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Notes

This aff is honestly pretty dumb, the only word instance of the word withdrawal in the 1AC is in the plan text. The CP honestly solves all of the case, if anything, the 1AC evidence points to ending counternarcotics rather than withdrawing troops, read with Afghan politics or something as the net benefit. Also read Fem IR or security, this aff links pretty hard

1NC: T-Mil prez=Combat forces, end the mission CP, Karzai DA/Elextions (in afghan ptx file), CMR/Gates/Domestic Compensation DA, Case frontlines

Your 2nr choices (in order of best situation to worst, in my opinion) are as listed below: 

1. End the Mission CP and Karzai/Elections DA

2. End the Mission CP and Domestic DA
3. Karzai/Elections DA and case

4. Domestic DA and case

5. T-Military presence is only Combat troops

1NC End Mission CP

Text: The United States federal government should cease all counternarcotics operations in Afghanistan

Their Rubin evidence concludes that the US has to end all counternarcotics operations to solve. None of the 1AC evidence says a word about US withdrawal of counternarcotics troops, just that we must end counternarcotics operations.

1NC Microfinance CP

Text: The United States federal government should expand current microfinance loans to rural areas of Afghanistan.

Observation 1 is Competition: The counterplan competes of off disads based on reductions in military presence.

Observation 2 is Solvency

Microfinance shifts Afghani focus from the opium economy and stabilizes Afghanistan

Medea Benjamin head of Global Exchange finding trip 12-6-01, "Reconstructing Afghanistan" Global Exchange PHK

During our visit, we encountered much skepticism about America's long-term commitment to Afghanistan. People wondered if the US would even repair the damage of the bombing campaign. Some said that once the US finds Osama bin Laden, it will simply abandon this poor nation . Others expressed the view that the US simply wanted to use Afghanistan to extract natural resources and as a conduit for the vast oil and natural gas reserves in Central Asia. They speculated that reconstruction would put Afghanistan on a debt treadmill and leave the country indefinitely beholden to the West. "I don¹t know if the US is a friend or foe. That remains to be seen," said Orzala Ashraf of the Humanitarian Assistance for Women and Children of Afghanistan. "The proof will be whether or not the US sticks with us not only to oust the Taliban, but to ensure that we are not oppressed by another group of thugs‹the Northern Alliance‹and that we can feed, house and find work for our people." Recommendations: The US must show a long-term commitment to rebuilding, and demonstrate that its support for reconstruction is not tied to its own narrow economic interests.  The model of development we promote should not be in the interests of oil companies such as UNOCAL, a company that has long been anxious to build a major pipeline through Afghanistan, but in the interests of the people. It should not be a top-down, centralized model, with huge projects controlled by government that would just lead to corruption. Financing micro projects and giving micro credit will be the best development path, especially for revitalizing the critical rural sector that has been so devastated by drought and providing farmers with an alternative to growing opium poppies.

2NC Microfinance Solvency

Extend Alexander, CP solves 100% of the afghan stability, soft power and opium advantage

a) Stability: The CP shows a US commitment to improving quality of life in the poverty striken regions of Afghanistan were the effects of the war are shown most. This creates support for the US among the rural population of Afghanistan, who are the critical recruiting groups for the Taliban. This makes missions within Afghanistan more doable because troops are actually seen as heroes rather than as a threat from the West. 

b) Opium: CP creates a transition away from poppy production in rural Afghanistan. Instead, it strengthens the ag sector of Afghanistan by allowing for farmers to employ technology like irrigation systems in order to overcome natural misfortunes such as drought and damage due to the war on terror. 

Corruption CP

Text: The United States federal government should:

· Hold the Afghan government accountable to the principles of the U.N. Convention against Corruption

· Pressure the president of Afghanistan to utilize the Advisory Board of Senior Appointments to remove the most corrupt leaders in Afghanistan and replace them with more qualified, honest officials

· Seek to strengthen the Afghan General Independent Administration for Anti-Corruption, while establishing mechanism for the public to file complaints against Afghan government officials

· purchase all the opium produced by farmers in Afghanistan to be used for medicinal purposes.

