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Al Qaeda poses a threat – nuclear terrorism
Michael Evans – Pentagon Correspondent – 4/12/2010
(The Times “Hillary Clinton fears al-Qaeda is obtaining nuclear weapons material” http://www.timesonline.co.uk/tol/news/world/us_and_americas/article7094876.ece ty)
Terrorists including al-Qaeda pose a serious threat to world security as they attempt to obtain atomic weapons material, Hillary Clinton, the US Secretary of State, declared on the eve of a global summit in Washington to prevent a nuclear terror attack.  President Obama will call on the leaders of 47 nations today — the biggest gathering of heads of state by a US leader since the founding of the UN in 1945 — to introduce tougher safeguards to prevent nuclear material ending up in the hands of terrorists. As far back as 1998, Osama bin Laden stated that it was his Islamic duty to acquire and use weapons of mass destruction.  During the two-day Nuclear Security Summit, Mr Obama will try to convince representatives, including David Miliband. who is standing in for Gordon Brown, that the dangers of loosely guarded atomic material are so grave that a global agreement is needed to stop al-Qaeda going nuclear.  The summit is part of Mr Obama’s strategy to put nuclear weapons at the top of foreign policy. He signed a treaty with Russia on April 8, restricted the role and development of US nuclear weapons last week, and is trying to reach agreement on new sanctions against Iran. The Iran component of his strategy will be raised during the summit, notably with President Hu of China, who agreed to attend the event after initial doubts.  In the speech he gave in Prague a year ago when he outlined his vision of a nuclear-free world, Mr Obama said he aimed to secure all vulnerable nuclear material around the world within four years. The summit is intended to rally global collective action to achieve this goal.  However, with nuclear energy continuing to expand around the world and safeguard technologies becoming outdated, the scope for proliferation — fissile material leaking to terrorist groups as well as to maverick states — is multiplying.  The unprecedented gathering of 47 nations in Washington to address this issue underscores the perceived severity of the threat posed by nuclear terrorism.  "We know that terrorist groups, including al-Qaeda, are pursuing the materials to build a nuclear weapon and we know that they have the intent to use one [which would be] a catastrophic danger to American national security and to global security were they able to carry out that kind of attack," Ben Rhodes, the White House's deputy national security adviser for strategic communications, said last week.  Mr Obama will be seeking specific commitments from individual countries to lock down their stocks of nuclear material, with particular emphasis on plutonium and highly-enriched uranium, the two materials that can be used for nuclear bombs.  There already exists a Convention for the Suppression of Acts of Nuclear Terrorism, completed in 2005, but it has not yet come into force because some countries still have to sign and ratify it. There will be pressure on them to act soon.  There will also be pressure on countries to follow the example of Chile, which has removed all of its stocks of low-enriched and highly-enriched uranium.  Mr Obama will remind delegates that the US and Russia have each agreed to dispose of 34 metric tons of weapons-grade plutonium, taken from their military programmes. This was agreed in 2000 but it has taken ten years for the implementing measures to be worked out.  Hillary Clinton, the US Secretary of State, and her Russian counterpart, Sergei Lavrov, will finally sign the deal today.  The US has spent 20 years and billions of dollars trying to help the Russians safeguard their huge stockpiles of nuclear material. But there are still concerns that terrorists might acquire Russian-sourced fissile material.  When the Cold War ended there were apocalyptic rumours of Russian tactical nuclear weapons going missing, and there were warnings of suitcase bombs being planted in Western cities. But, apart from a whole series of arrests of would-be nuclear smugglers caught trying to sell low-grade radioactive material during the early post-Cold War period, the nightmare of a terrorist group acquiring a nuclear weapon never happened.  However, Russia still has 5,000 tactical nukes, supposedly under lock and key. Underlining the fear that one might be secreted out of the country, the US Department of Energy's National Nuclear Security Administration has equipped 160 Russian border crossings with radiation detection equipment.  Bin Laden's avowed intention to go nuclear has kept the West's intelligence services busy for years.  "Since the mid-1990s, al-Qaeda's WMD procurement efforts have been managed at the most senior levels, under rules of strict compartmentalisation from lower levels of the organisation, and with central control over possible targets and the timing of prospective attacks," Rolf Mowatt-Larssen, a former senior CIA officer, wrote in Foreign Policy magazine in January.  He said Ayman al-Zawahiri, al-Qaeda's Egyptian deputy chief, "personally shepherded the group's ultimately unsuccessful efforts to set off an anthrax attack in the US".  In a 2007 video, bin Laden repeated his promise "to use massive weapons" to destroy capitalism and help create an Islamic caliphate, and there have been numerous examples in recent years of al-Qaeda's attempts to acquire WMD material.  According to Mr Mowatt-Larssen, the first evidence of the terrorist group's plans to purchase nuclear material was in late 1993. An al-Qaeda defector who became a source for the CIA and FBI, revealed that bin Laden tried to buy uranium in Sudan.  In 2001, Zawahiri was quoted as saying in an interview: "If you have $30 million, go to the black market in central Asia, contact any disgruntled Soviet scientist, and dozens of smart briefcase bombs are available."
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COIN missions undermine counterterror effectiveness – reduces our leverage

Michael J. Boyle – Lecturer in International Relations and a Research Fellow at the Centre for the Study of Terrorism and Political Violence at the University of St Andrews – 2010
(International Affairs, “Do counterterrorism and counterinsurgency go together?” http://www3.interscience.wiley.com/cgi-bin/fulltext/123318677/PDFSTART ty)

Finally, a counterinsurgency mission can have offsetting effects on counterterrorism goals if it sends a signal of commitment that inadvertently reduces the leverage the foreign backer has over its partner government. Just as the US learned to its peril with South Vietnam, each decision to send additional troops and resources reveals how much the US needs to win, thereby reducing its leverage over its local partner.87 This is problematic because counterterrorism cooperation depends on leverage, especially when the foreign backer asks the local government to undertake or authorize costly operations to capture or kill suspected terrorists. There is certainly evidence that this dynamic is in play in respect of Pakistan, which has received $15 billion in aid from the US, much of it earmarked for counterterrorism support, only to find that the funds are diverted into weapons to be used against India.88 Pakistan has refused to end its tacit support for the Afghan Taleban, who operate freely in Quetta, and there are unconfirmed reports that the Taleban still receive funds from its intelligence service.89 Similarly, President Obama’s declaration of Afghanistan as a ‘necessary war’ and his decision to send 30,000 additional US troops appear to have made the Karzai regime less willing to accede to American demands over corruption reform and improved governance. Rory Stewart has pointed out that ‘the more we give, the less influence we have over the Afghan government, which believes we need it more than it needs us. What incentive do Afghan leaders have to reform if their country is allowed to produce 92 percent of the world’s heroin and still receive $20 billion of international aid?’90 It remains to be seen whether this lack of compliance will spill over into responses to counterterrorism demands, but it is worth asking whether this renewed commitment to COIN strategies in the AfPak region will leave the US punching beneath its weight with both governments. The US is so heavily invested in stopping the spread of violence in the region—to the point that it will tolerate both Afghanistan and Pakistan exploiting their crises for profit—that it may find it lacks the leverage needed to achieve its essential counterterrorism goals. 
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A large COIN presence increases al-Qaeda’s power – backlash against US means more recruitment and support for Taliban

Steven Simon – Adjunct Senior Fellow at the Council on Foreign Relations and Jonathan Stevenson -  Professor of Strategic Studies at the US Naval War College – October 2009
(“Afghanistan: How Much is Enough?” Survival, Volume 51, Issue 5 October 2009 , pages 47 – 67 ty)
To be sure, the re-Talibanisation of Afghanistan would be undesirable in a number of ways. It would, for example, render Afghanistan more cooptable by al-Qaeda. It would also consign some Afghans, particularly women, to oppression and human-rights violations at the hands of the Taliban. But US failure to execute an ambitious counter-insurgency and state-building policy runs a prohibitive risk of playing into al-Qaeda's hands. Among the most cherished aspects of al-Qaeda's strategy is the 'management of savagery', which constitutes the title of an important jihadist manual - subtitled 'the most important stage through which the umma will pass' - propagated under the pseudonym 'Abu Bakr al-Naji' via the Internet beginning in 2004. In essence, the strategy calls for a war of attrition in which Muslims bleed and gradually enervate the United States and its allies by repeatedly drawing them into military conflict.27 Such designs raise the question of whether the United States, having intervened full-bloodedly in Afghanistan, will likewise occupy and attempt to reshape every underdeveloped country in which jihadists establish a presence. This sort of project would surely be impracticable. Yet given al-Qaeda's transnational cast and noted adaptability, jihadists under its influence will almost inevitably rise to political prominence elsewhere. In this light, it is unclear where US-led intervention might end, and how Washington could carry the burden of the Afghanistan precedent.  Finally, within the operational environment of Afghanistan and Pakistan themselves, the alternative to a minimalist approach is likely to be not the controlled and purposeful escalation envisaged by the current policy but rather a pernicious spiral with an indeterminate outcome. If the United States continues to respond to the threat of al-Qaeda by deepening intervention in Afghanistan and Pakistan, al-Qaeda and the Taliban will rejoin with heightened terrorist and insurgent operations that bring further instability. Indeed, that appears to be happening. In August 2009, as US ground commanders requested more troops, Admiral Michael Mullen, chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, on CNN described the situation in Afghanistan as 'serious and deteriorating' and the Taliban as having 'gotten better, more sophisticated, in their tactics'.28  The United States' next logical move would be to intensify pressure, raising civilian casualties, increasing political pressure on the Kabul and Islamabad regimes, and ultimately weakening them, which would only help al-Qaeda and the Taliban. In fact, some evidence of this dynamic has already materialised, as the Pakistani government has faced difficulties in dealing with hundreds of thousands of Pakistanis displaced by the military campaign, undertaken at Washington's behest, in the Swat Valley. Certainly worries about Islamabad's ability to handle the Taliban on its own are justi fied. Some Taliban members are no doubt keen on regime change in favour of jihadists, as noted by Bruce Riedel, who headed up the Obama administration's 60-day policy review.29 But Pakistan's military capabilities should not be given short shrift. The Pakistani army, however preoccupied by India, is seasoned and capable, and able to respond decisively to the Taliban should its activities reach a critical level of destabilisation. Inter-Services Intelligence, devious though it may be, would be loath to allow the transfer of nuclear weapons to the Taliban. Moving forward    Al-Qaeda's attrition strategy has a political as well as an operational dynamic: if the United States and its allies are continually goaded into drawing Muslim blood, more Muslims will be antagonised and therefore become ripe for recruitment. American strategist Jeffrey Record, a professor at the US Air War College, has argued that barbarism in waging war makes it difficult, if not impossible, for a democracy like the United States to keep its democratic credentials intact, and thus is hardwired to fail. Citing the French experience in Algeria and both the French and the American campaigns in Vietnam, Record notes that 'the stronger side's vulnerability to defeat in protracted conflicts against irregular foes is arguably heightened if it is a democracy'. This is because citizens of democracies tend to find military escalation - encompassing higher casualties, rising brutality and the near-inevitable erosion of democratic practices - increasingly intolerable and often reach their limit before victory can be secured.30  It follows that the most difficult challenge to sustaining a maximalist US policy, leaving aside substantive questions of strategy, is that of keeping the American people on board. The US government can sustain a deployment of some 75,000 troops, the funding it requires, and the public's tolerance for steady casualties for only a finite - and dwindling - period. If the US deployment in Iraq were reduced by two-thirds over the next year, the US presence in Iraq and Afghanistan would still be about 125,000. To support that number, US military practices would require a force twice as large to be perpetually either preparing to deploy or recovering from deployment. That would mean one half of US ground forces would be indefinitely committed to Iraq and Afghanistan, while Afghanistan becomes the largest recipient of US foreign aid.  An effort on that scale would garner majority US domestic support only if the public sees likely victory 
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and Congress, the White House and the Beltway punditry line up decisively behind the policy. The emerging trends are pointing in the contrary direction. As monthly and annual US casualties in Afghanistan reached historical peaks in August 
2009, and the Afghan national election loomed, a poll conducted by ABC News and the Washington Post indicated that most Americans did not support an extended US military commitment in Afghanistan.31 Congressional Democrats are balking at anticipated requests for more troops.32 And even conservative columnists, like the influential George F. Will, have turned against a maximalist Afghanistan policy.33 Overall, increasingly strong perceptions of the Karzai government as inept and corrupt are making prospects that the United States could enlist it as an effective counter-insurgency partner and lend it the legitimacy required to rebuild the country seem more and more baseless.  The upshot is that only if the United States establishes a well-calibrated limited policy now will it have the political flexibility to sustain it over the longer-term and thereby to effectively contain the jihadist threat in Central Asia. If, on the other hand, the Obama administration promises more than it can deliver in Afghanistan, a reprise of Vietnam may occur: once failure becomes clear, domestic support will evaporate, the administration will be compelled to withdraw precipitously, and the United States will lose considerable traction in the region. These factors suggest that the United States should limit its Afghanistan/Pakistan policy to counter-terrorism and disown country-wide counterinsurgency and state-building in Afghanistan. At the same time, Washington must remain highly sensitive to the dynamic whereby decreased military activity in Afghanistan combined with robust operations in Pakistan could induce al-Qaeda to return to Afghanistan and render it a main threat once again. In that light, any abrupt wholesale American military withdrawal from Afghanistan would be too risky. Instead, the United States should seek to facilitate a glide-path to a substantial drawdown - and with it fewer casualties and lower expenditures in Afghanistan - over the next few years. 

Keeping al-Qaeda out of Afghanistan is key – prevents any planned attacks – assumes all your terrorism alt causes and defense
Jim Arkedis – director of the National Security Project at the Progressive Policy Institute. Former counterterrorism analyst with the Naval Criminal Investigative Service – October 23, 2009
(Foreign Policy “Why Al Qaeda Wants a Safe Haven”  http://www.foreignpolicy.com/articles/2009/10/23/got_safe_haven?page=0,2 ty)
As deliberations about the Obama administration's strategic direction in Afghanistan unfold, the White House is weighing whether al Qaeda, in fact, needs an Afghan safe haven -- an expanse of land under the protection of the Taliban -- to reconstitute its capability to attack the United States. Many noted scholars doubt it. In a recent Washington Post op-ed, Council on Foreign Relations President Richard Haass bluntly stated, "Al Qaeda does not require Afghan real estate to constitute a regional or global threat." He's wrong. Although the group has been significantly weakened since late 2001, the only chance al Qaeda has of rebuilding its capability to conduct a large-scale terrorist operation against the United States is under the Taliban's umbrella of protection.

  Objections like Haass's are rooted in the following arguments: that terrorists don't need physical space because they can plot online; that the London and Madrid bombings prove deadly attacks can be planned in restrictive, Western, urban locations under the noses of local security services; and that denying terrorists one safe haven will simply compel them to move to another lawless region.  I spent five years as a counterterrorism analyst for the Pentagon and rigorously studied plots from Madrid to London to 9/11. The above arguments may have merit in a piecemeal or abstract sense, but fall apart in the specific case of what we all dread: a large-scale, al Qaeda operation aimed at the United States.  It is certainly true, for example, that terrorist groups can accomplish much online. Individuals can maintain contact with groups via chat rooms, money can be transferred over the Web (if done with extreme caution), and plotters can download items like instruction manuals for bomb-making, photographs of potential targets, and even blueprints for particular buildings.  But all the e-mail accounts, chat rooms, and social media available will never account for the human touch. There is simply no substitute for the trust and confidence built by physically meeting, jointly conceiving, and then training together for a large-scale, complex operation on the other side of the world. As the 9/11 plot developed, mastermind Khalid Sheik Mohammed (KSM) put the future operatives through a series of training courses along the Afghanistan-Pakistan border. Courses included physical fitness, firearms, close combat, Western culture, and English language. The 9/11 Commission report notes the extreme physical and mental demands KSM put on the participants -- even if the operation didn't require extensive firearms usage, KSM would have wanted the operatives to be proficient under intense pressure, should the need arise.  Juxtapose that with an online learning environment. While you can no doubt learn some amazing things from online courses, it is far preferable to have a dedicated professor physically present to supervise students and monitor their progress. Or think of it another way: You wouldn't want the U.S. Marine Corps to send recruits into battle without training under a drill instructor, would you? KSM was somewhere between a professor and sergeant.  Second, critics argue that the Madrid bombings of 2004 (which killed 191) as well those in London a year later (which killed 56) were largely -- though not entirely -- conceived, prepared, and executed within their respective countries, thus obviating the need for a safe haven.  True enough. However, unlike 9/11 (which killed nearly 3,000), those plots' successes were possible due to their simple concept and small scale. In both cities, the playbook was essentially the same: Four to eight individuals had to find a safe house, download bomb-making instructions, purchase explosive agents, assemble the devices, and deliver charges to the attack points. Without trivializing the tragic loss of life in the European attacks, building those explosive devices was akin to conducting a difficult high-school chemistry experiment.  On that scale, 9/11 was like constructing a nuclear warhead. In every sense, it was a grander vision, involving 20 highly skilled operatives infiltrating the U.S. homeland, who conducted a series of hijackings and targeted four national landmarks with enough know-how, preparation, and contingency plans to be success. In one instance, KSM taught the 9/11 operatives to shoot a rifle from the back of a moving motorcycle, just in case. You can't do that in someone's bedroom -- you need space, time, and the ability to work without worrying that the cops are listening in.  In other words, as a plot grows in number of operatives, scale of target, distance from base, and logistical complexity, so does the need for space to reduce the chances of being discovered and disrupted.  The final argument is that denying al Qaeda a safe haven is an exercise in futility: Drive Osama bin Laden from Afghanistan and he'd relocate to some place like Sudan, southern Algeria, Somalia, or other swaths of ungoverned territory. However, this logic makes two faulty assumptions: that al Qaeda is mobile, and that the group's international affiliates would automatically roll out the red carpet for the jihadi refugees. Neither is true. Bin Laden and his senior and mid level cadre are well-known to 
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intelligence services the world over. Any attempt to travel, let alone cross an international border (save Afghanistan-Pakistan) would fall somewhere between "utterly unthinkable" and "highly risky." Moving would further require massive reorientation of al Qaeda's financial operations and smuggling networks.  Nor would bin Laden's senior leaders be 
automatically welcomed abroad in areas their regional partners control. Though al Qaeda has established "franchise
affiliates" in places like North Africa and Southeast Asia, relationships between al Qaeda's leadership and its regional nodes are extraordinarily complex. Groups like the North African affiliate "al Qaeda in the Islamic Maghreb" (AQIM) are happy to co-opt the al Qaeda "brand" for recruiting and financial reasons, but they don't necessarily share the al Qaeda senior leadership's ideological goals. AQIM is much more focused on attacking the Algerian government or foreign entities within the country, having not displayed much capability or desire for grandiose international operations. And last, recruits come to North Africa more often through independent networks in Europe, not camps along the Durand Line.  Think of the relationship like the one you have your in-laws: You might share a name, but you probably don't want them coming to visit for three full weeks.  Regional leaders aren't terribly loyal to senior leadership, either. Take Abu Musab al-Zarqawi, the deceased leader of the group's Iraq affiliate. He was summoned to bin Laden's side numerous times in an attempt to exert control as the Iraqi commander's tactics grew more grotesque and questionable. Zarqawi declined, not wanting to risk travel or accept instruction from bin Laden.  In the end, a safe haven along the Afghanistan-Pakistan border is as good as it gets for al Qaeda's chances to launch a large-scale attack against the United States. Certainly, smaller, less complex attacks could be planned without "Afghan real estate," but any such plot's death toll and long-term effect on American society will be far more limited.  Unfortunately, that's a risk President Barack Obama has to accept -- no amount of intelligence or counterterrorism operations can provide 100 percent security. But to avoid the Big One, the U.S. president's best bet is to deny al Qaeda the only physical space it can access. 
Terrorism Advantage [5/6]

Nuke Terrorism likely by 2013 – would cause nuclear winter and apocalypse
Boston Globe 7/25/2010
(Brian MacQuarrie – Globe Staff. “Clear and Present Nuclear Threats” http://www.boston.com/ae/movies/articles/2010/07/25/countdown_to_zero_examines_two_dangers_nuclear_threats_and_public_complacency/?page=2)
Americans have plenty on their plates: two stubborn wars, a catastrophic oil spill, a recession-racked economy, and recurring warnings about a calamity-in-the-making called global warming. Given all that energy-eating angst, who has time to worry about nuclear weapons?  According to “Countdown to Zero,’’ a chilling new documentary film that opens Friday at the Kendall Square Cinema, the answer should be everyone.  “The likelihood of a single nuclear bomb exploding in a single city somewhere, maybe even Boston, has increased,’’ said Graham Allison, director of the Belfer Center for Science and International Affairs at the John F. Kennedy School of Government at Harvard University. Allison is one of several talking heads featured in the documentary.  The technology is spreading, terrorists have an appetite for the arms, and the security of nuclear bombs, particularly in Pakistan and the countries of the former Soviet Union, is a constant worry for US and allied defense officials.  But to people worried more about mortgage payments than nuclear holocaust, the danger can seem as dated as fallout shelters and “Dr. Strangelove.’’ Because of that sense of complacency, an area network of clergy, academics, and scientists is spreading the word that this issue must not be overlooked.  “Nuclear weapons were so much the story line of the Cold War,’’ said Allison, who served as assistant defense secretary under President Clinton and a special defense adviser under President Reagan. “If you’re only following the headlines — ‘The Cold War’s Over’ — it must have gone away.’’  Instead, Allison said, an apocalyptic danger is clear and present.  “The objective of Al Qaeda is to ‘kill 4 million Americans, including 2 million children,’ ’’ Allison says during the 90-minute film. “You’re not going to get to kill 4 million people by hijacking airplanes and crashing them into buildings.’’  The quickest way to reach that goal is through the cataclysm of a nuclear explosion, which Valerie Plame Wilson, the former CIA officer whose identity was leaked by aides under President George W. Bush, said Al Qaeda is eager to accomplish.  “Al Qaeda is determined to acquire nuclear weapons and to use them if they get them,’’ Wilson says in the film. “In the early ’90s, they tried to buy highly enriched uranium in the Sudan. They got scammed. Just prior to the 9/11 attacks, we do know that Osama bin Laden and his lieutenant, Zawahiri, sat down with two Pakistani nuclear scientists and discussed nuclear weapons.’’  “Countdown to Zero’’ was produced by Lawrence Bender, who brought the issue of global warming to a mass audience through “An Inconvenient Truth,’’ the Academy Award-winning documentary. In Allison’s view, nuclear proliferation is a much more immediate danger.  In addition to showing the history of the atomic bomb, the film includes interviews of world figures such as Mikhail Gorbachev, Tony Blair, and Pervez Musharraf; nuclear scientists; and intelligence officials such as former CIA operative Rolf Mowatt-Larssen, a current fellow at the Belfer Center. Countdown to Zero’’ includes the troubling and well-known development of Iran’s nuclear program, but its writer and director, Lucy Walker, also chronicles little-publicized thefts of enriched uranium that show this fear has been more reality than rumor. As Mowatt-Larssen says in the film: “There are three ways to acquire a nuclear weapon: You can steal a bomb. You can buy a bomb. And you can build a bomb.’’ Walker shows that all three options are very much in play.  According to Dr. Ira Helfand of Northampton, former president of Physicians for Social Responsibility, even a relatively small nuclear exchange between, for example, India and Pakistan would have serious global repercussions. Temperatures across the planet would drop about 1.3 degrees centigrade, Helfand said, and lead to mass starvation.  In a large-scale nuclear war, temperatures would drop 8 to 10 degrees centigrade, agriculture would be devastated, and “the likelihood is that the entire human race would starve to death,’’ Helfand said during a panel discussion after a recent screening at the Coolidge Corner Theatre in Brookline.  “Countdown to Zero,’’ developed by Participant Media in conjunction with the World Security Institute and Magnolia Pictures, has been shown at the Cannes and Sundance film festivals. However, the sparse turnout at the Brookline screening underscored the difficulties that the documentary faces in attracting a large, paying audience.  “We have kind of an issue fatigue that all of us understandably experience,’’ said the Rev. Jim Antal, president of the Massachusetts Conference of the United Church of Christ, who also spoke after the screening. To help counter that fatigue, Antal plans to send an alert to all of the 400 churches and clergy in his jurisdiction.  “This problem has not gone away,’’ Antal said.  The issue of complacency or unawareness might be even more acute among younger people who have no recollection of the Cold War and its hair-trigger threat of nuclear annihilation.  Ryan Scott McDonnell, executive director of the Boston Faith & Justice Network, said the group will be encouraging its 5,000 young men and women to watch the film.  “This is a first step to convince people that this is an issue that you at least need to learn about even before you care about it,’’ McDonnell said. “But that’s just the starting point.’’  Despite the seemingly increasing nuclear threat posed by terrorists and rogue organizations, some 
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activists see more opportunities for large-scale disarmament. The United States and Russia already have dramatically reduced their nuclear arsenals, and Presidents Obama and Dmitry Medvedev have pledged to eliminate even more weapons.  The Nobel Peace Prize committee made Obama its 2009 recipient partly because of his support for universal nuclear disarmament. And that effort, by the leader of one of the world’s two nuclear giants, is an important reason for hope, Antal said.  “This is an unprecedented opportunity for humanity to put the genie back in the bottle,’’ Antal said. “To have a person of Obama’s values in his position, and his relations with the Russians, I just think this is something that can give the world hope.’’  Time, however, might be running short.  Allison said that while the threat of all-out nuclear war has declined, the rise of terrorism continues to make the intersection of motive and materials a wildly unpredictable one.  Indeed, Allison said in a phone interview, the findings of a congressionally appointed committee on weapons of mass destruction and terrorism underscored the dangers. Allison, who was a member of that committee, recounted its conclusions from 2008.  “We said that, unless there’s some significant change from the current trend lines, we believed it was more likely than not that there would be a successful nuclear or biological attack somewhere in the world before the end of 2013,’’ Allison said. 

NATO Advantage [1/3]
Burden sharing and America-NATO conflict over COIN and ISAF goals puts alliance at risk

Tarn D. Warren – Lieutenant in the United States Army – 2/23/2010
(“ISAF and Afghanistan: The Impact of Failure on NATO’s Future” Strategy Research Project. Department of Military Strategy ty)
If ISAF seems to be doing so well, then why do so many politicians, scholars, and pundits state otherwise? Many of these same voices further warn of deeper problems within ISAF that threaten the future of NATO itself. The well-worn NATO issue of burden sharing has surfaced again, but this time with military personnel actually dying. The lack of true unity of command and effort inside ISAF are thorny problems that create friction, especially when American-driven COIN efforts clash with the softer NATO-driven “provide security and stability.” And finally, national caveats, a NATO member‟s ability to select and decline from a menu of missions, seem to split ISAF into many hard to manage pieces. These issues put tremendous pressure on ISAF and in fact do paint a questionable future for it and the Alliance.  To most observers, the situation in Afghanistan is a classic insurgency led largely by the Taliban. Although many think victory via a stable Afghan government and barely capable Afghan National Security Forces (ANSF) is possible, almost everyone admits these conditions will take a long time to achieve. Afghan President Hamid Karzai admitted as much and added that widespread corruption, narco-dollars, and criminality inhibit the development of stable and legitimate institutions in his country.35 These sentiments and a raw acknowledgement of the renewed potency of the Taliban‟s effectiveness were recently echoed by President Obama‟s Special Envoy to Afghanistan, Richard Holbrooke, and by ISAF‟s Commander, General Stan McChrystal.36 For example, between 2005 and 2006, the number of suicide attacks by insurgents and terrorists went from 27 to 139, an increase of more than 400 percent; the use of improvised explosive devices more than doubled, from 783 to 1,677; and the number of armed attacks almost tripled, from 1,558 to 4,542.37 Combined with an initially nonexistent and later weak U.S. and ISAF presence in the narco-fueled south, it is easy to see why one observer asks, “how could America‟s „good war‟ have gotten so badly off track?”38 
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Caveats and restrictions undermines the alliance

Jens Ringsmose - post-doctoral fellow of the University of Southern Denmark, Department of Political Science AND – Peter Dahl Thruelson - research fellow of the Institute of Strategy, Royal Danish Defence College – January 2010
(Research Unit on International Security and Cooperation . “NATO’s Counterinsurgency Campgaign In Afghanistan: Are Classical Doctrines Suitable for Alliances?” ty)

Over time the lack of unity that materialises in ongoing missions has become known within NATO as caveats or national restrictions, terms used where the troop-contributing countries attach restrictions and boundaries regarding how and where the troops may be used. This is not a problem limited to counterinsurgencies or large-scale military campaigns such as the world wars: it has also been seen in different NATO peacekeeping and peace-enforcement missions, such as those in Bosnia and Kosovo. In these missions caveats existed, but the NATO commanders could manoeuvre between them when necessary primarily due to the high number of troops present and the relatively benign environment. There is, however, no doubt that the use of caveats and correlated problems has never been as evident and explicit as in the Alliance’s current counterinsurgency engagement in Afghanistan.42 In 2006, former Supreme Allied Commander Europe, US General James Jones, outlined the problem by calling national caveats “NATO’s operational cancer” and “an impediment to success”.43 At the NATO summit in Riga in November 2006, the topic reached the agenda at the highest political level within NATO, but still with little effect on the mission.44 This was precisely when ISAF was enlarging its area of operations to the south and east of Afghanistan, and when the campaign was changing markedly from more traditional peacekeeping to counterinsurgency. At that point, NATO tried to summon troops to participate in the enlargement and to find troops who were actually allocated to the mission, and not just deployed without a mandate to be used. According to high-level NATO sources, only 14 of the 40 countries participating in the mission in 2008 did not employ written restrictions on the use of their troops.45 As for the remaining countries, more than 70 different caveats had been applied.46 The many restrictions have a major impact at the different levels of command and are indeed seen as an impediment to success when ISAF commanders are trying to juggle the restrictions in trying to plan and implement complex counterinsurgency operations. Consequently, commanders at all levels of the mission need to bear the restrictions in mind to avoid involving troops in an operation who are not permitted to take on a certain task, so that other troops, without restrictions on their use, can replace them. However, the written restrictions are only the tip of the iceberg. A former deputy commander of ISAF stated that: “in fact all countries have caveats on the use of their soldiers”. By this he meant that unwritten restrictions only appear when operations are about to be executed. Often when operations are in the final planning stage, the different national commanders need to obtain approval for the operation from their capitals. If approval is withheld, the force commander has to find other troops to include in the operation or else must change it or cancel it altogether. As opposed to the written restrictions, which commanders can to a large extent take into account in their operational planning, the nonwritten restrictions impose a major challenge for operational success. The authorisation processes involving national governments and the possibility of a refusal to allow national troop contingents to participate can delay operations, remove the initiative in conducting them and increase considerably the burden on the remaining forces. Thus, apart from being a burden on the commander, this also creates mistrust and despondency both among Alliance members and within the mission.47 The problem with both written and non-written caveats is quite visible in both ISAF headquarters and the regional commands.48 Often it is necessary to look all the way down the command structure to the taskforce level within the different provinces to find a unity of effort and command implemented with an understanding of cooperation and equal burdensharing. At ISAF headquarters in Kabul, where the overall control and management of the mission is supposed to take place, the frustrations over national restrictions are quite explicit. As one senior ISAF headquarters staff officer remarked, “Nobody listens to the headquarters; they don’t even report to headquarters but directly to the national capitals”.49 ISAF headquarters (ISAF HQ and ISAF Joint Command, IJC) is in charge of the overall campaign design and in managing it down the chain of command through the regional commands to the task forces. But often plans are blocked because of conflicting national interests. 

NATO Advantage [3/3]
Afghanistan is a test of the “new” alliance

Vincent Morelli and Paul Belkin. Section Research Manager and Analyst in European Affairs. 12/3/09. “NATO in Afghanistan: A Test of the Transatlantic Alliance.” Congressional Research Service. <http://www.fas.org/sgp/crs/row/RL33627.pdf>

The mission of the North Atlantic Treaty Organization (NATO) in Afghanistan is seen by many as a test of the alliance’s political will and military capabilities. Since the Washington Summit in 1999, the allies have sought to create a “new” NATO, capable of operating beyond the European theater to combat emerging threats such as terrorism and the proliferation of weapons of mass destruction. Afghanistan is NATO’s first “out-of-area” mission beyond Europe. The purpose of the mission is the stabilization and reconstruction of Afghanistan. The mission has proven difficult, an “industrial-strength” insurgency according to General David Petraeus, head of U.S. Central Command, because it must take place while combat operations against Taliban insurgents continue. The situation in Afghanistan has seen a rise in the overall level of violence due to increased Taliban military operations, an increase in terrorist-related activities, and recent major offensive operations conducted by the allies. 

COIN strategy is failing NATO, and COIN hurts the alliance, but pulling out solves – causes NATO withdrawal
Jeff Lightfoot. Assistant director of the International Security Program at the Atlantic Council. 10/13/09. “10 Questions on Afghanistan.” Atlantic Council. <http://www.acus.org/new_atlanticist/10-questions-afghanistan>
The U.S. is not engaged in this fight alone. America’s 41 allies and partners in Afghanistan are watching and waiting for Obama to make his decision on the way forward for Afghanistan. At the moment, it is unclear if the Obama administration is truly consulting with its allies as it debates the process, or if it will consult with allies once a decision has more or less been taken.  The NATO Alliance is in a fight for its relevance in Afghanistan, and right now, it is losing that fight. A surge in U.S. troops could potentially provide badly needed momentum to a failing mission, but it is also fraught with peril for NATO. If the U.S. bolsters its commitment, Washington will look closely for signs of solidarity and enhanced burden sharing on the part of its European allies, even if this support is limited to urgently needed civilian contributions to enhance reconstruction and governance reform in Afghanistan. If Europe fails to step up, American officials may question the utility of the Alliance. On the other hand, if the U.S. decides to pursue a counterterrorism mission and begin drawing down forces in Afghanistan, the Allies will use this as an excuse to hasten their withdrawal from the mission.
NATO U.S. alliance key to stop Nuclear Apocalypse, due to Afghanistan collapse

Mastriano 10 – MS in Strategic Intelligence (2/24/10, Douglas V., Research Paper, “Faust and the Padshah Sphinx: Reshaping the NATO Alliance to Win in Afghanistan”, http://handle.dtic.mil/100.2/ADA518150  MEF)
Nine years after the 9/11 attacks, things look grim in Afghanistan, but it is not too late. NATO, and her strongest partner, the US, possess both the initiative and ability to turn things around. The first step is to establish unity of effort and unity of command through competent strategic leadership. Everyone needs to appreciate their partner’s contributions, agree to employ forces where they appropriately suit the mission, develop C2 structure to increase effectiveness and mutually support all members of the alliance to achieve the stated end state. No one, two or even three nations can do everything and expect to succeed, but cooperatively this alliance can win. What is at stake in Afghanistan for NATO and the United States? It is hard to imagine a positive outcome with failure. Apocalypse like scenarios seem probable if things go terribly wrong. Failure of the ISAF mission will fragment NATO, with American influence in Europe diminishing in the face of an emerging EU army and its potential economic power. Afghanistan will certainly collapse into a failing state in a vicious civil war, dragging with it, the nuclear and fragile Pakistan. Emboldening radical Islamists, now gaining inspiration from the defeat of the last superpower, will likely stimulate additional struggles and destabilize more fragile states. This is not an outcome palatable to NATO, the US or the global community. They simply must do the hard work to create unity of effort and unity of command through capable leadership because loosing is not an option.
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COIN destroys hegemony – three internal links
First is fatigue
Kretkowski, 10 –[assists think tank in conferences and other work products that aid DoD's long-term thinking about threats that may not be addressable via weapons platforms. Spent six months in Afghanistan working with Army public affairs] (Paul, “Against COIN, for CT in Afghanistan and Elsewhere”, 1/7, Beacon (a blog), 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, the Federalists, Machiavelli, Sun Tzu, and several others). What I've taken from that reading is that the U.S. must pull back from its current efforts to remake Iraq and Afghanistan in the image of a Western democracy, or risk long-term political and economic exhaustion. What follows is not an argument about morality, and readers may find much of it amoral. It is about making cold-blooded political and economic calculations about where U.S. national interests will lie in the next decade. They do not lie in an open-ended COIN mission. The history of the Peloponnesian War is particularly relevant here. Athens began fighting Sparta with the resources of an empire and thousands of talents of silver in the bank—enough to fight expensive, far-flung naval and land campaigns for three years without lasting financial consequences. Athens was rich, and if peace with Sparta had come by the end of the third year, Athens would have continued to prosper and rule over much of the Mediterranean. (Athens had a "hard"—conquered or cowed—empire as opposed to the "soft" empire of alliances and treaties the U.S. currently has.) But the war with Sparta dragged on for decades, despite occasional peace overtures by both sides. By war's end—despite the spoils of battle and increased taxes and tribute extracted from its shrinking dominion—Athens was broke, depopulated by fighting and plague, bereft of its empire, and could no longer project power into the Mediterranean. Where its former interests ranged from Black Sea Turkey to southern Italy, it spent decades as a small-bore power and never regained its former strength or influence. I worry that the U.S. is similarly locked into an open-ended commitment to democratize a nation that is of regional rather than global importance—a parallel to Athens convincing itself that it had to conquer distant, militarily insignificant Sicily. "Winning" in Afghanistan The U.S. could "win" in Afghanistan where victory is defined as a stable, legitimate central government that can project power within its own borders. I don't doubt that the U.S. and its allies could accomplish this given enough time and resources. But I think—as many COIN experts also do—that it will take at least another decade or more of blood and treasure to produce such a result, if ever. Of course I'd like to see the results of a successful COIN campaign: a stable democracy, women's rights, and general prosperity for Afghans, who among all Asia's peoples surely deserve those things. I certainly want to end al-Qa'ida's ability to operate freely in South Asia and elsewhere.
The U.S. is the only country that would both conceive of these missions and attempt to carry them out. But goals beyond keeping al-Qa'ida on the run don't serve the long-term interests of the U.S., and I am more interested in regaining and preserving U.S. hard power than I am in the rewards that would come from "winning" a lengthy COIN war. I fear the U.S. people and government becoming exhausted from the costs of a lengthy COIN effort, just as they are already exhausted from (and have largely forgotten about) the Iraq war. I worry that if this fatigue sits in, the U.S. will abandon foreign-policy leadership as it has done periodically throughout history. This outcome would be worse than a resurgent Taliban, worse than Afghan women and men being further oppressed, and worse than al-Qa'ida having plentiful additional caves to plot in.
Here are some signs of an exhaustion of U.S. power: The U.S. is already overextended, with commitments in Iraq (shrinking for now), Afghanistan (expanding), Yemen (pending) and Iran (TBD). At home, the U.S. economy remains feeble and in the long term is increasingly hostage to other nations for goods and services it no longer produces (and increasingly, no longer can produce). Even more worrisome is the U.S. credit situation. The wars, and much other U.S. government spending, are now heavily underwritten by other countries' purchases of debt the U.S. issues. It has borrowed trillions from foreign countries and especially China, which continues its steady, highly rational policy of promoting exports while freeriding under the American security umbrella (just as the U.S. once rode for free beneath Britain's).
Over time, those countries accrue enough debt to have a say in U.S. policies that may threaten the dollar's value, which is why you now see high U.S. officials flying to Beijing to soothe PRC nerves and explain why America keeps borrowing money. At home, there are few resources to apply following a major disaster, such as a Katrina-style hurricane or a major earthquake. The U.S. needs to start rebuilding its reserves—of capital, of credit, of political goodwill abroad, of military force—to be ready for these and more serious crises, for which we currently have few resources to spare. Such challenges may involve humanitarian crises (think Darfur, a Rwanda-style genocide, Indian Ocean tsunamis); Latin American 
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instability (Mexico, Venezuela, post-Castro Cuba); rogue-state nuclear development (Iran, North Korea); or complex challenges from a rising power (China, a reinvigorated Russia). 

And Overspending on the Afghanistan war kills hegemony and the economy 

Norris and Sweet 10 - Executive Director of Enough and Former Chief of Political Affairs for the UN Mission in Nepal, Research Assistant @ American Progress (John and Andrew, “Less Is More,” June 8th, http://www.americanprogress.org/issues/2010/06/less_is_more.html)

“If we are to meet the myriad challenges around the world in the coming decades,” argues Secretary of Defense Robert Gates, then our “country must strengthen other important elements of national power both institutionally and financially, and create the capability to integrate and apply all of the elements of national power to problems and challenges abroad.” Gates’s experience leading our armed forces under two presidents underscores the importance of not relying solely on our unquestioned military might to protect our shores and national security interests around the globe. Instead, Gates maintains, we need to adopt the concept of sustainable security—a strategy that embraces the need to slim defense spending, bringing our own fiscal house in order while investing in nonmilitary economic and social development programs abroad to combat the conditions that breed poverty and political instability. Our current international posture is increasingly unsustainable. The reasons? First, the United States is simply spending too much continuing to fight wars in Afghanistan and Iraq while total defense spending over the past decade grew in an exponential and undisciplined fashion. Second, the relationship between our key foreign policy institutions (in defense, diplomacy, and economic and social development programs abroad) became wildly skewed in favor of defense at the expense of nonmilitary functions. This muscle-bound yet clumsy combination of assets leaves America poorly positioned to deal with the threats and opportunities we face as a nation around the globe today and in the future. Restoring a sense of balance and sustainability to our international posture is absolutely essential. The upshot: We need to spend less money overall on defense weaponry while investing a portion of those savings in sustainable security initiatives that simultaneously protect our national security and promote human and collective security. Shaping this more balanced approach will require sensible cuts in defense spending and concurrent but smaller strategic investments in sustainable security. This will be challenging amid a rising chorus of concern in Congress and from the general public about deficits and the national debt. This year’s deficit is expected to exceed $1.5 trillion, over 10 percent of our nation’s gross domestic product—the highest deficit level since World War II. Yet we pay surprisingly little attention to the staggering cost of our current defense posture. U.S. defense spending has more than doubled since 2002, and the nearly three-quarters of a trillion dollars that the United States is now spending annually on defense is the highest in real terms since General Dwight D. Eisenhower left occupied Germany in the wake of World War II. Military costs continue to constitute more than 50 percent of all federal discretionary spending. Greater and greater sacrifices will have to be made in domestic and international priorities if more isn’t done to strategically reduce defense spending. No one questions the need to fight terrorism and protect our country. That’s precisely why it is so important for us to develop an international posture that is sensible, sustainable, and effective in achieving its core goals. Bringing defense spending under control will clearly enhance the overall health of our economy and thus our overarching influence around the globe. But doing so without investing some of those savings in social and economic development and diplomacy abroad would be unwise. Indeed, Secretary Gates consistently notes that we need to strengthen U.S. civilian foreign policy and development institutions if we want to more effectively promote lasting stability and defend our interests around the globe. And he continually points out in public speeches, interviews, and congressional testimony that these institutions currently lack the capabilities and funding to be effective policy partners in promoting our interests internationally.
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And COIN overstretch kills Heg
Dorronsoro 10 - Visiting Scholar @ Carnegie (Gilles, “The Case for Negotiations,” May 24th, Carnegie, http://www.carnegieendowment.org/publications/index.cfm?fa=view&id=40863)

The coalition's strategy in Afghanistan is at an impasse. The renewed efforts undertaken since the summer of 2009 have failed to temper the guerrilla war. A few tactical successes are possible, but this war cannot be won. The coalition cannot defeat the Taliban as long as Pakistan continues to offer them sanctuary. And increasing resources to wage the war is not an option. The costs of continuing the war--to use Ambassador Karl Eikenberry's expression in the leaked telegram to Secretary of State Hillary Clinton--are "astronomical." The entire U.S. strategy revolves around a swift Afghanization of the conflict, yet the coalition's Afghan partner is weaker than it was a year ago. The state's presence in the provinces has declined sharply and the legitimacy of President Hamid Karzai's government is contested. As a result of the massive fraud in the August 2009 presidential elections, the government has no popular legitimacy, and the legislative elections slated for fall 2010 will probably undermine the political system even further because fraud is inevitable. It is unlikely that the Afghan regime will ever be able to assume responsibility for its own security. As a result, the coalition faces an endless war accompanied by an intolerable loss of life and treasure. A less costly alternative would be to negotiate a broad agreement with the Taliban leadership to form a national unity government, with guarantees against al Qaeda's return to Afghanistan. But even if such negotiations might occur, they hold no guarantee of success. Yet the cost of their failure is negligible compared with the potential gain: a relatively swift way out of the crisis that preserves the coalition's essential interests. Time is not on the coalition's side. The United States should contact Taliban leaders as soon as possible rather than waiting for the situation to deteriorate further. In pursuit of a losing strategy The Taliban cannot be defeated militarily because the border with Pakistan is and will remain open for the insurgents. The Pakistani army, which refuses to launch an offensive against the Afghan Taliban, has never considered taking action against the Taliban leadership based in Pakistan. The February arrest of acting Taliban military commander Mullah Abdul Ghani Baradar is probably a sign that the Pakistani military wants more control over the insurgency to prepare for the negotiation process. What's more, the insurgency is now nationwide and cannot be contained by counterinsurgency (COIN) operations in two or three southern provinces. The COIN strategy cannot succeed because of the immense resources it requires. In a marginal, strategically unimportant district such as Marjah, the coalition would have to keep thousands of troops for years to prevent the Taliban's return. To replicate such strategy, even in one province, would overstretch the U.S. military. 
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And, withdrawal is key - implementation of COIN causes US to get drawn into conflicts—kills hegemony
Boyle, 10 -  Lecturer in International Relations and a Research Fellow at the Centre for the Study of Terrorism and Political Violence at the University of St Andrews (3/10/10, Michael, International Affairs, “Do counterterrorism and counterinsurgency go together?” http://www3.interscience.wiley.com/journal/123318677/abstract)

Finally, this emphasis on a fused threat between terrorists and insurgents can incorrectly imply that the response must also draw in equal measure on counterterrorism and counterinsurgency strategy. Such an approach tends to see each emerging terrorist threat as a new front in a global counterinsurgency effort and imply that the US and its allies need to be concerned with winning the ‘hearts and minds’ of the local populations to prevent its development. This is a fundamentally offensive approach in which the US and its allies need to take the fight to the terrorists wherever they may be while simultaneously persuading the Muslim world to reject Al-Qaeda and its political programme. The obvious risk of such an approach is that it will lead to strategic overreach, especially if the US winds up fighting small wars and engaging in costly nation-building as a method of preventing Al-Qaeda from gaining ground in distant conflicts.

