. Each side wants to bargain from a position of maximum strength, and for the foreseeable future that means trying to inflict maximum pain. Each seems to be betting that the staying power of the other is limited -- by domestic politics, regional dynamics and the cost of the conflict in money and blood. The main advantage of the Taliban, arguably, is that its fighters are a permanent part of the landscape. U.S. military commanders here see signs that their aggressive "capture or kill" operations have rocked the Taliban -- and pushed some of the insurgents to consider negotiations with President Hamid Karzai. This Special Forces campaign involves 125 to 150 operations each month, a senior military official here said Saturday, adding that in the past four months, 525 insurgents had been detained or killed, including 130 who are district commanders or higher. "The argument within the Taliban is about resolving the conflict," says the military official, citing prisoner interrogations and other intelligence. "They want to figure out what the conditions would be," he explained, including: "How do we do it? Will we be part of the [Afghan] government? Will we fear for our lives?" Taliban prisoners have told U.S. interrogators that this pounding in Afghanistan -- coupled with attacks by Predator drones on their havens in Pakistan -- has taken a psychological toll. According to the senior military official, lower-level fighters complain, "Hey, we're doing all the dying out here," and ask their commanders, "How much longer can we put up with this?" But top administration officials, starting with President Obama, expressed skepticism over the weekend that Taliban leader Mohammad Omar is willing to make any serious compromises yet. CIA Director Leon Panetta cautioned Sunday on ABC's "This Week": "We have seen no evidence that they are truly interested in reconciliation." The U.S. strategy is to keep firing away, in the hope that the enemy will be more pliable by 2011, when Obama plans to begin withdrawing American troops. The inner circle of the administration has begun its own debate about a strategy for Afghan political reconciliation. Obama has publicly supported reconciliation, but with some significant preconditions. And while he has said that this process should be "Afghan-led," the United States also wants to steer the process in the direction most favorable to its interests. Complicating the situation for both the United States and the Taliban are the recent discussions between Karzai and Gen. Ashfaq Kiyani, the Pakistani army chief. The Pakistanis would like to broker any settlement in Afghanistan. They appear to have had some success in convincing Karzai that, given Obama's July 2011 timetable to begin withdrawal, Pakistan is his most reliable long-run partner. The Taliban has developed its own version of a "population-centric" strategy to win Afghan hearts and minds. The military official in Kabul cited intelligence reports that Omar has ordered his fighters to curb corruption, reduce civilian casualties and run more effective local courts. Taliban leaders who were unpopular or ineffective have been recalled from the battlefield, the U.S. official said. Both the United States and the Taliban have set heavy preconditions for negotiations, which for now have stymied serious dialogue. Washington insists that Taliban fighters disarm, renounce any links with al-Qaeda and accept the human-rights provisions of the Afghan constitution. The Taliban demands the withdrawal of all foreign forces from Afghanistan. For now, those demands have produced an impasse. But some U.S. advocates of reconciliation see signs that Omar may be ready to distance the Taliban from al-Qaeda. One official cites an interview, conducted in March by Pakistani journalist Syed Saleem Shahzad that appeared in Asia Times Online, in which an anonymous Taliban official describes Osama bin Laden as "just an individual" and said the United States was using him as an excuse to avoid real talks. In the Pashtun culture, reconciliation is possible when there is a gundi, or balance of power, that conveys mutual respect and security. So far, neither the United States nor the Taliban has a reconciliation strategy that could be articulated so succinctly.

