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Contention 1 – Inherency
Counterinsurgency is the main strategy in Afghanistan now—Petraeus

Julian Barnes, staff writer, 7/22//10 “Petraeus Sharpens Afghan Strategy” The Wall Street Journal, http://online.wsj.com/article/SB10001424052748703954804575381223866697214.html
WASHINGTON—Gen. David Petraeus plans to ramp up the U.S. military's troop-intensive strategy in Afghanistan, according to some senior military officials, who have concluded that setbacks in the war effort this year weren't the result of the strategy, but of flaws in how it has been implemented.  The new allied commander in Afghanistan plans to ramp up the U.S. military's troop-intensive strategy, which officials say has put too much attention on hunting down Taliban leaders. Julian Barnes and David Weidner discuss. Also, Charles Forelle and Paul Vigna discuss the euro's recent rally, which many say reflects worries about the U.S. economy.  The officials said Gen. Petraeus, who took over as allied commander in Afghanistan this month and is conducting a review of the war, intends to draw on many of the same tactics he implemented to turn around the war in Iraq—and which his predecessor, Gen. Stanley McChrystal, introduced in Afghanistan.  But the officials said Gen. McChrystal put too much attention on hunting down Taliban leaders, at the expense of the U.S. counterinsurgency strategy, which focuses on protecting civilians and bolstering popular support for the government. Supporters of Gen. McChrystal dispute that assessment, dismissing any notion there were flaws in how he fought the war.  Gen. Petraeus's determination to intensify a strategy focused on driving a wedge between the Taliban and the Afghan people could be tricky to pull off, given the mounting political pressure in the U.S. to show results in the nearly nine-year war, and to begin drawing down troops next year.  Gen. McChrystal was fired last month by President Barack Obama after the general and his staff made disparaging comments about senior civilian officials in a magazine article. When announcing the change in command, Mr. Obama praised Gen. McChrystal's work and said the appointment of Gen. Petraeus, who wrote the army manual on counterinsurgency, would guarantee that the strategy would continue uninterrupted.  Gen. Petraeus is expected to make several more moves to retool the strategy, according to people familiar with the situation. Such moves are expected to include a greater focus on how Afghanistan's security forces are being trained and how to make the Afghan people feel safe, they said, without offering details. 
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Contention 2—Hegemony

A. COIN Causes Civilian Backlash 
Ann Jones, author and humanitarian aid worker in afghanistan , 7/1/2010, Tomgram: Ann Jones, Strategies for "Success" in Afghanistan, Tom Dispatch
General McChrystal himself played both roles. As the US commander, he was responsible for killing what he termed, at one point, "an amazing number of people" who were not threats, but he also regularly showed up at Afghan President Hamid Karzai's palace to say, "Sorry." Karzai praised him publicly for his frequent apologies (each, of course, reflecting an American act or acts that killed civilians), though angry Afghans were less impressed.  The part of the lethal activity that often goes awry is supposed to be counterbalanced by the "sorry" part, which may be as simple as dispatching US officers to drink humble tea with local "key leaders." Often enough, though, it comes in the form of large, unsustainable gifts. The formula, which is basic COIN, goes something like this: kill some civilians in the hunt for the bad guys and you have to make up for it by building a road. This trade-off explains why, as you travel parts of the country, interminable (and often empty) strips of black asphalt now traverse Afghanistan's vast expanses of sand and rock, but it doesn't explain why Afghans, thus compensated, are angrier than ever.  Many Afghans, of course, are angry because they haven't been compensated at all, not even with a road to nowhere. Worse yet, more often than not, they've been promised things that never materialize. (If you were to summarize the history of the country as a whole in these last years, it might go like this: big men—both Afghan and American—make out like the Beltway Bandits many of them are, while ordinary Afghans in the countryside still wish their kids had shoes.

B. Counterinsurgency causes military overreach when limited counterterrorism solves. 

Michael J. Boyle - lecturer in International Relations at the University of St Andrews. Research Fellow at the Centre for the Study of Terrorism and Political Violence at the University of St Andrews. 1/18/2010. Wiley InterScience. http://www3.interscience.wiley.com/cgi-bin/fulltext/123318677/PDFSTART. 

Finally, this emphasis on a fused threat between terrorists and insurgents can incorrectly imply that the response must also draw in equal measure on counterterrorism and counterinsurgency strategy. Such an approach tends to see each emerging terrorist threat as a new front in a global counterinsurgency effort and imply that the US and its allies need to be concerned with winning the ‘hearts and minds’ of the local populations to prevent its development. This is a fundamentally offensive approach in which the US and its allies need to take the fight to the terrorists wherever they may be while simultaneously persuading the Muslim world to reject Al-Qaeda and its political programme. The obvious risk of such an approach is that it will lead to strategic overreach, especially if the US winds up fighting small wars and engaging in costly nation-building as a method of preventing Al-Qaeda from gaining ground in distant conflicts. As an example of this danger, consider the conflation of terrorism and insurgency that marked the discussion over the failed attack on a US airline on 25 December 2009. Reports that the failed bomber, Umar Farouk Abdulmutallab, had received instruction in explosives from Al-Qaeda in the Arabian Peninsula (AQAP) immediately raised questions about whether American combat operations would be needed to fight Al-Qaeda-linked insurgents in Yemen. In the US, Senator Joseph Lieberman called Yemen ‘tomorrow’s war’ and urged pre-emptive action against Al-Qaeda operatives there.38 An alternative chorus of voices insisted that additional US funds and civilian trainers would be needed to improve the security forces and governance in that remote country.39 The fact that AQAP activity was intertwined with the tribal revolts which had been threatening the stability of the country appeared to lend superficial support to a quasi-counterinsurgency approach as a way to deal with the threat posed by Al-Qaeda in the peninsula. But the attempted attack was a terrorist act on a US-bound flight from Europe by an African citizen. It is entirely unclear whether improving policing capacity and governance in Yemen would have interrupted the attack, which was carried by a small number of operatives with only limited ties to the local community. The conflation of threats meant that the US looked like sleepwalking into a quasi-COIN strategy in that country, potentially assuming responsibility for areas that may have been irrelevant to Abdulmutallab’s ability to launch a terrorist attack. Worse still, such an expanded role would be viewed with hostility by the local population, which is already suspicious of American encroachment on the country.40 Because current policy is premised on the intellectual error that an interlinked threat demands a comprehensive response, and specifically on the notion that terrorism can be solved through counterinsurgency techniques, US strategy tends to drift towards counterinsurgency—and over- extension in foreign conflicts—when a more limited counterterrorism response might be more appropriate. 
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C. Military overstretch killing US heg

Robert Lieber – Professor of Government and International Affairs at Georgetown University, 07/30/ 2008 The Begin Sadat Center for Strategic Studies. http://www.biu.ac.il/Besa/perspectives47.html)
Scarcely a day goes by without yet another book, article, speaker or report asserting that America is in trouble. We are told that the rise of China and India, the recovery of Putin’s Russia and the expansion of the European Union signal a profound shift in geopolitical power. War and insurgency in Iraq and the tenacity of the Taliban and al-Qaeda in Afghanistan are cited as evidence that military commitments are “breaking” the army. The leaders of Iran and North Korea vilify America and frustrate efforts to limit their nuclear programs. President Chavez of Venezuela, fortified by $130 per barrel oil, denounces Yankee imperialism and threatens to cut off oil shipments to the US. Meanwhile, opinion polls show widespread anti-American sentiment abroad.

On the domestic front, the subprime mortgage crisis, investment bank turmoil, a yawning balance of payments deficit, and the falling dollar lead to a warning that, “We are competing – and losing – in a global marketplace.” And America has become an “enfeebled” superpower, according to Fareed Zakaria, who adds that while the US will not be replaced in the foreseeable future, nevertheless, “Just as the rest of the world is opening up, America is closing down.”

The declinists’ central proposition holds that both the rise of other countries and an increasing degree of counterbalancing are transforming the international system and profoundly weakening the leading role of the United States in world affairs.

The new declinism rests not only on a global narrative, but it also makes an argument about fundamental domestic weaknesses. It points to the long-term burdens of entitlement programs, which will face large unfunded liabilities. Deficits in international trade and payments and the federal budget, a major credit crisis, collapse of the residential housing bubble and economic turbulence add to the list of troubles. Another clearly overdue task concerns the need to reduce dependence on imported oil and the resultant economic and security vulnerabilities. America’s infrastructure is aging and in need of repair and modernization. In addition, the effectiveness of government institutions may be less than optimal, as evident in the chaotic response to Hurricane Katrina, ongoing problems at the Department of Homeland Security, cumbersome interaction among intelligence agencies, and the need for more effective coordination of national security policy. 

D. American primacy is vital to accessing every major impact—the only threat to world peace is if we allow it to collapse 
Thayer 2006 [Bradley A., Assistant Professor of Political Science at the University of Minnesota, Duluth, The National Interest, November -December, "In Defense of Primacy", lexis] 
 

A remarkable fact about international politics today--in a world where American primacy is clearly and unambiguously on display--is that countries want to align themselves with the United States. Of course, this is not out of any sense of altruism, in most cases, but because doing so allows them to use the power of the United States for their own purposes--their own protection, or to gain greater influence.  Of 192 countries, 84 are allied with America--their security is tied to the United States through treaties and other informal arrangements--and they include almost all of the major economic and military powers. That is a ratio of almost 17 to one (85 to five), and a big change from the Cold War when the ratio was about 1.8 to one of states aligned with the United States versus the Soviet Union. Never before in its history has this country, or any country, had so many allies. U.S. primacy --and the bandwagoning effect--has also given us extensive influence in international politics , allowing the United States to shape the behavior of states and international institutions. Such influence comes in many forms, one of which is America's ability to create coalitions of like-minded states to free Kosovo, stabilize Afghanistan, invade Iraq or to stop proliferation through the Proliferation Security Initiative (PSI). Doing so allows the United States to operate with allies outside of the UN, where it can be stymied by opponents. American-led wars in Kosovo, Afghanistan and Iraq stand in contrast to the UN's inability to save the people of Darfur or even to conduct any military campaign to realize the goals of its charter. The quiet effectiveness of the PSI in dismantling Libya's WMD programs and unraveling the A. Q. Khan proliferation network are in sharp relief to the typically toothless attempts by the UN to halt proliferation.  You can count with one hand countries opposed to the United States . They are the "Gang of Five": China, Cuba, Iran, North Korea and Venezuela. Of course, countries like India, for example, do not agree with all policy choices made by the United States, such as toward Iran, but New Delhi is friendly to Washington. Only the "Gang of Five" may be expected to consistently resist the agenda and actions of the United States.  China is clearly the most important of these states because it is a rising great power. But even Beijing is intimidated by the United States and refrains 
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from openly challenging U.S. power. China proclaims that it will, if necessary, resort to other mechanisms of challenging the United States, including asymmetric strategies such as targeting communication and intelligence satellites upon which the United States depends. But China may not be confident those strategies would work, and so it is likely to refrain from testing the United States directly for the foreseeable future because China's power benefits, as we shall see, from the international order U.S. primacy creates.The other states are far weaker than China. For three of the "Gang of Five" cases--Venezuela, Iran, Cuba--it is an anti-U.S. regime that is the source of the problem; the country itself is not intrinsically anti-American. Indeed, a change of regime in Caracas, Tehran or Havana could very well reorient relations. THROUGHOUT HISTORY, peace and stability have been great benefits of an era where there was a dominant power--Rome, Britain or the United States today. Scholars and statesmen have long recognized the irenic effect of power on the anarchic world of international politics.  Everything we think of when we consider the current international order--free trade, a robust monetary regime, increasing respect for human rights, growing democratization--is directly linked to U.S. power. Retrenchment proponents seem to think that the current system can be maintained without the current amount of U.S. power behind it. In that they are dead wrong and need to be reminded of one of history's most significant lessons: Appalling things happen when international orders collapse. The Dark Ages followed Rome's collapse. Hitler succeeded the order established at Versailles. Without U.S. power, the liberal order created by the United States will end just as assuredly. As country and western great Ral Donner sang: "You don't know what you've got (until you lose it)."  Consequently, it is important to note what those good things are. In addition to ensuring the security of the United States and its allies, American primacy within the international system causes many positive outcomes for Washington and the world. The first has been a more peaceful world. During the Cold War, U.S. leadership reduced friction among many states that were historical antagonists , most notably France and West Germany. Today, American primacy helps keep a number of complicated relationships aligned --between Greece and Turkey, Israel and Egypt, South Korea and Japan, India and Pakistan, Indonesia and Australia. This is not to say it fulfills Woodrow Wilson's vision of ending all war. Wars still occur where Washington's interests are not seriously threatened, such as in Darfur, but a Pax Americana does reduce war's likelihood, particularly war's worst form: great power wars. Second, American power gives the United States the ability to spread democracy and other elements of its ideology of liberalism. Doing so is a source of much good for the countries concerned as well as the United States because, as John Owen noted on these pages in the Spring 2006 issue, liberal democracies are more likely to align with the United States and be sympathetic to the American worldview.3 So, spreading democracy helps maintain U.S. primacy. In addition, once states are governed democratically, the likelihood of any type of conflict is significantly reduced. This is not because democracies do not have clashing interests. Indeed they do. Rather, it is because they are more open, more transparent and more likely to want to resolve things amicably in concurrence with U.S. leadership. And so, in general, democratic states are good for their citizens as well as for advancing the interests of the United States. Critics have faulted the Bush Administration for attempting to spread democracy in the Middle East, labeling such an effort a modern form of tilting at windmills. It is the obligation of Bush's critics to explain why democracy is good enough for Western states but not for the rest, and, one gathers from the argument, should not even be attempted.  Of course, whether democracy in the Middle East will have a peaceful or stabilizing influence on America's interests in the short run is open to question. Perhaps democratic Arab states would be more opposed to Israel, but nonetheless, their people would be better off. The United States has brought democracy to Afghanistan, where 8.5 million Afghans, 40 percent of them women, voted in a critical October 2004 election, even though remnant Taliban forces threatened them. The first free elections were held in Iraq in January 2005. It was the military power of the United States that put Iraq on the path to democracy. Washington fostered democratic governments in Europe, Latin America, Asia and the Caucasus. Now even the Middle East is increasingly democratic. They may not yet look like Western-style democracies, but democratic progress has been made in Algeria, Morocco, Lebanon, Iraq, Kuwait, the Palestinian Authority and Egypt. By all accounts, the march of democracy has been impressive.  Third, along with the growth in the number of democratic states around the world has been the growth of the global economy. With its allies, the United States has labored to create an economically liberal worldwide network characterized by free trade and commerce, respect for international property rights, and mobility of capital and labor markets. The economic stability and prosperity that stems from this economic order is a global public good from which all states benefit, particularly the poorest states in the Third World. The United States created this network not out of altruism but for the benefit and the economic well-being of America. This economic order forces American industries to be competitive, maximizes efficiencies and growth, and benefits defense as well because the size of the economy makes the defense burden manageable. Economic spin-offs foster the development of military technology, helping to ensure military prowess. Perhaps the greatest testament to the benefits of the economic network comes from Deepak Lal, a former Indian foreign service diplomat and researcher at the World Bank, who started his career confident in the socialist ideology of post-independence India. Abandoning the positions of his youth, Lal now recognizes that the only 
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way to bring relief to desperately poor countries of the Third World is through the adoption of free market economic
policies and globalization, which are facilitated through American primacy.4 As a witness to the failed alternative economic systems, Lal is one of the strongest academic proponents of American primacy due to the economic prosperity it provides. Fourth and finally, the United States, in seeking primacy, has been willing to use its power not only to advance its interests but to promote the welfare of people all over the globe. The United States is the earth's leading source of positive externalities for the world. The U.S. military has participated in over fifty operations since the end of the Cold War--and most of those missions have been humanitarian in nature. Indeed, the U.S. military is the earth's "911 force"--it serves, de facto, as the world's police, the global paramedic and the planet's fire department. Whenever there is a natural disaster, earthquake, flood, drought, volcanic eruption, typhoon or tsunami, the United States assists the countries in need. On the day after Christmas in 2004, a tremendous earthquake and tsunami occurred in the Indian Ocean near Sumatra, killing some 300,000 people. The United States was the first to respond with aid. Washington followed up with a large contribution of aid and deployed the U.S. military to South and Southeast Asia for many months to help with the aftermath of the disaster. About 20,000 U.S. soldiers, sailors, airmen and marines responded by providing water, food, medical aid, disease treatment and prevention as well as forensic assistance to help identify the bodies of those killed. Only the U.S. military could have accomplished this Herculean effort. No other force possesses the communications capabilities or global logistical reach of the U.S. military. In fact, UN peacekeeping operations depend on the United States to supply UN forces.  American generosity has done more to help the United States fight the War on Terror than almost any other measure. Before the tsunami, 80 percent of Indonesian public opinion was opposed to the United States; after it, 80 percent had a favorable opinion of America. Two years after the disaster, and in poll after poll, Indonesians still have overwhelmingly positive views of the United States. In October 2005, an enormous earthquake struck Kashmir, killing about 74,000 people and leaving three million homeless. The U.S. military responded immediately, diverting helicopters fighting the War on Terror in nearby Afghanistan to bring relief as soon as possible. To help those in need, the United States also provided financial aid to Pakistan; and, as one might expect from those witnessing the munificence of the United States, it left a lasting impression about America. For the first time since 9/11, polls of Pakistani opinion have found that more people are favorable toward the United States than unfavorable, while support for Al-Qaeda dropped to its lowest level. Whether in Indonesia or Kashmir, the money was well-spent because it helped people in the wake of disasters, but it also had a real impact on the War on Terror. When people in the Muslim world witness the U.S. military conducting a humanitarian mission, there is a clearly positive impact on Muslim opinion of the United States. As the War on Terror is a war of ideas and opinion as much as military action, for the United States humanitarian missions are the equivalent of a blitzkrieg. THERE IS no other state, group of states or international organization that can provide these global benefits. None even comes close. The United Nations cannot because it is riven with conflicts and major cleavages that divide the international body time and again on matters great and trivial. Thus it lacks the ability to speak with one voice on salient issues and to act as a unified force once a decision is reached. The EU has similar problems. Does anyone expect Russia or China to take up these responsibilities? They may have the desire, but they do not have the capabilities. Let's face it: for the time being, American primacy remains humanity's only practical hope of solving the world's ills. 
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Contention 3—Terrorism

A. Nation Building creates more incentives for terrorism

Gary T. Dempsey, specialized in post-Cold War U.S. foreign policy, 3/21/02, Policy Analysis, http://www.cato.org/pubs/pas/pa429.pdf MS

Since September 11, 2001, there have been calls from various quarters to embrace nation building as a tool for combating terrorism. The logic behind the idea is that “good” states do not do “bad” things, so Washington should build more “good” states. That idea, however, relies on several dubious assumptions—for example, that embarking on multiple nation-building missions will reduce the potential for anti-American terrorism. If anything, nation building is likely to create more incentives, targets, and opportunities for terrorism, not fewer. The nation-building idea also draws on false analogies with the past. For example, some people assert that Europe’s experience under the Marshall Plan can be readily duplicated in a whole host of countries and that, with enough economic aid, trained bureaucrats, and military force of arms, “bad” states anywhere can be transformed into open, self-sustaining, peaceful states. In reality, combating terrorism is tied to the realist perspective, which says that it increasingly makes sense for states to use or condone violence, including terrorism, when they fall prey to the idea that violence will succeed. A realist approach to combating terrorism, therefore, does not hinge on nation building or making the world safe for democracy. It hinges on a policy of victory and credible deterrence. And if there is no competent government for the United States to deter? U.S. policymakers should understand that that is precisely where the terrorists are at their most vulnerable, because there is no power to protect them 

B. COIN can’t solve terror—incites national hostility  

Hugh Gusterson, professor of anthropology and sociology at George Mason University. His expertise is in nuclear culture, international security, and the anthropology of science. 7/20/10 (“Against Counterinsurgency in Afghanistan” Al-Jazeerah, http://www.aljazeerah.info/Opinion%20Editorials/2010/July/20%20o/Against%20Counterinsurgency%20In%20Afghanistan%20By%20Jugh%20Gusterson.htm)

Given the Pentagon's fantasies of future counterinsurgencies, it is vital to make the argument that counterinsurgency has failed in Afghanistan not because of flaws in its execution but because, as I have argued  before, counterinsurgency campaigns almost inevitably contain within themselves the seeds of their own failure. Counterinsurgency forces stand little chance of defeating the insurgents without large numbers of troops, but the presence of foreign troops inevitably excites nationalist hostility from the local population; the more foreign troops there are, the more hostility there will be. Also, the more troops there are, the more military casualties there will be, and this undermines support for counterinsurgency at home--as we are now seeing in the UK and the U.S. Counterinsurgency campaigns also benefit from being allied to a strong and popular local government. We hear a lot these days about Karzai's inadequacy in this regard, but it may not be all his fault: Almost by definition, a leader who relies on external occupying troops for his power will be seen as a foreign puppet and will be compromised in the eyes of his people. Finally, there is the issue of development, about which the U.S. media and military leaders have shown an extraordinary inability to think clearly in Afghanistan. U.S. military leaders are surely right to think that they are more likely to win the hearts and minds of local populations if they bring them not just roadblocks, nighttime raids, and detentions, but also power plants, irrigation projects, schools, and so on. But the problem is that, when you pour huge amounts of money into a poor country, you inevitably produce corruption and all sorts of other social distortions. Leaving aside the military contracting money pouring into Afghanistan, the U.S. is allocating almost $4 billion a year for development projects in Afghanistan, the fifth poorest country in the world (with a GDP estimated at $13-23 billion and a per capita GDP of $1,000). And it is complaining that Karzai's inability to control corruption in Afghanistan is alienating the population. But you could put Mother Teresa in charge of Afghanistan and, with flows of resources of that magnitude, she would be unable to prevent the kind of corruption we see in Afghanistan today. It is not Karzai, but the U.S. strategy of counterinsurgency itself, that is ultimately responsible for the corruption.
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C. Terrorism in Afghanistan spills over into Pakistan

United News of India, 4/21/09 (“Pakistan asks NATO to do more in fighting Taliban insurgency” http://www.thefreelibrary.com/Pakistan+asks+NATO+to+do+more+in+fighting+Taliban+insurgency.-a0199276624)
Pakistan army has asked NATO to do more in effectively fighting Taliban insurgency in Afghanistan, saying Islamabad has already done a lot in the war on terror.   ''NATO should do more as most of the terror centres, in our opinion, are in Afghanistan,'' military spokesman Major General Athar Abbas told local media today.  Pakistan has come under increasing pressure over deal with Islamists in a part of Northwestern Frontier Province to sign the agreement for enforcement of Islamic system of justice.  The military spokesman said the army's performance in the war on terror could be judged by the number of casualties it had suffered. ''Over 1,500 soldiers and officers have died in the war on terror,'' he claimed.  Gen Abbas further said the military had a plan to tackle areas from where threats were emanating and disrupting peace in settled areas.  He added that with the deployment of more troops in Afghanistan alongside the border with Pakistan, the Pakistan army might expect a ''spill over of militants from the other side.''  The spokesman said, ''We need to enhance our vigilance of the militants into Pakistan.'' 
D. Nuclear terrorism
John Nagl, President of the Center for a New American Security and Distinguished Graduate of the United States Military Academy Class of 1988, 2010, (“A Better War in Afghanistan” JFQ: Joint Force Quarterly; 2010 1st Quarter, Issue 56, p32-39, 8p, EBSCO)
The primary objective of American efforts in Pakistan and Afghanistan remains the elimination of at Qaeda-associated sanctuaries and, if possible, top leaders who .support transnational terrorist operations. Many in this shadowy alliance, which was originally based in Afghanistan but squeezed by allied military operations, have shifted to Pakistan's cities and frontier areas beyond easy reach of the coalition. American efforts now focus on Pakistan as a launching pad for militants fighting in Afghanistan. But the problem runs both ways: a failed Afghanistan would become a base from which Taliban and al Qaeda militants could work to further destabilize the surrounding region. Al Qaeda and the Taliban have served as an inspiration for and sometime-ally of violent extremist groups targeting the resource-rich states of Central Asia.'" More dangerously, they also have ties to the insurgents seeking to overthrow Pakistan, and the ultimate prize in that contest would not be another ridge or valley, but possibly access to the Pakistani nuclear arsenal. An unraveling of Pakistan in the face of the Taliban insurgency, whether gradual or unexpectedly rapid, could spark a cascading regional meltdown and lead to nuclear arms failing into the hands of a terrorist group that would use them against the United States or its allies. This is, to be sure, widely considered a low-probability event, but the security of Pakistan's nuclear weapons is hardly clear, and U.S. visibility into events there is fairly low."
E. Counterterrorism in Afghanistan solves terrorism—counterinsurgency fails

Marc Sageman, Director of Research at ARTIS Research and Risk Modeling and former Secret Service consultant, December 2009 (“Confronting al-Qaeda: Understanding the Threat in Afghanistan” Perspectives on Terrorism, Volume III, Issue 4, http://www.terrorismanalysts.com/pt/index.php?option=com_rokzine&view=article&id=92&Itemid=54) ME