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

Kagan 07  Senior Associate at the Carnegie Endowment for International Peace [Robert “End of Dreams, Return of History” Policy Review (http://www.hoover.org/publications/policyreview/8552512.html#n10)]

Finally, there is the United States itself. As a matter of national policy stretching back across numerous administrations, Democratic and Republican, liberal and conservative, Americans have insisted on preserving regional predominance in East Asia; the Middle East; the Western Hemisphere; until recently, Europe; and now, increasingly, Central Asia. This was its goal after the Second World War, and since the end of the Cold War, beginning with the first Bush administration and continuing through the Clinton years, the United States did not retract but expanded its influence eastward across Europe and into the Middle East, Central Asia, and the Caucasus. Even as it maintains its position as the predominant global power, it is also engaged in hegemonic competitions in these regions with China in East and Central Asia, with Iran in the Middle East and Central Asia, and with Russia in Eastern Europe, Central Asia, and the Caucasus. The United States, too, is more of a traditional than a postmodern power, and though Americans are loath to acknowledge it, they generally prefer their global place as “No. 1” and are equally loath to relinquish it. Once having entered a region, whether for practical or idealistic reasons, they are remarkably slow to withdraw from it until they believe they have substantially transformed it in their own image. They profess indifference to the world and claim they just want to be left alone even as they seek daily to shape the behavior of billions of people around the globe. The jostling for status and influence among these ambitious nations and would-be nations is a second defining feature of the new post-Cold War international system. Nationalism in all its forms is back, if it ever went away, and so is international competition for power, influence, honor, and status. American predominance prevents these rivalries from intensifying — its regional as well as its global predominance. Were the United States to diminish its influence in the regions where it is currently the strongest power, the other nations would settle disputes as great and lesser powers have done in the past: sometimes through diplomacy and accommodation but often through confrontation and wars of varying scope, intensity, and destructiveness. One novel aspect of such a multipolar world is that most of these powers would possess nuclear weapons. That could make wars between them less likely, or it could simply make them more catastrophic. It is easy but also dangerous to underestimate the role the United States plays in providing a measure of stability in the world even as it also disrupts stability. For instance, the United States is the dominant naval power everywhere, such that other nations cannot compete with it even in their home waters. They either happily or grudgingly allow the United States Navy to be the guarantor of international waterways and trade routes, of international access to markets and raw materials such as oil. Even when the United States engages in a war, it is able to play its role as guardian of the waterways. In a more genuinely multipolar world, however, it would not. Nations would compete for naval dominance at least in their own regions and possibly beyond. Conflict between nations would involve struggles on the oceans as well as on land. Armed embargos, of the kind used in World War i and other major conflicts, would disrupt trade flows in a way that is now impossible. Such order as exists in the world rests not only on the goodwill of peoples but also on American power. Such order as exists in the world rests not merely on the goodwill of peoples but on a foundation provided by American power. Even the European Union, that great geopolitical miracle, owes its founding to American power, for without it the European nations after World War ii would never have felt secure enough to reintegrate Germany. Most Europeans recoil at the thought, but even today Europe’s stability depends on the guarantee, however distant and one hopes unnecessary, that the United States could step in to check any dangerous development on the continent. In a genuinely multipolar world, that would not be possible without renewing the danger of world war. People who believe greater equality among nations would be preferable to the present American predominance often succumb to a basic logical fallacy. They believe the order the world enjoys today exists independently of American power. They imagine that in a world where American power was diminished, the aspects of international order that they like would remain in place. But that’s not the way it works. International order does not rest on ideas and institutions. It is shaped by configurations of power. The international order we know today reflects the distribution of power in the world since World War ii, and especially since the end of the Cold War. A different configuration of power, a multipolar world in which the poles were Russia, China, the United States, India, and Europe, would produce its own kind of order, with different rules and norms reflecting the interests of the powerful states that would have a hand in shaping it. Would that international order be an improvement? Perhaps for Beijing and Moscow it would. But it is doubtful that it would suit the tastes of enlightenment liberals in the United States and Europe. The current order, of course, is not only far from perfect but also offers no guarantee against major conflict among the world’s great powers. Even under the umbrella of unipolarity, regional conflicts involving the large powers may erupt. War could erupt between China and Taiwan and draw in both the United States and Japan. War could erupt between Russia and Georgia, forcing the United States and its European allies to decide 
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whether to intervene or suffer the consequences of a Russian victory. Conflict between India and Pakistan remains possible, as does conflict between Iran and Israel or other Middle Eastern states. These, too, could draw in other great powers, including the United States. Such conflicts may be unavoidable no matter what policies the United States pursues. But they are more likely to erupt if the United States weakens or withdraws from its positions of regional dominance.   This is especially true in East Asia, where most nations agree that a reliable American power has a stabilizing and pacific effect on the region. That is certainly the view of most of China’s neighbors. But even China, which seeks gradually to supplant the United States as the dominant power in the region, faces the dilemma that an American withdrawal could unleash an ambitious, independent, nationalist Japan. In Europe, too, the departure of the United States from the scene — even if it remained the world’s most powerful nation — could be destabilizing. It could tempt Russia to an even more overbearing and potentially forceful approach to unruly nations on its periphery. Although some realist theorists seem to imagine that the disappearance of the Soviet Union put an end to the possibility of confrontation between Russia and the West, and therefore to the need for a permanent American role in Europe, history suggests that conflicts in Europe involving Russia are possible even without Soviet communism. If the United States withdrew from Europe — if it adopted what some call a strategy of “offshore balancing” — this could in time increase the likelihood of conflict involving Russia and its near neighbors, which could in turn draw the United States back in under unfavorable circumstances. It is also optimistic to imagine that a retrenchment of the American position in the Middle East and the assumption of a more passive, “offshore” role would lead to greater stability there. The vital interest the United States has in access to oil and the role it plays in keeping access open to other nations in Europe and Asia make it unlikely that American leaders could or would stand back and hope for the best while the powers in the region battle it out. Nor would a more “even-handed” policy toward Israel, which some see as the magic key to unlocking peace, stability, and comity in the Middle East, obviate the need to come to Israel ’s aid if its security became threatened. That commitment, paired with the American commitment to protect strategic oil supplies for most of the world, practically ensures a heavy American military presence in the region, both on the seas and on the ground. The subtraction of American power from any region would not end conflict but would simply change the equation. In the Middle East, competition for influence among powers both inside and outside the region has raged for at least two centuries. The rise of Islamic fundamentalism doesn’t change this. It only adds a new and more threatening dimension to the competition, which neither a sudden end to the conflict between Israel and the Palestinians nor an immediate American withdrawal from Iraq would change. The alternative to American predominance in the region is not balance and peace. It is further competition. The region and the states within it remain relatively weak. A diminution of American influence would not be followed by a diminution of other external influences. One could expect deeper involvement by both China and Russia, if only to secure their interests. 18 And one could also expect the more powerful states of the region, particularly Iran, to expand and fill the vacuum. It is doubtful that any American administration would voluntarily take actions that could shift the balance of power in the Middle East further toward Russia, China, or Iran. The world hasn’t changed that much. An American withdrawal from Iraq will not return things to “normal” or to a new kind of stability in the region. It will produce a new instability, one likely to draw the United States back in again. The alternative to American regional predominance in the Middle East and elsewhere is not a new regional stability. In an era of burgeoning nationalism, the future is likely to be one of intensified competition among nations and nationalist movements. Difficult as it may be to extend American predominance into the future, no one should imagine that a reduction of American power or a retraction of American influence and global involvement will provide an easier path.
Hegemony Advantage [6/6]
Afghanistan is uniquely key – it will make or break overall US power for decades
Salam, 9- previously an associate editor at The Atlantic, a producer for NBC News, a junior editor and editorial researcher at The New York Times, a research associate at the Council on Foreign Relations, and a reporter-researcher at The New Republic (9/17/09, Reihan, “Don’t Short the Surge,” http://www.newamerica.net/publications/articles/2009/dont_short_the_surge_12856)
One of the many ironies of this political moment is that some of President Obama's worst enemies are poised to become his best friends. Bill Kristol, the editor of the Weekly Standard, is widely credited with crafting the strategy that defeated Bill Clinton's 1993 healthcare overhaul. This time around, Kristol has been an equally fierce critic of Democratic health-reform proposals. But as one of the founders of the Foreign Policy Initiative, successor to the pro-war Project for the New American Century, he has also worked to persuade Republicans to back the president on an issue of at least equal importance, one that might soon prove more politically perilous--the fighting in Afghanistan. Over the next decade, there is very good reason to believe that the United States and China, the two pillars of the global economy, will grow at a slower rate. Though hardly anyone thinks of the 2000s as a golden age of peace and prosperity, that could very well change as a slide in global growth sharpens competition for resources. Even as the U.S. economy recovers, job growth will most likely be pathetically low. While liberals have hoped that this might spark support for an expanded welfare state, it seems just as likely that belt-tightened voters will feel less inclined towards generosity at home and abroad. We're seeing this in the ferocious debates over taxes and spending, and we're also seeing it in the backlash against the war in Afghanistan. It's far too early to say that the sun is setting on the American empire. The U.S. has strengths that the British and the Soviets lacked, and that the Chinese won't have for decades or more. It is, however, very hard to imagine the country pulling off something like the invasion of Iraq in the straitened circumstances of 2009. As the war in Afghanistan enters a new phase, it looks like the capstone of America's unilateral moment, when it seemed as though our military and economic power could bend reality. Success in Afghanistan--even a modest success, like the retreat from total disaster we've seen in Iraq--could represent a down payment on a more stable geopolitical environment, the kind of investment that will pay dividends for decades. Failure could jeopardize the basic stability that makes the global economy work. And failure is a very real possibility. This week, Admiral Mike Mullen, chairman of the Joint Chiefs, told Congress that a serious counterinsurgency strategy for Afghanistan will "probably" require a sharp increase in the number of American troops. General Stanley McChrystal, the new commander of U.S. forces in Afghanistan, reportedly wants 30,000 to 40,000 reinforcements, raising troop levels from 68,000 at the end of this year to over 100,000. Part of the issue is that the 21,000 new troops President Obama has already agreed to send to Afghanistan won't be enough to change the dynamics on the ground, as combat forces need to be matched by personnel dedicated to logistical support.
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The current counterinsurgency mission is impossible, Karzais government will inevitably fail
 [Tony Blankley is an Executive Vice President with Edelman public relations in Washington, a Visiting Senior Fellow in National-Security Communications at the Heritage Foundation, weekly contributor to the nationally syndicated public radio program Left, Right & Center, author of The West's Last Chance: Will We Win the Clash of Civilizations? and American Grit: What It Will Take to Survive and Win in the 21st Century, and a regular guest on various new programs, June 15, 2010, “No Trust Between Obama and Karzai “, http://www.newsmax.com/TonyBlankley/Afghanistan-Obama-Karzai-NATO/2010/06/15/id/362060, AT]

Since last summer, President Obama has publicly doubted whether Afghan President Hamid Karzai's corruption and incompetence make him a fit partner for our policy goals in Afghanistan. Now, according to Saturday's New York Times: "Mr. Karzai (has) lost faith in the Americans and NATO to prevail in Afghanistan." Regretfully, both presidents are correct. Neither of them has a national partner in whom he can place any reasonable confidence. The two governments cannot agree on a common fighting strategy. Nor can those facts be materially changed in time to make a difference, given President Obama's firm commitment to start withdrawing troops no later than the middle of next year. The current price for staying is approximately one American troop fatality a day (plus several wounded and an undisclosed number of killed and wounded American contract employees). British troops are being killed at the same rate proportional to their troop level. The fatality rate for the remainder of NATO forces (proportionally) is about one-fifth the Anglo-American level of sacrifice. As these truths become more broadly understood and accepted, I think more Americans — Republicans and Democrats, hawks and doves, liberals and conservatives — will come around to the lamentable conclusion that a continued, substantial U.S. militarily presence in Afghanistan will do no good for the United States or the long-suffering people of Afghanistan. As the New York Times article Saturday went on to observe regarding Mr. Karzai's state of mind: "People close to (Karzai) say he began to lose confidence in the Americans last summer, after national elections in which independent monitors determined that nearly one million ballots had been stolen on Mr. Karzai's behalf. The rift worsened in December, when President Obama announced that he intended to begin reducing the number of American troops by the summer of 2011. 'Karzai told me that he can't trust the Americans to fix the situation here,' said a Western diplomat in Kabul. . . . He believes they stole his legitimacy during the elections last year. And then they said publicly that they were going to leave." I made this same point three months ago in this space when I reiterated my call from November for us to get out of Afghanistan: "If we need a credible 'local partner,' our local partner needs a reliable, supportive 'large brother' (to wit: the United States). But by first hesitating to support Mr. Karzai, then saying we will support him — but only for 18 months, then publicly admonishing him to end the endemic corruption, then leaking the fact that his own brother is a major drug smuggler — we have undermined and infuriated him, without whom we cannot succeed in Afghanistan." Then this spring, as the toxic relations between Mr. Obama and Mr. Karzai became the subject of newspaper headlines rather than mere diplomatic gossip, Mr. Obama invited Mr. Karzai to the White House to be treated right royal. Fine food and fine words could not undo the fatal damage done to the alliance by the public White House words of the previous year. Mr. Karzai was intent on undoing American policy, and he has succeeded. The essence of Mr. Obama and Gen. Stanley A. McChrystal's strategy for counterinsurgency and "population-centric" mini-nation-building was to: (1) Build up allied troop levels quickly, (2) as a first step, drive the Taliban out of Marja, an insignificant town of 60,000 in Helmand province, and set up some governance to demonstrate the feasibility of our "clear, hold and build" strategy, and (3) go on in June to execute the Kandahar Offensive, which would overwhelm and replace the Taliban in their spiritual homeland stronghold. Gen. McChrystal called this the "decisive" battle of the nine-year-old Afghan war. But as early as April, the London Times reported, "Afghan president, Hamid Karzai, threatens to block NATO offensive (in Kandahar)." This entire strategy was premised on inducing Mr. Karzai to let us help him set up minimally competent local governance on which the local people could rely. It was openly said that we would get rid of Mr. Karzai's powerful mobster brother, Wali, in Kandahar as a necessary precondition for good governance. But Mr. Karzai, who had lost faith in the U.S., didn't cooperate. No decent governance could be set up in Marja, where Taliban executions of U.S.-friendly locals are being carried out in daylight, in public. Mr. Karzai has refused to remove his brother, and the White House has moved up the date to judge our success in Afghanistan from June 2011 to December 2010. U.S. Brig. Gen. Frederick B. Hodges, director of operations for southern Afghanistan, told the London Times: "Our mission is to show irreversible momentum by the end of 2010. That's the clock I'm using." Gen. McChrystal has shifted his strategy away from population-centric nation-building to Special Forces night raids against the Taliban. Then, last week, Gen. McChrystal begrudgingly announced, "The Kandahar operation (previously scheduled to ramp up in June and largely conclude by August) will unfold more slowly and last longer than the military had planned." According to British Maj. Gen. Nick Carter, who commands allied forces in Kandahar, "One would hope that by November-time, one is demonstrating positive trends." Thomas Paine, during the Revolutionary War, argued in "The Crisis" that there are serious moments in the life of a country when "to deceive is to destroy; and it is of little consequence, in the conclusion, whether men deceive themselves, or submit, by a kind of mutual consent, to the impositions of each other." [CONTINUED]
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We are at such a moment in this forlorn war in Afghanistan. Only self-deception can justify the continued sacrifice of our finest young men and women in uniform. Given the two presidents in command and their irreversible dispositions toward this war and each other, failure is virtually inevitable. For a lesson in how wartime allied presidents ought to struggle to work together for victory, consider the Franklin D. Roosevelt/Winston Churchill partnership. What is not inevitable is the number of American (and allied) troops who must die before failure becomes undeniable.
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Decentralization solves the problems of a Karzai government, but a switch to CT is neccesary

[Doug Bandow, is a Senior Fellow at the Cato Institute, He also is the Robert A. Taft Fellow at the American Conservative Defense Alliance and the Senior Fellow in International Religious Persecution at the Institute on Religion and Public Policy. He served as a Special Assistant to President Ronald Reagan, October 31, 2009, “Recognizing the Limits of American Power in Afghanistan”, http://www.cato.org/pub_display.php?pub_id=10924, AT]
Washington will need to display both knowledge and nuance, admittedly too often in short supply, to exploit Taliban differences. However, being out of power apparently has left the Taliban even less well-disposed to bin Laden & Co. Explained John Mueller of Ohio State University: "There are reports that Omar's group has made clear its rupture with al-Qaeda in talks with Saudi Arabia." Thus, the Taliban may well focus on its own interests. Mullah Mutawakkil, once a minister in the Taliban government, believes a deal is possible: remove bounties on commanders, release insurgent prisoners held at Bagram air base, and accept Taliban rule in Afghanistan's southern provinces in return for a commitment not to allow use of Taliban-controlled territory in attacks on the West. This would not be a radical policy, since Washington already has ceded certain areas to warlord control. Insurgent leaders know well that denial is less costly than control: Washington could launch targeted strikes against any al-Qaeda operations and oust any regime, Taliban or other, which allied itself with terrorists. This approach also would demonstrate to the Muslim world that the U.S. is targeting terrorists, not Islamic governments. In contrast, warns Mutawakkil: "If the Taliban fight on and finally became Afghanistan's government with the help of al-Qaeda, it would then be very difficult to separate them." Currently joined with the Taliban are opportunistic warlords such as Gulbaddin Hekmatyar and Jalaluddin Haqqani. Washington should appeal to differences among uneasy allies and offer to buy off--or lease--the more venal opposition. An essential aspect of this strategy, however, is withdrawing allied troops, since many Afghan fighters are determined to resist any foreign occupiers. A continuing occupation, no matter how well-intentioned from our perspective, will generate "more casualties, irritation and recruitment for the Taliban," in the words of Nicholas Kristof. In fact, the longer more U.S. forces remain, the harder more insurgents will resist. In 2007, for instance, 27 often feuding groups coalesced in Pakistan in response to U.S. airstrikes. In Afghanistan the population has not turned on the Taliban the way Iraqis turned on the al-Qaeda. Lt. Col. Daniel L. Davis, who served in both Afghanistan and Iraq, advocated a U.S. withdrawal over the next 18 months: "Many experts in and from Afghanistan warn that our presence over the past eight years has already hardened a meaningful percentage of the population into viewing the United States as an army of occupation which should be opposed and resisted." Unfortunately, there are limits to Washington's ability to ameliorate this result. Argued Hugh Gusterson, of George Mason University: "The Pentagon will try to minimize the insult through cultural sensitivity training and new doctrines that emphasize befriending the locals, but they will fail because it's in the very nature of counterinsurgency that occupying forces must be intrusive to be effective. And when you have thousands of foreign troops being shot at, accidents and atrocities happen. The more such troops you have, the more accidents and atrocities you get." There remains the emotional case for escalation. Army Sgt. Teresa Coble complained to the Washington Times: "We would not be honoring the lives of the troops who died if we left here without finishing our mission." But what is the mission? One should mourn those whose lives were sacrificed by their government for any policy which failed. However, al-Qaeda has been largely defanged. The failure to create an Afghan nation is one of policy, not personnel. It would not honor American servicemen and women to needlessly toss away even more lives to continue this failed policy. It would be especially foolish to embark upon a campaign of escalation if it is not sustainable over the long-term. And escalation is not. After nearly eight years of war, the American people are losing faith--not in the necessity of killing or capturing terrorists, but in the dream of remaking Afghanistan. The latest CNN poll indicates that six of ten Americans oppose sending more troops to Afghanistan. Nearly half want to reduce manpower levels or even withdraw all troops. A majority also believes that Afghanistan has turned into another Vietnam. Advocates of years more of costly war for dubious gain argue that the public should support their policy, but that is irrelevant. The president must base U.S. policy on what the public likely will support. Else his strategy will be doomed from the start. In 2002 Barack Obama warned against fighting a war "without a clear rationale and without strong international support," and that an invasion of Iraq would yield: "a U.S. occupation of undetermined length, at undetermined cost, and with unintended consequences." That is happening in Afghanistan. In fact, one could imagine bin Laden hoping to ensnare the U.S. in a no-win war in Afghanistan. Seth Jones and Martin Libicki of the Rand Corporation noted that "combat operations in Muslim societies" are "likely to increase terrorist recruitment." Indeed, parody has become truth. "Reported" the Onion: "According to sources at the Pentagon, American quagmire-building efforts continued apace in Afghanistan this week, as the geographically rugged, politically unstable region remained ungovernable, death tolls continued to rise, and the grim military campaign persisted as hopelessly as ever." 
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Of course, the desire of many Washington policymakers to improve the lives of Afghans is genuine. Most Afghans want peace and many Afghans desire American aid to better their land. Given enough resources and time, courageous and dedicated U.S. personnel could conceivably succeed in remaking Afghanistan. But the chances are slim while the cost in lives and treasure inevitably would be high--too high. Getting out of Afghanistan won't be as easy as getting in. The administration should develop a strategy to steadily reduce rather than increase America's military presence. Combat forces should be fully withdrawn. The U.S. should focus on counter-terrorism. The time and manner of getting out should reflect potentially changing circumstances. But withdrawal should be Washington's ultimate objective. An independent America was born of a rugged determination by common folk to govern themselves. It should not surprise modern Americans that many Afghans feel the same way. Despite the persistent delusion in Washington that the rest of world desperately desires to become America's next attempt at social engineering, most Afghans are not waiting for U.S. advisers, diplomats, and soldiers to show them a better way. To the contrary, many are ready to fight to follow their own way. Their determination presents the president with a momentous decision. The administration should narrow the Afghan mission. Washington's objective should be disrupting al-Qaeda wherever located, whether Afghanistan, Pakistan, or elsewhere. On occasion that will warrant military action, but more often other tools will be required. Even with the finest military on earth the U.S. government cannot do everything. Reconsidering American strategy in Afghanistan is an important way for Washington policymakers to acknowledge the limits of U.S. power. Changing American priorities in this way would be a giant step by President Obama towards actually earning a Nobel award bestowed more out of future hope than past achievement.
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Decentralization is the only path to success in Afghanistan

Biddle, Christia, and Thier 10, [STEPHEN BIDDLE is Roger Hertog Senior Fellow for Defense Policy at the Council on Foreign Relations. FOTINI CHRISTIA is Assistant Professor of Political Science at the Massachusetts Institute of Technology. J ALEXANDER THIER is Director for Afghanistan and Pakistan at the U.S. Institute of Peace, July 20, 2010, “Defining Success in Afghanistan-What Can the United States Accept?”, http://www.devex.com/articles/defining-success-in-afghanistan, AT]

The original plan for a post-Taliban Afghanistan called for rapid, transformational nation building. But such a vision no longer appears feasible, if it ever was. Many Americans are now skeptical that even a stable and acceptable outcome in Afghanistan is possible. They believe that Afghanistan has never been administered effectively and is simply ungovernable. Much of today’s public opposition to the war centers on the widespread fear that whatever the military outcome, there is no Afghan political end state that is both acceptable and achievable at a reasonable cost.  The Obama administration appears to share the public’s skepticism about the viability of a strong, centralized, Western-style government in Kabul. But it does not think such an ambitious outcome is necessary. As U.S. Secretary of Defense Robert Gates observed in 2009, Afghanistan does not need to become “a Central Asian Valhalla.” Yet a Central Asian Somalia would presumably not suffice. Success in Afghanistan will thus mean arriving at an intermediate end state, somewhere between ideal and intolerable. The Obama administration must identify and describe what this end state might look like. Without clear limits on acceptable outcomes, the U.S. and NATO military campaign will be rudderless, as will any negotiation strategy for a settlement with the Taliban. In fact, there is a range of acceptable and achievable outcomes for Afghanistan. None is perfect, and all would require sacrifice. But it is a mistake to assume that Afghanistan is somehow ungovernable or that any sacrifice would be wasted in the pursuit of an unachievable goal. Afghanistan’s own history offers ample evidence of the kind of stable, decentralized governance that could meet today’s demands without abandoning the country’s current constitution. By learning from this history and from recent experience in Afghanistan and elsewhere, the United States can frame a workable definition of success in Afghanistan. The failure of centralization After the Taliban were removed from power, in 2001, strong Pashtun support, combined with fears of a return to the civil war of the 1990s, created a majority in favor of a centralizing constitution. But Afghan central governments have never enjoyed the legitimacy required by such an organizing principle. The last 30 years of upheaval and radical devolution of political, economic, and military authority have only made this problem worse. Put simply, the current model of Afghan governance is too radical a departure in a place where the central state has such limited legitimacy and capacity.To create a lasting peace that includes the country’s main ethnic and sectarian groups—as well as elements of the insurgency—Afghanistan will require a more inclusive, flexible, and decentralized political arrangement. Stable devolution Power sharing would be easier under a decentralized democracy, in which many responsibilities now held by Kabul would be delegated to the periphery. Some of these powers would surely include the authority to draft and enact budgets, to use traditional alternatives to centralized justice systems for some offenses, to elect or approve important officials who are now appointed by Kabul, and perhaps to collect local revenue and enforce local regulation. Increasing local autonomy would make it easier to win over Afghans who distrust distant Kabul and would take advantage of a preexisting base of legitimacy and identity at the local level. The responsibility for foreign policy and internal security, however, would remain with the central government, which would prevent even the more autonomous territories from hosting international terrorist groups or supporting insurrection against the state. A mixed bag Mixed sovereignty is an even more decentralized model. Much like decentralized democracy, this approach would take many powers that are now held in Kabul and delegate them to the provincial or district level. But mixed sovereignty would go one step further, granting local authorities the additional power to rule without transparency or elections if they so chose—as long as they did not cross three “redlines” imposed by the center. The first redline would forbid local authorities from allowing their territories to be used in ways that violated the foreign policy of the state—namely, by hosting terrorist or insurgent camps. The second would bar local administrations from infringing on the rights of neighboring provinces or districts by, for example, seizing assets or diverting water resources. The third would prevent officials from engaging in large-scale theft, narcotics trafficking, or the exploitation of state-owned natural resources.
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Inevitable destabilization that results from an imposed central government leads to the fragmentation of Afghanistan, resulting in escalating wars throughout Central Asia and the Middle East, Indopak nuclear use, and a Russia-China alliance against the US

 (Stephen John Morgan , Former member of the British Labour Party Executive Committee, 2007, http://www.electricarticles.com/display.aspx?id=639) 

Although disliked and despised in many quarters, the Taliban could not advance without the support or acquiescence of parts of the population, especially in the south. In particular, the Taliban is drawing on backing from the Pashtun tribes from whom they originate. The southern and eastern areas have been totally out of government control since 2001. Moreover, not only have they not benefited at all from the Allied occupation, but it is increasingly clear that with a few small centres of exception, all of the country outside Kabul has seen little improvement in its circumstances. The conditions for unrest are ripe and the Taliban is filling the vacuum. The Break-Up of Afghanistan? However, the Taliban is unlikely to win much support outside of the powerful Pashtun tribes. Although they make up a majority of the nation, they are concentrated in the south and east. Among the other key minorities, such as Tajiks and Uzbeks, who control the north they have no chance of making new inroads. They will fight the Taliban and fight hard, but their loyalty to the NATO and US forces is tenuous to say the least. The Northern Alliance originally liberated Kabul from the Taliban without Allied ground support. The Northern Alliance are fierce fighters, veterans of the war of liberation against the Soviets and the Afghanistan civil war. Mobilized they count for a much stronger adversary than the NATO and US forces. It is possible that, while they won’t fight for the current government or coalition forces, they will certainly resist any new Taliban rule. They may decide to withdraw to their areas in the north and west of the country. This would leave the Allied forces with few social reserves, excepting a frightened and unstable urban population in Kabul, much like what happened to the Soviets. Squeezed by facing fierce fighting in Helmund and other provinces, and, at the same time, harried by a complementary tactic of Al Qaeda-style urban terrorism in Kabul, sooner or later, a “Saigon-style” evacuation of US and Allied forces could be on the cards. The net result could be the break-up and partition of Afghanistan into a northern and western area and a southern and eastern area, which would include the two key cities of Kandahar and, the capital Kabul. « Pastunistan?» The Taliban themselves, however may decide not to take on the Northern Alliance and fighting may concentrate on creating a border between the two areas, about which the two sides may reach an agreement regardless of US and Allied plans or preferences. The Taliban may claim the name Afghanistan or might opt for “Pashtunistan” – a long-standing, though intermittent demand of the Pashtuns, within Afghanistan and especially along the ungovernable border regions inside Pakistan. It could not be ruled out that the Taliban could be aiming to lead a break away of the Pakistani Pashtuns to form a 30 million strong greater Pashtun state, encompassing some 18 million Pakistani Pashtuns and 12 Afghan Pashtuns. Although the Pashtuns are more closely linked to tribal and clan loyalty, there exists a strong latent embryo of a Pashtun national consciousness and the idea of an independent Pashtunistan state has been raised regularly in the past with regard to the disputed territories common to Afghanistan and Pakistan. The area was cut in two by the “Durand Line”, a totally artificial border between created by British Imperialism in the 19th century. It has been a question bedevilling relations between the Afghanistan and Pakistan throughout their history, and with India before Partition. It has been an untreated, festering wound which has lead to sporadic wars and border clashes between the two countries and occasional upsurges in movements for Pashtun independence. In fact, is this what lies behind the current policy of appeasement President Musharraf of Pakistan towards the Pashtun tribes in along the Frontiers and his armistice with North Waziristan last year? Is he attempting to avoid further alienating Pashtun tribes there and head–off a potential separatist movement in Pakistan, which could develop from the Taliban’s offensive across the border in Afghanistan? Trying to subdue the frontier lands has proven costly and unpopular for Musharraf. In effect, he faces exactly the same problems as the US and Allies in Afghanistan or Iraq. Indeed, fighting Pashtun tribes has cost him double the number of troops as the US has lost in Iraq. Evidently, he could not win and has settled instead for an attempted political solution. When he agreed the policy of appeasement and virtual self-rule for North Waziristan last year, President Musharraf stated clearly that he is acting first and foremost to protect the interests of Pakistan. While there was outrageous in Kabul, his deal with the Pashtuns is essentially an effort to firewall his country against civil war and disintegration. In his own words, what he fears most is, the « Talibanistation » of the whole Pashtun people, which he warns could inflame the already fierce fundamentalist and other separatist movement across his entire country. He does not want to open the door for any backdraft from the Afghan war to engulf Pakistan. Musharraf faces the nationalist struggle in Kashmir, an insurgency in Balochistan, unrest in the Sindh, and growing terrorist bombings in the main cities. There is also a large Shiite population and clashes between Sunnis and Shias are regular. Moreover, fundamentalist support in his own Armed Forces and Intelligence Services is extremely strong. So much so that analyst consider it likely that the Army and Secret Service is 
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protecting, not only top Taliban leaders, but Bin Laden and the Al Qaeda central leadership thought to be entrenched in the same Pakistani borderlands. For the same reasons, he has not captured or killed Bin Laden and the Al Qaeda leadership. Returning from the frontier provinces with Bin Laden’s severed head would be a trophy that would cost him his own head in Pakistan. At best he takes the occasional risk of giving a nod and a wink to a US incursion, but even then at the peril of the chagrin of the people and his own military and secret service. The Break-Up of Pakistan? Musharraf probably hopes that by giving de facto autonomy to the Taliban and Pashtun leaders now with a virtual free hand for cross border operations into Afghanistan, he will undercut any future upsurge in support for a break-away independent Pashtunistan state or a “Peoples’ War” of the Pashtun populace as a whole, as he himself described it. However events may prove him sorely wrong. Indeed, his policy could completely backfire upon him. As the war intensifies, he has no guarantees that the current autonomy may yet burgeon into a separatist movement. Appetite comes with eating, as they say. Moreover, should the Taliban fail to re-conquer al of Afghanistan, as looks likely, but captures at least half of the country, then a Taliban Pashtun caliphate could be established which would act as a magnet to separatist Pashtuns in Pakistan. Then, the likely break up of Afghanistan along ethnic lines, could, indeed, lead the way to the break up of Pakistan, as well. Strong centrifugal forces have always bedevilled the stability and unity of Pakistan, and, in the context of the new world situation, the country could be faced with civil wars and popular fundamentalist uprisings, probably including a military-fundamentalist coup d’état. Fundamentalism is deeply rooted in Pakistan society. The fact that in the year following 9/11, the most popular name given to male children born that year was “Osama” (not a Pakistani name) is a small indication of the mood. Given the weakening base of the traditional, secular opposition parties, conditions would be ripe for a coup d’état by the fundamentalist wing of the Army and ISI, leaning on the radicalised masses to take power. Some form of radical, military Islamic regime, where legal powers would shift to Islamic courts and forms of shira law would be likely. Although, even then, this might not take place outside of a protracted crisis of upheaval and civil war conditions, mixing fundamentalist movements with nationalist uprisings and sectarian violence between the Sunni and minority Shia populations. The nightmare that is now Iraq would take on gothic proportions across the continent. The prophesy of an arc of civil war over Lebanon, Palestine and Iraq would spread to south Asia, stretching from Pakistan to Palestine, through Afghanistan into Iraq and up to the Mediterranean coast.  Undoubtedly, this would also spill over into India both with regards to the Muslim community and Kashmir. Border clashes, terrorist attacks, sectarian pogroms and insurgency would break out. A new war, and possibly nuclear war, between Pakistan and India could no be ruled out.  Atomic Al Qaeda Should Pakistan break down completely, a Taliban-style government with strong Al Qaeda influence is a real possibility. Such deep chaos would, of course, open a "Pandora's box" for the region and the world. With the possibility of unstable clerical and military fundamentalist elements being in control of the Pakistan nuclear arsenal, not only their use against India, but Israel becomes a possibility, as well as the acquisition of nuclear and other deadly weapons secrets by Al Qaeda.  Invading Pakistan would not be an option for America. Therefore a nuclear war would now again become a real strategic possibility. This would bring a shift in the tectonic plates of global relations. It could usher in a new Cold War with China and Russia pitted against the US.  What is at stake in "the half-forgotten war" in Afghanistan is far greater than that in Iraq. But America's capacities for controlling the situation are extremely restricted. Might it be, in the end, they are also forced to accept President Musharraf's unspoken slogan of «Better another Taliban Afghanistan, than a Taliban NUCLEAR Pakistan!
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A Russia-China military alliance spurred by military presence ends in nuclear extinction

 (Paul Craig Roberts, Senior Research Fellow @ the Hoover Institution, Stanford University, William E. Simon Chairin Political Economy, Center for Strategic and International Studies, 2007“US Hegemony Spawns Russian-Chinese Military Alliance,”http://www.lewrockwell.com/roberts/roberts218.html) 

This week the Russian and Chinese militaries are conducting a joint military exercise involving large numbers of troops and combat vehicles. The former Soviet Republics of Tajikistan, Kyrgkyzstan, and Kazakstan are participating. Other countries appear ready to join the military alliance.  This new potent military alliance is a real world response to neoconservative delusions about US hegemony. Neocons believe that the US is supreme in the world and can dictate its course. The neoconservative idiots have actually written papers, read by Russians and Chinese, about why the US must use its military superiority to assert hegemony over Russia and China.  Cynics believe that the neocons are just shills, like Bush and Cheney, for the military-security complex and are paid to restart the cold war for the sake of the profits of the armaments industry. But the fact is that the neocons actually believe their delusions about American hegemony.  Russia and China have now witnessed enough of the Bush administration’s unprovoked aggression in the world to take neocon intentions seriously. As the US has proven that it cannot occupy the Iraqi city of Baghdad despite 5 years of efforts, it most certainly cannot occupy Russia or China. That means the conflict toward which the neocons are driving will be a nuclear conflict.  In an attempt to gain the advantage in a nuclear conflict, the neocons are positioning US anti-ballistic missiles on Soviet borders in Poland and the Czech Republic. This is an idiotic provocation as the Russians can eliminate anti-ballistic missiles with cruise missiles. Neocons are people who desire war, but know nothing about it. Thus, the US failures in Iraq and Afghanistan.  Reagan and Gorbachev ended the cold war. However, US administrations after Reagan’s have broken the agreements and understandings. The US gratuitously brought NATO and anti-ballistic missiles to Russia’s borders. The Bush regime has initiated a propaganda war against the Russian government of V. Putin.  These are gratuitous acts of aggression. Both the Russian and Chinese governments are trying to devote resources to their economic development, not to their militaries. Yet, both are being forced by America’s aggressive posture to revamp their militaries. Americans need to understand what the neocon Bush regime cannot: a nuclear exchange between the US, Russia, and China would establish the hegemony of the cockroach.  In a mere 6.5 years the Bush regime has destroyed the world’s good will toward the US. Today, America’s influence in the world is limited to its payments of tens of millions of dollars to bribed heads of foreign governments, such as Egypt’s and Pakistan’s. The Bush regime even thinks that as it has bought and paid for Musharraf, he will stand aside and permit Bush to make air strikes inside Pakistan. Is Bush blind to the danger that he will cause an Islamic revolution within Pakistan that will depose the US puppet and present the Middle East with an Islamic state armed with nuclear weapons?  Considering the instabilities and dangers that abound, the aggressive posture of the Bush regime goes far beyond recklessness. The Bush regime is the most irresponsibly aggressive regime the world has seen since Hitler’s. 
War in Central Asia is the most probably scenario for extinction

 (Stephen J. Blank, Expert on the Soviet Bloc for the Strategic Studies Institute, 2000, “American Grand Strategy and the Transcaspian Region”, World Affairs. 9-22))

Thus many structural conditions for conventional war or protracted ethnic conflict where third parties intervene now exist in the Transcaucasus and Central Asia. The outbreak of violence by disaffected Islamic elements, the drug trade, the Chechen wars, and the unresolved ethnopolitical conflicts that dot the region, not to mention the undemocratic and unbalanced distribution of income across corrupt governments, provide plenty of tinder for future fires. Many Third World conflicts generated by local structural factors also have great potential for unintended escalation. Big powers often feel obliged to rescue their proxies and proteges. One or another big power may fail to grasp the stakes for the other side since interests here are not as clear as in Europe. Hence commitments involving the use of nuclear weapons or perhaps even conventional war to prevent defeat of a client are not well established or clear as in Europe. For instance, in 1993 Turkish noises about intervening on behalf of Azerbaijan induced Russian leaders to threaten a nuclear war in that case. Precisely because Turkey is a NATO ally but probably could not prevail in a long war against Russia, or if it could, would conceivably trigger a potential nuclear blow (not a small possibility given the erratic nature of Russia's declared nuclear strategies), the danger of major war is higher here than almost everywhere else in the CIS or the "arc of crisis" from the Balkans to China. As Richard Betts has observed, The greatest danger lies in areas where (1) the potential for serious instability is high; (2) both superpowers perceive vital interests; (3) neither recognizes that the other's perceived interest or commitment is as great as its own; (4) both have the capability to inject conventional forces; and (5) neither has willing proxies capable of settling the situation.(77)
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Middle East instability leads to nuclear war

 [John Steinbach, nuclear specialist, Secretary of the Hiroshima-Nagasaki Peace Committee of the National Capitol Area, 2002, Centre for Research on Globalisation, “Israeli Weapons of Mass Destruction: a Threat to Peace,” http://www.globalresearch.ca/articles/STE203A.html]
Meanwhile, the existence of an arsenal of mass destruction in such an unstable region in turn has serious implications for future arms control and disarmament negotiations, and even the threat of nuclear war. Seymour Hersh warns, "Should war break out in the Middle East again,... or should any Arab nation fire missiles against Israel, as the Iraqis did, a nuclear escalation, once unthinkable except as a last resort, would now be a strong probability."(41) and Ezar Weissman, Israel's current President said "The nuclear issue is gaining momentum(and the) next war will not be conventional."(42) Russia and before it the Soviet Union has long been a major(if not the major) target of Israeli nukes. It is widely reported that the principal purpose of Jonathan Pollard's spying for Israel was to furnish satellite images of Soviet targets and other super sensitive data relating to U.S. nuclear targeting strategy. (43) (Since launching its own satellite in 1988, Israel no longer needs U.S. spy secrets.) Israeli nukes aimed at the Russian heartland seriously complicate disarmament and arms control negotiations and, at the very least, the unilateral possession of nuclear weapons by Israel is enormously destabilizing, and dramatically lowers the threshold for their actual use, if not for all out nuclear war. In the words of Mark Gaffney, "... if the familar pattern(Israel refining its weapons of mass destruction with U.S. complicity) is not reversed soon- for whatever reason- the deepening Middle East conflict could trigger a world conflagration." (44)

Indopak conflict leads to extinction

(Dr. Ghulam Nabi Fai, Executive Director of the Washington-based Kashmiri American Council, “India Pakistan Summit and the Issue of Kashmir,” 7/8/01, Washington Times, http://www.pakistanlink.com/Letters/2001/July/13/05.html)

The foreign policy of the United States in South Asia should move from the lackadaisical and distant (with India crowned with a unilateral veto power) to aggressive involvement at the vortex. The most dangerous place on the planet is Kashmir, a disputed territory convulsed and illegally occupied for more than 53 years and sandwiched between nuclear-capable India and Pakistan. It has ignited two wars between the estranged South Asian rivals in 1948 and 1965, and a third could trigger nuclear volleys and a nuclear winter threatening the entire globe. The United States would enjoy no sanctuary. This apocalyptic vision is no idiosyncratic view. The Director of Central Intelligence, the Department of Defense, and world experts generally place Kashmir at the peak of their nuclear worries. Both India and Pakistan are racing like thoroughbreds to bolster their nuclear arsenals and advanced delivery vehicles. Their defense budgets are climbing despite widespread misery amongst their populations. Neither country has initialed the Nuclear Non-Proliferation Treaty, the Comprehensive Test Ban Treaty, or indicated an inclination to ratify an impending Fissile Material/Cut-off Convention.

***Inherency – COIN Now

Obama just reaffirmed COIN along with Petraeus appointment – won’t change policy.
Richard N. Haass, president of the Council on Foreign Relations, 7/18/2010
(Newsweek, “We’re Not Winning. It’s Not Worth It.” http://www.newsweek.com/2010/07/18/we-re-not-winning-it-s-not-worth-it.html ty)
Today the counterinsurgency strategy that demanded all those troops is clearly not working. The August 2009 election that gave Karzai a second term as president was marred by pervasive fraud and left him with less legitimacy than ever. While the surge of U.S. forces has pushed back the
Taliban in certain districts, the Karzai government has been unable to fill the vacuum with effective governance and security forces that could prevent the Taliban’s return. So far the Obama administration is sticking with its strategy; indeed, the president went to great lengths to underscore this when he turned to Petraeus to replace Gen. Stanley McChrystal in Kabul. No course change is likely until at least December, when the president will find himself enmeshed in yet another review of his Afghan policy.
***TERROR***

COIN Disrupts CT

COIN and CT interfere with each other

Michael J. Boyle – Lecturer in International Relations and a Research Fellow at the Centre for the Study of Terrorism and Political Violence at the University of St Andrews – 2010
(International Affairs, “Do counterterrorism and counterinsurgency go together?” http://www3.interscience.wiley.com/cgi-bin/fulltext/123318677/PDFSTART ty)

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

COIN missions undermine counterterror effectiveness – reduces our leverage

Michael J. Boyle – Lecturer in International Relations and a Research Fellow at the Centre for the Study of Terrorism and Political Violence at the University of St Andrews – 2010
(International Affairs, “Do counterterrorism and counterinsurgency go together?” http://www3.interscience.wiley.com/cgi-bin/fulltext/123318677/PDFSTART ty)

Finally, a counterinsurgency mission can have offsetting effects on counterterrorism goals if it sends a signal of commitment that inadvertently reduces the leverage the foreign backer has over its partner government. Just as the US learned to its peril with South Vietnam, each decision to send additional troops and resources reveals how much the US needs to win, thereby reducing its leverage over its local partner.87 This is problematic because counterterrorism cooperation depends on leverage, especially when the foreign backer asks the local government to undertake or authorize costly operations to capture or kill suspected terrorists. There is certainly evidence that this dynamic is in play in respect of Pakistan, which has received $15 billion in aid from the US, much of it earmarked for counterterrorism support, only to find that the funds are diverted into weapons to be used against India.88 Pakistan has refused to end its tacit support for the Afghan Taleban, who operate freely in Quetta, and there are unconfirmed reports that the Taleban still receive funds from its intelligence service.89 Similarly, President Obama’s declaration of Afghanistan as a ‘necessary war’ and his decision to send 30,000 additional US troops appear to have made the Karzai regime less willing to accede to American demands over corruption reform and improved governance. Rory Stewart has pointed out that ‘the more we give, the less influence we have over the Afghan government, which believes we need it more than it needs us. What incentive do Afghan leaders have to reform if their country is allowed to produce 92 percent of the world’s heroin and still receive $20 billion of international aid?’90 It remains to be seen whether this lack of compliance will spill over into responses to counterterrorism demands, but it is worth asking whether this renewed commitment to COIN strategies in the AfPak region will leave the US punching beneath its weight with both governments. The US is so heavily invested in stopping the spread of violence in the region—to the point that it will tolerate both Afghanistan and Pakistan exploiting their crises for profit—that it may find it lacks the leverage needed to achieve its essential counterterrorism goals. 

COIN ( Terror [1/2]

A large COIN presence increases al-Qaeda’s power – backlash against US means more recruitment and support for Taliban

Steven Simon – Adjunct Senior Fellow at the Council on Foreign Relations and Jonathan Stevenson -  Professor of Strategic Studies at the US Naval War College – October 2009
(“Afghanistan: How Much is Enough?” Survival, Volume 51, Issue 5 October 2009 , pages 47 – 67 ty)
To be sure, the re-Talibanisation of Afghanistan would be undesirable in a number of ways. It would, for example, render Afghanistan more cooptable by al-Qaeda. It would also consign some Afghans, particularly women, to oppression and human-rights violations at the hands of the Taliban. But US failure to execute an ambitious counter-insurgency and state-building policy runs a prohibitive risk of playing into al-Qaeda's hands. Among the most cherished aspects of al-Qaeda's strategy is the 'management of savagery', which constitutes the title of an important jihadist manual - subtitled 'the most important stage through which the umma will pass' - propagated under the pseudonym 'Abu Bakr al-Naji' via the Internet beginning in 2004. In essence, the strategy calls for a war of attrition in which Muslims bleed and gradually enervate the United States and its allies by repeatedly drawing them into military conflict.27 Such designs raise the question of whether the United States, having intervened full-bloodedly in Afghanistan, will likewise occupy and attempt to reshape every underdeveloped country in which jihadists establish a presence. This sort of project would surely be impracticable. Yet given al-Qaeda's transnational cast and noted adaptability, jihadists under its influence will almost inevitably rise to political prominence elsewhere. In this light, it is unclear where US-led intervention might end, and how Washington could carry the burden of the Afghanistan precedent.  Finally, within the operational environment of Afghanistan and Pakistan themselves, the alternative to a minimalist approach is likely to be not the controlled and purposeful escalation envisaged by the current policy but rather a pernicious spiral with an indeterminate outcome. If the United States continues to respond to the threat of al-Qaeda by deepening intervention in Afghanistan and Pakistan, al-Qaeda and the Taliban will rejoin with heightened terrorist and insurgent operations that bring further instability. Indeed, that appears to be happening. In August 2009, as US ground commanders requested more troops, Admiral Michael Mullen, chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, on CNN described the situation in Afghanistan as 'serious and deteriorating' and the Taliban as having 'gotten better, more sophisticated, in their tactics'.28  The United States' next logical move would be to intensify pressure, raising civilian casualties, increasing political pressure on the Kabul and Islamabad regimes, and ultimately weakening them, which would only help al-Qaeda and the Taliban. In fact, some evidence of this dynamic has already materialised, as the Pakistani government has faced difficulties in dealing with hundreds of thousands of Pakistanis displaced by the military campaign, undertaken at Washington's behest, in the Swat Valley. Certainly worries about Islamabad's ability to handle the Taliban on its own are justi fied. Some Taliban members are no doubt keen on regime change in favour of jihadists, as noted by Bruce Riedel, who headed up the Obama administration's 60-day policy review.29 But Pakistan's military capabilities should not be given short shrift. The Pakistani army, however preoccupied by India, is seasoned and capable, and able to respond decisively to the Taliban should its activities reach a critical level of destabilisation. Inter-Services Intelligence, devious though it may be, would be loath to allow the transfer of nuclear weapons to the Taliban. Moving forward    Al-Qaeda's attrition strategy has a political as well as an operational dynamic: if the United States and its allies are continually goaded into drawing Muslim blood, more Muslims will be antagonised and therefore become ripe for recruitment. American strategist Jeffrey Record, a professor at the US Air War College, has argued that barbarism in waging war makes it difficult, if not impossible, for a democracy like the United States to keep its democratic credentials intact, and thus is hardwired to fail. Citing the French experience in Algeria and both the French and the American campaigns in Vietnam, Record notes that 'the stronger side's vulnerability to defeat in protracted conflicts against irregular foes is arguably heightened if it is a democracy'. This is because citizens of democracies tend to find military escalation - encompassing higher casualties, rising brutality and the near-inevitable erosion of democratic practices - increasingly intolerable and often reach their limit before victory can be secured.30  It follows that the most difficult challenge to sustaining a maximalist US policy, leaving aside substantive questions of strategy, is that of keeping the American people on board. The US government can sustain a deployment of some 75,000 troops, the funding it requires, and the public's tolerance for steady casualties for only a finite - and dwindling - period. If the US deployment in Iraq were reduced by two-thirds over the next year, the US presence in Iraq and Afghanistan would still be about 125,000. To support that number, US military practices would require a force twice as large to be perpetually either preparing to deploy or recovering from deployment. That would mean one half of US ground forces would be indefinitely committed to Iraq and Afghanistan, while Afghanistan becomes the largest recipient of US foreign aid.  An effort on that scale would garner majority US domestic support only if the public sees likely victory 
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SIMON AND STEVENSON CONTINUE…
and Congress, the White House and the Beltway punditry line up decisively behind the policy. The emerging trends are pointing in the contrary direction. As monthly and annual US casualties in Afghanistan reached historical peaks in August 
2009, and the Afghan national election loomed, a poll conducted by ABC News and the Washington Post indicated that most Americans did not support an extended US military commitment in Afghanistan.31 Congressional Democrats are balking at anticipated requests for more troops.32 And even conservative columnists, like the influential George F. Will, have turned against a maximalist Afghanistan policy.33 Overall, increasingly strong perceptions of the Karzai government as inept and corrupt are making prospects that the United States could enlist it as an effective counter-insurgency partner and lend it the legitimacy required to rebuild the country seem more and more baseless.  The upshot is that only if the United States establishes a well-calibrated limited policy now will it have the political flexibility to sustain it over the longer-term and thereby to effectively contain the jihadist threat in Central Asia. If, on the other hand, the Obama administration promises more than it can deliver in Afghanistan, a reprise of Vietnam may occur: once failure becomes clear, domestic support will evaporate, the administration will be compelled to withdraw precipitously, and the United States will lose considerable traction in the region. These factors suggest that the United States should limit its Afghanistan/Pakistan policy to counter-terrorism and disown country-wide counterinsurgency and state-building in Afghanistan. At the same time, Washington must remain highly sensitive to the dynamic whereby decreased military activity in Afghanistan combined with robust operations in Pakistan could induce al-Qaeda to return to Afghanistan and render it a main threat once again. In that light, any abrupt wholesale American military withdrawal from Afghanistan would be too risky. Instead, the United States should seek to facilitate a glide-path to a substantial drawdown - and with it fewer casualties and lower expenditures in Afghanistan - over the next few years. 

Counterterror Solves Al Qaeda

Only a limited counterrorism presence can solve the war against Al Qaeda

Austin Long - assistant professor at Columbia University’s School of International and Public Affairs – December 2009
(“Small is Beautiful: The Counterterrorism Option in Afghanistan” Foreign Policy Research Institute ty)

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

Counterror solves Al Qaeda – controls it with a small force

Austin Long - assistant professor at Columbia University’s School of International and Public Affairs – December 2009
(“Small is Beautiful: The Counterterrorism Option in Afghanistan” Foreign Policy Research Institute ty)

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 Khyber 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. The 750 kilometers could probably be guarded reasonably effectively by about ten ANA kandaks (battalions) a total of about 6,000 personnel (less than 5 percent of the force goal for late 2010). This would yield one kandak for every seventy five kilometers. These forces could be replaced or supplemented by ANP along with local defense organizations such as Afghan Public Protection Program (AP3) or CDI. Similarly, each of the three cities could be allocated ten kandaks to secure it. This total of forty kandaks is less than the number deemed combat ready in 2007 (forty six according to the Afghan Ministry of Defense). Consequently, there should be plenty of Afghan security forces to accomplish this mission even if the expansion of security forces in 2009-2010 is not very successful.33 These forces would retain the ability to call on U.S. air support if needed through the brigade level U.S. advisers and in extremis could be supported by the U.S. conventional forces stationed at the three air bases, giving high confidence that they can hold these cities. 
Counterterror Solves Al Qaeda

Counterterror solves al-Qaeda – targeted killings

Steven Simon – Adjunct Senior Fellow at the Council on Foreign Relations and Jonathan Stevenson -  Professor of Strategic Studies at the US Naval War College – October 2009
(“Afghanistan: How Much is Enough?” Survival, Volume 51, Issue 5 October 2009 , pages 47 – 67 ty)
Given the tenuous relationship between instability in Afghanistan and the graver threat posed by instability in Pakistan, the typically long duration of insurgencies and infrequency of indecisive outcomes, and the daunting list of prerequisites to US counter-insurgency success in Afghanistan, Washington should quietly develop a fallback strategy. Such a strategy should play to demonstrated US strengths. From the standpoint of the US domestic constituency to which American policymakers are ultimately answerable, the core concerns are still al-Qaeda and allied militants and the threats they pose to Americans.  Accordingly, Washington might continue its current policy of eliminating al-Qaeda's leadership through targeted killing. Although it is a controversial policy, the Obama administration's position in the freighted domestic policy debate on the nature of counter-terrorism is entirely consistent with it. Despite its declared post-11 September national security policy, which acknowledged roles for both law enforcement and military force in combating terrorism, in practice the Bush administration gave short shrift to law enforcement and strongly favoured military measures. Obama, both during the presidential campaign and after assuming office, decried what he and others viewed as the excessive militarisation of counter-terrorism in practice, and endorsed a more fluid, open-minded and pragmatic approach. While he would prefer to fight transnational terrorists with law-enforcement tools, he understood that that could not always be done effectively. In particular, he realised that the United States could not, practically speaking, dispatch FBI special agents to Pakistan's anarchical tribal areas and other ungoverned spaces in an unmarked Ford Crown Victoria to arrest al-Qaeda suspects and bring them back to federal district court in Washington for trial, so measures like targeted killing from drones were needed. Thus, Obama continued and in fact ramped up the targetedkilling policy when he became president.  The new president confirmed his instrumental view of counter-terrorism in an impassioned but grounded May 2009 speech, in which he stated for the record that the counter-terrorism tool chosen should fit the particular circumstances. Though he nodded clearly to the preferred status of the lawenforcement approach in focusing on closing the Guantanamo Bay detention facility and ending the use of so-called enhanced interrogation techniques, he also argued more generally for 'strategically applying our power' as well as our principles, and doing so 'pragmatically'. The president further noted that 'absolutists' on the 'national security' and the 'law enforcement' side of the counter-terrorism debate were both wrong, and endorsed a middle course of 'common sense'.12 One key implication of the speech was that re-orientating American counter-terrorism policy away from the use of military force would render Islamist militancy more containable by demonstrating US restraint and emphasising American respect for the rule of law. The other, though, was that military force remained indispensable in certain circumstances.  It does appear that targeted killing, while only an operational tool and not a strategic solution in itself, can help manage a terrorist threat.13 Open-source information indicates that the recent US campaign in Pakistan, in particular, has been effective. Over the past 18 months or so, the United States has used two related types of unmanned aerial vehicles, the Predator and the faster, higheraltitude Reaper, which is capable of carrying two Hellfire anti-tank missiles and precision-guided bombs, to attack individuals and safe houses, eliminating about a dozen key al-Qaeda operatives and dozens more other militants. There were 36 such attacks in 2008 and about 20 in the first eight months of 2009. As of the end of August 2009, they had eliminated Abu Jihad al-Masri, al-Qaeda's intelligence chief; Khalid Habib, head of its Pakistan operations and fourth in the chain of command overall; Abu Khabab al-Masri, the group's ranking explosives expert; and Abu Laith al-Libi, al-Qaeda's commander in Afghanistan. One of the missiles killed Pakistan Taliban leader Baitullah Mehsud in August.14

A2: COIN Key to Solve Terror

COIN not necessary to solve Al-Qaeda

Michael J. Boyle – Lecturer in International Relations and a Research Fellow at the Centre for the Study of Terrorism and Political Violence at the University of St Andrews – 2010
(International Affairs, “Do counterterrorism and counterinsurgency go together?” http://www3.interscience.wiley.com/cgi-bin/fulltext/123318677/PDFSTART ty)

This description of the interlinked threats between terrorists and insurgents in theatre wars like Afghanistan is descriptively accurate, as recent accounts of the ideology of the Taleban indicate.24 Moreover, the idea that the global war against Al-Qaeda can be conceptualized as an insurgency has merit as long as it is seen for what it is: a metaphor designed to help policy-makers to avoid overreaction and thoughtless mistakes that may alienate the Muslim world or drive its population into the hands of extremists. But—as Kilcullen realizes—in both descriptive and prescriptive terms this fusion of threats between terrorism and insurgency has its limits. First, such arguments (especially at the international level) give Al-Qaeda too much credit. The Al-Qaeda organization is neither an insurgency against a US hegemonic order nor the vanguard of a global Islamic resistance to globalization or westernization. It is a resilient and highly lethal terrorist organization with a fanciful political programme and relatively little popular support in the Muslim world.25 It has killed thousands of people, but it has not articulated a vision of political life that has proved attractive to potential followers. It does not pose a threat to the existing global order, nor does it provide an ideological model that has purchase in the Muslim world. For that reason, no global ‘hearts and minds’ approach to the Muslim world is likely to prove necessary to defeat Al-Qaeda, which is more like a parasite on the Muslim world than its representative. Moreover, its highly committed adherents are unlikely to be swayed by public diplomacy campaigns launched by the US. Quite the contrary: adherents of Al-Qaeda are more likely to see efforts to engage the Muslim world as a sinister front to mask a continuing US attempt at domination in the region.26 Second, although it is certainly true that Al-Qaeda has formed marriages of convenience with local insurgents and disseminated both its ideology and its techniques, it is a mistake to see this interrelationship as the central dynamic driving modern insurgencies. Most insurgencies are still nationalist in character and offer an inhospitable environment for terrorist groups like Al-Qaeda. Al-Qaeda, for example, has gained little traction in insurgencies or secessionist conflicts in Europe and sub-Saharan Africa. In Asia, the role of Al-Qaeda and Jemaah Islamiya in insurgencies remains minimal. For example, the Gerakan Aceh Merdeka’s (GAM) war against Indonesian control over Aceh has involved at most an ancillary role for Al-Qaeda.27 Similarly, in the insurgency in southern Thailand, the balance of evidence suggests that terrorism is being employed by local actors for local purposes without significant involvement from al-Qaeda.28 The insurgencies that have proved to be fertile breeding grounds for Al-Qaeda are the ones in which the conflict mirrors the narrative that Al-Qaeda puts forward, particularly with its emphasis on Christian (i.e. western) armies occupying predominantly Muslim countries.29 But even in conflicts that are amenable to this narrative, the extent of fusion between Al-Qaeda and terrorist groups can be overstated. In Chechnya, for instance, jihadi groups fought alongside Chechen nationalists against Russia; but the two elements do not fully share political goals and relations between them were rarely harmonious.30 In other insurgencies, such as the current one in Pakistan, jihadi groups like Al-Qaeda are often the inspiration rather than the source of the terrorist violence. Transnational terrorist organizations such as Al-Qaeda can act as a force multiplier within certain types of insurgencies in the Muslim world, but they appear unable to start insurgencies on their own. The danger of focusing on the fusion of threats is to see the hand of Al-Qaeda behind every tactical resort to terrorism, when in fact their role is marginal or non-existent in many cases. 

