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Position Explanation

This negative has case frontlines as go to's for advantage answers but can be expanded upon and supplemented by the case defense, and impact turns for each advantage.  For the stability advantage the primary offense would be to argue that US withdrawal would cause more instability in Afghanistan then its presence may generate. The offense against the terrorism advantage would be that US withdraw would cede Afghanistan to terrorist groups ultimately strengthening those willing to strike the US. For soft power it would be best to argue other variables generate soft power for the US and read impact takeouts. The Pakistan counterplan should basically be viewed as Pakistan taking the US lead role in negotiating a peace agreement between government officials and Taliban representatives.

Stability Advantage – 1NC Frontline 1/2
That status quo has a comparatively better chance of stabilizing Afghanistan. 

Sean Maloney, Ph.D and Professor at the Royal Military College. Autumn 2005. Parameters, “Afghanistan Four Years On: An Assessment.” http://www.carlisle.army.mil/usawc/Parameters/05autumn/maloney.htm

A simplistic analysis would have us believe that the main encumbrances to stability and peace in Afghanistan are “the drug-fueled warlords” and that there aren’t enough American troops on the ground in Afghanistan to confront them because of operations in Iraq.13 Such politically motivated critiques ignore the historical realities of Afghanistan, however, specifically that a large infusion of outside forces would place us in the same position that the Soviets found themselves in during the 1980s. They also are a slap in the face to those Afghan commanders and soldiers loyal to the Afghan government who have engaged in combat against those seeking to topple it. A large infusion of Western soldiery is not necessary; indeed, less is more, when handled adeptly. Having limited resources demands that subtlety and thought be employed rather than brute force. Brute-force solutions will not work in Afghanistan.14

Discussions of US withdrawal spur instability in Afghanistan

Ahmed Rashid, columnist, May 26th 2010, “No easy options for getting out of Afghanistan”, http://www.salon.com/news/feature/2010/05/26/endgame_afghanistan_taliban
No matter how many times President Barack Obama and his senior officials tell the world that the Americans will not be pulling out of Afghanistan in just 13 months time, most Afghans believe that the U.S. endgame is already well under way. The same is true for governments of neighboring countries known for their interference and influence-seeking in the Hindu Kush. That means everyone from Afghan warlords to Taliban and al-Qaida commanders to intelligence agencies in neighboring states have upped their game to undercut rivals, achieve their aims and further their influence. The danger is that Afghanistan will once again become, in the words of Lord Curzon, the 19th century British imperial figure, "the cockpit of Asia.''

Losing Karzai’s government improves the lives of Afghani’s

George Will, columnist, September 09, "Time to get out of Afghanistan", http://www.washingtonpost.com/wp-dyn/content/article/2009/08/31/AR2009083102912.html
Even though violence exploded across Iraq after, and partly because of, three elections, Afghanistan's recent elections were called "crucial." To what? They came, they went, they altered no fundamentals, all of which militate against American "success," whatever that might mean. Creation of an effective central government? Afghanistan has never had one. U.S. Ambassador Karl Eikenberry hopes for a "renewal of trust" of the Afghan people in the government, but the Economist describes President Hamid Karzai's government -- his vice presidential running mate is a drug trafficker -- as so "inept, corrupt and predatory" that people sometimes yearn for restoration of the warlords, "who were less venal and less brutal than Mr. Karzai's lot.

Stability Advantage – 1NC Frontline 2/2
Taliban and a failed state are inevitable
George Will, columnist, September 09, "Time to get out of Afghanistan", http://www.washingtonpost.com/wp-dyn/content/article/2009/08/31/AR2009083102912.html 
The U.S. strategy is "clear, hold and build." Clear? Taliban forces can evaporate and then return, confident that U.S. forces will forever be too few to hold gains. Hence nation-building would be impossible even if we knew how, and even if Afghanistan were not the second-worst place to try: The Brookings Institution ranks Somalia as the only nation with a weaker state. 
Afghanistan is a failed state already 

George Will, columnist, September 09, "Time to get out of Afghanistan", http://www.washingtonpost.com/wp-dyn/content/article/2009/08/31/AR2009083102912.html
Military historian Max Hastings says Kabul controls only about a third of the country -- "control" is an elastic concept -- and " 'our' Afghans may prove no more viable than were 'our' Vietnamese, the Saigon regime." Just 4,000 Marines are contesting control of Helmand province, which is the size of West Virginia. The New York Times reportsa Helmand official saying he has only "police officers who steal and a small group of Afghan soldiers who say they are here for 'vacation.' " Afghanistan's $23 billion gross domestic product is the size of Boise's. Counterinsurgency doctrine teaches, not very helpfully, that development depends on security, and that security depends on development. Three-quarters of Afghanistan's poppy production for opium comes from Helmand. In what should be called Operation Sisyphus, U.S. officials are urging farmers to grow other crops. Endive, perhaps?

Stability Advantage – US Withdrawal ( Conflict

Even an 18 month window guarantees failure and anarchy after a US withdrawal

BBC, Dec. 5 2009, “Afghan MP says US withdrawal plan "political manoeuvre"”, Lexis
Though Obama's  new strategy on Afghanistan insists on the need to train and equip Afghan forces and increase their level to hand over security responsibly to them, military experts believe that 18 months is a short time, and Afghan security forces will not be able to ensure security and defend the borders in this period of time, therefore, a longer time is needed to achieve this goal.

US withdrawal guarantees a bloody civil war and escalation of Indian/Pakistani tensions

BBC, Nov 23 2009, “Foreign forces should not withdraw till Afghanistan is stable and strong”, Lexis
Afghanistan and tribal areas of Pakistan are fully prepared to welcome extremist and terrorist groups from different parts of the Middle East and Central Asia to be used as tools by countries like Pakistan and Saudi Arabia against European and Asian countries such as India, Iran and Russia. The West cannot remain indifferent and observe bloody rivalries and the turning of this strategically most important country in Asia into Somalia. Afghanistan is susceptible to another civil war due to rivalries between regional countries and India and Pakistan will be the first foreign country to enter a bloody war in the region.

Premature withdrawal from Afghanistan will spark civil war and destabilize Pakistan

Heritage, Afghanistan: standing shoulder to shoulder with the united states, 7.7.2010. http://www.heritage.org/Research/Reports/2010/07/Afghanistan-Standing-Shoulder-to-Shoulder-with-the-United-States

This is a time of testing in Afghanistan. The price being paid is high, the mission complex, and progress not always obvious to the eye. The truth is that operations in Afghanistan—operations for which the Afghans themselves are paying a heavy price along with NATO and other Coalition forces—are a direct consequence of the terrorist attacks of 9/11. To withdraw prematurely would risk both creation of a security vacuum with the return of civil war and the destabilization of Pakistan, which could have unthinkable regional, and even nuclear, consequences. It would also re-energize violent radical Islamism, signal that we lack the moral resolve and political fortitude to see through a national security imperative, and damage the credibility of NATO, which has been the cornerstone of Western defense for more than half a century. Britain’s relationship with the U.S. remains central to its national security. In addition, the United States remains the United Kingdom’s most important and prized strategic relationship, and NATO will remain the first instrument of choice for responding to the collective security challenges we face.

Stability Advantage – Occupation Solves 1/2

Security forces in Afghanistan growing.  

Conor Powell, 2/1/10, Fox News, “Initiative Will Overhaul Afghan Security,” http://liveshots.blogs.foxnews.com/2010/02/01/us-plans-major-overhaul-of-afghan-forces/?test=latestnews

As the first of the additional 30,000 American troops begin arriving in Afghanistan, the U.S. military and its NATO partners are also launching an ambitious effort to increase the size and improve the quality of the Afghan National Security Forces – including a massive expansion and reorganization of the Afghan National Police and Army.  Under the new initiative, the Afghan National Army will increase from its current size of 104,000 to 136,000 by October and the Afghan National Police will expand from 96,000 to 109,000. Additionally, both Afghan soldiers and police officers have received a significant pay increase that U.S. officials hope will prevent young Afghans from joining the insurgency. “We have to compete with the Taliban,” said Col. Gregory Breazile, a spokesman for the NATO Training Mission in Afghanistan. “We need to have comparable pay.” For the first time ever, police from the ANP will be paid the same amount –$150 a month -as soldiers from the ANA, and members will receive an additional $100 a month for working in the most dangerous areas of Afghanistan like Helmand, Khost, Kandahar, Paktika.In the past, police were paid much less despite they fact they faced far greater risks. On average, Afghan police are four times as likely to be killed by insurgents as Afghan soldiers. “There wasn’t an incentive to join the police,” said Col. Breazile. “It was a higher threat for less money.”According to U.S. officials, the pay increase has already helped. In December, 8,000 Afghans signed up for the Army, 3,000 more than the target number.