In conclusion, counter-terrorism works and is doing well against the global neo-jihadi terrorist threat. It consists of a combination of good domestic police work, good domestic intelligence, good cooperation with foreign domestic intelligence agencies, good airport security, good border control, keeping up the pressure on al-Qaeda and its transnational allies in Pakistan through arrests and Predator drone attacks, using political and economic skill to deny terrorist sanctuary in Pakistan, supporting the Pakistan military to dislodge foreign militants from Waziristan while sealing the border on the Afghan side, and continued sanctuary denial in Afghanistan. These are measures that will continue regardless of what is done in Afghanistan. There is definitely no necessity and very little value added for the counter-insurgency option, which is the most costly in terms of blood and treasure, probably the least likely to succeed and may even make things worse in the short run in the homeland. 
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Contention 4—NATO

A. NATO members are considering pulling out—the mission is on the brink

David E. Sanger, Staff Writer for New York Times, 7/21/10, New York Times, http://www.nytimes.com/2010/07/22/world/asia/22assess.html?_r=1&ref=worldms
For two months, Democrats in Congress have been holding up billions of dollars in additional financing for the war, longer than they ever delayed similar requests from President George W. Bush. Most Republican leaders have largely backed a continued commitment, but the White House was surprised the other day when one of Mr. Obama’s mentors on foreign policy issues in the Senate, Richard G. Lugar of Indiana, argued that “the lack of clarity in Afghanistan does not end with the president’s timetable,” and that both the military and civilian missions were “proceeding without a clear definition of success.”  “We could make progress for decades on security, on employment, good governance, women’s rights,” he said, without ever reaching “a satisfying conclusion.”  The allies, voicing similar concerns, have abandoned most talk of a conditions-based withdrawal in favor of harder timetables. Britain’s new prime minister, David Cameron, did his best to sound as though he and Mr. Obama were on the same page during his first visit to the White House on Tuesday, but he also told a BBC interviewer while in Washington, “We’re not going to be there in five years’ time.”  The Dutch leave this fall, and the Canadians say they intend to follow suit by the end of 2011.  As one of Mr. Obama’s top strategists said this week, with some understatement, “There are signs that the durability of this mission has to be attended to.”  
B. Cooperation in Afghanistan critical to NATO’s cohesion

Ioan Micrea Pascu, Minister of National Defense Romania, 12/1/06, https://www.pfpconsortium.org/file/3736/view

Finally, the lessons-learned type of knowledge management in the military establishment is an intrinsic part of the transformation of our armed forces. At the end of 2003, we created in the General Staff a new structure tasked to deal with doctrine and lessons learned under the coordination of the first field commander of Romanian troops in Afghanistan. Cooperation with NATO and other allies in this area will significantly improve our capacity to react rapidly to changes in the theaters and efficiently prepare for our participation in operations. Finally, what I would like to say is that, to retain the cohesion of NATO, it is important to rebuild the feeling that the security of the United States and Europe are inseparable. This connection, which was so important during the Cold War, has somehow been broken. Both sides claim that there is indivisibility of security on both sides, but naturally during the Cold War era it was asymmetrical in practice, because Europe felt extremely vulnerable, and it was the U.S. who was supposed to provide 75 assistance. Now the situation is totally different, with the U.S. feeling more vulnerable than Europe. Nevertheless, the sense that our security is somehow connected, and that we must avoid decoupling this security, is of the utmost importance. And I think that one should present two sets of advice to both sides. First, I think that the U.S. should sacrifice some efficiency in some military operations in order to bring Europeans on board and work toward carrying out common operations, such as in Afghanistan. And I would say that, even if Europeans are able to carry out an operation of their own, without American assistance, even a symbolic American presence would be good. I think that Bunya was a bit of a loss; it would be good to have at least two Americans on board, just to show that this link exists. So maintaining this transatlantic link will be critical for NATO’s future; in fact, I feel that this link is absolutely necessary. So let’s hope that, in having this link, we can contribute to shortening the path from trying the various solutions that are now under consideration to arriving at the best one. Without a functioning transatlantic link, arriving at a solution will be very difficult. 
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C. Without NATO, It would be impossible to handle a Russian Crisis

(John Feffer, co-director of foreign policy, institute of policy studies, 09/2009, “Will NATO’s 60th Anniversary be its last?” http://www.tomdispatch.com/post/175124/feffer_%20john_Afghanistan_NATO%D5s_graveyard)

The once central focus of NATO -- a commitment to the collective defense of any member under attack -- was, by now, looking ever less workable. Western European countries appeared anything but enthusiastic about the idea of defending the former Soviet bloc states against a prospective Russian attack. And despite promises to station troops in Central and Eastern Europe, the United States left its new NATO allies in the lurch. "While they are loath to say it publicly, [Central and Eastern European] leaders have told me that they are no longer certain NATO is capable of coming to their rescue if there were a crisis involving Russia," wrote Ronald Asmus, former deputy assistant secretary of state in the Clinton administration. "They no longer believe that the political solidarity exists or that NATO's creaky machinery would take the needed steps."

D. Crisis Between U.S. and Russia results in the destruction of human civilization

Nick Bostrom, Philosophy Oxford University, published in the journal  of evolution and technology, 3/02, http://www.nickbostrom.com/existential/risks.html

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

The United States Federal Government should withdraw all of its counterinsurgent personnel from Afghanistan. We’ll clarify. 
Contention 5—Solvency

Counterterrorism is the best long-term strategy to fight terrorism

Austin Long, assistant professor at Columbia University’s School of International and Public Affairs, 2010 (“Small is Beautiful: The Counterterrorism Option in Afghanistan” Orbis, Volume 54, Issue 2, Pages 200-201, Google Scholar, ME)
To return to the point from which this analysis began—strategy is matching means and ends. If the ends desired are about al Qaeda, the counterterrorism option is the best fit in terms of means. It is sustainable, always crucial in prolonged conflict, as it limits the expenditure of U.S. blood and treasure. It is also less dependent on Pakistan choosing to abandon its proxies, a possibility that seems remote at present. The counterterrorism option is not only possible, but as Steve Simon and Jonathan Stevenson argue, it is the best alternative for the United States.5 
Counterterrorism solves best—COIN is unnecessary to keep al Qaeda out of Afghanistan

Marc Sageman, Director of Research at ARTIS Research and Risk Modeling and former Secret Service consultant, December 2009 (“Confronting al-Qaeda: Understanding the Threat in Afghanistan” Perspectives on Terrorism, Volume III, Issue 4, http://www.terrorismanalysts.com/pt/index.php?option=com_rokzine&view=article&id=92&Itemid=54) ME

Even if a triumphant Taliban invites al-Qaeda to return to Afghanistan, its presence there will look very similar to its presence in the FATA. Times have changed.  The presence of large sanctuaries in Afghanistan was predicated on Western not so benign neglect of the al-Qaeda funded camps there. This era is gone because Western powers will no longer tolerate them. There are many ways to prevent the return of al-Qaeda to Afghanistan besides a national counter-insurgency strategy. Vigilance through electronic monitoring, spatial surveillance, networks of informants in contested territory, exploitation of internal Afghan rivalries, combined with the nearby stationing of a small force dedicated to physically eradicate any visible al-Qaeda presence in Afghanistan will prevent the return of al-Qaeda in Afghanistan. The proper military mission in Afghanistan and elsewhere is sanctuary denial.

***Inherency***

Inherency 

US increasing troops now
NYT, 7/1/2010, Dillon, two-time Pulitzer Prize winner, national correspondent for The New York Times, House Passes $80 Billion War Spending Bill, http://www.nytimes.com/2010/07/02/us/politics/02education.html

The House approved a war spending bill on Thursday with a provision that would include $10 billion to help school districts avoid educator layoffs, paying for the effort, in part, with $800 million in cuts to several of President Obama’s key education initiatives.  The $80 billion bill would pay for the 30,000 additional troops ordered to Afghanistan. 
War Funding will pass

CQ, 7/19/2010, Congressional Weekly, Spending Bill Will Not Have Money To Prevent Teacher Layoffs, Aide Says, http://www.cqpolitics.com/wmspage.cfm?docID=cqmidday-000003704257

House Democratic leaders will accept the Senate’s plan to pass a stripped-down supplemental spending bill for the wars in Iraq and Afghanistan, while seeking another vehicle for money to prevent the layoffs of some 140,000 teachers, a well-informed House aide said Monday. The decision reflects the reality that Democrats lack the votes in the Senate to attach billions of dollars in help for states to keep teachers on the payroll this fall. The teacher money is a top priority for Speaker Nancy Pelosi , D-Calif., and House Appropriations Committee Chairman David R. Obey , D-Wis. The aide said Pelosi and Obey are seeking other ways to quickly get the funds appropriated before Congress leaves on its monthlong August recess. One bill that is being studied as a vehicle is the leftover package of tax break extensions that are not included in the Senate’s extension of unemployment benefits. The Senate is scheduled to pass the unemployment bill on Tuesday and the House is expected to take it up on Wednesday. In the Senate, Republicans and some Democrats have objected to the added domestic spending being added to a war supplemental, even if it is offset by other cuts. The budget deficit can’t take another hit, those senators say. House Majority Leader Steny H. Hoyer, D-Md., said on July 15 that he recognized the problem the Senate was having with the money for teachers, and didn’t want the House to leave for its recess at the end of this month without sending President Obama the money for the troops in Afghanistan and Iraq. 

We’ve reached the tipping point for withdrawal but not a full pullout

NYT, 7/21/10, Sanger, Chief Washington correspondent for NYT, Afghan deadline is cutting two ways, http://www.nytimes.com/2010/07/22/world/asia/22assess.html?_r=1&partner=rss&emc=rss

But over the long term, what may be more damaging is the fact that members of the foreign policy establishment, even those who vigorously supported ousting the Taliban in 2001 after the 9/11 attacks, are gaining traction with arguments that the White House has simply failed to make the case that the rising cost is worth it. “After nearly nine years of war,” Richard Haass, the president of the Council on Foreign Relations and a senior official in Mr. Bush’s State Department, wrote over the weekend in Newsweek, “continued or increased U.S. involvement in Afghanistan isn’t likely to yield lasting improvements that would be commensurate in any way with the investment of American blood and treasure. It is time to scale down our ambitions there and both reduce and redirect what we do.” Mr. Haass is not recommending full withdrawal. Instead, he said in an interview, “I’m talking about reducing combat troops and operations and costs and casualties by more than half,” leaving mostly Special Forces, air power and trainers for Afghan troops in the region. In Kabul on Tuesday, President Karzai talked about having Afghan soldiers and the police taking responsibility for security by 2014. “Why should we be confident of that,” Mr. Haass asked, “given the history of Afghanistan?”

Inherency—US Pushing Counterinsurgency
The US is pushing counterinsurgency now

Hugh Gusterson, professor of anthropology and sociology at George Mason University with expertise in nuclear culture and international security 7/1/10 “Against counterinsurgency in Afghanistan” Bulletin of Atomic Scientists, http://www.thebulletin.org/web-edition/columnists/hugh-gusterson/against-counterinsurgency-afghanistan) 

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

[     ] Nation Building creates more incentives for terrorism

Gary T. Dempsey, specialized in post-Cold War U.S. foreign policy, 3/21/02, Policy Analysis, http://www.cato.org/pubs/pas/pa429.pdf MS

Since September 11, 2001, there have been calls from various quarters to embrace nation building as a tool for combating terrorism. The logic behind the idea is that “good” states do not do “bad” things, so Washington should build more “good” states. That idea, however, relies on several dubious assumptions—for example, that embarking on multiple nation-building missions will reduce the potential for anti-American terrorism. If anything, nation building is likely to create more incentives, targets, and opportunities for terrorism, not fewer. The nation-building idea also draws on false analogies with the past. For example, some people assert that Europe’s experience under the Marshall Plan can be readily duplicated in a whole host of countries and that, with enough economic aid, trained bureaucrats, and military force of arms, “bad” states anywhere can be transformed into open, self-sustaining, peaceful states. In reality, combating terrorism is tied to the realist perspective, which says that it increasingly makes sense for states to use or condone violence, including terrorism, when they fall prey to the idea that violence will succeed. A realist approach to combating terrorism, therefore, does not hinge on nation building or making the world safe for democracy. It hinges on a policy of victory and credible deterrence. And if there is no competent government for the United States to deter? U.S. policymakers should understand that that is precisely where the terrorists are at their most vulnerable, because there is no power to protect them 

[     ] Nation Building fuels terrorism 

Gary T. Dempsey, specialized in post-Cold War U.S. foreign policy, 3/21/02, Policy Analysis, http://www.cato.org/pubs/pas/pa429.pdf MS

The Cole incident, however, is not the only example that should raise doubts about the formulation that more nation building, or “shaping,” or whatever one wants to call it, leads to less terrorism. America’s experiences in Lebanon, Somalia, and the Balkans suggest the opposite: nation building creates incentives and targets for terrorism, especially when U.S. forces are drawn too deeply into internal power struggles. In other words, if the goal is to combat terrorism, then nation building in failed states is unwarranted. Failed states are where the terrorists are most vulnerable to covert action, commando raids, surprise attacks, and local informants willing to work for a few dollars. Failed states are not “safe havens”; they are defenseless positions

Counterinsurgency Bad – Instability

[     ] Counterinsurgency empowers warlords, increases factionalism, and makes Afghanistan harder to control . 
Simon and Stevenson, respectively, a senior fellow at the Council on Foreign Relations and a professor of strategic studies at the U.S. Naval War College, Oct 09, Afghanistan: How Much is Enough?, Survival, http://www.informaworld.com/smpp/section?content=a915362559&fulltext=713240928
Counter-insurgency in Afghanistan also would probably fail. Counter- insurgency generally works only when the domestic government resisting the insurgents enjoys the respect and support of most of the domestic popu- lation. Rising perceptions of Hamid Karzai’s government as ineffectual and corrupt, and especially suspicions that it rigged the 􏰆􏰅 August national elec- tion, indicate that it does not have that kind of credibility among Afghans. On the operational level, provisional and qualified counter-insurgency success in Iraq is not a persuasive precedent for a comparable result in Afghanistan. One indirect indication is the difficulty the Obama administration is having in figuring out how to measure such success.7 While Iraq’s prime insur- gency challenges were essentially compartmentalised in the confined space and among the relatively small populations of Anbar, Diyala and Ninewah provinces and in Baghdad, Afghanistan’s hazards permeate its Texas- sized national territory. Thus, applying the surge formula to Afghanistan, however it is adjusted, is likely to empower warlords, increase factionalism and ultimately make Afghanistan harder to sustain as a functioning unitary state. This would make Afghanistan more susceptible to being used as a strategic pawn by a number of regional actors, including Iran as well as India and Pakistan.

[     ] Outside meddling leads to more instability for Afghanistan 

Gary T. Dempsey, specialized in post-Cold War U.S. foreign policy, 3/21/02, Policy Analysis, http://www.cato.org/pubs/pas/pa429.pdf MS

Still, many observers insist that nation building must be the right answer in Afghanistan because “it was our failure to stay engaged in the region after the Cold War that permitted the rise of the Taliban and turned Afghanistan into a safe harbor for terrorists.”84 But why should outside “engagement” have been the default U.S. position after Washington helped Afghanistan to liberate itself? That France did not stick around to nation build in the United States after it helped the American colonists throw off the British crown was a good thing. What’s more, Afghanistan had been relatively stable from 1930 through 1978. The reality is that it was external meddling—not the lack of it—that disrupted internal Afghan politics and led to the emergence of the Taliban. First, the Soviet-backed Afghan communists sought to impose their authoritarian rule on a fiercely independent and traditional society. That led to civil war. Then the United States further unbalanced Afghanistan’s internal politics by supporting its most extreme anti-Soviet and anti-modern elements.85 Finally, Pakistan’s internal security services, or ISI, supported the Taliban faction, because it was best positioned to secure Islamabad’s strategic interests in the region.86 The lesson of Afghanistan is not that there hasn’t been enough outside meddling but that there has been too much. 

Counterinsurgency Bad – Ineffective (1/2)

[     ] COIN unnecessary - ineffective

Reuters, 10/25/2009, Sanjeev Miglani, an editor at Reuters on the political and general news desk in Singapore, It’s a counter-insurgency, stupid, http://blogs.reuters.com/afghanistan/2009/10/26/its-a-counter-insurgency-stupid/

But with reports that as many as 40,000 more U.S. troops have been requested for Afghanistan by the commander of foreign forces there, Army General Stanley McChrystal, many are beginning to question whether COIN is too costly, whether it’s misguided and if more troops actually feeds the insurgency.   In his recent assessment of the war in Afghanistan McChrystal said that protecting the population was of paramount importance in efforts to defeat the insurgency. This is one of the core mantras from a French scholar and military officer, David Galula, whose work heavily informs the FM 3-24.   Galula, however, was writing in the 1960s, with reference to France’s struggle against Algeria’s National Liberation Front. As such some scholars such as Thomas Rid at the Woodrow Wilson Institute have said that because counter-insurgency as a military doctrine is the product of a colonial age, rooted in 19th centruy scholarship, it may essentially be outdated or inappropriate for a 21st century war in Afghanistan.    In a recent interview with news channel Al Jazeera, former U.S. National Security Advisor Zbigniew Brzezinski said that COIN principles were outdated and would not work in Afghanistan. Even the idea of conducting a western-style democratic election was laughable to him and had echoes of how the Soviet Union tried to impose communism on Afghans in the 1980s.

[     ] Nation building fails – Afghanistan has been engaged in nation building for 130 years and has not gotten anywhere. 

 Jerry Mark Silverman - retired principal institutional-development specialist at the World Bank, and has been directly engaged for almost half a century in operational efforts to “build nations” in more than forty countries. 10/05/2009. National Interest online. http://www.nationalinterest.org/Article.aspx?id=22262
Afghanistan’s successive rulers have been attempting to build an effective centralized nation-state for more than 129 years. The first attempt to “modernize” the country followed more than eighty years ago with the introduction of secular education for both girls and boys; discouragement of veils for, and seclusion of, women; and preparation of the first official budget—all of which failed. By the 1930s, a few German technicians and businessmen and Soviet military advisors were residing in Kabul, displaced largely by American financial and technical support for the “modernization” of Afghanistan soon after the end of WWII—including financing irrigation in the Helmand Valley and substantial expansion of Kabul University twenty years later. Indeed, Kabul University played a pivotal role in educating a generation of Afghan Marxist, secular democratic and Muslim “nationalist” leaders. The World Bankfollowed with its first loan to Afghanistan—for a classic education-modernization project—in 1964; ultimately providing $1.7 billion for fifty-one separate operations. Thus, Afghanistan has been engaged in nation-building for a longer period than all but seven of one hundred other nation-building states. That is the reality in the face of which McChrystal asserts a reasonable chance to “gain the initiative” by securing the “support [of the] people in local communities” within the next critical twelve to twenty-four months.
Counterinsurgency Bad – Ineffective (2/2)

Counterinsurgency fails empirically – doesn’t take into account local cultures
Ralph Peters – New York Post staffwriter. 10/28/2009. The New York Post. http://www.nypost.com/p/news/opinion/opedcolumnists/item_jHmHEXtE3bMu6q0jTeBIkK. 

Apart from the curious notion that sending more Infantrymen is the way to win hearts and minds, the hearts and minds of Afghans not only can't be won, but aren't worth winning.  Our soldiers are dying for a fad, not for a strategy. Our vaunted counterinsurgency doctrine is the military equivalent of hula hoops, pet rocks and Beanie Babies: an oddity that caught the Zeitgeist.  The embrace of this suicidal fad by ambitious senior generals has created the most profound rift between frontline soldiers on one side and top generals on the other that I've encountered in 22 years of military service and another 11 years covering our troops.  There have always been disgruntled privates, but the sheer disgust was never this intense. And the top generals seem oblivious. (You can't just fly in, say, "How's it going, lieutenant?" and fly back to headquarters.)  From line doggies up to bird colonels (and even a few junior generals), there's a powerful sense that we're throwing away soldiers' lives for theories that just don't work. We enforce rules of engagement that kill our own troops to avoid alienating villagers who actively support the Taliban and celebrate our deaths.  The generals refuse to recognize that, from the local viewpoint, the Taliban are the patriots. We're the Redcoats. Our counterinsurgency (COIN) theory -- hatched by military pseudo-intellectuals and opportunists -- has no serious historical basis. It ignores the uncomfortable lessons of 3,000 years of fighting insurgencies and terrorists. Its authors claim Vietnam and Algeria as success stories.  But COIN theory is the perfect politically correct gimmick for the times: It posits that development is the answer to every problem (2,000 years of tribal hatred? Just dig 'em a well).  But what if the locals don't want our kind of development? In Afghanistan, our "COIN" doctrine downplays the vitality of tradition and tribal culture, while resolutely ignoring the inconvenient religious fanaticism driving the hardcore Taliban.  COIN theory also insists that success depends on establishing "government legitimacy." Well, the Kabul government we're protecting is about as legit as a Mexican drug gang. Afghans won't defend it. So our troops have to.  Now Afghans face a presidential runoff election. The challenger, Abdullah Abdullah, can't win. Were he to accept an invitation to join a coalition government, he'd lose all credibility.  So our troops hold their fire and die to protect Afghan villagers who back the Taliban and to protect an Afghan government the people despise. How, exactly, does this advance our national security?  We've lost our way. No American soldier should die because senior generals lack the integrity to admit they were just plain wrong.  As for the claim that COIN worked in Iraq, it's nonsense. First, Iraq ain't exactly out of the woods. Second, what turned the tide against al Qaeda was . . . al Qaeda. The troop surge helped, but wasn't decisive. We were blessed with enemies so monstrous they alienated the Iraqis they claimed to champion -- and the Iraqis turned against the foreign terrorists.  The Taliban are different. Within the dominant Pashtun population, the Taliban are homegrown heroes. We rationalize away the evidence.  In Washington, this has degenerated into another partisan issue. That's despicable. Decisions about Afghanistan can't be made to score political points. We must rise above party bickering and do what's best for our security and our troops.  This time around, Vice President Joe Biden happens to be right: We have to focus on destroying our true enemies -- al Qaeda -- and not on naive efforts to turn Afghanistan into Montclair, NJ. Republicans need to stop and smell the ruins of 9/11.  Iraq made sense to me. The stakes there were (and are) enormous. But Afghanistan's a strategic vacuum that sucks in resources and lives to no sensible purpose. By propping up President Karzai's government of thieves and attempting to force our vision on Afghanistan we've rescued a defeated Taliban from oblivion. So much for COIN theory.  

***Hegemony***
COIN ( Civilian Backlash
Afghans don’t like COIN

Reuters, 10/25/2009,(article assumes COIN strat – look at the title) Sanjeev Miglani, an editor at Reuters on the political and general news desk in Singapore, It’s a counter-insurgency, stupid, http://blogs.reuters.com/afghanistan/2009/10/26/its-a-counter-insurgency-stupid/

Afghan army officers themselves are sometimes at odds with the U.S. approach. Foreign troops respond to insurgent gunfire using sophisticated weaponry and stronger force. It is a tactic some Afghan officers say is unnecessary and provokes local anger, even before foreign troops can advance into villages. “I think language is the strongest weapon of all, not guns, I think we should do a lot more talking” one Afghan sergeant in Helmand recently told me. None of the villagers I interviewed in Helmand last week seemed happy to see Marines turning up at their front door, at best some were indifferent. In one shura I observed, the tone of the Marines, who are often decades younger than the wizened, bearded elders they try to communicate with, seemed frustrated and they appeared convinced the local elders were hiding information from them.
COIN ( Overstretch
[     ] Counterinsurgency fails – precludes better action and wastes resources. 

 Gian P. Gentile -  US army officer and a history professor at the United States Military Academy. Fall 2009. US. Fleet Forces. www.cffc.navy.mil/gentile.pdf
The new American way of war has eclipsed the execution of sound strategy, producing never-ending campaigns of nation-building and attempts to change entire societies in places like Afghanistan. One can only guess at the next spot on the globe for this kind of crusade.28 Former Army officer and writer Craig Mullaney, who recently penned a book-portrait of himself and what he learned in combat, said that the “Achilles’ heel for Americans is our lack of patience.” But perhaps not; perhaps America’s lack of patience in wars like Iraq and Afghanistan should be seen as a virtue in that it could act as a mechanism to force the US military to execute strategy in a more efficient and successful manner. Doing strategy better would leverage the American Army out of its self-inflicted box of counterinsurgency tactics and methodologies into a more open assessment of alternatives to current military actions in Afghanistan.

The new American way of war commits the US military to campaigns of counterinsurgency and nation-building in the world’s troubled spots. In essence it is total war—how else can one understand it any differently when COIN experts talk about American power “changing entire societies”—but it is a total war without the commensurate total support of will and resources from the American people. This strategic mismatch might prove catastrophic in the years ahead if the United States cannot figure out how to align means with ends in a successful strategy. The new American way of war perverts and thus prevents us from doing so.

The ancient Chinese philosopher of war Sun Tzu had this to say about the conduct of war and implicitly about its nature:

Strategy without tactics is the slowest route to victory . . . . Tactics without strategy is the noise before defeat . . . . There is no instance of a nation benefitting from prolonged warfare . . . . Speed is the essence of war.29

The new American way of war—wars amongst the people—has turned Sun Tzu’s maxim on its head. These days it is customary to think of war and conflict as prolonged affairs that afflict the farthest-flung precincts of US influence, thereby demanding a long-term American military presence on the ground. We are told by the experts that this new way of war requires time, patience, modest amounts of blood, and vast amounts of treasure. Sun Tzu was highlighting strategy, and strategy is about choice, options, and the wisest use of resources in war to achieve political objectives. Yet in the new way of American war, tactics have buried strategy, and it precludes any options other than an endless and likely futile struggle to achieve the loyalty of populations that, in the end, may be peripheral to American interests.