A2: COIN Key to Solve Terror

COIN results in overextension – fails in combating terrorism

Michael J. Boyle – Lecturer in International Relations and a Research Fellow at the Centre for the Study of Terrorism and Political Violence at the University of St Andrews – 2010
(International Affairs, “Do counterterrorism and counterinsurgency go together?” http://www3.interscience.wiley.com/cgi-bin/fulltext/123318677/PDFSTART ty)

At the political level, however, the effects of the conflation of counterterrorism and counterinsurgency are perhaps more serious. One of the unfortunate by-products of the experience of the last eight years, which has seen two major national insurgencies conducted concurrently with a global struggle against Al-Qaeda, is that policy-makers have begun to conclude (as Miliband did) that counterterrorism is counterinsurgency. The dangers of such a position are manifest. To treat every terrorist threat through the lens of counterinsurgency is to commit the US to undertaking countless state-building missions abroad, often with limited prospects of success. To treat every insurgency as the potential incubator of a future terrorist threat is a recipe for overextension, distraction and exhaustion. The struggle with Al-Qaeda can be won only if the US keeps sight of its priorities and avoids entangling itself in an ever-increasing number of distant conflicts. But it will certainly be lost if the US exhausts itself—financially, militarily, even morally—by forever scanning the horizon for new monsters to destroy.93 

A2: COIN Intelligence Good

Counterror solves intelligence

Austin Long - assistant professor at Columbia University’s School of International and Public Affairs – December 2009
(“Small is Beautiful: The Counterterrorism Option in Afghanistan” Foreign Policy Research Institute ty)

First, this posture would require maintaining bases in Afghanistan. Three airfields (see map below) would be sufficient: Bagram (about 50 kilometers north of Kabul), Jalalabad (in eastern Afghanistan) and Kandahar (in southern Afghanistan). This would enable forces to collect intelligence and rapidly target al Qaeda in the Pashtun regions where its allies would hold sway. 

Less numbers still solve intelligence

Austin Long - assistant professor at Columbia University’s School of International and Public Affairs – December 2009
(“Small is Beautiful: The Counterterrorism Option in Afghanistan” Foreign Policy Research Institute ty)

At best, large numbers of U.S. troops make the work of intelligence collectors easier. Their presence helps prevent militants from massing forces to attack small units and provides readily available quick reaction forces, allowing collectors to assume more risk in collection. Conventional forces also collect some intelligence organically via patrols and engagements. With a reduced force posture, collectors will have to be more circumspect and work harder. Yet as the above examples of collection in hostile environment demonstrate, this will not prevent them from operating. 
A2: COIN Intelligence Good

CT solves intelligence gathering

Rick “Ozzie” Nelson - Director, Homeland Security and Counterterrorism Program and Senior Fellow, International Security Program at the CSIS – 10/15/2009
(“Intelligence Gathering Is Compatible with Counterterrorism”  http://csis.org/publication/intelligence-gathering-compatible-counterterrorism ty)

Q1: Proponents of counterinsurgency, or COIN, argue that intelligence gathering in support of operations against al Qaeda and Taliban militants will be irreparably damaged if the Obama administration pursues a counterterrorism strategy instead of COIN in Afghanistan. Is this necessarily true?  A1: No. Proponents of COIN tend to paint a counterterrorism approach in stark terms, suggesting that a complete U.S. withdrawal will result in the loss of key bases required for intelligence activities. But no serious counterterrorism option includes plans for a full American withdrawal, and such exaggerations do nothing but detract from a healthy debate about U.S. and NATO strategy in Afghanistan.  In attempting to further discredit the counterterrorism approach, COIN supporters insist that better intelligence will come about only if U.S. and NATO forces commit to a troop-intensive, “population-centric” strategy. Their argument goes like this: fear of retribution prevents Afghan citizens from informing coalition forces of Taliban movements and operations; once U.S. and NATO troops provide security to innocent locals, valuable information will flow freely and openly. This claim, however, is flawed on multiple levels. Consider:     1. It fails to recognize that most key militant leaders operate from Pakistan’s western frontier and not Afghanistan. It makes little sense to assume that innocent Afghan civilians, especially those considerably west of the Durand Line, possess the information necessary to capture or kill key militant leaders living in Pakistan.    2. It mistakenly assumes that Afghan citizens do not share information on Taliban and al Qaeda operations because they fear reprisals from militants. What if, instead, Afghans simply don’t know where militant leaders hide and how they plan to attack? This latter scenario is wholly plausible, especially since high-level intelligence about criminal enterprises usually requires insider knowledge—which innocent bystanders, by definition, lack.    3. It places far too much emphasis on troop “numbers” and minimizes the importance of troop “type.” Most soldiers serving in Afghanistan are trained in basic combat skills, not sensitive operations. Such expertise is largely the realm of specialists in the military and intelligence communities. It is unreasonable to expect the average soldier, working through an interpreter (who may not speak the local language or dialect), to collect high-value intelligence on routine village patrols.  COIN supporters are likely to argue that soldiers do collect valuable intelligence while protecting the population. But this is true only to the extent that they gather information that serves the tactical aims of counterinsurgency—such as identifying local troublemakers. Absent are the kinds of leads on high-value terrorists that are likely to result in tangible reductions in extremist planning and leadership. So, in the end, population protection may have important humanitarian purposes, but its utility in dismantling extremist networks is overstated.  Q2: Does counterterrorism offer a better framework for successful intelligence collection?  A2: If executed well, yes. Good intelligence collection is about talking to the right people. In Afghanistan, this means reaching out to actors closest to Taliban leadership. Just as any law enforcement agency might target a large criminal network by registering the assistance of insiders or smaller rivals, so too should U.S., NATO, and Afghan forces identify Taliban most amenable to deal making. Such an approach could exploit the myriad tribal factions in Afghanistan, and even Pakistan, by creating internal divisions within the broader insurgency. It also might appeal to “moderate” militants, many of whom join extremist groups for purely financial considerations. The goal of these efforts would be to turn the Taliban against itself and draw certain elements into the Afghan government’s sphere—much like U.S. efforts at creating divisions between Iraq’s Sunni insurgents and foreign-born al Qaeda in Iraq. 
Terror Likely
Al Qaeda poses a threat – nuclear terrorism
Michael Evans – Pentagon Correspondent – 4/12/2010
(The Times “Hillary Clinton fears al-Qaeda is obtaining nuclear weapons material” http://www.timesonline.co.uk/tol/news/world/us_and_americas/article7094876.ece ty)
Terrorists including al-Qaeda pose a serious threat to world security as they attempt to obtain atomic weapons material, Hillary Clinton, the US Secretary of State, declared on the eve of a global summit in Washington to prevent a nuclear terror attack.  President Obama will call on the leaders of 47 nations today — the biggest gathering of heads of state by a US leader since the founding of the UN in 1945 — to introduce tougher safeguards to prevent nuclear material ending up in the hands of terrorists. As far back as 1998, Osama bin Laden stated that it was his Islamic duty to acquire and use weapons of mass destruction.  During the two-day Nuclear Security Summit, Mr Obama will try to convince representatives, including David Miliband. who is standing in for Gordon Brown, that the dangers of loosely guarded atomic material are so grave that a global agreement is needed to stop al-Qaeda going nuclear.  The summit is part of Mr Obama’s strategy to put nuclear weapons at the top of foreign policy. He signed a treaty with Russia on April 8, restricted the role and development of US nuclear weapons last week, and is trying to reach agreement on new sanctions against Iran. The Iran component of his strategy will be raised during the summit, notably with President Hu of China, who agreed to attend the event after initial doubts.  In the speech he gave in Prague a year ago when he outlined his vision of a nuclear-free world, Mr Obama said he aimed to secure all vulnerable nuclear material around the world within four years. The summit is intended to rally global collective action to achieve this goal.  However, with nuclear energy continuing to expand around the world and safeguard technologies becoming outdated, the scope for proliferation — fissile material leaking to terrorist groups as well as to maverick states — is multiplying.  The unprecedented gathering of 47 nations in Washington to address this issue underscores the perceived severity of the threat posed by nuclear terrorism.  "We know that terrorist groups, including al-Qaeda, are pursuing the materials to build a nuclear weapon and we know that they have the intent to use one [which would be] a catastrophic danger to American national security and to global security were they able to carry out that kind of attack," Ben Rhodes, the White House's deputy national security adviser for strategic communications, said last week.  Mr Obama will be seeking specific commitments from individual countries to lock down their stocks of nuclear material, with particular emphasis on plutonium and highly-enriched uranium, the two materials that can be used for nuclear bombs.  There already exists a Convention for the Suppression of Acts of Nuclear Terrorism, completed in 2005, but it has not yet come into force because some countries still have to sign and ratify it. There will be pressure on them to act soon.  There will also be pressure on countries to follow the example of Chile, which has removed all of its stocks of low-enriched and highly-enriched uranium.  Mr Obama will remind delegates that the US and Russia have each agreed to dispose of 34 metric tons of weapons-grade plutonium, taken from their military programmes. This was agreed in 2000 but it has taken ten years for the implementing measures to be worked out.  Hillary Clinton, the US Secretary of State, and her Russian counterpart, Sergei Lavrov, will finally sign the deal today.  The US has spent 20 years and billions of dollars trying to help the Russians safeguard their huge stockpiles of nuclear material. But there are still concerns that terrorists might acquire Russian-sourced fissile material.  When the Cold War ended there were apocalyptic rumours of Russian tactical nuclear weapons going missing, and there were warnings of suitcase bombs being planted in Western cities. But, apart from a whole series of arrests of would-be nuclear smugglers caught trying to sell low-grade radioactive material during the early post-Cold War period, the nightmare of a terrorist group acquiring a nuclear weapon never happened.  However, Russia still has 5,000 tactical nukes, supposedly under lock and key. Underlining the fear that one might be secreted out of the country, the US Department of Energy's National Nuclear Security Administration has equipped 160 Russian border crossings with radiation detection equipment.  Bin Laden's avowed intention to go nuclear has kept the West's intelligence services busy for years.  "Since the mid-1990s, al-Qaeda's WMD procurement efforts have been managed at the most senior levels, under rules of strict compartmentalisation from lower levels of the organisation, and with central control over possible targets and the timing of prospective attacks," Rolf Mowatt-Larssen, a former senior CIA officer, wrote in Foreign Policy magazine in January.  He said Ayman al-Zawahiri, al-Qaeda's Egyptian deputy chief, "personally shepherded the group's ultimately unsuccessful efforts to set off an anthrax attack in the US".  In a 2007 video, bin Laden repeated his promise "to use massive weapons" to destroy capitalism and help create an Islamic caliphate, and there have been numerous examples in recent years of al-Qaeda's attempts to acquire WMD material.  According to Mr Mowatt-Larssen, the first evidence of the terrorist group's plans to purchase nuclear material was in late 1993. An al-Qaeda defector who became a source for the CIA and FBI, revealed that bin Laden tried to buy uranium in Sudan.  In 2001, Zawahiri was quoted as saying in an interview: "If you have $30 million, go to the black market in central Asia, contact any disgruntled Soviet scientist, and dozens of smart briefcase bombs are available."
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Nuke Terrorism likely by 2013 – would cause nuclear winter and apocalypse
Boston Globe 7/25/2010
(Brian MacQuarrie – Globe Staff. “Clear and Present Nuclear Threats” http://www.boston.com/ae/movies/articles/2010/07/25/countdown_to_zero_examines_two_dangers_nuclear_threats_and_public_complacency/?page=2)
Americans have plenty on their plates: two stubborn wars, a catastrophic oil spill, a recession-racked economy, and recurring warnings about a calamity-in-the-making called global warming. Given all that energy-eating angst, who has time to worry about nuclear weapons?  According to “Countdown to Zero,’’ a chilling new documentary film that opens Friday at the Kendall Square Cinema, the answer should be everyone.  “The likelihood of a single nuclear bomb exploding in a single city somewhere, maybe even Boston, has increased,’’ said Graham Allison, director of the Belfer Center for Science and International Affairs at the John F. Kennedy School of Government at Harvard University. Allison is one of several talking heads featured in the documentary.  The technology is spreading, terrorists have an appetite for the arms, and the security of nuclear bombs, particularly in Pakistan and the countries of the former Soviet Union, is a constant worry for US and allied defense officials.  But to people worried more about mortgage payments than nuclear holocaust, the danger can seem as dated as fallout shelters and “Dr. Strangelove.’’ Because of that sense of complacency, an area network of clergy, academics, and scientists is spreading the word that this issue must not be overlooked.  “Nuclear weapons were so much the story line of the Cold War,’’ said Allison, who served as assistant defense secretary under President Clinton and a special defense adviser under President Reagan. “If you’re only following the headlines — ‘The Cold War’s Over’ — it must have gone away.’’  Instead, Allison said, an apocalyptic danger is clear and present.  “The objective of Al Qaeda is to ‘kill 4 million Americans, including 2 million children,’ ’’ Allison says during the 90-minute film. “You’re not going to get to kill 4 million people by hijacking airplanes and crashing them into buildings.’’  The quickest way to reach that goal is through the cataclysm of a nuclear explosion, which Valerie Plame Wilson, the former CIA officer whose identity was leaked by aides under President George W. Bush, said Al Qaeda is eager to accomplish.  “Al Qaeda is determined to acquire nuclear weapons and to use them if they get them,’’ Wilson says in the film. “In the early ’90s, they tried to buy highly enriched uranium in the Sudan. They got scammed. Just prior to the 9/11 attacks, we do know that Osama bin Laden and his lieutenant, Zawahiri, sat down with two Pakistani nuclear scientists and discussed nuclear weapons.’’  “Countdown to Zero’’ was produced by Lawrence Bender, who brought the issue of global warming to a mass audience through “An Inconvenient Truth,’’ the Academy Award-winning documentary. In Allison’s view, nuclear proliferation is a much more immediate danger.  In addition to showing the history of the atomic bomb, the film includes interviews of world figures such as Mikhail Gorbachev, Tony Blair, and Pervez Musharraf; nuclear scientists; and intelligence officials such as former CIA operative Rolf Mowatt-Larssen, a current fellow at the Belfer Center. Countdown to Zero’’ includes the troubling and well-known development of Iran’s nuclear program, but its writer and director, Lucy Walker, also chronicles little-publicized thefts of enriched uranium that show this fear has been more reality than rumor. As Mowatt-Larssen says in the film: “There are three ways to acquire a nuclear weapon: You can steal a bomb. You can buy a bomb. And you can build a bomb.’’ Walker shows that all three options are very much in play.  According to Dr. Ira Helfand of Northampton, former president of Physicians for Social Responsibility, even a relatively small nuclear exchange between, for example, India and Pakistan would have serious global repercussions. Temperatures across the planet would drop about 1.3 degrees centigrade, Helfand said, and lead to mass starvation.  In a large-scale nuclear war, temperatures would drop 8 to 10 degrees centigrade, agriculture would be devastated, and “the likelihood is that the entire human race would starve to death,’’ Helfand said during a panel discussion after a recent screening at the Coolidge Corner Theatre in Brookline.  “Countdown to Zero,’’ developed by Participant Media in conjunction with the World Security Institute and Magnolia Pictures, has been shown at the Cannes and Sundance film festivals. However, the sparse turnout at the Brookline screening underscored the difficulties that the documentary faces in attracting a large, paying audience.  “We have kind of an issue fatigue that all of us understandably experience,’’ said the Rev. Jim Antal, president of the Massachusetts Conference of the United Church of Christ, who also spoke after the screening. To help counter that fatigue, Antal plans to send an alert to all of the 400 churches and clergy in his jurisdiction.  “This problem has not gone away,’’ Antal said.  The issue of complacency or unawareness might be even more acute among younger people who have no recollection of the Cold War and its hair-trigger threat of nuclear annihilation.  Ryan Scott McDonnell, executive director of the Boston Faith & Justice Network, said the group will be encouraging its 5,000 young men and women to watch the film.  “This is a first step to convince people that this is an issue that you at least need to learn about even before you care about it,’’ McDonnell said. “But that’s just the starting point.’’  Despite the seemingly increasing nuclear threat posed by terrorists and rogue organizations, some 
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activists see more opportunities for large-scale disarmament. The United States and Russia already have dramatically reduced their nuclear arsenals, and Presidents Obama and Dmitry Medvedev have pledged to eliminate even more weapons.  The Nobel Peace Prize committee made Obama its 2009 recipient partly because of his support for universal nuclear disarmament. And that effort, by the leader of one of the world’s two nuclear giants, is an important reason for hope, Antal said.  “This is an unprecedented opportunity for humanity to put the genie back in the bottle,’’ Antal said. “To have a person of Obama’s values in his position, and his relations with the Russians, I just think this is something that can give the world hope.’’  Time, however, might be running short.  Allison said that while the threat of all-out nuclear war has declined, the rise of terrorism continues to make the intersection of motive and materials a wildly unpredictable one.  Indeed, Allison said in a phone interview, the findings of a congressionally appointed committee on weapons of mass destruction and terrorism underscored the dangers. Allison, who was a member of that committee, recounted its conclusions from 2008.  “We said that, unless there’s some significant change from the current trend lines, we believed it was more likely than not that there would be a successful nuclear or biological attack somewhere in the world before the end of 2013,’’ Allison said. 

Afghanistan Key to Terror [1/2]

Keeping al-Qaeda out of Afghanistan is key – prevents any planned attacks – assumes all your terrorism alt causes and defense
Jim Arkedis – director of the National Security Project at the Progressive Policy Institute. Former counterterrorism analyst with the Naval Criminal Investigative Service – October 23, 2009
(Foreign Policy “Why Al Qaeda Wants a Safe Haven”  http://www.foreignpolicy.com/articles/2009/10/23/got_safe_haven?page=0,2 ty)
As deliberations about the Obama administration's strategic direction in Afghanistan unfold, the White House is weighing whether al Qaeda, in fact, needs an Afghan safe haven -- an expanse of land under the protection of the Taliban -- to reconstitute its capability to attack the United States. Many noted scholars doubt it. In a recent Washington Post op-ed, Council on Foreign Relations President Richard Haass bluntly stated, "Al Qaeda does not require Afghan real estate to constitute a regional or global threat." He's wrong. Although the group has been significantly weakened since late 2001, the only chance al Qaeda has of rebuilding its capability to conduct a large-scale terrorist operation against the United States is under the Taliban's umbrella of protection.

  Objections like Haass's are rooted in the following arguments: that terrorists don't need physical space because they can plot online; that the London and Madrid bombings prove deadly attacks can be planned in restrictive, Western, urban locations under the noses of local security services; and that denying terrorists one safe haven will simply compel them to move to another lawless region.  I spent five years as a counterterrorism analyst for the Pentagon and rigorously studied plots from Madrid to London to 9/11. The above arguments may have merit in a piecemeal or abstract sense, but fall apart in the specific case of what we all dread: a large-scale, al Qaeda operation aimed at the United States.  It is certainly true, for example, that terrorist groups can accomplish much online. Individuals can maintain contact with groups via chat rooms, money can be transferred over the Web (if done with extreme caution), and plotters can download items like instruction manuals for bomb-making, photographs of potential targets, and even blueprints for particular buildings.  But all the e-mail accounts, chat rooms, and social media available will never account for the human touch. There is simply no substitute for the trust and confidence built by physically meeting, jointly conceiving, and then training together for a large-scale, complex operation on the other side of the world. As the 9/11 plot developed, mastermind Khalid Sheik Mohammed (KSM) put the future operatives through a series of training courses along the Afghanistan-Pakistan border. Courses included physical fitness, firearms, close combat, Western culture, and English language. The 9/11 Commission report notes the extreme physical and mental demands KSM put on the participants -- even if the operation didn't require extensive firearms usage, KSM would have wanted the operatives to be proficient under intense pressure, should the need arise.  Juxtapose that with an online learning environment. While you can no doubt learn some amazing things from online courses, it is far preferable to have a dedicated professor physically present to supervise students and monitor their progress. Or think of it another way: You wouldn't want the U.S. Marine Corps to send recruits into battle without training under a drill instructor, would you? KSM was somewhere between a professor and sergeant.  Second, critics argue that the Madrid bombings of 2004 (which killed 191) as well those in London a year later (which killed 56) were largely -- though not entirely -- conceived, prepared, and executed within their respective countries, thus obviating the need for a safe haven.  True enough. However, unlike 9/11 (which killed nearly 3,000), those plots' successes were possible due to their simple concept and small scale. In both cities, the playbook was essentially the same: Four to eight individuals had to find a safe house, download bomb-making instructions, purchase explosive agents, assemble the devices, and deliver charges to the attack points. Without trivializing the tragic loss of life in the European attacks, building those explosive devices was akin to conducting a difficult high-school chemistry experiment.  On that scale, 9/11 was like constructing a nuclear warhead. In every sense, it was a grander vision, involving 20 highly skilled operatives infiltrating the U.S. homeland, who conducted a series of hijackings and targeted four national landmarks with enough know-how, preparation, and contingency plans to be success. In one instance, KSM taught the 9/11 operatives to shoot a rifle from the back of a moving motorcycle, just in case. You can't do that in someone's bedroom -- you need space, time, and the ability to work without worrying that the cops are listening in.  In other words, as a plot grows in number of operatives, scale of target, distance from base, and logistical complexity, so does the need for space to reduce the chances of being discovered and disrupted.  The final argument is that denying al Qaeda a safe haven is an exercise in futility: Drive Osama bin Laden from Afghanistan and he'd relocate to some place like Sudan, southern Algeria, Somalia, or other swaths of ungoverned territory. However, this logic makes two faulty assumptions: that al Qaeda is mobile, and that the group's international affiliates would automatically roll out the red carpet for the jihadi refugees. Neither is true. Bin Laden and his senior and mid level cadre are well-known to 
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intelligence services the world over. Any attempt to travel, let alone cross an international border (save Afghanistan-Pakistan) would fall somewhere between "utterly unthinkable" and "highly risky." Moving would further require massive reorientation of al Qaeda's financial operations and smuggling networks.  Nor would bin Laden's senior leaders be 
automatically welcomed abroad in areas their regional partners control. Though al Qaeda has established "franchise
affiliates" in places like North Africa and Southeast Asia, relationships between al Qaeda's leadership and its regional nodes are extraordinarily complex. Groups like the North African affiliate "al Qaeda in the Islamic Maghreb" (AQIM) are happy to co-opt the al Qaeda "brand" for recruiting and financial reasons, but they don't necessarily share the al Qaeda senior leadership's ideological goals. AQIM is much more focused on attacking the Algerian government or foreign entities within the country, having not displayed much capability or desire for grandiose international operations. And last, recruits come to North Africa more often through independent networks in Europe, not camps along the Durand Line.  Think of the relationship like the one you have your in-laws: You might share a name, but you probably don't want them coming to visit for three full weeks.  Regional leaders aren't terribly loyal to senior leadership, either. Take Abu Musab al-Zarqawi, the deceased leader of the group's Iraq affiliate. He was summoned to bin Laden's side numerous times in an attempt to exert control as the Iraqi commander's tactics grew more grotesque and questionable. Zarqawi declined, not wanting to risk travel or accept instruction from bin Laden.  In the end, a safe haven along the Afghanistan-Pakistan border is as good as it gets for al Qaeda's chances to launch a large-scale attack against the United States. Certainly, smaller, less complex attacks could be planned without "Afghan real estate," but any such plot's death toll and long-term effect on American society will be far more limited.  Unfortunately, that's a risk President Barack Obama has to accept -- no amount of intelligence or counterterrorism operations can provide 100 percent security. But to avoid the Big One, the U.S. president's best bet is to deny al Qaeda the only physical space it can access. 
Failure in Afghanistan means failure of the war on terror.
Leah Farrall - a senior counter-terrorism intelligent analyst with the Australian Federal Police from 2002 to 2008 – 11/12/2009
( The Australian. “Al-Qa'ida prefers U.S. to stick around”  http://www.theaustralian.com.au/news/opinion/al-qaida-prefers-us-to-stick-around/story-e6frg6zo-1225796639320 ty)
A key objective is the denial of al-Qa'ida access to sanctuary in Afghanistan -- a goal the Bush administration also shared. There has been vigorous debate within the US political establishment about what strategy will best achieve this goal. Counter-insurgency proponents argue for increased troop levels while others believe it can be achieved by a targeted counter-terrorism campaign with a lighter force footprint.  Both of these approaches rest on the longstanding premise that al-Qa'ida wants another safe haven in Afghanistan. However, this premise is based on a fundamental misunderstanding of its strategic intentions. Afghanistan's value to al-Qa'ida is as a location for jihad, not a sanctuary. While calling for jihad to liberate occupied Muslim lands is a potent radicalisation tool, it only yields substantive benefits when there is such a conflict at hand. Before September 11, 2001, most volunteers at al-Qa'ida's camps in Afghanistan wanted training for armed jihad. Al-Qa'ida had problems with attrition of its members and trainees who left its camps to seek armed jihad elsewhere, usually in Chechnya.  This was one of the driving reasons behind Osama bin Laden's decision to attack the US with the specific aim of inciting it to invade Afghanistan. For bin Laden, this created a new, exploitable jihad. Since the US invaded Afghanistan and then Iraq, al-Qa'ida has become the pre-eminent group fighting a self-declared jihad against an occupying force. These invasions allowed al-Qa'ida to exploit allegations that the US was intent on occupying Muslim lands.  A withdrawal of coalition forces from Afghanistan would undoubtedly hand al-Qa'ida and the Taliban a propaganda victory. However, a victory would deny al-Qa'ida its most potent source of power, influence, funding and recruits -- the armed jihad.  Without a jihad to fight, al-Qa'ida would be left with only its franchises -- all of which are involved in deeply unpopular confrontations with government regimes in the Islamic world. Their indiscriminate acts of violence as well as hostility towards other Muslims not sharing their views have badly damaged al-Qa'ida's brand. This has driven al-Qa'ida to refocus on Afghanistan because jihad against an occupying force attracts a level of support and legitimacy that attacking Muslim governments does not. It provides additional justification for al-Qa'ida and those supporting it to continue striking US targets.  A reorientation of US strategy away from counterinsurgency or a full or partial withdrawal of US troops is therefore not in al-Qa'ida's strategic interest. To keep the US engaged in Afghanistan, it will use a strategy it knows will work: terrorist attacks against the homeland. The recently uncovered al-Qa'ida plot in New York City (where the city's subway system was reportedly the target) suggests it may have already adopted this strategy. More plots and attacks are likely to follow.  Al-Qa'ida has an effective safe haven in Pakistan's North West Frontier Province and Federally Administered Tribal Areas from which to continue orchestrating attacks against the US. Although al-Qa'ida has suffered significant disruptions to its plots, these have not been caused by drone attacks in Pakistan. Rather they have come from law enforcement and intelligence action, usually in the countries it seeks to attack.  Drone attacks have inconvenienced al-Qa'ida, but it has lost little more than a handful of its core members. Al-Qa'ida's organisational structure, a devolved network hierarchy, means that it has been able to absorb any losses and continue with only a minimal slowing of its operational tempo. Al-Qa'ida is also not short of trainees. An estimated 100-150 Westerners are believed to have undertaken training with the organisation in the past year. It is well placed to continue plotting attacks against the West, which it is likely to have prioritised.  Al-Qa'ida also has another reason for attacking the US in order to keep it engaged in Afghanistan. The Afghan Taliban is moving away from al-Qa'ida and redefining itself as a national liberation movement. For al-Qa'ida, Taliban statements condemning colonialism and inviting good relations with its neighbours put a question mark over their relationship. The solution is the same: to attack the US, forcing a surge in American troop numbers.  This would tie the Afghan Taliban's hands. Taliban leader Mullah Omar's legitimacy would be jeopardised were he to publicly disassociate from al-Qa'ida and guarantee he would not again provide it sanctuary. His refusal to do so would then feed the justification for a counterinsurgency campaign against the Taliban in Afghanistan, ensuring the US remains engaged in the conflict.  Al-Qa'ida will continue to try to goad the US into staying involved in the conflict because the sustenance and empowerment the conflict gives al-Qa'ida far outweighs the benefits of a safe haven in Afghanistan. Until this is recognised, the strategies the US employs to protect itself from further attacks are likely to inspire more of them and, more importantly, sustain al-Qa'ida. 
Failure of Afghanistan causes War on terror failure
Anatol Lieven – Senior Research Fellow, New America Foundation – 1/19/2007
(Middle East Policy Council. Transcript. “Iraq, Iran, Israel And The Eclipse of U.S. Influence: What Role For America Now?” http://www.mepc.org/forums_chcs/47.asp)
So looking at the inevitable consequences of American withdrawal, the situation after America does withdraw, what should we be concerned with most critically? Well, the first is something which is too often not talked about in the context of the Middle East, and that is of course Afghanistan. De facto defeat in Iraq will be bad enough. De facto defeat in Afghanistan would be a catastrophic humiliation for the United States, and would in effect mark defeat in the war on terror as a whole. Now by defeat in Afghanistan I don't mean that the Taliban can actually chase us out like Vietnam in '75. But that we also get into a situation where America, and Britain for that matter, and whoever remains there, which won't be very many allies, I think, are suffering a continual stream of heavy casualties with no prospect of actually creating a successful, halfway successful and stable Afghan state. Now this fits into the Middle East not just because American strategy as a whole in the war on terror, but also because Iran is absolutely critical to the stabilization, the development of Afghanistan. And not just that, but if in the future we ever face the situation in which we are going to withdraw from Afghanistan as well, well then, we go back to the situation before 9/11 in which Iran and Russia were critical to keeping the Northern Alliance going against the prospect of the Taliban conquering the whole country.  So, in all of our dealings from now on - in my view it's not going to happen but it should - we have to the put the future of Afghanistan front and center in our strategy towards the Middle East as a whole and recognize that this is, or should be, another reason to talk to the Iranians and seek compromise with the Iranians.
A2: Pakistan Terror

Large footprint prevents US-Pakistan cooperation over al-Qaeda in Pakistan

Steven Simon – Adjunct Senior Fellow at the Council on Foreign Relations and Jonathan Stevenson -  Professor of Strategic Studies at the US Naval War College – October 2009
(“Afghanistan: How Much is Enough?” Survival, Volume 51, Issue 5 October 2009 , pages 47 – 67 ty)
The Obama administration's instincts favouring robust counter-insurgency and state-building in Afghanistan reflect the 1990s-era US and European predilection for peacekeeping, reconstruction and stabilisation, and the multilateral use of force for humanitarian intervention, deployed to positive effect in the Balkans and withheld tragically in Rwanda. To the extent that this mindset was premised on an expansion of the rule of law to hitherto poorly and unjustly governed areas, such as Somalia and Bosnia, it reflects the broader conception of counter-terrorism adopted after 11 September. Insofar as it favours collective action by major powers with the unambiguous endorsement of the UN Security Council, it is also consistent with the Obama administration's rejection of Bush-era unilateralism. And an aggressive internationalist approach to spreading democracy and the rule of law, notwithstanding the shortsightedness and inefficacy of the Bush doctrine, is admirable and in some instances appropriate.6 In this case, however, it is more likely to hurt than help. While a larger US military footprint might help stabilise Afghanistan in the short term, the effects of collateral damage and the aura of US domination it would generate would also intensify anti-Americanism in Pakistan. This outcome, in turn, would frustrate both core American objectives by rendering it politically far more difficult for the Pakistani government to cooperate with Washington (and easier for the quasi-independent Inter-Services Intelligence to collude with the Taliban and al-Qaeda), thus making it harder for the United States to defeat al-Qaeda. It would also increase radicalisation in Pakistan, imperil the regime and raise proliferation risks, increasing rather than decreasing pressure on India to act in the breach of American ineffectuality.
***NATO***

COIN/ISAF Destroys NATO
Burden sharing and America-NATO conflict over COIN and ISAF goals puts alliance at risk

Tarn D. Warren – Lieutenant in the United States Army – 2/23/2010
(“ISAF and Afghanistan: The Impact of Failure on NATO’s Future” Strategy Research Project. Department of Military Strategy ty)
If ISAF seems to be doing so well, then why do so many politicians, scholars, and pundits state otherwise? Many of these same voices further warn of deeper problems within ISAF that threaten the future of NATO itself. The well-worn NATO issue of burden sharing has surfaced again, but this time with military personnel actually dying. The lack of true unity of command and effort inside ISAF are thorny problems that create friction, especially when American-driven COIN efforts clash with the softer NATO-driven “provide security and stability.” And finally, national caveats, a NATO member‟s ability to select and decline from a menu of missions, seem to split ISAF into many hard to manage pieces. These issues put tremendous pressure on ISAF and in fact do paint a questionable future for it and the Alliance.  To most observers, the situation in Afghanistan is a classic insurgency led largely by the Taliban. Although many think victory via a stable Afghan government and barely capable Afghan National Security Forces (ANSF) is possible, almost everyone admits these conditions will take a long time to achieve. Afghan President Hamid Karzai admitted as much and added that widespread corruption, narco-dollars, and criminality inhibit the development of stable and legitimate institutions in his country.35 These sentiments and a raw acknowledgement of the renewed potency of the Taliban‟s effectiveness were recently echoed by President Obama‟s Special Envoy to Afghanistan, Richard Holbrooke, and by ISAF‟s Commander, General Stan McChrystal.36 For example, between 2005 and 2006, the number of suicide attacks by insurgents and terrorists went from 27 to 139, an increase of more than 400 percent; the use of improvised explosive devices more than doubled, from 783 to 1,677; and the number of armed attacks almost tripled, from 1,558 to 4,542.37 Combined with an initially nonexistent and later weak U.S. and ISAF presence in the narco-fueled south, it is easy to see why one observer asks, “how could America‟s „good war‟ have gotten so badly off track?”38 
COIN/ISAF Destroys NATO

ISAF destroys the alliance – burden sharing and death frustrations

Tarn D. Warren – Lieutenant in the United States Army – 2/23/2010
(“ISAF and Afghanistan: The Impact of Failure on NATO’s Future” Strategy Research Project. Department of Military Strategy ty)

Burden sharing is a fundamental requirement of a healthy alliance. All should sacrifice blood and treasure roughly equally in proportion to capability. This is not happening in ISAF. But cries of unequal burden sharing within NATO are certainly not new; even the Cold War saw this issue frequently. But in Afghanistan it is not just a matter of taxpayer burden but of real lives lost. Due largely to entrenched social and labor programs, many European governments have consistently evaded the defense-welfare trade-off by promising fair military contributions to NATO, but often failing to deliver. In effect, they could hide in the NATO security blanket and receive security on the cheap, knowing the United States, as the largest contributor by far, would eventually ensure collective security.47 For example, only five NATO nations currently meet or exceed NATO‟s two percent of GDP defense spending requirement: the United States, United Kingdom, France, Greece, and Bulgaria. The other 23 nations are below two percent, and some are significantly below.48 This imbalance is not a new phenomenon, but has existed in one form or another for decades within NATO. Additionally, only about six percent of non-U.S. NATO troops (approximately 80,000) are trained and equipped for a deployment at any given time. When pressed, these governments often use the “soft power” alibi to try to compensate.49 They either do not have the troops to send or do not want to send them. The current imbalance has a political aspect as well: protest over the U.S. invasion of Iraq, which further threatens NATO‟s cohesion. According to the Spanish Foreign Minister, “the threat of mutual destruction during the Cold War had kept the boiling cauldron covered and the rifts hidden; Iraq blew the lid off to reveal all the fault lines in the Alliance.”50 According to other experts, this time it is not politics as usual. Many European nations have had enough of what they view as excessively aggressive and militant American unilateralism, especially in Iraq. As a result, U.S. pleas for help in Afghanistan have received a muted response. According to many, why should Europeans value an alliance that the Americans ignore when they choose? In particular, France’s and Germany’s political hostility over Iraq has seriously eroded trans-atlantic solidarity.51 And finally, the most visible expression of an ISAF member nation’s will or intent is the use of national caveats. While some NATO nations, such as Germany and Italy, contribute significant numbers of troops to ISAF, giving a strong appearance of burdensharing and solidarity, their troops are restricted to certain roles or geographic areas, or both. For example, the Germans refuse to execute offensive combat operations or deploy outside RC-North and the Turks will not deploy outside Kabul. Among others, and according to some experts, these specific caveats have poisoned ISAF.52 General McChrystal has felt their deleterious effect on the ISAF mission and has addressed them by stating that some nations in ISAF are overly protective of their own forces, need to get out of their bases and armored vehicles, engage the people, and physically co-locate with the ANSF in order to be effective.53 Although some NATO nations are caveat free, the situation is dire enough for the U.S. Secretary of Defense to declare that national caveats have created a two-tiered alliance of those willing to sacrifice and fight and those who are not, creating a state of affairs that will “effectively destroy the Alliance.”54 In addition to all of these problems within the Alliance, the 2008 Russian invasion of Georgia has caused many European leaders and electorates to reconsider threats closer to home. They question the direct threat of the Taliban to Europe compared to an enigmatic and resurgent Russia.55 While this sentiment may buoy the need for NATO in Europe, it does not help matters in Afghanistan. 

COIN/ISAF Destroys NATO

COIN/ISAF Destroys NATO – caveats and multilateral dysfunctioning
David P. Auerswald – Professor of Strategy and Policy at the National War College – AND Stephen M. Saideman - currently the Canada Research Chair[1] in International Security and Ethnic Conflict at McGill University – February 2009
(Paper prepared for presentation at the Annual Meeting of International Studies Association in New York.“Caveats Emptor: Multilateralism at War in Afghanistan” http://profs-polisci.mcgill.ca/saideman/Caveats%20and%20Afghanistan,%20isa%202009.pdf ty)
The problem of differential burden-sharing not only puts the mission at risk, but threatens NATO itself. The ISAF caveat problem has revealed a deep and widening division between those who fight and bleed and those who do not. There is much bitterness in Canada towards the Europeans since Canadians have faced disproportionate risks while the larger armed forces from European countries refuse to answer the call. There has been much discussion of a two-tiered NATO, making it increasingly unlikely for the alliance to be deployed anywhere else after the sour Afghanistan experience. For scholars, caveats are not simply a procedural problem facing one organization, but part of a larger need to explore how multilateral organizations operate, including their dysfunctions.6 For security organizations, the surrender of sovereignty by members is particularly difficult. As we see below, countries almost never contribute forces to an alliance effort without a final say on how they are used. Even NATO, the most powerful, institutionalized and successful security organization in recent history, is bound by this limitation. How multilateral security institutions handle this problem is pivotal for understanding their endurance, their effectiveness, and, ultimately, their relevance. 

COIN/ISAF Destroys NATO Cohesion

Caveats and restrictions undermines the alliance

Jens Ringsmose - post-doctoral fellow of the University of Southern Denmark, Department of Political Science AND – Peter Dahl Thruelson - research fellow of the Institute of Strategy, Royal Danish Defence College – January 2010
(Research Unit on International Security and Cooperation . “NATO’s Counterinsurgency Campgaign In Afghanistan: Are Classical Doctrines Suitable for Alliances?” ty)

Over time the lack of unity that materialises in ongoing missions has become known within NATO as caveats or national restrictions, terms used where the troop-contributing countries attach restrictions and boundaries regarding how and where the troops may be used. This is not a problem limited to counterinsurgencies or large-scale military campaigns such as the world wars: it has also been seen in different NATO peacekeeping and peace-enforcement missions, such as those in Bosnia and Kosovo. In these missions caveats existed, but the NATO commanders could manoeuvre between them when necessary primarily due to the high number of troops present and the relatively benign environment. There is, however, no doubt that the use of caveats and correlated problems has never been as evident and explicit as in the Alliance’s current counterinsurgency engagement in Afghanistan.42 In 2006, former Supreme Allied Commander Europe, US General James Jones, outlined the problem by calling national caveats “NATO’s operational cancer” and “an impediment to success”.43 At the NATO summit in Riga in November 2006, the topic reached the agenda at the highest political level within NATO, but still with little effect on the mission.44 This was precisely when ISAF was enlarging its area of operations to the south and east of Afghanistan, and when the campaign was changing markedly from more traditional peacekeeping to counterinsurgency. At that point, NATO tried to summon troops to participate in the enlargement and to find troops who were actually allocated to the mission, and not just deployed without a mandate to be used. According to high-level NATO sources, only 14 of the 40 countries participating in the mission in 2008 did not employ written restrictions on the use of their troops.45 As for the remaining countries, more than 70 different caveats had been applied.46 The many restrictions have a major impact at the different levels of command and are indeed seen as an impediment to success when ISAF commanders are trying to juggle the restrictions in trying to plan and implement complex counterinsurgency operations. Consequently, commanders at all levels of the mission need to bear the restrictions in mind to avoid involving troops in an operation who are not permitted to take on a certain task, so that other troops, without restrictions on their use, can replace them. However, the written restrictions are only the tip of the iceberg. A former deputy commander of ISAF stated that: “in fact all countries have caveats on the use of their soldiers”. By this he meant that unwritten restrictions only appear when operations are about to be executed. Often when operations are in the final planning stage, the different national commanders need to obtain approval for the operation from their capitals. If approval is withheld, the force commander has to find other troops to include in the operation or else must change it or cancel it altogether. As opposed to the written restrictions, which commanders can to a large extent take into account in their operational planning, the nonwritten restrictions impose a major challenge for operational success. The authorisation processes involving national governments and the possibility of a refusal to allow national troop contingents to participate can delay operations, remove the initiative in conducting them and increase considerably the burden on the remaining forces. Thus, apart from being a burden on the commander, this also creates mistrust and despondency both among Alliance members and within the mission.47 The problem with both written and non-written caveats is quite visible in both ISAF headquarters and the regional commands.48 Often it is necessary to look all the way down the command structure to the taskforce level within the different provinces to find a unity of effort and command implemented with an understanding of cooperation and equal burdensharing. At ISAF headquarters in Kabul, where the overall control and management of the mission is supposed to take place, the frustrations over national restrictions are quite explicit. As one senior ISAF headquarters staff officer remarked, “Nobody listens to the headquarters; they don’t even report to headquarters but directly to the national capitals”.49 ISAF headquarters (ISAF HQ and ISAF Joint Command, IJC) is in charge of the overall campaign design and in managing it down the chain of command through the regional commands to the task forces. But often plans are blocked because of conflicting national interests. 

COIN/ISAF Destroys NATO Cohesion

COIN creates tension in NATO

Benjamin Schreer and Dr Timo Noetzel. Analysts at the German Institute for International and Security Affairs in Berlin. 2008. “Counter-what? Germany and Counter-Insurgency in Afghanistan.” RUSI. 

Over recent years, the strategic debate in Anglo-Saxon countries about the implications of a sustained counterinsurgency campaign in Afghanistan has evolved. There is not much disagreement amongst countries like Great Britain, Canada or the United States that NATO faces an intensifying insurgency and that NATO strategy has to be adjusted accordingly. The recognition is that the Western security community is confronted with a Taliban-led insurgency that is gaining momentum. NATO may be engaged in a so-called ‘small war’ in Afghanistan but this misnomer belittles the operational reality that coalition forces on a frequent basis are engaged in sustained combat with insurgents. The majority view amongst NATO members is that under these circumstances a common NATO strategy for the Afghan operation has to be based on a common understanding of counter-insurgency. Yet, as the current debate within the Alliance shows, such a common appreciation does not exist. Germany, a key ally and one of the lead-nations of the ISAF operation, for example contests the notion that NATO forces are being dragged into a long-term counterinsurgency campaign in Afghanistan. The changing operational reality of the Afghan conflict provides German strategic thinkers with challenges they are unprepared for. Germany’s allies should recognise the absence of the concept of counter-insurgency (henceforth, COIN) in Germany. COIN, as it is understood in the Alliance, is an inherently Anglo-Saxon concept which does not resonate in contemporary German strategic debate. This deficit entails significant risks for NATO and inhibits efforts to find common ground on a new Afghanistan strategy. It might also restrain Germany’s ability to play a leading role in the reconstruction effort and hamper the Bundeswehr’s attempt to adapt to the changing operational realities on the ground. 

COIN strategy issues hurt NATO relations

Benjamin Schreer and Dr Timo Noetzel. Analysts at the German Institute for International and Security Affairs in Berlin. 2009. “Does a multi-tier NATO matter? The Atlantic alliance and the process of strategic change.” International Affairs. 

The alliance has significant problems in developing and executing strategy in what is arguably its most important out-of-area operation. There still is disagreement on the very nature of the Afghan operation. While the Anglo-Saxon allies in particular are now planning and operating the International Security Assistance Force (ISAF) mission along the principles of a counterinsurgency operation, other members such as Germany continue to perceive it as a stabilization and reconstruction mission, with all the related consequences.21 Unable to agree on the nature of the operation, allies continue to find it difficult to reach consensus on strategy. Concepts such as a Comprehensive Approach (CA)—which aims at more closely integrating military and civilian lines of operations—prove very hard to implement on both the political and operational levels in Afghanistan. Furthermore, reluctance by some allies based mainly in northern Afghanistan to send combat elements into the south to help fighting insurgents there has created bitterness on the part of others, such as the UK and Canada. Indeed, the issue of alliance solidarity has been put on the table repeatedly during the course of the Afghan operation.22 The division over strategy is also apparent on critical issues such as counternarcotics. While allies operating in the southern part of the country, such as the United States, the UK and the Netherlands, wanted NATO to take direct action on this issue, Germany and others insisted on Afghan leadership. 23 Thus, even in the face of dire warnings by high-ranking British and US commanders at the end of 2008 that the Afghan mission faced a real prospect of failure,24 the alliance remains at odds about the right strategy for Afghanistan and the necessary steps to be taken towards its formulation.25 
COIN/ISAF Destroys NATO Cohesion
COIN hurts the war effort and NATO relations

PKKH. Pakistan’s leading alternative policy institute and news service – working towards creating awareness and highlighting the various global and regional security threats Pakistan faces. 6/26/10. “Why the US Can’t Win Afghan War.” < http://www.pakistankakhudahafiz.com/2010/06/26/why-the-us-can%E2%80%99t-win-afghan-war/>
So turning to the war, the COIN strategy was co-invented and implemented by two American generals, General Stanley McChrystal and General Petraeus. In essence, the COIN is not very much different from classical American strategy of divide-and-rule. To put it nice, the strategy is based on winning hearts, minds and support of locals to fight and defeat the enemy (unwanted locals, the Taliban in this case). The strategy in quintessence focuses on turning locals against locals than fighting a war the traditional way. The COIN is essentially a name for answering insurgency with bigger insurgency by causing internal destabilization and conflict in local population (by use of money and arms). Traditionally and in Iraq, the strategy saw some success but very obviously flopped in Afghanistan. There are reasons to it.  First off, the COIN strategy is itself bad suited to the Afghan country. The USA has wrongly assumed that it can “win” the locals support and turn them against other Afghan people by arming them or giving them hefty monies. Because the strategy assumes (and wrongly) to portray Americans as friendly forces than invading forces, USA is drastically wrong in first place. Again, it requires not education but mere common sense to understand that to Afghans everything outside from Afghanistan is an invading force and where you can pay them to not fight you; you really can’t win their loyalties because in their hearts outsiders (Americans this time) remain invaders and it is widely known that Afghans do not reconcile to invaders. The obvious reason for US continuing with this strategy was probably its apparent success in Iraq. But Iraq is an altogether different piece of land. Iraq does not get invaded every so often. Priorities for Iraqi people are not really the same as of Afghans. The Afghan terrain is very different and most of all, Iraq had a fundamental drawback of Shiite-Sunni conflict which the USA could easily manipulate and exploit. For Afghanistan, religion is part of people’s culture. At the end of the day, what matters most for them is their freedom and in this, history tells they never accept outsiders in their hearts and minds. And because religion is a part and parcel of their culture, the only natural association Afghans accept (other than themselves) can only be with Muslims (Pakistan in this case).  The USA also probably thought it had a successful experience of using Afghans against Soviet Union. But here again, the USA overlooked a crucial aspect: Pakistan. When USA came to the region against Soviet Union, it really worked on winning the hearts and minds of Afghans and Pakistanis. Because of that it showed sincerity in its alliance. The real blow that Soviet Union then received was in fact from Pakistan and Afghans and not the US. This isn’t the case anymore. US, this time, has not come as a friendly force. So it would be fundamentally wrong and absurd to think that you can invade a country as unusual as Afghanistan and end up using strategies such as COIN to win friends. In fact, because of this flawed strategy, USA has not only failed its own self but also the NATO alliance (which is too faltering now) and most of all, its critical ally, Pakistan. USA has failed to win Pakistan’s trust and every passing day makes it more evident. 

COIN Destroys NATO  - Leadership Issues

NATO COIN fails - leadership

Jens Ringsmose - post-doctoral fellow of the University of Southern Denmark, Department of Political Science AND – Peter Dahl Thruelson - research fellow of the Institute of Strategy, Royal Danish Defence College – January 2010
(Research Unit on International Security and Cooperation . “NATO’s Counterinsurgency Campgaign In Afghanistan: Are Classical Doctrines Suitable for Alliances?” ty)

Our main argument is that, in the absence of unambiguous leadership, conducting traditional counterinsurgency by alliance is intrinsically problematic. Without a clearly discernible lead nation, a collective actor seeking to employ a classical counterinsurgency recipe is destined to confront all sorts of collective action problems, including free-riding, inconsistent threat perceptions, and difficulties of coordination. NATO’s rather unsuccessful attempts to subdue the Taliban insurgency in Afghanistan testify to this conclusion. As the mission in Afghanistan is being increasingly dominated the United States, the Alliance is likely to become more effective, while at the same time to some extent becoming reduced to being a provider of legitimacy to a United States-led campaign. 

COIN/ISAF Fails - Caveats

NATO in Afghanistan fails - caveats

Jens Ringsmose - post-doctoral fellow of the University of Southern Denmark, Department of Political Science AND – Peter Dahl Thruelson - research fellow of the Institute of Strategy, Royal Danish Defence College – January 2010
(Research Unit on International Security and Cooperation . “NATO’s Counterinsurgency Campgaign In Afghanistan: Are Classical Doctrines Suitable for Alliances?” ty)

Perhaps most illustrative of the problems of collective action hampering NATO in Afghanistan is the acrimonious row within the Alliance about national caveats and force contributions to the south and the east of the country. While one group of countries – most notably Great Britain, the United States, Canada, the Netherlands and Denmark – has committed relatively high numbers of troops to combating the insurgency in the most dangerous parts of Afghanistan, another group of countries, including Germany, Italy and Spain, has placed narrow restrictions on, in the words of the columnist Roger Cohen, “when, why and where soldiers will fight and die rather than do the soft-power, school-building, Euro thing”.28 For a long time, the German government was even denying that the Bundeswehr was involved in a war: euphemistically, former Minister of Defence Franz Josef Jung labelled the mission among other things “eine risikobehaftete Einsatz”.29 This in turn has led United States Defence Secretary Robert Gates to warn about a “two-tiered alliance”, with “some allies willing to fight and die to protect people’s security and others who are not”.30 The gist of the matter is that conducting classic counterinsurgency by alliance is likely to produce problems of collective action that are less liable to bedevil single nation states when confronted with an armed insurgency.31 

ISAF Failure Destroys NATO

ISAF Failure causes NATO collapse

Tarn D. Warren – Lieutenant in the United States Army – 2/23/2010
(“ISAF and Afghanistan: The Impact of Failure on NATO’s Future” Strategy Research Project. Department of Military Strategy ty)
ISAF and NATO are clearly struggling with many issues, but does this mean that NATO, resilient and steadfast as it has proven through several crises up to this point, will effectively collapse if ISAF fails in Afghanistan? Some prominent leaders and experts invoke this possibility. According to Richard Holbrooke, “NATO‟s future is on the line”56 in Afghanistan. Others assert that NATO must remain expeditionary, implying required success in Afghanistan, or seriously risk alliance-destroying U.S. disengagement.57 Indeed, what is the incentive for America, considering its global security requirements, to remain in an alliance that lacks the will to tackle complex transnational security crises that also have at least an indirect impact on the security of Europe itself? If ISAF fails in Afghanistan, it will join the ranks of the British and the Soviets in the shameful bin of previous attempts to succeed by force in that country. More significantly, this outcome would bolster the Taliban, Al Qaeda, and encourage wider unrest in the Middle East. Furthermore, it will probably ensure that the United States will not rely on NATO in the future, in effect rendering it useless. Afghanistan may well be NATO‟s “do or die moment.”58 Even President Obama remarked recently that “NATO‟s credibility is at stake in Afghanistan.”59 

Afghanistan Key

Afghanistan is a test of the “new” alliance

Vincent Morelli and Paul Belkin. Section Research Manager and Analyst in European Affairs. 12/3/09. “NATO in Afghanistan: A Test of the Transatlantic Alliance.” Congressional Research Service. <http://www.fas.org/sgp/crs/row/RL33627.pdf>

The mission of the North Atlantic Treaty Organization (NATO) in Afghanistan is seen by many as a test of the alliance’s political will and military capabilities. Since the Washington Summit in 1999, the allies have sought to create a “new” NATO, capable of operating beyond the European theater to combat emerging threats such as terrorism and the proliferation of weapons of mass destruction. Afghanistan is NATO’s first “out-of-area” mission beyond Europe. The purpose of the mission is the stabilization and reconstruction of Afghanistan. The mission has proven difficult, an “industrial-strength” insurgency according to General David Petraeus, head of U.S. Central Command, because it must take place while combat operations against Taliban insurgents continue. The situation in Afghanistan has seen a rise in the overall level of violence due to increased Taliban military operations, an increase in terrorist-related activities, and recent major offensive operations conducted by the allies. 