Afghanistan war is turning around –real political will.  

Donna Miles, 1/31/10,  “NATO Commander Sees Pivotal 2010 for Afghanistan,”
American Forces Press Service, , http://www.defense.gov/news/newsarticle.aspx?id=57799

Just returned from an international conference on Afghanistan, NATO’s top military commander expressed confidence that the critical pieces are being put into place to make 2010 a turning point for Afghanistan’s future.   Navy Adm. James G. Stavridis, who participated in the Jan. 28 International Conference on Afghanistan in London as part of the NATO delegation, said he’s seeing the international community coming together in an unprecedented way to ensure the new strategy succeeds.   “For the first time, there is universal international focus on taking Afghanistan to the next step,” he said, noting representation by 60 nations and 19 other international organizations at the conference and additional commitments of troops, trainers and political, economic and development aid.   These components are critical to the comprehensive approach needed for Afghanistan’s long-term success, he said during a joint Pentagon Channel and American Forces Press Service interview to be aired tomorrow.   “It is necessary to do that, because in Afghanistan today, none of these problems are going to be solved by the barrel of a gun,” Stavridis said. “We have got to bring together international, interagency, private-public efforts … collectively synchronized in order to overcome this insurgency.”   That’s vital, he said, because the world recognizes the consequences of Afghanistan falling back into Taliban hands and once again becoming a base for al-Qaida to plan and launch its attacks.   “So there is a real political will that is coming together,” Stavridis said, applauding recent initiatives reinforced at the London conference.   For example, U.N. Secretary General Ban Ki-moon appointed veteran diplomat Staffan de Mistura last week as the new high representative for Afghanistan and head of the United Nations assistance mission there.   Also last week, the British ambassador to Afghanistan, Mark Sedwill, was appointed NATO’s senior civilian representative in Afghanistan, to work as Army Gen. Stanley A. McChrystal’s counterpart and focus on the nonmilitary aspects of the Afghanistan strategy.   “Getting that civilian and military balance right, I think, is absolutely crucial,” Stavridis said.   Although the London Conference wasn’t planned to raise donations or troop commitments, Stavridis said, he’s pleased by the contributions made or pledged there to support economic, governance and security requirements.   Particularly gratifying, he said, is seeing NATO and other International Security Assistance Force nations step up to provide 9,000 more troops – a number that he predicted could rise to 10,000 after the alliance’s February conference.   This additional commitment will help to fill shortfalls in the NATO Training Mission Afghanistan, an organization activated in November under Army Lt. Gen. William B. Caldwell IV, to focus on growing the Afghan national security forces and build their capabilities. 
Stability Advantage – Occupation Solves 2/2
Afghan security forces advancing –US poised to win.  

Donna Miles, 1/31/10,  “NATO Commander Sees Pivotal 2010 for Afghanistan,”
American Forces Press Service, , http://www.defense.gov/news/newsarticle.aspx?id=57799

Beyond numbers, Stavridis said, he’s impressed to see big advances in the Afghan security forces’ capabilities. He noted a Jan. 4 mission in which Afghan Mi-17 helicopter pilots flew about 100 Afghan commandos on a complex special forces raid that the Afghans had planned and conducted, with minimal involvement by ISAF mentors. “This shows the kind of progress [they are making] in [being able to conduct] complex military operations,” Stavridis said. 
Similarly, Afghan security forces demonstrated how far they have advanced earlier this month as they responded to a series of coordinated attacks on Kabul, including some of its government buildings. The Afghan National Police ran the mission, backed up by the Afghan National Army, with the Afghan Interior Ministry providing command and control, Stavridis said.   “This complex attack in the capital was repelled entirely by Afghan security forces,” he said. “That is a signal change. A year ago, it would have been coalition forces that responded to that attack. Even six months ago, you would have seen a significant coalition presence in responding. … That is a big shift. So I think there is real progress.”   Stavridis recognized the sacrifices Afghan forces continue to make in the fight against insurgent forces, taking about 75 percent of the casualties. “They are in the fight. They stand shoulder to shoulder with us,” he said.   The Afghan forces will get an increasing opportunity to demonstrate their capabilities in the coming months, he said, as McChrystal increasingly focuses operations on the heart of the insurgency, in southern Afghanistan.   “You are going to see some significant operations there in the next few months as we continue with our strategy to build and hold,” Stavridis said.   Meanwhile, he said the United States, ISAF and the Afghan government will continue to assess progress of the comprehensive strategy through a variety of indicators: from security, economic, political and quality-of-life improvements to polling data from the Afghan people themselves. 
The US can win Afghanistan
Peter Bergen, senior fellow, New America Foundation, winning the good war, 2009 http://middleeastprogress.org/2009/07/winning-the-good-war/

skeptics of Obama’s Afghanistan policy say that the right approach is to either reduce American commitments there or just get out entirely. The short explanation of why this won’t work is that the United States has tried this already—twice. In 1989, after the most successful covert program in the history of the CIA helped to defeat the Soviets in Afghanistan, the George H. W. Bush administration closed the U.S. embassy in Kabul. The Clinton administration subsequently effectively zeroed out aid to the country, one of the poorest in the world. Out of the chaos of the Afghan civil war in the early 1990s emerged the Taliban, who then gave sanctuary to al Qaeda. In 2001, the next Bush administration returned to topple the Taliban, but because of its ideological aversion to nation building it ensured that Afghanistan was the least-resourced per capita reconstruction effort the United States has engaged in since World War II. An indication of how desultory those efforts were was the puny size of the Afghan army, which two years after the fall of the Taliban numbered only 5,000 men, around the same size as the police department of an American city like Houston. We got what we paid for with this on-the-cheap approach: since 2001 the Taliban has reemerged, and fused ideologically and tactically with al-Qaeda. The new Taliban has adopted wholesale al-Qaeda’s Iraq playbook of suicide attacks, IED operations, hostage beheadings, and aggressive video-based information campaigns. (The pre-9/11 Taliban had, of course, banned television.) Why should we believe that the alternative offered by the Obama administration—committing large numbers of boots on the ground and significant sums of money to Afghanistan—has a better chance of success? In part, because the Afghan people themselves, the center of gravity in a counterinsurgency, are rooting for us to win. BBC/ABC polling found that 58 percent of Afghans named the Taliban—who only 7 percent of Afghans view favorably—as the greatest threat to their nation; only 8 percent said it was the United States. There are other positive indices. Refugees don’t return to places they don’t think have a future, and more than four million Afghan refugees have returned home since the fall of the Taliban. (By contrast, about the same number of Iraqi refugees fled their homes after the American-led invasion of their country in 2003, and few have returned.) There are also more than two million Afghan kids in schools, including, of course, many girls. Music, kites, movies, independent newspapers, and TV stations—all of which were banned under the Taliban—are now ubiquitous. One in six Afghans now has a cell phone, in a country that didn’t have a phone system under the Taliban. And, according to the World Bank, the 2007 GDP growth rate for Afghanistan was 14 percent. Under Taliban rule the country was so poor that the World Bank didn’t even bother to measure its economic indicators. Obama’s Afghanistan strategy is well poised to deliver on these expectations because it primarily emphasizes increased security for the Afghan people—the first public good that Afghans want. In the south of Afghanistan, where the insurgency is the most intense, the U.S. is deploying two Marine brigades and a Stryker brigade, 17,000 soldiers in all, to supplement the thinly stretched British, Dutch, and Canadian forces in the region. These are not the kind of units that do peacekeeping; they will go in and clear areas of the Taliban and, most crucially, hold them. This will be a major improvement in a region where NATO forces have often had enough manpower to clear areas but not to hold them. One Western diplomat in Kabul joked grimly to me that every year in the south NATO soldiers have gone in to "mow the lawn." This time the idea is not to let the grass grow back. The United States overthrew the Taliban in the winter of 2001. It has a moral obligation to ensure that when it does leave Afghanistan it does so secure in the knowledge that the country will never again be a launching pad for the world’s deadliest terrorist groups, and that the country is on the way to a measure of stability and prosperity. When that happens, it is not too fanciful to think that Afghanistan’s majestic mountains, verdant valleys, and jasmine-scented gardens may once again draw the tourists that once flocked there.
Stability Advantage – Instability Alt Causes
Refugee Flows