ext:  solves afghan instability

CP IS A PREREQUISITE FOR STABILITY AND PEACE IN AFGHANISTAN

Akram, former Pakistan Ambassador to the United Nations, 10 (Munir Akram, "Peace with the Taliban", 3/16/10, http://www.thenews.com.pk/daily_detail.asp?id=229258)/ andrew
Even as the American troop surge is underway in Afghanistan, sensible minds have increasingly accepted that restoring peace in Afghanistan will require negotiating peace with the Taliban. The US defence secretary has acknowledged that the Taliban are "part of the political fabric" of Afghanistan. The recent London Conference agreed to finance a programme for the reintegration of Taliban elements. President Karzai called for reconciliation with them. Pakistan has consistently advocated this. However, there is as yet no clear vision, on any side, of the purpose, process and content of a negotiated peace with the Taliban. Four major questions need to be addressed and answered: who is peace to be negotiated with? When should negotiations take place? How should they be conducted? And what should be the terms of a settlement? Until very recently, the US felt that only the Taliban foot soldiers, who were presumed to be fighting either for money or from fear, ought to accommodated., With Karzai's all-encompassing peace initiative, it is now increasingly accepted by the US-Nato coalition that negotiations will have to be held with all the Taliban, including leaders like Mullah Omar, Sirajuddin Haqqani and Gulbadin Hekmatyar. The two caveats now are: one, that the Taliban break their links with Al-Qaeda and, two, accept the Afghan constitution. The McCrystal Plan envisages that negotiations would be held after the American troops surge had inflicted serious military reversals on the Taliban. The Americans' belief in this strategy may have been revived following their reported "success" in clearing Marjah and, even more, the capture of Mullah Baradar, Mullah Omar's chief of military operations, and several other Taliban leaders by Pakistani intelligence. Apart from the military significance of these developments, they may also reveal the nature of the process through which negotiations are likely to proceed. According to reports, Mullah Baradar had opened contacts with Karzai's emissaries. His capture by the ISI could well be a signal that no negotiations with the Taliban can exclude Pakistan. Kabul's efforts to "repatriate" the captured Taliban have been blocked. In a clear signal, the Pakistani army chief has publicly highlighted Pakistan's strategic interests in Afghanistan. Indeed, Pakistan is well placed to play a key role in negotiating peace in Afghanistan, given its old ties to the Taliban leadership, including not only Mullah Omar's group but also those led by Haqqani and Hekmatyar. The captured Taliban leaders add to this leverage. Yet, despite its strategic position and vital interest in the outcome, Pakistan will confront considerable difficulties in playing the intermediary's role. Pakistan will need, first, to ensure that negotiations with the Afghan Taliban do not compromise its priority objective of subduing the Pakistani Taliban (the TTP), who have shadowy relationships with Afghan and Indian intelligence. Second, a clear vision of a desirable and achievable outcome will need to be formulated. While both the US and the Taliban will seek peace on their own terms, Pakistan should evolve a plan that can prove acceptable to both sides. Third, US acceptance will have to be secured for such an outcome. There will be resistance from militarists and other lobbies in Washington. However, the recent enhanced intelligence cooperation between Pakistani and the US may indicate that a measure of understanding may well have been reached regarding the future order in Afghanistan. Four, it will be necessary to ensure that the negotiating option is not jeopardised by competing interventions from India or other neighbouring or regional countries. India has already commenced a diplomatic campaign to frustrate a negotiated peace with the Taliban, protesting to the US, playing on Russian fears of Wahhabist revival in Central Asia and, no doubt, stoking concern in Tehran. Pakistan will need adroit diplomacy and ground action to neutralise India's spoiler role. The parameters for a peaceful settlement in Afghanistan so far set out by the US or Karzai are unlikely to be acceptable to the Taliban. While they may consider breaking their links with Al-Qaeda, it is unlikely that they will accept the present Afghan constitution, or agree to join the Karzai government, which is still dominated by Tajiks and assorted warlords. The Taliban's minimum conditions are likely to include a more representative central authority in Kabul, with adequate Taliban representation, exercise of power in the Pakhtun-majority areas of Afghanistan and, most critically, withdrawal of foreign forces from Afghanistan. Since President Obama also wants to withdraw US forces as soon as possible and the US considers the Taliban a part of the Afghan political fabric, a deal with the Taliban appears to be eminently possible, unless extraneous factors and forces intervene to prevent this. A negotiated outcome could contain the following elements: One, a US commitment to a withdrawal of all foreign forces, linked to a timeframe or realisation of certain benchmarks. Two, a verifiable Taliban commitment to severance of all ties with Al-Qaeda. Three, an agreement for the early cessation of hostilities. Four, formation of a coalition or "national unity" government in Kabul--including nominated Taliban representatives--exercising decentralised control over locally governed provinces. Five, transfer of power at the provincial and local levels to "Shuras" or Councils composed of tribal and Taliban leaders. Six, acceptance by the Taliban of reconstruction and development projects, executed with local and, where necessary, external participation. (This can include re-imposition of Mullah Omar's old edict banning poppy cultivation and Taliban acceptance of girls' schooling.) Seven, creation of a genuine Afghan National Army, with at least 50 per cent Pakhtun representation, including soldiers from among the ranks of the Taliban. A political settlement along these lines is not ideal--far from it. But a negotiated peace, however imperfect, is palpably preferable to the alternative: a prolonged and purposeless conflict in which the central threat from Al-Qaeda survives. The prospects of negotiating such a settlement are likely to be better if pursued earlier rather than later. The Taliban have suffered some tactical reverses and are under threat of the impending surge. But the McCrystal plan, once implemented, will inevitably result in intensified fighting and higher casualties, including among civilians. It will make conciliation and compromise more difficult. And, if, as is quite possible, the surge does not succeed decisively, the US-Nato's negotiating leverage would be considerably reduced. The Taliban may then conclude that to win all they need to do is survive and wait for Western patience to run out. Therefore, rather than pursue further tactical objectives, like Marjah, and the planned offensive in Kandahar, it would be advisable for the US and Nato to open early and serious contacts with the Afghan Taliban, utilising Pakistan's intercession, to evolve the broad parameters of an eventual settlement. A negotiated peace will be good for Afghanistan, for the US and its allies, and for Pakistan and the region. 