NATO Troops Fail

NATO troops fail – limited mandate and resources

Sean Kay - associate professor in the department of politics and government at Ohio Wesleyan University - and Sahar Khan - associate editor of The Washington Quarterly, CSIS’s flagship journal of international affairs, former policy adviser for a summer to the Ministry of Industry and Trade of the Hashemite Kingdom of Jordan – April 2007
(Contemporary Security Policy, Vol.28, No.1 (April 2007), pp.163–181 ty) 

NATO’s task was undermined by its limited mandate, which offered no plan for engaging a growing insurgency coalescing in Afghanistan. Additionally, NATO troops lacked situational awareness, given their lack of experience with Afghanistan’s culture and geography. As one NATO spokesman said, Afghanistan is ‘not visible on the collective radar’ of the West.34 By fall 2003, NATO received a mandate to venture beyond Kabul. However, the expanded mandate was not matched by an increased troop presence, which at the time was only 5,700 strong. An alliance with a total of 7,000 helicopters initially requested only 11 to cover an area the size of California. 35 NATO only received an initial six helicopters for Afghanistan, which were operated under strict national caveats. Nonetheless, NATO began in late 2003 to take over command of what had been a German-led PRT in Kunduz – another comparatively stable area of Afghanistan.36 By June 2004, the US administration was pushing NATO to assume even further responsibility for PRTs. As Secretary of Defense Donald Rumsfeld said, it would be ‘realistic for NATO to take over five PRTs’ by summer since, ‘they are not large, numbering 80–90 to a couple of hundred troops’.37 NATO responded and its members agreed to establish four additional PRTs in Mazar-e-Sharif, Meymana, Feyzabad, and Baghlan. 

NATO Can’t Solve COIN – multinational missions fail

Sean Kay - associate professor in the department of politics and government at Ohio Wesleyan University - and Sahar Khan - associate editor of The Washington Quarterly, CSIS’s flagship journal of international affairs, former policy adviser for a summer to the Ministry of Industry and Trade of the Hashemite Kingdom of Jordan – April 2007
(Contemporary Security Policy, Vol.28, No.1 (April 2007), pp.163–181 ty)

Counter-insurgency highlights the profoundly complex relationship between tactical developments and their strategic implications. NATO is a useful tool for reflecting the political aspirations of its 26 members. However, the rules and procedures in NATO limit the effectiveness of its multinational military operations, thereby creating strategic liabilities and confusion over the unity of command and mission. Also, NATO provides insurgents, seeking to affect public opinion in NATO member countries, with a wider array of vulnerable targets. Nevertheless, if consensus to act and commit sufficient resources exists, it can play an important role in creating conditions in which insurgency is not likely to emerge. NATO’s operations in Bosnia-Herzegovina after 1995 provide a functional model based on an effective international peace agreement, a speedy and sizeable deployment of forces, a clear mission, and contributions to a secure environment that allowed other institutions to engage in long-term nation-building. In Afghanistan, the international community did not apply the Bosnia-Herzegovina model. First, unlike in Bosnia, an effective peace accord accepted by all the engaged parties was not achieved, thus allowing the possibility of a revisionist insurgency to emerge. Second, NATO was engaged late in Afghanistan, and with far too few troops. It is hard to know what would have been the ‘optimal’ number of troops, but in a permissive environment NATO fielded 60,000 troops for Bosnia-Herzegovina in 1995. Between 6,000 and 18,500 troops (with only approximately 8,000 in the areas where intense combat was occurring) was insufficient for a country of Afghanistan’s size, complexities, and strategic importance to global security. Third, the NATO consensus excluded combat and allowed for national caveats that hampered command and control authority. More countries meant more targets for a sustained war of attrition and a test of wills. Yet only a handful of NATO members had the will or capacity to wage war against the enemy that would be attacking them. Because of the lack of stability, the process of long-term nation-building by the international community was severely hampered. Afghanistan was, by 2006, slipping back into a chaotic environment with a weak government increasingly threatened by a resurgent Taliban, al-Qaeda, and local warlords.
Withdrawal Solves
COIN strategy is failing NATO, and COIN hurts the alliance, but pulling out solves – causes NATO withdrawal
Jeff Lightfoot. Assistant director of the International Security Program at the Atlantic Council. 10/13/09. “10 Questions on Afghanistan.” Atlantic Council. <http://www.acus.org/new_atlanticist/10-questions-afghanistan>
The U.S. is not engaged in this fight alone. America’s 41 allies and partners in Afghanistan are watching and waiting for Obama to make his decision on the way forward for Afghanistan. At the moment, it is unclear if the Obama administration is truly consulting with its allies as it debates the process, or if it will consult with allies once a decision has more or less been taken.  The NATO Alliance is in a fight for its relevance in Afghanistan, and right now, it is losing that fight. A surge in U.S. troops could potentially provide badly needed momentum to a failing mission, but it is also fraught with peril for NATO. If the U.S. bolsters its commitment, Washington will look closely for signs of solidarity and enhanced burden sharing on the part of its European allies, even if this support is limited to urgently needed civilian contributions to enhance reconstruction and governance reform in Afghanistan. If Europe fails to step up, American officials may question the utility of the Alliance. On the other hand, if the U.S. decides to pursue a counterterrorism mission and begin drawing down forces in Afghanistan, the Allies will use this as an excuse to hasten their withdrawal from the mission.
NATO Good - General
Collapse of the alliance causes Nuclear War

Brzezinski 09 - former U.S. National Security Adviser and current professor at the School of Advanced International Studies at Johns Hopkins University. (September/October 2009 Zbigniew, Foreign Affairs, An Agenda for NATO, http://www.foreignaffairs.com/articles/65240/zbigniew-brzezinski/an-agenda-for-nato )

Visible on the horizon but not as powerful are the emerging regional rebels, with some of them defiantly reaching for nuclear weapons. North Korea has openly flouted the international community by producing (apparently successfully) its own nuclear weapons--and also by profiting from their dissemination. At some point, its unpredictability could precipitate the first use of nuclear weapons in anger since 1945. Iran, in contrast, has proclaimed that its nuclear program is entirely for peaceful purposes but so far has been unwilling to consider consensual arrangements with the international community that would provide credible assurances regarding these intentions. In nuclear-armed Pakistan, an extremist anti-Western religious movement is threatening the country's political stability. These changes together reflect the waning of the post-World War II global hierarchy and the simultaneous dispersal of global power. Unfortunately, U.S. leadership in recent years unintentionally, but most unwisely, contributed to the currently threatening state of affairs. The combination of Washington's arrogant unilateralism in Iraq and its demagogic Islamophobic sloganeering weakened the unity of NATO and focused aroused Muslim resentments on the United States and the West more generally. SUSTAINING ALLIANCE CREDIBILITY THE DISPERSAL of global power and the expanding mass political unrest make for a combustible mixture. In this dangerous setting, the first order of business for NATO members is to define together, and then to pursue together, a politically acceptable outcome to its out-of-region military engagement in Afghanistan. The United States' NATO allies invoked Article 5 of the North Atlantic Treaty in deciding to join the campaign to deprive al Qaeda of its safe haven in Afghanistan. The alliance made that commitment on its own and not under U.S. pressure. It must accordingly be pursued on a genuinely shared military and economic basis, without caveats regarding military participation or evasions regarding badly needed financial assistance for Afghanistan and Pakistan. The commitment of troops and money cannot be overwhelmingly a U.S. responsibility.

NATO Good – Afghan Collapse
NATO U.S. alliance key to stop Nuclear Apocalypse, due to Afghanistan collapse

Mastriano 10 – MS in Strategic Intelligence (2/24/10, Douglas V., Research Paper, “Faust and the Padshah Sphinx: Reshaping the NATO Alliance to Win in Afghanistan”, http://handle.dtic.mil/100.2/ADA518150  MEF)
Nine years after the 9/11 attacks, things look grim in Afghanistan, but it is not too late. NATO, and her strongest partner, the US, possess both the initiative and ability to turn things around. The first step is to establish unity of effort and unity of command through competent strategic leadership. Everyone needs to appreciate their partner’s contributions, agree to employ forces where they appropriately suit the mission, develop C2 structure to increase effectiveness and mutually support all members of the alliance to achieve the stated end state. No one, two or even three nations can do everything and expect to succeed, but cooperatively this alliance can win. What is at stake in Afghanistan for NATO and the United States? It is hard to imagine a positive outcome with failure. Apocalypse like scenarios seem probable if things go terribly wrong. Failure of the ISAF mission will fragment NATO, with American influence in Europe diminishing in the face of an emerging EU army and its potential economic power. Afghanistan will certainly collapse into a failing state in a vicious civil war, dragging with it, the nuclear and fragile Pakistan. Emboldening radical Islamists, now gaining inspiration from the defeat of the last superpower, will likely stimulate additional struggles and destabilize more fragile states. This is not an outcome palatable to NATO, the US or the global community. They simply must do the hard work to create unity of effort and unity of command through capable leadership because loosing is not an option.
NATO Good – Transatlantic Economies
US and Europe rely upon each other for economic stability best facilitated by cooperation through NATO. 

Shapiro & Witney 09 - director of research at the "Center on the United States and Europe" at the Brookings Institution and Chief Executive of the European Defense Agency (October 2009, “Towards a Post-American Europe” www.brookings.edu/reports/2009/1102_europe_shapiro.aspx)
Instead, decisions are taken largely through bilateral channels between Washington and the different European capitals, or under US direction within NATO. This does not mean that Europeans necessarily play the loyal subordinate role with real conviction. Though they may talk a good game, few of them are keen to get muddy. The more usual pattern is that the US seeks support and the Europeans seek consultations. Yet Europeans not only tolerate American leadership, they also look for it (although they are not always happy with what they get). This asymmetry is so apparent to all that it made perfect sense for President Obama to declare on his first trip to Europe as president that “America cannot confront the challenges of this century alone, but Europe cannot confront them without America.” In other words, America needs partners, Europe needs its American partner. Europeans worry – rightly – that this asymmetry of power reflects an asymmetry in the importance attached by either side to their relationship. In contrast, the European giant feels no such deference or anxiety in regulatory and commercial matters. The “Rise of the Rest” notwithstanding, the US and Europe remain far and away each other’s most important economic partner. It is not just trade; through integration of corporate investment, production, and research and development, the US and Europe have become the most interdependent regions in world history. The transatlantic economy generates about $3.75 trillion (euro 2.59 trillion) in commercial sales a year and directly employs up to 14 million workers on both sides of the Atlantic. The EU and the US are also the most important source for foreign direct investment in each other’s economies: corporate Europe accounted for 71 percent of total FDI in the US in 2007, while Europe accounted for 62 percent of the total foreign assets of corporate America. But unlike the security and defence relationship, the economic relationship is a combative one in which neither side demonstrates much deference to the other. Though tariff battles are now increasingly rare, trouble is always flaring over non-tariff barriers to trade, particularly in agricultural products, compounded by genuine differences in public attitudes to such matters as genetic modification of crops or hormone treatment of beef. Europe also shows no hesitation in standing up for its interests in competition policy – for example, by slapping multimillion dollar fines on US giants such as Microsoft and Intel. Indeed, in the sphere of regulation, Brussels sets global standards with which American (and other non-European) companies have little option but to comply.10Despite the rows, the equal nature of the economic relationship benefits both sides of the Atlantic. The best example may be civil aerospace where, despite the constant fights over alleged illegal subsidies to Airbus and Boeing, a highly competitive situation has emerged which is of huge benefit to airlines, the travelling public, and the broader economies on both sides of the Atlantic. The industries as a whole benefit too: they dominate the world between them precisely because each feels the hot breath of the other on the back of its neck. (Compare and contrast this situation with that in the defence industry, where US superiority is translated into restriction of US market access to Europeans and refusal to share US technology.) The two economic colossi have also co-operated effectively. Throughout the latter half of the 20th century they were able to run the world economy between them through the IMF, the World Bank, and the G7/8. The foundations of this old order are now, of course, being eroded by the “Rise of the Rest”, with the emergence of the G20 – and the G2 – being the most obvious symptoms. The current economic crisis has highlighted the way that Europe’s global influence is weakened when it is unable to agree common positions on economic policy and governance. But with the European Central Bank emerging as a powerful and necessary collaborator for the Federal Reserve, the crisis has also underlined the growing power of the euro. 

A2: Unify Goals CP

NATO resists joining coalitions – coordination problems – can’t solve NATO cohesion

Shanthie Mariet D’Souza –Associate Fellow at the Institute for Defense Studies and Analyses, New Delhi - 4/2/2009
(Institute for Defense Studies and Analyses. “NATO in Afghanistan :Fault lines in the transatlantic alliance?” ty)

The complexity of the counter insurgency campaign in Afghanistan is further compounded by the presence of two major international military coalitions – the US led Operation Enduring Freedom (OEF) and the ISAF. Existence of the two security apparatus with two commands violates the principle of ‘unity of command’ and creates a serious problem of coordination in the operational sphere.13 The attempt to merge the ISAF and OEF by the Bush Administration under one command has been resisted by NATO allies mainly due to the differing perceptions on the nature of the two operations and conflicting national agendas. Britain, Germany, and France were the principal allies opposing the US proposition to merge the commands, intending to preserve ISAF as a stabilization force as opposed to a combat force that fights insurgency/terrorism.14 
*** HEGEMONY***
Heg Sustainable – Obama

Obama gives us breathing room to improve leadership 

The Canberra Times 08  (SEUMAS MILNE. Those who want real change will have to fight for it, 3/11)

Of course, whoever the president, the US will remain a global colossus, with a military presence in 130 of the world's 195 countries. But it is also a power in unmistakable relative decline and an Obama presidency offers the US a breathing space to re-order its relations with the rest of the world accordingly. The benefit of the doubt that will be given to Obama in the early period of a new administration in Europe that's likely to stretch to defence of the indefensible, as in the Clinton years potentially gives the US extra room for manoeuvre. Economic failure may yet force military cutbacks, despite Obama's pledge to expand the armed forces. But, as in the domestic arena, if expectations of change are dashed, the reaction may end up being all the sharper. What seems certain is that Obama's election will be a catalyst that creates political opportunities both at home and abroad. The Obama campaign grew out of popular opposition to the Iraq War and its success has been based on the mobilisation of supporters who will certainly want to go further and faster than their candidate. Economic conditions are also likely to demand a more decisive response. And even if conditions are very different from those which led to the New Deal of the 1930s not least the lack of a powerful labour movement Obama could yet, like Roosevelt, be propelled by events to adopt more radical positions. In any case, if Obama is to begin to fulfill the confidence invested in him, hope will not be enough. 

Heg Sustainable – AT: CB [1/2]
Others aren’t counterbalancing – they are siding with US to prevent the rise of other powers

Kagan 08  senior associate at the Carnegie Endowment for International Peace (Robert, Why we need the 800-pound gorilla, National Post July 25, 2008)

As it happens, American predominance is unlikely to fade anytime soon, largely because much of the world does not really want it to. Despite the opinion polls, America's relations with both old and new allies have actually strengthened in recent years. China and Russia have been working together to balance against the United States. But there are obstacles to a lasting strategic alliance between the two powers. They have entered into an arms alliance, if not a formal strategic alliance, with Russia selling billions of dollars' worth of advanced military technology and weaponry to the Chinese for use against the United States in any conflict that may arise. They have strengthened the Shanghai Cooperation Organization as an increasingly military as well as political institution. Yet they also remain traditional rivals. Russians continue to fear that the massive and productive Chinese population will quietly overrun Russia's sparsely populated Siberian and far eastern territory. China's manufacturing economy, meanwhile, is more dependent on the American market than is the oil-exporting Russia. Another problem for China and Russia is that the world's other great powers -- the democratic powers of Europe, Japan, and India--are drawing closer to the United States geopolitically. The most striking change has occurred in India, a former ally of Moscow that today sees good relations with the United States as essential to achieving its broader strategic and economic goals. Japanese leaders came to a similar conclusion a decade ago. In the mid-1990s, the Japanese-American alliance was in danger of eroding. But since 1997, the strategic relationship between the two countries has grown stronger, partly because of Japan's escalating concerns about China and North Korea, and partly as a means of enhancing Japan's own position in East Asia and the world. In Europe there is also an unmistakable trend toward closer strategic relations with the United States. A few years ago, Gerhard Schroeder and Jacques Chirac flirted with drawing closer to Russia as a way of counterbalancing American power. But now France, Germany, and the rest of Europe have been moving in the other direction. This is not out of renewed affection for the United States. It is a response to changing international circumstances and to lessons learned from the past. The more pro-American foreign policies of Nicolas Sarkozy and Angela Merkel are not only a matter of their unique personalities but also reflect a reassessment of French, German and European interests. Close but not uncritical relations with the United States, they believe, give a boost to European power and influence that Europe cannot achieve on its own. "If you asked me which of the [two] countries France will have closer relations with-- the United States or Russia," French President Nicolas Sarkozy has said, " 'the U.S.' would be my answer … The friendship between Europe and the United States is a cornerstone of world stability, period." Even in the Middle East, where anti-Americanism runs hottest, the strategic balance has not shifted very much. Jordan, Egypt, Saudi Arabia and Morocco continue to work closely with the United States, despite somewhat greater pressure emanating from Washington for political reform of these autocracies. So, too, do the nations of the Persian Gulf organized in the Gulf Cooperation Council, who are worried about Iran. Libya has moved from being squarely in the anti-American camp to a more ambiguous posture. Lebanon remains a battleground but is arguably closer to the United States today than it was when more fully under Syria's thumb a few years ago. Iraq has shifted from implacable anti-Americanism under Saddam Hussein to dependence on the United States. This favourable strategic balance could shift suddenly and dramatically. If Iran obtains a nuclear weapon and the means to deliver it, that will transform the strategic equation in the region. In the meantime, however, like Russia and China, Iran itself faces some regional balancing. An alliance of Sunni states worries about the expanding Iranian and Shiite influence in the Middle East. Along with Israel, and backed by the American superpower, this anti-Iranian coalition seems stronger than any anti-American coalition Iran has been able to assemble. This lack of fundamental realignment in the Middle East contrasts sharply with the major strategic setbacks the United States suffered during the Cold War. In the 1950s and 1960s, the pan-Arab nationalist movement swept across the region and opened the door to unprecedented Soviet involvement, including a quasi-alliance between Moscow and the Egypt of Gamal Abdel Nasser, as well as Syria. In 1979, a key pillar of the American strategic position in the region toppled when the pro-American shah of Iran was overthrown by Ayatollah Khomeini's virulently anti-American revolution. That led to a fundamental shift in the strategic balance in the region from which the United States is still suffering. Nothing similar has yet occurred as a result of the Iraq War. Meanwhile, the number of overseas American military bases continues to grow in the Middle East and elsewhere. Since September 11, 2001, the United States has built or expanded bases in Afghanistan, Kyrgyzstan, Pakistan, Tajikistan and Uzbekistan in Central Asia; in Bulgaria, Georgia, Hungary, Poland and Romania in Europe; as well as in the Philippines, Djibouti, Oman, Qatar and of course, Iraq. Chinese strategists believe the present international configuration is likely to endure for some time, and they are probably right. So long as the United States remains at the center of the international economy, the predominant military power, and the leading apostle of the world's most popular political philosophy; so long as the American public continues to support American predominance, as it has consistently for six decades; and so long as 
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potential challengers inspire more fear than sympathy among their neighbours, the structure of the international system should remain as it has been, with one superpower and several great powers.
Heg Sustainable – AT: CB – China

China’s wont catch up – haters use flawed statistical analysis and crappy measures of economic growth

Wohlforth 07  Olin Fellow in International Security Studies at Yale University (William, Unipolar Stability: The Rules of Power Analysis, A Tilted Balance, Vol. 29 (1) - Spring 2007)

When analysts forecast the coming of multipolarity, they often talk of how the rising BRIC countries (Brazil, Russia, India, and China) will alter the global balance of power. If we carefully examine the numbers, what drives most of these projections is China. And if examined even more closely, we will likely see that one indicator alone is being used to project China’s rise: the growth of its gross domestic product (GDP). China’s global clout will certainly rise with the relative size of its economy. But economic size is only one indicator of power, and it can be a misleading one.  When a huge number of poor people are gathered together in one country, they can create a large economy that is much less capable of generating power than the raw numbers would suggest. After all, India is estimated to have had a much larger economy than the British Isles when it was colonized in the nineteenth century. Studies of national power in the post-industrial age find that what matters most today is not just economic size, but wealth and technological development. Indeed, even if China’s overall GDP did come to equal that of the United States, its per-capita GDP would still be only one-quarter that of the United States. Current projections of China’s economic rise may well be overstated. Iraq aside, what is most responsible for the virtual shift to multipolarity is not a word but an acronym: PPP. PPP stands for the “purchasing power parity” estimate of countries’ exchange rates—the size of their economies in dollar terms. Although the prices of many manufactured products tend to be equalized by international trade, the price of labor is not, and therefore labor-intensive products and services tend to be relatively cheap in poor counties. PPP corrects for this discontinuity by using prices for a locally selected basket of goods to adjust the exchange rate for converting local currency into dollars. As University of Pennsylvania professor Avery Goldstein notes, “the World Bank’s decision in 1994 to shift to a PPP estimate for China’s economy was crucial in propelling perceptions of that country’s imminent rise to great power status.”  Economists universally agree that, properly applied, this method provides better estimates of comparative living standards. But forecasts about China’s rise should not be based on predictions of its living standards. They should discuss China’s presence as a great power in international politics—its ability to use money to purchase goods and influence matters abroad. PPP clearly exaggerates this sort of power. No one knows how much to discount the PPP numbers for the purposes of making comparisons of national power. What is certain, economist Albert Keidel notes, is that one should not “use projections of national accounting growth rates from a PPP base. This common practice seriously inflates estimates of China’s future economic size—exaggerating the speed with which China’s economy will overtake that of the United States in total size.” Projections must take into account the fact that growth will cause prices to converge with international norms, and thus the PPP to converge with the market exchange rate. Using such a methodology, Keidel estimates that it will take until 2050 for China’s total economic size to equal the United States. National power is a complex phenomenon. We all know that relying on one simple indicator of power is not a good idea. Yet research by political scientists, psychologists, and historians continues to demonstrate that decisionmakers and analysts tend to break this basic rule. Projections of China’s rise are a case in point. Even setting aside the manifold challenges that this country faces on the road to superpowerdom—including a looming demographic crisis, a shaky financial system, and the political challenges inherent in a capitalist country ruled by a communist party—extrapolating its rise based on GDP and PPP estimates of its current size is a dubious analytical exercise.

Heg Sustainable – AT: CB – China/Russia

Russia and China won’t balance the US – they’ll balance each other out of fear

Summers 08  Former British Diplomat, Researcher at the Centre for East Asian Studies at the Chinese University of Hong Kong

(“Are China-Russia ties cooling off?” 10-25)

There is evidence too of Russian concerns both over the balance within the SCO and that Russia's resource-rich east is being left too close to a rising China. Part of this jockeying for strategic influence is the very practical issue of access to the region's rich energy and other natural resources, and Russia has sponsored an alternative central Asian organisation which does not include China, the Collective Security Treaty Organisation. If one of the purposes of the SCO for Beijing is to enhance its strategic influence in central Asia, then this implicitly at least encroaches on an area that Moscow has traditionally seen as within its sphere of influence. Shortly after the Georgian incident, Russian President Medvedev said that Russia should have a privileged sphere of influence in Asia, though it is not clear exactly where, nor what the Chinese response to that statement has been. So any signs of a change in Russian policy towards its periphery do not only have the potential to affect states on its European borders, but could apply in a similar way to its eastern periphery. The geopolitics here are different: Nato does not impinge on Russia's eastern borders, there is no evidence that Moscow is currently concerned by a military threat from China (or Japan for that matter) in the east, and it tolerated the US's post-9/11 presence in central Asia. China's economic interests, its soft power diplomacy, and its posited long-term eyeing up of the strategic vacuum in central Asia left by the USSR's demise may at some point in the future prompt some pushback from a Russian government which appears to be looking to grow back into its role as a major global power. China's opposition to Russia's action in Georgia should therefore be seen against this backdrop. Future tension in Central Asia may not be limited to the part that borders Europe.

Heg Sustainable – AT: CB – Russia

Russia can’t balance – military sucks, their population is declining, and others balance 

Bandow 08  Robert A. Taft Fellow at the American Conservative Defense Alliance

(“The Russian Hangover” The National Interest Online 10-27)

Even then it was obvious that Russia’s offensive power was limited. Its conventional forces have improved over their nadir following the dissolution of the Soviet Union, but the Russian military remains no match for that of the United States and only at great cost could Moscow defeat a state with reasonably modern armed forces. Jane’s Strategic Advisory Services recently pointed to weaknesses exposed by the August war, concluding: “Improvements in command, training levels and the employment of flexible, modern weapons systems are required before the Russian military can face any opponents larger or better equipped than the Georgian military.”  Moscow’s nuclear force, including a substantial number of tactical warheads, is its principal power tool. However, Russia could ill afford to use nuclear weapons as a substitute for inadequate conventional forces against any of the countries lining its border. Rather, Moscow has a deterrent that would turn any Western response into a dangerous game of geopolitical chicken. Yet relying on nuclear weapons to counter conventional intervention by other nations would be as dangerous for Moscow as for the United States or European states.  Moreover, despite the nationalistic adrenaline rush following Moscow’s triumph, Russia’s long-term prospects remain bleak. Since the collapse of the Soviet Union, Russia has suffered not just a birth dearth, but a sharp rise in mortality rates and drop in life expectancy, what Nicholas Eberstadt of the American Enterprise Institute calls a “great leap backwards.” Russia’s population was 145 million in 2002, but fell to 142 million this year. The United Nations figures that Russia’s population is going to drop another 10 million by 2020. Obviously, demographic and health trends can change, but Moscow’s problems are systematic and fundamental. Any turnaround likely will take years. As Eberstadt puts it, “this is not the portrait of a successfully and rapidly developing economy—much less an emerging economic superpower.” A declining population will have serious geopolitical consequences as well. For instance, the relative depopulation of Siberia, adjoining far more populous China, could leave Russia’s expansive eastern territory at risk. But we need not wait until 2020 for evidence of Russian weakness. Economic uncertainty and falling energy prices have combined to deflate Russia’s pretensions of being a great power again. The stock market is down 70 percent from May, with one-time billionaire oligarchs scurrying to the Kremlin begging for relief. The ruble has lost two year’s worth of appreciation as anxious citizens, so recently celebrating their new prosperity, change their savings into dollars and euros. Heretofore abundant foreign exchange reserves have dissipated as oil prices have fallen by more than half and the government has attempted to prop up the ruble. Investment rating services are threatening to downgrade Russian debt. As its economy weakens, Russia is less able to threaten its neighbors and the West—by cutting off energy shipments, for instance—should its demands not be met. Moreover, declining revenues will crimp the Kremlin’s plans to sharply enhance its military. Not only will there be less money available overall, but more funds will have to be plowed into business investment and social programs. Economic growth has been the foundation of Vladimir Putin’s popularity. He will be loath to risk popular displeasure by allowing the economy to continue sinking.  Indeed, Russia’s present financial difficulties are likely to force Moscow to accelerate economic integration with the West, which will force the Kremlin to moderate its foreign policy. Last year, then–President Putin issued an updated economic development strategy for 2020, which envisioned Russia as sporting one of the globe’s five largest economies and acting as an international financial center and technological leader. Those are challenging goals under any circumstances, but almost certainly will be impossible to achieve without abundant Western investment, trade and cooperation. The image of a new Russian colossus threatening neighbors, Western Europe and the United States never reflected reality. Moscow’s ambitions always were much more limited—ensuring border security and international respect, not reestablishing the Soviet empire. So, too, were its abilities limited, even before the ongoing economic crunch. 

Heg Sustainable – AT: CB – Venezuela, Iran, Russia

Oil prices are dominating oil exporters

NYT 08 (“3 Oil-Rich Countries Face a Reckoning” New York Times 10-21)

As the price of oil roared to ever higher levels in recent years, the leaders of Venezuela, Iran and Russia muscled their way onto the world stage, using checkbook diplomacy and, on occasion, intimidation. Now, plummeting oil prices are raising questions about whether the countries can sustain their spending — and their bids to challenge United States hegemony. For all three nations, oil money was a means to an ideological end. President Hugo Chávez of Venezuela used it to jump-start a socialist-inspired revolution in his country and to back a cadre of like-minded leaders in Latin America who were intent on eroding once-dominant American influence. Iran extended its influence across the Middle East, promoted itself as the leader of the Islamic world and used its petrodollars to help defy the West’s efforts to block its nuclear program. Russia, which suffered a humiliating economic collapse in the 1990s after the fall of communism, recaptured some of its former standing in the world. It began rebuilding its military, wrested control of oil and gas pipelines and pushed back against Western encroachment in the former Soviet empire. But such ambitions are harder to finance when oil is at $74.25 a barrel, its closing price Monday in New York, than when it is at $147, its price as recently as three months ago.

Heg Sustainable – AT: Financial Crisis

Financial collapse won’t constrain military spending – US military is not obsolete, it still provides stability. No one can take our place despite all our problems

Caryl 08  Newsweek Web Exclusive( Christian,  Long Live U.S. Imperialism, Oct 31)

Conventional wisdom has it that the George Washington is soon to become an empty symbol. According to everyone from Hamas to Maureen Dowd of The New York Times, the American Empire is over. The era of U.S. hegemony is done for, finito. The reason is simple enough: the financial and economic crisis is already tipping the United States into recession. The huge amounts of money now being spent on reviving the banking system will crimp America's leading role in the world. Whoever the next president is, he'll find it hard to push-through dramatic tax increases; and without additional revenue, the already huge U.S. budget deficit can only get bigger. Aircraft carriers like the George Washington cost $4.5 billion a pop, and keeping them afloat isn't much cheaper. In 2007, the Department of Defense budget was about $440 billion—and that didn't include additional funding for the wars in Iraq and Afghanistan, which add more to the bill. Surely the sheer lack of cash will end up restraining Washington's ambitions to remake the world. There's just one problem with this thesis: The United States was short on cash long before this latest crisis hit, but that didn't stop it from continuing to build up the world's most formidable military. (According to one estimate, the U.S. accounted for 47 percent of the world's defense spending in 2003.) Many people may not have noticed, but for the past few years the United States has paid for its policies by borrowing money from other countries—primarily Japan, China, and other East Asian economic giants who have America buy their stuff by loading themselves down with U.S. Treasury debt. This is something that those neo-conservative theoreticians who rejoiced at America's new spirit of foreign policy activism after 9/11 didn't like to talk about much. It's also one of many reasons why the 21st century usually turns out to be more complicated than talk of 19th-century statecraft and balance of power politics would allow. Today's great powers are economically linked in all sorts of ways that make big wars a lot less likely. So does that mean that the military factor is irrelevant in today's globalized world? Not at all. Let's go back to the USS George Washington. Since it arrived in Japan this September, it's the only one of the U.S. Navy's 11 carriers to be permanently stationed ("homeported") in a foreign country. Why is that? Just take a look at the map. The George Washington is the biggest ship of the 50-some-odd vessels that make up America's Seventh Fleet, whose area of responsibility extends from the western Pacific to the Indian Ocean. That includes, for example, the Strait of Malacca. Every year a quarter of the world's oil sails through that narrow chokepoint from its source in the Persian Gulf to the economies of East Asia—one of the world's three major economic centers of gravity, along with the United States and the European Union. The problem with East Asia, though, is that none of its countries trust each other. If, let us say, the Seventh Fleet were to evaporate tomorrow, China would suddenly get very nervous about protecting what strategists call its "sea-line of communications." Four-fifths of China's entire supply of oil comes through the Strait of Malacca. Were China to beef up its military presence there, though, Japan, South Korea, and Taiwan—all dependent on the same oil—would immediately have to confront similar concerns. And because China hardly offers a model of transparent government, they would find themselves having to do a lot of guessing. Unpredictability is a very dangerous thing when the vital national interests of states are involved. Just to make it more interesting, China, for its part, has good historical reasons to worry about the motives of Japan, while South Korea is intensely paranoid about both Japan and China. Like it or not, the Seventh Fleet is a powerful insurance policy that ensures more or less stable rules of the game. The same principle applies around the world. Just to cite one example, the Balkan Wars of the 1990s happened in the European Union's backyard, but they ended only when the United States—belatedly and reluctantly—applied its military leverage. It's entirely true that, as my colleague Fareed Zakaria has argued, America's pseudo-imperial role is being diluted as more and more countries embrace their own forms of market-oriented democracy, which helps them to build confidence in each other. That's a good thing and undoubtedly serves the cause of general stability. And I readily concede that America's intense belief in the rightness of its own system sometimes tempts it into destabilizing adventures. Yet, on balance, the world would still be a much more dangerous place without America around. In a world of intensifying competition for natural resources, trust is still the rarest commodity of all. U.S. influence will undoubtedly wane as more and more countries build confidence in each other. But that's going to take a long time. No question about it, America is overstretched. As economic turbulence hits home, U.S. voters are already less inclined to pay for overseas adventures. Yet to an extent, they don't have much choice. For the reasons I've described above, the world will probably need someone to play the role of arbiter, enforcer, hegemon—call it what you will—for a long while to come. ("Hegemony," by the way, is a Greek word that means "leadership.") Americans may not want to play that role, and the rest of the world doesn't always like the United States when it does. Yet I don't see anyone around who's ready to take its place. The European Union? It can't even forge a common foreign policy, much less a strategy for regional security and defense. China? Many of its neighbors are unlikely to be enthusiastic. Russia? Give me a break. Both McCain and Obama have talked about the greater need for cooperation with U.S. allies and placed far less emphasis on Bush-style unilateralism. Both have talked about overarching challenges that unite the international community. And there's certainly a lot of work to be done in all these respects. But I have a feeling that someone, somehow, is going to go on paying for the Seventh Fleet.
Heg i/l--- Fatigue

COIN in Afghanistan kills hegemony--- fatigue
Kretkowski, 10 –[assists think tank in conferences and other work products that aid DoD's long-term thinking about threats that may not be addressable via weapons platforms. Spent six months in Afghanistan working with Army public affairs] (Paul, “Against COIN, for CT in Afghanistan and Elsewhere”, 1/7, Beacon (a blog), 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, the Federalists, Machiavelli, Sun Tzu, and several others). What I've taken from that reading is that the U.S. must pull back from its current efforts to remake Iraq and Afghanistan in the image of a Western democracy, or risk long-term political and economic exhaustion. What follows is not an argument about morality, and readers may find much of it amoral. It is about making cold-blooded political and economic calculations about where U.S. national interests will lie in the next decade. They do not lie in an open-ended COIN mission. The history of the Peloponnesian War is particularly relevant here. Athens began fighting Sparta with the resources of an empire and thousands of talents of silver in the bank—enough to fight expensive, far-flung naval and land campaigns for three years without lasting financial consequences. Athens was rich, and if peace with Sparta had come by the end of the third year, Athens would have continued to prosper and rule over much of the Mediterranean. (Athens had a "hard"—conquered or cowed—empire as opposed to the "soft" empire of alliances and treaties the U.S. currently has.) But the war with Sparta dragged on for decades, despite occasional peace overtures by both sides. By war's end—despite the spoils of battle and increased taxes and tribute extracted from its shrinking dominion—Athens was broke, depopulated by fighting and plague, bereft of its empire, and could no longer project power into the Mediterranean. Where its former interests ranged from Black Sea Turkey to southern Italy, it spent decades as a small-bore power and never regained its former strength or influence. I worry that the U.S. is similarly locked into an open-ended commitment to democratize a nation that is of regional rather than global importance—a parallel to Athens convincing itself that it had to conquer distant, militarily insignificant Sicily. "Winning" in Afghanistan The U.S. could "win" in Afghanistan where victory is defined as a stable, legitimate central government that can project power within its own borders. I don't doubt that the U.S. and its allies could accomplish this given enough time and resources. But I think—as many COIN experts also do—that it will take at least another decade or more of blood and treasure to produce such a result, if ever. Of course I'd like to see the results of a successful COIN campaign: a stable democracy, women's rights, and general prosperity for Afghans, who among all Asia's peoples surely deserve those things. I certainly want to end al-Qa'ida's ability to operate freely in South Asia and elsewhere.
The U.S. is the only country that would both conceive of these missions and attempt to carry them out. But goals beyond keeping al-Qa'ida on the run don't serve the long-term interests of the U.S., and I am more interested in regaining and preserving U.S. hard power than I am in the rewards that would come from "winning" a lengthy COIN war. I fear the U.S. people and government becoming exhausted from the costs of a lengthy COIN effort, just as they are already exhausted from (and have largely forgotten about) the Iraq war. I worry that if this fatigue sits in, the U.S. will abandon foreign-policy leadership as it has done periodically throughout history. This outcome would be worse than a resurgent Taliban, worse than Afghan women and men being further oppressed, and worse than al-Qa'ida having plentiful additional caves to plot in.
Here are some signs of an exhaustion of U.S. power: The U.S. is already overextended, with commitments in Iraq (shrinking for now), Afghanistan (expanding), Yemen (pending) and Iran (TBD). At home, the U.S. economy remains feeble and in the long term is increasingly hostage to other nations for goods and services it no longer produces (and increasingly, no longer can produce). Even more worrisome is the U.S. credit situation. The wars, and much other U.S. government spending, are now heavily underwritten by other countries' purchases of debt the U.S. issues. It has borrowed trillions from foreign countries and especially China, which continues its steady, highly rational policy of promoting exports while freeriding under the American security umbrella (just as the U.S. once rode for free beneath Britain's).
Over time, those countries accrue enough debt to have a say in U.S. policies that may threaten the dollar's value, which is why you now see high U.S. officials flying to Beijing to soothe PRC nerves and explain why America keeps borrowing money. At home, there are few resources to apply following a major disaster, such as a Katrina-style hurricane or a major earthquake. The U.S. needs to start rebuilding its reserves—of capital, of credit, of political goodwill abroad, of military force—to be ready for these and more serious crises, for which we currently have few resources to spare. Such challenges may involve humanitarian crises (think Darfur, a Rwanda-style genocide, Indian Ocean tsunamis); Latin American instability (Mexico, Venezuela, post-Castro Cuba); rogue-state nuclear development (Iran, North Korea); or complex challenges from a rising power (China, a reinvigorated Russia). 

Heg i/l--- $

Overspending on the Afghanistan war kills hegemony and the economy 

Norris and Sweet 10 - Executive Director of Enough and Former Chief of Political Affairs for the UN Mission in Nepal, Research Assistant @ American Progress (John and Andrew, “Less Is More,” June 8th, http://www.americanprogress.org/issues/2010/06/less_is_more.html)

“If we are to meet the myriad challenges around the world in the coming decades,” argues Secretary of Defense Robert Gates, then our “country must strengthen other important elements of national power both institutionally and financially, and create the capability to integrate and apply all of the elements of national power to problems and challenges abroad.” Gates’s experience leading our armed forces under two presidents underscores the importance of not relying solely on our unquestioned military might to protect our shores and national security interests around the globe. Instead, Gates maintains, we need to adopt the concept of sustainable security—a strategy that embraces the need to slim defense spending, bringing our own fiscal house in order while investing in nonmilitary economic and social development programs abroad to combat the conditions that breed poverty and political instability. Our current international posture is increasingly unsustainable. The reasons? First, the United States is simply spending too much continuing to fight wars in Afghanistan and Iraq while total defense spending over the past decade grew in an exponential and undisciplined fashion. Second, the relationship between our key foreign policy institutions (in defense, diplomacy, and economic and social development programs abroad) became wildly skewed in favor of defense at the expense of nonmilitary functions. This muscle-bound yet clumsy combination of assets leaves America poorly positioned to deal with the threats and opportunities we face as a nation around the globe today and in the future. Restoring a sense of balance and sustainability to our international posture is absolutely essential. The upshot: We need to spend less money overall on defense weaponry while investing a portion of those savings in sustainable security initiatives that simultaneously protect our national security and promote human and collective security. Shaping this more balanced approach will require sensible cuts in defense spending and concurrent but smaller strategic investments in sustainable security. This will be challenging amid a rising chorus of concern in Congress and from the general public about deficits and the national debt. This year’s deficit is expected to exceed $1.5 trillion, over 10 percent of our nation’s gross domestic product—the highest deficit level since World War II. Yet we pay surprisingly little attention to the staggering cost of our current defense posture. U.S. defense spending has more than doubled since 2002, and the nearly three-quarters of a trillion dollars that the United States is now spending annually on defense is the highest in real terms since General Dwight D. Eisenhower left occupied Germany in the wake of World War II. Military costs continue to constitute more than 50 percent of all federal discretionary spending. Greater and greater sacrifices will have to be made in domestic and international priorities if more isn’t done to strategically reduce defense spending. No one questions the need to fight terrorism and protect our country. That’s precisely why it is so important for us to develop an international posture that is sensible, sustainable, and effective in achieving its core goals. Bringing defense spending under control will clearly enhance the overall health of our economy and thus our overarching influence around the globe. But doing so without investing some of those savings in social and economic development and diplomacy abroad would be unwise. Indeed, Secretary Gates consistently notes that we need to strengthen U.S. civilian foreign policy and development institutions if we want to more effectively promote lasting stability and defend our interests around the globe. And he continually points out in public speeches, interviews, and congressional testimony that these institutions currently lack the capabilities and funding to be effective policy partners in promoting our interests internationally.

Heg i/l--- $/strat focus

Extended stay independently crushes hegemony—cost and strategy refocus
Polk, 9 - member of the U.S. Policy Planning Council responsible for the Middle East from 1961 to 1965. Subsequently, he was professor of history and director of the Center for Middle Eastern Studies at the University of Chicago and later president of the Adlai Stevenson Institute of International Affairs (William, “How to Get Out of Afghanistan”, 11/23, http://hnn.us/articles/120371.html)

We are indeed at a cross-roads in our history.  The step the President takes on Afghanistan is a step on a road that could lead either to catastrophe or away from it toward  a new period of our prosperity, freedom and security. In one direction,  we will move in the direction signposted  by the Australian armchair warrior David Kilcullen, the key adviser and ghost writer for Generals Petraeus and McChrystal, and enthusiastically approved by the neoconservatives. They and Petraeus’s and McChrystal’s new acolytes among junior officers – saw Iraq and see Afghanistan as the first steps in America’s crusade, what they have named the “Long War.” The Long war would truly be a march out into the wild blue yonder.  The neoconservatives and the new military leaders believe it will last generations.  Fifty years is said to be already under planning at the Pentagon.40 The cost, even in economic terms,  cannot be predicted – numbers lose meaning beyond 15 or 20 trillion dollars.   But the ultimate cost will be the end of America’s position as the world’s leading power.  Our standard of living will fall; our sources of borrowing will dry up; and we will stand in danger of the kind of economic implosion that destroyed what in the 1920s was arguably Europe’s leading democracy, the Weimar Republic. 

Heg i/l--- future tech

COIN causes cuts in new capabilities key to future hegemomy

Sharp, 10 - research associate at the Center for a New American Security (Travis, Foreign Policy, “How to read the QDR,” 2/2/10, http://www.foreignpolicy.com/articles/2010/02/01/how_to_read_the_qdr?page=0,1) 

Pre-existing budgetary commitments make it difficult for the Pentagon to devote adequate resources to the new capabilities necessary for success in missions U.S. troops are actually performing today and are likely to perform tomorrow. Despite the persistent challenges of global terrorism and two ongoing wars, the Department of Defense still spends more each year on administrative activities like claims processing than on the special operations forces that are so important for success in Afghanistan, Iraq, and counterterrorism missions. The Pentagon also continues to pay for major defense acquisition programs, initiated decades ago in some cases, that no longer serve current security needs. Reforms to the defense budget made by Defense Secretary Robert Gates last year certainly brought the Department of Defense's priorities and plans into much closer alignment. Indeed, last year's 2010 budget will likely go down in history as one of the most revolutionary budgets ever because of the specific programmatic changes made to approximately 50 weapons systems. The new 2011 budget does not recreate the fireworks of last year. Instead, it consolidates last year's gains within a long-term evolutionary framework in accordance with the future needs of the U.S. military. Yet more hard tradeoffs are still required to ensure that the commitments of the past do not become a strategic drag on overcoming the challenges of the future. The worst-case scenario going forward is that policymakers whistle past the graveyard by avoiding difficult choices today -- only to discover five years from now that things have become even less fiscally sustainable and that the United States is still not prepared for the uncertain future that lies ahead.

Heg i/l--- overstretch

Afghanistan is a uniquely bad scenario for overstretch--- expensive equipment
Sharp, 10 - research associate at the Center for a New American Security (Travis, Foreign Policy, “How to read the QDR,” 2/2/10, http://www.foreignpolicy.com/articles/2010/02/01/how_to_read_the_qdr?page=0,1) 

The Budget Squeeze The strategic rebalancing called for by the 2010 QDR will confront structural constraints that will make change difficult to implement. These impediments, which are deeply rooted and long running, include: Rising personnel costs for the Department of Defense's military forces and civilian employees, which are being compounded by 1) increases in the end-strength size of the Army and Marine Corps; and 2) the addition of 19,200 new governmental acquisition workforce employees. Growing DOD operations and maintenance costs. Higher price tags for advanced weapons systems, including the additional acquisition costs associated with design problems and schedule slippages. The cost of operations in Afghanistan and Iraq, which 1) may not immediately decrease when troops are withdrawn if historical precedent is any guide; and 2) will require future investments to bring depleted equipment stocks back to pre-war standards. Steady growth in federal spending on mandatory programs such as Social Security and Medicare, which will increasingly squeeze discretionary spending in other areas, including national defense. Taken together, these trends leave alarmingly little room to maneuver. They present formidable obstacles to strategic flexibility, as well as budget ary realignment when needed, in the pursuit of national security needs. 

Heg i/l--- overstretch
COIN in Afghanistan kills heg-- overstretch
Dorronsoro 10 - Visiting Scholar @ Carnegie (Gilles, “The Case for Negotiations,” May 24th, Carnegie, http://www.carnegieendowment.org/publications/index.cfm?fa=view&id=40863)

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

COIN in Afghanistan is causing military overstretch--- equipment, supplies, and troops
Heritage Foundation, 9  (2/12/09, “Heritage lauds 4% seeking steady, sustained defense funding,” http://www.heritage.org/Research/Reports/2009/02/Heritage-Lauds-4-Resolution-Seeking-Steady-Sustained-Defense-Funding)
Talent called a 4 percent investment level "essential" if the Pentagon is to "recapitalize and modernize so that our troops can continue to protect American interests." Operations in Iraq and Afghanistan have seriously depleted America's military supplies and equipment, he noted. "National Guard Armories stand vacant, their trucks used up or cannibalized for parts by troops in the field. Yet lawmakers tell the military to cut back while they approve a trillion dollars in spending supposedly to stimulate the economy. It makes no sense." Talent warned that reinvestment in defense forces could not be safely postponed. "We have Air Force pilots flying planes built 20 years before they were born. We have a Navy with half the number of ships it had 20 years again. Many of our weapons and systems are worn out or, worse, obsolete. Our military is in danger of becoming a hollow force," he said. "The stimulus bill carves out $448 million to build a new building for Homeland Security, and another $248 million to furnish it. Meanwhile our troops in Afghanistan are scrounging for spare parts just to keep their Humvees rolling," Talent observed.

Heg i/l--- overstretch

COIN in Afghanistan causes overstretch
Mulrine 9 (Anna Mulrine, staff writer for US News & World Report, January 16, 2009, “Obama to Confront Limits of America's Overstretched Military”, http://politics.usnews.com/news/world/articles/2009/01/16/obama-to-confront-limits-of-americas-overstretched-military_print.html)

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

Heg i/l--- overstretch

Afghanistan represents the perfect definition of imperial overstretch

Engelhardt 10 (Tom Engelhardt, co-founder of the American Empire Project, runs the Nation Institute's TomDispatch.com, April 1, 2010, “Tomgram Obama Starting to Sound Like Bush”, http://motherjones.com/mojo/2010/04/obama-sounds-like-bush)

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... [T]he 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? 

Heg i/l--- Morale

COIN kills troop morale

The Hill, 10 (7/4/10, Roxanna Tiron, “Lieberman: Rules of engagement hurting troop maroal in Afghanistan,” http://thehill.com/homenews/senate/107125-lieberman-rules-of-engagement-hurting-troop-morale-in-afghanistan\

Sen. Joe Lieberman (I-Conn.) on Sunday said that the U.S. military’s rules of engagement have hurt troop morale in Afghanistan and said that he hoped the new top commander there, Gen. David Petraeus, will clarify them as soon as possible. The previous commander in Afghanistan, Gen. Stanley McChrystal, placed restrictions on U.S. air strikes and artillery in Afghanistan, limiting the circumstances that allow troops under fire to call for fire support. Those rules of engagement have cut down on civilian casualties, but have been strongly criticized by American troops who say those rules have made the fight more dangerous.  “When there are civilian casualties…that hurts the cause, but ultimately we ought to be concerned about the safety of our American troops here,” Lieberman said in a "Fox News Sunday" interview from Afghanistan. “We can’t let that happen and endanger their lives.” The rules of engagement “have hurt morale here,” Lieberman added.  During his Senate confirmation hearing, Petraeus called the protection of U.S. troops his “moral imperative” and said he would review the rules of engagement. In a counterinsurgency campaign, such as the one applied in Afghanistan, there is an inherent tension between fighting a war and protecting and winning over the civilian population. 