CP solves the corruption advantage

Lawrence J. Korb is a Senior Fellow at the Center for American Progress. He is also a senior advisor to the Center for Defense Information and an adjunct professor at Georgetown University. Caroline Wadhams is the Director for South Asia Security Studies at American Progress. Colin Cookman is a Research Assistant for National Security at American Progress. And Sean Duggan is a Research Associate for National Security at American Progress, March 2009 “Sustainable Security in Afghanistan Crafting an Effective and Responsible Strategy for the Forgotten Front”, Center for American Progress, http://www.americanprogress.org/issues/2009/03/pdf/sustainable_afghanistan.pdf
While increasing the amount of aid directed through the Afghan government, the United States and its coalition partners must assist in the development of a national anti-corruption strategy. An effective strategy will hold the Afghan government accountable to the principles of the U.N. Convention against Corruption, which Afghanistan ratified last year. Meanwhile, the United State must pressure the president of Afghanistan to utilize the Afghanistan Advisory Board on Senior Appointments to remove the most corrupt leaders and select qualified, honest officials. Additionally, the United States should seek to strengthen the existing Afghan General Independent Administration for Anti-Corruption, the Afghan-established anticorruption agency founded in 2004, while establishing mechanisms for the public to file complaints against Afghan government officials at the local, regional, and state level.

The CP solves opium.

Associate Press 1/08/09 “NATHAN: Ending the Talibans’ money stream” http://www.washingtontimes.com/news/2009/jan/08/ending-the-talibans-money-stream/
The State Department dismissed Senlis' work out of hand, noting "Afghanistan would be obligated to purchase opium stocks, resulting in the crops' exponential expansion." A proposal, much like a 2002 suggestion by the British intelligence (MI6) to buy Afghanistan's entire opium crop, was considered by the State Department's Bureau of International Narcotics and Law Enforcement Affairs at the start of 2008. The State Department's conclusion was that it would be "incredibly costly" - some "one billion dollars" - to buy all the opium on the Afghan market. Placed beside the $200 billion Afghanistan has already exacted from American taxpayers, the cost of purchasing all Afghanistan opium hardly seems outsized. Currently, opium gum fetches about $50 a pound. The largest crop in Afghanistan's history was 8,200 tons, in 2007. A year's worth of Afghan crop at twice the going rate would go for $2 billion to $2.5 billion. But even if the cost were $5 billion, the price would not seem untoward, especially given the paucity of alternative; and given the fact that opium, corruption, and the rise of the Taliban are single pieces of the same sorry cloth. Ambassador Thomas Schweich, the State Department's top counter-narcotic officer, argues a crop purchase program is not feasible "because no other crop [comes] even close to the value of poppies, [and] we needed the threat of eradication to force farmers to accept less-lucrative alternatives." But Mr. Schweich's point is belied by the years of research. The world's most respected investigator on the matter of Afghan opium farming, David Mansfield, issued a report for the British government detailing his two decades of stunningly thorough surveys. Mr. Mansfield found that poppies, in marked contrast to the attitude of farmers in Turkey and India where the crop can legally be grown for medicinal purposes, repulse overwhelming majorities of Afghan farmers. Inevitably, Afghan crop choices are complex market decisions - a function, Mr. Mansfield writes, of price, credit, the availability of water, and the chance of getting a crop to market. What if the United States purchased all the Afghan opium crops? And what if wheat, fruits, vegetables, and all other kinds of crops grown in Afghanistan were actually supported with fertilizers, markets, credit, irrigation, and technical support at every level, at the same time? The expense would be considerable. It would be cheaper, however, than a "multigenerational war" the Bush administration has long assured Americans was in the offing. 