ext cp:  solves case
CP IS A PREREQUISITE FOR STABILITY AND PEACE IN AFGHANISTAN

Akram, former Pakistan Ambassador to the United Nations, 10 (Munir Akram, "Peace with the Taliban", 3/16/10, http://www.thenews.com.pk/daily_detail.asp?id=229258)/ andrew
Even as the American troop surge is underway in Afghanistan, sensible minds have increasingly accepted that restoring peace in Afghanistan will require negotiating peace with the Taliban. The US defence secretary has acknowledged that the Taliban are "part of the political fabric" of Afghanistan. The recent London Conference agreed to finance a programme for the reintegration of Taliban elements. President Karzai called for reconciliation with them. Pakistan has consistently advocated this. However, there is as yet no clear vision, on any side, of the purpose, process and content of a negotiated peace with the Taliban. Four major questions need to be addressed and answered: who is peace to be negotiated with? When should negotiations take place? How should they be conducted? And what should be the terms of a settlement? Until very recently, the US felt that only the Taliban foot soldiers, who were presumed to be fighting either for money or from fear, ought to accommodated., With Karzai's all-encompassing peace initiative, it is now increasingly accepted by the US-Nato coalition that negotiations will have to be held with all the Taliban, including leaders like Mullah Omar, Sirajuddin Haqqani and Gulbadin Hekmatyar. The two caveats now are: one, that the Taliban break their links with Al-Qaeda and, two, accept the Afghan constitution. The McCrystal Plan envisages that negotiations would be held after the American troops surge had inflicted serious military reversals on the Taliban. The Americans' belief in this strategy may have been revived following their reported "success" in clearing Marjah and, even more, the capture of Mullah Baradar, Mullah Omar's chief of military operations, and several other Taliban leaders by Pakistani intelligence. Apart from the military significance of these developments, they may also reveal the nature of the process through which negotiations are likely to proceed. According to reports, Mullah Baradar had opened contacts with Karzai's emissaries. His capture by the ISI could well be a signal that no negotiations with the Taliban can exclude Pakistan. Kabul's efforts to "repatriate" the captured Taliban have been blocked. In a clear signal, the Pakistani army chief has publicly highlighted Pakistan's strategic interests in Afghanistan. Indeed, Pakistan is well placed to play a key role in negotiating peace in Afghanistan, given its old ties to the Taliban leadership, including not only Mullah Omar's group but also those led by Haqqani and Hekmatyar. The captured Taliban leaders add to this leverage. Yet, despite its strategic position and vital interest in the outcome, Pakistan will confront considerable difficulties in playing the intermediary's role. Pakistan will need, first, to ensure that negotiations with the Afghan Taliban do not compromise its priority objective of subduing the Pakistani Taliban (the TTP), who have shadowy relationships with Afghan and Indian intelligence. Second, a clear vision of a desirable and achievable outcome will need to be formulated. While both the US and the Taliban will seek peace on their own terms, Pakistan should evolve a plan that can prove acceptable to both sides. Third, US acceptance will have to be secured for such an outcome. There will be resistance from militarists and other lobbies in Washington. However, the recent enhanced intelligence cooperation between Pakistani and the US may indicate that a measure of understanding may well have been reached regarding the future order in Afghanistan. Four, it will be necessary to ensure that the negotiating option is not jeopardised by competing interventions from India or other neighbouring or regional countries. India has already commenced a diplomatic campaign to frustrate a negotiated peace with the Taliban, protesting to the US, playing on Russian fears of Wahhabist revival in Central Asia and, no doubt, stoking concern in Tehran. Pakistan will need adroit diplomacy and ground action to neutralise India's spoiler role. The parameters for a peaceful settlement in Afghanistan so far set out by the US or Karzai are unlikely to be acceptable to the Taliban. While they may consider breaking their links with Al-Qaeda, it is unlikely that they will accept the present Afghan constitution, or agree to join the Karzai government, which is still dominated by Tajiks and assorted warlords. The Taliban's minimum conditions are likely to include a more representative central authority in Kabul, with adequate Taliban representation, exercise of power in the Pakhtun-majority areas of Afghanistan and, most critically, withdrawal of foreign forces from Afghanistan. Since President Obama also wants to withdraw US forces as soon as possible and the US considers the Taliban a part of the Afghan political fabric, a deal with the Taliban appears to be eminently possible, unless extraneous factors and forces intervene to prevent this. A negotiated outcome could contain the following elements: One, a US commitment to a withdrawal of all foreign forces, linked to a timeframe or realisation of certain benchmarks. Two, a verifiable Taliban commitment to severance of all ties with Al-Qaeda. Three, an agreement for the early cessation of hostilities. Four, formation of a coalition or "national unity" government in Kabul--including nominated Taliban representatives--exercising decentralised control over locally governed provinces. Five, transfer of power at the provincial and local levels to "Shuras" or Councils composed of tribal and Taliban leaders. Six, acceptance by the Taliban of reconstruction and development projects, executed with local and, where necessary, external participation. (This can include re-imposition of Mullah Omar's old edict banning poppy cultivation and Taliban acceptance of girls' schooling.) Seven, creation of a genuine Afghan National Army, with at least 50 per cent Pakhtun representation, including soldiers from among the ranks of the Taliban. A political settlement along these lines is not ideal--far from it. But a negotiated peace, however imperfect, is palpably preferable to the alternative: a prolonged and purposeless conflict in which the central threat from Al-Qaeda survives. The prospects of negotiating such a settlement are likely to be better if pursued earlier rather than later. The Taliban have suffered some tactical reverses and are under threat of the impending surge. But the McCrystal plan, once implemented, will inevitably result in intensified fighting and higher casualties, including among civilians. It will make conciliation and compromise more difficult. And, if, as is quite possible, the surge does not succeed decisively, the US-Nato's negotiating leverage would be considerably reduced. The Taliban may then conclude that to win all they need to do is survive and wait for Western patience to run out. Therefore, rather than pursue further tactical objectives, like Marjah, and the planned offensive in Kandahar, it would be advisable for the US and Nato to open early and serious contacts with the Afghan Taliban, utilising Pakistan's intercession, to evolve the broad parameters of an eventual settlement. A negotiated peace will be good for Afghanistan, for the US and its allies, and for Pakistan and the region. 