[     ] COIN delays pullout, causes military overstretch

Gilles Dorronsoro, an expert on Afghanistan, Turkey, and South Asia. His research focuses on security and political development in Afghanistan, particularly the role of the International Security Assistance Force, the necessary steps for a viable government in Kabul, and the conditions necessary for withdrawal scenarios, 5/24/2010, The Case for Negotiations, Carnegie Endowment for International Peace, http://carnegieendowment.org/publications/index.cfm?fa=view&id=40863

The Taliban cannot be defeated militarily because the border with Pakistan is and will remain open for the insurgents. The Pakistani army, which refuses to launch an offensive against the Afghan Taliban, has never considered taking action against the Taliban leadership based in Pakistan. The February arrest of acting Taliban military commander Mullah Abdul Ghani Baradar is probably a sign that the Pakistani military wants more control over the insurgency to prepare for the negotiation process.  What's more, the insurgency is now nationwide and cannot be contained by counterinsurgency (COIN) operations in two or three southern provinces. The COIN strategy cannot succeed because of the immense resources it requires. In a marginal, strategically unimportant district such as Marjah, the coalition would have to keep thousands of troops for years to prevent the Taliban's return. To replicate such strategy, even in one province, would overstretch the U.S. military.
COIN Forces Long Term Commitment (1/2)
[     ] Current military strategy in Afghanistan means US is forced to stay in Afghanistan for an extended period of time – wasting resources. 

Tom Engelhardt – fellow at the Nation Institute - creator of the Nation Institute's tomdispatch.com, a liberal blog. He is also the co-founder of the American Empire Project and the author of the 1998 book, The End of Victory Culture: Cold War America and the Disillusioning of a Generation. Teaching Fellow at the Graduate School of Journalism in UC Berkeley. April 1st,  2010. Mother Jones. http://www.motherjones.com/mojo/2010/04/obama-sounds-like-bush/

Starting with that bomber's jacket, the event had a certain eerie similarity to George W. Bush's visits to Iraq. As Bush once swore that we would never step down until the Iraqis had stepped up, so Obama declared his war to be "absolutely essential." General Mohammad Zahir Azimi, a spokesman for the Afghan Defense Ministry, even claimed that the president had used the long-absent (but patented) Bush word "victory" in his meeting with Hamid Karzai. Above all, whatever the talk about beginning to draw down his surge troops in mid-2011 -- and he has so far committed more than 50,000 American troops to that country -- when it comes to the Afghan War, the president seemed to signal that we are still on Pentagon time. Particularly striking was his assurance that, while there would be "difficult days ahead... we also know this: The United States of America does not quit once it starts on something... the American armed services does not quit, we keep at it, we persevere, and together with our partners we will prevail. I am absolutely confident of that." He assured his listeners, and assumedly Americans at home, that we will "finish the job" (however undefined), and made another promise as well: "I'm looking forward," he told the troops, "to returning to Afghanistan many times in the years to come." Many times in the years to come. Think about that and fasten your seatbelt. The U.S. evidently isn't about to leave Afghanistan anytime soon. The president seems to have set his watch to the Pentagon's clock, which means that, in terrible financial times, he is going to continue investing staggering sums of our money long-term in a perilous war in a distant land with terrible supply lines and no infrastructure. This represents a perfect Paul-Kennedy-style working definition of "imperial overstretch." Contrast this with the China-on-the-move that Michael Klare, TomDispatch regular and author of Rising Powers, Shrinking Planet, describes in his latest piece, "China's Global Shopping Spree." If the word "folly" doesn't come to mind, what does? 
[     ] Counterinsurgency turns into the military’s only tactics – forces long term commitment and causes overstretch. 

Gian P. Gentile -  US army officer and a history professor at the United States Military Academy. Fall 2009. US. Fleet Forces. www.cffc.navy.mil/gentile.pdf
Good strategy, however, demands the consideration of alternatives, yet the American Army’s fixation on population-centric COIN precludes choice. We may have become adept at appearing to apply Galula’s principles in Iraq and Afghanistan, but we are not good strategists. Strategy is about choice, options, and the wisest use of resources in war to achieve policy objectives. Yet in the American Army’s new way of war, tactics—that is, the carrying out of the “way”—have utterly eclipsed strategy.

Nation-building using population-centric COIN as its centerpiece should be viewed as an operation. It should not be viewed as strategy, or even policy for that matter. But what is occurring now in Afghanistan, for example, at least for the American Army, is a “strategy of tactics.” If strategy calls for nation-building as an operational method to achieve policy objectives, and it is resourced correctly, then the population-centric approach might make sense. But because the United States has “principilized” population-centric COIN into the only way of doing any kind of counterinsurgency, it dictates strategy.

Tactical Orientation

Ironically, the new approach has inverted political scientist Andrew Krepinevich’s damning criticism of the American Army in his hugely influential but deeply flawed 1986 book, The Army in Vietnam. Krepinevich’s strategy of tactics argument for Vietnam was that the American Army was so conventionally minded and hidebound that it was unable to see a better way of population-centric COIN.4 Now the American Army has done the inverse. The Army is so tactically oriented toward population-centric counterinsurgency that it cannot think of doing anything else. General Stanley McChrystal’s recently released command guidance to forces in Afghanistan employs all of the dictums of population-centric counterinsurgency and confirms this strategy of tactics. His statement that success in Afghanistan will not be determined by the number of enemy killed but by the “shielding” of the civilian population could have easily come out of 
[Article Continues. No text Omitted]
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the pages of FM 3-24, or commander’s talking points during the Iraq Surge.5

These population-centric COIN principles have been turned into immutable rules that are dictating strategy in Afghanistan and having a powerful shaping effect on reorganizing the American Army. A few months ago, when asked about the way ahead for the American military in Afghanistan and how Iraq was comparable to Afghanistan, General David Petraeus acknowledged that the two were very different. But the thing to remember, according to General Petraeus, was that the principles of COIN that the Army has learned in Iraq over the past couple of years are applicable to Afghanistan.6

Those principles belong to the population-centric COIN methodology. If we accept that the principles are applicable, then we have already chosen the way ahead in Afghanistan, which is population-centric nation-building requiring large numbers of American ground combat forces, dispersed into the local population in an effort to win their hearts and minds away from the insurgent enemy, and to eventually build a nation. It is a recipe for a long-term American combat presence in the world’s troubled spots. At present in the American Army there does not seem to be any alternatives. The inability to realistically consider alternatives reveals that the Army has become dogmatic, bound like a Gordian knot to the methods of population-centric counterinsurgency as the sole solution in Afghanistan and, potentially, in any other part of the world where instability and insurgencies are brewing.


Overstretch Kills Heg
[     ] Overstretch causes hegemonic demise

Justin Logan, associate director of foreign policy studies at the Cato Institute, expert on U.S. grand strategy, international relations theory, and American foreign policy, 8/6/09, America Unbound, http://walt.foreignpolicy.com/posts/2009/08/06/america_unbound

But perhaps the most puzzling aspect of Brooks and Wohlforth's dismissal of the overstretch argument is that it was Wohlforth who argued (with two co-authors in an edited volume on the balance of power in ancient history and non-European contexts), that overstretch is a frequent cause of the demise of hegemonic systems. Summing up the findings, Wohlforth et al surmised that: “Not only is military expansion a well-nigh universal behavior, but ... such expansion is frequently characterized by myopic advantage-seeking (boondoggling), rather than aimed at long-term system maintenance (balancing), even among rivals to potential hegemons... The pattern of boondoggling is a major reason why balanced systems routinely break down, and why systemic hegemons frequently squander their advantages." (Emphasis mine.)

[     ] Overstretch makes bad stuff
Francis Shor, twentieth Century US Social-Cultural History professor at Wayne state university, 10, Journal of Critical Globalisation Studies, War in the Era of Declining U.S. Global Hegemony
Another very real dilemma for U.S. military imperialism and their global strategies, particularly as a consequence of the wars on Iraq and Afghanistan, is imperial overstretch. Both in terms of the eventual costs, estimated in the trillions of dollars just in the case of the war on Iraq, and the continuing drain on military personnel, these wars have further underscored the inherent contradictions of U.S. military imperialism and its war strategies. Even with active troops, counting the National Guard and Reserves, numbering over 2 million, the U.S. military has so depleted its human resources that it has resorted to extending tours in ways that have lowered morale and created even more internal dissent about deployment. Attempts to offset these problems by higher pay inducements, expansion of the numbers, and use of private contractors have only exacerbated the overall contradictions endemic in maintaining the kind of global garrison embodied by U.S. military imperialism. According to world-systems scholar Giovanni Arrighi, besides having ‘jeopardized the credibility of U.S. military might,’ the war and occupation of Iraq may be one of the key components underlying the ‘terminal crisis of U.S. hegemony,’ albeit without diminishing the U.S. role as ‘the world’s pre-eminent military power’ (2005, p. 80). Nonetheless, as pointed out by other scholars (Johnson, 2004; Mann, 2003; Wallerstein, 2003), imperial overstretch was central to the demise of previous empires and now threatens the death of a U.S. empire also bent on fighting debilitating and self-destructive wars.

US Heg Good – Nuclear War (1/3)

US Hegemony key to stop nuclear war
Robert Kagan - senior fellow at the Carnegie Endowment for International Peace 2007 “End of Dreams, Return of History”, 7/19, http://www.realclearpolitics.com/articles/2007/07/end_of_dreams_return_of_histor.html)

This is a good thing, and it should continue to be a primary goal of American foreign policy to perpetuate this relatively benign international configuration of power. The unipolar order with the United States as the predominant power is unavoidably riddled with flaws and contradictions. It inspires fears and jealousies. The United States is not immune to error, like all other nations, and because of its size and importance in the international system those errors are magnified and take on greater significance than the errors of less powerful nations. Compared to the ideal Kantian international order, in which all the world's powers would be peace-loving equals, conducting themselves wisely, prudently, and in strict obeisance to international law, the unipolar system is both dangerous and unjust. Compared to any plausible alternative in the real world, however, it is relatively stable and less likely to produce a major war between great powers. It is also comparatively benevolent, from a liberal perspective, for it is more conducive to the principles of economic and political liberalism that Americans and many others value. American predominance does not stand in the way of progress toward a better world, therefore. It stands in the way of regression toward a more dangerous world. The choice is not between an American-dominated order and a world that looks like the European Union. The future international order will be shaped by those who have the power to shape it. The leaders of a post-American world will not meet in Brussels but in Beijing, Moscow, and Washington.   The return of great powers and great games    If the world is marked by the persistence of unipolarity, it is nevertheless also being shaped by the reemergence of competitive national ambitions of the kind that have shaped human affairs from time immemorial. During the Cold War, this historical tendency of great powers to jostle with one another for status and influence as well as for wealth and power was largely suppressed by the two superpowers and their rigid bipolar order. Since the end of the Cold War, the United States has not been powerful enough, and probably could never be powerful enough, to suppress by itself the normal ambitions of nations. This does not mean the world has returned to multipolarity, since none of the large powers is in range of competing with the superpower for global influence. Nevertheless, several large powers are now competing for regional predominance, both with the United States and with each other. National ambition drives China's foreign policy today, and although it is tempered by prudence and the desire to appear as unthreatening as possible to the rest of the world, the Chinese are powerfully motivated to return their nation to what they regard as its traditional position as the preeminent power in East Asia. They do not share a European, postmodern view that power is passé; hence their now two-decades-long military buildup and modernization. Like the Americans, they believe power, including military power, is a good thing to have and that it is better to have more of it than less. Perhaps more significant is the Chinese perception, also shared by Americans, that status and honor, and not just wealth and security, are important for a nation. Japan, meanwhile, which in the past could have been counted as an aspiring postmodern power -- with its pacifist constitution and low defense spending -- now appears embarked on a more traditional national course. Partly this is in reaction to the rising power of China and concerns about North Korea 's nuclear weapons. But it is also driven by Japan's own national ambition to be a leader in East Asia or at least not to play second fiddle or "little brother" to China. China and Japan are now in a competitive quest with each trying to augment its own status and power and to prevent the other 's rise to predominance, and this competition has a military and strategic as well as an economic and political component. Their competition is such that a nation like South Korea, with a long unhappy history as a pawn between the two powers, is once again worrying both about a "greater China" and about the return of Japanese nationalism. As Aaron Friedberg commented, the East Asian future looks more like Europe's past than its present. But it also looks like Asia's past. Russian foreign policy, too, looks more like something from the nineteenth century. It is being driven by a typical, and typically Russian, blend of national resentment and ambition. A postmodern Russia simply seeking integration into the new European order, the Russia of Andrei Kozyrev, would not be troubled by the eastward enlargement of the EU and NATO, would not insist on predominant influence over its "near abroad," and would not use its natural resources as means of gaining geopolitical leverage and enhancing Russia 's international status in an attempt to regain the lost glories of the Soviet empire and Peter the Great. But Russia, like China and Japan, is moved by more traditional great-power considerations, including the pursuit of those valuable if intangible national interests: honor and respect. Although Russian leaders complain about threats to their security from NATO and the United States, the Russian sense of insecurity has more to do with resentment and national identity than with plausible external military threats. 16 Russia's complaint today is not with this or that weapons system. It is the entire post-Cold War settlement of the 1990s that Russia resents and wants to revise. But that does not make insecurity less a factor in Russia 's relations with the world; indeed, it makes finding compromise with the Russians all the more difficult. One could add others to this list of great powers with traditional rather than postmodern aspirations. India 's regional ambitions are more muted, or are focused most intently on Pakistan, but it is 
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clearly engaged in competition with China for dominance in the Indian Ocean and sees itself, correctly, as an emerging great power on the world scene. In the Middle East there is Iran, which mingles religious fervor with a historical sense of superiority and leadership in its region. 17 Its nuclear program is as much about the desire for regional hegemony as about defending Iranian territory from attack by the United States. Even the European Union, in its way, expresses a pan-European national ambition to play a significant role in the world, and it has become the vehicle for channeling German, French, and British ambitions in what Europeans regard as a safe supranational direction. Europeans seek honor and respect, too, but of a postmodern variety. The honor they seek is to occupy the moral high ground in the world, to exercise moral authority, to wield political and economic influence as an antidote to militarism, to be the keeper of the global conscience, and to be recognized and admired by others for playing this role. Islam is not a nation, but many Muslims express a kind of religious nationalism, and the leaders of radical Islam, including al Qaeda, do seek to establish a theocratic nation or confederation of nations that would encompass a wide swath of the Middle East and beyond. Like national movements elsewhere, Islamists have a yearning for respect, including self-respect, and a desire for honor. Their national identity has been molded in defiance against stronger and often oppressive outside powers, and also by memories of ancient superiority over those same powers. China had its "century of humiliation." Islamists have more than a century of humiliation to look back on, a humiliation of which Israel has become the living symbol, which is partly why even Muslims who are neither radical nor fundamentalist proffer their sympathy and even their support to violent extremists who can turn the tables on the dominant liberal West, and particularly on a dominant America which implanted and still feeds the Israeli cancer in their midst. Finally, there is the United States itself. As a matter of national policy stretching back across numerous administrations, Democratic and Republican, liberal and conservative, Americans have insisted on preserving regional predominance in East Asia; the Middle East; the Western Hemisphere; until recently, Europe; and now, increasingly, Central Asia. This was its goal after the Second World War, and since the end of the Cold War, beginning with the first Bush administration and continuing through the Clinton years, the United States did not retract but expanded its influence eastward across Europe and into the Middle East, Central Asia, and the Caucasus. Even as it maintains its position as the predominant global power, it is also engaged in hegemonic competitions in these regions with China in East and Central Asia, with Iran in the Middle East and Central Asia, and with Russia in Eastern Europe, Central Asia, and the Caucasus. The United States, too, is more of a traditional than a postmodern power, and though Americans are loath to acknowledge it, they generally prefer their global place as "No. 1" and are equally loath to relinquish it. Once having entered a region, whether for practical or idealistic reasons, they are remarkably slow to withdraw from it until they believe they have substantially transformed it in their own image. They profess indifference to the world and claim they just want to be left alone even as they seek daily to shape the behavior of billions of people around the globe. The jostling for status and influence among these ambitious nations and would-be nations is a second defining feature of the new post-Cold War international system. Nationalism in all its forms is back, if it ever went away, and so is international competition for power, influence, honor, and status. American predominance prevents these rivalries from intensifying -- its regional as well as its global predominance. Were the United States to diminish its influence in the regions where it is currently the strongest power, the other nations would settle disputes as great and lesser powers have done in the past: sometimes through diplomacy and accommodation but often through confrontation and wars of varying scope, intensity, and destructiveness. One novel aspect of such a multipolar world is that most of these powers would possess nuclear weapons. That could make wars between them less likely, or it could simply make them more catastrophic.   It is easy but also dangerous to underestimate the role the United States plays in providing a measure of stability in the world even as it also disrupts stability. For instance, the United States is the dominant naval power everywhere, such that other nations cannot compete with it even in their home waters. They either happily or grudgingly allow the United States Navy to be the guarantor of international waterways and trade routes, of international access to markets and raw materials such as oil. Even when the United States engages in a war, it is able to play its role as guardian of the waterways. In a more genuinely multipolar world, however, it would not. Nations would compete for naval dominance at least in their own regions and possibly beyond. Conflict between nations would involve struggles on the oceans as well as on land. Armed embargos, of the kind used in World War i and other major conflicts, would disrupt trade flows in a way that is now impossible. Such order as exists in the world rests not merely on the goodwill of peoples but on a foundation provided by American power. Even the European Union, that great geopolitical miracle, owes its founding to American power, for without it the European nations after World War ii would never have felt secure enough to reintegrate Germany. Most Europeans recoil at the thought, but even today Europe 's stability depends on the guarantee, however distant and one hopes unnecessary, that the United States could step in to check any dangerous development on the continent. In a genuinely multipolar world, that 
[Article Continues. No Text Removed]

US Heg Good – Nuclear War (3/3)

[Article Continues. No Text Removed]

would not be possible without renewing the danger of world war. People who believe greater equality among nations would be preferable to the present American predominance often succumb to a basic logical fallacy. They believe the order the 
world enjoys today exists independently of American power. They imagine that in a world where American power was diminished, the aspects of international order that they like would remain in place. But that 's not the way it works. International order does not rest on ideas and institutions. It is shaped by configurations of power. The international order we know today reflects the distribution of power in the world since World War ii, and especially since the end of the Cold War. A different configuration of power, a multipolar world in which the poles were Russia, China, the United States, India, and Europe, would produce its own kind of order, with different rules and norms reflecting the interests of the powerful states that would have a hand in shaping it. Would that international order be an improvement? Perhaps for Beijing and Moscow it would. But it is doubtful that it would suit the tastes of enlightenment liberals in the United States and Europe. The current order, of course, is not only far from perfect but also offers no guarantee against major conflict among the world's great powers. Even under the umbrella of unipolarity, regional conflicts involving the large powers may erupt. War could erupt between China and Taiwan and draw in both the United States and Japan. War could erupt between Russia and Georgia, forcing the United States and its European allies to decide whether to intervene or suffer the consequences of a Russian victory. Conflict between India and Pakistan remains possible, as does conflict between Iran and Israel or other Middle Eastern states. These, too, could draw in other great powers, including the United States. Such conflicts may be unavoidable no matter what policies the United States pursues. But they are more likely to erupt if the United States weakens or withdraws from its positions of regional dominance. This is especially true in East Asia, where most nations agree that a reliable American power has a stabilizing and pacific effect on the region. That is certainly the view of most of China 's neighbors. But even China, which seeks gradually to supplant the United States as the dominant power in the region, faces the dilemma that an American withdrawal could unleash an ambitious, independent, nationalist Japan. In Europe, too, the departure of the United States from the scene -- even if it remained the world's most powerful nation -- could be destabilizing. It could tempt Russia to an even more overbearing and potentially forceful approach to unruly nations on its periphery. Although some realist theorists seem to imagine that the disappearance of the Soviet Union put an end to the possibility of confrontation between Russia and the West, and therefore to the need for a permanent American role in Europe, history suggests that conflicts in Europe involving Russia are possible even without Soviet communism. If the United States withdrew from Europe -- if it adopted what some call a strategy of "offshore balancing" -- this could in time increase the likelihood of conflict involving Russia and its near neighbors, which could in turn draw the United States back in under unfavorable circumstances. It is also optimistic to imagine that a retrenchment of the American position in the Middle East and the assumption of a more passive, "offshore" role would lead to greater stability there. The vital interest the United States has in access to oil and the role it plays in keeping access open to other nations in Europe and Asia make it unlikely that American leaders could or would stand back and hope for the best while the powers in the region battle it out. Nor would a more "even-handed" policy toward Israel, which some see as the magic key to unlocking peace, stability, and comity in the Middle East, obviate the need to come to Israel 's aid if its security became threatened. That commitment, paired with the American commitment to protect strategic oil supplies for most of the world, practically ensures a heavy American military presence in the region, both on the seas and on the ground. The subtraction of American power from any region would not end conflict but would simply change the equation. In the Middle East, competition for influence among powers both inside and outside the region has raged for at least two centuries. The rise of Islamic fundamentalism doesn't change this. It only adds a new and more threatening dimension to the competition, which neither a sudden end to the conflict between Israel and the Palestinians nor an immediate American withdrawal from Iraq would change. The alternative to American predominance in the region is not balance and peace. It is further competition. The region and the states within it remain relatively weak. A diminution of American influence would not be followed by a diminution of other external influences. One could expect deeper involvement by both China and Russia, if only to secure their interests. 18 And one could also expect the more powerful states of the region, particularly Iran, to expand and fill the vacuum. It is doubtful that any American administration would voluntarily take actions that could shift the balance of power in the Middle East further toward Russia, China, or Iran. The world hasn 't changed that much. An American withdrawal from Iraq will not return things to "normal" or to a new kind of stability in the region. It will produce a new instability, one likely to draw the United States back in again. The alternative to American regional predominance in the Middle East and elsewhere is not a new regional stability. In an era of burgeoning nationalism, the future is likely to be one of intensified competition among nations and nationalist movements. Difficult as it may be to extend American predominance into the future, no one should imagine that a reduction of American power or a retraction of American influence and global involvement will provide an easier path.
US Heg Good – Terrorism

US hegemony key to stop terrorism
Stephen Walt - professor of international affairs at Harvard  2002 “American Primacy” http://www.nwc .navy.mil/press/review/2002/spring/art1-sp2.htm))
Perhaps the most obvious reason why states seek primacy—and why the United States benefits from its current position—is that international politics is a dangerous business. Being wealthier and stronger than other states does not guarantee that a state will survive, of course, and it cannot insulate a state from all outside pressures. But the strongest state is more likely to escape serious harm than weaker ones are, and it will be better equipped to resist the pressures that arise. Because the United States is so powerful, and because its society is so wealthy, it has ample resources to devote to whatever problems it may face in the future. At the beginning of the Cold War, for example, its power enabled the United States to help rebuild Europe and Japan, to assist them in developing stable democratic orders, and to subsidize the emergence of an open international economic order.7 The United States was also able to deploy powerful armed forces in Europe and Asia as effective deterrents to Soviet expansion.  When the strategic importance of the Persian Gulf increased in the late 1970s, the United States created its Rapid Deployment Force in order to deter threats to the West’s oil supplies; in 1990–91 it used these capabilities to liberate Kuwait. Also, when the United States was attacked by the Al-Qaeda terrorist network in September 2001, it had the wherewithal to oust the network’s Taliban hosts and to compel broad international support for its campaign to eradicate Al-Qaeda itself. It would have been much harder to do any of these things if the United States had been weaker. Today, U.S. primacy helps deter potential challenges to American interests in virtually every part of the world. Few countries or nonstate groups want to invite the “focused enmity” of the United States (to use William Wohlforth’s apt phrase), and countries and groups that have done so (such as Libya, Iraq, Serbia, or the Taliban) have paid a considerable price. As discussed below, U.S. dominance does provoke opposition in a number of places, but anti-American elements are forced to rely on covert or indirect strategies (such as terrorist bombings) that do not seriously threaten America’s dominant position. Were American power to decline significantly, however, groups opposed to U.S. interests would probably be emboldened and overt challenges would be more likely.
US Heg Good – China/Taiwan War

US hegemony key to stop China-Taiwan War. 
Peter Brookes – Senior Fellow for National Security Affairs at The Heritage Foundation. He is also a member of the congressional U.S.-China Economic and Security Review Commission Heritage Foundation, November 24, 2008)
We know that China is undergoing a major mil­itary buildup, especially involving its power projec­tion forces--i.e., air force, navy, and ballistic missile forces, all aimed at Taiwan. Indeed, today Beijing has the world's third largest defense budget and the world's fastest growing peacetime defense budget, growing at over 10 percent per year for over a decade. It increased its defense budget nearly 18 percent annually over the past two years. I would daresay that military tensions across the 100-mile-wide Taiwan Strait between Taiwan and China would be much greater today if not for an implied commitment on the part of the United States to prevent a change in the political status quo via military means. China hasn't renounced the use of force against its neighbor and rival, Taiwan, a vibrant, free-market democracy. It is believed by many analysts that absent American military might, China would quickly unite Taiwan with the main­land under force of arms. In general, the system of military alliances in Asia that the United States maintains provides the basis for stability in the Pacific, since the region has failed to develop an overarching security architecture such as that found in Europe in NATO.
Extinction

Straits Times “Regional Fallout: No one gains in war over Taiwan,” Jun 25 2000
THE high-intensity scenario postulates a cross-strait war escalating into a full-scale war between the US and China. If Washington were to conclude that splitting China would better serve its national interests, then a full-scale war becomes unavoidable. Conflict on such a scale would embroil other countries far and near and -- horror of horrors -- raise the possibility of a nuclear war. Beijing has already told the US and Japan privately that it considers any country providing bases and logistics support to any US forces attacking China as belligerent parties open to its retaliation. In the region, this means South Korea, Japan, the Philippines and, to a lesser extent, Singapore. If China were to retaliate, east Asia will be set on fire. And the conflagration may not end there as opportunistic powers elsewhere may try to overturn the existing world order. With the US distracted, Russia may seek to redefine Europe's political landscape. The balance of power in the Middle East may be similarly upset by the likes of Iraq. In south Asia, hostilities between India and Pakistan, each armed with its own nuclear arsenal, could enter a new and dangerous phase. Will a full-scale Sino-US war lead to a nuclear war? According to General Matthew Ridgeway, commander of the US Eighth Army which fought against the Chinese in the Korean War, the US had at the time thought of using nuclear weapons against China to save the US from military defeat. In his book The Korean War, a personal account of the military and political aspects of the conflict and its implications on future US foreign policy, Gen Ridgeway said that US was confronted with two choices in Korea -- truce or a broadened war, which could have led to the use of nuclear weapons. If the US had to resort to nuclear weaponry to defeat China long before the latter acquired a similar capability, there is little hope of winning a war against China 50 years later, short of using nuclear weapons. The US estimates that China possesses about 20 nuclear warheads that can destroy major American cities. Beijing also seems prepared to go for the nuclear option. A Chinese military officer disclosed recently that Beijing was considering a review of its "non first use" principle regarding nuclear weapons. Major-General Pan Zhangqiang, president of the military-funded Institute for Strategic Studies, told a gathering at the Woodrow Wilson International Centre for Scholars in Washington that although the government still abided by that principle, there were strong pressures from the military to drop it. He said military leaders considered the use of nuclear weapons mandatory if the country risked dismemberment as a result of foreign intervention. Gen Ridgeway said that should that come to pass, we would see the destruction of civilisation. There would be no victors in such a war. While the prospect of a nuclear Armaggedon over Taiwan might seem inconceivable, it cannot be ruled out entirely, for China puts sovereignty above everything else 

Counterterrorism > Counterinsurgency (1/2)

COIN fails – locks us into a long term commitment overstretching the military. Replacing COIN with Counterterrorism solves. 