Karzai 1NC (1/3)
A.  US is signaling they’re extending troop presence to 2014

By Deb Reichmann and Rahim Faiz, AP staff writers, 7/21/10, Associated Press, Karzai reaffirms 2014 goal for Afghan-led security, http://www.google.com/hostednews/ap/article/ALeqM5hvWEqwq3CrRvaQCmt21MfoYhjZJQD9H30F8O5 
KABUL, Afghanistan — The U.S. and its international partners agreed Tuesday on a roadmap for Afghan forces to take the lead in securing the nation by 2014 amid doubts that that they would meet the first goal — for the Afghans to assume control in certain areas by the end of the year. At a one-day conference in a locked-down Afghan capital, President Hamid Karzai said he was determined that his soldiers and police will be responsible for all military and law enforcement operations by 2014. "This is a national objective that we have to fulfill, and we must," Karzai told reporters after the conference, attended by more than 40 foreign ministers and other dignitaries including U.N. Secretary-General Ban Ki-moon. Talk of a 2014 date — which corresponds with the end of Karzai's term — enables politicians to tell their war-weary publics that the war will not drag on indefinitely, draining resources at a time of economic hardship and rising death tolls. It also sends a signal to the Afghans that the Western commitment to the country will extend beyond July 2011, when President Barack Obama says he will begin withdrawing U.S. troops. Nonetheless, it leaves open the question of whether the Afghans will be ready to manage their affairs, even four years down the road. 

B.  Withdrawal now collapses Karzai’s government in favor of the Taliban
John Nagl, president of the Center for a New American Security, 2010.  (“Debating Afghanistan”, The National Interest, March-April, http://www.nationalinterest.org/Article.aspx?id=22916)
EXPELLED FROM Afghanistan within months of 9/11, the Taliban has been gaining strength every year since 2002. The Obama administration has decided that it will nearly triple the number of U.S. forces in Afghanistan; already, in 2009, it invested more in lives and treasure there than it spent in Iraq. Costly as these decisions are—and will be, throughout the rest of Obama’s term and likely beyond it—the president effectively had no choice. Much of southern and eastern Afghanistan is now ruled by a shadow Taliban government, in some places even with established courts, a sign of near-total control. Withdrawing from Afghanistan would lead to the rapid demise of the Karzai government, at least in the areas already being wrested from its grasp. The Afghan army and police, developed at enormous expense over the past five years, would crumble without U.S. support.
Karzai 1NC (2/3)
C.  Taliban takeover causes terrorist attacks and Indo-Pak conflict

Alexander Downer, Former Australian Foreign Affairs Minister, 7/19/10 (Advertiser "We can't leave yet", lexis)