Heg i/l--- soft power

COIN strategy in Afghanistan kills soft power
Fernholz 10 (Tim writing fellow at the Prospect. His work has been published by The New Republic, The Nation, The Guardian, American Lawyer, and the Washington City Paper. He is also a Research Fellow at the New America Foundation. “The Ultimate Test Case,” The American Prospect, March, 2010, lexis)

EVEN AS OBAMA PROMISED A DIFFERENT kind of foreign policy, his embrace of the "good war" laid the groundwork for Afghanistan to overtake his broader vision. During the campaign, he pledged to send 7,000 more troops to the conflict, to push for more development in Afghanistan and Pakistan, and ultimately to finish "the fight against al-Qaeda and the Taliban" with new tactics developed in Iraq to combat insurgencies. At the time, approximately 30,000 American soldiers were deployed to bases in Afghanistan, where they focused mainly on hunting terrorists and insurgents. Even though 2008 saw the largest troop deployment since the conflict began, the Taliban had regained its strength in Pakistan and began an increasingly successful campaign against the new Afghan government; development efforts existed but were constrained.  On his first day in office, Obama  emphasized his focus on Afghanistan by appointing veteran diplomat Richard Holbrooke the first special representative for Afghanistan and Pakistan, creating a civilian counterpart for Petraeus, who was now overseeing both Iraq and Afghanistan from his post at the U.S. Central Command. After a hurried review of the situation in Afghanistan informed by Bush-era analysis, the administration quickly confirmed that it would follow through on Obama's  campaign promises and also send an additional 13,000 troops. Brian Katulis, a security-policy analyst at the Center for American Progress, later derided this initial assessment as "pre-cooked" because it didn't address the fundamental question of whether the United States' investment in Afghanistan was out of proportion with its interests there.  Over the next several months, insurgents in Afghanistan continued to gain ground despite the additional troops, and casualties increased (last year saw the most American casualties since the war began). In August, criticism of Afghanistan's fraud-ridden presidential election wounded the legitimacy of President Hamid Karzai's corrupt and ineffective regime and raised questions about the viability of his government as a partner for the United States while political unrest continued to increase in nearby Pakistan.  Also in August, the commander Obama  had installed in Afghanistan that previous spring, Gen. Stanley McChrystal, finished his assessment of the war. It called for a more ambitious counterinsurgency strategy, a doctrine popularized by Petraeus in Iraq, which emphasizes protecting the population and addressing the roots of conflict--everything from material needs to political disputes. McChrystal's assessment was accompanied by a classified request for 80,000 more troops and a warning that without a new approach, defeat would be inevitable. The request was written largely by U.S.-based policy experts flown into Afghanistan for short visits, and when it was leaked to the press, those experts were ready to defend it, creating intense pressure on Obama  to acquiesce.  All this forced the administration to reassess every aspect of its Afghanistan strategy, giving Obama  another chance to fundamentally alter the centerpiece of his foreign-policy agenda.  "If the administration really wants to demonstrate that their global vision, which emphasizes all components of American power, including diplomacy and development assistance, they're going to have to make that actually achieve results in both Afghanistan and Pakistan," Katulis says. "Afghanistan and Pakistan are the ultimate test case of everything the president has been talking about when he discusses his national-security strategy as smart power."  The Obama  administration is finding all of its challenges in one country. Afghanistan combines the task of developing a corrupt, failed state; the scourge of extreme political Islam; the dangers of terrorism and insurgency; the threat of nuclear proliferation and destabilization in nearby Pakistan; and a delicate diplomatic portfolio as the U.S. seeks to balance power between everyone from local militias and a corrupt government to a belligerent, nuclear-weapon-seeking Iran, a shaky frenemy in Pakistan, and its rival, the emerging economic superpower of India.  Seven years of neglect under the Bush administration created a problem of such complexity that immediately imposing a clear vision for Afghanistan was nearly impossible. The situation was complicated by the domestic political debate in the U.S., which quickly settled into a familiar groove: How many troops would be sent to Afghanistan or taken away? Conservatives hammered Obama  for not immediately acquiescing to McChrystal's troop request, and many on the left argued it was time for the U.S. to leave this expensive distraction behind altogether. Other experts, like Gilles Dorronsoro, who were echoed by Vice President Joe Biden, advocated for a reorientation of American forces in Afghanistan without an increase in troop levels, which would buy time to demonstrate a new approach. While the military pressured Obama  for a larger commitment, U.S. Ambassador to Afghanistan Karl Eikenberry (himself the former coalition commander in Afghanistan) sent cables imploring Obama  not to commit to troop increases in order to provide additional leverage over Karzai.  Obama's  final decision in December offered something for everyone, or tried to: The U.S. would deploy an additional 30,000 soldiers to Afghanistan, fewer than McChrystal requested but still a tripling of the troop commitment to the conflict since Obama's  inauguration. The strategy was virtually unchanged from what Obama  had offered in the spring. The goal also remained the same: "to disrupt, dismantle, and defeat al-Qaeda in Pakistan and Afghanistan and to prevent their return to either country in the future." Obama's  plan echoed the surge he opposed in Iraq: An escalation to protect civilians in population centers and train Afghan security forces that will, in theory, reverse the momentum of the insurgents and even co-opt those who are willing to lay down their arms. Along with aid from a "civilian surge" of U.S. officials and contractors with expertise in engineering, agriculture, justice, and local politics, the hope is that this will give the Afghan government time to recover from corruption and incompetence (the euphemism is "capacity building").  The one new development was a timeline: In July of 2011, the U.S. will start handing over responsibilities to the Afghans so that coalition forces can begin to withdraw. The president insisted on this timeline, and it remains the single most  progressive aspect of the plan--a recognition that, in the greater scheme of things, the U.S. has better things to do for its national security than muck about in Afghanistan.  "Any American president has to think about the political sustainability of his policies, and an American president that launches into policies that he can't sustain politically isn't doing his job," Hurlburt says. "That's true of Obama,  that's true of Bush, it's true of everybody. You look at some of the things that Bush started and couldn't sustain--that's the worst of all possible worlds." OBAMA'S TINKERING AROUND THE EDGES--the timeline, the counterinsurgency  strategy, the emphasis on development, the whole-of-government approach--marks a real departure from the previous administration's efforts. His rhetoric still holds the promise of the overhaul he campaigned on. But the president's failure to fundamentally reorient the Afghan conflict has broad ramifications for his promised foreign-policy reforms.  Perhaps the most significant loss is the big picture. Nearly 100,000 troops are committed to pursuing Obama's  "narrow goal" of defeating al-Qaeda in Afghanistan. But is this extensive involvement in an Afghan civil war the best way to fight al-Qaeda and like-minded groups? After all, one of al-Qaeda leaders' stated goals is drawing the United States into expensive and intractable long-term conflicts. Even as we're leaving Iraq, doubling-down on Afghanistan plays into their hands.  "We did not ask for this fight," the president said in a major speech on Afghanistan in December. "On September 11, 2001, 19 men hijacked four airplanes and used them to murder nearly 3,000 people." It was an explanation straight out of the Bush era. Much of the 9-11 operation was carried out not in Afghanistan or Pakistan (or Iraq, for that matter) but in places like Germany and Florida. And terrorism experts warn that officials should not take for granted that al-Qaeda could re-establish a safe haven in Afghanistan, or that such safe havens are threats to the United States. The administration admits that fewer than 100 al-Qaeda terrorists remain in Afghanistan--and that many insurgents aren't ideological opponents of the United States. Some are petty criminals, some are simply armed local groups tired of being pushed around by the central government, and others fight merely for pay. (The U.S. was embarrassed to find out in December that the Taliban paid its fighters more than the Afghan National Army paid its soldiers.) Many of these insurgents are angry at the U.S. simply because we're there.  "The importance of a people not wanting to be occupied cannot be underestimated," says Matthew Hoh, a former Foreign Service officer who was the first person to resign a government post in protest of U.S. strategy in Afghanistan. "National will or ethnic will cannot be downplayed or misunderstood or denied."  Meanwhile, the transnational terrorists we're supposedly fighting don't need bases in Afghanistan and Pakistan to attack us. Officials concede that safe havens in other failed or failing states must be pressed as well. Just weeks after Obama  announced his strategy, a Nigerian man obtained explosives from an al-Qaeda affiliate in Yemen--which, along with places like Pakistan, Algeria, and Somalia, provides a "safe haven" for the group--and attempted to destroy an international flight as it landed in Detroit. U.S. intelligence agencies, despite having some relevant information, didn't act in time to prevent the bomber from getting on the flight. Perhaps the billions of dollars dedicated to the new troops in Afghanistan would be better served fixing structural failures in intelligence-gathering.  Instead, we're seeing the considerable militarization of intelligence-gathering. After a suicide bomber killed seven Central Intelligence Agency employees in Afghanistan, CIA Director Leon Panetta wrote that "like our military, CIA officers are on the front lines against al-Qaeda and its violent allies." The officers were stationed there to manage a drone program that hunts terrorists in the mountains of Afghanistan and Pakistan. While fighting terrorists requires both intelligence-gathering and the kind of targeted strikes the CIA performs, there is a clear imbalance when a camp in Afghanistan has dozens of CIA employees but the National Counterterrorism Center has only eight or nine Middle East analysts.  The focus on troops has also hampered Obama's  goal of placing equal emphasis on civilian and military aspects of our foreign policy. The military, which has increasingly become America's primary presence abroad, is resisting the attempt to narrow the focus of the war. Despite the White House's goal of training just over 200,000 Afghan soldiers and police, Pentagon officials plan to train 400,000. And Holbrooke, intended to be the civilian counterpart to Petraeus, has seen his influence diminish commensurate with his lack of resources. Though his office is still an important center of coordination, he plays a smaller-than-expected role in the White House-driven decision-making process.  Obama's  foreign-policy vision professed a need to address the root causes of conflict by building up local infrastructure and actively fostering better lives for people in places like Afghanistan. Despite a consensus--which even includes Defense Secretary Robert Gates--that civilian development, medical access, and agricultural expertise are critical to counterinsurgency, the administration's budget request in March reflected a heavy emphasis on defense over development. Ambassador Eikenberry protested in a cable to Washington, asking for an additional $2.5 billion--60 percent more than he had been given. The military was receiving $68 billion.  Even if civilian efforts were given more resources, overhauling the State Department and the United States Agency for International Development (USAID) to make them more effective remains a challenge--despite the fact that the State Department created a position to do just that. Although the administration expects to have 974 civilians on the ground by early 2010, beating a goal it set in March, this is a drop in the bucket: Afghanistan has a population of 28 million. Reports show a deep frustration from U.S. officials working on development projects, because they are almost entirely dependent on the military. Indeed, despite the growing acceptance of the need for civilian expertise, the military often finds itself trying to do the work of civilian agencies that aren't set up to operate in a war zone.  "We're in a 'build the airplane while you're flying it' kind of situation," Hurlburt says. "If the effort to produce a better, much more energetic and smartly focused civilian effort in Afghanistan succeeds, it will become the template for broader reform of the institutions." That template could be useful, Hurlburt adds, or it could be detrimental, since the lessons U.S. development officers learn in Afghanistan may not apply so well to countries that need U.S. help but aren't in the middle of a war.  This narrow focus on the military conflict also distracts from Pakistan, Afghanistan's nuclear neighbor, where an unstable government and the proliferation of extreme Islamist groups are of much more interest to the United States. "I am not sure what 40,000 additional  troops in Afghanistan can do about the greater global security threat, instability in Pakistan," Katulis told me last fall. "You have nearly daily--and sometimes twice-a-day--attacks targeted inside of Pakistan, which is five times more populous and has nuclear weapons." Just consider the numbers: Obama  is spending $1.5 billion a year on aid to Pakistan and over $68 billion fighting a war in Afghanistan.  With Secretary of State Hillary Clinton  visiting Pakistan, the administration has had some success in navigating the nation's complex politics. Clinton is trying to broaden the U.S.-Pakistan relationship from working with the government on national-security issues toward a holistic engagement with the entire country. It's exactly the kind of approach that Obama  promised, but it is undermined by the use of drone strikes on the Afghanistan-Pakistan border, which have increased anti-American sentiment.  The Obama  team has set aside the Bush administration's end goal of installing a democracy and instead made a limited version of that aim the means to their central end: Everything comes down to eliminating the terrorist presence in Afghanistan. Vikram Singh, Holbrooke's defense adviser, says the region is the "epicenter" of al-Qaeda's action, which is why the administration has made preventing the group's re-establishment there a more pressing goal than dealing with al-Qaeda globally. With even John Kerry, now the chair of the Senate Foreign Relations Committee, using the distinctly Bush-administration phrase "global counterinsurgency" in his speeches on Afghanistan, progressive attempts to change the way we think about terrorism threats have taken a step back.
Heg i/l--- deploy initiatives

Inefficient presence is crushing our hegemony—inhibits obamas forward deployment initiatives

Fernholz 10 (Tim writing fellow at the Prospect. His work has been published by The New Republic, The Nation, The Guardian, American Lawyer, and the Washington City Paper. He is also a Research Fellow at the New America Foundation. “The Ultimate Test Case,” The American Prospect, March, 2010,  lexis)
THE PRESIDENT SEEMS TO HAVE settled into the Washington consensus that he criticized as an up-and-coming senator. His Afghanistan strategy buys into the idea that American troops can defeat tenacious insurgencies, that our officials have the ability to build even the most basic state from the ground up, and that terrorists represent a monolithic enemy around the world. The cocky senator of last spring has been replaced by a cautious and tightly controlled president. There was a time when Obama  could flout conventional wisdom, but now he must accommodate it. It's true that Obama  did not start this war, did not under-resource it for eight years, and did not fail to pursue Osama bin Laden at Tora Bora. The credit for those dubious achievements goes to George W. Bush. But the new president has missed opportunities to shift how our government approaches these problems.  Many of the campaign aides who helped craft Obama's  forward-thinking foreign-policy vision remain in his inner circle, but are superseded by a group of veteran officials (Clinton, Gates, Petraeus, Holbrooke, National Security Adviser James Jones) whose commitment to new ideas varies. It remains to be seen how much they--and the responsibilities of being president--have shifted Obama's  personal foreign-policy vision.  The stakes are high in Afghanistan not only on the merits but because success buys him the credibility to advance other foreign-policy initiatives that don't tend to go over well with domestic audiences: closing Guantanamo Bay, engaging Iran, pressuring Israel toward peace, reaching out to the Muslim community, and reducing nuclear weapons in America and the world. Even given the daunting odds, it is still possible that a new mode of foreign policy--one that is executed by civilians and soldiers equally--could spring from the crucible of Afghanistan.  The other scenario, though, is that using the military in Afghanistan as the central means of fighting terrorism leaves reform of law enforcement and intelligence out in the cold, hinders the transformation of the civilian agencies, and prevents Obama  from spending resources on other projects. A failure in Afghanistan is a failure to change the way this country approaches foreign policy. Worse, if the next two years don't show an Afghan government that can handle basic governing and security, then all of Obama's  ideas will be wrapped in that failure, hindering his ability to execute any of his other initiatives.  "We're not getting at the root issues," says Hoh, the former Foreign Service officer. "We don't like to admit that, in the case of Afghanistan, maybe our presence is making the situation worse. That maybe these people are fighting because they don't want to be occupied.... Remember the film Red Dawn? All of us, we talked about it a lot, all of us always thought we'd be on the other side of Red Dawn--we didn't think we'd be the ones with the attack helicopters.... So it's a very humbling experience to realize, you know, we're the occupying power."

Heg i/l--- Equipment

Independently, damaged equipment is too expensive
Korb et al 9, Senior Fellow and Director of Military Strategy, The Center for American Progress, and Senior Advisor, The Center for Defense Information (March 2009, Lawrence, Caroline Wadhams is a Senior Policy Analyst for National Security at American Progress, Colin Cookman is the Special Assistant for National Security at American Progress, Sean Duggan is a Research Associate for National Security at American Progress, “Sustainable Security in Afghanistan,” American Progress, pdf) 

The stress of these continuous deployments has increased symptoms of post-traumatic stress disorder, divorce rates, and suicides among troops, and has posed a serious challenge for army recruiting efforts.28 The cost of replacing the equipment destroyed or damaged from the wear and tear of continuous operations in Iraq and Afghanistan is estimated at as much as $100 billion.29 A continuing shortage of airlift capacity, both fixedwing aircraft and helicopters, plagues both the NATO alliance in Afghanistan and the U.S. military as a whole.

Heg i/l--- future COIN missions

A commitment by Petraeus to COIN establishes it as the main strategy of the US for future deployments
Deutsche Welle, 10 (“McChrystal's departure deals body blow to US Afghanistan policy”, 6/24/10, http://www.dw-world.de/dw/article/0,,5725650,00.html)

The departure of McChrystal, a hard-driving special operations expert willing to articulate thoughts other military leaders keep to themselves, constitutes a defeat for critics within the US military of COIN, the counterinsurgency doctrine that defines warfare as a combined effort to defeat rebels in a failing state while winning hearts and minds by contributing to economic and social development and the creation of democratic institutions. While McChrystal publicly pledged allegiance to COIN, a strategy authored and certain to be maintained by Petraeus, he and many of his top aides privately argued that it erodes the military ability to wage war, puts an unjustifiable claim on manpower and sets goals the United States is incapable of achieving. "The kind of hostility that McChrystal and his staff openly displayed for US - as well as French - civilian authorities… reflects a fundamental rejection of the central and essential element without which COIN operations are bound to fail," says Judah Grunstein, managing editor of World Politics Review. Strategy on the line Military analysts and officials say that with Obama pledging to start withdrawing troops from Afghanistan in July of next year, Petreaus's command may well determine not only the fate of the Asian state but also of COIN. These officials and analysts argue that failure in Afghanistan would result in the demise of COIN as a key dogma of the US military. "In the long run, the real victim of Michael Hastings's Rolling Stone article might not be General McChrystal but counterinsurgency," writes Capt. Timothy Hsia, an active duty US infantry officer in a New York Times blog. 

Econ i/l--- deficit reduction

Defense spending cuts necessary for deficit reduction --- withdrawing troops solves 

Air Force Times, 10 (6/11/10, William Matthews, “Panel Makes suggestions to cut defense spending,” http://www.airforcetimes.com/news/2010/06/military_budget_cut_proposals_061110w/) 

Defense spending cuts will be essential as the United States struggles to bring its $13 trillion debt and $1.4 trillion annual deficit under control, members of the task force said Friday. But reducing the Navy to 230 ships — 100 fewer than it wants — or reversing recent increases in ground troops, or eliminating air wings would represent a major — and many would say unlikely about-face for the military. The task force, which includes representatives from a dozen think tanks and government watchdog organizations, was organized by liberal Rep. Barney Frank, D-Mass., and libertarian Rep. Ron Paul, R-Texas, and other members of Congress — a handful in all. “We’re not talking about undercutting the troops in the field” or reducing the United States’ ability to fight terrorism, Frank said. “No one favors cutting back on national security.” But national security requires a healthy economy, he said, and the economy is in trouble, in part because of excessive military spending. Frank, who is chairman of the House Financial Services Committee, called for cutting by one-third the number of troops in Europe and Asia. That would reduce the number stationed in those regions to 35,000 in Europe and 65,000 in Asia and save $80 billion over 10 years. “I do not know what we are protecting Europe from — or why they can’t defend themselves,” Frank said. The task force recommends reducing the nuclear triad to a land-based and submarine-based nuclear dyad with 1,000 nuclear weapons. The newly signed START treaty would reduce the U.S. and Russian nuclear arsenals to 1,550 weapons each. The U.S. should also cut spending on missile defense — now a $10 billion annual expense — to about $3.3 billion until development work is done and missile interceptors are proven to work, the task force said. Eliminating five Army brigade combat teams and four Marine Corps infantry battalions — about 30,000 troops in all — would save $147 billion over the decade, the task force calculates. TROOP PULLOUTS Those cuts would be possible as troops pull out of Iraq and Afghanistan and there is a growing consensus that the United States is unlikely to get involved in another large, drawn-out ground war in the foreseeable future, said Carl Conetta, co-director of the Project on Defense Alternatives and a member of the task force. Other proposals include retiring two aircraft carriers and their air wings and retiring two Air Force fighter wings. Because UAVs are doing such a good job in Afghanistan and Pakistan, fewer manned fighters are needed, said Lawrence Korb, a former Pentagon official and now senior defense analyst at the Center for American Progress. During nine years of war, defense spending has doubled. But recently, as the economy has faltered, there appears to be growing acceptance that defense cuts are necessary, Frank said. 

Morale key to heg

Low morale decreases military readiness 

Spencer, 2k - the Research Fellow in Nuclear Energy Policy at The Heritage Foundation's Roe Institute for Economic Policy Studies, (9/15/00, Jack, Heritage, “The facts about military readiness,” http://www.heritage.org/Research/Reports/2000/09/BG1394-The-Facts-About-Military-Readiness) 

Effect on Readiness. Because U.S. servicemen are the military's greatest asset, a ready United States military requires bright, well-trained, and highly motivated active and reserve personnel. Unfortunately, due largely to low morale, the services are finding it difficult to recruit and retain servicemen. The Army and the Air Force fell short of their 1999 recruiting goals by 6,300 and 1,700 recruits, respectively.57 The U.S. Navy was forced to change its recruiting standards in 1999 to make up for the nearly 7,000 sailors it lacked in 1998. That year, many Navy ships deployed with too few sailors onboard.58 Retention is also a problem. With the exception of the Marines, the military is facing a severe manpower shortage. Although the Army is generally retaining enough soldiers, it is falling short on personnel with occupational specialties. For example, the 3rd Brigade of the 2nd Infantry Division was short on Bradley fighting vehicle turret mechanics, Abrams tank mechanics, and motor transport operators by 75 percent, 50 percent, and 36 percent, respectively.59 In 1999, the Air Force missed its retention goals in all enlisted categories, causing it to fall short by 5,000 airmen.60 The Air Force expects to be short 1,500 pilots by the end of 2002.61 The Navy also missed its retention goals in 1999.62 Even the Marines, who historically do not suffer from recruiting or retention problems, have begun to have retention problems. Due largely to a high operations tempo, the Corps lost Marines at a rate 10 percent greater than expected in the first half of 2000.63 Reserve and National Guard units are playing an increasingly important role in national military strategy, and their importance is likely to increase in the future. They, too, must maintain consistent recruiting and retention numbers. But like the active Army, Navy, and Air Force, Reserve units are also insufficiently staffed. In 1999, the Army Reserves fell short by 10,300; the Navy Selected Reserve, by 4,740; the Air Force Reserve, by 3,723; and the Air National Guard, by 122.64 Low morale among the Junior Officer Corps is also a problem in the force. In the fall of 1999, the Navy surveyed its junior officers to gauge morale. They expected a 15 percent response rate, but, to their surprise, over 55 percent of those surveyed responded. Of these responses, 82 percent responded negatively. Citing poor leadership, inadequate pay and compensation, and insufficient spare parts and equipment, only one-third said they planned to reenlist.65 The Army conducted a similar survey this year to find out why it is having difficulties retaining captains. Between 1989 and 1999, the number of captains who voluntarily left the service rose 58 percent--from 6.7 percent to 10.6 percent. The Army Chief of Staff commissioned a survey of 760 officers at the Command and General Staff College at Fort Leavenworth, the base at which the Army trains its brightest and most promising future leaders. The results were startling. Junior officers had clear reasons for leaving the service, citing sensitivity training, the pace and type of operations, micromanagment from superiors, the risk-averse environment created by generals who view even small errors as career-threatening, and superiors who lied about military readiness.66 At the same time, soldiers in the field hear the Administration blithely stating that everything is fine in the military--that the force is adequate, and that readiness is not an issue. This further degrades morale and readiness. Because morale inherently affects military readiness, low morale among servicemen is a real indicator of the U.S. military's declining readiness.

Equipment key to heg

Old Equipment kills Hegemony--- no readiness
Spencer, 2k - the Research Fellow in Nuclear Energy Policy at The Heritage Foundation's Roe Institute for Economic Policy Studies, (9/15/00, Jack, Heritage, “The facts about military readiness,” http://www.heritage.org/Research/Reports/2000/09/BG1394-The-Facts-About-Military-Readiness)

Effect on Readiness. The effects of old equipment are being felt across the services. As weapons age, they become less reliable and more expensive to maintain. The services have attempted to provide for their higher maintenance costs by reallocating funds, but they often take the funds from procurement accounts, effectively removing the money from modernization programs. Shortages of parts and aging equipment are already affecting readiness, and the effects are expected to worsen. On August 4, 2000, Kenneth Bacon, the DOD Assistant Secretary for Public Affairs, told reporters that spare parts are so scarce that the Air Force is made to "cannibalize" perfectly good aircraft for spare parts.39 In April, 40 percent of the Army's helicopters were assessed as being either unable or at high risk of being unable to perform their mission.40 The impact this has on America's readiness to fight wars is immense. For example, by day 60 of a two-war scenario, 44 percent of the Army's Apache helicopters and 52 percent of its Kiowa helicopters will not be available due to shortages in spare parts.41 In June, a study released by the Pentagon reported that over half of its gas masks had critical defects that rendered them useless against chemical or biological attack.42 In late August, 413 Marine aircraft were grounded due to safety concerns. These included the Super Stallion helicopter, the Vietnam-era Cobra attack helicopter, and the new MV-22 Osprey.43 This is in addition to the 76 Harrier "jump" jets that have remained grounded since July.44
According to General John Coburn, Commander, U.S. Army Materiel Command, "One of the most serious issues the Army faces is aging equipment. This issue is so serious that, if not properly addressed and corrected, it will inevitably result in degradation of the Army's ability to maintain its readiness."45 The consequence of poor readiness resulting from an aging force was described starkly by Admiral James M. Loy, Commandant of the Coast Guard, "Lack of readiness may already be costing us lives."46
No Future COIN missions key to heg

Implementation of COIN causes US to get drawn into conflicts—kills hegemony
Boyle, 10 -  Lecturer in International Relations and a Research Fellow at the Centre for the Study of Terrorism and Political Violence at the University of St Andrews (3/10/10, Michael, International Affairs, “Do counterterrorism and counterinsurgency go together?” http://www3.interscience.wiley.com/journal/123318677/abstract)

Finally, this emphasis on a fused threat between terrorists and insurgents can incorrectly imply that the response must also draw in equal measure on counterterrorism and counterinsurgency strategy. Such an approach tends to see each emerging terrorist threat as a new front in a global counterinsurgency effort and imply that the US and its allies need to be concerned with winning the ‘hearts and minds’ of the local populations to prevent its development. This is a fundamentally offensive approach in which the US and its allies need to take the fight to the terrorists wherever they may be while simultaneously persuading the Muslim world to reject Al-Qaeda and its political programme. The obvious risk of such an approach is that it will lead to strategic overreach, especially if the US winds up fighting small wars and engaging in costly nation-building as a method of preventing Al-Qaeda from gaining ground in distant conflicts.

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

Afghanistan will make or break overall US power for decades
Salam, 9- previously an associate editor at The Atlantic, a producer for NBC News, a junior editor and editorial researcher at The New York Times, a research associate at the Council on Foreign Relations, and a reporter-researcher at The New Republic (9/17/09, Reihan, “Don’t Short the Surge,” http://www.newamerica.net/publications/articles/2009/dont_short_the_surge_12856)
One of the many ironies of this political moment is that some of President Obama's worst enemies are poised to become his best friends. Bill Kristol, the editor of the Weekly Standard, is widely credited with crafting the strategy that defeated Bill Clinton's 1993 healthcare overhaul. This time around, Kristol has been an equally fierce critic of Democratic health-reform proposals. But as one of the founders of the Foreign Policy Initiative, successor to the pro-war Project for the New American Century, he has also worked to persuade Republicans to back the president on an issue of at least equal importance, one that might soon prove more politically perilous--the fighting in Afghanistan. Over the next decade, there is very good reason to believe that the United States and China, the two pillars of the global economy, will grow at a slower rate. Though hardly anyone thinks of the 2000s as a golden age of peace and prosperity, that could very well change as a slide in global growth sharpens competition for resources. Even as the U.S. economy recovers, job growth will most likely be pathetically low. While liberals have hoped that this might spark support for an expanded welfare state, it seems just as likely that belt-tightened voters will feel less inclined towards generosity at home and abroad. We're seeing this in the ferocious debates over taxes and spending, and we're also seeing it in the backlash against the war in Afghanistan. It's far too early to say that the sun is setting on the American empire. The U.S. has strengths that the British and the Soviets lacked, and that the Chinese won't have for decades or more. It is, however, very hard to imagine the country pulling off something like the invasion of Iraq in the straitened circumstances of 2009. As the war in Afghanistan enters a new phase, it looks like the capstone of America's unilateral moment, when it seemed as though our military and economic power could bend reality. Success in Afghanistan--even a modest success, like the retreat from total disaster we've seen in Iraq--could represent a down payment on a more stable geopolitical environment, the kind of investment that will pay dividends for decades. Failure could jeopardize the basic stability that makes the global economy work. And failure is a very real possibility. This week, Admiral Mike Mullen, chairman of the Joint Chiefs, told Congress that a serious counterinsurgency strategy for Afghanistan will "probably" require a sharp increase in the number of American troops. General Stanley McChrystal, the new commander of U.S. forces in Afghanistan, reportedly wants 30,000 to 40,000 reinforcements, raising troop levels from 68,000 at the end of this year to over 100,000. Part of the issue is that the 21,000 new troops President Obama has already agreed to send to Afghanistan won't be enough to change the dynamics on the ground, as combat forces need to be matched by personnel dedicated to logistical support.

Heg Impact – Khalilzad

US leadership solves nuke war, democracy, free trade, and conflicts globally 

Khalilzad 95  Defense Analyst at RAND, (Zalmay, “Losing the Moment? The United States and the World After the Cold War” The Washington Quarterly, RETHINKING GRAND STRATEGY; Vol. 18, No. 2; Pg. 84)

Under the third option, the United States would seek to retain global leadership and to preclude the rise of a global rival or a return to multipolarity for the indefinite future. On balance, this is the best long-term guiding principle and vision. Such a vision is desirable not as an end in itself, but because a world in which the United States exercises leadership would have tremendous advantages. First, the global environment would be more open and more receptive to American values -- democracy, free markets, and the rule of law. Second, such a world would have a better chance of dealing cooperatively with the world's major problems, such as nuclear proliferation, threats of regional hegemony by renegade states, and low-level conflicts. Finally, U.S. leadership would help preclude the rise of another hostile global rival, enabling the United States and the world to avoid another global cold or hot war and all the attendant dangers, including a global nuclear exchange. U.S. leadership would therefore be more conducive to global stability than a bipolar or a multipolar balance of power system. 

Heg Impact  – Ferguson
Collapse of US hegemony causes a global power vacuum resulting in nuclear war

Ferguson 04 professor of history at New York University's Stern School of Business and senior fellow at the Hoover Institution at Stanford University (Niall, “A World without Power”, Foreign Policy )
Could an apolar world today produce an era reminiscent of the age of Alfred? It could, though with some important and troubling differences. Certainly, one can imagine the world's established powers—the United States, Europe, and China—retreating into their own regional spheres of influence. But what of the growing pretensions to autonomy of the supranational bodies created under U.S. leadership after the Second World War? The United Nations, the International Monetary Fund, the World Bank, and the World Trade Organization (formerly the General Agreement on Tariffs and Trade) each considers itself in some way representative of the “international community.” Surely their aspirations to global governance are fundamentally different from the spirit of the Dark Ages? Yet universal claims were also an integral part of the rhetoric of that era. All the empires claimed to rule the world; some, unaware of the existence of other civilizations, maybe even believed that they did. The reality, however, was not a global Christendom, nor an all-embracing Empire of Heaven. The reality was political fragmentation. And that is also true today. The defining characteristic of our age is not a shift of power upward to supranational institutions, but downward. With the end of states' monopoly on the means of violence and the collapse of their control over channels of communication, humanity has entered an era characterized as much by disintegration as integration. If free flows of information and of means of production empower multinational corporations and nongovernmental organizations (as well as evangelistic religious cults of all denominations), the free flow of destructive technology empowers both criminal organizations and terrorist cells. These groups can operate, it seems, wherever they choose, from Hamburg to Gaza. By contrast, the writ of the international community is not global at all. It is, in fact, increasingly confined to a few Page 5 strategic cities such as Kabul and Pristina. In short, it is the nonstate actors who truly wield global power—including both the monks and the Vikings of our time. So what is left? Waning empires. Religious revivals. Incipient anarchy. A coming retreat into fortified cities. These are the Dark Age experiences that a world without a hyperpower might quickly find itself reliving. The trouble is, of course, that this Dark Age would be an altogether more dangerous one than the Dark Age of the ninth century. For the world is much more populous—roughly 20 times more—so friction between the world's disparate “tribes” is bound to be more frequent. Technology has transformed production; now human societies depend not merely on freshwater and the harvest but also on supplies of fossil fuels that are known to be finite. Technology has upgraded destruction, too, so it is now possible not just to sack a city but to obliterate it. For more than two decades, globalization—the integration of world markets for commodities, labor, and capital—has raised living standards throughout the world, except where countries have shut themselves off from the process through tyranny or civil war. The reversal of globalization—which a new Dark Age would produce—would certainly lead to economic stagnation and even depression. As the United States sought to protect itself after a second September 11 devastates, say, Houston or Chicago, it would inevitably become a less open society, less hospitable for foreigners seeking to work, visit, or do business. Meanwhile, as Europe's Muslim enclaves grew, Islamist extremists' infiltration of the EU would become irreversible, increasing trans-Atlantic tensions over the Middle East to the breaking point. An economic meltdown in China would plunge the Communist system into crisis, unleashing the centrifugal forces that undermined previous Chinese empires. Western investors would lose out and conclude that lower returns at home are preferable to the risks of default abroad. The worst effects of the new Dark Age would be felt on the edges of the waning great powers. The wealthiest ports of the global economy—from New York to Rotterdam to Shanghai—would become the targets of plunderers and pirates. With ease, terrorists could disrupt the freedom of the seas, targeting oil tankers, aircraft carriers, and cruise liners, while Western nations frantically concentrated on making their airports secure. Meanwhile, limited nuclear wars could devastate numerous regions, beginning in the Korean peninsula and Kashmir, perhaps ending catastrophically in the Middle East. In Latin America, wretchedly poor citizens would seek solace in Evangelical Christianity imported by U.S. religious orders. In Africa, the great plagues of AIDS and malaria would continue their deadly work. The few remaining solvent airlines would simply suspend services to many cities in these continents; who would wish to leave their privately guarded safe havens to go there? For all these reasons, the prospect of an apolar world should frighten us today a great deal more than it frightened the heirs of Charlemagne. If the United States retreats from global hegemony— its fragile self-image dented by minor setbacks on the imperial frontier—its critics at home and abroad must not pretend that they are ushering in a new era of multipolar harmony, or even a return to the good old balance of power. Be careful what you wish for. The alternative to unipolarity would not be multipolarity at all. It would be apolarity—a global vacuum of power. And far more dangerous forces than rival great powers would benefit from such a not-so-new world disorder
Heg Impact– Kagan [1/2]
US leadership prevents multiple scenarios for nuclear conflict – prefer it to all other alternatives

Kagan 07  Senior Associate at the Carnegie Endowment for International Peace [Robert “End of Dreams, Return of History” Policy Review (http://www.hoover.org/publications/policyreview/8552512.html#n10)]

Finally, there is the United States itself. As a matter of national policy stretching back across numerous administrations, Democratic and Republican, liberal and conservative, Americans have insisted on preserving regional predominance in East Asia; the Middle East; the Western Hemisphere; until recently, Europe; and now, increasingly, Central Asia. This was its goal after the Second World War, and since the end of the Cold War, beginning with the first Bush administration and continuing through the Clinton years, the United States did not retract but expanded its influence eastward across Europe and into the Middle East, Central Asia, and the Caucasus. Even as it maintains its position as the predominant global power, it is also engaged in hegemonic competitions in these regions with China in East and Central Asia, with Iran in the Middle East and Central Asia, and with Russia in Eastern Europe, Central Asia, and the Caucasus. The United States, too, is more of a traditional than a postmodern power, and though Americans are loath to acknowledge it, they generally prefer their global place as “No. 1” and are equally loath to relinquish it. Once having entered a region, whether for practical or idealistic reasons, they are remarkably slow to withdraw from it until they believe they have substantially transformed it in their own image. They profess indifference to the world and claim they just want to be left alone even as they seek daily to shape the behavior of billions of people around the globe. The jostling for status and influence among these ambitious nations and would-be nations is a second defining feature of the new post-Cold War international system. Nationalism in all its forms is back, if it ever went away, and so is international competition for power, influence, honor, and status. American predominance prevents these rivalries from intensifying — its regional as well as its global predominance. Were the United States to diminish its influence in the regions where it is currently the strongest power, the other nations would settle disputes as great and lesser powers have done in the past: sometimes through diplomacy and accommodation but often through confrontation and wars of varying scope, intensity, and destructiveness. One novel aspect of such a multipolar world is that most of these powers would possess nuclear weapons. That could make wars between them less likely, or it could simply make them more catastrophic. It is easy but also dangerous to underestimate the role the United States plays in providing a measure of stability in the world even as it also disrupts stability. For instance, the United States is the dominant naval power everywhere, such that other nations cannot compete with it even in their home waters. They either happily or grudgingly allow the United States Navy to be the guarantor of international waterways and trade routes, of international access to markets and raw materials such as oil. Even when the United States engages in a war, it is able to play its role as guardian of the waterways. In a more genuinely multipolar world, however, it would not. Nations would compete for naval dominance at least in their own regions and possibly beyond. Conflict between nations would involve struggles on the oceans as well as on land. Armed embargos, of the kind used in World War i and other major conflicts, would disrupt trade flows in a way that is now impossible. Such order as exists in the world rests not only on the goodwill of peoples but also on American power. Such order as exists in the world rests not merely on the goodwill of peoples but on a foundation provided by American power. Even the European Union, that great geopolitical miracle, owes its founding to American power, for without it the European nations after World War ii would never have felt secure enough to reintegrate Germany. Most Europeans recoil at the thought, but even today Europe’s stability depends on the guarantee, however distant and one hopes unnecessary, that the United States could step in to check any dangerous development on the continent. In a genuinely multipolar world, that would not be possible without renewing the danger of world war. People who believe greater equality among nations would be preferable to the present American predominance often succumb to a basic logical fallacy. They believe the order the world enjoys today exists independently of American power. They imagine that in a world where American power was diminished, the aspects of international order that they like would remain in place. But that’s not the way it works. International order does not rest on ideas and institutions. It is shaped by configurations of power. The international order we know today reflects the distribution of power in the world since World War ii, and especially since the end of the Cold War. A different configuration of power, a multipolar world in which the poles were Russia, China, the United States, India, and Europe, would produce its own kind of order, with different rules and norms reflecting the interests of the powerful states that would have a hand in shaping it. Would that international order be an improvement? Perhaps for Beijing and Moscow it would. But it is doubtful that it would suit the tastes of enlightenment liberals in the United States and Europe. The current order, of course, is not only far from perfect but also offers no guarantee against major conflict among the world’s great powers. Even under the umbrella of unipolarity, regional conflicts involving the large powers may erupt. War could erupt between China and Taiwan and draw in both the United States and Japan. War could erupt between Russia and Georgia, forcing the United States and its European allies to decide 
Heg Impact– Kagan [2/2]
KAGAN CONTIJNUES… NO TEXT DELETED
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.
Heg Impact– Thayer

US hegemony solves all problems

Thayer 06 Associate Professor in the Department of Defense and Strategic Studies at Missouri State University [Bradley, In Defense of Primacy, The National Interest, December (lexis)]
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 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. 
Heg Impact  – Brookes

The collapse of U.S. leadership will spark wars around the globe
Brookes 06 senior fellow at The Heritage Foundation  (Peter, “Why they need us: Imagine a world without America”, Heritage Foundation Commentary, july 4th)

The picture isn't pretty. Absent U.S. leadership, diplomatic influence, military might, economic power and unprecedented generosity, life aboard planet earth would likely be pretty grim, indeed. Set aside the differences America made last century - just imagine a world where this country had vanished on Jan. 1, 2001.  On security, the United States is the global balance of power. While it's not our preference, we are the world's "cop on the beat," providing critical stability in some of the planet's toughest neighborhoods.  Without the U.S. "Globo-cop," rivals India and Pakistan might well find cause to unleash the dogs of war in South Asia - undoubtedly leading to history's first nuclear (weapons) exchange. Talk about Fourth of July fireworks . . .  In Afghanistan, al Qaeda would still be an honored guest, scheming over a global caliphate stretching from Spain to Indonesia. It wouldn't be sending fighters to Iraq; instead, Osama's gang would be fighting them tooth and nail from Saudi Arabia to "Eurabia."  In Asia, China would be the "Middle Kingdom," gobbling up democratic Taiwan and compelling pacifist Japan (reluctantly) to join the nuclear weapons club. The Koreas might fight another horrific war, resulting in millions of deaths.  A resurgent Russia, meanwhile, would be breathing down the neck of its "near abroad" neighbors. Forget the democratic revolutions in Ukraine and Georgia, Comrade! In Europe, they'd be taking orders from Paris or Berlin - if those rivals weren't at each other's throats again.  In Africa, Liberia would still be under Charles Taylor's sway, and Sudan would have no peace agreement.  And what other nation could or would provide freedom of the seas for commerce, including the shipment of oil and gas - all free of charge?  Weapons of mass destruction would be everywhere. North Korea would be brandishing a solid nuclear arsenal. Libya would not have given up its weapons, and Pakistan's prodigious proliferator, A.Q. Khan, would still be going door to door, hawking his nuclear wares.  Also missing would be other gifts from "Uncle Sugar" - starting with 22 percent of the U.N. budget. That includes half the operations of the World Food Program, which feeds over 100 million in 81 countries.  Gone would be 17 percent of UNICEF's costs to feed, vaccinate, educate and protect children in 157 countries - and 31 percent of the budget of the U.N. High Commissioner for Refugees, which assists more than 19 million refugees across the globe.  In 2005, Washington dispensed $28 billion in foreign aid, more than double the amount of the next highest donor (Japan), contributing nearly 26 percent of all official development assistance from the large industrialized countries.  Moreover, President Bush's five-year $15 billion commitment under the Emergency Plan for AIDS Relief is the largest commitment by a single nation toward an international health initiative - ever - working in over 100 (mostly African) countries.  The United States is the world's economic engine. We not only have the largest economy, we spend 40 percent of the world's budget on R&D, driving mind-boggling innovation in areas like information technology, defense and medicine.  We're the world's ATM, too, providing 17 percent of the International Monetary Fund's resources for nations in fiscal crisis, and funding 13 percent of World Bank programs that dole out billions in development assistance to needy countries

Heg Impact – Lieber 

Withdrawal of US leadership causes multiple regional nuclear conflicts

Lieber 05  Professor of Government and International Affairs at Georgetown University  (Robert J., The American Era: Power and Strategy for the 21st Century, p. 53-54)

Withdrawal from foreign commitments might seem to be a means of evading hostility toward the United States, but the consequences would almost certainly be harmful both to regional stability and to U.S. national interests. Although Europe would almost certainly not see the return to competitive balancing among regional powers (i.e., competition and even military rivalry between France and Germany) of the kind that some realist scholars of international relations have predicted," elsewhere the dangers could increase. In Asia, Japan, South Korea, and Taiwan would have strong motivation to acquire nuclear weapons – which they have the technological capacity to do quite quickly. Instability and regional competition could also escalate, not only between India and Pakistan, but also in Southeast Asia involving Vietnam, Thailand, Indonesia, and possibly the Philippines. Risks in the Middle East would be likely to increase, with regional competition among the major countries of the Gulf region (Iran, Saudi Arabia, and Iraq) as well as Egypt, Syria, and Israel. Major regional wars, eventually involving the use of weapons of mass destruction plus human suffering on a vast scale, floods of refugees, economic disruption, and risks to oil supplies are all readily conceivable.

Based on past experience, the United States would almost certainly be drawn back into these areas, whether to defend friendly states, to cope with a humanitarian catastrophe, or to prevent a hostile power from dominating an entire region. Steven Peter Rosen has thus fit-tingly observed, "If the logic of American empire is unappealing, it is not at all clear that the alternatives are that much more attractive."2z Similarly, Niall Ferguson has added that those who dislike American predominance ought to bear in mind that the alternative may not be a world of competing great powers, but one with no hegemon at all. Ferguson's warning may be hyperbolic, but it hints at the perils that the absence of a dominant power, "apolarity," could bring "an anarchic new Dark Age of waning empires and religious fanaticism; of endemic plunder and pillage in the world's forgotten regions; of economic stagnation and civilization's retreat into a few fortified enclaves."2

Heg Good – Transition Wars

The transition away from American hegemony entails global chaos and conflict – other powers are incapable of maintaining stability 

Brzezinski 05 National Security Advisor in the Carter Administration, Professor of Foreign Policy @ Johns Hopkins University

(Zbigniew "The Choice")

History is a record of change, a reminder that nothing endures indefinitely. It can also remind us, however, that some things endure for a long time, and when they disappear, the status quo ante does not reappear. So it will be with the current American global preponderance. It too, will fade at some point, probably later than some wish and earlier than m any Americans take for granted. The key question is: What will replace it? An abrupt termination of American hegemony would without doubt precipitate global chaos, in which international anarchy would be punctuated by eruptions of truly massive destructiveness. An unguided progressive decline would have a similar effect, spread out over a longer time. But a gradual and controlled devolution of power could lead to an increasingly formalized global community of shared interest, with supranational arrangements increasingly assuming some of the special security roles of traditional nation-states. In any case, the eventual end of American hegemony will not involve a restoration of multipolarity among the familiar major powers that dominated world affairs for the last two centuries. Nor will it yield to another dominant hegemon that would displace the United States by assuming a similar political, military, economic, technological, and sociocultural worldwide preeminence. The familiar powers of the last century are too fatigued or too weak to assume the role the United States now plays. It is noteworthy that since 1880, in a comparative ranking of world powers (cumulative1y based on their economic strength, mi1itarybudgets and assets, populations, etc.), the top five slots at sequential twenty-year intervals have been shared by just seven states: the United States, the United Kingdom, Germany, France, Russia, Japan, and China. Only the United States, however, unambiguously earned inclusion among the top five in every one of the twenty¬ year intervals, and the gap in the year 2000 between the top-ranked United States and the rest was vastly wider than ever before. The former major European powers – Great Britain, Germany, and France – are too weak to step into the breach. In the next two decades, it is quite unlikely that the European Union will become sufficiently united politically to muster the popular will to compete with the United States in the politico-military arena. Russia is no longer an imperial power, and its central challenge is to recover socioeconomically lest it lose its far eastern territories to China. Japan's population is aging and its economy has slowed; the conventional wisdom of the 1980s that Japan is destined to be the next "superstate" now has the ring of historical irony. China, even if it succeeds in maintaining high rates of economic growth and retains its internal political stability (both are far from certain), will at best be a regional power still constrained by an impoverished population, antiquated infrastructure, and limited appeal worldwide. The same is true of India, which additionally faces uncertainties regarding its long-term national unity. Even a coalition among the above – a most unlikely prospect, given their historical conflicts and clashing territorial claims – would lack the cohesion, muscle, and energy needed to both push America off its pedestal and sustain global stability. Some leading states, in any case, would side with America if push came to shove. Indeed, any evident American decline might precipitate efforts to reinforce America's leadership. Most important, the shared resentment of American hegemony would not dampen the clashes of interest among states. The more intense collisions – in the event of America's decline – could spark a wildfire of regional violence, rendered all the more dangerous by the dissemination of weapons of mass destruction. The bottom line is twofold: For the next two decades, the steadying effect of American power will be indispensable to global stability, while the principal challenge to American power can come only from within – either from the repudiation of power by the American democracy itself, or from America's global misuse of its own power. American society, even though rather parochial in its intellectual and cultural interests, steadily sustained a protracted worldwide engagement against the threat of totalitarian communism and it is currently mobilized against international terrorism. As long as that commitment endures, America's role as the global stabilizer will also endure. Should that commitment fade – either because terrorism has faded, or because Americans tire or lose their sense of common purpose – America's global role could rapidly terminate. That role could also be undermined and de1egitimated by the misuse of U.S. power. Conduct that is perceived worldwide as arbitrary could prompt America’s progressive isolation, undercutting not America's power to defend itself as such, but rather its ability to use that power to enlist others in a common effort to shape a more secure international environment
Heg Good – Transition Wars

The overwhelming power of the US prevents great power conflict

Thayer 07 Associate Professor at Missouri State University [Bradley “American Empire: A Debate” (pg 41-42)]

A great amount of good comes from American dominance, although that good is little acknowledged, even by Americans. In this section, I will demonstrate the good that comes from the American Empire. Specifically, it provides stability, allows democracy to spread, furthers economic prosperity, and makes possible humanitarian assistance to countries beset by natural and other disasters. The United States has an opportunity to do an enormous amount of good for itself and the entire world. Realizing this good requires that Americans be bold, that they lead. In return, Americans enjoy the benefits that flow to a leader. But as professors teach in Economics 101, there is no free lunch. No one gets anything for free; everything has a cost. The American Empire is no exception. I want to make it clear that the benefits that the world and the United States enjoy come with a cost. Leadership requires that the United States incur costs and run risks not borne by other countries. These costs can be stark and brutal, and they have to be faced directly by proponents of the American Empire. It means that some Americans will die in the service of their country. These are the costs. They are considerable. Every American should be conscious of them. It is equally the case that Americans should be aware of the benefits they enjoy. I believe that the substantial benefits are worth the costs. Stability Peace, like good health, is not often noticed, but certainly is missed when absent. Throughout history, peace and stability have been a major benefit of empires. In fact, pax Romana in Latin means the Roman peace, or the stabil​ity brought about by the Roman Empire. Rome's power was so overwhelming that no one could challenge it successfully for hundreds of years. The result was stability within the Roman Empire. Where Rome conquered, peace, law, order, education, a common language, and much else followed. That was true of the British Empire (pax Britannica) too. So it is with the United States today. Peace and stability are major benefits of the American Empire. The fact that America is so powerful actually reduces the likelihood of major war. Scholars of international politics have found that the presence of a dominant state in international politics actually reduces the likelihood of war because weaker states, including even great powers, know that it is unlikely that they could challenge the dominant state and win. They may resort to other mechanisms or tactics to challenge the dominant coun​try, but are unlikely to do so directly. This means that there will be no wars between great powers. At least, not until a challenger (certainly China) thinks it can overthrow the dominant state (the United States). But there will be intense security competition—both China and the United States will watch each other closely, with their intelligence communities increasingly focused on each other, their diplomats striving to ensure that countries around the world do not align with the other, and their militaries seeing the other as their principal threat. This is not unusual in international politics but, in fact, is its "normal" condition. Americans may not pay much attention to it until a crisis occurs. But right now states are competing with one another. This is because international politics does not sleep; it never takes a rest. 

Abandoning our leadership role would be seen as a sign of weakness – only power prevents conflicts

Thayer 07 Associate Professor at Missouri State University [Bradley “American Empire: A Debate” (pg 41-42)]

Second, U.S. power protects the United States. That sentence is as genuine and as important a statement about international politics as one can make. International politics is not a game or a sport. There are no "time outs," there is no halftime and no rest. It never stops. There is no hiding from threats and dangers in international politics. If there is no diplomatic solution to the threats it confronts, then the conventional and strategic military power of the United States is what protects the country from such threats. Simply by declaring that the United States is going home, thus abandoning its commitments or making half pledges to defend its interests and allies, does not mean that others will respect its wishes to retreat. In fact, to make such a declaration implies weakness and emboldens aggression. In the anarchic world of the animal kingdom, predators prefer to eat the weak rather than confront the strong. The same is true in the anarchic realm of international politics. If the United States is not strong and does not actively protect and advance its interests, other countries will prey upon those interests, and even on the United States itself.

Heg Good – Decline ( Reintervention

American intervention is inevitable – it’s a question of whether it’s effective

Continetti 08 Associate Editor of the Weekly Standard [Matthew “If we don't maintain world order, who will?” LA Times, March 4th (http://www.latimes.com/news/printedition/opinion/la-op-antle-continetti4mar04,1,2482677.story?ctrack=4&cset=true)]

Today's prompt asks us, "Is interventionism an organic plank of conservatism, or is it the cancer that's destroying it?" I am going to take issue with the way the question is framed. Not only is "interventionism" not "destroying" conservatism, there is also nothing particularly "conservative" about interventionism. For the United States, whether it likes it or not, periodically intervening in a world order that it has done so much to establish is the only game in town. The job of conservatives is to ensure that those interventions are aligned with American interests and ideals. The ongoing wars in Afghanistan and Iraq, a belligerent Iran seeking nuclear weapons, an unresolved Korean peninsular crisis, a rising China and an autocratic, aggressive Russia have made many Americans anxious about the world and our place in it. But there is no escaping U.S. global involvement. Foreign policy writers Robert Kagan and Ivo Daalder calculate that the United States intervened in other countries' affairs "with significant military force" every 18 months on average between 1989 and 2001. Since 2001, the United States has invaded Afghanistan and Iraq; sent troops to the Philippines and Liberia; and conducted missile strikes in Yemen, Pakistan and Somalia. American military commitments extend from Colombia to Kosovo to Japan. Including proposed supplemental appropriations for the wars in Iraq and Afghanistan, the Bush administration has budgeted more than $600 billion in defense spending for fiscal year 2009. As is often pointed out, that amount is about the same as the combined defense budgets of the next 12 to 15 nations. These circumstances did not spring up overnight, and they are not solely the product of President Bush and the neocons. Since the end of World War II, the United States has adopted an increasingly assertive foreign policy to first contain Soviet communism and then, once Soviet communism had been destroyed, expand the sphere of liberal democratic nations. The net result of this foreign policy has been a richer, freer, more peaceful world. These are the fruits of American "interventionism." As the United States has adopted this new international role, however, the American people have also maintained their traditional ambivalence toward the rest of the world. We think most people are like ourselves and then become disappointed when they do not live up to U.S. standards. We are reluctant to deploy military force and eager to withdraw once those forces are deployed. We grow frustrated with allies for not doing their "fair share" of maintaining global order. We often wish our problems would go away. They won't. Truth is, if the United States were to renege on its commitments and allow the international order that it has maintained for 60 years to fall apart, another order would take its place. The transition from one to another would be characterized by conflict. And the new order, once it was born, would not be pleasant. It would be less free, less prosperous and less peaceful than the world we know today. You can see what happens when Americans turn inward by reading the history of the 1970s. It is not a pretty sight. U.S. withdrawal from Vietnam marked the beginning of a period of global catastrophe, as the Soviet Union expanded its influence in Central Asia, Africa and Central America and the Iranian revolution provided the first state vehicle for jihadism's war on the West. These crises engendered others in the U.S. government and the global economy. Going back even earlier in our history, when you look at America's failure to maintain the post-Versailles Treaty order that it had helped build following the World War I, you see the same pattern. Illiberalism was allowed to expand, the world economy tanked and more war followed. We know what happens when the United States decides to reject "interventionism." Let's not make the same mistakes again.
Heg Good- Offshore Balancing Fails [1/2]
Ground presence is key to reassure our allies, sustain global coalitions, and deter potential adversaries.