Paul D. Kretkowski  - consultant and journalist based in San Francisco for Mother Jones, Wired, Business For Diplomatic Action and SFGate.com and Beacon. 01/07/2010. Beacon. http://softpowerbeacon.blogspot.com/2010/01/against-coin-for-ct-in-afghanistan-and.html. 

Over the winter break I had an epiphany about the interrelation of U.S. hard and soft power: I now oppose a counterinsurgency (COIN) strategy in Afghanistan and advocate a purely counterterror (CT) strategy (PDF link) there instead.  Blame history—or histories—that I've read recently, starting with Livy's works on early Rome (books I-V) last spring and Donald Kagan's The Peloponnesian War at the end of 2009. I've taken occasional dips back into Robert Kaplan's Warrior Politics and his source materials (Churchill, theFederalists, Machiavelli, Sun Tzu, and several others).  What I've taken from that reading is that the U.S. must pull back from its current efforts to remake Iraq and Afghanistan in the image of a Western democracy, or risk long-term political and economic exhaustion.  What follows is not an argument about morality, and readers may find much of it amoral. It is about making cold-blooded political and economic calculations about where U.S. national interests will lie in the next decade. They do not lie in an open-ended COIN mission.  The history of the Peloponnesian War is particularly relevant here. Athens began fighting Sparta with the resources of an empire and thousands of talents of silver in the bank—enough to fight expensive, far-flung naval and land campaigns for three years without lasting financial consequences.  Athens was rich, and if peace with Sparta had come by the end of the third year, Athens would have continued to prosper and rule over much of the Mediterranean. (Athens had a "hard"—conquered or cowed—empire as opposed to the "soft" empire of alliances and treaties the U.S. currently has.)  But the war with Sparta dragged on for decades, despite occasional peace overtures by both sides. By war's end—despite the spoils of battle and increased taxes and tribute extracted from its shrinking dominion—Athens was broke, depopulated by fighting and plague, bereft of its empire, and could no longer project power into the Mediterranean. Where its former interests ranged from Black Sea Turkey to southern Italy, it spent decades as a small-bore power and never regained its former strength or influence.  I worry that the U.S. is similarly locked into an open-ended commitment to democratize a nation that is of regional rather than global importance—a parallel to Athens convincing itself that it had to conquer distant, militarily insignificant Sicily.  "Winning" in Afghanistan The U.S. could "win" in Afghanistan where victory is defined as a stable, legitimate central government that can project power within its own borders. I don't doubt that the U.S. and its allies could accomplish this given enough time and resources. But I think—as many COIN experts also do—that it will take at least another decade or more of blood and treasure to produce such a result, if ever.  Of course I'd like to see the results of a successful COIN campaign: a stable democracy, women's rights, and general prosperity for Afghans, who among all Asia's peoples surely deserve those things. I certainly want to end al-Qa'ida's ability to operate freely in South Asia and elsewhere.  The U.S. is the only country that would both conceive of these missions and attempt to carry them out. But goals beyond keeping al-Qa'ida on the run don't serve the long-term interests of the U.S., and I am more interested in regaining and preserving U.S. hard power than I am in the rewards that would come from "winning" a lengthy COIN war.  I fear the U.S. people and government becoming exhausted from the costs of a lengthy COIN effort, just as they are already exhausted from (and have largely forgotten about) the Iraq war. I worry that if this fatigue sits in, the U.S. will abandon foreign-policy leadership as it has done periodically throughout history.  This outcome would be worse than a resurgent Taliban, worse than Afghan women and men being further oppressed, and worse than al-Qa'ida having plentiful additional caves to plot in.  Here are some signs of an exhaustion of U.S. power: The U.S. is already overextended, with commitments in Iraq (shrinking for now), Afghanistan (expanding), Yemen (pending) and Iran (TBD). At home, the U.S. economy remains feeble and in the long term is increasingly hostage to other nations for goods and services it no longer produces (and increasingly, no longer can produce).  Even more worrisome is the U.S. credit situation. The wars, and much other U.S. government spending, are now heavily underwritten by other countries' purchases of debt the U.S. issues. It has borrowed trillions from foreign countries and especially China, which continues its steady, highly rational policy of promoting exports while freeriding under the American security umbrella (just as the U.S. once rode for free beneath Britain's).  Over time, those countries accrue enough debt to have a say in U.S. policies that may threaten the dollar's value, which is why you now see high U.S. officials flying to Beijing to soothe PRC nerves and explain why America keeps borrowing money.  At home, there are few resources to apply following a major disaster, such as a Katrina-style hurricane or a major earthquake.  The U.S. needs to start rebuilding its reserves—of capital, of credit, of political goodwill abroad, of military force—to be ready for these and more serious crises, for which we currently have few resources to spare. Such challenges may involve humanitarian crises (think Darfur, a Rwanda-style genocide, Indian Ocean tsunamis); Latin American instability (Mexico, Venezuela, post-Castro Cuba); rogue-state nuclear development (Iran, North Korea); or complex challenges from a rising power (China, a reinvigorated Russia).  What a CT Focus Means Focusing on a counterterror-only mission means admitting that Afghanistan and Iraq—and Yemen and Iran—are not, and will not likely become, threats to the U.S. that require tens of thousands of troops. Individuals from those countries (as well as their alleged British, Nigerian or Virginian lackeys) may be threats, but threats that can mostly be handled by a CT strategy, intensified border protection, and other measures. The countries 
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Counterterrorism > Counterinsurgency (2/2)
[Article Continues. No Text Removed]

themselves will remain militarily negligible outside their own neighborhood.  A CT strategy would mean keeping a few heavily fortified bases in Afghanistan and Iraq to maintain the "B-52 effect" of being able to suppress large-scale fighting via airpower, while pulling all our other troops out. We would then keep up Predator decapitation strikes and occasional bombing of insurgent hideouts, while providing air support for the Afghan National Army and police.  We would also do what we could—and no more—to strengthen the Kabul and Islamabad governments. Sooner or later that will mean standing back while an unsavory strongman takes charge in one or both countries—someone who can maintain stability if not a Western-style democracy, although we can certainly pressure them to try.  Benefits of a CT Focus Pulling the bulk of U.S. troops from the two active wars means military spending drops sharply, freeing up greatly needed funds for other uses: to stimulate the domestic economy, to aid in healthcare reform, or simply to reduce the need to issue more debt and thus begin paying down our current tab. (As an added benefit, China and others who want to extract wealth from a less-secure Afghanistan must then foot their own security bill.)  Perhaps we become less hated in Afghanistan and Iraq, perhaps not, but we get out of the nation-building business that President Bush used to deride and can use our political, economic and military assets elsewhere. At that point we begin to rebuild those all-important reserves without which a great nation cannot aid allies, warn off adversaries, and sway those in the middle.   
***Terrorism***
Terrorism Spillover to Pakistan (1/2)

[     ] Afghanistan terrorism spills over to Pakistan—the two are linked
Alan Kronstadt, specialist in Asian Affairs, 3/27/07 (“Pakistan and Terrorism: A Summary” CRS Report For Congress, http://www.fas.org/sgp/crs/row/RS22632.pdf)
In the wake of the September 2001 terrorist attacks on the United States, President George W. Bush launched major military operations as part of a global U.S.-led antiterrorism effort. Operation Enduring Freedom in Afghanistan has realized major successes with the vital assistance of neighboring Pakistan. Yet a resurgent Taliban today operates in southern and eastern Afghanistan with the benefit of apparent sanctuary in parts of western Pakistan. The United States is increasingly concerned that members of Al Qaeda, its Taliban supporters, and other Islamist militants find safe haven in Pakistani cities such as Quetta and Peshawar, as well as in the rugged Pakistan-Afghanistan border region. This latter area is inhabited by ethnic Pashtuns who express solidarity with anti- U.S. forces. Al Qaeda militants also reportedly have made alliances with indigenous Pakistani terrorist groups that have been implicated in both anti-Western attacks in Pakistan and terrorism in India. These groups seek to oust the Islamabad government of President Gen. Pervez Musharraf and have been implicated in assassination attempts that were only narrowly survived by the Pakistani leader and other top officials. In fact, Pakistan’s struggle with militant Islamist extremism appears for some to have become a matter of survival for that country. As more evidence arises exposing Al Qaeda’s deadly new alliance with indigenous Pakistani militants — and related conflict continues to cause death and disruption in Pakistan’s western regions — concern about Pakistan’s fundamental political and social stability has increased. In his January 2007 State of the Union Address, President Bush said, “We didn’t drive Al Qaeda out of their safe haven in Afghanistan only to let them set up a new safe haven in a free Iraq.” Yet many observers warn that an American preoccupation with Iraq has contributed to allowing the emergence of new Al Qaeda safe havens in western Pakistan. U.S. Policy and Concerns South Asia is viewed as a key arena in the fight against militant religious extremism, most especially in Pakistan and as related to Afghan stability. In November 2006, the State Department’s Under Secretary for Political Affairs, Nicholas Burns, said, “It is in South Asia where our future success in the struggle against global terrorism will likely be decided — in Afghanistan and Pakistan.”2 The 9/11 Commission Report emphasized that mounting large-scale international terrorist attacks appears to require sanctuaries in which terrorist groups can plan and operate with impunity. It further claimed that Pakistan’s “vast unpoliced regions” remained attractive to extremist groups. The Commission identified the government of President Musharraf as the best hope for stability in Pakistan and Afghanistan, and recommended that the United States make a long-term commitment to provide comprehensive support for Islamabad so long as Pakistan itself is committed to combating extremism and to a policy of “enlightened moderation.”3  

[     ] Afghanistan instability causes Pakistan terrorism

Abdur Raziq, Researcher/Journalist at Associated Press of Pakistan, 2/14/07 (“Spill over effects of instability in Afghanistan” Ground Report, http://www.groundreport.com/Opinion/Spill-over-effects-of-instability-in-Afghanistan/2833380)
After Passage of Hisba bill, pro Taliban NWFP government of MMA will create parallel judicial system, and separate Mullah force to Talibanize the province’, said by Income Tax department Official Mr. Ikram Ullah.Hisba bill is passed by NWFP Provincial Assembly but it is not signed by Governor NWFP yet, meanwhile women rights bill passed by National Assembly and Senate of Pakistan is resisted by pro Taliban MMA Opposition in National Assembly and Senate, near Speen Jamat Peshawer University student wing of Jamat Islami has staged a protest demonstration to denounce women rights bill, students holding bamboo sticks and flags of Jamat Islami in their hands were creating good deal of noise and terror, in presence of heavy contingent of police, university road was blocked, students and teachers of schools were compelled to walk on foot towards their homes, ‘each demonstrator of Jamat Islami is hiding a pistol in his shalwar’ a social worker present near the demonstrating students has said. Instability in Afghanistan is only source of present unrest and terrorist activities in Pakistan, due to long border between both countries virtually it is impossible for Pakistan Army to stop arrival of refugees and infiltrators into Pakistan, ‘ weapons snatched by Taliban in Afghanistan are smuggled into Pakistan’ an eyewitness has said. Impacts of Talibanization in Afghanistan are felt in each sphere of life in Pakistan, education to economy every field of life is adversely affected, the worst aspect of this whole episode is spread of irrational thinking and extremism, if no remedy is devised can endanger the world peace. 
Terrorism Spillover to Pakistan (2/2)
[     ] Instability in Afghanistan spills over into Pakistan

Indian Express 10/27/09 “Afghan instability increases risk of conflagration in Pak: Kerry” Indian Express http://www.indianexpress.com/news/afghan-instability-increases-risk-of-conflag/533860/

Asserting that the Al Qaeda leader Osama bin Laden and his deputies are in Northwest Pakistan, a top American Senator has said that instability in Afghanistan is too dangerous for nuclear-armed Pakistan as the world cannot afford turbulence there.  "While stabilising Afghanistan is not going to solve all of our problems in Afghanistan, I understand that instability in Afghanistan only increases the risk of conflagration where the world can least afford it, next door in Pakistan," Senator John Kerry said in a speech at the Council on Foreign Relations, a Washington-based think-tank. "That's why, regardless of what happens in Afghanistan, and especially if we want to reduce the needs for additional boots on the ground over the long-haul, it is vitally important that we support, that we intensify even, our support and improve our cooperation with Pakistan," said Kerry, who is chairman of the powerful Senate Foreign Relations Committee. Kerry, who has just returned from Afghanistan and Pakistan, said the decisions made and actions taken in the weeks and months ahead will be what really gives meaning to that moment and definition to the future of both the countries. Observing that what happens inside Afghanistan is important to US's strategic interests, Kerry said: "our goals and our mission do not end at Afghanistan's borders. No front is more important in our fight against international terrorism than nuclear-armed Pakistan, and the chaos next door in Afghanistan would have enormous repercussions there."
[     ] Afghanistan terrorism and U.S. policies lead to Pakistan instability

Steve Coll, president of New America Foundation 10/1/09 “Afghanistan's Impact on Pakistan” Testimony Before the Senate Foreign Relations Committee, http://www.newamerica.net/publications/resources/2009/afghanistans_impact_on_pakistan)
It seems useful to begin with an assessment of where U.S. interests in Pakistan are located. The success of Pakistan - that is, its emergence as a stable, modernizing, prosperous, pluralistic country, at peace with its neighbors and within its borders, and integrated economically in South and Central Asia - is important, even vital, not only to the United States but to the broader international community. The nuclear danger in South Asia alone argues for risk-taking investments in Pakistan's success. In addition, any durable American "exit strategy" from Afghanistan will depend upon the emergence of a stable Pakistan that is moving toward normalization with India and the reduction of extremism within its borders.  For nearly four decades, Pakistan's struggle to achieve its constitutional and founding ideals of democracy, pluralism, and a culture rooted in a modernizing Islam have been impeded in part by the spillover effects of continual warfare in Afghanistan. These spillover effects have influenced the militarization of Pakistanis politics, encouraged the development of a "paranoid style" in Pakistani security doctrines, and more recently, helped to radicalize sections of the country's population.  The United States today is a catalyzing power in this same, continual Afghan warfare. U.S. actions in Afghanistan since 2001 have amplified the debilitating spillover effects of the Afghan war on Pakistan. To name a few examples: The lightly resourced, complacent U.S. approach to Afghanistan following the ouster of the Taliban in late 2001 effectively chased Islamist insurgents into Pakistan, contributing to its destabilization. Dormant, often directionless U.S. diplomacy in the region failed to bridge the deepening mistrust among the Kabul, Islamabad, and New Delhi governments after 2001, or to challenge successfully the Pakistani military's tolerance of Islamist extremist groups, including the Afghan Taliban. In Pakistan itself, the U.S. relied for too long and too exclusively on former President Pervez Musharraf and failed to challenge his marginalization of political opponents or his coddling of Islamist extremists. During these years, narrowly conceived, transparently self-interested U.S. policies caused many Pakistanis to conclude, to some extent correctly, that the American presence in their region was narrowly conceived, self-interested, and ultimately unreliable. 

Nuclear Terrorism AT: Defense

Nuclear terrorism is possible—materials are not secure and deploying the weapons is easy

Robert Gallucci, dean of the School of Foreign Service at Georgetown University, September 2006 (“Averting Nuclear Catastrophe: Contemplating Extreme Responses to U.S. vulnerability” Annals of the American Academy of Political and Social Science, Vol. 607, Confronting the Specter of Nuclear Terrorism (Sep., 2006), pp. 51-58, JSTOR) ME
Consider the more likely scenarios under which the United States could suffer nuclear terrorist attack. An al Qaeda cell, operating out of Central or Southeast Asia or perhaps Africa, drawing on substantial financial resources and excellent contacts among ideological sympathizers, purchases fifty or so kilograms of highly enriched uranium (HEU). Today, the sellers might be in Pakistan or Russia; tomorrow, they might be in North Korea or Iran. This fissile material could be shipped with little or no shielding and would be very difficult to detect even if it passed through radiation monitors. The weapons design would be of the simplest "gun type": a substantial metal tube with slugs of HEU at either end and an explosive charge behind one to drive it down the tube into the other end to create a supercritical mass. So simple is this type of bomb that the United States successfully dropped one on Hiroshima without ever testing it. The terrorist cell would have to include some experts in physics, nuclear engineering, metallurgy, and conventional explosives. Although thousands of experts knowledgeable in nuclear weapons design and manufacture are unemployed in Russia alone, one or two of whom might be had for a reasonable price, the cell would not require anyone who had ever worked on or even seen a nuclear weapon. The equipment required for manufacture would not be hard to acquire. Moreover, the skills required to assemble this type of device would not be extraordinary—not nearly as demanding, for example, as manufacturing an implosion system to trigger a plutonium-based device. In the near term, this scenario depends on HEU "leaking" out of a country without the assistance or knowledge of the government. A nuclear facility might lose uranium to theft by criminals, terrorists, or even insiders cooperating for ideological or financial reasons. Either way, it could happen because significant quantities of fissile material today are inadequately secured. After more than a decade of efforts to improve physical security in the former Soviet Union, much remains to be done. The situation in Pakistan is less clear, but clear enough to be a cause for concern.
Pakistan’s arsenal is not secure, and the government is riddled with Islamic extremists

Bruce Blair, president of the World Security Institute, a nonprofit organization that he founded in 2000 to promote independent research and journalism on global affairs, 10/1/01 (“What if terrorists go nuclear?” Center for Defense Information, http://www.cdi.org/terrorism/nuclear.cfm) ME
Another potential source of diversion is the Pakistani nuclear arsenal, estimated to number around 30-50 atomic bombs with explosive yields ranging from 1 to 15 kilotons. The weapons are probably assembled at Wah (50 miles from Afghanistan), and are stored primarily at Sargodha near a missile complex close to the border with India and only about 250 miles from Afghanistan. Pakistan's military government is walking a tightrope between pressure from the Bush administration on one side and anti-American Islamic militants on the other. Growing street opposition from the latter could certainly de-stabilize or even topple the regime, and in the midst of such dissolution, the weakening of nuclear security would inevitably occur. The ranks of government and military personnel are also fairly riddled with sympathizers of the radical Islamic faction, posing a distinct risk of insiders colluding to spirit away a bomb or two for bin Laden or other terrorists. In any case, control over Pakistan's arsenal could all too readily buckle in a serious crisis inside the country. Pakistani weapons are believed to lack sophisticated locks and other safeguards to prevent their unauthorized use. Loose nukes in the region would have unpredictable consequences, almost all of which would militate against the U.S. cause, not to mention the safety of U.S. forces dispatched there.

Nuclear Terrorism AT: Defense

Pakistan’s nukes could be easily stolen

Julian Borger, staff writer, 4/12/2010 (“Pakistan nuclear weapons at risk of theft by terrorists, US study warns” The Guardian, http://www.guardian.co.uk/world/2010/apr/12/pakistan-nuclear-weapons-security-fears)
Pakistan yesterday came under increased pressure over its nuclear arsenal when a Harvard study warned of "a very real possibility" that its warheads could be stolen by terrorists.  The rising concern about poorly-guarded nuclear weapons and material was the subject of an extraordinary two-day summit which began in Washington yesterday. Last night, Ukraine became the latest country to volunteer to give up its stores of highly enriched uranium (HEU), which can be used in weapons, and switch its research reactors to low-enriched uranium.  There was still considerable anxiety at the Nuclear Security Summit over the safety of more than 2,000 tons more HEU and weapons-grade plutonium stored in 40 countries. There were also persistent doubts over the security of Pakistan's nuclear weapons.  Pakistan's prime minister, Yousaf Raza Gilani, assured Barack Obama the country has an "appropriate safeguard" for its arsenal, understood to consist of 70-90 nuclear weapons.  However, a report by Harvard University's Belfer Centre for Science and International Affairs, titled Securing the Bomb 2010, said Pakistan's stockpile "faces a greater threat from Islamic extremists seeking nuclear weapons than any other nuclear stockpile on earth".  Experts said the danger was growing because of the arms race between Pakistan and India. The Institute for Science and International Security has reported that Pakistan's second nuclear reactor, built to produce plutonium for weapons, shows signs of starting operations, and a third is under construction. 
Pakistan is key to stop nuclear terrorism—it’s the most likely place for them to acquire a weapon

Bob Graham, Florida senator and Jim Talent, distinguished fellow at the Heritage Foundation, December 2008 “WORLD AT RISK” The Report of the Commission on the Prevention of WMD Proliferation and Terrorism, Vintage Books
Indeed, a 2007 Foreign Policy Magazine poll of 117 nongovernmental terrorism experts found that 74 percent consider Pakistan the country most likely to transfer nuclear technology to terrorists in the next three to five years. Pakistan is a nuclear-weapon country; it gained this status through the illicit work of a nationalist Islamic scientist, A. Q. Khan. He was the father of Pakistan's "Islamic bomb" and the purveyor of sensitive nuclear technology across the Middle East and Asia—to Libya, North Korea, and perhaps other countries. His network of business associates spanned the globe and is only now being fully brought to justice. There may be other Pakistani scientists who have been, or would be, willing to work with other countries or with terrorists to help them acquire nuclear weapons.  According to open source estimates, today Pakistan has about 85 nuclear weapons, which are under the complete control of the Pakistani military. Though most U.S. and Pakistani officials assert that these weapons and their components are safe from inside or outside theft, the risk that radical Islamists—al Qaeda or Taliban—may gain access to nuclear material is real. Should the Pakistani government become weaker, and the Pakistani nuclear arsenal grow, that risk will increase. With each new facility, military or civilian, comes added security concerns. The reality is that Pakistan is steadily adding to its nuclear weapons stockpile, which remains its chief deterrent against Indian attack. In October 2008, on the heels of the U.S.-India civil nuclear agreement, China agreed to build two nuclear power plants in Pakistan. This deal—especially if it does not contain mechanisms to prevent nuclear materia] from being transferred from the new civilian plants to military facilities—signals a nascent nuclear arms race in Asia. The risk of a WMD attack being planned and executed from Pakistan’s northwest frontier area is growing, as that area continues to function as a safe haven for al Qaeda. 
Probability is high—many Al Qaeda sympathizers, huge country

Frederick Kagan, resident scholar at the American Enterprise Institute and Michael O’Hanlon, senior fellow at the Brookings Institution 11/18/07 (“Pakistan’s Collapse, Our Problem” The New York Times Op-Ed, http://www.nytimes.com/2007/11/18/opinion/18kagan.html?_r=1&pagewanted=print) ME
Moreover, Pakistan’s intelligence services contain enough sympathizers and supporters of the Afghan Taliban, and enough nationalists bent on seizing the disputed province of Kashmir from India, that there are grounds for real worries.  The most likely possible dangers are these: a complete collapse of Pakistani government rule that allows an extreme Islamist movement to fill the vacuum; a total loss of federal control over outlying provinces, which splinter along ethnic and tribal lines; or a struggle within the Pakistani military in which the minority sympathetic to the Taliban and Al Qaeda try to establish Pakistan as a state sponsor of terrorism.  