Afghanistan is now the longest war in which the United States has participated. I find that a quite chilling statistic. Many more may have died in World War II, the Vietnam War, the Korean War and in earlier conflicts, but none has gone on as long as this. What is more, there seems to be no end in sight and this makes people wonder whether the sacrifice of our and our allies' soldiers in Afghanistan is worthwhile. When making an assessment of war, we are always struck by the obvious: War is ugly and our people are dying, therefore we must stop fighting. But remember, the quickest way to end a war is to lose it. So before leaping to the conclusion that surrendering to the Taliban is the least bad option, think through the consequences of defeat. Think what would happen to Afghanistan, to its neighbourhood and well beyond. First, the Taliban would seize control of most of Afghanistan fairly quickly. I doubt very much that the government of President Hamid Karzai would last long. The President himself has been a disappointment. He is relatively weak and he has appointed many poor-quality governors and other leaders throughout the country. This hasn't helped his cause. The relatively benign Karzai regime would be replaced by militant extremists. SECOND, the Taliban would once more allow Afghanistan to become a base for international Islamic extremist operations. It would certainly become both an administrative and training base for al-Qaida but it would become more than that: It would become the global focal point for Islamic extremism. Islamic fundamentalists would, in effect, have their own sovereign state from which they could launch operations anywhere in the world. Third, the collapse of the moderate Karzai administration in Afghanistan and its replacement by the Taliban would be a serious threat to the stability of Pakistan. Remember, the Taliban was established by the Pakistani intelligence services during the time of the Soviet occupation of Afghanistan. There are still very close links between the Taliban and some elements of the Pakistani intelligence agency, ISI. It is possible that the Taliban and other Islamic extremists could seize control of the government of Pakistan which, you will recall, has nuclear weapons. It is not certain this would happen but it could. If it did, then tensions between Pakistan and India would rise overnight, perhaps dangerously so. For the Indians, a combination of Islamic extremists and nuclear weapons on their border would be a potent mix. Fourth, this would constitute a massive and unexpected victory for Islamic extremists. For all the pain we have been through over the past nine years since 9/11, there is no doubt that Islamic extremism is very much on the retreat outside Afghanistan. There has been no terrorist attack on American soil since then - although there have been attempts - nor has there been in this country. Al-Qaida networks have been broken up throughout the Western world and in the Middle East and South-East Asia. In Europe, governments are also having much greater success now in dealing with terrorism. A Taliban victory and takeover in Afghanistan would reverse all this. We would be back where we were in 2001. And if Pakistan were taken over by Islamic extremists, we would be a good deal worse off. Globally, Islamic extremism would be energised, its morale revitalised and its activities intensified. All this explains why it is not possible to abandon the struggle against the Taliban in Afghanistan. The war itself is bad, there is no doubt about that. No victory appears to be in sight any time soon, that is true. But the alternative is a great deal worse. The challenge in Afghanistan is not to try to control the country ourselves but to strengthen the capacity of the government in Kabul to control it. This means emphasising training and recruitment in the army, effective aid programs to give Afghanistan a reasonable economic base and encouraging President Karzai to appoint better-quality public administrators.

Karzai 1NC (3/3)

D.  Indo-Pakistani Conflict Would Go Nuclear

Martin Schram, Washington Reporter for 30+ years and Author of 5 Books, December 2, 2008, Seattle Pi, http://www.seattlepi.com/opinion/390309_schramonline03.html
Once again, world leaders need to recall the frighteningly candid words of a former Pakistan Army general who explained to me years ago how in a conventional weapons clash between India and Pakistan, even a well-intentioned, highly-trained general such as he was could inadvertently start a nuclear war. And how the initial nuclear launch would not only be responded to but would instantly escalate tenfold -- a catastrophe that would not only obliterate the region but would have severe global consequences The warning spoken by retired Brig. Gen. Feroz Khan in my interview with him in 2002 reads like a warning call today. We spoke at a time when India and Pakistan seemed headed toward yet another ground war over the disputed bucolic region of Kashmir -- after Pakistan-based guerrillas of Lashkar-i-Taiba attacked India's Parliament. Now India says last month's Mumbai murderers were trained inside Pakistan by the same militant group, which is linked to elements of Pakistan intelligence. "Once the conventional war breaks out, the fog of war sets in," Khan said then. "And during war you have deceptions. You have misperceptions. You have communications breakdowns. Things get heated up." The retired general noted that "nuclear weapons ... are normally kept in peacetime, or even during the crisis, under a certain set of conditions where safety is more important than effectiveness." But he added that the military situation worsens, these nuclear weapons could be made available to generals for "battle deployment," adding: "You are now moving the safety coefficient lesser and lesser -- in favor of battle effectiveness." And that can cause what Khan called "the danger of inadvertence." Time can be the ultimate enemy in a war between nuclear next-door neighbors. Because missiles are launched just minutes from their targets. And nuclear decisions sometimes need to be made instantly -- by generals in the field -- not civilian leaders in the capitals.