Kim Murphy, Times Staff Writer, 08/14/2007, “Iran holds foes in complex balance; Tehran is finding news to assert itself in Mideast conflicts,” Los Angeles Times, 

They do the jobs that few Iranians would consider. For $11 a day, the Afghans mend shoes, haul bricks, dig drainage channels, push giant wheelbarrows of scavenged debris through treacherous ribbons of cars.  It has been this way since the various wars in Afghanistan sent an estimated 2 million refugees flooding into neighboring Iran. Since April, however, more than 160,000 Afghans have been rounded up and sent home.  Iran plans to expel up to 1 million in what it asserts is an effort to cut down on illegal immigrants and open up new jobs for Iranians. But Afghanistan warns that the exodus could jeopardize its fragile new stability, and for the U.S. and others, the move by Tehran offers an unsettling hint of Iranian mischief-making in the region.  One of the givens of the Middle East's dense diplomacy is Shiite Iran's enduring hostility toward the Taliban, the radical Sunni movement whose fall from power in 2001 was welcomed nowhere as much as in Tehran.  Yet the growing international pressure aimed at Iran's nuclear program appears to have prompted a more complex new strategy for Iran in Afghanistan, interviews with Iranian analysts here suggest. Iran still supports the government of Afghan President Hamid Karzai, they say, but the Islamic Republic is also not averse to asserting itself in a conflict that Washington once thought was over.
Refugee returns lead to massive water shortages, making instability inevitable. 

The Economist, 2007, “Fighting for land and water; Tribal conflict in Afghanistan,” Lexis

The violence is underpinned by competition for natural resources. The problem is not new, but is getting worse in many parts of the country. And it is exacerbated by the return of millions of war refugees and by decades of upheaval that have left land tenure in chaos.  The principal long-term victims of this struggle are the Kuchis. Their annual migrations face ever greater competition from the expansion of settled communities. Hazarajat, the Hazara-dominated central region (with Behsood district at its eastern extreme), is an area poor in resources with too many people.  "The Hazaras have now bought a lot of sheep and goats. It is a new phenomenon," complains Haji Naim Kuchi, the main Kuchi leader in Kabul. But Hazara farmers in Behsood say that the Kuchis' own animals are stripping grasses that the locals need to cut and dry to keep their sheep and goats alive during harsh highland winters.  The government plans to establish a dozen "Kuchi cities" in the next five years. If the project ever comes to fruition, which seems unlikely, many Kuchis will probably settle down willingly. They have nothing to lose. And if Afghanistan's desperately degraded agricultural systems, particularly its use of water, were ever to be modernised, the violent tussle for resources might end anyway. A UN environmental assessment of the country estimates that productivity could be doubled on the land currently farmed, while another 10% of Afghanistan (approximately 62,000 square kilometres, or 24,000 square miles) could be brought under the plough through irrigation.

Drugs trade
Peter van Ham, Director of the Global Governance Research Program at the Clingendael Institute, AND Jorrit Kamminga, Head of Policy Research for The Senlis Council in Kabul. 2007 Winter. The Washington Quarterly, “Poppies for Peace: Reforming Afghanistan's Opium Industry.”

Security and development are two inseparable components of the same reconstruction effort in Afghanistan, with opium located at the core of that nexus. Afghanistan's lawlessness breeds poverty, its poverty sustains instability, and drugs perpetuate this vicious cycle. The dependence of the Afghan economy on illegal opium production hinders economic development and poses a direct threat to the country's stability, reconstruction prospects, and establishment of the rule of law. Opium production serves as the livelihood of millions of Afghans, as well as the main source of income for the remnants of the Taliban forces. Afghan and U.S. officials have openly acknowledged that the illegal drug market "has corrupted the government from bottom to top, including governors and cabinet officials, and is financing warlords, local militias, the Taliban, and possibly Al Qaeda." n4 Although direct links between Al Qaeda and the drug trade are difficult to discern, opium clearly funds Al Qaeda indirectly, which uses drugs profits to support and maintain its terrorism network in Iraq and beyond. n5 The drug links Afghanistan directly to Iraq, one of the key countries through which opium is trafficked to Western consumer markets. n6 The stakes are high, and Afghanistan could easily slip back into chaos and insecurity if the international community does not make serious headway in tackling the country's lingering drug crisis.

Stability Advantage – AT Indo-Pak War

An India-Pakistan conflict wouldn’t escalate or draw-in.

Gwynne Dyer, Writer for The Hamilton Spectator. 5/24/02. The Hamilton Spectator, “Nuclear War a Possibility Over Kashmir.”

For those who do not live in the subcontinent, the most important fact is that the damage would be largely confined to the region. The Cold War is over, the strategic understandings that once tied India and Pakistan to the rival alliance systems have all been cancelled, and no outside powers would be drawn into the fighting. The detonation of a hundred or so relatively small nuclear weapons over India and Pakistan would not cause grave harm to the wider world from fallout. People over 40 have already lived through a period when the great powers conducted hundreds of nuclear tests in the atmosphere, and they are mostly still here.
Deterrence checks

Timothy D. Hoyt, Visiting Assistant Professor for the Security Studies Program, Georgetown University, November-December 2001, Asian Survey

Official statements on Pakistani nuclear policy since the new C2 policy was announced have been generally conciliatory, moderate, and reassuring. For example, General Musharraf has stressed Pakistan's reliance on the weapons as a deterrent, dismissed charges that Pakistan has greater nuclear and missile capacity than India, stated that war with India is improbable, and called for a mutual restraint regime. Foreign Minister Sattar has similarly rejected charges of an arms race, of Pakistani quantitative or qualitative superiority, and reiterated the India-centric nature of Pakistan's nuclear doctrine and policy. Pakistan has tightened export controls and rejected accusations that it is transferring nuclear materials. Finally, Pakistan has proclaimed a "no first use of force" policy, to apply to both conventional and nuclear force. All these actions in theory point to a relatively stable, rational, and carefully controlled nuclear deterrent in Pakistan. Pakistani doctrine, while still based on the option of first use, includes careful control of weapons and a commitment to their use only when the existence of the state is jeopardized. This combination would appear to support the arguments of proliferation optimists, who believe that small nuclear arsenals and non-offensive nuclear doctrines do create a stabilizing factor in regional rivalries. 
Poor command and control makes accidental nuclear war inevitable in South Asia

Zia Mian, Pakistani physicist on the research staff at Princeton, R. Rajaraman, professor of physics at the Jawaharlal Nehru University, and Frank von Hippel, professor of public and international affairs at Princeton, Washington Post, August 6, 2002.
Although the current South Asian crisis seems to have ebbed, the underlying dynamic remains. The next flare-up will be even more dangerous if the region's nuclear confrontation develops in the same direction as the U.S.-Russian standoff -- with nuclear missiles on alert, aimed at each other and ready to launch on warning. As Lee Butler, former head of the U.S. Strategic Command, has said, it was "no thanks to deterrence, but only by the grace of God" that the United States and the Soviet Union survived their crises. Will South Asia be so fortunate? India and Pakistan are using the U.S. and Russian postures as blueprints. India's Draft Nuclear Doctrine calls for everything the superpowers have -- although on a more modest scale -- including a "triad" of bombers and land- and sea-based missiles. It also envisages an "assured capability to shift from peacetime deployment to fully employable forces in the shortest possible time." Finally, it calls for "space based and other assets . . . to provide early warning." Pakistan has from the beginning been determined to obtain matching nuclear capabilities. Early warning systems don't have much point unless a retaliatory launch can be ordered in the time before the attacking weapons arrive. Pakistan's Shaheen missiles and the latest version of India's Agni missile use solid fuel. The United States used solid fuel in its Minuteman intercontinental missiles so that they were launch-ready at all times. A launch-on-warning posture would be far more dangerous in South Asia than for the United States and Russia. The time it takes for a missile to travel from the United States to Russia is a frighteningly short 30 minutes but it still allows at least a little time to figure out whether the warning of incoming missiles that one is receiving is real or a human or hardware problem. In South Asia, available decision time is vanishingly small; the total missile flight time between India and Pakistan is only about 10 minutes.