Nuclear Terrorism Bad - Extinction

Nuclear terrorism would destroy civilization

Zafar Nawaz Jaspal, Assistant Professor at the Department of International Relation, Quaid-I-Azam University, 2008 (“WMD Terrorism and Pakistan: Counterterrorism” Defence Against Terrorism Review, Vol. 1, No. 2, Fall 2008, 103-118)
Getting hold of a nuclear weapon or successful acquisition of nuclear material and detonation of an IND by terrorists could turn a modern civilization into a smoking ruin.10 Dr. Charles Ferguson outlines nuclear terrorism in four approaches: 
 Theft and detonation of an intact nuclear weapon (NW). 
 Theft or purchase of fissile material leading to the fabrication and detonation of a crude NW- an improvised nuclear device (IND). 
 Attacks against and sabotage of nuclear facilities, in particular NPPs, causing the release of large amounts of radioactivity. 
 Unauthorized acquisition of radioactive materials contributing to the fabrication and detonation of a Radiological Dispersion Device (RDD)–a “dirty bomb”–or radiation emission device (RED).11 Any successful attack based on the above possibilities would have catastrophic and far reaching consequences. The damage that can be done by a large release of fission products was demonstrated by the April 1986 Chernobyl accident. More than 100,000 residents from 187 settlements were permanently evacuated because of contamination by Cs-137. Strict radiation-dose control measures were imposed in areas contaminated to levels greater than 15 Ci/km2 (555 kBq/m2) of Cs-137. The total area of this radiation-control zone was huge: 10,000 km2, equal to half the area of the State of New Jersey. During the following decade, the population of this area declined by almost half because of migration to areas of lower contamination.12 Beyond contamination, Graham Allison cited in his article that researchers at RAND, a US government funded think tank, estimate that a nuclear explosion at the port of Long Beach in California would cause immediate indirect costs worldwide of more than $3 trillion and that shutting down all US ports would cut world trade by 10%. The UN Secretary General Kofi Annan said: Perhaps the thing that it is most vital to deny terrorists access to nuclear materials. Nuclear terrorism is still often treated as science fiction. I wish it were. But, unfortunately, we live in a world of excess hazardous materials and abundant technological know-how, in which some terrorists clearly state their intention to inflict catastrophic casualties. Were such an attack to occur, it would not only cause widespread death and destruction, but would stagger the world economy and thrust tens of millions of people into dire poverty. Given what we know of the relationship between poverty and infant mortality, any nuclear terrorist attack would have a second death toll throughout the developing world.14 Nuclear terrorism can be a real threat to Pakistan. Pakistan has dealt with terrorism for some time, with much of the root cause from the Soviet invasion of Afghanistan in 1979. The Soviet Union’s departure in 1989 promoted further unrest as it left behind an enormous arsenal of heavy weapons and an internal conflict in Afghanistan that followed. Pakistan’s renewed alliance with the US after 9/11 has increased the threat of terrorism. General Pervez Musharraf, President of Pakistan, in his recent book, describes the current situation starkly: A deadly al Qaeda terrorist network entrenched itself in our major cities and the mountains of tribal agencies on our western border with Afghanistan. A culture of targeted killing, explosives, car bombs, and suicide attacks took root.15 Major attacks continue in Pakistan, including the recent suicide bomber who killed at least 42 soldiers in Dargai.16 However, Pakistan had previously experienced such incidents of terrorism but these were very target specific and mostly in retaliation to some action taken domestically or outside our country. None of the terrorist action was designed to kill populations en-masse or to cause panic on a large scale. No such terrorist action was ever directed towards any nuclear installation, radiation facility or other hazardous industry. However, a change in strategy of terrorists cannot be totally ignored. As the threat of global terrorism has grown so too has the Government of Pakistan’s nuclear power program. Today it envisages an expansion in its nuclear power program from its current production capacity of 437MWe to 8,800 MWe by 2030.17 Besides NPPs, two research reactors, one commercial irradiation plant (PARAS) at Lahore, and numerous high activity radioactive sources are being used for R&D, commercial industrial, and medical purposes. The vulnerability of these facilities to nuclear terrorism cannot be ignored, especially in the current context of Pakistan’s active participation with US and Western Allies in the War on Terror. 
Nuclear Terrorism Bad – Retaliation (1/2)

A nuclear terrorist attack would spark and endless cycle of nuclear retaliation

Pervez Hoodbhoy, Professor of Nuclear Physics, Quaid-i-Azam University, Winter 2005 (“The United States and Islam: Toward Perpetual War?” Social Research; Winter2005, Vol. 72 Issue 4, p873-902, 30p, EBSCO)
The danger of a nuclear conflict with the United States, and the West more broadly, comes not from Muslim states, but from radicalized individuals within these states. Post-September 11, Pakistan's military government insisted that there was no danger that a radical Islamic group would acquire any of its nuclear weapons, but it did not take any chances. Several weapons were reportedly airlifted to various safer, isolated, locations within the country, including the northern mountainous area of Gilgit. This nervousness was not unjustified— two strongly Islamist Pakistan army generals, close associates of General Musharraf, had just been removed. Dissatisfaction within the army on Pakistan's betrayal of the Taliban was (and is) deep; almost overnight, under intense American pressure, the Pakistan government had disowned its progeny and agreed to wage a war of annihilation against it. Fears about Pakistan's nukes were subsequently compounded by revelations that two highly placed nuclear engineers, Syed Bashiruddin Mahmood and Chaudhry Majid, well known to espouse radical Islamic views, had journeyed several times into Afghanistan in 2000 and met with Osama bin Laden and had discussed the possibilities of making nuclear weapons (Khan and Moore, 2001). PREVENTING DOOMSDAY The desire for an atomic weapon to seek vengeance is utterly immoral, foolish and suicidal though it is now not limited to extremists. The Islamic bomb is an increasingly popular concept. Today, the United States rightly lives in fear of the bomb it first brought into the world and tried to use to establish its dominance. The decision to use it—if and when it becomes available—may already have been made by pious men with long beards. Shadowy groups, propelled by fanatical hatreds, scour the globe for fissile materials. They are not in a hurry; time is on their side. They are doubtless confident they will one day breach fortress America. The possibilities of nuclear attack are not limited to the so-called suitcase bomb stolen from the arsenal of a nuclear state. The making of atomic weapons—especially crude ones—has become vastly simpler than it was at the time of the Manhattan Project. Basic information on nuclear weapons is now freely available in technical libraries throughout the world and simply surfing the intemet can bring to anyone a staggering amount of detail. Advanced textbooks and monographs contain details that can allow reasonably competent scientists and engineers to come up with "quick and dirty" designs for nuclear explosives. The physics of nuclear explosions can be readily taught to graduate students. The material for making nuclear weapons is also more easily available than ever before. To build a simple bomb or two, it is no longer necessary to go through the complex processes for uranium enrichment or Plutonium reprocessing. These fissile materials are already present in the thousands of former Soviet bombs marked for disassembly, and in research reactors and storage sites the world over. It is easy to imagine an improvised nuclear device fabricated from highly enriched uranium, constructed in the very place where it will eventually be detonated. Even simpler may be an attack on a lightly guarded nuclear reactor or spent fuel storage site, releasing large amounts of radioactivity. Some nuclear weapon experts privately believe that it is not a question of if but when. This may be too pessimistic, but obviously tight policing and reduction of nuclear weapons and fissile material stockpiles are urgent, important steps. It is likely not to be sufficient if nuclear weapon states insist on keeping their bombs and missiles as legitimate instruments of either deterrence or war. Continuing to rely on nuclear energy Mdll only add to the risk. Global nuclear proliferation—whether by other states or nonstate actors—can only be slowed down at best. Nonproliferation by cooperation and consent cannot succeed as long as the United States is insistent on retaining and improving its nuclear arsenal. By what argument can others be persuaded to give up, or not acquire, nuclear weapons? The use of force, coercive nonproliferation, will only serve to drive up demand. If we accept that religious fanatics are planning nuclear attacks and that they may eventually succeed, then what? Who will the United States retaliate against? Will the United States nuke Mecca? This has been suggested already by some, as they seek to identify those things of value to Muslims that the United States can threaten. Or, will the United States attack the capitals of Muslim states? How will it decide where to strike? What will the United States and its allies do as their people fear more attacks? Will they expel Muslims from the United States and Europe or like the Japanese Americans in World War II, herd them into internment camps? Any of these would further inflame the jihad. The world might plunge headlong into a bottomless abyss of reaction and counter reaction. 

Nuclear Terrorism Bad – Retaliation (2/2)
A nuclear terrorist attack on the US would cause economic collapse and massive nuclear retaliation

Anders Corr, Ph.D. Candidate at the Department of Government, Harvard University 8/11/2004 (“Retaliation Against Nuclear Terror: A Negligence Doctrine” http://www.foreignpolicysociety.org/workingpapers/WP7--Corr.pdf)
If a smuggled nuclear explosive detonates in a major American city, how would the United States respond? The most likely targets are New York City and Washington, D.C. In either case, hundreds of thousands would die and hundreds of billions of dollars of damage would be suffered. A severe economic depression would occur. If the blast were in DC, nearly the entire political and/or military leadership would need to be replaced, depending on the kilotonnage. If in New York, the long-term economic impact would be massive. Corr: Retaliation Against Nuclear Terror 3 In either case, the international relations of the United States would drastically change course. When the Japanese attacked Pearl Harbor and killed 2,403 Americans, the US was roused from its largely isolationist and pacifist mood overnight. America became the most formidable war machine on earth, beating Japan in the Pacific and Germany in Western Europe.2 When the September 11 attacks cost approximately 3000 lives and over $100 billion in property damage, the nation responded by invading and overthrowing regimes in Afghanistan and Iraq.3 In both cases, US public opinion was inflamed and fully supported offensive military retaliation. How much greater would be the response of public mood and offensive military action to an unexpected incident of nuclear terror that caused, at a minimum, 50 times the casualties and property damage of Pearl Harbor and September 11 combined? The response would be unprecedented and very likely nuclear, even if the United States had no ex ante doctrine that ensured retaliation. In this case, the United States would bear all the expected costs of military retaliation, without deriving the expected benefits of deterrence that flow from ex ante threats of retaliation. 
Terrorism Bad – Global Retaliation (1/2)
Terrorist attack causes global retaliation
Speice, 2006 J.D. Candidate School of Law, College of William and Mary [Patrick, J.D. Candidate 2006, Marshall-Wythe School of Law, College of William and Mary, “Negligence and Nuclear Non-Proliferation,” William & Mary Law Review, Feb, lexis]
The potential consequences of the unchecked spread of nuclear knowledge and material to terrorist groups that seek to cause mass destruction in the United States are truly horrifying. A terrorist attack with a nuclear weapon would be devastating in terms of immediate human and economic losses. 49 Moreover, there would be immense political pressure in the United States to discover the perpetrators and retaliate with nuclear weapons, massively increasing the number of casualties and potentially triggering a full-scale nuclear conflict. 50 In addition to the threat posed by terrorists, leakage of nuclear knowledge and material from Russia will reduce the barriers that states with nuclear ambitions face and may trigger widespread proliferation of nuclear weapons. 51 This proliferation will increase the risk of nuclear attacks against the United States [*1440] or its allies by hostile states, 52 as well as increase the likelihood that regional conflicts will draw in the United States and escalate to the use of nuclear weapons. 53

Extinction

Corsi, 2005 PhD in political science from Harvard[Jerome, Atomic Iran, pp. 176-178)

In the span of less than one hour, the nation’s largest city will have been virtually wiped off the map. Removal of debris will take several years, and recovery may never fully happen. The damage to the nation’s economy will be measured in the trillions of dollars, and the loss of the country’s major financial and business center may reduce America immediately to a second-class status. The resulting psychological impact will bring paralysis throughout the land for an indefinite period of time. The president may not be able to communicate with the nation for days, even weeks, as television and radio systems struggle to come back on line. No natural or man-made disaster in history will compare with the magnitude of damage that has been done to New York City in this one horrible day. THE UNITED STATES RETAILATES: “END OF THE WORLD” SCENARIOS The combination of horror and outrage that will surge upon the nation will demand that the president retaliate for the incomprehensible damage done by the attack. The problem will be that the president will not immediately know how to respond or against whom. The perpetrators will have been incinerated by the explosion that destroyed New York City. Unlike 9-11, there will have been no interval during the attack when those hijacked could make phone calls to loved ones telling them before they died that the hijackers were radical Islamic extremists. There will be no such phone calls when the attack will not have been anticipated until the instant the terrorists detonate their improvised nuclear device inside the truck parked on a curb at the Empire State Building. Nor will there be any possibility of finding any clues, which either were vaporized instantly or are now lying physically inaccessible under tons of radioactive rubble. Still, the president, members of Congress, the military, and the public at large will suspect another attack by our known enemy – Islamic terrorists. The first impulse will be to launch a nuclear strike on Mecca, to destroy the whole religion of Islam. Medina could possibly be added to the target list just to make the point with crystal clarity. Yet what would we gain? The moment Mecca and Medina were wiped off the map, the Islamic world – more than 1 billion human beings in countless different nations – would feel attacked. Nothing would emerge intact after a war between the United States and Islam. The apocalypse would be upon us. Then, too, we would face an immediate threat from our long-term enemy, the former Soviet Union. Many in the Kremlin would see this as an opportunity to grasp the victory that had been snatched from them by Ronald Reagan when the Berlin Wall came down. A missile strike by the Russians on a score of American cities could possibly be pre-emptive. Would the U.S. strategic defense system be so in shock that immediate retaliation would not be possible? Hardliners in Moscow might argue that there was never a better opportunity to destroy America. In China, our newer Communist enemies might not care if we could retaliate. With a population already over 1.3 billion people and with their population not concentrated in a few major cities, the Chinese might calculate to initiate a nuclear blow on the United States. What if the United States retaliated with a nuclear counterattack upon China? The Chinese might be able to absorb the blow and recover. The North Koreans might calculate even more recklessly. Why not launch upon America the few missiles they have that could reach our soil? More confusion and chaos might only advance their position. If Russia, China, and the United States could be drawn into attacking one another, North Korea might emerge stronger just because it was overlooked while the great nations focus on attacking one another.  So, too, our supposed allies in Europe might relish the immediate reduction in power suddenly inflicted upon America. Many of the great egos in Europe have never fully recovered from the disgrace of World War II, when in the last century the Americans a second time in just over 
[Article Continues. No Text Removed]

Terrorism Bad – Global Retaliation (2/2)

[Article Continues. No Text Removed]
two decades have been forced to come to their rescue. If the French did not start launching nuclear weapons themselves, they might be happy to fan the diplomatic fire beginning to burn under the Russians and the Chinese. Or the president might decide simply to launch a limited nuclear strike on Tehran itself. This might be the most rational option in the attempt to retaliate but still communicate restraint. The problem is that a strike on Tehran would add more nuclear devastation to the world calculation. Muslims around the world would still see the retaliation as an attack on Islam, especially when the United States had no positive proof that the destruction of New York City had been triggered by radical Islamic extremists with assistance from Iran. But for the president not to retaliate might be unacceptable to the American people. So weakened by the loss of New York, Americans would feel vulnerable in every city in the nation. “Who is going to be next?” would be the question on everyone’s mind. For this there would be no effective answer. That the president might think politically at this instant seems almost petty, yet every president is by nature a politician. The political party in power at the time of the attack would be destroyed unless the president retaliated with a nuclear strike against somebody. The American people would feel a price had to be paid while the country was still capable of exacting revenge.
COIN Can’t Solve Terrorism - Pakistan
Counter-insurgency can’t solve terror—over reliant on Pakistan

Austin Long, assistant professor at Columbia University’s School of International and Public Affairs, 2010 (“Small is Beautiful: The Counterterrorism Option in Afghanistan” Orbis, Volume 54, Issue 2, Pages 200-201, Google Scholar, ME)
If that is the U.S. goal, what resources are then needed? According to several assessments, including General McChrystal’s, substantial numbers of troops will be needed to secure and build a stable Afghanistan that will then be inimical to al Qaeda and deny it the sanctuary it desires.5 However, this does not directly disrupt, dismantle, or defeat Al Qaeda, which primarily now operates next door in Pakistan. Only if Pakistan simultaneously takes action against al Qaeda would this approach succeed, essentially squeezing al Qaeda into ever narrower spaces along the border, substantially disrupting and dismantling if not totally defeating. However, there appears to be little prospect of Pakistan taking these actions in a substantial way. Indeed, two of the principal al Qaeda allies that the international community is fighting in Afghanistan, the Quetta Shura Taliban and the Haqqani network, receive sanctuary in Pakistan and support from Pakistan’s Inter-Services Intelligence (ISI). Those operations against militants that Pakistan has undertaken have been directed at the ‘‘Pakistani Taliban,’’ principally Tehrik-e-Taliban Pakistan (TTP) and Tehreek-e-Nafaz-e-Shariat-e-Mohammadi (TNSM).6 It is these groups that threaten the Pakistani state rather than ISI’s Afghan proxies. This is not to say Pakistan supports al Qaeda—indeed Pakistan has been helpful in collecting intelligence against some al Qaeda targets and has allowed numerous U.S. drone strikes against them. However, in protecting its proxies, Pakistan has indirectly protected al Qaeda, which shelters in the shadow of Afghan as well as Pakistani militants. There is no sign that Pakistan will cease to provide sanctuary to its proxies and by extension to al Qaeda. This means efforts to disrupt, dismantle, and defeat al Qaeda in Pakistan will continue to be those that have been ongoing—collecting intelligence through various means and then targeting with drone strikes based on that intelligence. A stable Afghanistan will not change that. Moreover, the prospects for a stable Afghanistan are grim while Afghan militants retain support and sanctuary in Pakistan. General McChrystal’s report acknowledges this: ‘‘While the existence of safe havens in Pakistan does not guarantee ISAF [International Security Assistance Force] failure, Afghanistan does require Pakistani cooperation and action against violent militancy, particularly against those groups active in Afghanistan.’’7 Thus, even an increase in U.S. troops and a transformation of counterinsurgency strategy has a high risk of failure if Pakistan does not take action against its Afghan proxies. Again that seems unlikely. Moreover, maintaining troops in Afghanistan will cost between $500,000 and $1,000,000 per individual per year, meaning a force of 90,000 U.S. troops would cost $45-$90 billion per year for an unknown but likely lengthy duration.8 So the troop increase authorized by the president for Afghanistan will not directly disrupt, dismantle, or defeat al Qaeda even if executed exactly as General McChrystal proposes. It will only indirectly be able to do so if Pakistan takes action against its Afghan proxies, who in turn allow al Qaeda to shelter with them, yet there is little prospect of that. Finally, the chance of actually succeeding in making Afghanistan stable in the first place is low if Pakistan does not take action against its Afghan proxies. Even attempting to stabilize Afghanistan as General McChrystal proposes will be extraordinarily expensive. This seems to pose an insoluble problem for the United States. 

AND, Counterterrorism solves Terrorism with minimal Pakistan involvement

Austin Long, assistant professor at Columbia University’s School of International and Public Affairs, 2010 (“Small is Beautiful: The Counterterrorism Option in Afghanistan” Orbis, Volume 54, Issue 2, Pages 200-201, Google Scholar, ME)
To return to the point from which this analysis began—strategy is matching means and ends. If the ends desired are about al Qaeda, the counterterrorism option is the best fit in terms of means. It is sustainable, always crucial in prolonged conflict, as it limits the expenditure of U.S. blood and treasure. It is also less dependent on Pakistan choosing to abandon its proxies, a possibility that seems remote at present. The counterterrorism option is not only possible, but as Steve Simon and Jonathan Stevenson argue, it is the best alternative for the United States.5 

Counterterrorism Solves Terrorism (1/2)

[     ] Targeted killings destroy terrorists—multiple warrants

Alex S. Wilner, Senior Researcher at the Center for Security Studies at the Swiss Federal Institute for Technology 3/9/10 (“Targeted Killings in Afghanistan: Measuring Coercion and Deterrence in Counterterrorism and Counterinsurgency” Center for Security Studies, Google Scholar, ME)

The literature on targeted killings suggests that their use diminishes the coercive and operational capability of violent, non-state groups in a number of ways.36 The constant removal of leadership leaves an organization in general disarray—replacement takes time and command and control mechanisms are weakened as a result.37 Ariel Sharon, Israel’s prime minister at the height of the Al Aqsa Intifada, explained his country’s use of targeted killing as such: “the goal . . . is to place the terrorists in varying situations every day and to ‘unbalance’ them so that they will be busy protecting themselves.”38 By removing particular individuals that fill critical positions within organizations and forcing others to seek refuge, a group’s ability to coordinate acts of violence is substantially disrupted. In the meantime, communication between leaders and operators breaks down, complicating both short-term tactical planning and long-term strategic planning. 
[     ] Counter terror empirically solves
NSN, National Security Network report, 6/21/10, What Success Looks Like, http://www.nsnetwork.org/node/1638 KM
Obama administration counterterrorism efforts have succeeded in thwarting extremism both at home and abroad. Since taking office, the Obama administration has achieved numerous concrete successes in battling extremism. Most recently al Qaeda No. 3 Mustafa Abu Al-Yazid, also known as Sheik Saeed al-Masri, was killed by a U.S. missile strike in North Waziristan in Pakistan. While the number three position has been eliminated several times in the past, there was agreement among al Qaeda experts that Al-Yazid's death was a significant blow to the organization. "In some respects, Sheikh Sa'id's death is more important for al-Qaida operations than if bin Laden or Zawahiri was killed," said Roger Cressey, former deputy chief for counterterrorism at the National Security Council and now an NBC News consultant. And on the domestic front, Federal Authorities arrested two New Jersey men, Mohamed Mahmood Alessa, 20, and Carlos Eduardo Almonte, 24, headed to Somalia with plans to join the extremist group al Shabab. "The arrests and planning were coordinated by the Joint Terrorism Task Force, a multi-agency group that includes agents of the FBI, state homeland security office, New York Police Department, Port Authority police and an assortment of federal security agencies. The investigation began as two separate probes after the FBI and New Jersey homeland security detectives received individual tips about the men," reported the Newark Star Ledger.

[     ] Need to focus more on counter terror

NSN, National Security Network report, 6/21/10, What Success Looks Like, http://www.nsnetwork.org/node/1638 
A resilient America is an important part of a comprehensive counterterrorism policy. As U.S. successes have reduced al Qaeda's international capabilities, it and its allies have moved more towards relying on small-scale homegrown attacks.  In response, Americans must draw on our core of resiliency, as  John Brennan, the career CIA officer who is President Obama's Assistant for Counterterrorism and Homeland Security, said recently at CSIS: "As a strong and resilient nation, we will strengthen our ability to withstand any disruption, whatever the cause. For even as we put unrelenting pressure on the enemy, even as we strive to thwart 100 percent of the plots against us, we know that terrorists are striving to succeed only once... Instead of giving into fear and paralysis, which is the goal of terrorists, we must resolve, as a nation, as a people, that we will go forward with confidence, that we will resist succumbing to overreaction, especially to failed attacks and not magnify these perpetrators beyond the despicable miscreants that they are, that as a proud and strong nation, we will not cower in the face of a small band of cowards who hide in the shadows and send others to their slaughter and to slaughter the innocents.  [National Security Strategy, 2010. John Brennan, CSIS, 5/26/10]
Counterterrorism Solves Terrorism (2/2)

[     ] Transition to counterterrorism leads to Afghani governmental responsibility

Austin Long, assistant professor at Columbia University’s School of International and Public Affairs, 2010 (“Small is Beautiful: The Counterterrorism Option in Afghanistan” Orbis, Volume 54, Issue 2, Pages 200-201, Google Scholar, ME)
The transition will also mitigate the moral hazard endemic to support to counterinsurgency. Put simply, the United States and its allies are more committed to a stable, democratic Afghanistan than the Afghan government. The McChrystal Report rightly notes the massive problems with corruption and poor governance in Afghanistan that hobble the counterinsurgency effort.38 Yet as long as the United States and its allies are willing to pour ever more troops into the country, it has little leverage over the government.39 In this circumstance, the threat to cut support, which Secretary of Defense Robert Gates has suggested, is not terribly credible.40 With a transition to a small footprint and the development of local allies, a clearer signal will be sent that the Afghan government has to do more. The transition will not solve this problem, but it will at least be a step in the right direction. 