Crane 02 Research Fellow @ Strategic Studies Institute and Former Prof of History @ US Military Academy Conrad C. Crane, FACING THE HYDRA: MAINTAINING STRATEGIC BALANCE WHILE PURSUING A GLOBAL WAR AGAINST TERRORISM, SSI, May

Future Army missions like those in Bosnia and Kosovo should not be accepted lightly. However, there will be times even in the midst of the war against terrorism when national interests will require humanitarian assistance, nation-building, and secure peace operations that only American military forces can provide. Effective and efficient peace-building efforts must remain an important element of any national security strategy. The current situation in Afghanistan highlights again that post-conflict societies can become breeding grounds for crime and terrorism if some sort of order is not imposed. Influential members of Congress have already called for American peacekeepers there, and major newspapers irrespective of their political inclinations are advocating a significant U.S. role in nation-building. One project they have proposed is the reconstruction of Afghanistan’s ring road, which is so vital to the restoration of trade. This task, especially in such a precarious security environment, is perfectly suited to the capabilities of the U.S. Army and its engineers.27 To prevent peacekeeping assignments from dragging on and tying up scarce assets, the Army and supporting agencies must become better at nation-building. Though the Bush administration, as well as the Army leadership, remain reluctant to accept such a mission, long-term solutions to create a more stable world will require the United States to perform it. Only the Army not the Air Force, Navy, or Marines can really do it in an environment of questionable security. Success in stabilization operations and strategic success in the war against terrorism will be closely linked because of the cause-effect relationship that exists between them. The Army should be daunted by and prepare for the responsibilities it might assume to help stabilize and rebuild Afghanistan and other countries after bin Laden and his supporters are rooted out. This effort should be accompanied by the development of appropriate doctrine for such peace-building missions. Though the U.S. burden in these operations can be lessened by relying as much as possible on allied participation, there is no substitute for the presence of ground forces from the most powerful nation in the world to reassure friends, sustain coalitions, and deter potential adversaries. If stability in a region such as the Balkans is determined to be a vital American interest, then it cannot be allowed to return to chaos because of the distractions of the war on terrorism. Months before September 11, the Center for Army Analysis predicted the United States would face a future of 25 to 30 ongoing SSCs each month.28 Though it discusses SSCs only briefly, the QDR Report does state DoD will ensure that it has sufficient numbers of specialized forces and capabilities to ensure that it does not overstress elements of the force when it is involved in smaller-scale contingencies. Achieving this goal will require modifying the AC Army force structure, and will almost certainly involve increasing its size. In a recent speech, Rumsfeld admitted that the existence of low-density, high-demand assets that have been so overworked by SSCs signified that our priorities were wrong, and we didn’t buy enough of what we need. He advocated adding them as part of his transformation efforts.29 There is no reason still to have such force shortfalls, and they must be addressed. Major Combat Operations. The Army must also retain its ability to deter and fight other wars besides the global war on terrorism. Cross-border wars of aggression are not the most likely type of conflict predicted for the future, but they are certainly not impossible and clearly require forces ready to fight them. In fact, it is precisely because U.S. forces are so ready to fight them that they are so unlikely. Even in the war on terrorism, where major ground forces have initially had only limited utility, they will still be essential if operations expand to take on other states that support terrorism and are more robust than Afghanistan. The most powerful military force on the planet remains a joint force based around a heavy corps, and these units must not be allowed to atrophy. Cross border incursions remain a threat in Asia and the Middle East. The Bush administration’s stern warning to Iraq not to take advantage of America’s concentration on terrorism would not be an effective deterrent without the joint force, including landpower, to back it up. The primary focus of the QDR Report is on dissuading and deterring potential adversaries from threatening the interests of America and its allies, and on winning wars if deterrence fails. The document’s new force-sizing paradigm still envisions swiftly defeating attacks in two theaters of operation in overlapping timeframes, but only one of those campaigns will involve a decisive defeat including the occupation of territory or a possible regime change.30 Combined with the perception of some Office of the Secretary of Defense (OSD) officials that the campaign in Afghanistan was won by airpower and allies, this new force-sizing construct has the potential to bring calls for a reduction of heavy land combat forces.31 Critics may accept the need to keep such forces for the decisive defeat, but will argue for Army force structure cuts in the allocation for the second conflict. However, the larger Army that fought and won Operation DESERT STORM is already long gone. The current active force is probably too small to fight a major land war against a state like Iraq without even more coalition landpower augmentation than was received in the Gulf War. Additionally, adequate funding must be found to modernize the legacy forces which will have to fight near and mid-term wars.32 And the paradox of deterrence is that the weaker a nation’s 
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armed forces are perceived to be, the more likely it is to have to employ them. In the long-run, taking risk in this mission area has the most significant impact on the ability of the United States to protect its interests and achieve the goals outlined in the QDR Report

Heg Good- Offshore Balancing Fails [1/2]
Troops are key to deter rogue state aggression that will cause conflict and collapse hegemony

Kagan 06 Military historian @ West Point, Resident scholar @ American Enterprise Institute

The new approaches that the administration has pursued in the traditional area of nuclear nonproliferation are also leading to disaster. North Korea has openly avowed its possession of nuclear weapons--violating the Non-Proliferation Treaty it signed--and is now testing missiles of increasing range on which to place those weapons. The United States has been apathetic and helpless in the face of this growing threat, now made even worse with Pyongyang's recent claim to have conducted an underground nuclear test.   Iran has violated international norms and agreements repeatedly in its pursuit of nuclear weapons. This is a particularly interesting case to test the virtues of new-think against the old. In traditional realpolitik terms, the United States should be in a good position to pressure the Iranians to abandon their program. We have allies on both sides of Iran and hundreds of thousands of troops near both Iranian borders. We should have an enormous advantage. But the Bush administration does not think in terms of traditional power politics. Instead, we have declared our determination to withdraw from Iraq and Afghanistan as quickly as possible, which, combined with internal collapses in both countries resulting in part from our flawed strategies, have given the Iranians leverage over us. Tehran holds Washington hostage by threatening to destabilize Iraq further, and the United States responds with fear and appeasement.  Past as Future  The result of all of this new-think is impending disaster on many fronts. Iraq and Afghanistan are in danger of failing. North Korea already has nuclear weapons and will soon be able to deploy them against the continental United States. Iran is well on its way to nuclear capability. Somalia is falling into the hands of militant Islamists, and the situation there may well destabilize the entire region. Why are we doing so badly in the world?  The answer is that the world did not change as much in 2001--or in 1991, for that matter--as many observers thought. Our enemies did not, in fact, abandon traditional power politics. Misconceived though it might have been, Saddam Hussein fought a conventional war in 2003. Even Osama bin Laden rallied his terrorists to fight as conventional soldiers in 2001, digging trenches and setting up machine guns as the Taliban lost a lopsided conventional campaign. Iran maintains a large conventional army, which it has been modernizing as rapidly as possible. So does North Korea. Both are pursuing nuclear weapons in the most conventional way possible--not as terrorist-style suitcase bombs, but as Soviet-style missile-mounted warheads. Far from being impressed by our adoption of novel strategies--withdrawal from South Korea on the one hand and a small footprint in Iraq and Afghanistan on the other--the Iranians have seized the advantage in a very traditional way. They have seen that we are bogged down and distracted, that our conventional forces are overstretched, and that the danger of a U.S. attack is therefore very small. Iranian president Mahmoud Ahmadinejad is seizing the moment with traditional diplomatic delaying tactics while his scientists race to give him the weapons he desires. There is absolutely nothing novel in any of this.  It is time to wake up from the dream world of the 1990s. If history ended with the end of the Cold War, it has since started up again with a vengeance. Beyond al Qaeda, the United States today faces a host of traditional challenges. Large conventional militaries in Iran and North Korea support regimes seeking to develop nuclear arsenals. These threats can be deterred or defeated for certain only through the use or convincing threat of using conventional forces, because these regimes recognize no restraints on their behavior other than those imposed by superior power. The seizure of territory in Somalia by groups ideologically tied to our primary foe is reminiscent of Communist insurgencies in the Third World, which we fought during the Cold War with varying degrees of success. The insurgencies in Iraq and Afghanistan are unusual in some ways, but share common features with many other past insurgencies. Basic lessons from past counterinsurgencies should inform our approach to these challenges.  Above all, America's conventional military strength remains critical, traditional power politics continue to control the world, and the lessons of thousands of years of human history still apply. In counterinsurgencies, the first requirement of success is the establishment of security throughout the country or region. This task is manpower-intensive and incompatible with a small footprint approach. Political, economic, and reconciliation tracks are not sustainable without security, as countless historical examples show. Success in Iraq--and Afghanistan--requires a heavier deployment of U.S. forces with orders not just to train indigenous soldiers, but also to bring peace to those troubled lands.  Military strength and the visible will to use it is also essential to persuading regimes like those in Tehran and Pyongyang to abandon programs they wish to pursue. We have been trying the diplomatic approach, unsupported by meaningful military threat, for nearly fifteen years with North Korea, and the result has been utter failure. A similar approach in Iran will not be more successful. It may not be necessary to attack those two states to force them to give up their weapons of mass destruction programs, but there is no hope of convincing them to do so if they do not believe that we can and will defeat them. Nor is there any likelihood that a "small footprint" (almost a "no footprint") approach in the Horn of Africa will contain the Islamist threat there.  The United States is at war, and the enemy is the same one we have been fighting for sixty years. A totalitarian regime controls North Korea. Totalitarian ideologues hold power in Iran, have just seized power in southern Somalia, and seek power throughout the Middle East. Their goals are subtly different, but they 
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share several key features: the destruction of democracy, which they hate; the elimination of liberalism and religious toleration; and the destruction of the United States.  Victory will require a mobilization of America's military might and the willingness to use it. Adaptive and unpredictable enemies like al Qaeda will require us to change part of our approach and some of our forces constantly. Winning throughout the Muslim world will require economic, political, and cultural initiatives alongside the use of military power. But nothing will be possible without adequate military force, which the United States is currently lacking. If we do not begin the necessary mobilization of our resources now, then our military power will become irrelevant, our strategies will fail, and our security will falter
*** STABILITY*** 

Withdrawal Now Key

Withdrawal is the only feasible option- central government is failing and no end in sight
The Hill, Barbara Lee, 7/20/10, " Reduce our military footprint and bring troops home from Afghanistan ", http://thehill.com/opinion/op-ed/109895-reduce-our-military-footprint-and-bring-troops-home-from-afghanistan, AT

Soon the war in Afghanistan will enter its 10th year. It is already the longest war in our nation’s history, longer than Vietnam and World War II. One thing remains clear — there is no end in sight. Nine years ago, we were told we had to go to Afghanistan to capture Osama bin Laden and destroy al Qaeda. There was virtually no discussion of what the potential consequences of invading Afghanistan would be. Few people imagined we would have nearly 100,000 troops there a decade later, despite the fact that the CIA estimates there might be less than a hundred al Qaeda in that country. Americans are asking some pointed questions. What is our mission? How is it going to be achieved? And when are the troops coming home? We learned some disturbing answers to those questions in the recent Rolling Stone feature article about Gen. Stanley McChrystal. While the subsequent controversy has centered on McChrystal’s comments and subsequent resignation, many overlooked the stunning revelations about the war in Afghanistan. According to senior military officials quoted in the article, our strategy is not succeeding and the outcome of the war will leave questions about what we achieved. Maj. Gen. Bill Mayville, Chief of Operations for the war, was quoted as saying, “It’s not going to look like a win, smell like a win or taste like a win. This is going to end in an argument.” It’s not difficult to see why those officials are so pessimistic. The Afghan government is plagued by incompetence and corruption. President Karzai has been erratic and has reportedly been in secret negotiations with the Taliban and Pakistan to broker a deal for security without the input of the United States. Additionally, the Afghan security force is in shambles with high rates of attrition and defection. Our recent offensive in Marjah has been less successful than expected, and our operation for Kandahar — a city that many regard as key to securing the country — has been postponed. Most devastating is that, to date, just more than 1,000 servicemen and women have lost their lives. And June was the deadliest month of the entire war, with NATO casualties topping 100 for the first time. Our men and women have performed with incredible courage and commitment — but they have been put in an impossible situation. I wish I could believe that if we stay in Afghanistan, a year or even five years from now, the country will have a stable, functioning government. But I see no evidence this will be the case. We will likely see the generals come back to us in a year and ask for more time and more troops — regardless of if the situation is getting better or worse. Let’s face it: If the Congress allows it, this will be an endless war. Enough is enough. We need to end this war now. The U.S. has no choice but to pursue a political and diplomatic solution. We must reduce the size of our military footprint and engage with all relevant local and regional actors. Our goal should be to use our substantial political, economic and diplomatic pressure to ensure the Afghanistan government does not accept any political settlement in which the Taliban fails to recognize the legitimacy of the central government in Kabul, commit to upholding the human rights outlined in the Afghan constitution and renounce support for al Qaeda. I proposed an amendment to the FY10 Supplemental Appropriations package to prevent an escalation and responsibly end the war by limiting funding to the safe and orderly withdrawal of our troops and military contractors from Afghanistan. Nine years ago, I was the lone voice in this effort. However during this recent vote, there were a hundred of us speaking with one voice to bring about a responsible end to this war. This was a step in the right direction. And each step brings us closer to ending this war.

Withdrawal good
Withdraw inevitable, it’s just a matter of whether or not we are forced out
[Anthony H. Cordesman, Arleigh A. Burke Chair in Strategy at CSIS and also acts as a national security analyst for ABC News, Jun 16, 2010, “Realism in Afghanistan: Rethinking an Uncertain Case for the War”, http://csis.org/print/25686]

It should be noted, however, that the US may be forced into leaving Afghanistan regardless of its intentions to stay, or face conditions that make any stable form of victory impossible. Containment from the outside may be the only choice, and having to leave Afghanistan does not mean having to abandon Pakistan. Maintaining a major civil and military aid effort to Pakistan, and keeping US capabilities to work with Pakistan in UCAV and other strikes on insurgent networks is also an option. So is working with Russia to support a rebirth of the Northern Alliance in Afghanistan and to pin down the Taliban and other insurgents as much as possible.

Current deadline perceptions make the war impossible to win

Cordesman 6/16

[Anthony H. Cordesman, Arleigh A. Burke Chair in Strategy at CSIS and also acts as a national security analyst for ABC News, Jun 16, 2010, “Realism in Afghanistan: Rethinking an Uncertain Case for the War”, http://csis.org/print/25686]

One thing is clear: The war will be lost if 2011 is treated as a deadline, and/or if the GIRoA and the Afghan people, the Pakistani government and people, and our allies perceive it as a deadline. The same will be true if the timing of the campaign, and the impact of US and allied actions, are defined in terms of unrealistic expectations. No amount of planning, discussion, and analysis can set clear deadlines for this war.

The current situation is the product of more than eight years of chronic under-resourcing, under-reaction, spin, self-delusion and neglect. It is the result of one of the worst examples of wartime leadership in American history. There is no magic route out of this situation, and the timing of an effective campaign has been complicated by a wide range of factors:

    * Karzai, who appeared to have already rigged the election in the summer of 2009, did not rely on power brokering to give him a majority. The controversy following the election consumed 4-6 months, divided Karzai from the US, has led to the resignation of key officials, and left GIRoA with far more uncertain legitimacy while sharply undermining US influence. This has affected every aspect of GIRoA and ANSF support for the war.

    * President Obama’s review consumed 4 months of critical time in a 12-18 month campaign plan. The plans for the civilian surge were never credible and led to inevitable delays. Military movements had their own delays, and key elements of operational plans were too conceptual from the start and assumed far more rapid and easy progress in the hold and build phases than proved possible in test areas like Marja.

    * President Obama attempted to qualify the deadline he set in his speech for the beginning of US withdrawal in August 2011, but this message has failed to get across in spite of repeated efforts by senior US commanders and officials. Many Afghan officials and officers, and allied officers and diplomats, are at best confused and at worst privately believe that we will leave. Any visitor to Afghanistan also sees efforts at every level to rush operations in time to meet November 2010 and July 2011 reporting deadlines. The end result is that a vague de facto deadline exists. This deadline inevitably affects goals and expectations that have long been set at unrealistically high levels for both civil and military operations. The end result is often that operations and actions that have a far better chance of succeeding over six months to a year longer are being rushed in ways that sharply increase the risk of failure. Moreover, far too little tangible planning is being carried out for the period beyond August 2011, with a sharp decoupling of civil and military plans that separate the military campaign and transition to increasing ANSF responsibility from aid plans that often are far too conceptual and stovepiped and that effectively mark a premature return to “post-conflict reconstruction.”
    * Allied war fatigue compounds the problem. Canadian and Netherlands’ withdrawal in 2011, and recent Polish calls for withdrawal, are symbols of the fact that the legislatures and population of many ISAF countries no longer believe in this war. Some of this is unavoidable, given the length and cost of the conflict and the fact that the US obtained much of its present allied support by describing the mission as peacekeeping and post conflict reconstruction, and failed to show effective leadership between 2002 and 2008.

    * Much – perhaps a majority – of the foreign aid effort is still directed towards programs and goals that were set before the insurgency cast Afghanistan into a state of war. This effort remains decoupled from the real world security situation and the needs and perceptions of ordinary Afghans. Far too much aid planning and spending exists in a “bubble” that effectively tries to ignore the fact that the nation is at war. It is time that the entire civil effort, and all foreign aid, dealt with the reality that Afghanistan is at war and that aid in governance, economics, and the rule of law must be tailored to this fact, and be transparently accountable in the process.
[CONTINUED]
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    * Goals have been set for the development of the Afghan National Security Forces that emphasis force quantity over force quality. These goals may well rush a force into the field that is used up in the process, therefore denying a basis for transition from US and allied forces. The end result may well also delay operations and transition by using up key elements of the army and paramilitary ANCOP police force, or risk serious reversals if ISAF tries to rely on the force. The Army is effectively being pushed towards its present short-term force goal two years early, and the ANCOP force is still under so much stress that it has 80% attrition. Moreover, ISAF had only deployed 23% of the required trainers as of early May 2010. Giving NTM-A and the partnering effort even an additional year, and time to put more emphasis on quality and transition over quantity and immediate employment, could make the difference between strategic success and strategic failure.

ISAF has shown considerable realism in adjusting its campaign plans to these facts, but they could still cost the US and its allies the war if a major shift does not take place from the present climate of “over-promise and under-perform” to an acceptance that deadlines do more to undercut support than to motivate, that plans must reflect real world time scales and realistic expectations and goals, and that credibility and leadership depend on “under-promising and over-performing.”

No one can guarantee victory even in the form of the end state described earlier. One can guarantee that it is better to have a credible chance of victory in 2012-2013 than it is to rush to defeat in 2010-2011. Moreover, it is fairly easy to predict the political cost of pretending that the aftermath will not require serious aid expenditures, and US and allied military advisory and support efforts, well beyond 2015. One cannot ask for money through 2015 in DoD and State Department budget documents for FY2012 and simultaneously pretend that the transition to Afghan governance, the ANSF, and Afghan self-financing will be relatively quick. In fact, even the most optimistic estimate of any mining and agricultural development effort indicates that major financial support is likely to be needed through 2020. It is time to be honest about this. Vietnam is a warning of what concealment and denial will do to any lasting political support.
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COIN forces cause instability- withdrawal solves

Astri Suhrke, Ph.D. in IR. Senior Research Fellow at the Michelsen Institute, Resident at the Carnegie Endowment for International Peace, and professor of IR at The American University. 3/17/10. “The Case for a Light Footprint: The international project in Afghanistan.” University of London. <http://www.cmi.no/file/?997>

The main argument I am presenting tonight has three steps. First, the US-led coalition– usually referred to as ‘the international community’ even though it is a composite of several communities - became deeply involved in Afghanistan without really intending to, or fully realizing what was happening. There was no grand strategy for either entry or exit. Second, we basically made a mess of it, partly because of the extraordinarily difficult situation in Afghanistan, and partly because of the inherent limits of liberal internationalism within which the project was conceived and executed. Thirdly, when considering future options, I argue that reducing our presence, especially in the military field, will not lead to a disaster on the ground, as is often claimed; on the contrary, is likely to move the conflict to a lower and more manageable level. Let us consider the point where we are at today. By the middle of the year, there will be around 130 000 NATO and other allied forces in Afghanistan. That is more than the Soviet Union had at the height of its engagement. Aid commitments in the past has been in the magnitude of 5-8 billion USD a year, and the requirements for the Afghan National Development Strategy (2008-20013) is estimated to 10 million a year. About 60 donors and 37 troop contributing countries are operating in the country. There are parallel structures on virtually all levels of government. International advisors are ubiquitous. About two-thirds of all aid is channelled through an ‘external budget’ that is administered directly by foreign donors. The recent US ‘surge’ has visibly deepened the international footprint. Large counter-insurgency operations are underway to defeat the insurgents and, in General McChrystal’s inimitable phrase, provide ‘government in a box’ to the local population. What results has this enormous presence produced? There are some positive development indicators, particularly in the health and educational sector. On the other side of the ledger are massive corruption, poor governance, the uncertainty of economic growth in an aid bubble, and a steadily expanding insurgency. By late 2009, General McChrystal warned that NATO was on the point of losing the war and urgently requested more forces. Comparisons with other, ill-fated interventions in Vietnam and the Soviets in Afghanistan have become common. We are now at a point where, in effect, we have to fight our way to get out – the ‘surge’ announced by President Obama’s in December 2009 is widely understood as part of an exit strategy
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Withdrawal solves instability and insurgency

Astri Suhrke, Ph.D. in IR. Senior Research Fellow at the Michelsen Institute, Resident at the Carnegie Endowment for International Peace, and professor of IR at The American University. 3/17/10. “The Case for a Light Footprint: The international project in Afghanistan.” University of London. <http://www.cmi.no/file/?997>
The insurgency has had a multiplier effect on the contradictions of the state-building project. The war has produced demands for more and faster results, and hence for more external control and greater presence. Military objectives and institutions are favoured in the reconstruction. Increasing warfare and Western presence undermines the legitimacy of the government. These pressures created counter-pressures which sharpen the tensions. What, then, can be done? What are the policy implications of this analysis? There are basically two courses of action. One is to add sufficient foreign capital, expertise and forces to in effect overcome the contradictions. The foreign presence would be there for the very long haul and take an overtly direct role in decision-making; in effect, institute ‘shared sovereignty’. This course of action has been tried, albeit on a modest scale, for the past eight years of gradually deepening involvement, culminating in the military and civilian surge announced by President Barack Obama in December 2009. The results have not been convincing. A more radical version of the same policy, entailing resources on a scale that might bring the achievement of the intervention’s stated objectives within reach, is likely to meet political resistance in the Western countries as well as in Afghanistan. The logical alternative is to place greater reliance on the Afghan government to deal with the problems of both the insurgency and the reconstruction. A reduction in the international presence would at least reduce the associated tensions and contradictions discussed above. This course of action also entails difficulties and conflicts. Any Afghan government has to face the problems of a mounting insurgency, a fragmented society, a deeply divided polity and a complex regional context. Nevertheless, to take only the insurgency, it is clear that in large part it is driven by local conflict over land, water and local power, particularly between the tribes and solidarity groups that were pushed out in 2001 and those who seized power after 200l. Such conflicts can better be addressed without a deeply disturbing foreign military presence. The often-cited fear that a NATO military withdrawal will spark renewed civil war between regional and ethnic factions is more influenced by the memory of the previous civil war in the 1990s than by an assessment of current regional-ethnic relations. Importantly, many faction leaders today have strong economic and political interests in the status quo. A NATO withdrawal, moreover, is unlikely to be total and sudden. Maintaining a residual international force in Kabul would help prevent a repeat of the civil war that occurred in the 1990s, which was fought over control of the capital. Overall, it seems that a gradual reduction in the prominent Western presence may give space for national and regional forces to explore compromises and a regional balance of power that will permit the development of a less violent reconstruction of the state and economy in Afghanistan. By early 2010, this seemed to be the way developments were going 
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CT is the best solution for afghanistan

 [Douglas Alexander was elected Member of Parliament for Paisley South in a by-election in November 1997 and is the current Secretary of State for International Development. He is also Labour’s general election co-ordinator. Douglas has broad experience in government, having previously served as Department of Trade and Industry Minister and as Secretary of State for Transport under Tony Blair, Jun 25, 2010, “Where now for the comprehensive approach in Afghanistan?”, http://www.labourlist.org/comprehensive-approach-afghanistan-douglas-alexander]

“Counter-insurgency and counter-terrorism sound a lot alike, but they are diametric opposites. Counter-terrorism involves killing the bad guys. Counter-insurgency requires protecting the good guys”. Protecting the good guys in a country like Afghanistan is a complex and challenging undertaking. In the words of the US Army’s Counter-insurgency Field Manual – authored by McChrystal’s successor, General David Petraeus – it involves action to “uphold the rule of law, and provide a basic level of essential services and security for the populace.” My personal conversations with Petraeus confirm the depth of his personal commitment to a comprehensive approach that requires more than simply military pressure. Yet the new Defence Secretary Liam Fox has just declared: “We are not in Afghanistan for the sake of the education policy in a broken 13th century country”. Such ignorance of key tenets of strategic doctrine, even from a new Defence Secretary, is as surprising as it is worrying. For progress to be achieved through a comprehensive approach, and so the war be ended, requires both a strengthening of the state and its legitimacy, and striving for a political settlement, as surely as weakening the Taliban militarily. Diplomatic, development and defence efforts will all play a crucial part in bringing about the conditions under which our forces can return home.

CT GOOD/COIN BAD

Coin bad, new strategies needed
 [Michael Sheehan, fellow at the New York University Center for Law and Security, was a counter-terrorism and counterinsurgency adviser in the Army Special Forces, ambassador at large for counter-terrorism at the U.S. State Department and deputy commissioner for counter-terrorism at the New York Police Department U.S, October 23 2009, “Counter-terrorism gains”, http://www.washingtontimes.com/news/2009/oct/23/counter-terrorism-gains/, AT], 

In today's debates about how to proceed in Afghanistan, the relationship between counterinsurgency and counter-terrorism operations needs to be clearly understood. First and foremost, we should acknowledge that, in light of our original counter-terrorism goals, our Afghan and Pakistan policies have been remarkably effective. There is no need to panic. We invaded Afghanistan eight years ago to prevent another terrorist attack on our nation, and we have been successful. Prior to Sept. 11, 2001, al Qaeda attacked us three times in three years: at our African embassies in August 1998; the USS Cole incident in October 2000, and finally on our homeland on Sept. 11, 2001. In the eight years following Sept. 11, they have failed to attack us on our soil. In fact, al Qaeda can count only one terrorism attack in the entire West (London, 2005), with perhaps "partial credit" for another (Madrid, 2004). This, by any standard, is a failure on the part of al Qaeda and a testament to the effectiveness of our worldwide counter-terrorism programs. And that success is a product of aggressive intelligence operations that reach from the mountains of Afghanistan, through foreign capitals around the world, and all the way to the streets of New York City. It has been no accident; the U.S. military, the CIA, FBI, the New York Police Department, and others should be credited. However, in Afghanistan, we have continually moved the "goal posts" of our counter-terrorism success in the name of a counterinsurgency campaign. The initial objective of kicking out al Qaeda has now morphed into an ambitious program of "reinventing Afghanistan" as a modern state. We have gotten ourselves bogged down into a complex insurgent war that the Taliban can sustain at some level almost indefinitely, even though they have no real prospects of actually winning. Without transforming Afghanistan into a stable and modern state, some reason, the Taliban will return to power and provide al Qaeda a sanctuary to enable it to restore its pre-Sept. 11 operational capability. But this assumption does not stand up to careful scrutiny. A major reason for our post Sept. 11 counter-terrorism success has been the enormous pressure on al Qaeda's first- and second-tier leadership in Afghanistan and Pakistan. And yes, we must be ruthless in continuing to deny al Qaeda the ability to plan, train and launch worldwide operations from a "sanctuary of impunity" they enjoyed in Afghanistan and Pakistan prior to Sept. 11. But our success in throttling the strategic al Qaeda was achieved without pacifying Afghanistan and without occupying western Pakistan. Instead, we have used a massive intelligence operation to find and destroy al Qaeda's strategic capability there and denied them the ability to mount terrorist attacks outside of their immediate operational area. The U.S. Army's recent "rediscovery" of its counterinsurgency doctrine was long overdue and certainly increased their effectiveness and will hasten the withdrawal from Iraq. But in relearning counterinsurgency doctrine, the Army must recall its most fundamental principles, and not just apply its tactics and techniques. One of those principles is the critical importance of using local militia and constabulary units to do the primary fighting of local insurgents and keeping the foreign "footprint" as small as possible. The "Sunni Awakening" in Iraq was successful largely due to the mobilization of local militia forces to fight insurgents on their own terms, in what was often nasty and brutish affairs. For those that call for a smaller U.S. presence and an increase of Afghan responsibility for the war, they should brace themselves for an ugly war. This is not a strategy of weakness, as claimed by some who reject any troop withdrawals. In transferring security to the Afghans, the war will get more messy and brutish in the short term, and we will need to support our imperfect allies. It will call for a different type of toughness from American policymakers. Today in Afghanistan, the U.S. Army is still the main fighting force in the country. In essence, it remains an occupational force with counterinsurgency doctrine sprinkled on top. While U.S. conventional soldiers are kicking in doors of mud homes in poor Afghan villages, it is hard to envision long-term success, no matter how many health clinics they build the next day. Our interests in Afghanistan may require a long-term and robust presence in that country, and this article is certainly not a call for a fast drawdown at this critical time. We will require a massive economic, security and diplomatic assistance package that will guarantee the viability of the central government. We will also need substantial conventional forces in Afghanistan to guarantee the viability of the central government, support Afghan forces in extreme situations, and to protect bases to launch counter-terrorism operations in the region. Our intelligence programs and special operation strikes against strategic al Qaeda (not the local insurgent fighters) will remain our highest priority in the theater. And that is the recipe for a policy that aligns with our primary national security interests and will be the basis for the continued success of our global counter-terrorism strategy.
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Coin needs 500,000 to succeed, hopes of the status quo are pointless

[Robert Naiman, Policy Director of Just Foreign Policy, "Ground Truth: Need Half a Million Boots on the Ground”, September 24, 2009, http://www.huffingtonpost.com/robert-naiman/mcchrystals-ground-truth_b_299359.html, AT]
 Journalist Andrea Mitchell has noted that General McChrystal's report to President Obama calls for 500,000 troops in Afghanistan. [That's not 500,000 U.S. troops, but 500,000 troops overall.] Mitchell correctly notes that if you don't believe that the goals in McChrystal's report for increasing the size of the Afghan army are realistic, that should lead you to question agreeing to send more U.S. troops, because the premise of the request for more troops is that if you add more U.S. troops there's going to be "success," and that success, apparently, requires 500,000 boots on the ground. If you don't believe there's going to be success even if you add more U.S. troops, then you shouldn't add more U.S. troops - you should do something else. McChrystal has suggested that without more U.S. troops we will "fail" - but the same logic says that without more Afghan troops we will also "fail." If adding the additional U.S. troops will not lead to the required addition of Afghan troops, then U.S. policy will "fail," even with the additional U.S. troops. Some have dismissed the concern occasioned by Mitchell's comments by saying of course there aren't going to be half a million U.S. troops in Afghanistan. It's certainly true that there aren't going to be half a million U.S. troops in Afghanistan. But supporters of sending more troops have to answer this: to defend sending another 40,000 U.S. troops to Afghanistan, they have to defend their scenario that there's going to be 350,000 Afghan boots on the ground. Otherwise - according to General McChrystal - their plan is not going to work. Furthermore, they should say now what they will propose then if adding 40,000 more U.S. troops does not produce 350,000 Afghan troops. Do they promise not to ask for more U.S. troops? Would anyone believe such a promise? Those who fear a slippery slope don't have to point to a hypothetical future. If you look at the debate happening in Washington, it's clear that we're already on the slippery slope. It's already being argued that it's "too late" to revisit the decisions that President Obama made earlier this year - under pressure from the military. We're committed, they say. Can we trust supporters of military escalation not to argue in six months that "now we're really committed"? They wanted a surge; they got a surge. Their surge didn't work. In particular, dramatically increasing the deployment of foreign troops did not establish security for the Afghan election. Now they want another surge. How many surges must they get, before we can try something else - like, for example, dramatically pruning our list of enemies, as we did in Iraq, and talking about a timetable for military withdrawal, as we did in Iraq?

CT Good Coin BAD

Coin failing, CT is the only feasible plan

 [Examiner.com, 6/28/10, "Critical debate brewing: counter-insurgency vs counter-terrorism ", http://www.examiner.com/x-36464-NY-Military-Headlines-Examiner%7Ey2010m6d28-Critcal-debate-brewing-counterinsurgency-vs-counterterrorism, AT]

President Obama's firing of Gen. McChrystal and reassignment of General Petraeus last week had one unintended result: a resumption of the debate between two markedly different strategies for combating terrorism: counter-terrorism vs counter-insurgency. Counter-insurgency is the President's avowed approach, and that of Gen. Petraeus, who has codified the strategy as military doctrine. Counter-insurgency encompasses nation building and involves winning the hearts and minds of the populace. As a strategy, it failed miserably in Vietnam, but supposedly succeeded brilliantly, at last, in Iraq, under the stewardship of Gen. Petraeus, now back in charge in Afghanistan, intending to implement a plan both he and Gen. McCrystal have admitted could take a decade to accomplish. A countervailing view regarding Iraq--that we succeeded, tenuously, with regime change there, just that and nothing more--has not gained much currency. Counter-terrorism, Vice President Biden's preferred strategy, is a simpler approach, requiring fewer troops, and less risk to those troops, relying, instead, on good ground intelligence and the willingness to use special ops and predator drones without undue reservation. Counter-terrorism, replete with collateral damage, is not a strategy likely to win the hearts and minds of the populace. Two other factors complicate matters in Afghanistan: President Obama's self-imposed deadline to begin drawing down troops in July 2011, and the failure of counter-insurgency (COIN) to work anywhere in Afghanistan during nine years of war. The recent offensive in Marja was hailed as a test of COIN, complete with a surge of troops and a 'government in a box'. General McChrystal termed the results a 'bleeding wound' shortly before being fired. A recent House subcommittee hearing revealed troubling aspects concerning conditions in Afghanistan, particularly in Kandahar Province, the announced location of our next major offensive. The Department of Defense (DOD) has created a protection racket in Afghanistan that would 'make Tony Soprano proud,' according to Congressman John Tierney (D-MA), Chairman of the House Subcommittee on National Security and Foreign Affairs. By outsourcing security for our military supply chain in Afghanistan to questionable local contractors, including warlords, the DOD has 'fueled a vast protection racket run by a shadowy network of warlords, strongmen, commanders, and corrupt Afghan officials...' according to Congressman Tierney. This arrangement has 'fueled warlordism, extortion, corruption, and maybe even funded the enemy,' Rep. Tierney said. The system in place now forces trucking contractors to employ private security armies or pay bribes to the Warlords who control them. Surely not nation-building, the long route advocated by both Generals McChrystal and Petraeus. Look for an evolving change of strategy. It is reasonable to speculate that all we can hope to accomplish in a short amount of time is to leave Harmid Karzai in a strong enough position to win a war with the Taliban, thereby forcing them to compromise. The operative plan, stated or not, seems to be to weaken the Taliban substantially in the coming months. If we can eliminate Al Qaeda in Afghanistan on our way out, so much the better for Karzai and us.

Warlords good

Warlords have sufficient legitimacy to provide security – the central government just promotes anarchy

 (David Castonguay studied philosophy, mathematics, and economy and worked for a financial consultant as an analyst on China. He is a contributor to Foreign Policy In Focus, a project of the Institute for Policy Studies, February 17, 2010, “In Praise of Warlords”, http://www.fpif.org/articles/in_praise_of_warlords)
Engaging local groups made up of tribes and warlords (or commanders) means according greater autonomy to them. Over time, they would consolidate and incorporate within the greater security apparatus of the country. These grassroots efforts need greater emphasis — through intelligence on tribal politics, Afghan government reconciliation initiatives, and U.S. military engagement and empowerment of tribes and local leaders — because Afghanistan is a decentralized country. The most important and irreducible political unit is the tribe, at least in the Pashtun lands. Implementing a central government with western apparatus of control is akin to social engineering, bypassing the native political workings of the environment. A centralized country has certain advantages. But going too fast with centralization (and dictating to someone else how fast they should go) risks implementing structures that are too weak to survive. Currently, government agents lack legitimacy in the eyes of the locals, therefore giving rise to repeated accusations of corruption and injustices that erodes their capacity to operate and empowers the anti-Afghan forces. This lack of legitimacy and the weakness of the central government have created anarchy that has increasingly defined the country since 2002. In a country where the internal politics look more like relations between states — rather than the normal relations inside a country in which the state has the monopoly on violence — self-determination is all the more important. It's also conducive to a long-term cooling down of the violence through a process of balancing power and negotiating relationships at the national level.

The warlords are key to successful presence – cutting them off would make them a threat.

(Gareth Porter, Investigative historian and journalist specialising in U.S. national security policy,. 10/29/09, “U.S., NATO Forces Rely on Warlords for Security, http://ipsnews.net/news.asp?idnews=49056”)

In his initial assessment last August, Gen. McChrystal referred to "public anger and alienation" toward ISAF, of which he is commander, as a result of the perception that ISAF is "complicit" in "widespread corruption and abuse of power". That remark suggests that McChrystal, who had carried out the Special Forces' policy of relying on Afghan warlords for security in the past, was now expressing concern about its political consequences. Jake Sherman, a co-author of the NYU report, was a United Nations political officer involved in the effort to disarm warlords from 2003 to 2005. He is sceptical that U.S. policy ties with the warlords will be ended. "I don't see how U.S. and other contingents could sustain forward operating bases without paying these guys," said Sherman in an interview with IPS. Beyond their continuing dependence on the warlords for security services, Sherman sees another reason for keeping them on the payroll. If the U.S. and NATO military commanders tried to cut their ties with the private militias, Sherman said the warlords "would actually become a security threat". Sherman recalled that during his period working for the United Nations in northern Afghanistan, local police were hired to guard a World Food Programme warehouse in Badakhshan. After a rocket attack on the warehouse, an investigation quickly turned up the fact that the police themselves had carried out the attack to pressure the U.N. to hire more guards. 
Warlords good
Warlords hold the keys to stability – empirics prove – ANF will inevitably collapse without the US propping it up

 (David Castonguay studied philosophy, mathematics, and economy and worked for a financial consultant as an analyst on China. He is a contributor to Foreign Policy In Focus, a project of the Institute for Policy Studies, February 17, 2010, “In Praise of Warlords”, http://www.fpif.org/articles/in_praise_of_warlords)
Yet there are many observers who see tribal politics, warlords and militias as a serious threat to the central government. Seth Jones clearly states “the U.S. assistance to warlords weakened the central government” in the aftermath of 2001. He and others believe that this kind of business is the principal reason why governance in the country has been so poor and the insurgency so strong. This viewpoint has been predominant amongst western deciders and intellectuals. In fact, it’s the other way around: The poor governance and the resulting insurgency have stemmed from attempts to rule the country from the center in the image of modern states. The U.S. assistance to warlords was always as a last resort, done in an ad hoc fashion, and there was never any follow up to get the warlords in line with the central government. Instead, there is evidence that grassroots efforts, when properly supported, have a greater chance of success. Ann Marlowe reported from Afghanistan last year that 250 soldiers of the 82nd Airborne were able to secure the highly contested province of Khost during their tour. The troops were able to win the support of Khost’s 13 tribes but when their tour was over the Taliban were able to regain control of much of the province, despite an increased American footprint. She also mentions the demise of a warlord in Herat that nevertheless resulted in a net security loss in the province. Marlowe concludes: If troops don't understand Afghan culture and fail to work within the tribal system, they will only fuel the insurgency. When we get the tribes on our side, that will change. When a tribe says no, it means no. IEDs will be reported and no insurgent fighters will be allowed to operate in or across their area. This is a lot more than what the ANF can offer. Unlike the ANF, tribes and their leaders have the authority and legitimacy to stop their members from joining the insurgents. Warlords in Afghanistan have a bad reputation because of their poor human rights records and their tendency to fight one another ever since the 1990s. But “warlord” doesn’t necessarily mean the big warlords of old. Rather, the label applies to any local commander who can muster a militia and garner local legitimate support. The commanders who can be friendly to the central government hold the keys to stability and rejection of the insurgency because they are legitimate elements of the social fabric. This has been demonstrated time and again in Iraq where tribal culture is also important. The Sunni insurgency in Anbar and elsewhere, while couched in a greater national struggle, started to improve when the U.S. Army and Marines engaged rather than estranged the village elders and tribal leaders. In Afghanistan, in the northern province of Kunduz, mounting pressure from the Taliban was successfully reversed by Bakhtiar Ludin, a former mujahedeen, and his militia after gaining the support of the central government in 2009. Mr. Ludin was helped by U.S. Special Forces, the CIA, and their Afghan counterparts. They revived the old Mujahedeen in their area — one of them was running a fish restaurant. They responded to the Kunduz governor who said if nothing was done, he’d have to side with the Taliban. In another example, the 1st Battalion, 5th Marines in Helmand province turned a bad situation around this summer by adopting a population-centric rather than an insurgent-centric approach. Gen. Michael T. Flynn explains: Many local elders quietly resented the Taliban for threatening their traditional power structure. The Taliban was empowering young fighters and mullahs to replace local elders as the primary authorities on local economic and social matters. Based on its integrated intelligence, 1st Battalion, 5th Marines took steps to subvert the Taliban power structure and to strengthen the elders’ traditional one. This speaks volumes for the presence of an indigenous tribal political structure that must take a central role in the greater counterinsurgency strategy and the rebuilding of the country. The Tajik Example Finally, there is the experience of Tajikistan recently documented in Foreign Affairs. With a minimal budget, international efforts were able to stabilize the country in the 1990s by allowing local warlords to retain more autonomy. Instead of less effective governance, warlords were able to generate more of it because they had genuine control over their area. On the national level, an essential balance of power was struck, borders were controlled and the country eventually moved on: Rather than forcing free and fair elections, throwing out warlords, and flooding the country with foreign peacekeepers, the intervening parties opted for a more limited and realistic set of goals. They brokered deals across political factions, tolerated warlords where necessary, and kept the number of outside peacekeeping troops to a minimum. The result has been the emergence of a relatively stable balance of power inside the country, the dissuasion of former combatants from renewed hostilities, and the opportunity for state building to develop organically. The Tajik case suggests that in trying to rebuild a failed state, less may be more. But giving a greater role to the tribes and the militias isn't a new idea. Just over a year ago, an American-backed plan experimented with the arming of a militia in Wardak province. The Obama plan itself talks about the need for U.S. troops to work with local political units and their militias. Yet it's a matter of what elements are emphasized and whether the U.S. military can change its culture. Even the intelligence community has severe shortcomings in the knowledge department necessary to fight a successful counterinsurgency. In a scathing report, Flynn said the intelligence community was “ignorant of local economics and landowners, hazy about who the powerbrokers are and how they might be influenced...and disengaged from people in the best position to find answers.” Adding more troops is possibly counterproductive in the long run, because it only postpones the inevitable playing out of the situation after the Americans are gone. In the end, the solution to Afghanistan will have to come from Afghans. The sooner tribes are engaged and the sooner American and ISAF deciders stop seeing Afghanistan through their own political institutions, the less painful it will be. If this doesn’t happen, then the fledgling ANF is likely to crumble rapidly after the foreign forces are gone. And that will only extend the U.S. mission beyond what the American public, the Afghan population, and even the U.S. military itself can tolerate.

Warlords good
Provincial governors are the best compromise we can make – holding out for a modern democratic state will fail

 (Dipali Mukhopadhyay is a doctoral candidate at The Fletcher School of Law and Diplomacy and a Jennings Randolph Dissertation Scholar at the U.S. Institute of Peace. She has previously received doctoral fellowships from Harvard Law School and the Jacob K. Javits Fellowship Program at the U.S. Department of Education. Mukhopadhyay completed her undergraduate studies at Yale in the Political Science Department, after which she worked at the Carnegie Endowment’s Nonproliferation Program as a junior fellow. Mukhopadhyay is writing her dissertation on state building and provincial governance in Afghanistan, particularly on the role of warlord commanders-turned provincial governors. She has conducted nearly 150 interviews in Kabul, as well as in northern and eastern Afghanistan, having spent several months in-country in 2007 and 2008. She also served as a consultant to the Agha Khan Development Network in summer 2004 in the northeastern province of Badakhshan, where she conducted conflict analysis training and research on the drug economy. Mukhopadhyay has been invited to speak about her research by Washington’s Center for Strategic and International Studies, Oslo’s Norwegian Institute of International Affairs, and Istanbul’s Swedish Research Institute. In January 2009, US News and World Report published an op-ed on civil-military relations that she co-authored with Antonia H. Chayes, 2009, “Warlords As Bureaucrats: The Afghan Experience”, http://www.carnegieendowment.org/files/warlords_as_bureaucrats.pdf)

Despite his commitment to develop a democratic, modern state, President Hamid Karzai placed many former warlords in positions of power, particularly in the provinces. Many observers, Afghan and foreign alike, have decried the inclusion of warlords in the new governmental structures as the chief corrosive agent undermining efforts to reconstruct the state. Indeed, warlord governors have not been ideal government officials. They have employsed informal power and rules, as well as their personal networks, to preserve control over their respective provinces. Informalized politics of this kind is the antithesis of a technocratic, rule-based approach to governance and entails considerable costs, from inefficiency to corruption and human rights abuses. Nevertheless, some warlord-governors have proven quite successful in areas ranging from security and reconstruction to counternarcotics, as the two discussed in this paper, Atta Mohammed Noor and Gul Agha Sherzai, show. Warlord governance in Afghanistan has involved a messy mix of unsteady formal institutions and powerful informal rules and organizations, but it has proven effective in some cases. The performances of these two warlord-governors have been consistently cited as exceptional amid a largely unimpressive group of provincial governors nationwide. The experience of Afghanistan and many other states as well as the limited resources available for international state-building efforts suggest that for many historically weak states, a hybrid model of governance that draws on a mix of formal institutions and informal power may be the only viable one. The relative success of the model in some parts of the country demonstrates that the choice in Afghanistan need not be between building a representative, democratic state and allowing anarchic tribalism to take hold. While less than optimal, the hybrid model has proven that it can deliver some goods and services to the population, the central government, and the international community. Given Afghanistan’s history of weak central power and its limited resources, the form of governance represented by warlord-governors may be the best compromise at present in Afghanistan.

Warlords good
Current strategy fails – but the US can help warlords achieve stability.

(Dipali Mukhopadhyay is a doctoral candidate at The Fletcher School of Law and Diplomacy and a Jennings Randolph Dissertation Scholar at the U.S. Institute of Peace. She has previously received doctoral fellowships from Harvard Law School and the Jacob K. Javits Fellowship Program at the U.S. Department of Education. Mukhopadhyay completed her undergraduate studies at Yale in the Political Science Department, after which she worked at the Carnegie Endowment’s Nonproliferation Program as a junior fellow. Mukhopadhyay is writing her dissertation on state building and provincial governance in Afghanistan, particularly on the role of warlord commanders-turned provincial governors. She has conducted nearly 150 interviews in Kabul, as well as in northern and eastern Afghanistan, having spent several months in-country in 2007 and 2008. She also served as a consultant to the Agha Khan Development Network in summer 2004 in the northeastern province of Badakhshan, where she conducted conflict analysis training and research on the drug economy. Mukhopadhyay has been invited to speak about her research by Washington’s Center for Strategic and International Studies, Oslo’s Norwegian Institute of International Affairs, and Istanbul’s Swedish Research Institute. In January 2009, US News and World Report published an op-ed on civil-military relations that she co-authored with Antonia H. Chayes, 2009, “Warlords As Bureaucrats: The Afghan Experience”, http://www.carnegieendowment.org/files/warlords_as_bureaucrats.pdf)

Counterterrorism and state building coexist in Afghanistan as they never did in the world before September 11, 2001. In this sense, the Afghan project represents the vanguard of future interventions where extremism is taken on in historically weak states. The convergence of these two agendas in Afghanistan has led to the reinvigoration of armed non-state actors who initially enabled a military path to root out the Taliban but then came to represent obstacles to strong, centralized statehood. Evidence from the last several years, however, suggests that a few “warlords” have leveraged their informal power to contribute to a governing system that, while imperfect, may represent what international development agencies have come to call “good enough governance.” A longer view acknowledges that the history of Afghan statehood may have involved formal centralization, even brief periods of strength, but the reach of comprehensive and effective formal institutions to the periphery has no precedent. Expecting such an outcome in a short time frame, in the face of limited resources and competing agendas within a very tough neighborhood, has always been unrealistic. Instead, warlord governors like Atta Mohammed Noor and Gul Agha Sherzai employ informal power, rules, and networks to preserve control over their respective provinces. Informalized politics of this kind does not yield a technocratic, rule-based approach to governance. In fact, it inflicts a number of costs on the population and the state, from inefficiency to corruption and human rights abuse. Warlord governors like Atta Mohammed Noor and Gul Agha Sherzai as well as warlord parliamentarians, police chiefs, and party leaders across the country represent the cost of conducting state building as part of a larger strategy to tackle terrorism and insurgency. Democracy may be the ultimate elixir to extremism, but current instruments of counterterrorism and counterinsurgency are unlikely to enable democratic governance. In Afghanistan and elsewhere, international efforts often enable de facto hybrid governance despite promoting a de jure model of statehood based on strong formal institutional growth. Claims to the contrary create unrealistic expectations and subsequent disappointment and disillusionment on the part of ordinary Afghans and Western citizens alike, as perfection becomes the enemy of “good enough.” The absence of democratic governance does not, however, mean the absence of governance altogether. On the contrary, warlord governors like Atta and Sherzai have delivered significant governing dividends at the provincial level. A “good enough” governor, who can demonstrate success in counternarcotics, security, and economic and infrastructural development, becomes a valuable asset in the absence of unlimited resources, troops, and political will. Acknowledgment of hybrid governance need not mean the abandonment of formal institutional capacity building on the part of international, intervening organizations. Rather, they must adopt more realistic expectations of formal institutions. They must acknowledge when informal institutions have a productive, if imperfect, role to play in Afghanistan and other post-conflict environments and put forward metrics of institutional design and assessment that consider the nuances and constraints of history, power, and resources in more pragmatic terms. The United States and its partners remain a critical part of the bargaining process between the Afghan center and periphery and must use their influence to help check the power of warlords, where necessary, and cultivate formal institutional capacity where possible. Meritocracy, transparency, and true adherence to the rule of law emerge, if at all, on their own terms and never entirely disentangled from the personalized and patronage politics of the informal realm. Finally, it is important to bear in mind that throughout history, weak states have struck deals with competing power holders, offering political positions, property, and prestige in exchange for loyalty and support, however tentative. In Afghanistan, this pattern of bargaining and compromise, reinforced by parallel counterterrorism and counterinsurgency campaigns, can be framed as a kind of racketeering arrangement: warlord governors and their subordinates pose a danger to the state but, when approached with certain carrots and sticks, they shield the state from the very threat they create.12 When inclined, they even have the capacity to deliver goods and services for their citizens and the international community as a result of their combined formal and informal power. Over time, these actors and the rules and organizations they represent can be influenced by the slow but palpable emergence of formal institutions around them. The state does not grow strong as a result of their inclusion, but this period of hybrid governance may represent an inevitable stage in the project of state (re)formation in Afghanistan.