Terrorism Advantage – 1NC Frontline
Alt Cause- Numerous Failed States will Facilitate Al-Qaeda

Christopher Ryan, PhD, November 9th 2009, “The Courage to Quit: U.S. Out of Afghanistan”, http://www.psychologytoday.com/blog/sex-dawn/200911/the-courage-quit-us-out-afghanistan 

Who is going to pay for the army and police force the U.S. is proposing to create in Afghanistan? Once the dollars dry up, as they must, where will the funding for this central government come from? There's no oil in Afghanistan. The only source of hard currency is the heroin trade, which is the focus of America's other unwinnable yet never-ending war: The War on Drugs. And even if we assume the nearly-inconceivable—complete success in Afghanistan—what's to stop Al Qaeda from simply relocating to Pakistan, Yemen, Sudan, Somalia, etc.? Is the United States going to invade, occupy, and govern every failed state on the planet? Delusions of grandeur, anyone? 
Early US retreat in Afghanistan guarantees Al-Qaeda escalation

Associated Press, September 28 2009, “Gates Warns of ‘Huge Setback” if US Pulls Out of Afghanistan”, http://www.nhregister.com/articles/2009/09/28/news/a5-afghan.txt 

In a stern warning to critics of a continued troop presence in Afghanistan, Gates said the Islamic extremist Taliban and al-Qaida would perceive an early pullout as a victory over the United States as similar to the Soviet Union’s humiliating withdrawal in 1989 after a 10-year war. “The notion of timelines and exit strategies and so on, frankly, I think would all be a strategic mistake. The reality is, failure in Afghanistan would be a huge setback for the United States,” Gates said in an interview broadcast Sunday on CNN’s “State of the Union.” “Taliban and al-Qaida, as far as they’re concerned, defeated one superpower. For them to be seen to defeat a second, I think, would have catastrophic consequences in terms of energizing the extremist movement, al-Qaida recruitment, operations, fundraising, and so on. I think it would be a huge setback for the United States.
Pulling out of Afghanistan causes an attack by Al Qaeda

Peter Baker and Mark Lander, columnists, June 14 2010 , The New York Times, “Setbacks Cloud U.S. Plans to Get Out of Afghanistan”, http://www.nytimes.com/2010/06/15/world/asia/15military.html 

Mr. Riedel, the regional specialist, said the administration had few attractive alternatives to its current course. Pouring in more troops is politically infeasible, he said, while pulling out altogether would make the United States vulnerable to a terrorist attack organized by Al Qaeda and originating in a Taliban-dominated Afghanistan.  “Staying where you are is not attractive, because sooner or later, it means you’ll lose,” Mr. Riedel said. “Obama inherited a disaster in Afghanistan and he faces the same bad options he faced in 2008

Even Musharraf agrees- US pull out creates an Al-Qaeda safe haven in Afghanistan

Tony Leyes, columnist, Oct 4 2009 the Des Moines Register, “Musharraf: U.S. Pullout Would be Disastrous”, http://www.usatoday.com/news/world/2009-10-04-musharraf-afghanistan-withdrawal_N.htm 

Pervez Musharraf, who resigned under pressure last year, said it would be "disastrous" for the United States to pull out of Afghanistan now. If the Taliban is allowed to return to power, he said, it surely would allow al-Qaeda terrorists to rebuild strength in Afghanistan, destabilizing the region and posing a major threat to the United States. The only solution, he said, is for international troops, led by the United States, to establish military dominance in Afghanistan and gain the trust of people there so a long-term political solution can be formed.

Terrorism Advantage – Withdrawal (Terrorism

Al-Qaeda is and the Taliban are too well equipped, withdrawal now guarantees their rule

BBC, Nov 23 2009, “Foreign forces should not withdraw till Afghanistan is stable and strong”, Lexis
It can be said that despite their talk about withdrawal from Afghanistan, Western countries are worried about its consequences or at least they pretend to be so. They are aware that their irresponsible withdrawal will mean take over by the Taleban and Al-Qa'idah. One cannot argue that the West would withdraw from Afghanistan without making sure that the government of Afghanistan is relatively stable and effective. It is true that they are under the pressure of their public for incompetence of the government of Afghanistan including the widespread fraud during elections by the teams of Karzai and Abdollah. However, when balance of power favours the Taleban and Al-Qa'idah, their untimely withdrawal will mean victory for these two groups in Afghanistan and it is clear that the West cannot strategically tolerate the influence of the Taleban and Al-Qa'idah in Afghanistan for a second time
Withdrawal guarantees a revitalized Al-Qaeda

Right Vision News, Nov 24 2009, “Afghanistan: Afghanistan; Exit Strategy and Regional Solution”, Lexis
The US Defense Secretary Robert Gates is very right to say that it's too early to set a timetable for transferring security responsibilities from NATO troops to under-resourced Afghan forces. The exit road for the US and NATO from Afghanistan cannot be like that of the USSR. Former US Secretary of State Condoleezza Rice used to say that American made a serious mistake while forgetting Afghanistan after Soviet withdrawal which caused internal conflict in Afghanistan leading the Jihadi groups to indulge into civil war that gave birth to Taliban who provided safe havens to their Al-Qaeda masterminds, that carried the 9/11 attacks. Before making sure the Afghan National Security Forces are capable of maintaining stability, a premature withdrawal deadline would not only encourage Taliban insurgents, who are being tried for reconciliation, but would also be disastrous for Afghanistan. While seeing the NATO allies rushing for a withdrawal deadline and exit strategy, Taliban leadership would never accept a reconciliation offer or talks. It would rather embolden them to carry on their victory until defeat of a super power, as insurgents claim by taking pride on having done so with Soviet Union. For the comprehensive political framework for withdrawal from Afghanistan, a regional solution is the need of hour
The United States image will take a beating from withdrawal and will not win the war on terror

Press Trust of India, June 23 2010, “Afghan Withdrawal will Raise Questions of US Ability”, http://www.ptinews.com/news/741512_-Afghan-withdrawal-would-raise-questions-on-US-ability-- , online

Withdrawal of US troops from Afghanistan at this point of time would raise questions about America's ability to execute its proclaimed goals, former Secretary of State Henry Kissinger has said. "America needs a strategy, not an alibi. We have a basic national interest to prevent jihadist from gaining additional momentum, which it will surely do if it can claim to have defeated the US and its allies after overcoming the Soviet Union," he wrote in an op-ed in The Washington Post. "A precipitate withdrawal would weaken governments in many countries with significant Islamic minorities. It would be seen in India as an abdication of the US role in stabilising the Middle East and South Asia and spur radical drift in Pakistan," he said. "It would, almost everywhere, raise questions about America's ability to define or execute its proclaimed goals.

Terrorism Advantage – No Solvency – Pakistan
Terrorists can’t be defeated in Afghanistan – only winning in Pakistan solves your advantage.

The Economist, 04/14/2007, “A safe haven for terrorists; Pakistan’s tribal areas,” Nexis

LAST year Tony Blair tried to boost the morale of British soldiers in Afghanistan by telling them that "here in this extraordinary desert is where the future of world security in the early 21st century is going to be played out." He may have exaggerated but he had a point. The battle in Afghanistan with a resurgent Taliban, the Islamist puritans who, when in power, gave refuge to al-Qaeda, is indeed crucial to the "war on terror". But the Taliban and al-Qaeda can never be defeated in Afghanistan alone because they have "strategic depth"—places to lick their wounds and train to fight another day. These places are in Pakistan, or rather, in places that ought to be in Pakistan but are in fact in a twilight zone of semi-autonomous anarchy, the Federally Administered Tribal Areas (FATA).  More than 3m people live in this rugged region, where the ethnic-Pushtun-dominated west of Pakistan blurs into the Pushtun-dominated east of Afghanistan along a 600km (375-mile) border. Recent bloodshed in one part—South Waziristan—has been trumpeted by the Pakistani government as a sign that it is beginning to win the fight there. It claims that more than 250 foreign militants, almost all Uzbeks, have been killed by resentful locals fed up with violence and religious extremism. Celebration, however, is premature. What the violence in South Waziristan really highlights is the failure of Pakistani strategy in the FATA as a whole. The fact is that extremists have taken hold in the tribal areas, and this poses a grave threat not only to Afghanistan but also to Pakistan itself—a nation of some 160m people that is still, despite everything, a bastion of moderate Islam. Unless the problem in the tribal areas is tackled, the war in Afghanistan will never end; and it will continue to infect the rest of Pakistan. 