[     ] Factors conclude U.S. should adhere to Counter Terrorism and NOT COIN or state building

Steve Simon and Jonathan Stevenson, Respectively-senior fellow at the Council on Foreign Relations and a professor of strategic studies at the U.S. Naval War College, 2009, “Afghanistan: How Much is Enough?”, Local\Temp\Afghan Nation Building Bad.pdfMS
The upshot is that only if the United States establishes a well-calibrated limited policy now will it have the political flexibility to sustain it over the longer-term and thereby to effectively contain the jihadist threat in Central Asia. If, on the other hand, the Obama administration promises more than it can deliver in Afghanistan, a reprise of Vietnam may occur: once failure becomes clear, domestic support will evaporate, the administration will be compelled to withdraw precipitously, and the United States will lose considerable traction in the region. These factors suggest that the United States should limit its Afghanistan/ Pakistan policy to counter-terrorism and disown country-wide counterinsurgency and state-building in Afghanistan. 
[     ] Counter Terrorism solves terrorism in Afghanistan—prevents al Qaeda from growing

Marc Sageman, Director of Research at ARTIS Research and Risk Modeling and former Secret Service consultant, December 2009 (“Confronting al-Qaeda: Understanding the Threat in Afghanistan” Perspectives on Terrorism, Volume III, Issue 4, http://www.terrorismanalysts.com/pt/index.php?option=com_rokzine&view=article&id=92&Itemid=54) ME

The reasons for the effectiveness of the counter-terrorism strategy so far are multiple. First and foremost is al-Qaeda’s inability to grow. Unlike the pre-9/11/01 period, al-Qaeda leaders have generally not incorporated new recruits among its ranks. The leadership of al-Qaeda still harks back to the fight against the Soviets in the 1980s. Because he has been hiding full time, Osama bin Laden has not been able to appoint and train a new group of top leaders and there is no evidence that he trusts anyone whom he has not known from the anti-Soviet jihad. In the 1990s, al-Qaeda incorporated the brightest and most dedicated novices who came to train in its network of camps in Afghanistan. They became its cadres and trainers. In the past five years, al-Qaeda has not been able for the most part to incorporate new recruits among its ranks. Western novices traveling to Pakistan in the hope of making contact with al-Qaeda have been turned around and sent back to the West to carry out terrorist operations. Meanwhile, the success of the Predator drone strike campaign on the Pakistani border has dramatically thinned the ranks of both al-Qaeda leaders and cadres. Now it appears that these strikes are also targeting al-Qaeda allies with a transnational agenda.
Counterterrorism Good - Pakistan
Counterterrorism in Afghanistan solves terrorism in Pakistan—we spill over

Marc Sageman, Director of Research at ARTIS Research and Risk Modeling and former Secret Service consultant, December 2009 (“Confronting al-Qaeda: Understanding the Threat in Afghanistan” Perspectives on Terrorism, Volume III, Issue 4, http://www.terrorismanalysts.com/pt/index.php?option=com_rokzine&view=article&id=92&Itemid=54) ME
Protection of Western homeland involves an effective strategy of containment of the threat in the Afghan Pakistan area until it disappears for internal reasons. In the past five years, al-Qaeda or its transnational allies have not been able to infiltrate professional terrorists into the West, as Ramzi Youself did in New York in 1993 or the GIA did in France in 1995. None of the plots during that time involved any full time professional terrorist. This is probably due to good cooperation among intelligence agencies around the world, good intelligence databases and increased vigilance and security at airports around the world. To carry out operations in the West, these global neo-jihadi terrorist organizations are completely dependent on Western volunteers coming to the Pakistani border to meet terrorist groups or on inspiring young Western terrorist wannabes to carry out operations on their own without any guidance or training. These organizations are stuck with the people traveling to the border area to meet with them, mostly through chance encounters. These travelers are relatively few in number, totaling in the dozens at most. The emerging details from the terrorist trials and the interrogations of the Westerners captured in Pakistan are quite clear on this score. Terrorist organizations can no longer cherry pick the best candidates as they did in the 1990s. There is no al-Qaeda recruitment program: al-Qaeda and its allies are totally dependent on self-selected volunteers, who come to Pakistan. Global neo-jiahdi terrorism also has no control over the young people who wish to carry out operations in the West in its names. The result is a dramatic degradation of the caliber of terrorist wannabes, resulting in the decrease in success of terrorist operations in the West despite the increased number of attempts. Containing those who travel to Pakistan for terrorist training is a counter-terrorism problem and is much easier problem to solve than transforming an adjacent nation through a national counter-insurgency strategy. The West has been doing well in this strategy of containment with Pakistan’s active collaboration.

Counterterrorism Good – Less Perceived
Counterterrorism Good - Light footprint

Burden, Strickland, and Hanson, Commander and Executive officer of an classified intelligence detachment, conducted counterterror operations as a member of 1st Ranger Bn, and conducted counterinsurgency and counterterror operations as a member of a Special Forces detachment in multiple countries, respectively, 10/21/2009, "Counterterror as Strategy for the Af/Pak Theater"

A CT operation by definition does not have a large footprint out among the populace. A CT strike comes out of nowhere, acts with swift and precise violence and then is gone. Ideally the force hits quickly and all the enemy are dead or captured. But, before that mission is even remotely possible, the intelligence must be gathered and developed to identify targets and plan a successful raid. In CT, almost all of the intelligence gathering will be done covertly or electronically. It requires coordination between multiple intelligence agencies with human and electronic sources, large amounts of work analyzing disparate pieces of information, and cross-checking all of these against each other. In addition some of the information comes from other governments and, therefore, accuracy, as well as differing motives, must be taken into account. While our spy satellites and eavesdropping capabilities are useful, the best information comes from people, agents among the enemy, from the locals where they live, or from captured terrorists themselves. Spy handlers, translators, interrogators, analysts and others must all work in concert to create usable intelligence. It is incredibly difficult to sort and evaluate all of this in a timely enough fashion that it leads to a mission. But as we have seen over the past several years, it can be done.

Counterterrorism > Counterinsurgency
Counterterrorism in Afghanistan solves terrorism—counterinsurgency fails

Marc Sageman, Director of Research at ARTIS Research and Risk Modeling and former Secret Service consultant, December 2009 (“Confronting al-Qaeda: Understanding the Threat in Afghanistan” Perspectives on Terrorism, Volume III, Issue 4, http://www.terrorismanalysts.com/pt/index.php?option=com_rokzine&view=article&id=92&Itemid=54) ME

In conclusion, counter-terrorism works and is doing well against the global neo-jihadi terrorist threat. It consists of a combination of good domestic police work, good domestic intelligence, good cooperation with foreign domestic intelligence agencies, good airport security, good border control, keeping up the pressure on al-Qaeda and its transnational allies in Pakistan through arrests and Predator drone attacks, using political and economic skill to deny terrorist sanctuary in Pakistan, supporting the Pakistan military to dislodge foreign militants from Waziristan while sealing the border on the Afghan side, and continued sanctuary denial in Afghanistan. These are measures that will continue regardless of what is done in Afghanistan. There is definitely no necessity and very little value added for the counter-insurgency option, which is the most costly in terms of blood and treasure, probably the least likely to succeed and may even make things worse in the short run in the homeland.
AT: Terror Talk (1/2)

Refusing to call terrorists “Terrorists” emboldens the mass murder of civilians
Honest Reporting, 3/16/04, http://www.honestreporting.com/articles/reports/Calling_Terror_By_Its_Name.asp

Media outlets however, especially in news reports, will oftentimes shy away from the use of the term "terrorism" when describing deliberate attacks on civilians worldwide. This, in the effort to maintain journalistic neutrality, which some journalists believe is jeopardized when using the pejorative term "terrorism."  HonestReporting's position is that a deliberate attack against a civilian target, anywhere in the world, is most accurately referred to as a "terrorist attack," for two fundamental reasons:  ▪ It has become common English usage to use "terrorism" to describe these horrific events (as per the definition above), and it therefore is the most accurate term available.  ▪ The post-9/11 political climate is characterized by a struggle between radical Islamic groups and western democracies. The repeated Islamist targeting of innocent western civilians to further jihadist goals is understood by the great majority of world to lie beyond the pale of legitimate political struggle. The term "terrorism" is therefore necessary to differentiate between this wholly illegitimate method of warfare and legitimate methods, as defined by the Fourth Geneva Convention.  When media outlets refuse to use the term "terrorism" to describe what are clearly terrorist acts, they both depart from common usage, and in effect (if not in intent) embolden those who use the mass murder of civilians to further their ideological goals. And since the language of news coverage has an extremely powerful effect on popular opinion, this refusal to call terror "terror" confers a degree of legitimacy to the horrific acts, in the minds of millions of media consumers. The latest wave of Palestinian terrorism, including over 100 suicide bombings since September 2000, has caused the brutal murder of 664 Israeli civilian lives. Israeli policy and action regarding the Palestinian people and leadership must be understood in the context of this unprecedented assault on a Western democracy.  As the West unites against barbaric Islamic terrorism that now also haunts continental Europe, it is essential that Israel's struggle against Palestinian terror be properly identified as part of this larger battle (which many now consider nothing less than World War III). When news outlets differentiate between attacks in Israel and those elsewhere, they expose an editorial decision that Palestinian attacks are not part of that larger battle between Islamist terrorists and democratic civilization, but rather, more justified acts of nationalistic "resistance." This journalistic act is factually wrong, morally dangerous, and a far cry from "neutral reporting." 
Censoring the word ‘terrorist’ is a perverted linguistic act that fractures true political debate, 

disconnects us from reality, and rationalizes atrocities 

Investor’s Business Daily, 7/13/05 http://www.investors.com/editorial/issues01.asp?v=7/13 

Most people agree words should have meaning. That's why it's so disturbing when major media outlets can't bring 

themselves to use the word "terrorism" to describe despicable acts against civilians. One of the most troubling 

aspects of the war on terror is that many in the media don't even think terrorism exists. At least, not as average 

people understand it. That was driven home last week after six terrorist bombs ripped through London's subway 

and a double-decker bus, killing 52 innocent people. Clearly an act of terrorism by terrorists, right? Hold on. The 

BBC, which is funded by British taxpayers, isn't so sure. The BBC did use the T-word in early reports. But then it 

thought better of it and went back and re-edited bits of coverage to delete descriptions of the evil-doers as 

terrorists. In the space of hours, Thursday morning's terrorists had become mere "bombers." Why? BBC 

"guidelines" on usage provide an answer. "The word 'terrorist' itself can be a barrier rather than an aid to 

understanding," they say, and should be "avoided." That's how language, and thus political debate, gets debased. 

Calling things what they are becomes "a barrier to understanding" — pure linguistic perversion. The beloved 

"Beeb" isn't solely responsible for this. Indeed, expunction of the noun "terrorist" is endemic among major media. 

It started shortly after the 9-11 attack, when the Reuters news service declared it would no longer use the "t" word 

in its reports. After all, "one man's terrorist is another man's freedom fighter," as one top Reuters editor put it at the 

time. Yeah, right. And one man's Nazi is another man's "misunderstood nationalist." The Associated Press, New 

York Times, Los Angeles Times and National Public Radio are among the media outlets that have joined in this 

collective dishonesty — to their everlasting shame. No wonder a Gallup poll showed the media's standing with the 

public has fallen to a new low, or that a Pew poll showed that many Americans believe the media undermine 

national security. George Orwell, in his "Politics and the English Language," inveighed against the use of weasel 

words. "The result," said the author of "1984," "is an increase in slovenliness and vagueness." That describes 

today's media perfectly, especially with regard to terrorism. They are slovenly and vague, using terms like 

"militant" and "insurgent" for the more concrete — and factually accurate — terrorist. Our democracy deserves 

better. 

AT: Terror Talk (2/2) 

Calling Terrorists Freedom Fighters is wrong-they murder, capture, and slaughter
Boaz Ganor, Director of the International Policy Institute for Counter-Terrorism, 5/16/01, http://www.ict.org.il/ResearchPublications/tabid/64/Articlsid/432/currentpage/1/Default.aspx

The foreign and interior ministers of the Arab League reiterated this position at their April 1998 meeting in Cairo. In a document entitled “Arab Strategy in the Struggle against Terrorism,” they emphasized that belligerent activities aimed at “liberation and self determination” are not in the category of terrorism, whereas hostile activities against regimes or families of rulers will not be considered political attacks but rather criminal assaults.[7] Here again we notice an attempt to justify the “means” (terrorism) in terms of the “end” (national liberation). Regardless of the nature of the operation, when we speak of “liberation from the yoke of a foreign occupation” this will not be terrorism but a legitimate and justified activity. This is the source of the cliché, “One man’s terrorist is another man’s freedom fighter,” which stresses that all depends on the perspective and the worldview of the one doing the defining. The former President of the Soviet Union, Leonid Brezhnev, made the following statement in April 1981, during the visit of the Libyan ruler, Muamar Qadhafi: “Imperialists have no regard either for the will of the people or the laws of history. Liberation struggles cause their indignation. They describe them as ‘terrorism’.”[8]  Surprisingly, many in the Western world have accepted the mistaken assumption that terrorism and national liberation are two extremes in the scale of legitimate use of violence. The struggle for “national liberation” would appear to be the positive and justified end of this sequence, whereas terrorism is the negative and odious one. It is impossible, according to this approach, for any organization to be both a terrorist group and a movement for national liberation at the same time.  In failing to understand the difference between these two concepts, many have, in effect, been caught in a semantic trap laid by the terrorist organizations and their allies. They have attempted to contend with the clichés of national liberation by resorting to odd arguments, instead of stating that when a group or organization chooses terrorism as a means, the aim of their struggle cannot be used to justify their actions (see below). Thus, for instance, Senator Jackson was quoted in Benyamin Netanyahu’s book Terrorism: How the West Can Win as saying,  The idea that one person’s ‘terrorist’ is another’s ‘freedom fighter’ cannot be sanctioned. Freedom fighters or revolutionaries don’t blow up buses containing non-combatants; terrorist murderers do. Freedom fighters don’t set out to capture and slaughter schoolchildren; terrorist murderers do . . . It is a disgrace that democracies would allow the treasured word ‘freedom’ to be associated with acts of terrorists.[9] 

AT: Ground lost to Al-Qaeda

Counterterrorism contains Al Qaeda
Long, assistant professor at Columbia University’s School of International and Public Affairs, Spring 10, Small is Beautiful: The Counterterrorism Option in Afghanistan, http://spi.typepad.com/files/long---orbis---spring-2010.pdf 

The strategic goal of this transition is to ensure the survival of an Afghan state while acknowledging that probably 35-40 percent of the country (i.e. almost all of the Pashtun regions) will be under the de facto control of militants. At present, militants control, by fairly pessimistic estimates, perhaps 20-30 percent of the country (though they are able to conduct attacks in a larger area than that).32 Rather than seeking to reverse this control, the counterterrorism option seeks to contain it. This will limit al Qaeda’s potential haven and ensure that the United States has continued access to the bases it needs through reassurances to the government and local allies. There are a few critical regions that will have to be defended, but this should not be too arduous. The first is Kabul and its surrounding area, for both symbolic reasons and to ensure the viability of Bagram airbase. The second is Jalalabad and the surrounding area, along with the road links east to the Kyber Pass and west to Kabul. The third is Kandahar City and the surrounding area, along with the road link to Kabul. This is a total of about 750 kilometers of highway along with the three cities.

***NATO***
 NATO Considering Pulling Out

[     ] NATO Members Considering Pulling Out

David E. Sanger, Staff Writer for New York Times, 7/21/10, New York Times, http://www.nytimes.com/2010/07/22/world/asia/22assess.html?_r=1&ref=worldms
For two months, Democrats in Congress have been holding up billions of dollars in additional financing for the war, longer than they ever delayed similar requests from President George W. Bush. Most Republican leaders have largely backed a continued commitment, but the White House was surprised the other day when one of Mr. Obama’s mentors on foreign policy issues in the Senate, Richard G. Lugar of Indiana, argued that “the lack of clarity in Afghanistan does not end with the president’s timetable,” and that both the military and civilian missions were “proceeding without a clear definition of success.”  “We could make progress for decades on security, on employment, good governance, women’s rights,” he said, without ever reaching “a satisfying conclusion.”  The allies, voicing similar concerns, have abandoned most talk of a conditions-based withdrawal in favor of harder timetables. Britain’s new prime minister, David Cameron, did his best to sound as though he and Mr. Obama were on the same page during his first visit to the White House on Tuesday, but he also told a BBC interviewer while in Washington, “We’re not going to be there in five years’ time.”  The Dutch leave this fall, and the Canadians say they intend to follow suit by the end of 2011.  As one of Mr. Obama’s top strategists said this week, with some understatement, “There are signs that the durability of this mission has to be attended to.”  
[     ] NATO Members Ready to Pull Out Troops

BBC News, 4/23/10, BBC, http://news.bbc.co.uk/2/hi/south_asia/8639029.stmms

Nato is preparing to hand control of parts of Afghanistan to the Afghan people this year, Secretary General Anders Fogh Rasmussen has said.  Nato foreign ministers, and their partners in the international coalition in Afghanistan, have been meeting in the Estonian capital Tallinn.  They endorsed a plan to gradually transfer security and governance powers to Afghan authorities.  The US and Nato have 126,000 troops there, rising to 150,000 by August.  US President Barack Obama has said that the US aims to begin pulling troops out of Afghanistan in 2011.  But at the heart of Nato's strategy is creating the right conditions to allow the Afghan government to take full control.  July summit  "As of today, we have a road map which will lead towards transition to Afghan lead [control], starting this year," Mr Rasmussen said.  Nato foreign ministers in Tallinn on 22/04/2010 Nato says it now has a road map leading to transition  "We agreed the approach we will take to transition. We set out a process, the conditions that will have to be met, and what we will do to make those conditions happen."  Mr Rasmussen said that the transition must not only be "sustainable but irreversible". 
[     ] Poland Urging Other NATO Members To Pull Troops Out

Gabriela Baczynska, Staff writer for Reuters, 6/24/10, Reuters, http://www.alertnet.org/thenews/newsdesk/LDE65N1EL.htmms
WARSAW, June 24 (Reuters) - Poland urged its NATO allies on Thursday to draft a new strategy for leaving Afghanistan and said it would bring its own troops home by 2012 regardless of what other countries decided.  Acting President Bronislaw Komorowski, who is the frontrunner in a presidential election due on July 4, said Warsaw would try to persuade its NATO allies this autumn to adopt a new approach to the mission.  Poland, like other NATO allies, faces growing public opposition to a war in which 18 of its soldiers have died. It has 2,600 troops serving in the U.S.-led mission, which suffered a serious blow on Wednesday when President Barack Obama fired his top commander, General Stanley McChrystal. [ID:nSGE65M0DW]  "In general, we should aim to set a clear and prompt date for ending this mission and making the Afghan army responsible," Komorowski told a news conference after a meeting of the National Security Council devoted to Afghanistan.  "However, given that we may not succeed in this mission, I have also asked the government to work out a national strategy for pulling out. 2012 is the deadline when it comes to Poland's presence in Afghanistan."  A recent U.N. report on Afghanistan showed the security situation has not improved nearly nine years after the U.S.-led invasion toppled the Taliban government, despite a continuous increase in the number of troops, money and equipment. 

Afghanistan Key to NATO Cohesion (1/2)
[     ] Afghanistan key to NATO’s Cohesion

(John Feffer, co-director of foreign policy, institute of policy studies, 09/2009, “Will NATO’s 60th Anniversary be its last?” http://www.tomdispatch.com/post/175124/feffer_%20john_Afghanistan_NATO%D5s_graveyard)

Celebrating its 60th birthday this year, NATO is looking peaked and significantly worse for wear. Aggressive and ineffectual, the organization shows signs of premature senility. Despite the smiles and reassuring rhetoric at its annual summits, its internal politics have become fractious to the point of dysfunction. Perhaps like any sexagenarian in this age of health-care crises and economic malaise, the transatlantic alliance is simply anxious about its future. Frankly, it should be. The painful truth is that NATO may be suffering from a terminal illness. Its current mission in Afghanistan, the alliance's most significant and far-flung muscle-flexing to date, might be its last. Afghanistan has been the graveyard of many an imperial power from the ancient Macedonians to the Soviets. It now seems to be eyeing its next victim.

[     ] Afghanistan cooperation key-NATO Falling Apart

(John Feffer, co-director of foreign policy, institute of policy studies, 09/2009, “Will NATO’s 60th Anniversary be its last?” http://www.tomdispatch.com/post/175124/feffer_%20john_Afghanistan_NATO%D5s_graveyard)

Not so long ago, pundits were calling for a global NATO that would expand its power and membership to include U.S. partners in Asia and elsewhere. This hubris has given way to despair and discord. Although the United States still holds out hope for a NATO that focuses on global threats like terrorism and nuclear proliferation, other alliance members would prefer to refocus on the traditional mission of defending Europe. Add in disagreements between the United States and its allies over how to approach the Afghan situation and NATO begins to look more like a rugby scrum than a military alliance. NATO officials are now scrambling to sort things out, in part by calling the allies together to debate a new Afghan strategy before the year ends. Meanwhile, NATO's Secretary General Anders Fogh Rasmussen is preparing a new "strategic concept" that would recode the organization's operating system for the next summit in Lisbon in 2010. It might be too little, too late. Some U.S. officials are fed up with what they consider European dilly-dallying about Afghanistan. "We have been very much disappointed by the performance of many if not most of our allies," Robert E. Hunter, the U.S. ambassador to NATO during the Clinton administration, recently said in testimony before Congress. "Indeed, there are elements within the U.S. government that are beginning to wonder about the continued value of the NATO Alliance." As for the Europeans, they are building up their own independent military capabilities -- and will continue to do so whether or not NATO gets its act together. The question is: Will the Afghan War eventually push the United States and Europe toward an amicable divorce? If so, the military campaign that was to give NATO a new lease on life and turn it into a global military force will have proven to be its ultimate undoing.

[     ] Success in Afghanistan can bring NATO back together

(John Feffer, co-director of foreign policy, institute of policy studies, 09/2009, “Will NATO’s 60th Anniversary be its last?” http://www.tomdispatch.com/post/175124/feffer_%20john_Afghanistan_NATO%D5s_graveyard)

The real nail in NATO's coffin, however, has been its stunning lack of success on the ground. The Taliban has, in fact, not only increased its hold over large parts of southern Afghanistan, but spread north as well. Most embarrassingly for NATO, a recent surge of alliance troops seems only to have made the Taliban stronger. Nearly eight years of alternating destruction (air bombardment, over 100,000 troops on the ground) and reconstruction ($38 billion in economic assistance appropriated by the U.S. Congress since 2001) have all come up desperately short. A new counterinsurgency campaign doesn't look any more promising. What was once billed as the most powerful military alliance in history has been thwarted by an irregular set of militias and guerrilla groups without the backing of a major power in one of the poorest countries on Earth. Worse yet, the Afghan operation has become a serious political liability for many NATO members. European politicians fear the kind of electoral backlash that ousted Britain's Tony Blair and Spain's Jose Maria Aznar when the Iraq War went south. Despite enthusiasm for Obama, European public opinion is, by increasingly large margins, in favor of reducing or withdrawing troops from Afghanistan (55% of West Europeans and 69% of East Europeans according to a recent German Marshall Fund poll). Mounting combat fatalities, a rising civilian casualty count, and devastating snafus like the recent bombing of two fuel trucks stolen by the Taliban in Kunduz Province that killed many civilians have only strengthened anti-war feeling.
Afghanistan Key to NATO Cohesion (2/2)
[     ] NATO Alliance is on the Brink-Dutch are planning on leaving and tensions are rising

Nicholas Kulish, Bureau chief for New York Times, 2/21/10, New York Times, http://www.nytimes.com/2010/02/22/world/europe/22dutch.htmlms
BERLIN — A day after his government collapsed, Prime Minister Jan Peter Balkenende said Sunday that he expected Dutch troops to come home from Afghanistan before the end of the year. A last-ditch effort by Mr. Balkenende to keep Dutch soldiers in the dangerous southern Afghan province of Oruzgan instead saw the Labor Party quit the government in the Netherlands early Saturday, immediately raising fears that the Western military coalition fighting the war was increasingly at risk. Even as the allied offensive in the Taliban stronghold of Marja continued, it appeared almost certain that most of the 2,000 Dutch troops would be gone from Afghanistan by the end of the year. The question plaguing military planners was whether a Dutch departure would embolden the war’s critics in other allied countries, where debate over deployment is continuing, and hasten the withdrawal of their troops as well. “The moment the Netherlands says as sole and first country we will no longer have activities at the end of 2010, it will raise questions in other countries and this really pains me,” Mr. Balkenende told the Dutch television program “Buitenhof” in an interview on Sunday, according to Reuters. The collapse of the Dutch government comes as the Obama administration continues to struggle to get European allies to commit more troops to Afghanistan to bolster its attempts to win back the country from a resurgent Taliban. President Obama has made the Afghan war a cornerstone of his foreign policy and, after months of debate, committed tens of thousands more American troops to the effort. “If the Dutch go, which is the implication of all this, that could open the floodgates for other Europeans to say, ‘The Dutch are going, we can go, too,’ ” said Julian Lindley-French, professor of defense strategy at the Netherlands Defense Academy in Breda. “The implications are that the U.S. and the British are going to take on more of the load.” Dutch leaders had promised voters to bring most of the country’s troops home this year. But after entreaties from the United States, Mr. Balkenende tried to find a compromise to extend the Dutch presence, at least on a scaled-back basis. Instead, the Labor Party pulled out of the government after an acrimonious 16-hour cabinet meeting that ran into the early hours of Saturday. Mr. Balkenende told Dutch television on Sunday that he now expected Dutch troops to leave Afghanistan as planned. "If nothing else will take its place, then it ends," he said, according to Reuters. The Dutch troops have been important to the war effort, despite their small numbers, because about 1,500 of them were posted in Oruzgan. Analysts said that new elections in the Netherlands, as well as the departure of the Dutch troops, now appeared inevitable. The war in Afghanistan has been increasingly unpopular among voters in the Netherlands, as in many other parts of Europe, creating strains between governments trying to please the United States and their own people. But the tension in the Netherlands also reveals how deep the fissures over the war have grown within the NATO alliance. 
[     ] Cooperation in Afghanistan critical to NATO’s cohesion

Ioan Micrea Pascu, Minister of National Defense Romania, 12/1/06, https://www.pfpconsortium.org/file/3736/view

Finally, the lessons-learned type of knowledge management in the military establishment is an intrinsic part of the transformation of our armed forces. At the end of 2003, we created in the General Staff a new structure tasked to deal with doctrine and lessons learned under the coordination of the first field commander of Romanian troops in Afghanistan. Cooperation with NATO and other allies in this area will significantly improve our capacity to react rapidly to changes in the theaters and efficiently prepare for our participation in operations. Finally, what I would like to say is that, to retain the cohesion of NATO, it is important to rebuild the feeling that the security of the United States and Europe are inseparable. This connection, which was so important during the Cold War, has somehow been broken. Both sides claim that there is indivisibility of security on both sides, but naturally during the Cold War era it was asymmetrical in practice, because Europe felt extremely vulnerable, and it was the U.S. who was supposed to provide 75 assistance. Now the situation is totally different, with the U.S. feeling more vulnerable than Europe. Nevertheless, the sense that our security is somehow connected, and that we must avoid decoupling this security, is of the utmost importance. And I think that one should present two sets of advice to both sides. First, I think that the U.S. should sacrifice some efficiency in some military operations in order to bring Europeans on board and work toward carrying out common operations, such as in Afghanistan. And I would say that, even if Europeans are able to carry out an operation of their own, without American assistance, even a symbolic American presence would be good. I think that Bunya was a bit of a loss; it would be good to have at least two Americans on board, just to show that this link exists. So maintaining this transatlantic link will be critical for NATO’s future; in fact, I feel that this link is absolutely necessary. So let’s hope that, in having this link, we can contribute to shortening the path from trying the various solutions that are now under consideration to arriving at the best one. Without a functioning transatlantic link, arriving at a solution will be very difficult. 