1NC Shell - Military presence is only combat forces

1. Military forces means bases with combat forces

Layne, Professor and Robert M. Gates Chair in Intelligence and National Security at the George Bush School of Government and Public Service, 10

(Christopher, “Definition of Military presence” May 12th, http://abnormalmeans.com/2010/05/definition-of-military-presence/)

My inter​pre​tation would be that “military presence” means bases with combat forces (or bases that normally are main​tained by skeleton units but are main​tained to receive combat forces crisis/surge type circum​stances). I do not think in the normal meaning of the term that the US has military bases in N. Korea.

2. The affirmative reduces a non combat portion of the military/does not reduce combat forces

3. Prefer our interpretation:

A. Limits: The U.S. military is an enormous entity which can be used for varying activities. Preparing for affs that can deal with any possible military operation skews focus on topical literature and discourages in depth clash. Focusing on combat forces excludes the excessive number of affirmatives that could deal with various missions involving the military.

B. Predictability: The primary purpose of the military is to wage war. Affirmatives interacting with combat aspects of the military are the most predictable

C. Intent to define: Our source clearly defines military presence. 

D.  Qualified Source: our definition is from a professor of intelligence and national security. Expert definitions are best because they are based on relevant topic literature.

4. T is a voting issue for fairness and education

1NC-Stability Frontline

1. Troop withdrawal undermines all possibilities of success in Afghanistan

Lawrence J. Korb is a Senior Fellow at the Center for American Progress. He is also a senior advisor to the Center for Defense Information and an adjunct professor at Georgetown University. Caroline Wadhams is the Director for South Asia Security Studies at American Progress. Colin Cookman is a Research Assistant for National Security at American Progress. And Sean Duggan is a Research Associate for National Security at American Progress, March 2009 “Sustainable Security in Afghanistan Crafting an Effective and Responsible Strategy for the Forgotten Front”, Center for American Progress, http://www.americanprogress.org/issues/2009/03/pdf/sustainable_afghanistan.pdf

 All of the intermediate sustainable security steps outlined above must continue and be supported with more funding and more civilian resources as U.S. military operations begin to take a back seat to these more fundamental nation-building exercises. Over 10 years, the objective must be to support an Afghanistan that is able to defend itself internally and externally, that can provide for the basic needs of its own people in order to allow for the eventual withdrawal of international combat troops. In the region, too, these same sustainable security e&orts must continue. Overcoming Afghanistan’s long history as a regional power vacuum and source of destabilization and insecurity in Central Asia must be a top priority for the United States and its allies. But the United States will not be able to, nor should it a"empt to, pursue these goals alone. Diplomatic engagement with all of the region’s key powers, including Russia, China, India, Pakistan, and yes, even Iran, must be pursued by the new administration. While South Asia does not possess the critical energy resources of the Middle East, leading many policymakers to gloss over its importance, Afghanistan and Pakistan’s position as a nexus of regional instability for multiple, critical regional#and potentially world# powers requires a serious long-term e&ort toward a more sustainable security foundation. 32 Center for American Progress | Sustainable Security in Afghanistan Currently, anti-coalition and anti-Afghan forces are seizing the initiative in Afghanistan. !e deployment of 17,000 additional U.S. combat troops to Afghanistan in the coming months may be su(cient to stop the bleeding for a while, but it is surely not enough to turn the tide. While additional U.S. forces will be critical to reversing the immediate deteriorating security situation, there is not a purely military solution to the situation in Afghanistan. !e conclusion of President Obama’s internal review before the upcoming NATO summit in Strasbourg, France, early next month o&ers the administration an opportunity to clearly articulate a new way forward and a chance to secure the support of the American people and its NATO allies. But the president must make it clear that there are no quick $xes to the problem and that it will require a sustained commitment of up to a decade to achieve our short-term, intermediate, and long-term goals and that all these goals must be achieved if we are to protect our vital national interests. We believe the American people will understand the need for such a commitment, provided the president is capable of conveying this message convincingly and forcefully, and takes the steps needed to seriously implement a sustainable security strategy for Afghanistan and the region. A%er far too many years of neglect, there is li"le time to waste. 
2. Drugs aren’t the root cause of corruption in Afghanistan, antiwestern sentiments lead politicians to support the Taliban regime