The fight has moved to Pakistan – it’s the only place that matters.

Dr. Barnett R. Rubin, Director of Studies on International Cooperation of New York University. 9/21/06. Council on Foreign Relations, “Still Ours to Lose: Afghanistan on the Brink.” http://www.cfr.org/publication/11486/still_ours_to_lose.html

Contrary to the analysis of the Bush administration, whose response to September 11 wandered off to Iraq and dreams of a “New Middle East,” the main center of global terrorism is in Pakistan, especially the Pakistan-Afghanistan border region.  In the words of one military commander, “Until we transform the tribal belt, the US is at risk.”  Far from achieving this objective, in 2001 the US-led coalition pushed the core leadership of al-Qaida and the Taliban out of Afghanistan into Pakistan without a strategy for consolidating this tactical victory.  Thereafter, while the Bush administration focused on unrelated or overblown threats elsewhere, it failed to provide those Taliban who did not want to fight for al-Qaida with a way back to Afghanistan, instead adopting a policy of incommunicado detention in Guantánamo, Bagram, and “black sites,” making refuge in Pakistan a more attractive option.  Drawing in part on such fugitives and in part on newly minted recruits from militant madras as and training camps that continued to operate without impediment, the Taliban reconstituted their command structure, recruitment networks, and support bases in Pakistan, while Afghans waited in vain for the major reconstruction effort they expected to build their state and improve their lives.  As a result, a cross-border insurgency is now exploiting the weaknesses of an impoverished society and an ineffective government to threaten the achievements of the last five years.

Terrorism Advantage – Impact Takeouts 1/2
Terrorists in Pakistan and Afghanistan are not a threat to US national security

Sherle R. Schwenninger, New America Foundation, 2008, Ten National Security Myths

Third, even if remnants of al-Qaeda’s leadership are still there, the value of Afghanistan and Pakistan as an al-Qaeda safe haven is greatly exaggerated. Pakistan’s tribal areas are of limited use in training extremists to blend into US society or learn how to fly airplanes or make explosives (most of the planning for the 9/11 attacks took place in Hamburg and Florida, not Afghanistan). Nor is this remote and isolated area the best location from which to direct an effective terror campaign or recruit new members. That is why al-Qaeda is a decentralized network whose leaders in Pakistan can offer at most moral support and encouragement. American safety thus depends not on eliminating faraway safe havens for al-Qaeda but on common-sense counterterrorist and national security measures -- extensive intelligence cooperation, expert police work, effective border control and the occasional surgical use of special forces.

There’s virtually no threat from terrorism

John Mueller, Professor of Political Science at Ohio State University, September/October 2006, http://www.foreignaffairs.org/20060901facomment85501/john-mueller/is-there-still-a-terrorist-threat.html?mode=print

THREAT PERCEPTIONS  The results of policing activity overseas suggest that the absence of results in the United States has less to do with terrorists' cleverness or with investigative incompetence than with the possibility that few, if any, terrorists exist in the country. It also suggests that al Qaeda's ubiquity and capacity to do damage may have, as with so many perceived threats, been exaggerated. Just because some terrorists may wish to do great harm does not mean that they are able to.  Gerges argues that mainstream Islamists -- who make up the vast majority of the Islamist political movement -- gave up on the use of force before 9/11, except perhaps against Israel, and that the jihadists still committed to violence constitute a tiny minority. Even this small group primarily focuses on various "infidel" Muslim regimes and considers jihadists who carry out violence against the "far enemy" -- mainly Europe and the United States -- to be irresponsible, reckless adventurers who endanger the survival of the whole movement. In this view, 9/11 was a sign of al Qaeda's desperation, isolation, fragmentation, and decline, not of its strength.  Those attacks demonstrated, of course, that al Qaeda -- or at least 19 of its members -- still possessed some fight. And none of this is to deny that more terrorist attacks on the United States are still possible. Nor is it to suggest that al Qaeda is anything other than a murderous movement. Moreover, after the ill-considered U.S. venture in Iraq is over, freelance jihadists trained there may seek to continue their operations elsewhere -- although they are more likely to focus on places such as Chechnya than on the United States. A unilateral American military attack against Iran could cause that country to retaliate, probably with very wide support within the Muslim world, by aiding anti-American insurgencies in Afghanistan and Iraq and inflicting damage on Israel and on American interests worldwide.  But while keeping such potential dangers in mind, it is worth remembering that the total number of people killed since 9/11 by al Qaeda or al Qaeda­like operatives outside of Afghanistan and Iraq is not much higher than the number who drown in bathtubs in the United States in a single year, and that the lifetime chance of an American being killed by international terrorism is about one in 80,000 -- about the same chance of being killed by a comet or a meteor. Even if there were a 9/11-scale attack every three months for the next five years, the likelihood that an individual American would number among the dead would be two hundredths of a percent (or one in 5,000).  Although it remains heretical to say so, the evidence so far suggests that fears of the omnipotent terrorist -- reminiscent of those inspired by images of the 20-foot-tall Japanese after Pearl Harbor or the 20-foot-tall Communists at various points in the Cold War (particularly after Sputnik) -- may have been overblown, the threat presented within the United States by al Qaeda greatly exaggerated. The massive and expensive homeland security apparatus erected since 9/11 may be persecuting some, spying on many, inconveniencing most, and taxing all to defend the United States against an enemy that scarcely exists.  
Terrorism Advantage – Impact Takeouts 2/2
Terrorists can’t steal a nuclear weapon – too difficult and likely to be caught

Stratfor, Debunking Myths About Nuclear Weapons and Terrorism, 2009, http://www.stratfor.com/analysis/20090528_debunking_myths_about_nuclear_weapons_and_terrorism

But what about acquiring a nuclear weapon that has already been built? The security of nuclear weapons is and has long been an important concern.  However, the effort involved in actually trying to steal a nuclear weapon would entail a significant dedication of resources and an immense intelligence effort beyond the reach of almost any terrorist organization. Indeed, the odds of a failure are high, no matter how careful and meticulous the planning. Some nuclear weapons facilities around the world are obviously not as hardened as others, but taken as a whole, they are some of the hardest targets on the planet, and the personnel better vetted than almost any other institution.  Even the lightest attempt to begin probing runs the risk of not only failing to acquire a bomb, but setting off a series of alarms and red flags that brings such an aggressive investigative and law enforcement/military response down on the terrorist organization that it could be completely wiped out before it ever attempted to target its true objectives (whatever they might be).  And even if one could be stolen or otherwise acquired, modern nuclear weapons have been designed to include a series of (highly classified) safety features. Though all nuclear weapons are not created equal, these range from permissive action links without which the device cannot be armed (a feature Pakistan is now thought to employ) to configurations that will actually render the fissile core(s) useless if improperly accessed. The security of nuclear weapons in Pakistan has long been something STRATFOR has kept a close eye on, and something we continue to monitor. The Hollywood scenario of a terrorist group stealing away with a nuclear device in the night and automatically being able to arm it at its convenience is not grounded in reality. Furthermore, the theft would be difficult to carry off without setting off the same alarms and red flags that would leave little opportunity for the device to be smuggled particularly far — much less half way around the world.  Nuclear weapons are complex devices that require considerable care and maintenance — especially the small, modern and easily transportable variety. After the collapse of the Soviet Union, fears arose of a series of Soviet suitcases containing sophisticated nuclear devices were somehow lost. These fears persisted into the 21st century, well after the fissile and radioisotope materials in the design would have decayed significantly enough to effect the performance of the weapon, in addition to the diminished functionality of its other components after being handled roughly over the years.