Afghanistan Coop key to NATO Credibility
Cooperation in Afghanistan key to NATO alliance credibility
Amina Khan, Reasearch Fellow at the Institute of Strategic Studies, 2009, Obama’s Policy On Afghanistan, http://www.issi.org.pk/photos/PRESIDENT_BARAK_OBAMA.pdfMS
Afghanistan has, and continues to be a critical test for the 26 member alliance. Afghanistan remains NATO’s first out of area combat mission and a failure in the Afghan war would risk the Alliance’s credibility as a successful organization, particularly in external operations. The US and NATO’s mission in Afghanistan is a case of a ‘large space and insufficient force ratios’. During the last NATO summit in Romania in April 2008, apart from disagreeing over Georgia and Ukraine as possible future NATO members, there were differences of opinion regarding NATO troop’s expansion and deployment in Afghanistan, with particular differences on troop deployment in the combat zones in the north and south of Afghanistan. Although NATO has always been reluctant in sending troops to meet the growing security challenges in Afghanistan, NATO member states must be prepared for US calls to do more regarding troop expansion and deployment particularly in the combat zones. The United States would like NATO to provide more troops and participate more in policing, drug interdiction, poppy eradication, and combat operations than its member states are apparently willing to offer. The worsening security situation has prevented NATO member nations from contributing extra troops needed to curb the growing Taliban insurgency. NATO-led ISAF operations have constantly been hindered by national caveats that restrict the operations of many units deployed in Afghanistan. Such restrictions limit deployment areas and types of missions for particular national contingents or impose other criteria that reduce the effectiveness and flexibility of ISAF operations. In fact many are of the view that Afghanistan is being viewed by the US as a litmus test of whether the Europeans can be taken seriously as strategic partners. However, Obama will, without a doubt, find resistance on the subject of getting more troops from NATO allies( with the exception of the UK) and will find it difficult to secure removal of caveats on the employment of troops already present in Afghanistan. While Britain has always contributed troops as well as advocated for other NATO members to contribute more significantly towards/in the ISAF in Afghanistan, other NATO countries, particularly Germany and France, have been less enthusiastic. The German Chancellor, Angela Merkel has insisted she would not send German troops to the volatile north and south. President Nicolas Sarkozy has also implied that further French deployment in Afghanistan would be difficult as French troops are already involved in ongoing operations in Chad, Kosovo, Congo and Lebanon. NATO member states already provide around half of the 50,000 strong ISAF force in Afghanistan with the British, French, Germans and Dutch making the principle contributions. However, NATO’s role and commitment in Afghanistan will only become clear after the next NATO summit in April 2009, when the US is likely to urge a recession-hit Europe to send more troops and spend more money on Afghanistan.

NATO Good – Russian War
Without NATO, It would be impossible to handle a Russian Crisis

(John Feffer, co-director of foreign policy, institute of policy studies, 09/2009, “Will NATO’s 60th Anniversary be its last?” http://www.tomdispatch.com/post/175124/feffer_%20john_Afghanistan_NATO%D5s_graveyard)

The once central focus of NATO -- a commitment to the collective defense of any member under attack -- was, by now, looking ever less workable. Western European countries appeared anything but enthusiastic about the idea of defending the former Soviet bloc states against a prospective Russian attack. And despite promises to station troops in Central and Eastern Europe, the United States left its new NATO allies in the lurch. "While they are loath to say it publicly, [Central and Eastern European] leaders have told me that they are no longer certain NATO is capable of coming to their rescue if there were a crisis involving Russia," wrote Ronald Asmus, former deputy assistant secretary of state in the Clinton administration. "They no longer believe that the political solidarity exists or that NATO's creaky machinery would take the needed steps."
Crisis Between U.S. and Russia results in the destruction of human civilization

Nick Bostrom, Philosophy Oxford University, published in the journal  of evolution and technology, 3/02, http://www.nickbostrom.com/existential/risks.html

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

NATO Good – Arms Race/Global War

NATO Key to prevent an arms race, war, and global world wars

Robert B. Killebrew, Senior Fellow At the Center for a New American Security, Dec. 09, Armed Forces Journal, http://www.armedforcesjournal.com/2009/12/4343833

The Alma battlefield in Crimea is a bleak ridge that rises from a long and bare plain cut by the Alma River. Here, near the village of Bourliouk on Sept. 20, 1854, 90,000 British, French, Turkish and Russian troops met in the first battle of the Crimean War. Standing on the position of the Russian defense is like being on Cemetery Hill at Gettysburg; you shake your head as you think of the infantry marching head-on up these gentle hillsides much as Lee’s Confederates would march nine years later into the Bloody Angle.  “You know,” my pal said, as we looked out over the brown slopes, “this is the real reason NATO exists: to make sure Europe never has any more cocked-up wars like this.”  His words brought me up. Since the end of the Cold War, many Americans, myself included, have consciously or unconsciously figured that peace in postmodern Europe is so assured that NATO’s major role is as a sometimes-reluctant partner in “out of area” operations around the world.  But history has not ended in the region. My friend was right: Peace in Europe, the turbulent cockpit of warfare for centuries, is not a “done deal” by a long shot. Since the end of the Cold War, Europe has in fact been a pretty rough place. The recent Russo-Georgian war, the continuing Russian occupation of Georgian territories, the disintegration of Yugoslavia and the subsequent wars and massacres among Serbs, Croats, Bosnians and Kosovars should warn us that, for Europe and war, history may be only suspended. To prevent the kinds of internecine arms races and grabs for territory that led to the bloodletting on the Alma or the Somme or Normandy beach, the primary purpose of the North Atlantic Treaty Organization remains to ensure Europe controls the national jealousies and arms races that for centuries convulsed the continent and that dragged the U.S. into two global wars.  Before it deploys a single soldier to Afghanistan, NATO is already doing two great things for the U.S. and its European allies. First, it acts as a balancer and leveler for the military policies of the countries in the alliance, providing a common meeting place and a centralized command that dampens competitive impulses. NATO works hard at integrating the alliance’s military forces, attempting to convince members that one nation might focus on jet fighters while another emphasizes transport aircraft. While never wholly successful, NATO mediation over years has produced a degree of alliance interdependence that has political, as well as military, impact and reduces the chances that member states will embark on the kinds of unrestricted arms races that in the past led to wars. NATO’s critical role as a political and military talking-shop for regional rivalries is vital to the peace and security of a swath of the world in which historic grudges and hatreds still smolder. The obvious case in point is the standoff between Greece and Turkey, the latter being an especially valuable member of the alliance that bridges Europe and the Muslim world. Without NATO mediation, these historic rivals might have long since plunged southern Europe into war. There are other potential flashpoints between member states made less dangerous because the organization exists. While the European Union may ultimately bind member states in a more cohesive political union, it is NATO that has been the key balancer of European power since 1947 — and has lasted, in fact, longer than the Concert of Europe that kept Europe (mostly) at peace after the Napoleonic era.
NATO Good – Terrorism

NATO critical to prevent terrorist threats and nuclear break outs

Robert B. Killebrew, Senior Fellow At the Center for a New American Security, Dec. 09, Armed Forces Journal, http://www.armedforcesjournal.com/2009/12/4343833

Prior to the recent meeting of NATO foreign ministers in Tallinn, the NATO Secretary General Anders Fogh Rasmussen said that the alliance continues to need a credible nuclear deterrent for ‘as long as there are rogue regimes or terrorist groupings that may pose a nuclear threat to us’. The most recent report from the NATO Parliamentary Assembly also noted that both deterrence and the concept of extended deterrence still play a fundamental role in ensuring stability and preventing conflict in the Euro-Atlantic region. It went on to say that, although much of the deterrent effect is embodied in conventional capabilities, nuclear weapons feature as part of extended deterrence.  In Tallinn the issue of nuclear weapons was discussed at ministerial level at the request of 5 NATO members—Belgium, Luxembourg, Germany, the Netherlands and Norway—roughly one-fifth of the total membership. Summarizing the discussion, Rasmussen reported agreement that the nuclear issue is an important aspect of the new Strategic Concept being elaborated by NATO, and that the alliance is firmly committed to maintaining the security of its members, but at the lowest possible level of nuclear forces. Similarly, the NATO parliamentarians noted that the members of the alliance should ‘continue to evaluate the disposition of those weapons and the overall number with a focus on reducing the potential dangers posed by nuclear weapons’.  While NATO representatives underline that nuclear deterrence remains necessary, there is also a mood within NATO to evaluate the role that nuclear weapons can and should play in greater detail. There is a need for NATO to see how it can support the wider processes of nuclear risk reduction that have been initiated and designed by its leading member, the United States. 

NATO Good – Nuclear War (1/2)

NATO solves nuclear war
Bruce Jackson, President of US Committee on NATO, Policy Review, Apr/May 99, http://www.hoover.org/publications/policyreview/3552212.html)
NATO is at the center of all U.S. military strategies. Critics have read far too much into the current absence of a serious rival to U.S. interests on the world stage. This happy circumstance will surely change. If, for example, a threat were to emerge from a resurgent Russia (and given the events of the past six months in Russia, that is at least conceivable), there would not be time in which to reconstitute a NATO-like alliance on the front line.  In the event of concerted aggression by militant Islamic states, perhaps in possession of weapons of mass destruction, NATO will protect our flank and secure our supply lines. And, finally, if the security interests of the West are drawn to the containment of Chinese expansion, NATO will guard the strategic rear of the alliance and make the forward deployment of U.S. forces possible. In all cases, NATO is the common denominator in the grand strategy of the West. The imperative of consolidating the center is axiomatic in military strategy, and NATO stands at the center of our alliance structure.  If the centrality of NATO were not enough, there is also the appeal of the plasticity of the alliance, particularly our ability to refocus its strategic concept. Conservatives, especially, who have a proud tradition as realists, must conclude that the new threats to transatlantic security come from out-of-area, and that NATO can be adapted to counter these threats to our interests.  NATO reflects the American way of war. Politically untidy though they may be, our arrangements with Europe reflect a national consensus on the part of Americans that we intend to prosecute our objectives in war not unilaterally but in coalition with our allies. Having made this decision, mechanisms like NATO become a fact of life. In order to fight effectively as a coalition, an alliance has to plan and train together as well as exchange views on the concept of joint operations. Without the mechanisms of coordination developed within NATO, the success of ad hoc coalitions, like Desert Storm, would be doubtful.  Obviously, there is concern about the inevitable compromises that keep coalition partners in the fold and that may impinge to some degree on U.S. sovereignty. But conservatives should recognize that these modest measures are necessary in the conduct of foreign affairs. Moreover, conservatives, in particular, should tend to favor coalition mechanisms because they limit the potential overseas ambitions of governments — even our own — and they provide the means to share the financial burdens of defense with our European allies.  NATO remains "the military expression of a community of shared values." It is often said that NATO is more than just a military alliance; it has served as the political foundation on which Europe has been rebuilt over the past 50 years. NATO played and still plays a decisive role in consolidating the victory of the West in the Cold War. It is also the only institution that appears capable of countering the crimes against humanity being committed in the Balkans.  It is not unreasonable to foresee that NATO as a political vehicle will continue to broaden the Euro-Atlantic community to include democracies as distant as Estonia or Finland in Northern Europe and Romania and Bulgaria in Southeast Europe. Over time, non-NATO allies of the United States in our hemisphere, such as Argentina and Chile, may seek a closer political relationship with NATO. In the future, and in the context of new missions, NATO might also institutionalize coordination with Israel, which maintains an historical relationship with the United States and has recently concluded a strategic arrangement with Turkey, NATO’s easternmost member. It would not be unreasonable to suggest that a reformed alliance focused on a new set of missions might welcome a more formal relationship with a country that shares our values and could contribute materially to the security and strategic depth of the Euro-Atlantic region. Regardless of how NATO’s political role is manifested in the next decade, conservatives will tend to support institutions of invested values dedicated to their protection. It should not come as a surprise to conservatives that Judeo-Christian values over the past millennium and democratic ideals over the past 350 years have required protection by force of arms. For the past 50 years, NATO has provided that protection with a very light hand. NATO’s mission in Europe is unfinished. Even if one concedes that America’s interests will eventually diverge from those of our European allies, it is still far too soon for the United States to disengage from Europe. The most obvious reason for this is that the Europeans do not want us to leave in the foreseeable future.  We have seen a number of instances in which other institutions have been unable to cope with serious European problems. NATO’s effectiveness compares favorably to the performance of UNPROFOR at Sebrenica and throughout Bosnia. And with the failure of the October 1998 Kosovo agreement — which called for peace monitors from the OSCE — Europeans and Americans agreed that only a NATO mission could keep the peace. While critics have argued that U.S. vital interests are not at stake in Bosnia or Kosovo, the persistent pattern of political and military failure at the periphery of our power (by coalitions other than NATO) should produce renewed respect for NATO’s singular role in protecting the Atlantic democracies.  The European experiment for which NATO is the predicate is incomplete, and it would be foolish in the extreme to disassemble the security structure that has made modern Europe possible. A unified Germany is only seven years old and much remains to be decided about its direction, its purpose, and how it intends to manage its preponderant power in Europe. A European currency is a few months old, and the political affects of partial monetary union are as yet unknown. While 60 million souls in Poland, the Czech Republic, and Hungary are now formally NATO allies, the 
[Article Continues. No Text Removed]

NATO Good – Nuclear War (2/2)

[Article Continued. No Text Removed]
integration of these countries into NATO’s military structure and the achievement of full interoperability are at least a decade in the future. Moreover, there are another 50 million people in Slovenia, Lithuania, Latvia, Estonia, Slovakia, Romania, and Bulgaria who hope to come into Europe from the cold and who aspire to join the economic and security institutions of the Euro-Atlantic.  Finally, and most important, there is a war of aggression and genocide in the Balkans where NATO forces are engaged. To paraphrase Lady Thatcher, now is not the time to go wobbly on NATO.  If it is the end of NATO, it is the end of a lot more than NATO. Advocates of NATO expansion, and proponents of NATO in general, often ask critics to imagine the past fifty years without the alliance. Critics who argue that NATO is unnecessary must also maintain that U.S. security is defensible in the future without what has come to be regarded as the West’s insurance policy. A world without NATO would be a world with a radically changed political order — one about which we know little, and what we can imagine is troubling.  We can imagine that the United States would be without an immediate brake on Russian imperial recidivism. We would be unable to moderate and guide the rise of German power. We would lack incentives to keep Turkey engaged in Europe. The reinforcement and defense of Israel in extremis would be vastly more difficult. The boundary lines within which we now contain rogue states and pursue the containment of weapons of mass destruction would have to be abandoned and moved thousands of miles closer to the territory of the United States. The defense of the Gulf States would be problematic at best. And a credible Pacific security policy would be heavily burdened by the requirement to maintain major forces in an unsettled Atlantic region. At a minimum, the disestablishment of NATO would require military expenditures at near wartime levels.  A conservative view — and I believe the correct view — is that the current international system in which NATO serves as cornerstone has been remarkably friendly to U.S. interests and has not imposed particularly onerous financial burdens on our economy. Overturning the conditions that brought about such a relatively felicitous state of affairs risks exposing the United States and our remaining allies to a much harsher international environment, one that may make far greater demands of American blood and treasure.
NATO Collapse ( War/Genocide

Separation of NATO would cause war and genocide

(Doug Bandow, Senior Fellow, CATO institute, 04/99, “What’s NATO to do?”, http://www.cato.org/pub_display.php?pub_id=5478)

So NATO advocates are busy devising new duties for the alliance. They believe the organization should promote democracy in the former Soviet satellites and ensure peace throughout Europe. NATO enthusiasts foresee further expansion into Eastern Europe and closer connections throughout North Africa and the Transcaucasus. Indeed, without NATO, it has been said, we would have war in the Balkans. Conflict would threaten surrounding states. There would be massive ethnic cleansing and disruptive refugee flows. Instability would stalk the continent.
***Topicality***
Topicality – Substantial
Getting rid of Counterinsurgency and only pursuing Counterterrorism reduces troops to 13,000.

Austin Long, assistant professor at Columbia University’s School of International and Public Affairs, 2010 (“Small is Beautiful: The Counterterrorism Option in Afghanistan” Orbis, Volume 54, Issue 2, Pages 200-201, Google Scholar, ME)
Additional air support besides the UAVs and AC-130s would also be needed. Two squadrons of fighter-bombers (F-15E, A-10, etc.) likely would be sufficient, adding another 2,000 personnel or so.27 Finally, this posture would require additional staff, logistics, and support personnel (medical for instance), some but not all of which could be contractors, adding another 2,000 military personnel.28 This would be a total force of about 13,000 military personnel and some supporting intelligence community personnel and contractors. This is a high-end estimate and the counterterrorism option could potentially be done with fewer troops. Some military personnel with Afghanistan experience believe this mission could be undertaken with half this number of troops but the posture described above errs on the side of caution.29 This is small compared to the current posture in Afghanistan, smaller still than the forces implied in General McChrystal’s report, and tiny compared to the peak number of forces in Iraq. On the other hand, it is vastly larger than any other counterterrorism deployment. 

***Politics***

Politics – COIN Unpopular
[     ] COIN is immensely unpopular with Republicans, Democrats, and the public

Jim Lobe, staff writer, 6/30/10 (“Petraeus circles two camps” Asia Times Online, http://www.atimes.com/atimes/South_Asia/LF30Df01.html)
Led by Senator John McCain and many of the same neo-conservatives who championed the war in Iraq, hawks are calling on President Barack Obama to abandon his July 2011 timetable for beginning to withdraw US combat troops in favor of an open-ended military commitment to achieve "victory" over the Taliban and al-Qaeda.  At the same time, war skeptics argue that the forced resignation of General Stanley McChrystal - reportedly over the indiscreet and  even contemptuous remarks he and his entourage expressed to a reporter from Rolling Stone magazine about his civilian superiors - offers the administration a golden opportunity to move up the timetable, reduce the US military presence, and get behind a negotiated settlement with the Taliban sooner rather than later.  Most analysts are eagerly awaiting next week's testimony by General David Petraeus, the current chief of the US Central Command (Centcom) who, in replacing the indiscreet and impolitic McChrystal as the head of US and allied forces in Afghanistan, has accepted a reduction in his regional responsibilities.  Petraeus, whose stewardship in Iraq in 2007 and 2008 is credited with turning around a disastrous situation and established his reputation as a master of counter-insurgency (COIN), is expected to be asked some very difficult questions during his senate confirmation hearings about what changes, if any, he anticipates bringing to his new job.  As perhaps the most politically adept general of the last several generations, Petraeus will no doubt try to weave his way between the two camps in answering those questions. He knows full well that his success - however he defines it - will depend at least as much on his ability to retain the support and confidence not only of Obama, but also on politicians from both parties in congress, as on the difficult situation he faces in Afghanistan itself.  Even with Petraeus' appointment - hailed almost universally as a political masterstroke by Obama - confidence in current strategy, however it is understood, is not high, both in congress and among the general public.  In a survey of congressional insiders published on Friday after Petraeus' appointment, the National Journal found that only 13% of Democrats and 3% of Republicans said they were "very confident" of the administration's conduct of the war. Fifty-one percent of Democrats and 26% of Republicans said they were "somewhat confident", while 36% of Democrats and a whopping 71% of Republicans said they were either "not very confident" or "not confident at all".  Even more remarkable has been the shift in public opinion, which had already become markedly less supportive of the war even before McChrystal's ouster.  While significantly more respondents in several polls have supported the general's dismissal by Obama than opposed it, confidence that the war is being won appears to have dropped precipitously. 
[     ] Nation Building is unpopular among the public

(Charles A. Miller, PhD Poli Sci, Cambridge, 06/10, “Endgame for the west in Afghanistan?”, Strategic studies institute)BM

The deteriorating course of the war on the ground and the shift in the nature of the mission from a straightforward restraint mission in the aftermath of 9/11 to a murkier counterinsurgency, however, are unquestionably key factors. A fall in public approval of the Afghan war accompanies the change in the nature of the engagement in 2002 from a purely defensive war against al Qaeda to a nation-building exercise. The same is also true of pessimistic and gloomy assessments of the situation on the ground—grim prognostications from generals, envoys, and agents hit public support harder even than sharp casualty spikes.
[     ] Empirical evidence proves that multiple objectives reduces support for the war

(Charles A. Miller, PhD Poli Sci, Cambridge, 06/10, “Endgame for the west in Afghanistan?”, Strategic studies institute)BM
Finally, shifting rationales have most likely been a misjudgment of British policymakers in trying to rally support for the war. British leaders cycled through various rationales between 2006 and 2008, and public support fell. Conversely, by 2009, the British leader​ship made a concerted effort to tighten up its rhetori​cal strategy on Afghanistan. This bore some fruit for them in terms of stabilizing public support for the war. However, by the end of 2009, they had moved back to the more scattergun rhetorical strategy of 2006—and public support dropped again accordingly. 
Politics—Timetable Unpopular

Counterplan links to the net benefit—the timetable is immensely unpopular with Democrats and even some Republicans

David Sanger, Chief Washington Correspondent for the New York Times and Harvard Graduate, 7/22/10 (“Obama Faces New Doubts on Pursuing Afghan War” New York Times, http://www.post-gazette.com/pg/10203/1074605-82.stm) ME
WASHINGTON -- When President Obama announced a new strategy for Afghanistan in December, he argued that by setting a deadline of next summer to begin drawing down troops he would create a sense of urgency for the Afghan government to take the lead in the fight, while acknowledging the limits of America's patience with the longest war in its history.  But over the past two weeks -- on Capitol Hill, in Kabul and even in conversations with foreign leaders -- Mr. Obama has been reminded how the goal has become what one senior American military commander called a "double-edged sword," one that hangs over the White House as surely as it hangs over President Hamid Karzai.  The absence of serious progress this year has sown new doubts, here and abroad, that Mr. Obama will be able to reach even the scaled-down goals he set for America's mission in the time he laid out in his speech at West Point seven months ago. The result is that the fierce debate over whether the war is worth the cost -- a debate that Mr. Obama did not want to join until the Taliban suffered some losses -- is unwinding one summer earlier than he had hoped.  Mr. Obama has begun losing critical political figures and strategists who are increasingly vocal in arguing that the benefits of continuing on the current course for at least another year, and probably longer, are greatly outweighed by the escalating price.  For two months, Democrats in Congress have been holding up billions of dollars in additional financing for the war, longer than they ever delayed similar requests from President George W. Bush. Most Republican leaders have largely backed a continued commitment, but the White House was surprised the other day when one of Mr. Obama's mentors on foreign policy issues in the Senate, Richard G. Lugar of Indiana, argued that "the lack of clarity in Afghanistan does not end with the president's timetable," and that both the military and civilian missions were "proceeding without a clear definition of success."  "We could make progress for decades on security, on employment, good governance, women's rights," he said, without ever reaching "a satisfying conclusion."  The allies, voicing similar concerns, have abandoned most talk of a conditions-based withdrawal in favor of harder timetables. Britain's new prime minister, David Cameron, did his best to sound as though he and Mr. Obama were on the same page during his first visit to the White House on Tuesday, but he also told a BBC interviewer while in Washington, "We're not going to be there in five years' time."  The Dutch leave this fall, and the Canadians say they intend to follow suit by the end of 2011.  As one of Mr. Obama's top strategists said this week, with some understatement, "There are signs that the durability of this mission has to be attended to."  All this has made it harder than ever for Mr. Obama to convince the Afghans and the Pakistanis that the West's commitment is enduring. "Politically, the support is absolutely crumbling," said David Gordon, a former top official on the National Intelligence Council and at the State Department who is now at the Eurasia Group. "You can't hide that from the players in the region, and when they see it, it makes them hedge even more, preparing for the post-American era."  