Warlords good
Warlords are the only option – they can provide stability and reconstruction

(Dipali Mukhopadhyay is a doctoral candidate at The Fletcher School of Law and Diplomacy and a Jennings Randolph Dissertation Scholar at the U.S. Institute of Peace. She has previously received doctoral fellowships from Harvard Law School and the Jacob K. Javits Fellowship Program at the U.S. Department of Education. Mukhopadhyay completed her undergraduate studies at Yale in the Political Science Department, after which she worked at the Carnegie Endowment’s Nonproliferation Program as a junior fellow. Mukhopadhyay is writing her dissertation on state building and provincial governance in Afghanistan, particularly on the role of warlord commanders-turned provincial governors. She has conducted nearly 150 interviews in Kabul, as well as in northern and eastern Afghanistan, having spent several months in-country in 2007 and 2008. She also served as a consultant to the Agha Khan Development Network in summer 2004 in the northeastern province of Badakhshan, where she conducted conflict analysis training and research on the drug economy. Mukhopadhyay has been invited to speak about her research by Washington’s Center for Strategic and International Studies, Oslo’s Norwegian Institute of International Affairs, and Istanbul’s Swedish Research Institute. In January 2009, US News and World Report published an op-ed on civil-military relations that she co-authored with Antonia H. Chayes, 2009, “Warlords As Bureaucrats: The Afghan Experience”, http://www.carnegieendowment.org/files/warlords_as_bureaucrats.pdf)

The tenures of provincial governors Atta Mohammad Noor and Gul Agha Sherzai reflect the costs and benefits of warlord integration into new state institutions in Afghanistan. I spent the summer of 2008 in the provinces of each governor and in the capital city of Kabul conducting interviews with both men, their advisers and staffs, former subcommanders and combatants, as well as members of the private sector, media, civil society, and international agencies. While their provinces vary in dramatic ways, both warlord-governors are widely known for delivering progress in stability, reconstruction, and counternarcotics. In so doing, they have become valuable partners of the Karzai administration and its international supporters and are cited nationwide for their long tenures and exceptional performances. Their governing styles represent two viable models of hybrid governance with lessons for state building and (re) formation in Afghanistan and beyond. Governor Atta, a Tajik commander who served under Ahmed Shah Massoud, the legendary mujahideen commander assassinated by al-Qaeda agents just before 9/11, is a native of the northern province of Balkh, which he has governed since 2004. Governor Sherzai, a Pashtun commander, comes from the southern province of Kandahar, where he served as governor before being transferred to the eastern province of Nangarhar in 2005. The two provinces represent two poles of the Afghan security and political situation. The northern province of Balkh is considered to be relatively stable and removed from the insurgency. In contrast, the eastern province of Nangarhar is part of the Pashtun tribal belt that borders Pakistan and lies at the heart of Afghanistan’s hot zone. Because of the threat level, Nangarhar represents a high priority for the United States and has received significant military and capital resources, while a Swedish civil-military team serves in Balkh. As is the case throughout Afghanistan, each province must be understood in its own unique terms. Nonetheless, the challenges and opportunities found in Balkh and Nangarhar reflect deeper trends throughout the country, and there are lessons to be learned from the tenures of both governors. Atta and Sherzai were part of a clique of commanders who had the power to subvert or compete with the fledgling state in 2001. But these two individuals decided instead to join the new political project in Afghanistan. While both governors fought beside American soldiers as commanders, the nature of the informal power they leverage varies significantly and so, too, does their approach to governing. They have both been criticized for their brand of warlord politics, but each has delivered a variety of goods and services to the population, the central government, and the international community—a largely unprecedented achievement. I have chosen these two warlords-turned-governors because they have been more successful than most in governing their provinces. Their experience, furthermore, illustrates the enormous difficulty of developing provincial governments in Afghanistan and the mixture of informal local power and political skills required in relating to the central government and the international community. But before examining the specifics of each case, both cases must be considered in the larger context of provincial governance countrywide. The highly centralized 2004 constitution affords little autonomy to provincial governors. They operate at the critical interface between the center and the periphery, but have limited fiscal discretion and almost no formal authority to make provincial and district political and administrative appointments. Informal power matters, therefore, more than it might in a decentralized framework. To deliver progress on security, reconstruction, and counternarcotics as well as patronage to various clientele sometimes requires a capacity to leverage relationships, resources, and influence beyond the formal architecture of the state. Moreover, the absence of formal institutions at the provincial and district level gives greater value to this informal capital. The capacity to leverage informal power and deliver to the population is insufficient, however, in this “post-conflict” game. Governors are appointed by the president, not popularly elected. The key political game, therefore, is less within the province than between the provincial governor and the central government. A number of unsuccessful strongman-governors, most notably Ismail Khan of Herat, found their rule cut short by a failure to appease the center and its foreign supporters. In a number of provinces, competent and qualified “technocrat” governors have been appointed, but they must contend with local strongmen in addition to all of the other challenges involved in provincial governance. Governors Atta and Sherzai have found a balance between their assertion of informal power, their deference to the center, and their delivery of results to the government and the international community. It looks very different than conventional conceptions of “good governance,” but it represents one enduring formula in this challenging political environment.
Warlords good

External nation-building fails – only a warlord-centered strategy succeeds in gaining legitimacy

Paul B. Rich - editor of Small wars & Insurgencies. He has taught at the universities of Bristol, Warwick, and Melbourne – June 2010
(Small Wars and Insurgencies. Volume 21 Issue 2. “Counterinsurgency or a war on terror? The war in Afghanistan and the debate on Western strategy” pages 414-428 ty)

Giustozzi thus rejects the arguments of some analysts that warlords lack any real incentive to acquire state power and seek to perpetuate a state of warfare more or less indefinitely, since it is upon this that their power and authority ultimately rests. Here a number of analysts might quibble and argue that there are situations such as West Africa where the pay-off from capturing state power might be marginal and that it has sometimes been better for warlords to remain in the shadows and avoid too much exposure by being in nominal control of a state or weak state. Even if true, I do not think this necessarily undermines Giustozzi's main argument, which is basically concerned with showing that, in Afghanistan at least, warlords can be seen as major players in state building and need to be recognised as such in Western strategy towards the country. The centrality of warlords in Afghanistan politics makes the task of centralised state building very difficult since building up the Afghan state means accumulating power at the centre and the progressive monopolisation of violence, which is bound to meet resistance from regional warlords; the danger is therefore that the state itself might actually collapse in the process and the whole enterprise become self-defeating. Afghanistan indeed provides another dramatic example of how 'modernisation' as it was understood by the post-war American modernisation theorists is a much more complex process than has been generally imagined within mainstream Western social science and does not follow any simple unilinear or evolutionary path as has often been supposed. In Afghanistan, Giustozzi points out, during the 1990s many members of the urban educated elite in cities like Kabul, Mazar e Sharif, and Herat became co-opted into the bureaucracies of the warlords, while many urban businessmen happily engaged in trade with them, leading paradoxically to a situation where the urban administrative and trading class contributed to the rise of a new rural elite. In many areas these linkages have been weakened since the overthrow of the Taliban in 2001, and the Karzai government in Kabul has been able with international backing to re-establish some presence in the country. But the link between the warlords, Giustozzi suggests, remains in many cases still unbroken, while in some areas the military class remains floating in a generally directionless state. The significance of Giustozzi's book, therefore, lies in the case it makes for treating the main Afghan warlords as serious power brokers in the creation of a new centralised state, since otherwise Western policy will be unable to break a continuous pattern of war and peace derived from a reading of the work of the Arab historian and theorist Ibn Khaldun. The 'Ib-Khaldunian cycle', as Giustozzi terms it, is one where the leader or his descendants end up distancing themselves from their support base (or asabiyya) which formed their main power base. In doing so, they become prey to being overthrown by rivals who do have such links, so rendering the society permanently unstable and prone to cycles of stability followed by social and political breakdown. Externally managed state building is always going to be at risk of destabilisation by such a cycle, and Giustozzi appears not to hold out too much hope for its success. However, this rich and subtle book should become essential reading - along with the work of David Kilcullen - for those planning Western strategy and the eventual attainment of an exit from this beleaguered country. 
Warlords good

Local police and authorities create more stability – Warlords prove
Max Fisher - associate editor for the Atlantic Wire. Writes about foreign affairs and national security – 11/8/2009
(The Atlantic. “Can Warlords Save Afghanistan?” http://www.theatlantic.com/international/archive/2009/11/can-warlords-save-afghanistan/30397/ ty)
In parts of Afghanistan, strong provincial leadership has already developed security separate from national leadership. In the relatively peaceful and prosperous northern region of Mazar-E-Sharif, Governor Atta Mohammad Noor, himself a former warlord who fought against the Soviets and Taliban, commands authority rivaling that of President Karzai. Unlike Karzai, Noor is popular among his constituents and his province enjoys remarkable stability. The local military officials are loyal to him before Karzai, if they are loyal to Karzai at all. By promoting local governance and directing our military training and assistance to forces loyal to that governance, the U.S. could promote other strong provincial leaders like Noor.  Like Noor, many of these are likely to be former or current warlords. Warlords, despite their scary name, can be our strongest allies. They tend to be non-ideological and fervently anti-Taliban. Their fates are tied to the local populaces they govern. They're corrupt and tax heavily, but they provide real security and are trusted. Their ambitions are not for anti-Western war or fundamentalism, but sovereignty, security, and domination. None of these men is Thomas Jefferson, but in a country of many evil and exploitative forces, they are the best that Afghan civilians or American forces are likely to get.  Just as important, local security forces would better suit the region they protect, with more religious militias in the devout south and east but conventional police in the secular north. As General Stanley McChrystal, the top commander in Afghanistan, wrote in his much-discussed report calling for more troops, "Focusing on force or resource requirements misses the point entirely." He insisted that Afghans' "needs, identities and grievances vary from province to province and from valley to valley." A national security force would struggle to overcome the inevitable Goldilocks problem: Either it would be too secular for the south and east or too religious for the north but never just right. After all, the Taliban's initial support came in part from Afghans who desperately wanted religious rule. Though we may find the idea of supporting Islamic militias discomforting, forcing secular rule would risk another Taliban-like uprising. Better, perhaps, to establish local Islamic governance that is religious enough to satisfy the populace it serves but moderate enough to resist the Taliban. 
Decentralized govt good

Decentralized govt good- empirically proven in afghan and US history

 [Derek S. Reveron, an Atlantic Council contributing editor, is a Professor of National Security Affairs and the EMC Informationist Chair at the U.S. Naval War College in Newport, Rhode Island. He specializes in strategy development, non-state security challenges, intelligence, and U.S. defense policy, July 20, 2010, "Federalism for Afghanistan: Success Won't Be Found in Kabul”, http://www.acus.org/new_atlanticist/federalism-afghanistan-success-wont-be-found-kabul]

Even though we are about two months away from “surge force levels” in Afghanistan and five months away from the planned strategy review, a number of commentators have used the Stanley McChrystal - David Petraeus transition as an opportunity to reconsider the mission’s success. Unfortunately, military operations like those in Afghanistan defy the use of words like “win” or “victory.” Instead, Afghans are attempting, with substantial international help, to build a functioning political system, economy, and security establishment. But there are challenges to this internationalized effort that continues to claim lives. On the military front, there are complaints that the rules of engagement are too restrictive, fratricide is too common, and withdrawal discussions are too premature. Petraeus will undoubtedly review and adjust military operations as Afghan and coalition forces increase. We should expect as much; the security environment is dynamic. Last week’s creation of the 10,000 community police force is one example of this. On the civilian front, corruption, poor development, and ineffective governance remain priorities. Internationally, the Afghan government is often viewed as both essential to and an obstacle to success. But there is no quick fix, especially for external actors that compete for influence. In contrast to developing Afghan military and police forces, there is no corresponding process to grow politicians, activists, and entrepreneurs. These grow and mature in their own time. International efforts remain focused on fixing the government in Kabul, thus stifling the growth of politics and business elsewhere in Afghanistan. Commentators are starting to take notice of the limits of relying on a strong central government and are looking at Afghanistan’s history to see there are alternatives. Steve Biddle, Fotini Christia, and J. Alexander Thier argue in Foreign Affairs: From the end of the Second Anglo-Afghan War in 1880 to the coup of Mohammad Daud Khan in 1973, Afghanistan underwent a relatively stable and gradual period of state-building. Although the country was an absolute monarchy until 1964, Afghanistan’s emirs, on the whole, needed the acquiescence of the population in order to govern. The central government lacked the strength and resources to exercise local control or provide public goods in many parts of the country. Instead, it ruled according to a series of bargains between the state and individual communities, exchanging relative autonomy for fealty and a modicum of order. Decentralized governance is not only historically grounded in Afghan history but also theoretically important for democracy. In the United States, we know decentralized government as federalism, which divides sovereignty between the national government and those of the 50 states. The division is not neat and the struggle for equilibrium of federal roles, states’ roles, and individuals’ rights has been constant. Still, state and local governments remain more influential than the federal government on Americans’ lives, with security, economic opportunity, and social freedoms largely outside of Washington’s control. For example, drivers’ licenses, credit cards and bank cards are regulated by states; criminal law is largely created and enforced primarily at the state level; marriages are regulated at the state level; births are recorded at the county level; school curricula and funding are primarily controlled by cities and school boards. There are 50 state governments and 80,000+ other forms of government in the United States that create laws, provide public goods like education and roads, and govern citizen behavior in unique ways. This can be problematic for the federal government (consider drug laws), but the variation is often considered a key feature of democracy. That is, the government closest to the people is considered the ideal. We should expect no less for Afghans.

Decentralization good

Decentralization is the only path to success in afghanistan

 [STEPHEN BIDDLE is Roger Hertog Senior Fellow for Defense Policy at the Council on Foreign Relations. FOTINI CHRISTIA is Assistant Professor of Political Science at the Massachusetts Institute of Technology. J ALEXANDER THIER is Director for Afghanistan and Pakistan at the U.S. Institute of Peace, July 20, 2010, “Defining Success in Afghanistan-What Can the United States Accept?”, http://www.devex.com/articles/defining-success-in-afghanistan]

The original plan for a post-Taliban Afghanistan called for rapid, transformational nation building. But such a vision no longer appears feasible, if it ever was. Many Americans are now skeptical that even a stable and acceptable outcome in Afghanistan is possible. They believe that Afghanistan has never been administered effectively and is simply ungovernable. Much of today’s public opposition to the war centers on the widespread fear that whatever the military outcome, there is no Afghan political end state that is both acceptable and achievable at a reasonable cost.  The Obama administration appears to share the public’s skepticism about the viability of a strong, centralized, Western-style government in Kabul. But it does not think such an ambitious outcome is necessary. As U.S. Secretary of Defense Robert Gates observed in 2009, Afghanistan does not need to become “a Central Asian Valhalla.” Yet a Central Asian Somalia would presumably not suffice. Success in Afghanistan will thus mean arriving at an intermediate end state, somewhere between ideal and intolerable. The Obama administration must identify and describe what this end state might look like. Without clear limits on acceptable outcomes, the U.S. and NATO military campaign will be rudderless, as will any negotiation strategy for a settlement with the Taliban. In fact, there is a range of acceptable and achievable outcomes for Afghanistan. None is perfect, and all would require sacrifice. But it is a mistake to assume that Afghanistan is somehow ungovernable or that any sacrifice would be wasted in the pursuit of an unachievable goal. Afghanistan’s own history offers ample evidence of the kind of stable, decentralized governance that could meet today’s demands without abandoning the country’s current constitution. By learning from this history and from recent experience in Afghanistan and elsewhere, the United States can frame a workable definition of success in Afghanistan. The failure of centralization After the Taliban were removed from power, in 2001, strong Pashtun support, combined with fears of a return to the civil war of the 1990s, created a majority in favor of a centralizing constitution. But Afghan central governments have never enjoyed the legitimacy required by such an organizing principle. The last 30 years of upheaval and radical devolution of political, economic, and military authority have only made this problem worse. Put simply, the current model of Afghan governance is too radical a departure in a place where the central state has such limited legitimacy and capacity.To create a lasting peace that includes the country’s main ethnic and sectarian groups—as well as elements of the insurgency—Afghanistan will require a more inclusive, flexible, and decentralized political arrangement. Stable devolution Power sharing would be easier under a decentralized democracy, in which many responsibilities now held by Kabul would be delegated to the periphery. Some of these powers would surely include the authority to draft and enact budgets, to use traditional alternatives to centralized justice systems for some offenses, to elect or approve important officials who are now appointed by Kabul, and perhaps to collect local revenue and enforce local regulation. Increasing local autonomy would make it easier to win over Afghans who distrust distant Kabul and would take advantage of a preexisting base of legitimacy and identity at the local level. The responsibility for foreign policy and internal security, however, would remain with the central government, which would prevent even the more autonomous territories from hosting international terrorist groups or supporting insurrection against the state. A mixed bag Mixed sovereignty is an even more decentralized model. Much like decentralized democracy, this approach would take many powers that are now held in Kabul and delegate them to the provincial or district level. But mixed sovereignty would go one step further, granting local authorities the additional power to rule without transparency or elections if they so chose—as long as they did not cross three “redlines” imposed by the center. The first redline would forbid local authorities from allowing their territories to be used in ways that violated the foreign policy of the state—namely, by hosting terrorist or insurgent camps. The second would bar local administrations from infringing on the rights of neighboring provinces or districts by, for example, seizing assets or diverting water resources. The third would prevent officials from engaging in large-scale theft, narcotics trafficking, or the exploitation of state-owned natural resources.
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Taliban control inevitable, Coin cant fix

 [Robert Blackwill, US ambassador to India and a deputy national security adviser under George W. Bush, July 21, 2010, “America must give the south to the Taliban”, http://www.ft.com/cms/s/7caa5128-94f3-11df-af3b-00144feab49a,dwp_uuid=73adc504-2ffa-11da-ba9f-00000e2511c8,print=yes.html, AT]

In spite of the commitments made at Tuesday’s conference on the future of Afghanistan in Kabul, the current US counter-insurgency strategy (Coin) is likely to fail. The Taliban cannot be sufficiently weakened in Pashtun Afghanistan to coerce it to the negotiating table. America cannot win over sufficient numbers of the Afghan Pashtun on whom Coin depends. Pakistan’s military continues to support its Afghan Taliban proxies. And the long-term Coin strategy and the far shorter US political timeline are incompatible. President Barack Obama has promised to review the administration’s Afghanistan policy in December. After this review the US should stop talking about exit strategies, and accept that the Taliban will inevitably control most of the Pashtun south. Instead Washington should move to ensure that north and west Afghanistan do not fall too, using for many years to come US air power and special forces – some 40,000-50,000 troops – along with the Afghan army and the help of like-minded nations. Such a de facto partition would be a profoundly disappointing outcome to America’s 10 years in Afghanistan. But, regrettably, it is now the best that can realistically and responsibly be achieved. This week media reports suggested another approach gaining favour: negotiation. But as CIA director Leon Panetta said recently about Taliban behaviour, why would they negotiate in good faith, if they think they are winning? Some instead think the US should withdraw all of its military forces over the next year. But that would be a major strategic defeat for the US and its partners, with negative global repercussions for many years to come. Equally wrong-headed are those arguing the US should stay the course, no matter how long it takes. The CIA now thinks there are barely 50-100 al-Qaeda fighters left in Afghanistan, facing 100,000 US troops. The original Afghan objective was to destroy al-Qaeda, not fight the Taliban. That has largely been accomplished. Even if the Afghan Taliban invited al-Qaeda to join them in greater numbers, the estimated 300 or so al-Qaeda fighters in Pakistan moving across the border would not substantially increase the threat. Is it worth an indefinite ground war, and thousands more US and allied casualties, to try to prevent that happening? The US can attack al-Qaeda on both sides of the border in any case. Others worry the Taliban would not adhere to the rough boundaries of such a de facto partition, and would seek to reconquer the entire country. But US and allied military might and growing Afghan army capabilities could stop that from happening. Indeed, without such a long-term US military presence, a renewed civil war is probable. With such a commitment, it is unlikely. Small islands of non-Pashtuns in the south and east would be an unfortunate but unavoidable consequence, as would the comprehensive violation of women’s rights in Taliban territory. But the US could still assist those Pashtun tribal forces that wish to resist the Taliban. Wider threats to the region should be taken seriously. An irredentist “Pashtunistan”, and perhaps the fracturing of Pakistan, could happen. Ironically, the Pakistan military is making such a development more likely through its support for the Afghan Taliban. But why should the US be more concerned about the territorial integrity of Pakistan than the country’s General Ashfaq Kayani and his colleagues? Indeed, the spectre of de facto partition in Afghanistan might even produce the change of heart in the Pakistani military’s attitude to the Afghan Taliban that successive US administration have failed to achieve. Henry Kissinger has observed that: “For other nations, utopia is a blessed past never to be recovered; for Americans it is just beyond the horizon.” With its many flaws, de facto partition is hardly a utopian outcome in Afghanistan. The overriding virtue of this concept is only that it is better than all available alternatives.

CT creates stable decentralization

 [Financial Times, Randhir Singh Bains, 7/20/10, " Best alternative to US strategic defeat ", http://www.ft.com/cms/s/d5fb86c0-9453-11df-be4d-00144feab49a.html, AT]
Sir, There is no reason that a de facto partition of Afghanistan should “destabilise relations between India and Pakistan” (“Plan B for Afghanistan”, editorial, July 19). The partition will not only allow Pakistan to fulfil its long-cherished goal of acquiring strategic depth in southern Afghanistan; it will also protect India’s interests in northern Afghanistan, where it has invested heavily in the past 10 years. Sir Rodric Braithwaite’s claim (Letters, July 20,) that “partitioning Afghanistan will not win many hearts and minds” is true. But the plan proposes a de facto, not de jure partition, which will be enforced by the US and Nato air power. It is a counter-terrorism strategy, which will allow the coalition forces to target the new Taliban government in southern Afghanistan more effectively. The strategy may not be perfect, but with all its problems – and in the absence of any quick, easy and cost-free ways to escape the current quagmire – it offers the best available alternative to the US strategic defeat in Afghanistan.
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Decentralized governments good

 [Wazhma Frogh,  is a civil society activist based in Afghanisan, and a Chevening Scholar, She received the International Women of Courage award from the U.S. Department of State, July 14, 2010, “Afghanistan's politics should be local”, http://afpak.foreignpolicy.com/posts/2010/07/14/afghanistans_politics_should_be_local, AT]
For the last three decades, Afghans have not had a government that has enabled them to live conflict-free, and therefore have become accustomed to siding with anyone -- the Taliban, international forces, local warlords -- with whom they find temporary support. That support includes protection from other criminal gangs or quick services like dispute resolution mechanisms. In my January trip to one of the most far-flung districts of Wardak province, I met a family who travelled for three days around Ghazni to find one of the Taliban commanders from their area, looking for a resolution of an ongoing land dispute between two families. In half a day the commander was able to resolve a dispute that had lasted years, and the ‘winning' family was able to grow crops on their fields again. In early July, one female MP from the southern region of Afghanistan told me, "we do not want our people to beheaded and their hands chopped off by the cruel militants, but the people are silent because they don't have any alternative. The government that should protect them rather leaves them behind and runs away. Even some of the former Taliban commanders laugh at me, because I am a people's representative in a government which is not present even in my own district." However, it is not only the absence of government that is problematic -- appointed and elected representatives misuse their power and swim in an ocean of corruption. For Afghans to have a stake in their local governments there must be a basic level of trust between the two. This trust requires strong local governing structures that take Afghanistan's ethnic and tribal diversity into account. One of the members of the provincial council from Ghazni told me this month that Ghazni's security worsened during the times when governors came from other provinces to serve there, even though viable candidates from the province existed. The outside governors could not work within the dynamics of the ruling tribes in Ghazni and the people could not trust them. He said the governors "came today and will go tomorrow, but it's us dealing with the same elders and tribes forever, so who would we be faithful to?" In such circumstances when the locals are dubious about their local governor or district authority, military operations led by the international forces that support central government-mandated policies are not welcomed, especially policies related to contracting and purchasing decisions made at the ministerial level without consulting provincial governors or local officials. Military operations that end up killing civilians do not seem to be ‘winning hearts and minds' and in April 2010, the Associated Press reported on the increased public support of the Taliban in the southern region, largely due to the increased military operations in the region. Polling compiled by the Canadian military reportedly showed that 25% of respondents in Kandahar province held positive views of the Taliban. And the numerous reports of the failure of the police forces and local governance in Marjah demonstrate for Kandaharis that a similar or worse situation could emerge in their province following the long-planned Western offensive there. Security in Afghanistan has not worsened only because militants became stronger, but because the government failed to live up to hopes of the Afghan people, and villages became vulnerable to militants penetration. In order to ‘break the Taliban's momentum," and "disrupt, dismantle and defeat al Qaeda," in the words of President Barack Obama, the United States and its allies should increase funding for operations that would embed international civilian experts in local government institutions in order to provide training and upgrade governance capacity. 
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Decentralization is the only feasible solution

 [STEPHEN BIDDLE is Roger Hertog Senior Fellow for Defense Policy at the Council on Foreign Relations. FOTINI CHRISTIA is Assistant Professor of Political Science at the Massachusetts Institute of Technology. J ALEXANDER THIER is Director for Afghanistan and Pakistan at the U.S. Institute of Peace, August 2010,  “Defining Success in Afghanistan-What Can the United States Accept?”, http://www.foreignaffairs.com/print/66445]

The original plan for a post-Taliban Afghanistan called for rapid, transformational nation building. But such a vision no longer appears feasible, if it ever was. Many Americans are now skeptical that even a stable and acceptable outcome in Afghanistan is possible. They believe that Afghanistan has never been administered effectively and is simply ungovernable. Much of today's public opposition to the war centers on the widespread fear that whatever the military outcome, there is no Afghan political end state that is both acceptable and achievable at a reasonable cost.

The Obama administration appears to share the public's skepticism about the viability of a strong, centralized, Western-style government in Kabul. But it does not think such an ambitious outcome is necessary. As U.S. Secretary of Defense Robert Gates observed in 2009, Afghanistan does not need to become "a Central Asian Valhalla." Yet a Central Asian Somalia would presumably not suffice. Success in Afghanistan will thus mean arriving at an intermediate end state, somewhere between ideal and intolerable. The Obama administration must identify and describe what this end state might look like. Without clear limits on acceptable outcomes, the U.S. and NATO military campaign will be rudderless, as will any negotiation strategy for a settlement with the Taliban.

In fact, there is a range of acceptable and achievable outcomes for Afghanistan. None is perfect, and all would require sacrifice. But it is a mistake to assume that Afghanistan is somehow ungovernable or that any sacrifice would be wasted in the pursuit of an unachievable goal. Afghanistan's own history offers ample evidence of the kind of stable, decentralized governance that could meet today's demands without abandoning the country's current constitution. By learning from this history and from recent experience in Afghanistan and elsewhere, the United States can frame a workable definition of success in Afghanistan.
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Switch to a CT strategy allows for a regime that stabilizes Afghanistan

 [Doug Bandow, is the Robert A. Taft Fellow at the American Conservative Defense Alliance and a Senior Fellow at the Cato Institute. A former Special Assistant to President Ronald Reagan, he is the author of Foreign Follies: America's New Global Empire, 12/28/09, “Abandoning the Interventionist Temptation in Afghanistan”, http://www.campaignforliberty.com/article.php?view=479, AT]
With al-Qaeda dispersed, Afghanistan doesn’t matter much to America. The country is a human tragedy, of course. But so are North Korea, Burma, Congo,Eritrea, Zimbabwe, Yemen, and Somalia. Rather than allow the Afghan mission to slide into nation-building, the Obama administration should begin withdrawing U.S. forces from Afghanistan. Afghanistan originally looked like the good war. The U.S. ousted the Taliban, which had hosted Osama bin Laden and al-Qaeda. Orchestrating the Taliban’s removal simultaneously weakened the terrorists who struck America and punished the regime which gave them sanctuary. Consolidating power in a reasonably democratic government in Kabul was never going to be easy, but the Bush administration tossed away any chance of doing so by prematurely shifting military units to Iraq for its quixotic crusade for democracy in Mesopotamia. The Obama administration now is attempting the geopolitical equivalent of shutting the barn doors after the horses have fled. The situation today is a mess. The Karzai government is illegitimate, corrupt, and incompetent. Afghan security forces are of dubious quality and efficacy. Drug production permeates the primitive economy. Taliban forces and attacks are increasing. Admiral Mike Mullen, chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, admits that Afghanistan is "deteriorating." Into this mess the president is sending an additional 34,000 American troops, plus whatever number America’s European allies deign to send (which may well be different from the number they promise to send). In explaining his new policy President Barack Obama dropped the humanitarian rhetoric with which he bathed his March "surge" of 21,000 troops. Rather, he distanced himself from the crusading George W. Bush, arguing that "Our overarching goal remains the same: to disrupt, dismantle and defeat al-Qaeda" and refusing to "set goals that go beyond our responsibility, our means, or our interests." Yet President Obama appears to have done precisely the latter. All told, the U.S. and its allies will have some 120,000 or 125,000 troops in Afghanistan, with many of the NATO forces deployed where they aren’t needed in order to avoid combat. Yet this total is only twice the original Western occupation force inBosnia, with a much smaller population and a genuine peace to keep. The allies will only have a few thousand more personnel than did Russia during its bloody, failed occupation. And Western forces will be barely one-fifth the numbers contemplated by U.S. anti-insurgency doctrine. With mountainous terrain, forbidding deserts, dispersed population, violently antagonistic ethnic and tribal groups, and fiercely independent culture, it is easy to understand why Afghanistan acquired the reputation of the "graveyard of empires." Kabul has had periods of peaceful, stable rule, but by indigenous figures who respected local autonomy, as during the 20th century monarchy. Washington’s hope of reaching across continents and overcoming Afghan realities to build efficient state institutions and stable local communities never looked good, but has been made even less promising by the human wreckage left after three decades of almost constant, and constantly debilitating, conflict. The only sensible argument for staying is, as the president put it, "to disrupt, dismantle and defeat al-Qaeda." But that already has been done. Al-Qaeda has been reduced largely to symbolic importance, as most terrorist threats now emanate from localized jihadist cells scattered about the globe. Some U.S. intelligence operatives believe Osama bin Laden to be dead. If not, he likely is in Pakistan, not Afghanistan. National Security Advisor Jim Jones estimated that there are just 100 al-Qaeda operatives now in Afghanistan. Whatever the right number, Afghanistan today is largely irrelevant to al-Qaeda’s operations. Even if the Taliban returned to power, it might not welcome back the group whose activities triggered American intervention. Nor would al-Qaeda necessarily want to come back. A Taliban government could not shield terrorists from American retaliation. Writes Stephen Walt of the Kennedy School: bin Laden "and his henchmen will always have to stay in hiding, which is why even an outright Taliban victory will not enhance their position very much." In many ways Pakistan offers a better refuge, and there are plenty of other failed states—Somalia and Yemen come to mind—in which terrorists could take refuge. In fact, much of al-Qaeda’s plotting for 9/11 occurred in America and Europe. Exerting greater control in Afghanistan won’t prevent additional terrorist attacks in the U.S. Far more important than Afghanistan is nuclear-armed Pakistan. However, continued fighting in the former is more likely to destabilize the latter than increased Taliban influence. In fact, Islamabad was a strong supporter of the last Taliban government. Renewed Pakistani accommodation with a resurgent Taliban might be offensive to Washington, but likely would minimize any destabilizing impact. If an American build-up in Afghanistan isn’t necessary to confront al-Qaeda, what other purpose is served by escalating the war? Creating an effective pro-American government in Kabul would offer little geopolitical advantage compared to accepting a brokered political settlement which kept al-Qaeda on the outs. The only other justification is humanitarian. The Afghan people would be better off under some kind of Western-backed government. 

[CONTINUED]
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However, this is true largely despite rather than because of the Karzai administration. The current regime lacks both ability and honesty; President Hamid Karzai’s reelection was flagrantly fraudulent. While the status of most Afghans, especially women, is better than under the Taliban, the improvements are relative, given President Karzai’s dealings with fundamentalist warlords and drug producers. And any gains are constantly threatened by the bitter conflict now raging. Estimates of the number of dead Afghan civilians since 2001 range past 30,000, a high price to pay for whatever the Karzai government represents. In any case, humanitarianism is an inadequate justification for America waging war. David Ignatius of the Washington Post denounced proposals to adopt "a more selfish counterterrorism strategy that drops the rebuilding part," but it is easy to be generous with other people’s lives. Washington is filled with chicken-hawks and ivory tower warriors who have never gotten near a military base, let alone considered donning a military uniform, yet who busily concoct grand humanitarian crusades for others to fight. However, the cost in lives and money—as well as the liberty inevitably lost in a more militarized society—can be justified only when the American people have something fundamentally at stake in the conflict. They do not have an interest worth war in determining the form of Afghan government, degree of central government control, or liberties enjoyed by the Afghan people. Imagine if President George W. Bush had announced that his administration was going to sacrifice several thousand American lives, trigger a conflict that would kill tens or hundreds of thousands of Iraqis, spend $2 trillion or more, strengthen Iran’s geopolitical position, damage America’s international reputation, and reduce U.S. military readiness in order to organize an Iraqi election. If he was honest, President Barack Obama would tell the American people something similar today about his policy in Afghanistan. If he did, the response is easy to imagine. Indeed, likely popular resistance offers one of the strongest arguments for drawing down U.S. forces and shifting from counter-insurgency to counter-terrorism. Even if bolstering the Karzai government is feasible, doing so will be a costly and lengthy process, one for which popular support already has largely dissipated. It makes no sense to embark upon a campaign which could take years if popular patience is likely to be quickly exhausted. Then precious American lives truly will be wasted for no purpose. Seven years ago State Senator Barack Obama warned against "a U.S. occupation of undetermined length, at undetermined cost, and with unintended consequences" in Iraq. Unfortunately, that looks like his policy for Afghanistan, however much he might talk about deadlines and "exit ramps." War is sometimes an ugly necessity. But most of America’s recent wars have turned out to be matters of foolish choice. Going into Afghanistan was necessary initially, but staying there today is not. With the Democratic president and Republican neoconservatives alike supporting the war, only concerted pressure from the American people will bring the conflict to a close. 
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Counterinsurgency strategy suppresses an effective Taliban control

 [Robert Dean Blackwill is an American lobbyist and retired diplomat and the United States Ambassador to India and United States National Security Council Deputy for Iraq, July 7, 2010, “A de facto partition for Afghanistan”, http://webcache.googleusercontent.com/search?q=cache:1iMJMt8i28wJ:dyn.politico.com/printstory.cfm%3Fuuid%3DAACEE164-18FE-70B2-A8E30566E50DFB3A+COIN+%22taliban+government%22+%22western%22&cd=2&hl=en&ct=clnk&gl=us&client=firefox-a, AT]
The Obama administration’s counterinsurgency strategy in Afghanistan seems headed for failure. Given the alternatives, de facto partition of Afghanistan is the best policy option available to the United States and its allies. After the administration’s December Afghanistan review, the U.S. polity should stop talking about timelines and exit strategies and accept that the Taliban will inevitably control most of its historic stronghold in the Pashtun south. But Washington could ensure that north and west Afghanistan do not succumb to jihadi extremism, using U.S. air power and special forces along with the Afghan army and like-minded nations. Enthusiasts for the administration’s counterinsurgency strategy, or COIN, are likely to reject this way forward in Afghanistan. They will rightly point out the many complexities in implementing de facto partition. De facto partition is clearly not the best outcome one can imagine for the United States in Afghanistan. But it is now the best outcome that Washington can achieve consistent with vital national interests and U.S. domestic politics. There are many reasons for this. Even if President Barack Obama adds a year or two to his timeline for major progress, the COIN strategy appears unlikely to succeed. Given the number of U.S. combat forces now fighting, the Taliban cannot be sufficiently weakened in Pashtun Afghanistan to drive it to the negotiating table on any reasonable timeline. True, the Afghan Pashtun are not a unified group. But they do agree on opposing foreign occupation and wanting Pashtun supremacy. “We have seen no evidence that they are truly interested in reconciliation,” CIA Director Leon Panetta said on June 27, “where they would surrender their arms, where they would denounce Al Qaeda, where they would really try to become part of that society. ... Unless they're convinced the United States is going to win and that they are going to be defeated, I think it is very difficult to proceed with a reconciliation that is going to be meaningful.” With an occupying army largely ignorant of local history, tribal structures, language, customs, politics and values, the United States cannot, through social engineering, win over, in the foreseeable future, sufficient numbers of the Afghan Pashtun on whom COIN depends. Afghan President Hamid Karzai’s deeply corrupt government — as unpopular as the Taliban — shows no sign of improvement, and Afghanistan has no history of a robust central government. Allied efforts to substitute Western nation building for Afghan nation building will continue to fall short. The Afghanistan National Army is not expected to be ready to vanquish the Taliban for many years, if ever. Moreover, Pakistan’s military and intelligence services, with their dominating optic of India as the enemy, have shown no willingness to end support for their longtime Afghan Taliban proxies — or accept a truly independent Afghanistan. Decisively, the long-term COIN strategy and far shorter U.S. political timeline are incompatible. The lack of progress in substantially pacifying Pashtun Afghanistan before Obama’s July 2011 decision date will become increasingly clear — though proponents are sure to focus more on the costs of failure than on the likelihood of enduring success. What then? If the COIN strategy cannot produce the desired results in the next 12 months, the administration has six broad policy alternatives: 1) It can stay the course with the failing COIN strategy or even “double down” on the U.S. commitment — despite the lack of intrinsic U.S. vital national interests tied to Afghanistan. 2) It can seek other ways to entice the Afghan Taliban to end violence and enter into a coalition government. Karzai now seems to be pursuing this, but his efforts cannot alter the grim realities on the Pashtun battlefield or the enemy’s sustained intransigence. As Panetta says, why negotiate if you believe you are winning? 3) It can try to save parts of Pashtun Afghanistan, locale by locale — in an ink-blot strategy — fighting in some areas and acquiescing in others. But this would mean continuing major U.S. and NATO casualties in the south. It would also allow the Taliban — like the Viet Cong and North Vietnamese — to concentrate its forces, ink blot by ink blot, among a sympathetic or intimidated local Pashtun population. In any case, it only delays the inevitable when U.S. forces depart. 4) It can opt, as Vice President Joe Biden reportedly counseled before Obama’s surge decision, not to fight the Taliban in the countryside. It can, instead, defend Kabul and Kandahar (epicenter of the Pashtuns and the Taliban’s spiritual birthplace), intensify efforts to lure Taliban who can be bought with money or political power and work with local warlords rather than the central government. 5) It can initiate rapid withdrawal of all American forces, which would produce a strategic calamity for the United States. For it could lead, first, to all-out Afghan civil war; then, to the Taliban’s probable conquest of the entire country. Since Afghanistan’s neighbors would very likely be drawn in, it could ultimately destabilize the entire region. It could also dramatically increase likelihood of the Islamic radicalization of Pakistan, which then calls into question the security of its nuclear arsenal. It might also weaken, if not rupture, the budding U.S.-India strategic partnership. 
[CONTINUED]
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In addition, it would profoundly undermine NATO, perhaps persuading the alliance to never again go “out of area.” It could trigger global support for Islamic extremist ideology and increased terrorism against liberal societies everywhere. And worldwide, friends and adversaries alike would see it as a failure of international leadership and strategic resolve by an ever weaker United States, with destructive aftershocks for years to come. 6) Or it can adopt new U.S. policy goals for Afghanistan that, realistically, have a better chance of succeeding. This means accepting a de facto partition, enforced by U.S. and NATO air power and special forces, the Afghan army and international partners. After years of faulty U.S. policy toward Afghanistan, there are no quick, easy and cost-free ways to escape the current deadly quagmire. But with all its problems, de facto partition offers the best available U.S. alternative to strategic defeat. 
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Karzai government cant fill the vaccum, Taliban govt neccesary

 [Richard Nathan Haass has been president of the Council on Foreign Relations since July 2003, July 18, 2010, “We’re Not Winning. It’s Not Worth It”, http://www.newsweek.com/2010/07/18/we-re-not-winning-it-s-not-worth-it.html]

Today the counterinsurgency strategy that demanded all those troops is clearly not working. The August 2009 election that gave Karzai a second term as president was marred by pervasive fraud and left him with less legitimacy than ever. While the surge of U.S. forces has pushed back the Taliban in certain districts, the Karzai government has been unable to fill the vacuum with effective governance and security forces that could prevent the Taliban’s return. So far the Obama administration is sticking with its strategy; indeed, the president went to great lengths to underscore this when he turned to Petraeus to replace Gen. Stanley McChrystal in Kabul. No course change is likely until at least December, when the president will find himself enmeshed in yet another review of his Afghan policy. This will be Obama’s third chance to decide what kind of war he wants to fight in Afghanistan, and he will have several options to choose from, even if none is terribly promising. The first is to stay the course: to spend the next year attacking the Taliban and training the Afghan Army and police, and to begin reducing the number of U.S. troops in July 2011 only to the extent that conditions on the ground allow. Presumably, if conditions are not conducive, Petraeus will try to limit any reduction in the number of U.S. troops and their role to a minimum. This approach is hugely expensive, however, and is highly unlikely to succeed. The Afghan government shows little sign of being prepared to deliver either clean administration or effective security at the local level. While a small number of Taliban might choose to “reintegrate”—i.e., opt out of the fight—the vast majority will not. And why should they? The Taliban are resilient and enjoy sanctuary in neighboring Pakistan, whose government tends to view the militants as an instrument for influencing Afghanistan’s future (something Pakistan cares a great deal about, given its fear of Indian designs there). The economic costs to the United States of sticking to the current policy are on the order of $100 billion a year, a hefty price to pay when the pressure to cut federal spending is becoming acute. The military price is also great, not just in lives and matériel but also in distraction at a time when the United States could well face crises with Iran and North Korea. And the domestic political costs would be considerable if the president were seen as going back on the spirit if not the letter of his commitment to begin to bring troops home next year. At the other end of the policy spectrum would be a decision to walk away from Afghanistan—to complete as quickly as possible a full U.S. military withdrawal. Doing so would almost certainly result in the collapse of the Karzai government and a Taliban takeover of much of the country. Afghanistan could become another Lebanon, where the civil war blends into a regional war involving multiple neighboring states. Such an outcome triggered by U.S. military withdrawal would be seen as a major strategic setback to the United States in its global struggle with terrorists. It would also be a disaster for NATO in what in many ways is its first attempt at being a global security organization. There are, however, other options. One is reconciliation, a fancy word for negotiating a ceasefire with those Taliban leaders willing to stop fighting in exchange for the chance to join Afghanistan’s government. It is impossible, though, to be confident that many Taliban leaders would be prepared to reconcile; they might decide that time is on their side if they only wait and fight. Nor is it likely that the terms they would accept would in turn be acceptable to many Afghans, who remember all too well what it was like to live under the Taliban. A national-unity government is farfetched. One new idea put forward by Robert Blackwill, a former U.S. ambassador to India, is for a de facto partition of Afghanistan. Under this approach, the United States would accept Taliban control of the Pashtun-dominated south so long as the Taliban did not welcome back Al Qaeda and did not seek to undermine stability in non-Pashtun areas of the country. If the Taliban violated these rules, the United States would attack them with bombers, drones, and Special Forces. U.S. economic and military support would continue to flow to non-Pashtun Afghans in the north and west of the country. This idea has its drawbacks as well as appeal. A self-governing “Pashtunistan” inside Afghanistan could become a threat to the integrity of Pakistan, whose own 25 million Pashtuns might seek to break free to form a larger Pashtunistan. Any partition would also be resisted by many Afghans, including those Tajik, Baluchi, and Hazara minorities living in demographic “islands” within the mostly Pashtun south, as well as the Tajiks, Uzbeks, and others elsewhere in the country who want to keep Afghanistan free of Taliban influence. And even many Pashtuns would resist for fear of the harsh, intolerant rule the Taliban would impose if given the chance. Another approach, best termed “decentralization,” bears resemblance to partition but also is different in important ways. Under this approach, the United States would provide arms and training to those local Afghan leaders throughout the country who reject Al Qaeda and who do not seek to undermine Pakistan. Economic aid could be provided to increase respect for human rights and to decrease poppy cultivation. There would be less emphasis on building up a national Army and police force. The advantage of this option is that it works with and not against the Afghan tradition of a weak ruling center and a strong periphery. 
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It would require revision of the Afghan Constitution, which as it stands places too much power in the hands of the president. The United States could leave it to local forces to prevent Taliban inroads, allowing most U.S. troops to return home. Leaders of non-Pashtun minorities (as well as anti-Taliban Pashtuns) would receive military aid and training. The result would be less a partition than a patchwork quilt. Petraeus took a step in this direction last week by gaining Karzai’s approval for the creation of new uniformed local security forces who will be paid to fight the insurgents in their communities. Under this scenario, the Taliban would likely return to positions of power in a good many parts of the south. The Taliban would know, however, that they would be challenged by U.S. air power and Special Forces (and by U.S.-supported Afghans) if they attacked non-Pashtun areas, if they allowed the areas under their control to be used to supply antigovernment forces in Pakistan, or if they worked in any way with Al Qaeda. There is reason to believe that the Taliban might not repeat their historic error of inviting Al Qaeda back into areas under their control. Indeed, the United States should stop assuming that the two groups are one and the same and instead start talking to the Taliban to underscore how their interests differ from Al Qaeda’s. Again, there are drawbacks. This approach would be resisted by some Afghans who fear giving away too much to the Taliban, and by some Taliban who don’t think it gives enough. The Karzai government would oppose any shift in U.S. support away from the central government and toward village and local leaders. Fighting would likely continue inside Afghanistan for years. And again, areas reclaimed by the Taliban would almost certainly reintroduce laws that would be antithetical to global norms for human rights. So what should the president decide? The best way to answer this question is to return to what the United States seeks to accomplish in Afghanistan and why. The two main American goals are to prevent Al Qaeda from reestablishing a safe haven and to make sure that Afghanistan does not undermine the stability of Pakistan. We are closer to accomplishing both goals than most people realize. CIA Director Leon Panetta recently estimated the number of Al Qaeda in Afghanistan to be “60 to 100, maybe less.” It makes no sense to maintain 100,000 troops to go after so small an adversary, especially when Al Qaeda operates on this scale in a number of countries. Such situations call for more modest and focused policies of counterterrorism along the lines of those being applied in Yemen and Somalia, rather than a full-fledged counterinsurgency effort. Pakistan is much more important than Afghanistan given its nuclear arsenal, its much larger population, the many terrorists on its soil, and its history of wars with India. But Pakistan’s future will be determined far more by events within its borders than those to its west. The good news is that the Army shows some signs of understanding that Pakistan’s own Taliban are a danger to the country’s future, and has begun to take them on. All this argues for reorienting U.S. Afghan policy toward decentralization—providing greater support for local leaders and establishing a new approach to the Taliban. The war the United States is now fighting in Afghanistan is not succeeding and is not worth waging in this way. The time has come to scale back U.S. objectives and sharply reduce U.S. involvement on the ground. Afghanistan is claiming too many American lives, requiring too much attention, and absorbing too many resources. The sooner we accept that Afghanistan is less a problem to be fixed than a situation to be managed, the better.

Taliban =/= al qaeda

Taliban-Al Qaeda relations at an all time low – no Taliban support
 [Anwar Iqbal, Staff Writer, March 14, 2010, “Taliban distancing themselves from Al Qaeda: experts”, http://www.dawn.com/wps/wcm/connect/dawn-content-library/dawn/the-newspaper/front-page/taliban-distancing-themselves-from-al-qaeda-experts-430, AT]
The sources also confirmed a Los Angeles Times report, published on Saturday, that the Taliban militants in Fata were now refusing to collaborate with Al Qaeda fighters. The Taliban were declining to provide shelter or assist in attacks in Afghanistan even in return for payment, the report said. “Yes, Pakistani intelligence sources also confirm this assessment,” said a senior diplomatic source who did not want to be identified. “There is a sizeable shift away from Al Qaeda,” he said. “Very few are left who still support Al Qaeda. The vast majority is distancing itself from them.” The pro-Al Qaeda militants had been weakened so much in the tribal areas that they were shifting their people to other areas inside Pakistan, he said. “In Lahore, they used the Punjabi Taliban to cause Friday’s blasts,” said the diplomatic source. “These are the leftovers of the pro-Al Qaeda militants and these are last desperate measures.” The militants, he said, would ultimately be forced to give up fighting or be eradicated. “They have nowhere to go.” The diplomatic source, like the Los Angeles Times, credited the Pakistani military operations in Fata for this shift in sentiments against Al Qaeda. “Their operations have been very successful,” he said. The source, however, disagreed with the suggestion that the Haqqani group was still effectively supporting Al Qaeda. “The Haqqani network is not as effective as the media make it to be. They too have been weakened. The Pakistani military forces are on a winning streak and there’s no exaggeration in it,” he said. Quoting US military and counter-terrorism officials, the Los Angeles Times reported that the Afghan Taliban began disassociating themselves from Al Qaeda because they feared that links to the international terrorist network threatened their long-term survival. Pakistan’s stepped up military campaign, along with intensified US drone strikes in the Afghanistan-Pakistan border regions, had made it riskier for the Taliban to harbour Al Qaeda fighters, the report said. The newspaper speculated that Al Qaeda’s utility to the Taliban could also be ending. “In the past, Al Qaeda was able to offer the Taliban bomb-making experts, experienced fighters and large amounts of cash for operations in Afghanistan in return for haven in Taliban-controlled areas near the Afghanistan-Pakistan border”, but with Al Qaeda’s resources and operational capacity dwindling, it is perhaps too risky for the Taliban to cooperate with them, the report said. 

COIN Props Up Karzai
COIN props up the Karzai government

U.S. Government Counterinsurgency Guide. January 2009. Bureau of Political-Military Affairs. <http://www.state.gov/documents/organization/119629.pdf>
American counterinsurgency practice rests on a number of assumptions: that the decisive effort is rarely military (although security is the essential prerequisite for success); that our efforts must be directed to the creation of local and national governmental structures that will serve their populations, and, over time, replace the efforts of foreign partners; that superior knowledge, and in particular, understanding of the ‘human terrain’ is essential; and that we must have the patience to persevere in what will necessarily prove long struggles. 

COIN supports Karzai- COIN strategy depends on Karzai to succeed

U.S. Government Counterinsurgency Guide. January 2009. Bureau of Political-Military Affairs. <http://www.state.gov/documents/organization/119629.pdf>
Counterinsurgency (COIN) is the blend of comprehensive civilian and military efforts designed to simultaneously contain insurgency and address its root causes. Unlike conventional warfare, non-military means are often the most effective elements, with military forces playing an enabling role. COIN is an extremely complex undertaking, which demands of policy makers a detailed understanding of their own specialist field, but also a broad knowledge of a wide variety of related disciplines. COIN approaches must be adaptable and agile. Strategies will usually be focused primarily on the population rather than the enemy and will seek to reinforce the legitimacy of the affected government while reducing insurgent influence. This can often only be achieved in concert with political reform to improve the quality of governance and address underlying grievances, many of which may be legitimate. Since U.S. COIN campaigns will normally involve engagement in support of a foreign government (either independently or as part of a coalition), success will often depend on the willingness of that government to undertake the necessary political changes. However great its know-how and enthusiasm, an outside actor can never fully compensate for lack of will, incapacity or counter-productive behavior on the part of the supported government. 

COIN Props Up Karzai

COIN strategy works to uphold Karzai’s government

Michael J. Boyle – Lecturer in International Relations and a Research Fellow at the Centre for the Study of Terrorism and Political Violence at the University of St Andrews – 2010
(International Affairs, “Do counterterrorism and counterinsurgency go together?” http://www3.interscience.wiley.com/cgi-bin/fulltext/123318677/PDFSTART ty)

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

Shezhad H. Qazi Department of Political Science, Indiana University-Purdue University – April 2010
('The ‘Neo-Taliban’ and Counterinsurgency in Afghanistan', Third World Quarterly, 31:3, 485 – 499 ty)

The US-led counterinsurgency effort in Afghanistan has been a tremendous failure as a result of short-term policies, lack of understanding of local power tapestries and of the contours of the ethno-cultural political divides, and continuous violations of the US counterinsurgency doctrine. President Karzai lacks control and legitimacy and is comically referred to as the 'Mayor of Kabul'. The USA has been uninterested and stymied in bringing democracy to Afghanistan. As a matter of fact, democracy was not even mentioned in the US-proposed Bonn Agreement and was only added later when the Iranian delegate requested it. Furthermore, reconstruction efforts in Afghanistan have aimed more at spreading capitalism and enforcing neoliberal policies than at relieving the problems of the people.47 As Crews and Sarwari conclude, 'Pax Americana promised development but only expanded the wide fissures cutting across Afghan society, and in mobilizing diverse foes against the centre, [and has] rekindled memories of grievances feeding thirty years of war'.48
Karzai govt bad

Karzai govt is fraudulent and failing
 [Ann Jones wrote at length about the failure of American aid in Kabul in Winter  (Metropolitan Books), a book about American meddling in Afghanistan as well as her experience as a humanitarian aid worker, 2010, “Counterinsurgency Down for the Count in Afghanistan… But the War Machine Grinds On and On and On”, http://original.antiwar.com/engelhardt/2010/07/01/counterinsurgency-down-for-the-count-in-afghanistan/]

3. What about the enemy strategy? How’s that working? It seems the Taliban, al-Qaeda, and various hostile fighters in Afghanistan drew their own lessons from Petraeus’s surge in Iraq: they learned to deal with a surge not by fading away before it, but by meeting it with a surge of their own. An American commander defending the eastern front told me that hostile forces recently wiped out five border posts. "They opened the gate," he said, but with the American high command focused on a future surge into Kandahar, who’s paying attention? In fact, as the battle heats up in the east, another official told me, they are running short of helicopters to medevac out American casualties. In this way, so-called strategy easily morphs into a shell game played largely for an American audience at the expense of American soldiers. And all the while America’s "partner" in this strategy, the dubious President Karzai, consolidates his power, which is thoroughly grounded in the Pashtun south, the domain of his even more suspect half-brother, Ahmed Wali. In the process, he studiously ignores the parliament, which lately has been staging a silent stop-work protest, occasionally banging on the desks for emphasis. He now evidently bets his money (which used to be ours) on the failure of American forces, and extends feelers of reconciliation to Pakistan and the Taliban, the folks he now fondly calls his "angry brothers." As for the Afghan people, even the most resilient citizens of Kabul who, like Obama, remain hopeful, say: "This is our big problem." They’re talking, of course, about Karzai and his government that the Americans put in place, pay for, prop up, and pretend to be "partners" with. In fact, America’s silent acceptance of President Karzai’s flagrantly fraudulent election last summer — all those stuffed ballot boxes — seems to have exploded whatever illusions many Afghans still had about an American commitment to democracy. They know now that matters will not be resolved at polling places or in jirga council tents. They probably won’t be resolved in Afghanistan at all, but in secret locations in Washington, Riyadh, Islamabad, and elsewhere. The American people, by the way, will have little more to say about the resolution of the war — though it consumes our wealth and our soldiers, too — than the Afghans. Think of what’s happening in Afghanistan more generally as a creeping Talibanization, which Afghans say is working all too well. In Marjah, in Kandahar, in the east, everywhere, the Taliban do what we can’t and roll out their own (shadow) governments-in-a-box, ready to solve disputes, administer rough justice, collect taxes, and enforce "virtue." In Herat, the Ulema of the West issue a fatwa restricting the freedom of women to work and move about without a mahram, or male relative as escort. In Kabul, the police raid restaurants that serve alcohol, and the government shuts down reputable, secular international NGOs, charging them with proselytizing. Taliban influence creeps into parliament, into legislation restricting constitutional freedoms, into ministries and governmental contracts where corruption flourishes, and into the provisional peace jirga tent where delegates called for freedom for all imprisoned Taliban. Out of the jails, into the government, to sit side by side with warlords and war criminals,mujahideen brothers under the skin. Embraced by President Karzai. Perhaps even welcomed one day by American strategists and President Obama himself as a way out. 