The U.S. has many layers of defense against nuclear terrorism

San Francisco Chronicle, March 7, 2002
The United States maintains a multilayered defense against the terrorists' nuclear threat, said Harry Vantine, a counterterrorism and incident response expert at Lawrence Livermore National Lab.  In addition to the radiation detectors and the Geiger counters carried by the Border Patrol, these include a program to assess the credibility of nuclear threats and helping Russia's border patrol look out for illicit nuclear material.  Meserve said his commission had stepped up contacts with the thousands of companies and medical centers around the country that use radioactive substances to bring the material under tighter control.
Soft Power Advantage – 1NC Frontline
Obama’s election restores global faith in America

Harvard Kennedy School, joseph nye analyzes the soft power prospects for the Obama administration, 2009, http://www.hks.harvard.edu/news-events/news/articles/nye-video-soft-power-mar09

History will judge Barack Obama not by the color of his skin but by the success of his policies. That’s the assessment of Joseph Nye, university distinguished service professor. “By electing an African American president we changed our image in the minds of billions of people and that did a lot to restore the American dream and make us attractive again,” Nye said. “But Obama’s going to have to follow that symbolism with policies and if the policies are unattractive the election alone won’t be sufficient.” Nye, who coined the term “soft power” to describe the power of attraction as opposed to coercion in international relations theory, was interviewed Feb. 12 by Philadelphia Inquirer foreign policy columnist Trudy Rubin as part of an initiative sponsored by the American Academy of Political and Social Science in conjunction with their journal The Annals. Nye told Rubin that he agreed with her assessment that America has fallen from its pedestal on the global economic stage, but he stated that the long-term outcome depends on the framework established for the regulation of the nation’s top financial institutions. “It clearly has been costly to us not just economically but also in terms of our soft power,” said Nye. “The Wall Street model, which was the envy of everybody in the economic area, has collapsed.” Rubin asked Nye how good will towards America was affected by some of the controversial policies pursued by the Bush Administration over the past eight years. “I think many people had their doubts…The way we were treating civil liberties in response to terrorism, the presence of Guantanamo – these things called into question our democracy,” he said. “The fact that an African American with a strange sounding name could rise from nowhere and become president, I think that restored a lot of faith in American democracy. But the key questions are going to be whether we can follow up on that election with other policies,” Nye concluded.
Soft power is not key to solve global conflict – only hard power can resolve instability
Heritage Foundation, security the west: the u.s., the u.k., and present dangers, 2009, http://www.heritage.org/Research/Reports/2009/04/Securing-the-West-The-US-the-UK-and-Present-Dangers
Yet history shows that the interests of a nation rarely change quickly, and neither do the risks it faces. So while it is understandable to pledge (as President Obama did in his speech to Congress on February 24) "a new era of engagement," it would be imprudent to assume (as he also optimistically asserted) that "there is no force more powerful than the example of America." There are, in fact, many more powerful forces, and others will wield them if the U.S. does not. Nor is it evident that the application of "soft power" (or "smart power" as U.S. Secretary of State Hillary Clinton has dubbed it) offers any escape from the choices about hard power which America and its allies face.[15] The acknowledged benefits of the military "surge" in Iraq and the new President's own decision on a swift reinforcement of American forces in Afghanistan would certainly suggest as much. More important than declared intentions may be imposed restraints--above all, those created by the recession and the enormous increases in public expenditure and borrowing by America that are designed to counter it. If growth rates remain anemic and the burden of debt becomes oppressive, the U.S. and other Western powers may be unwilling to contemplate risky and expensive foreign initiatives, and the resultant perception of weakness might, in turn, embolden the West's enemies. So there may be trouble ahead, and that--rather than an era of crisis-free consensus--is the assumption upon which Western planners should prudently work. 
Hard power solves nuclear war

Aaron Friedberg, IR prof @ Princeton, and Schoenfeld, senior editor of Commentary, 10-21-2008, “The dangers of a diminished America,” WSJ, ln

Meanwhile, traditional foreign-policy challenges are multiplying. The threat from al Qaeda and Islamic terrorist affiliates has not been extinguished. Iran and North Korea are continuing on their bellicose paths, while Pakistan and Afghanistan are progressing smartly down the road to chaos. Russia's new militancy and China's seemingly relentless rise also give cause for concern.  If America now tries to pull back from the world stage, it will leave a dangerous power vacuum. The stabilizing effects of our presence in Asia, our continuing commitment to Europe, and our position as defender of last resort for Middle East energy sources and supply lines could all be placed at risk.  In such a scenario there are shades of the 1930s, when global trade and finance ground nearly to a halt, the peaceful democracies failed to cooperate, and aggressive powers led by the remorseless fanatics who rose up on the crest of economic disaster exploited their divisions. Today we run the risk that rogue states may choose to become ever more reckless with their nuclear toys, just at our moment of maximum vulnerability.
Soft Power Advantage – Obama Solves
Obama is the primary source of American soft power
FPIF, foreign policy in focus, Obama: improve relations with latin America, 2009, http://www.fpif.org/articles/obama_improve_relations_with_latin_america

Former President Bill Clinton said that what matters most for the United States in the world is "the power of our example, not the example of our power." This is particularly true in Latin America, which shares American democratic values more than any other region except Europe. So President Barack Obama has gotten off to a good start by moving to close the Guantánamo detention facilities. Obama will have an excellent opportunity to strike a new tone with Latin America's leaders at the fifth Summit of the Americas in Trinidad and Tobago on April 17-19, 2009. First and foremost, the president should listen — which fortunately by all accounts he does very well. And, the president can show that he is listening by changing U.S. policies in the recommended direction. Also, given that Chávez and Bolivian President Evo Morales are expected to be at the summit, hopefully fists will be unclenched, handshakes made, and better relationships begun.

Obama solves soft power

The New York Times, the return of soft power, 2008, http://www.nytimes.com/2008/11/13/opinion/13iht-edkennedy.1.17797777.html?_r=2&pagewanted=2

Will the sheer appeal of this man across the globe actually make an impact upon America's capacity to persuade other nations to follow its lead and agree to measures that Washington wants but fellow members of the system of states may not initially be so enthusiastic about? Will it convince governments and peoples abroad that policies "made in the U.S.A." are good for humankind as a whole?Yet soft power, perhaps by its very nature, is volatile. And it is surely more easily adjustable and amendable than, say, a long-term relative decline in military-strategic power. So the interesting question remains: Will the electoral victory of Barack Hussein Obama give back to America that third "leg" of the stool, the triple undercarriage that supports its world position, the grand if immeasurable advantage of political and ideological appeal? Judging from the media reports from far and wide, the answer is an unreserved "yes." Predictably, President Nicolas Sarkozy of France cabled Obama with the message: "Your election raises in France, in Europe and elsewhere in the world, an immense hope," offering a Gallic embrace that the next incumbent of the White House would be wise to accept with care even if the sentiments are sincere. What the next president needs to do is recognize clearly what the hopes are that have made him so popular in so many different parts of the world: the African hopes that he will give real help to their troubled continent; the desires across Latin America that he will keep to liberal policies on trade and immigration, offer to ease the impasse with Cuba, and pay their region real respect; the yearnings in Europe, Canada and Australasia that he will take seriously America's obligations toward international institutions and treaties, including environmental and anti-protectionist commitments; and the moderate-Arab hopes that he will offer more than lip service to the Palestinians.

Soft Power Advantage – Impact Takeouts

Soft power can’t be increased by deliberate policy-making

Reesha Namasivayam, M.A. Candidate, Conflict Analysis, Carleton University, “Soft Power at the United Nations,” 2001, http://www.cda-cdai.ca/pdf/namasivayampaper.pdf, accessed 10/15/02

Even the ‘father’ of soft power, Joseph Nye, cautioned that although ‘Canada has always been good at punching above its weight in world politics…. to keep doing so in the global information age requires not just good ideas in speeches but also an extraordinary degree of political and diplomatic coordination. Nonetheless, it is important to note that during a speech in Boston on May 2, 2000, Nye asserted, “the US is not the only country with soft power—think of the moral authority of the Vatican, or of Canada on human rights issues.” However despite this disclaimer, the extent to which Canada could impel soft power in the Security Council remained questionable. Nye and Keohane assert that “more often soft power is an inadvertent byproduct,” as opposed to a reflection of deliberate policies.
Hard power is key to deter inevitable anti Americanism