Politics—Timetable Unpopular

Counterplan is unpopular—timetable is getting questioned on capitol hill

Paul Richter, staff writer, 7/20/10 (“Congress' confidence in Obama's war strategy slides” Los Angeles Times, http://articles.latimes.com/2010/jul/20/world/la-fg-afghan-war-support-20100721) ME
Reporting from Washington — With military progress scarce and doubts remaining about the reliability of Afghan President Hamid Karzai, confidence in the Obama administration's strategy in Afghanistan is deteriorating on Capitol Hill, including among prominent lawmakers who had been firm backers of the plan.  Concerns are rising as lawmakers consider a bill for $37 billion in emergency war funding for Afghanistan and Iraq. Although Congress overall still supports the U.S. mission and is unlikely to cut off funding, members may seek to attach conditions, such as requiring the administration to outline goals and fixed timetables to reduce the U.S. commitment in Afghanistan. Democratic and Republican leaders alike have said the lack of specific goals in the Obama plan makes it impossible to define success. Obama launched a lengthy review of the war after taking office last year. He chose to increase troop strength to about 100,000 and implement a counterinsurgency strategy to try to stem gains by the Taliban militants, but he pledged that U.S. troops would start pulling out next summer. The effort has been beset by disputes with Karzai over election irregularities and systemic corruption, increasing casualties and halting progress in high-profile military campaigns.  The firing this summer of the general in charge of the war effort, Stanley A. McChrystal, highlighted tension between U.S. civilian and military policymakers.  Even among Obama loyalists, a lack of confidence is starting to bubble up. A year ago, the chairman of the Senate Foreign Relations Committee, Massachusetts Democrat John Kerry, praised the administration plan as a "comprehensive, considered path forward." Last week he wondered aloud whether it would ever produce results.  "Many people are asking whether this is the right strategy," Kerry said at a hearing in Washington. "Some suggest it is a lost cause."  Sen. Richard Lugar of Indiana, the top Republican on the committee and a respected voice on foreign policy, welcomed Obama's plan in November. But last week, he complained about a "lack of clarity" and warned that the United States could continue to spend billions in Afghanistan without ensuring a secure, sustainable democracy.  "Arguably, we could make progress for decades — on security, on employment, good governance, women's rights, other goals — expending billions of dollars each year without ever reaching a satisfying conclusion," Lugar said. 

International Politics—Link Turn

Western European governments hate COIN strategy—electorates and government officials want to get out of the war

Nick Ottens, undergraduate at Leiden University, the Netherlands with a BA in History 7/20/10 (“NATO Allies Weary About Future Afghan Mission” Atlantic Sentinel, http://atlanticsentinel.com/2010/07/nato-allies-weary-about-future-afghan-mission/) ME
The ongoing war effort in Afghanistan has drained the patience of Western European governments and electorates alike. Polls consistently show that in most European NATO countries, the public has turned against the war while officials are openly beginning to question ISAF’s ability to bring peace and stability to the South Asian state wrecked by violence for almost a decade now.  Last week, Germany’s defense minister, Karl-Theodor zu Guttenberg, said that the war in Afghanistan cannot be won by military means alone, and that Berlin played down the danger German forces faced in the early years of the mission. What until 2009 was described as “stabilization”—building schools and digging wells—is now, in the words of the popular conservative minister who is favored as successor to Chancellor Angela Merkel as leader of Germany’s largest political party, a “war” involving more than 4,000 German troops.  Germany’s involvement in Afghanistan is deeply unpopular with voters and the government has been under pressure from both the opposition and troops on the ground to explain just what German soldiers are fighting for. Guttenberg’s frankness is appreciated but at the same time, he has repeatedly stressed that Western democracy is unlikely to succeed in Afghanistan. NATO may have to readjust its goals. 

International Politics—Timetable Unpopular

The US timetable is unpopular—it interferes with previous NATO decisions and Petraeus is perceived to be slowing things down

Jorge Benitez, Director of NATOSource and a Nonresident Senior Fellow in the International Security program, 7/21/10 (“NATO official reveals heated exchange between Gen. Petraeus and Secretary General” Atlantic Council, http://www.acus.org/natosource/nato-official-reveals-heated-exchange-between-gen-petraeus-and-secretary-general) ME

Plans to begin handing control of provinces to Afghan security forces by the end of this year have been quietly dropped amid fears among European countries that Petraeus is less committed to a speedy transfer of power.  The change of tack, revealed in the final communique from yesterday's historic international conference in Kabul, reflects Petraeus's concerns that security conditions in Afghanistan are too weak for a transition of power to begin as quickly as originally planned, a Nato official told the Guardian. Beneath the diplomatic niceties, it became clear that plans first agreed by Nato ministers at a meeting in Estonia in April had been quietly dropped.  Nato had hoped that, by the end of this year, a cluster of neighbouring provinces in the north-west of the country would have begun the handover to the Afghan army and police force.  But in the final agreement of the conference, a reference to transition taking place on a "province by province" basis, which appeared in an earlier draft, had been removed.  A Nato official said the change reflected Petraeus's wish to slow the pace of the transfer of power.  European powers had wanted to announce which provinces would be handed over at a summit of foreign ministers in Lisbon in November.  The official said: "For Petraeus, Lisbon is not a problem. His main concern is the US political timetable, and being able by next summer to show progress that won't unravel."  According to the official, the slowing of the timetable sparked a heated exchange between Petraeus and Anders Fogh Rasmussen, the Nato secretary general, during a video conference last week.  Speaking before this week's conference, a senior European diplomat said Petraeus's approach was far less welcome than that of his predecessor, Stanley McChrystal.  "Petraeus is trying to slow everything down, pushing back any announcement of transition until 2011," the diplomat said.   UPDATE:  From Jerome Starkey, the Scotsman:  Coalition big guns split over Afghan exit timetable  Sources close to both men said there had been tense talks in the last week, culminating in an acrimonious video conference between Kabul and Brussels where the two men laid their disagreements bare.  Mr Rasmussen, the former Danish prime minister, wants the safest provinces to be "transitioned" within the next few months - ahead of a Nato summit in Lisbon, scheduled for November 20. Sources close to General Petraeus said the American commander, who assumed command in Kabul three weeks ago when his predecessor was fired, wants to wait until summer 2011.  

***Answers To***

AT: Ground Forces Key

The US can get intelligence without ground forces

Austin Long, assistant professor at Columbia University’s School of International and Public Affairs, 2010 (“Small is Beautiful: The Counterterrorism Option in Afghanistan” Orbis, Volume 54, Issue 2, Pages 200-201, Google Scholar, ME)

More generally, Riedel and O’Hanlon claim this small footprint posture will be ineffective because actionable intelligence will not be obtained without a substantial conventional force ground presence. Yet this is belied by the fact that the United States gains actionable intelligence against targets in even very dangerous areas in which it has essentially no ground forces. In Somalia in 1993, a small U.S. task force, supported by a small conventional force, was able to collect intelligence on the Habr Gidr clan.43 CIA and special operations personnel were also able to collect intelligence in Iraq before the 2003 invasion.44 The United States also has a good track record of gaining actionable intelligence specifically against al Qaeda in hostile environments without conventional forces. At least three times in 2007-2009, the United States collected sufficient intelligence to enable strikes on al Qaeda affiliates in Somalia, where there are no conventional U.S. forces.45 A similar strike was launched in Yemen in 2002, another country lacking U.S. conventional forces.46 Across the border from Afghanistan in Pakistan it has struck even more targets (according to one source at least thirty eight from September 2008 to March 2009) despite having no conventional presence.47  
AT: Large Presence Key to Pakistan 

A large U.S. presence is not key to Pakistan

Austin Long, assistant professor at Columbia University’s School of International and Public Affairs, 2010 (“Small is Beautiful: The Counterterrorism Option in Afghanistan” Orbis, Volume 54, Issue 2, Pages 200-201, Google Scholar, ME)

Another argument against the small footprint is that U.S. ground forces in substantial numbers in Afghanistan have given the United States more leverage over Pakistan. According to this explanation, the increase in troops in Afghanistan provides the rationale for Pakistani offensive operations against militants in 2009 and also why U.S. drone targeting has been more successful in the same period. Yet the timing suggests that this change in behavior has more to do with Pakistani perceptions of the militants’ threat. Pakistani operations began when in April 2009 militants broke a ceasefire that was only a few weeks old and sought to expand their control towards the Punjabi heartland of Pakistan.50 This timing seems significant in explaining Pakistan’s offensives. In contrast, U.S. drone strikes increased in tempo beginning in late 2008, months before a decision to send more troops to Afghanistan was made.51 Even if troops do give leverage over Pakistan, how much is that leverage worth in U.S. blood and treasure? There is no sign that additional troops will cause Pakistan to stop supporting its proxies. In terms of the strategic goal of disrupting, dismantling, and defeating al Qaeda, Pakistan was aiding U.S. intelligence collection and began allowing drone strikes in June 2004 when there were less than 18,000 U.S. troops in Afghanistan. Thus, it seems likely they will not simply stop it with 13,000 there.52 
AT: Reduction Leads to Al Qaeda Victory

Al Qaeda propaganda victory is irrelevant—can’t operate, and it’s inevitable anyway

Austin Long, assistant professor at Columbia University’s School of International and Public Affairs, 2010 (“Small is Beautiful: The Counterterrorism Option in Afghanistan” Orbis, Volume 54, Issue 2, Pages 200-201, Google Scholar, ME)
The final argument marshaled against this small footprint posture is that it hands al Qaeda a major propaganda victory. It could claim it drove another superpower out, that the West lacks will, and the like. There is some merit in this argument but with 13,000 U.S. military personnel in the country hunting for al Qaeda day and night, it would probably not prove to be a resounding victory. More importantly, it is far from clear what this propaganda victory would mean in terms of the strategic goal. It would not appear to have much effect on the first two goals, as al Qaeda would continue to be disrupted and dismantled by operations in Pakistan and Afghanistan, the latter of which will remain highly unsafe for al Qaeda. It might make it harder to achieve the third goal, defeat. Yet it is this goal that is most unclear anyway. In fact, Thomas Rid and Marc Hecker argue in War 2.0 that, while it has become impossible for al Qaeda to ‘‘win’’ in any meaningful sense, its existence as a transnational social movement using various media means it cannot be totally defeated either.53 Finally, the United States has to leave Afghanistan at some point, so it is inevitable that it will make the claim to have driven the United States out. 

AT: Iraq influences Afghanistan

The public perceives Afghanistan separately from Iraq
(Charles A. Miller, PhD Poli Sci, Cambridge, 06/10, “Endgame for the west in Afghanistan?”, Strategic studies institute)BM

The first of these “Afghanistan-specific” theories is that the unpopularity and perceived illegitimacy of the Iraq war has spread to the war in Afghanistan. As evidenced by the popular slogan “Bush lied, people died,” this perspective suggests that the Iraq war destroyed the public’s belief in the honesty and integrity of the existing political leadership and made them suspicious of any conflicts initiated by them, even if apparently unconnected to Iraq. This author argues that if this theory holds water, one would expect to see the public’s belief in the legitimacy of both conflicts decline at the same time and that if the leadership that initiated the Iraq war were to give way to a leadership that opposed Iraq but supported Afghanistan, we would see an increase in support for the latter conflict. In fact, evidence suggests that neither is the case and that the public is judging the Afghanistan war on its own merits, regardless of the situation in Iraq.

AT: Other Countries Are Not Doing It
Britain is attempting to focus primarily on counter-terrorism methods now
(Charles A. Miller, PhD Poli Sci, Cambridge, 06/10, “Endgame for the west in Afghanistan?”, Strategic studies institute)BM

This rhetorical strategy accompanied the decline of public support for the war between 2006 and 2008. Moreover Reid’s statements on Afghanistan date from early 2006, before it became clear that public support had dropped in Britain. He was not motivated to try shifting rationales by concerns about the failure of the rationales he had previously been using—because it was not clear to him at that stage that they actually had failed. However, at the beginning of 2009, the British Government began to change tack. Believing in the damaging effect that shifting rationales were having on public support for the British deployment, Prime Minister Brown, his Foreign Secretary David Milliband, and Defence Secretary Bob Ainsworth have sought to justify the British deployment purely in terms of security. As Prime Minister Brown himself stated: Eight years ago, after September 11th 2001, the case for intervention in Afghanistan was clear: to remove the Taliban regime and deprive al Qaeda of a safe base for terrorist plots that were a threat to countries across the world. In 2009, the case for our continued involvement is the same—to prevent terrorist attacks here in Britain and across the world by dealing with the threat at its source: that crucible of terror on the border and mountain areas of Afghanistan and Pakistan.

AT: Counterterrorism Requires Counterinsurgency (1/2)
Turn - Counterinsurgency undermines the effectiveness of counterterrorism—props up illegitimate regimes with no political capital

Michael J. Boyle, a lecturer in International Relations at the University of St Andrews 2010 (“Do Counterterrorism and Counterinsurgency Go Together?” Blackwell Publishing Ltd/The Royal Institute of International Affairs, Google Scholar, ME)
Another set of offsetting effects emerges if counterinsurgency efforts entrench an illegitimate state, thereby making compliance with key demands of counterterrorism activity more costly. A central tenet of the modern thinking on counterinsurgency holds that success will require a strong and representative central state that can command the loyalties of the population. By contrast, counterterrorism depends on a state conducting, authorizing or at least tolerating potentially costly strikes against dangerous operatives on its territory. Both counterinsurgency and counterterrorism, then, depend on political capital, but in different ways. A counterinsurgency strategy is designed to build the political capital of the local government, while a counterterrorism strategy requires that government to use its political capital in authorizing costly or unpopular missions. Seen in this light, these missions work at cross-purposes, for one builds political capital while the other uses it. But if a counterinsurgency strategy inadvertently produces a government with a legitimacy gap, that government will have diminished political capital and face higher costs for complying with counterterrorism demands. Indeed, the local government may even have an incentive to publicly reject the overtures of its foreign backers to improve its legitimacy in the eyes of its population. This dynamic has been particularly apparent in Afghanistan since the elections in August 2009. Since 2001, the US counterinsurgency strategy in Afghanistan has depended on the presence of a legitimate government in Kabul. Such a situation is not new in counterinsurgencies, but in previous cases the focus was usually on bolstering the legitimacy of an existing government rather than creating one from scratch. In Afghanistan, however, over 20 years of war had left no state to speak of. Once the Taleban was overthrown, the US and its NATO allies faced the unenviable task of not only crafting a state but also vesting it with some local legitimacy. As Rory Stewart has pointed out, their approach was to create a strong central state, something for which there was no precedent in Afghanistan.82 After the initial election of Hamid Karzai in December 2001, it looked as if this gamble would pay off. The convening of the first loya jirga in Bonn in 2001, and the presidential elections in 2004 and parliamentary elections in 2005, provided some shreds of legitimacy for the Karzai government. But mounting allegations of mismanagement, incompetence and corruption in the last four years have widened the legitimacy gap facing the Karzai government. The August 2009 elections, now widely acknowledged to be fraudulent, stripped the Karzai government of even the fragile legitimacy that it had accrued since the overthrow of the Taleban.83 NATO had gambled on the democratic process to provide legitimacy to the Karzai government, but underestimated the extent to which this could backfire if the supporters of that government engaged in voter fraud and intimidation to return their party to power. This legitimacy gap has had two consequences that have undermined the counterterrorism effort in Afghanistan. First, the elections left President Karzai with diminished political capital and a powerful incentive to find new reasons to say ‘no’ to America. Following the elections, he distanced himself from the US by pointedly refusing American entreaties to reform and heightening his criticisms of NATO’s air strikes.84 He recently called for an end to all air strikes in the country, even though this would deprive the US of a key counterterrorism tool.85 While he has not refused to authorize US counterterrorism operations in his country, there is precedent for such behaviour. The Iraqi government of Nouri al-Maliki tried to improve its domestic legitimacy by rebuking the US and condemning its counterterrorism air strikes along the border with Syria and elsewhere in Iraq.86 Now that the elections have revealed the legitimacy deficit that his government faces, President Karzai will be loath to use his political capital to defend American counterterrorism missions; indeed, he will have a strong incentive to grandstand against his American backers for conducting these operations at all. Second, the flawed elections inadvertently confirmed the narrative that the Taleban and Al-Qaeda employ against the Karzai government: that an illegitimate American puppet regime was put in power under a pretence of democracy. This created a serious dilemma for the United States. It needs to back the Karzai government if it is to prosecute its counterinsurgency strategy, which presumes that the Afghan people can be made more loyal to the government. But to do so while the Karzai government faces a legitimacy gap is to risk committing the cardinal sin of counterterrorism: validating the enemy’s narrative. The ironic result of using democratic elections as a means to produce legitimacy is that the US, in its counterinsurgency effort, is now chained to a less cooperative government that actually validates Al-Qaeda’s narrative. 

AT: Counterterrorism Requires Counterinsurgency (2/2)

Counterinsurgency not needed for Counter Terrorism 

Steve Simon and Jonathan Stevenson, Respectively-senior fellow at the Council on Foreign Relations and a professor of strategic studies at the U.S. Naval War College, 2009, “Afghanistan: How Much is Enough?”, Local\Temp\Afghan Nation Building Bad.pdf
Comprehensively successful counter-insurgency in Afghanistan, however, is not necessarily required to fulfil the US counter-terrorism mission. It remains unclear whether a US-led counter-insurgency effort would aim to induce the Taliban factions to reject al-Qaeda, or some other constellation of tribes to join forces against the Taliban. But none of the factions share the kind of overarching nationalist self-interest that unified Iraqi Sunnis across tribal lines. They are more like Somali clans, and no visible daylight has emerged between the ‘good’ Taliban and ‘bad’ militants. Those advocating an extended counter-insurgency campaign note that ‘the Taliban is not a unified or monolithic movement’, that many Taliban militants ‘fight for reasons having nothing to do with Islamic zealotry’, and that each Taliban grouping has ‘specific needs’ and ‘particular characteristics’.8 By the same token, however, these home truths indicate such a high degree of motivational fragmentation within the Taliban that no single faction is likely to gain complete dominance. Thus, power is likely to remain devolved, and Afghan factions, like Somali ones, will tend to worry about, and focus on, immediate rivals rather than external adversaries.

AT: Taliban takeover ( Terrorism

Taliban takeover will not lead to terrorism in Afghanistan

Marc Sageman, Director of Research at ARTIS Research and Risk Modeling and former Secret Service consultant, December 2009 (“Confronting al-Qaeda: Understanding the Threat in Afghanistan” Perspectives on Terrorism, Volume III, Issue 4, http://www.terrorismanalysts.com/pt/index.php?option=com_rokzine&view=article&id=92&Itemid=54) ME
The second prong of the proposed counter-insurgency strategy in Afghanistan is the prevention of al-Qaeda’s return to Afghanistan through a military surge. The assumption is that the return to power by the Taliban will automatically allow al-Qaeda to reconstitute in Afghanistan, complete with training camps and resurgence of al-Qaeda’s ability to project to the West and threaten the homeland.  a. The possibility of Afghan insurgents winning is not a sure thing. Twenty years ago, it took a far better armed and far more popular insurgency more than three years to take power after the complete withdrawal of Soviet forces from Afghanistan. Unlike 1996, when the Taliban captured Kabul, the label Taliban now includes a collection of local insurgencies with some attempts at coordination on a larger scale. The Taliban is deeply divided and there is no evidence that it is in the process of consolidating its forces for a push on Kabul. Local Taliban forces can prevent foreign forces from protecting the local population, through their time honored tactics of ambushes and raids. General McChrystal is right: the situation in the countryside is grim. But this local resistance does not translate into deeply divided Taliban forces being able to coalesce in the near future into an offensive force capable of marching on to Kabul. Command and control frictions and divergent goals hamper their planning and coordination of operations. They lack popular support and have not demonstrated ability to project beyond their immediate locality.   b. Taliban return to power will not mean an automatic new sanctuary for al-Qaeda. First, there is no reason for al-Qaeda to return to Afghanistan. It seems safer in Pakistan at the moment. Indeed, al-Qaeda has so far not returned to Taliban controlled areas in Afghanistan. Al-Qaeda’s relationship with Taliban factions has never been very smooth, despite the past public display of Usama bin Laden’s pledge of bayat to Mullah Omar. Al-Qaeda leaders seem intimately involved in the Haqqani network in North Waziristan, less so with Mullah Omar’s Quetta Shura, and even less with Gulbuddin Hekmatyar’s forces. Indeed, the presence of al-Qaeda in Afghanistan divided Taliban leaders before their downfall. Likewise, loyalty for Taliban leader Mullah Omar also divided al-Qaeda leadership. This complex relationship between al-Qaeda and Afghan Taliban factions opens up an opportunity for the U.S. Government to mobilize its deep understanding of local history, culture and politics to prevent the return of a significant al-Qaeda presence in Afghanistan through exploitation of internal rivalries and judicious use of political and economic incentives [8].   c. Even if a triumphant Taliban invites al-Qaeda to return to Afghanistan, its presence there will look very similar to its presence in the FATA. Times have changed.  The presence of large sanctuaries in Afghanistan was predicated on Western not so benign neglect of the al-Qaeda funded camps there. This era is gone because Western powers will no longer tolerate them. There are many ways to prevent the return of al-Qaeda to Afghanistan besides a national counter-insurgency strategy. Vigilance through electronic monitoring, spatial surveillance, networks of informants in contested territory, exploitation of internal Afghan rivalries, combined with the nearby stationing of a small force dedicated to physically eradicate any visible al-Qaeda presence in Afghanistan will prevent the return of al-Qaeda in Afghanistan. The proper military mission in Afghanistan and elsewhere is sanctuary denial.  
AT: Changing Timeline Makes Obama Look Weak

[     ] Changing strategies doesn’t make Obama look weak—congress is expecting it and the change to Petraeus is the perfect excuse

Jonathan Allen and Marin Cogan, politico reporters, 6/25/10 (“Obama losing Hill liberals on war” Politico, http://www.politico.com/news/stories/0610/39010.html)

As President Barack Obama reaffirms his Afghanistan policy, he’s also emboldening critics in Congress who think he should use a shake-up in commanding generals to change the course of what they believe is an intractable war.   “I think he has to reassess the strategy,” Rep. Jackie Speier (D-Calif.) said Thursday. “I can’t believe for a minute that he’s not rethinking it.”   Massachusetts Democrat Jim McGovern fired off a letter Wednesday to House Speaker Nancy Pelosi (D-Calif.), asking her to hold off on a war-funding bill until Congress can assess the full fallout of a Rolling Stone article that concluded — without correction from the White House — that the president and his commanders have been backing off plans to withdraw starting in July 2011.  The bottom line: The president and congressional critics, long on a collision course over the war in Afghanistan, are hurtling ever faster toward each other since the ouster of Gen. Stanley McChrystal, and doves on Capitol Hill are feeling a little tougher right now.   The anti-war coalition continues to be a thorn in the side of Democratic leaders, who are trying to find a way to move a war-funding bill over liberal objections and past a Republican Party unified in its opposition to using the must-pass $33 billion measure as a source of domestic spending.   War critics say Obama is missing a golden opportunity to use the McChrystal flap as an excuse to reshape his policy in Afghanistan. Instead, he’s reaffirming a policy that was shaped in large measure by McChrystal and using acclaimed Gen. David Petraeus to execute it, leaving himself little room to cast blame should things go wrong.

[     ] Obama has an opportunity to change policies—it can be blamed on McChrystal

Peter Beinart, associate professor of journalism and political science at the City University of New York and senior fellow at the New America Foundation, 6/23/10 “Gen. McChrystal's Firing Offense” The Daily Beast, http://www.thedailybeast.com/blogs-and-stories/2010-06-23/general-mcchrystal-failing-to-follow-obamas-afghan-policy/?cid=hp:exc

Obama’s problem isn’t that McChrystal is talking smack about him. His problem is that McChrystal isn’t pursuing his foreign policy. McChrystal wants to “win” the war in Afghanistan (whatever that means) no matter what it takes. Obama believes that doing whatever it takes will cost the U.S. so much money, and so distract the administration from other concerns, that it will cripple his efforts to stabilize America’s finances and rebuild American economic power. That’s the struggle that Hastings exposes: between a single-minded general who will stop at nothing to fulfill his mission and a president who believes that even if that mission saves Afghanistan, it could bankrupt the United States. It’s a struggle about whether America is going to adjust to the new limits on its power or pretend that they don’t exist.  That’s the real relevance of the Harry Truman-Douglas MacArthur analogy. Truman didn’t just fire MacArthur because the general treated him with disrespect. He fired him because MacArthur wanted to do whatever it took to liberate the Korean peninsula, including bombing mainland China, whereas Truman came to realize that Korea must be a limited war, fought merely to preserve South Korean independence. In insisting that America’s Cold War strategy be the containment of communism, not the rollback of communism, Truman kept the pursuit of military victory from destroying American power.  Now Obama must do the same. Last summer, he tried to split the difference—surging in Afghanistan while simultaneously pledging to retreat on the theory that within eighteen months the U.S. could so weaken the Taliban that they would sue for peace. Six months in, that strategy looks increasingly absurd. As its most honest proponents concede, counterinsurgency is a long, messy business, especially when the president whose country you’re trying to save is indifferent, if not hostile, to the effort. In all likelihood, when the deadline for troop withdrawal arrives a year from now, Obama will be forced to choose between something that looks like an unlimited commitment and something that looks like defeat. He’ll be forced to make the choice that he avoided last year.  Obama should make it now. He should use McChrystal’s transgression to install a general who will publicly and unambiguously declare that America’s days in Afghanistan are numbered. He should use this moment not just to show that he won’t tolerate insubordination, but to take control of his foreign policy, as Truman did in 1951. Calling McChrystal on the carpet isn’t the point; the point is ending a war that could wreck Obama’s presidency. That would be the best revenge. 
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