1NC-Stability Frontline

3. Police Corruption makes all their impacts inevitable

Thomas Harding, Defence Correspondent, 6/6/10 “Afghanistan police corruption is fuelling insurgency”http://www.telegraph.co.uk/news/worldnews/asia/afghanistan/7801459/Afghanistan-police-corruption-is-fuelling-insurgency.html

But more worryingly incidents of police "bad behaviour" were encouraging young men to join the Taliban, said Lt Col Walker, the commanding officer of the Grenadier Guards. "They were most often cited by people as the reason why there was a problem or a reason why people joined the Taliban." His comments come as a particular blow because Nato requires a credible and trusted Afghan National Police to win the support of the population away from the insurgents. A strong force is also needed to enable an exit strategy that will allow withdrawal of UK and US troops. The officer was speaking for the first time since the 11 Light Brigade returned from Helmand last month following a six month tour in which the Taliban suffered more than a 1,000 dead at the hands of the British. The Grenadiers were engaged in 1,300 firefights with insurgents in which they killed "north of 600". Including the five soldiers killed by the rogue policeman, the battle group suffered 15 dead and 69 wounded in action. They also discovered 500 IEDs of which 62 detonated. Lt Col Walker said that 36 civilians had been killed in the fighting including at least eight by his own soldiers. "Not withstanding the casualties we took at the hands of the Taliban I do not believe they were the greatest obstacle that we faced," he said. The toughest challenge was getting the people to trust the government of Afghanistan and coalition troops. The highest number of British casualties was suffered by 3 Rifles battle group given the task of defending the volatile town of Sangin.

4. No internal link to governmental collapse, the decentralized nature of the Afghani power structure ensures that drugs won’t cause a sudden complete collapse

5. Recent US programs have strengthened the Afghani government at all levels

Xinhua News, Official news service of the People’s Republic of China, 4/11/10 “U.S. pledges to strength Afghan gov't district administrations”

The United States on Saturday pledged to provide 40 million U.S. dollars to Afghan government in an effort to boost government capability especially in districts with weak administrative institutions. "Today's announcement of District Delivery Program (DDP) represents a generally new way of working in deeper partnership and more fundamental respect for Afghan partners,"the General Administrator of United States Agency for International Development (USAID) Rajiv Shah said before inking the agreement here with Afghan Minister for Finance Hazrat Omar Zakhilwal. He also said that the program will provide critical services including education and health. "First we designed this program together after listening priorities from Afghan people, from district leaders and governors, "he said, adding "it will focus on building sub-national governance and developing capacity in all levels." Zahkilwal also said that this fund will be used within two years from now on and the aim of District Delivery Program (DDP) is to train local officials and help them to reside in the districts where government institutions are weak. The program will cover 48 districts in the restive south and southeastern provinces this year, the Minister added. Speaking at the occasion, U.S. Ambassador to Afghanistan Karl W. Eikenberry said, "this agreement reflexes the U.S. long term commitments to help government of Afghanistan to strength the government structure in all levels, central, provincial and local."

1NC-Stability Frontline

6. US withdrawal would lead to the Taliban rising again-turns the case

India Times The premier South Asian news source 8/21/10 “NATO fears Taliban's return to power in Afghanistan” http://timesofindia.indiatimes.com/World-South-Asia/NATO-fears-Talibans-return-to-power-in-Afghanistan/articleshow/6196621.cms

NATO Secretary-General Anders Fogh Rasmussen cautioned Wednesday that the Taliban could return to power in Afghanistan if the international forces leave the country before time. "We cannot leave Afghanistan prematurely before we have finished our job, the Taliban would easily return... Afghanistan could again serve as a launching-pad of terrorist attacks," Rasmussen said here in a joint press conference with Pakistani Foreign Minister Shah Mahmood Qureshi. 