Robert Kagan, senior associate at Carnegie and William Kristol, Washington Post, March 19, 2000
It is fair to ask how the rest of the world would respond to a prolonged period of active American hegemony. Those regimes that find an American-led world order inhospitable to their existence will seek to cut away at American power. They will form tactical alliances with other dictatorships or "rogue states" for the common purpose of unsettling such an order, and they will look for ways to divide the United States from its allies. China's recent proliferation of weapons and selling of weapons technologies to Iran, its provision of financial support to Milosevic, and its attempt to find common ground with Russia against American "hegemonism" all represent opportunistic attempts to undercut American dominance. Russia can similarly be expected to look for ways to weaken U.S. political, diplomatic and military preponderance in the world. All this is part of the price for American global preeminence. It does not, however, add up to a convincing argument against preserving that preeminence. The main issue of contention between the United States and most of those who express opposition to its hegemony is not American "arrogance." It is the inescapable reality of American power in its many forms. Those who suggest that these international resentments could somehow be eliminated by a more restrained American foreign policy are engaging in pleasant delusions. Even a United States that never again intervened in places such as Kosovo or expressed disapproval of China's human rights record would find itself the target of jealousy, resentment and, in some cases, even fear. The question, then, is not whether the United States should intervene everywhere or nowhere. The decision Americans need to make is whether the United States should generally lean forward, or whether it should adopt a posture of relative passivity. A strong America capable of projecting force quickly and with devastating effect to important regions of the world would make it less likely that challengers to regional stability will attempt to alter the status quo in their favor. It might even deter them from undertaking expensive efforts to arm themselves for such a challenge. An America whose willingness to project force is in doubt, on the other hand, can only encourage such challenges. In Europe, in Asia and in the Middle East, the message we should be sending to potential foes is: "Don't even think about it." That kind of deterrence offers the best recipe for lasting peace, and it is much cheaper than fighting the wars that would follow should we fail to create such a deterrent.

Solvency – No Solvency – Generic
Lack of stability means no United States pull out

Peter Baker and Mark Lander, columnists, June 14 2010 , The New York Times, “Setbacks Cloud U.S. Plans to Get Out of Afghanistan”, http://www.nytimes.com/2010/06/15/world/asia/15military.html 

“Things are not looking good,” said Bruce O. Riedel, a regional specialist at the Brookings Institution who helped formulate the administration’s first Afghan strategy in early 2009. “There’s not much sign of the turnaround that people were hoping for.” Persistent violence in the southern area around Marja, which was supposed to be an early showcase of the new counterinsurgency operation, has reinforced doubts in Washington about the current approach — doubts only fueled by President Hamid Karzai’s abrupt dismissal of two security officials widely trusted by the Americans. As he manages that situation, Gen. Stanley A. McChrystal, the commander in Afghanistan, said last week that operations in the Taliban heartland of Kandahar “will happen more slowly than we originally anticipated.” Other military officers, were more pessimistic. “If anybody thinks Kandahar will be solved this year,” a senior military officer said, “they are kidding themselves.” 

4 years is the realistic timetable for a safe withdrawal

Afghan News, December 3, 2009, “Kabulis express mixed reaction to US withdrawal plan”, Lexis 

They also welcomed the surge in US troops in Afghanistan. Noorul Haq, 28, resident of Karta-e-Seh locality of Kabul and member of the Youth Organization, welcomed the US administration decision regarding increase in the number of troops, but opposed the withdrawal. According to Haq, it was impossible for the Afghan troops to be able to take up responsibility for the security of the country during 18 months. "I don't want the foreign troops to stay here for ever, but the timeframe should be realistic and in line with the ground realties so as to enable the Afghan security forces to take the responsibility of security in the country," he added. Gulab Shah, a shoe-maker in fourth Macro Ryan locality, believes that the more troops would not leave positive signs on their lives. However, he said he did not oppose the move. Regarding the withdrawal, he said the Afghan troops must be trained and fully equipped before the pulling out of foreign troops from the country. Sixteen-year-old Mashal, who is studying at the Istiqlal Higher Secondary School in Deh Afghanan locality, welcomed the build-up. However, he opposed the start of withdrawal process in the coming 18 months. He hoped more troops would ensure security in the country and enable the people to live in peace. He said the foreign troops should stay in Afghanistan at least for next four years.
No Solvency – Peace Talks Fail 1/2
Negotiating with the Talban fails.  

Lucy Claire Saunders, 1/31/10, xinhuanet.com, “A dangerous proposition: negotiating with the Taliban” http://news.xinhuanet.com/english2010/world/2010-01/31/c_13157464.htm

Vanda Felbab-Brown, an expert on Afghanistan at the Brookings Institution, warned that framing the reconciliation process as part of the exit strategy will likely prove detrimental to U.S. strategic objectives of increasing security and will undermine the recent U.S. surge of 30,000 troops before it ever fully begins.  U.S. President Barack Obama has said he wants the 70,000 U.S. troops to start leaving Afghanistan by the summer of 2011. Meanwhile, U.S. Secretary of State Hillary Clinton told the London conference that Afghan forces will take "greater and greater responsibility, province by province, beginning this year," according to local media reports.  There are two problems that come by linking the reconciliation process with an exit strategy: The extreme elements of the Taliban will either wait out U.S. and NATO troops or they will wait to enforce their position because they know the commitment and resolve of the other side is in short supply, said Felbab-Brown.
Taliban denies involvement in recent peace talks.  

Lynn O’Donnell, 1/30/10, “Taliban deny meeting UN envoy for Afghan peace talks,” http://news.yahoo.com/s/afp/20100130/wl_asia_afp/afghanistanunrest_20100130102957

The Taliban denied Saturday that leaders of the group fighting to overthrow the Afghan government had met UN representatives to discuss bringing peace to Afghanistan.  The Taliban issued a statement branding reports of a meeting with the UN's outgoing special representative to Afghanistan, Kai Eide, in Dubai this month "rumours" and "propaganda".  Referring to itself as "the leading council of the Islamic Emirate of Afghanistan" -- as it did during its 1996-2001 rule of the country -- the group said the reports were "propaganda by the invading forces against the jihad and mujahideen".  "The leading council of the Islamic Emirate of Afghanistan strongly denies the rumours reported by some international media about talks between Kai Eide and representatives of the Islamic Emirate of Afghanistan," the Taliban said.  "To defuse this (propaganda) we insist on continuing our holy Islamic jihad against the enemy," it said, referring to the US and NATO forces fighting the Taliban insurgency.  The statement said the Taliban's refusal to negotiate peace had ensured that an international conference in London on Thursday, attended by around 70 countries, was a failure.  "Now in an effort to recover their military and political prestige, the enemies are resorting to a propaganda conspiracy."
Peace talks fail – Afghani people won’t support negotiations without withdrawal and removal of Karzai

Anti-Imperialist Camp, peace negotiations or failed attempts of US and Karzai regime, 4.23.2010, http://www.antiimperialista.org/en/node/6413
The people of Afghanistan who have been suffering seriously from the heinous crimes of US/NATO and their puppet regime do not trust in such negotiations and deem it a conspiracy to weaken the moral of the resistance. But the people understand that the puppet regime is not in the position to determine the fate of peace negotiations. This is up to their US/NATO lords. 

Any peace talks in the presence of occupation forces and puppet regime will be unjust and not acceptable for the people of Afghanistan who is represented by the anti occupation resistance. This resistance simply demands the immediate withdrawal of the occupation forces and removal of their puppet regime to reach a just solution.

No Solvency – Peace Talks Fail 2/2
Talks are impossible – no one knows who is part of the Taliban.

Farangis Najibullah, Correspondent in Afghanistan for RFE. 10/2/07. Radio Free Europe, “Afghanistan: Karzai Tests Waters With New Peace Overture to Taliban.” http://www.rferl.org/featuresarticle/2007/10/31536BC5-2D62-4E4A-A8EF-14977FB57F70.html

Foxley says that -- in theory -- talking to moderate Taliban and separating them from hard-core fundamentalists and Al-Qaeda supporters would weaken the insurgency.  But he acknowledges that it is not easy to identify "moderate Taliban" and find their partner for discussion.  Even Karzai has suggested that his government has had trouble finding a proper channel of communication with the Taliban.  "We are ready to negotiate to bring peace [to] this country," Karzai said. "Continuation of the war, explosions, and suicide attacks should be stopped in any way possible. There were some contacts with [Taliban] in the past. But there is no specific, clear-cut line of communication -- I mean, there is no official place for communication with the Taliban. I wish there were such a place."  So as Karzai sends out trial balloons for peace talks, the question remains as to how authorities will verify the authenticity -- and firmness -- of the responses.

 Al-Qaeda ideologues doom any chance for talks to be successful.