Ban Afghan Shipping Co. CP
US PROPPING UP THE TALIBAN BY HIRING AFGHAN SHIPPING COMPANIES – PROPS UP THE TALIBAN
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

Early withdrawal means less cash for the Taliban. A recent report from Congress lends credence to something NATO insiders have been saying for weeks—U.S. tax dollars are flowing into the Taliban's coffers. Apparently, this is how it works: the Pentagon hires Afghan shipping companies to transport goods across the country. These companies then subcontract security for these convoys to local warlords, who in turn provide security by bribing the Taliban not to attack them. They then use whatever cash they have left to bribe the Taliban to attack convoys they aren't guarding, so as to persuade shippers to hire them next time. Since the Pentagon seems unable to prevent this from happening while U.S. troops are in Afghanistan, a withdrawal seems to be the only way to block off this Taliban revenue stream.
Alternatives to troop withdrawal

Four alternatives to troop withdrawal that solve the afghan war
Carafano, one of the nation's leading experts in defense and homeland security, 6/22/10 [James Carafano, Morning Bell: Time to Dump the Afghanistan Timeline, Heritage, http://blog.heritage.org/2010/06/22/morning-bell-time-to-dump-the-afghanistan-timeline/]

First, he can dump the timeline.Second, he can make a commitment to the American people that we will achieve victory in Afghanistan, and he can give our military leaders whatever additional forces or resources they need to get the job done. Third, he can be crystal clear about how to deal with the Taliban. Curtis writes, “U.S. and NATO forces must first weaken the Taliban on the battlefield before engaging in serious negotiations with the leadership.” Fourth, the Administration has to press Pakistan to deal firmly and unambiguously with all terrorists, including those targeting its arch-rival, India. President Obama’s strategy has provoked serious questions among military leaders and our allies, it has posed serious problems for our troops on the ground, and it has undermined America’s ability to win the war. In short, we do not need an artificial timeline for withdrawal. We need a strategy for victory.
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