Syed Saleem Shahzad, Writer for Asia Times. 10/30/07. The Asia Times Online, “Pakistan in New Taliban Peace Process.” http://www.afghanistannewscenter.com/news/2007/october/oct302007.html 

Al-Qaeda ideologues have been watching developments closely, and are working on a counter strategy. The first part of this is to groom a Taliban leadership that will be inflexible on the issue of resistance.  For instance, Sirajuddin Haqqani has emerged as a caliph within the Taliban movement. He is the son of the veteran Afghan resistance figure Jalaluddin Haqqani, and the Western alliance considers him the most powerful commander in Afghanistan. (For an interview with Sirajuddin Haqqani, see Through the eyes of the Taliban Asia Times Online, May 5, 2004.)  Importantly, Sirajuddin's constituency is not the Afghan Taliban but Pakistani jihadis and Arab fighters who will not compromise on their goal of complete victory for al-Qaeda and the Taliban in Afghanistan. Sirajuddin is al-Qaeda's answer to Rehman's peace process. Since the killing of Mullah Dadullah this year, there is no one in southwestern Afghanistan to guarantee any deals.
Pakistan CP

Pakistani led rebuilding projects are key to a stabilized Afghanistan post withdrawal

BBC, March 6th 2010, “Pakistan article discusses implications of US withdrawal from Afghanistan”, Lexis
The United States, on the lines of Iraqi withdrawal, may leave some air elements behind in Afghanistan, including fighter jets and drones and continue using them against the Taleban to signal to the world that it has not abandoned Afghanistan. This situation will not provide any reprieve from the current situation that it confronts today. Finally, to conclude, the United States and Pakistan now share a common vision for a stable Afghanistan. The stakes for both of them are very high. The United States understands the security concerns of Pakistan that emanate from across the border in Afghanistan, especially when India is in play there. It is no other country than Pakistan that can help Afghanistan, based on its centuries-old relationship and personal affiliations with Afghans in capacity building and Afghanistan's state institutions. Pakistan has the necessary expertise to undertake the development tasks. This arrangement will be acceptable to the common Afghan as well. Undoubtedly, Pakistan will be able to carry on these development tasks even after the departure of Americans. To ensure the Afghans that it will not turn its back this time, the United States must commit itself financially towards the development of infrastructure therein Afghanistan.

With US military Aid Pakistan can wipe out the Taliban threat
Asia Times Online, June 22 2010, “Pakistan might fight- for a price”, http://www.atimes.com/atimes/South_Asia/LF22Df01.html , online

Before the arrival in Pakistan of Holbrooke, who was accompanied by Under Secretary of Treasury for International Affairs David Lipton, Islamabad had made it clear to Washington that it would need military hardware worth US$2.5 billion to launch an operation in North Waziristan. Speaking to The Washington Times, Pakistani ambassador in Washington Husain Haqqani said the equipment was needed to take the war against al-Qaeda into the mountains bordering Afghanistan. He said Pakistan required new helicopter gunships, including the Apache-64-D, AH-1W, AH-6 and MD-530 Little Bird. Haqqani said utility and cargo helicopters such as the UH-60 Black Hawk, the CH-47 D Chinook and the UH-1Y Huey would also be required. He pointed out that Pakistan only had eight second-hand Mi-17 transport helicopters at its disposal. Two separate demands were conveyed to Washington through public forums as American demands for an operation mounted.
Negotiations and consultation with Pakistan are necessary to successful US action in the region
BBC, Nov 23 2009, “Foreign forces should not withdraw till Afghanistan is stable and strong”, Lexis
Regional policy means holding multilateral talks with Pakistan. While the West and Karzai have lost their hope that the Taleban will be defeated, a regional framework for Afghanistan will have to include serious negotiations with Pakistan on a host of issues including the future of the Taleban and Afghanistan's relations with India and all other regional countries
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Plan would suffer sever backlash from the right

William Polk, was professor of history and director of the Center for Middle Eastern Studies at the University of Chicago and later president of the Adlai Stevenson Institute of International Affairs, Nov. 23, 2009, “How to Get Out of Afghanistan”, http://hnn.us/articles/120371.html 

But, as any politician knows, the public is fickle and substantial numbers of dedicated and influential people are still strongly in favor of “staying the  course” or even getting in deeper. This, of course, is ,particularly true of the self-proclaimed military-political strategists (and above all the neoconservatives who are active in virtually all of the “think tanks” and write influential columns in most of the press not to speak of Fox News).  They speak to the sentiment of the far right of the Republican Party. The President, who after all is a Democrat, would be unlikely to be able to win over the Republican far right by any sort of compromise. He must hope that the general public will reach the conclusion that “staying the course” is costly, does not work and is pointless.   But, if he waits until a course of action is completely evident to everyone, it will be probably be too late to implement easily, cleanly and in command of our principal objectives. Thus, a large part of a president’s responsibility is educating the public.  If we have a First Lady and even a First Dog, we need him to be our “First Teacher.”  He must, in short, work to create an environment in which reasonable policies will be understood and accepted.

Plan will be unpopular- most Americans believe in the war

Eli Clifton, Columnist, “Afghanistan: Troop Surge Spurs Obama’s Popularity”, Inter Press Service, 2009, Lexis

A poll released today finds that support among the U.S. public for President Barack Obama's troop "surge" in Afghanistan has risen sharply since he delivered his speech last week. But, a plurality of the U.S. public do not believe Obama  will follow through on his commitment to begin a withdrawal of U.S. forces in 18-months. The poll - released today by the Quinnipac University Polling Institute - says that U.S. voters' support for the war in Afghanistan has gone up by nine- percentage points over the past three weeks. Fifty-seven-percent of poll respondents say that fighting the war is the right thing to do while 35- percent disagree.

Plan is unpopular- Obama is the new LBJ

Jack Kelly, Columnist, Dec 6 2009, “Obama is not built for wartime; He sounds an uncertain trumpet on Afghanistan”, lexis
Subordinating military requirements to domestic political considerations is what got Lyndon Johnson into deep trouble in Vietnam. It isn't likely to work better for Mr. Obama in Afghanistan. The president will suffer from the image of vacillation and indecision he projected in the speech. What Americans want -- and our enemies fear -- in a war leader is firmness and decisiveness, which Franklin Roosevelt displayed after Pearl Harbor and George W. Bush displayed after 9/11. Mr. Obama is president in wartime. But his speech made it plain he isn't a wartime president.
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Plan is unpopular, past votes in the House prove

Jim Malone, Columnist, March 10 2010, Voice of America News, Lexis

The U.S. House of Representatives on Wednesday overwhelmingly rejected a resolution calling for a quick withdrawal of U.S. troops from Afghanistan. The vote was 356 against and 65 in favor of the resolution. Even though the final tally was not close, the debate in the House gave anti-war lawmakers an opportunity to vent their frustrations about the war.
Plan is incredibly unpopular, past votes in the House and Senate prove

Sahil Kapur, Columnist, June 11 2010 “No End to Tragedies in Afghanistan”, The Guardian, http://www.guardian.co.uk/commentisfree/cifamerica/2010/jun/11/afghanistan-america 

Online

The violence has gotten progressively worse since the US-led invasion in 2009 – 2009 was by far the worst year for Nato fatalities, and 2010 isn't looking any better. So far this year, 249 coalition forces have died, of which 161 were American and 49 British. But none of that has affected Congress's staunch support for the war. Kucinich's resolution to set a swift timetable for troop withdrawal in March was crushed 365-65; Senator Russ Feingold's more lenient proposal weeks ago got pummelled 18-80.

Kucinich’s bill proves- Total support for the war in Congress

The Washington Times, March 11 2010 “Bipartisan blowout blocks Afghanistan withdrawal”, http://www.washingtontimes.com/news/2010/mar/11/bipartisan-blowout-blocks-afghanistan-withdrawal/ online

In an overwhelming show of bipartisan support for President Obama's surge in Afghanistan, the House on Wednesday soundly defeated a resolution setting a timetable for withdrawal. The vote, which marked the first time the House has had a full debate on Afghanistan since Mr. Obama announced his surge last year, unleashed years of pent-up frustration from liberal Democrats and a few conservative Republicans angry over the direction the nine-year-old conflict has taken. But the 356-65 vote against withdrawal was a dominant endorsement to give Mr. Obama the time he's asked for to stabilize the troubled nation. 