Karzai govt bad

A Karzai government has no chance of success

 [Juan Cole, is an American scholar and historian of the modern Middle East and South Asia, collegiate Professor of History at the University of Michigan,
April 7, 2010, “Karzai called Erratic, even Druggie; In fact, he is posing as liberator in shadow of Empire”, http://www.juancole.com/2010/04/karzai-called-erratic-even-druggie-in.html, AT], 

Here is the reason it is so important that President Hamid Karzai of Afghanistan has begun behaving so erratically. It is because the path President Obama chose in Afghanistan requires a strong, upright, and relatively efficient local partner. Moreover, the US needs to gain hearts and minds, but a series of costly errors of judgment have scandalized the Afghan public. Put the two developments together, and you get a ‘surge’ that so far is not going well and in which the loyalty of America’s partners cannot be taken for granted. President Obama had two choices in fall of 2009 in regard to Afghanistan. He could have pursued a limited counter-terrorism strategy, involving targeting of armed extremists but gradually extricating US troops from that country. Instead, he signed on to a major counter-insurgency project that implies a certain amount of state-building. US and Afghanistan National Army [ANA] troops would take territory, clear it of insurgents, hold it in the medium term so they would not return, and build services and infrastructure. This strategy of counter-insurgency is far more dependent on expanded military and governmental capacity than the course of counter-terrorism would have been. The army and police are to be much expanded and given basic training. The civil bureaucracy is to be encouraged to provide more services. But at the head of the security forces and the civil bureaucracy is Hamid Karzai. The president stirred controversy last week by asserting that the problem of ballot fraud in last summer’s presidential election was actually caused by foreign troops. Both the US and the UK have vigorously denounced Karzai’s comments. (In fact, the ballot fraud appears to be the work of Karzai’s own supporters). Then last weekend, according to the Wall Street Journal, Karzai met with a handful of US congressmen and senators. During the meetings, Karzai is said to have warned the US that if it went on acting so heavy-handedly in his country, it would create the Taliban as national liberators and make them popular. But then he went further and warned that he himself might join the Taliban if he were subjected to too much American pressure. The US legislators who leaked these details did not think they should be taken seriously. But the remarks underline that Karzai is a loose cannon. They provided an opening for former deputy UN envoy to Afghanistan, Peter Galbraith, to accuse Karzai of being unbalanced. Galbraith, a former US ambassador to Croatia and a representative of Kurdish interests in Iraq (along with being an investor in Kurdistan petroleum development), was at loggerheads with Karzai last fall because of the way the Afghan politician stole the presidential election. Galbraith was fired over his stance. In an interview with AFP, Galbraith said that Karzai is given to extreme temper tantrums and suddenly becomes very emotional. He added that there are rumors that Karzai uses ["the drug of this country, which I took to mean] heroin [he now says he meant hashish], and that that drug use helps explain his outbursts. I fear Mr. Galbraith undercut his credibility by retailing this unsubstantiated rumor, which does not actually fit with the facts he is reporting. [Although hashish can make a person paranoid, it mostly makes people laid back, and the Dutch, who allow it to be sold openly, are not known for their irrational outbursts; and as for heroin:] Heroin users are notoriously laid back and emotionally detached even on occasions when emotion is called for. Karzai’s problems do not derive from being crazed or a drug addict. Rather, he is in an impossible situation. He knows that the Obama administration came into office last year determined to remove him as indecisive and more of a problem than a solution. He responded by rigging the presidential election to ensure his hold on power. He presented the Americans with a fait accompli, which they reluctantly acknowledged and even embraced. At the same time, Karzai faces an ongoing insurgency (some of it Taliban, some of it other groups less seldom studied). The insurgents have a rhetorical advantage over Karzai, insofar as they can freely paint themselves as guardians of the national heritage and freedom fighters determined to expel the foreigners. This stance is leant plausibility by some US actions, a recent mistaken raid that left women dead and which was covered up. The impact of such actions on Afghan and especially Pashtun nationalism and male self-image cannot be over-estimated. Karzai has responded to this difficult situation by blaming the US for some of his troubles, by reaching out to negotiate with figures such as Gulbadin Hikmatyar (not Taliban but mujahid or ‘freedom fighter’ in Ronald Reagan’s terms)– with whom the US would probably prefer he not be talking– and then by adopting the rhetoric of mujahid or freedom fighter himself. There is a little resemblance between Karzai’s current strategy and that in 2008 of Iraq’s PM Nuri al-Maliki. Al-Maliki sent troops to Basra against US advice, and then negotiated a US troop withdrawal that Bush-Cheney did not want but which they had no choice but to accept if foreign troops were to remain in the area. Karzai would very much like to likewise position himself as having brought greater security to his country and as having forced the US to set a withdrawal timetable for its exit. Karzai’s outbursts and his apparently erratic statements actually just mark off his peculiar, almost DeGaulle-like situation (in being in his own mind a national liberator who in fact is deeply dependent on foreign allies. That humiliation and contradiction once led DeGaulle to warn that missiles could be aimed as easily at the US from France as toward the Soviet Union.

CT no support Karzai

A CT strategy would withdraw support for Karzai

 (Michael J. Boyle, Professor at the University of St. Andrews - Centre for the Study of Terrorism and Political Violence, 2010, “Do counterterrorism and counterinsurgency go together?”, International Affairs 86: 2 (2010) 333–353 | Suo)

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

Coin Bad

Coin unpopular with public

 [STEPHEN BIDDLE is Roger Hertog Senior Fellow for Defense Policy at the Council on Foreign Relations. FOTINI CHRISTIA is Assistant Professor of Political Science at the Massachusetts Institute of Technology. J ALEXANDER THIER is Director for Afghanistan and Pakistan at the U.S. Institute of Peace, August 2010,  “Defining Success in Afghanistan-What Can the United States Accept?”, http://www.foreignaffairs.com/print/66445]

The original plan for a post-Taliban Afghanistan called for rapid, transformational nation building. But such a vision no longer appears feasible, if it ever was. Many Americans are now skeptical that even a stable and acceptable outcome in Afghanistan is possible. They believe that Afghanistan has never been administered effectively and is simply ungovernable. Much of today's public opposition to the war centers on the widespread fear that whatever the military outcome, there is no Afghan political end state that is both acceptable and achievable at a reasonable cost.

The coin strategy is a mess- success is impossible

 [Bill Distler, was a squad leader in the 101st Airborne Division in Vietnam he has been a member of Veterans for Peace since  2003, July 12 2010, “COIN: A Good Business Opportunity?”, http://www.opednews.com/articles/COIN-A-Good-Business-Oppo-by-Bill-Distler-100712-200.html, AT], 
Day after day we are told that in Afghanistan only counterinsurgency (or COIN, as the Pentagon calls it) has a chance of success. And day after day we see evidence that the guidelines for success are not being followed. The central principle of COIN is said to be to get the population on our side. Two ways of doing this are to protect the population from the Taliban and to provide effective government and public services. But as long as our government supports Hamid Karzai, both of these ideas are doomed to failure. Transparency International, a business risk assessment group, lists Afghanistan as the second most corrupt country in the world, slipping from fifth most corrupt in 2005. Only U.S. Ambassador Eikenberry, for a moment, seemed willing to speak the truth about this. It seems that COIN, instead of being a military strategy, is more of a public relations campaign with a soothing acronym designed to mislead the American people into accepting a state of continuous war. The war started with an honest rationale, to bring justice to bin Laden, al Qaida, the Taliban leadership, and anyone who aided or sheltered them. But it has been turned into a war for control of Afghanistan. Recent news stories show that there are cracks in the COIN story big enough for a whole country to fall through. The Afghan police are corrupt and abusive. The Afghan National Army doesn't want to fight for Karzai. U.S. tax money finds its way to the Taliban for protection money.to avoid attacks on supply convoys, which means that we are paying for bullets for both sides. The Pakistani intelligence service (ISI) continues to advise and supply the Taliban. We spend 90% of our Afghanistan funding on the military side and most of the 10% left for reconstruction is stolen or badly spent. The 2009 election in Afghanistan gave our government an opportunity to support one of the candidates who actually cared about the Afghan people. Instead, President Obama chose to support Karzai, with his proven record of corruption, even after it became obvious that he had stolen the election. And to top it all off, bin Laden is still free. General David Petraeus, the new commander in Afghanistan, is the principal author of the new counterinsurgency strategy. 

Coin bad

Coin and Karzai are failing

 [Wahid Monawar,  is former Chief of Staff of the Ministry of Foreign Affairs of Afghanistan, Governor of Afghanistan to the IAEA, and the founder of the Neo-Conservative Party of Afghanistan, He is currently an associate of Zurich Partners, Jul 8th, 2010, “Tossing The ‘COIN,’ In Afghanistan”, http://pubrecord.org/special-to-the-public-record/7972/tossing-coin-afghanistan/, AT]
The drama surrounding Gen. Stanley McChrystal’s departure as the head of US/NATO command presents an opportunity to take a fresh look at the United States’ counterinsurgency (COIN) strategy in Afghanistan. After a speedy crush of Taliban proxy regime in Afghanistan in October of 2001, the United States continued with its strategy of counterterrorism to annihilate remaining Al Qaeda and Taliban, as they curled back into their caves across the Durand Line into Pakistan. Even though some covert clandestine operations were exercised to hit the leadership of Al Qaeda in Pakistan, the Pakistani government’s protest of these operations changed the face of the conflict. Since the beginning of 2003, while George W. Bush’s administration was busying to find unfounded weapon of mass destruction in Iraq, the Taliban and Al Qaeda, with the help of Pakistani Inter-Service Intelligence (ISI), and funding from their Saudi cohorts, had regrouped to launch attacks against Afghan civilians and International coalition forces, an intense violent insurgency had been born. “Insurgencies, like cancers, exist in thousands of forms, and there are dozens of techniques to treat them. Hundred of different populations in which they occur, and several major schools of thoughts on how best to deal with them, the idea that there is one single ‘silver bullet” panacea for insurgency is therefore an unrealistic as the idea of a universal cure for cancer,” wrote Dr. David Kilcullin an expert on guerrilla warfare. Unrealistic. Theoretically perhaps, but in Afghanistan the cancer has been diagnosed. The Taliban, as the insurgents, are composed of almost 100 percent Pashtuns from both sides of the Durand Line, and Pashtuns are the major ethnic group that makes up more than 42 percent of Afghanistan’s demographic. In Kabul, the leader of the central government is a Pashtun from the province of Kandahar, Taliban’s de-facto capital. At the last count, the Taliban were less than 8 percent of the over all population. In addition, there are other competing insurgent groups in the Afghan war theater. Examples include the Hezb-i Islami led by the FBI’s most wanted man Gulbuddin Hekmatyar and the notorious Haqqani network, led by Maulavi Haqqani a dear friend of ISI boss Gen. Ahmad Shuja Pasha. Thus, all these groups continue to receive unwavering and consistent support from Pakistan’s ISI. Evidently, popular support is a common objective for all actors in an insurgency, both winning support and preventing insurgents from gaining support are crucial apparatus of any counterinsurgency. Consequently, one elements of COIN according to the U.S.’s military field manual is that: “The host nation must uphold the rule of law and provide a basic level of essential services and security for the populace.” Gen. Stanley McChrystal, who took over the US/NATO command in May of 2009 is a savvy General and knew that COIN would not work in Afghanistan, because the leader of the central government is a very weak, and unpopular Pashtun who is unable to unite and solidify his Pashtun base, let alone for his government to provide basic services for its people. To add salt to injury, Gen. Stanley McChrystal witnessed the Afghan presidential election not producing leadership reflective of a fair process, but instead, a stage-managed second act for Karzai and his warlords. In his speech at West Point, President Obama also acknowledged that by stating: “Afghanistan’s difficult, extended election process and evident signs of the absence of rule of law made clear the limits of the central government in Kabul.” The absence of rule of law and Mr. Karzai’s severe unpopularity among Pashuns; in addition to his appeasement of Quetta Shura (Taliban’s leadership support base in Quetta, Pakistan) and the current debate on reconciliation with the Taliban which threatens to widen factionalism within the Afghan National Army, and trust deficit between Karzai government and the Afghan people, are major factors why the US’s COIN strategy is rendered non-linear and unpredictable. Despite the fact that the goal of COIN is to protect good guys, experts such as Dr. David Kilcullen recognized that: “Make no mistake: Counterinsurgency is war, and war is inherently violent. Killing the enemy is and will be a key of guerrilla warfare. Some insurgents at the irreconcilable extremes simply cannot be co-opted or won over; they must be hunted down killed, or captured, and this is necessarily a ruthless conduct with the utmost energy that the laws of war permit.” Gen. David Patraeus, who has just taken over the command of US/NATO forces in Afghanistan, is very familiar with COIN as he has authored a book on the subject. He has likely recognized that the Afghan war theater has evolved. It is obvious to most analysts who understand the inner working of the Afghan government that more Hezb-i Islami members are joining Karzai’s government as Ministers and they even have infiltrated the Office of the President. Gen. Patreaus would be well advised to develop a new COIN tailored to deal with this evolved environment, in order to suppress the Taliban’s momentum and to invest as much as possible in Afghanistan’s greatest asset- its people. Gen. David Patraeus has many resources to achieve this. He has a unanimous blessing of the U.S. lawmakers; in particular; senior ranking member Sen. Dianne Feinstein (D-California), chair of the Senate Select Committee on Intelligence. She has signaled that if Gen. Patreaus cannot work with Ambassadors Eikenberry and Holbrooke, that they should be replaced. This type of bipartisan support is quite unique and Gen. Patraeus should seize this opportunity to bring together a team that can generate results. The other side of COIN is an assessment of the “host nation”. Almost nine years of Karzai rule has produced no results. Instead his failure has attributed to pushing people back to the influence of the Taliban. 
[CONTINUED]

Coin bad

[CONTINUED]

For America, Mr. Karzai’s perplexing behavior poses a crucial challenge that represents a critical impasse for an undeviating peaceful settlement of the conflict. Therefore, The US should be consistent in stressing the importance of continuity in the Afghan process that produces a result that is fair as perceived by the Afghan people. Nine years of non-compliance of the Karzai government should be a serious red flag. It raises a legitimate concern: “What do we do, not if, but when, Karzai doesn’t listen/cooperate?” Surely, the U.S. has many able politicians, military leaders, and diplomats who know that the United States is a transitory custodian of Afghanistan’s future as its troops and billions of dollars of aid in Afghanistan gives the US the duty to be proactive and to ensure that its investment is not misused. If the Karzai government does not want to cooperate, then the U.S. should focus its assistance more on the Afghan people at the local level so that at least their basic needs are met. Until there is a central government that can be trusted to expend those recourses wisely, donors need to better monitor and disburse their resources where it will bring direct benefits to local population. Simply withholding U.S. aid will hurt the poor and will create impediments to its strategy. There are solutions with the political will to render the war in Afghanistan “winnable.” The United States should not just continue to flip the “COIN” in Afghanistan.

Coin bad

Coin isn’t working
 [Ann Jones wrote at length about the failure of American aid in Kabul in Winter  (Metropolitan Books), a book about American meddling in Afghanistan as well as her experience as a humanitarian aid worker, 2010, “Counterinsurgency Down for the Count in Afghanistan… But the War Machine Grinds On and On and On”, http://original.antiwar.com/engelhardt/2010/07/01/counterinsurgency-down-for-the-count-in-afghanistan/]

1. What do you mean by "it’s not working"? "It" is counterinsurgency or COIN, which, in fact, is really less of a strategy than a set of tactics in pursuit of a strategy. Counterinsurgency doctrine, originally designed by empires intending to squat on their colonies forever, calls for elevating the principle of "protecting the population" above pursuing the bad guys at all cost. Implementing such a strategy quickly becomes a tricky, even schizophrenic, balancing act, as I recently was reminded. I just spent some time embedded with the U.S. Army at a forward operating base near the Pakistan border where, despite daily "sig acts" — significant activity of a hostile nature — virtually every "lethal" American soldier is matched by a "nonlethal" counterpart whose job it is, in one way or another, to soften up those civilians for "protection." General McChrystal himself played both roles. As the U.S. 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 U.S. 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.) And don’t forget the majority of Afghans in the countryside who have scarcely been consulted at all: women. To protect Afghan women from foreign fighters, Afghan men lock them up — the women, that is. American military leaders slip easily into the all-male comfort zone, probably relieved perhaps to try to win the "hearts and minds" of something less than half "the population." It’s only in the last year or two that the Marines and the Army started pulling a few American women off their full-time non-combat jobs and sending them out as Female Engagement Teams (FETs) to meet and greet village women. As with so many innovative new plans in our counterinsurgency war, this one was cobbled together in a thoughtless way that risked lives and almost guaranteed failure. Commanders have casually sent noncombatant American women soldiers — supply clerks and radio operators — outside the wire, usually with little training, no clear mission, and no follow up. Predictably, like their male counterparts, they have left a trail of good intentions and broken promises behind. So when I went out to meet village women near the Pakistan border last week with a brand-new Army FET-in-training, we faced the fury of Pashto women still waiting for a promised delivery of vegetable seeds. Imagine. This is hardly a big item like the "government in a box" that General McChrystal promised and failed to deliver in Marjah. It’s just seeds. How hard could that be? Our visit did, however, open a window into a world military and political policymakers have ignored for all too long. It turns out that the women of Afghanistan, whom George W. Bush claimed to have liberated so many years ago, are still mostly oppressed, impoverished, malnourished, uneducated, short of seeds, and mad as hell. Count them among a plentiful crew of angry Afghans who are living proof that "it’s not working" at all. Afghans, it seems, know the difference between genuine apologies and bribes, true commitment and false promises, generosity and self-interest. And since the whole point of COIN is to gain the hearts and minds of "the population," those angry Afghans are a bad omen for the U.S. military and President Obama. Moreover, it’s not working for a significant subgroup of Americans in Afghanistan either: combat soldiers. I’ve heard infantrymen place the blame for a buddy’s combat injury or death on the strict rules of engagement ("courageous restraint," as it’s called) imposed by General McChrystal’s version of COIN strategy. Taking a page from Vietnam, they claim their hands are tied, while the enemy plays by its own rules. Rightly or wrongly, this opinion is spreading fast among grieving soldiers as casualties mount. It’s also clear that even the lethal part of counterinsurgency isn’t working. Consider all those civilian deaths and injuries, so often the result of false information fed to Americans to entice them to settle local scores. To give just one example: American troops recently pitched hand grenades into a house in Logar Province which they’d been told was used by terrorists. 
[CONTINUED]

Coin bad
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Another case of false information. It held a young Afghan, a relative of an Afghan agricultural expert who happens to be an acquaintance of mine. The young man had just completed his religious education and returned to the village to become its sole maulawi, or religious teacher. The villagers, very upset, turned out to vouch for him, and the Army hospitalized him with profuse apologies. Luckily, he survived, but such routine mistakes regularly leave dead or wounded civilians and a thickening residue of rage behind. Reports coming in from observers and colleagues in areas of the Pashtun south, once scheduled to be demonstration sites for McChrystal’s cleared, held, built, and better-governed Afghanistan, are generally grim. Before his resignation, the general himself was already referring to Marjah — the farming area (initially trumpeted as a "city of 80,000 people")where he launched his first offensive — as "a bleeding ulcer." He also delayed the highly publicized advance into Kandahar, the country’s second largest city, supposedly to gain more time to bring around the opposing populace, which includes President Karzai. Meanwhile, humanitarian NGOs based in Kandahar complain that they can’t do their routine work assisting the city’s inhabitants while the area lies under threat of combat. Without assistance, Kandaharis grow — you guessed it — angrier. From Kandahar province, where American soldiers mass for the well-advertised securing of Kandahar, come reports that the Afghan National Army (ANA) is stealing equipment — right down to bottled drinking water — from the U.S. military and selling it to the Taliban. U.S. commanders can’t do much about it because the official American script calls for the ANA to take over responsibility for national defense. NATO soldiers have complained all along about the ill-trained, uninterested troops of the ANA, but the animosity between them seems to have grown deadly in some quarters. American soldiers in Kandahar report that, for their own security, they don’t tell their ANA colleagues when and where they’re going on patrol. Back in the 1980s, in the anti-Soviet jihad we supported, we trained Afghan jihadists who have today become our worst enemies, and now we may be doing it again. Factor in accounts of what General McChrystal did best: taking out bad guys. Reportedly, he was vigorously directing Special Forces’ assassinations of high and mid-level Taliban leaders in preparation for "peeling off" the "good" Taliban — that is, those impoverished fighters only in it for the money. According to his thinking, they would later be won over to the government through internationally subsidized jobs. But assassinating the ideological leaders, the true believers and organizers — or those we call the bad Taliban — actually leaves behind leaderless, undisciplined gangs of armed rent-a-guns more interested in living off the population we’re supposed to protect than being peeled off into abject Afghan poverty. From the point of view of ordinary Afghans in the countryside, our "good Taliban" are the worst of all. I could go on. If you spend time in Afghanistan, evidence of failure is all around you, including those millions of American taxpayer dollars that are paid to Afghan security contractors (and Karzai relatives) and then handed over to insurgents to buy protection for U.S. supply convoys traveling on U.S. built, but Taliban-controlled, roads. Strategy doesn’t get much worse than that: financing both sides, and every brigand in between, in hopes of a happier ending someday.

2. So why does Obama stick to this failed policy? Go figure.  Maybe he’s been persuaded by Pentagon hype.  Replacing General McChrystal with Centcom commander General David Petraeus brought a media golden-oldies replay of Petraeus’s greatest hits: his authorship of the Army’s counterinsurgency manual, updated (some say plagiarized) from a Vietnam-era edition, and of Bush’s 2007 "surge" in Iraq, an exercise in sectarian cleansing now routinely called a "success."  If you can apply the word "success" to any operation in Iraq, you’re surely capable of clinging to the hope that Petraeus can find it again in Afghanistan. But like David McKiernan, the general he ousted, McChrystal has already misapplied the "lessons" of Iraq to the decidedly different circumstances of Afghanistan and so producing a striking set of failures.  A deal to buy off the Shinwari Pashtuns, for instance, a tribe mistakenly thought to be the equivalent of the Anbar Sunnis in Iraq, ended in an uproar when they pocketed the money without firing a shot at a single Talib.  Not so surprising, considering that the people they were paid to fight are not foreign invaders — that would be us — but their Pashtun cousins.

Moreover, the surge into the Afghan south seems only to have further alienated the folks who live there, while increasing violence against local residents.  It has also come at the expense of American troops in the east, the ones I was recently embedded with, who face an onslaught of hostile fighters moving across the border from Pakistan.

COIN undermines Karzai’s authority

Shezhad H. Qazi Department of Political Science, Indiana University-Purdue University – April 2010
('The ‘Neo-Taliban’ and Counterinsurgency in Afghanistan', Third World Quarterly, 31:3, 485 – 499 ty)
Fourth, much of the instability and lack of legitimacy comes from tight US control over Afghan politics. International agencies have monopolised Afghanistan's reconstruction, policy prescriptions have flown in from the USA, UK and Germany, and international non-governmental agencies have controlled the distribution of developmental aid, effectively cutting Karzai's control of state expenditure. Rather than building state institutions to carry out public services, Washington relied on US contract firms to inspect food safety and build schools and hospitals. Finally, the Afghan government did not possess judicial control over prisons and detention centres, which were being used by the USA for detaining, torturing and murdering members of al-Qaeda, the Taliban and future Guantanamo detainees. All this has sidelined Afghan control and opinion in the decision-making process and severely restricted the centre's ability to exert influence over regional power elites. Whereas Nagl advocates this policy, emphasising a 'unity of command', with organisations thus functioning under the authority of the military force, as seen in Afghanistan, this ultimately detracts from the legitimacy of the host nation and also makes aid agencies and NGOs seem like puppets of the occupying forces, making them victims of violence and mistrust.34 As Sarwari and Crews argue, lacking control of the treasury and having to defend ill-thought out US military expeditions advertised as 'counterinsurgency operations', Karzai's authority has steadily declined as a result of the policies of his American patrons.35

COIN Can’t Stabilize

COIN fails – overly optimistic

Christopher A. Preble – Director of Foreign Studies at the CATO Institute- 5/21/10
(The Economist “Is the War in Afghanistan Winnable?” http://www.cato.org/pub_display.php?pub_id=11834 ty)

The current strategy in Afghanistan is flawed. Population centric counterinsurgency (COIN) amounts to large-scale social engineering. The costs in blood and treasure that we would have to incur to accomplish this mission — in addition to what we have already paid — are not outweighed by the benefits, even if we accept the most optimistic estimates as to the likelihood of success.  It is also unnecessary. We do not need a long-term, large-scale presence to disrupt al-Qaeda. Indeed, that limited aim has largely been achieved. The physical safe haven that al-Qaeda once enjoyed in Afghanistan has been disrupted, but it could be recreated in dozens of other ungoverned spaces around the world — from Pakistan to Yemen to Somalia. The claim that Afghanistan is uniquely suited to hosting would-be terrorists does not withstand close scrutiny.  Nor does fighting terrorism require over 100,000 foreign troops building roads and bridges, digging wells and crafting legal codes. Indeed, our efforts to convince, cajole or compel our ungrateful clients to take ownership of their problems might do more harm than good. Building capacity without destroying the host nation's will to act has always proved difficult. This fact surely annoys most Americans, who have grown tired of fighting other people's wars and building other people's countries. It is little surprise, then, that a war that once enjoyed overwhelming public support has lost its lustre. Polls show that a majority of Americans would like to see the mission drawn to a close. The war is even less popular within the European countries that are contributing troops to the effort.  You go to war with the electorate you have, not the electorate you wished you had. But while the public's waning appetite for the war in Afghanistan poses a problem for our current strategy, Hamid Karzai poses a greater one. Advocates of COIN explain ad nauseam that the success of these missions depends upon a reliable local partner, something that Mr Karzai is not. Efforts to build support around his government are likely to fail. An individual who lacks legitimacy in the eyes of his people does not gain from the perception that he is a foreign puppet. Mr Karzai is caught in a Catch-22. His ham-fisted efforts to distance himself from the Obama administration have eroded support for him in America without boosting his standing in Afghanistan.  America and its allies must narrow their focus in Afghanistan. Rather than asking if the war is winnable, we should ask instead if the war is worth winning. And we should look for alternative approaches that do not require us to transform what is a deeply divided, poverty stricken, tribal-based society into a self-sufficient, cohesive and stable electoral democracy.  If we start from the proposition that victory is all that matters, we are setting ourselves up for ruin. We can expect an endless series of calls to plough still more resources — more troops, more civilian experts and more money, much more money — into Afghanistan. Such demands demonstrate a profound misunderstanding of the public's tolerance for an open-ended mission with ill-defined goals.  More importantly, a disdain for a focused strategy that balances ends, ways and means betrays an inability to think strategically about the range of challenges facing America today. After having already spent more than eight and a half years in Afghanistan, pursuing a win-at-all-costs strategy only weakens our ability to deal with other security challenges elsewhere in the world. 
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COIN fails – not enough policing and not enough focus on the enemy

Yuji Uesugi - Associate Professor at the Graduate School of International Development and Cooperation (IDEC), Hiroshima University. - 2009
(IPSHU (Institue for Peace Science Hiroshima University) English Research Report Series No. 24 “Toward Brining Stability In Afghanistan: A Review of the Peacebuilding Strategy”. Chapter 8 – “Breaking the Vicious Cycle of Insecurity: Counter-Insurgency in Afghanistan” http://home.hiroshima-u.ac.jp/heiwa/Pub/E24/yujiuesugied.pdf#page=135 ty)

In the post-9.11 Afghanistan, the U.S.-led coalition forces and the U.N.-mandated International Security Assistance Forces (ISAF) played a major role in counter-insurgency. The emphasis of their activities was put on the military aspect of counter-insurgency, that is, they have been trying to ‘clear out’ the insurgents from the area. It is often said that there are three basic steps in counter-insurgency operations: (1) clear, (2) hold, and (3) build.11 In Afghanistan, the first step was easily done by military means of the coalition and ISAF forces. However, the lack of effective means, such as local police forces, to ‘hold’ the area once military forces have cleared out insurgents prevented the third step from being initiated by the government and international development agencies. While it is true that the inability of the local police forces to ‘hold’ the cleared area undermined the entire counter-insurgency strategy, the very means employed by the military in the first step such as the bombing of suspicious villages (causing intolerable number of ‘collateral damages’) and the coerced house search (conducted in a disrespectful and insensitive manner) gave a fatal blow to the feeling of ordinarily people towards the presence of the coalition forces in particular, but also towards that of the ISAF. In short, the counter-insurgency operations conducted chiefly by the coalition and ISAF forces so far proved to be counterproductive in winning the hearts and minds of the population, which is the most important objective of counter-insurgency. ‘Pakistani Taliban’ are now taking part in insurgency activities in Afghanistan, the majority of the insurgents in Afghanistan are still considered to be from local communities. Under such a circumstance, the ‘kinetic’ counter-insurgency strategy, which aimed at exterminating the insurgent forces, often backfires. While it may be necessary to rely on kinetic means of counter-insurgency under extreme circumstances, killing of an insurgent sometimes results in turning the entire member of his or her family, if not the entire community, into the side of insurgency. The secret of success in counter-insurgency rests largely upon the ability of the government to change the unwanted behavior of insurgency forces, and not necessarily upon its ability to push them to the wall. In short, ‘smart power’ needs to be exercised by the incumbent government and the international community to exerted their influence over the behavior of the insurgent forces. Another important point in a counter-insurgency operation is to win the hearts and minds of the people. The result of the counter-insurgency operations in Afghanistan indicates clearly that relying heavily on the military tool is not only insufficient but also it can cause an adverse effect upon the most important goal of counter-insurgency, that is, wining the popular support. The United States “failed in Afghanistan by focusing too much on the enemy and not enough on providing security for the Afghan people.”12 This failure of counter-insurgency in Afghanistan implies that the use of ‘non-military counter-insurgency’ measures needs to be explored in order to win the popular support. For this purpose, the policy regarding the execution of development aids might have to be realigned to meet the political requirements on the ground and to shape a political environment conducive to peacebuilding. 

COIN Can’t Stabilize

COIN can’t solve – no popular support

Yuji Uesugi - Associate Professor at the Graduate School of International Development and Cooperation (IDEC), Hiroshima University. - 2009
(IPSHU (Institue for Peace Science Hiroshima University) English Research Report Series No. 24 “Toward Brining Stability In Afghanistan: A Review of the Peacebuilding Strategy”. Chapter 8 – “Breaking the Vicious Cycle of Insecurity: Counter-Insurgency in Afghanistan” http://home.hiroshima-u.ac.jp/heiwa/Pub/E24/yujiuesugied.pdf#page=135 ty)

Perception matters in the fight over the popular support in the counter-insurgency. So far, the United States, its NATO allies and the Afghan government have barely managed to win the popular support in Afghanistan, and now they are facing a critical juncture. With the revival of the insurgency groups, they are losing not just ground in Afghanistan, but also the hearts and minds of the Afghan people.45 This is largely because the government and the international community have failed to maintain social order and provide human security to the ordinary citizens in Afghanistan. It is true that no matter how strong the insurgency elements might be, their expansion of the area of control does not indicate automatically that they enjoy popular support in their territory. It is very difficult to imagine that the general population in Afghanistan wishes the return of the extremist’s rule. Of course, the resurgence of Taliban is a key element of the public concern: 58% of Afghans see Taliban as the biggest danger to the country, measured against local warlords, drug traffickers or the U.S. or Afghan governments.46 Also, as long as the international community supports the incumbent government both militarily and economically, it is very difficult to foresee the regime change in the near future. The local populace shares such a view. Only 8% of Afghans believe that Taliban will win the current struggle.47 Even if insurgency groups such as Taliban were able to defeat the incumbent government security forces in the battlefield, it would be extremely difficult to anticipate that they would be able to acquire majority of the votes in a democratic election. 
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COIN is operated unlawfully – alienating the Afghan public,

Shezhad H. Qazi Department of Political Science, Indiana University-Purdue University – April 2010
('The ‘Neo-Taliban’ and Counterinsurgency in Afghanistan', Third World Quarterly, 31:3, 485 – 499 ty)
One of the biggest drawbacks of the US-led counterinsurgency forces has been civilian abuse, troop excesses and heavy reliance on air power, all three points the Counterinsurgency Field Manual strictly cautions against. Nagl writes that successful counterinsurgency requires familiarity with the localities' key groups, leadership structure, and cultural values and norms, and that it should provide security within the host nation's legal guidelines and cultural norms. Illegitimate actions include 'unjustified or excessive use of force, unlawful detention, torture, and punishment without trial'. All such acts, while unlawful, also cause popular discontent and defeat the long-term purpose of counterinsurgency.38  Nevertheless, as US forces, untrained in counterinsurgency, began operating in Afghanistan they often exhibited heavy handed behaviour. As Giustozzi notes, reports of severe abuses against civilians have emerged even among the Special Operations Forces. The populace's grievances against the excesses of foreign troops include a lack of respect for local customs, such as random house-searches which have continuously violated the privacy of Afghan women and residences and arbitrary arrest and sometimes killing of innocent Afghan civilians because US forces mistook them for insurgents. Sarwari and Crews also point out that US forces implicitly supported the Northern Alliance's war crimes and human rights violations against the Pashtun, including mass expulsions, murder, rape and violent killing of Taliban prisoners of war as they advanced to take Kabul in 2001. The list of human rights violations and war crimes committed by US forces also includes burning bodies of dead militants, threatening to destroy communities which put up resistance, and illegally detaining prisoners at the Bagram airbase and other secret prisons.39  Moreover, local forces such as the ANA, the Afghan National Police (ANO) and other militias which led the local counterinsurgency effort on the assumption that they would be better at maintaining order have also been involved in civilian abuse and human rights violations. These forces are ill-disciplined, unable to create or maintain law and order, and have developed a reputation for abusing the population. Abuse of Pashtun civilians by Tajik, who dominate the ranks of these forces, has created ethnic strife.40  Furthermore, the USA's indiscriminate use of air power has caused massive civilian damage and turned the Afghan people against Karzai and the foreign presence.41 Whereas air support may have 'enormous value in counterinsurgency operations', writes Nagl, it must seldom be used because strikes from the most 'precise weapons can cause unintended civilian casualties',42 creating an extended family of enemies, changing attitudes from neutrality to anger and active opposition, causing grievances insurgents can exploit to mobilise support, and breeding enmity toward the host nation. Nagl concludes that, regardless of being justified under international law, civilian deaths from air strikes cannot be ignored as collateral damage. Commanders should use appropriate and measured levels of force, limiting civilian casualties, even when insurgent headquarters are being targeted.43  US forces have regularly violated this doctrine, making extensive use of aerial fire power to contend with the rising insurgency. The tactic backfired, turning locals against the occupying forces and giving the neo-Taliban areas of support whence it could securely attack US forces. Crews and Sarwari have also detailed how heavy bombardment also caused much collateral damage and created many internally displaced people (IDPs). These IDPs were unemployed and sought refuge in camps, which ultimately became 'recruitment grounds' for the neo-Taliban. Since 2007 even Karzai has warned NATO forces that civilian casualties from aerial bombings 'ha[ve] reached unacceptable levels'.44  Giustozzi concludes that abuses by US-led troops have continually turned local opinion against the counterinsurgency and contributed to local sympathy for the Taliban.45 Further, much of the American establishment has still not grasped the futility of air strikes and US forces continue to bombard Afghan villages, compounding previously caused damage to counterinsurgency efforts. The USA also continually pounds Pakistan's tribal areas, hurting Pakistani counterinsurgency measures, causing increased lawlessness and instability, and aiding recruitment for the neo-Taliban. When much of the US force's actions violate its own Counterinsurgency Field Manual, let alone US and international law, can an American administration hope for success in Afghanistan? 
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International aid can’t solve as long as COIN efforts cause corruption

Yuji Uesugi - Associate Professor at the Graduate School of International Development and Cooperation (IDEC), Hiroshima University. – 2010
(2/1/2010 “Japan's Peacebuilding Policy toward Afghanistan: The Need for a Civilian Surge to Improve Security”

http://www.worldsecuritynetwork.com/showArticle3.cfm?article_id=18197&topicID=42 ty)

To continue providing livelihood assistance in a country without political stability would be tantamount to building a house on sand. A considerable amount of international assistance to Afghanistan has flowed to warlords and insurgent groups, strengthening their influence. We should not let livelihood assistance be exploited as a tool for political maneuvering. To prevent this from happening, the utmost priority should be placed on putting an end to the armed struggle between the Karzai government and the insurgency. Because no society is immune from political struggle, it would be wise to assist Afghanistan in creating a political arena that does not rely on military force and confine the political struggle there. This is not to suggest excluding insurgent groups; rather, they should be invited to participate as legitimate players in the political struggle so that they can balance their interests within the framework of government and parliament.

COIN fails – violence proves

Andrea M. Lopez - Department of Political Science, Susquehanna University – March 2007
('Engaging or withdrawing, winning or losing? The contradictions of counterinsurgency policy in Afghanistan and Iraq', Third World Quarterly, 28:2, 245 – 260 ty)

The counterinsurgent efforts in Afghanistan, too, have seemed to garner little success. Even after the early spread of PRTs fighting increased, especially around Kandahar in the south and on the mountainous, 1500-mile eastern border with Pakistan. By August nearly twice the number of Americans had died from hostile action in 2004 than died in all of 2003. 51 In 2005 130 US and NATO troops died, while, between January and late September 2006, that number grew to 158. Violence also grew; suicide attacks, virtually unheard of in Afghanistan, averaged one every five days in 2006. More than 300 schools were closed, often burned, by guerrillas. In 2006 opium production grew by 59%, further evidence of the inability of the US and NATO forces and central Afghan government to control the provinces of Afghanistan.52 It was a vacuum of power in Afghanistan, too, that helped lead to the increase in guerrilla violence. While PRTs have put US and NATO forces among the population, the lack of manpower has limited their ability to spread government control.
Large counterinsurgency war ensures failure

Andrea M. Lopez - Department of Political Science, Susquehanna University – March 2007
('Engaging or withdrawing, winning or losing? The contradictions of counterinsurgency policy in Afghanistan and Iraq', Third World Quarterly, 28:2, 245 – 260 ty)

The US inability to deal with the counterinsurgencies is a reflection of its reluctance to engage in—indeed, to discuss—small wars. While in the past three years there have been steps to improve the US military's ability to deal with counterinsurgency, mostly through articulation of counterinsurgency doctrine, there have been few tangible steps to improving the readiness of the military, and the US government more generally, for guerrilla wars in the future. The lack of significant reform reinforces the argument that the US government and military continue to have a significant preference for conventional war, to the detriment of the ability to widely employ successful counterinsurgent techniques. Until the USA adapts its doctrine to the reality that the majority of wars will be small, unconventional wars, it will continue to engage in clearly destructive steps, such as the withdrawal from the cities in Iraq in 2003, and will fail to commit significant, necessary resources, such as prts, to those steps, which could result in victory against insurgencies.
COIN Can’t Stabilize
COIN fails – strategy doesn’t fit Afghanistan

Michael A. Cohen - Writer on politics and foreign affairs. Former Senior Research Fellow at the New America Foundation – Spring 2010
(Dissent Magazine, University of Pennsylvania Press, “No-Win Policy for Afghanistan” Volume 57, Issue 2, pg 5 ty)
The president offered no clear path for accomplishing that goal, but the military had its own answer - counter-insurgency, a tactical approach endorsed by the inter-agency white paper that accompanied Obama's speech. The U.S. commander in Afghanistan, General Stanley McChrystal, described the basic philosophy underpinning a COIN mission in his guidance to U.S. troops last summer:  Success will be defined by the Afghan people's freedom to choose their future - freedom from coercion, extremists, malign foreign influence, or abusive government actions . . . .The ongoing insurgency must be met with a counterinsurgency campaign adapted to the unique conditions in each area that: Protects the Afghan people, allowing them to choose a future they can be proud of; Provides a secure environment allowing good government and economic development to undercut the causes and advocates of insurgency.  After the perceived success of counter-insurgency tactics during the 2007 surge in Iraq, COIN has become the fad in military strategy. It has been described as the graduate level of warfighting, even a "warm and fuzzy" approach to waging war. Counter-insurgency involves less focus on the enemy and more on cultural and civic outreach to the population, which is considered the "center of gravity" in a COIN fight. In fact, McChrystal has provided his troops with rules of engagement that instruct them to avoid any possible situation where civilians might be harmed, including allowing the enemy to escape if necessary.  Such a move requires nothing less than a cultural overhaul of how the U.S. military operates - from targeting the enemy to serving as "armed social workers." But on a deeper level, an effective COIN operation means the extension of government control to most corners of the country; the provision of goods and services; and, above all, improved security for civilians that will lead them to turn away from the Taliban.  Accomplishing this goal requires the support of the Afghan government and regional allies - and a civilian "surge" to "hold and build" large sections of the country. But above all it requires more U.S. troops. In fact, according to the military's own counter-insurgency guide (FM 324), the proper ratio of troops to population is twenty-five to one thousand civilians. So it hardly came as a surprise, in the fall of 2009, when McChrystal formally asked the president for another significant troop increase - and even less surprise when it was granted.  But like the president's speech at West Point, the general's request, which was accompanied by a strategic review arguing that populationcentric counterinsurgency was the only operational approach that could potentially stabilize Afghanistan, provided neither clarity to U.S. policy in Afghanistan nor a road map for eventual de-escalation. If anything, it augured precisely the opposite: a long-term struggle for the hearts and minds of the Afghan people. Indeed, the current mission seems, if anything, an effort to stick the square peg of COIN into the round hole of Afghanistan. 
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Nation-wide stability efforts overstretch our effort in Afghanistan

Michael A. Cohen - Writer on politics and foreign affairs. Former Senior Research Fellow at the New America Foundation – Spring 2010
(Dissent Magazine, University of Pennsylvania Press, “No-Win Policy for Afghanistan” Volume 57, Issue 2, pg 5 ty)
In the end, the fundamental problem with America's strategy in Afghanistan is its ambition. It isn't just that the United States relies on allies with far different agendas; it isn't just that the military's COIN strategy assumes a level of sophistication, focus, support, and political will that doesn't exist; it's that the United States and its NATO allies are trying to do too much. By focusing on stability across the country - and by seeking to extend the writ of the government to even lawless and Taliban-sympathetic areas - the United States risks trying to accomplish everything and thus, in the end, doing nothing.  Evidence of the inherent flaws in the U.S. approach could be found in Afghan public opinion polling that appeared in January 2010. Though polling Afghans is a difficult task, the results coincided with regional differences that have long existed. While the U.S. military presence is generally well received, the numbers in the South and East - the Pashtun belt - tell a different tale. Only 42 percent of Afghans in these regions support the U.S. presence in these regions, as opposed to 78 percent in the rest of the country.  What these numbers suggest is that the United States should be crafting a military and political strategy that embraces modest, but achievable goals that would allow troop withdrawals to begin in the middle of 2011, as Obama promised at West Point. This would mean prioritizing future U.S. and NATO efforts on those parts of the country most amenable to a U.S. presence and supportive of the Kabul government. In short, what is needed is a recognition that the U.S. and NATO cannot pacify and stabilize every inch of Afghanistan; nor do they need to.  For example, in the days after the president's West Point speech, U.S. commanders sent a new contingent of troops into Helmand Province, a southeastern province that represents the heart of the Taliban insurgency and is one of Afghanistan's largest opium-producing areas. How a mission in a sparsely populated area, where Taliban fighters could slip across the border into safe havens in Pakistan, comported with the president's focus on "securing key population centers" or even McChrystal's stated preference for a population-centric strategy still remains unclear.  The offensive is Exhibit A in the incoherence of our current military strategy. Even if U.S. troops were able to clear Helmand, they barely have the capability - or local support - to hold or build there. Sending more troops to clear the area is, in the parlance of British forces previously stationed in Helmand, the military equivalent of "mowing the lawn": the grass always grows back.  Focusing its military efforts in the North and West, where the Taliban have begun to make inroads but are still unpopular, would be a more promising strategy. Although nobody wants to cede the South and East to the Taliban, in the short term, this might be the smartest approach, and one that might also weaken the Taliban's recruitment efforts because of the unpopularity of U.S. occupation in Pashtun-dominated areas.  Even more beneficial, such a strategy would pave the way for a possible political resolution of the conflict. The only real solution to the Taliban insurgency is a political one. And if the Taliban can be led to believe it can have some political influence, the path toward genuine reconciliation may become clearer. At the same time, a more enemy-focused approach would increase pressure on the Taliban and aid in the process of bringing them to the negotiating table.  Along these lines, the United States should adopt a more modest goal for the Afghan military - one defined not by its quantity but by its quality in protecting the country from a Taliban takeover. What Afghanistan needs more than a 170,000-man army of dubious capability is a 90,000-man military that is not only effective but is trained to fight like an Afghan army - not an American proxy force. A smaller military and a reliance on local militias allied with the Kabul government to push back on the Taliban (a step already being undertaken by the United States and NATO) would likely be a more effective strategy than building up a paper tiger military.  These goals require that the president demand his generals discard their dreams of counter-insurgency and recognize the limitations of American power. Indeed, it is worth returning to Obama's West Point speech on this point. The last third of his remarks took an unusual turn - laying out an aspirational and progressive foreign policy vision of restraint and modesty. Adopting the language of a realist, Obama declared, "I refuse to set goals that go beyond our responsibility, our means or our interests. And I must weigh all of the challenges that our nation faces." He even cited Dwight Eisenhower's legendary farewell speech warning of the dangers posed by a potent military-industrial complex. Obama talked about the importance of rebuilding America's economy and infrastructure and argued that a stronger and more just America would serve as an example to other nations. 

COIN Can’t Stabilize

COIN undermines Afghan support- causes instability

Wilfrid Greaves - M.A. University of Calgary, Research Associate with the Peacebuilding, Development and Security Program at the Centre for Military and Strategic Studies – 2008
(Inquiry and Insight. Volume 1 Number 1“The People Paradox: Human Security and US Counterinsurgency in Afghanistan” pp 33-52 http://arts.uwaterloo.ca/~insight/past.html)

American COIN doctrine in Afghanistan has proven to be ineffective in two distinct ways: first, it has failed to prevent gross acts of violence directed against Afghan civilians by the Taliban and other elements of the insurgency, and second, it has directly resulted in unacceptably high rates of Afghan casualties which have critically undermined Afghan support for the international military presence in their country. Until recently, American doctrine had failed to adequately internalize the reality that success in counterinsurgency requires the military focus to be less upon eliminating the enemy and more upon securing the civilian. Unlike other types of conflict, in counterinsurgency "the civilian population is the center of gravity - the deciding factor in the struggle . . . The real battle is for civilian support for, or acquiescence to, the counterinsurgents and host nation government". Civilian and military planners in the US operated under the belief that societal security would flow from the physical elimination of the insurgency, rather than understanding that support for the insurgency would wither upon the provision of security for individuals. As a result, American efforts have been focused upon narrowly defined tactical successes aimed at the elimination of enemy combatants that have not necessarily been conducive to the achievement of broader strategic victory in the Afghan conflict. 

COIN Can’t Stabilize

COIN causes instability – terrorist killings prove

Wilfrid Greaves - M.A. University of Calgary, Research Associate with the Peacebuilding, Development and Security Program at the Centre for Military and Strategic Studies – 2008
(Inquiry and Insight. Volume 1 Number 1“The People Paradox: Human Security and US Counterinsurgency in Afghanistan” pp 33-52 http://arts.uwaterloo.ca/~insight/past.html)

At the beginning of 2008, there was little question that American and international forces had failed to adequately protect Afghan civilians from the threat posed to them by the Taliban and affiliated terrorist groups. This is manifest in the fact that the security situation across Afghanistan has been steadily degrading since the American-led invasion in 2001, to the point that "arguably, most Afghans were less secure in 2006 than they were under Taliban rule".26 Worse still, the rates of violence in Afghanistan have only increased, with the average number of insurgent-caused violent incidents involving civilians risen to 548 per 27 month in 2007 compared to 425 per month in 2006. It is now clear that this steady decrease in Afghan security is a result of "an intensifying Taliban-led insurgency that increasingly relies on suicide bombing and other terrorist tactics". 28 The insurgency has resulted in greater civilian casualties as a result of increasingly deadly tactics that both deliberately and collaterally harm civilians. Not only are the "Taliban relying more on direct attacks against civilian targets and improvised explosive 29 devices, but they are also increasingly using civilians as human shields". The upsurge in violence and the increasing deadliness of insurgent attacks suggests that despite more than six years of conflict coalition military efforts have been unsuccessful in limiting the violence-creation capacity of the Taliban and its allies. Notwithstanding counter-insurgency efforts by NATO and the US, "with more than seventy suicide attacks in 2006 . . . the resurgent Taliban have become more radical, more brutal, and more sophisticated than when 30 US-led forces ousted them". Whereas only the southern provinces of Kandahar, Helmand, Uruzgan, and Zabul were significantly affected by the insurgency when it began, the violence "is also spreading geographically to the west and north and getting closer to Kabul," to the point that "almost half of Afghanistan is now affected by fighting involving 31 the Taliban, government forces, and NATO's International Security Assistance Force". 

COIN fails – can’t win the Afghan people over

Wilfrid Greaves - M.A. University of Calgary, Research Associate with the Peacebuilding, Development and Security Program at the Centre for Military and Strategic Studies – 2008
(Inquiry and Insight. Volume 1 Number 1“The People Paradox: Human Security and US Counterinsurgency in Afghanistan” pp 33-52 http://arts.uwaterloo.ca/~insight/past.html)

The failure of the United States, both as the dominant troop contributor to ISAF and under its own aegis in Operation Enduring Freedom, to adequately suppress the insurgent threat and effectively protect the civilian population is in large part a result of adherence to standard American military doctrine ill-suited for counterinsurgency operations. Since the Vietnam War, reinforced by the American experience in Somalia, the US military has taken as the sine qua non of combat operations that American casualties are to be avoided even at the expense of collateral civilian casualties. This has resulted in an "American style of waging war centred primarily on the idea of achieving a crushing military victory over an 37 opponent" encapsulated in the Weinberger-Powell Doctrine of limited national security objectives achieved through the application of overwhelming conventional force. As a result, in Afghanistan the American military has relied heavily upon air power and an enemy-centric operational focus that has only peripherally concerned itself with either direct civilian casualties or enemy retaliation against civilians. Force protection and the minimization of threat to Americans necessitated a concomitant increase in threat to Afghans, and as a result, "there is growing evidence that Afghans increasingly resent US 38 and NATO military activity". Given that Afghan popular sentiment is the ultimate prize over which insurgents and counterinsurgents find themselves competing, that American tactics have resulted in the alienation of public support severely undermines to the likely success of American strategy. Nowhere is this negative impact of tactic upon strategy more evident than in the near doubling in the period between November 2006 and May 2007 of 39 the number of Afghans favouring a return to power by the Taliban. 
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COIN fails – civilian casualties
Wilfrid Greaves - M.A. University of Calgary, Research Associate with the Peacebuilding, Development and Security Program at the Centre for Military and Strategic Studies – 2008
(Inquiry and Insight. Volume 1 Number 1“The People Paradox: Human Security and US Counterinsurgency in Afghanistan” pp 33-52 http://arts.uwaterloo.ca/~insight/past.html)

The second way in which current American COIN doctrine has failed, and even proven counterproductive, is in the increasing number of civilian casualties occurring as a direct result of American military tactics. The past year has seen a growing furor over the number of civilians killed by international forces, a number which in 2006 "surpassed the death toll of the September 11 attacks. Nearly 3,800 Afghan civilians have died since the conflict began"40 at the hands of international military forces. The number of civilians killed has severely weakened support for the international military presence in the eyes of the Afghan public, simultaneously eroding gains in the fields of governance and the economy and fuelling an increase in support for the Taliban. 
COIN Can’t Stabilize [1/2]
COIN is doomed to fail in Afghanistan - mindset
Donald M. Snow. Professor Emeritus at the University of Alabama, is the author of over 40 books on foreign policy, international relations and national security topics. 7/20/09. “Will COIN Work in Afghanistan?” Atlantic Council. <http://www.acus.org/new_atlanticist/will-coin-work-afghanistan>
The Obama administration has invested a great deal (one can argue too much) of its national security capital in the war on Afghanistan, and the chief instrument for realizing that investment has been the application of counterinsurgency (COIN) doctrine to the situation. This application, in turn, is based on putting into action the Army and Marine Corps’ Counterinsurgency Field Manual (Army FM-3-24 and Marine Warfighting Publication No.3-33.5). That document was first distributed in 2006 and published with various introductory add-ons by the University of Chicago Press in 2007. The document is most closely associated with Central Comman (CENTCOM) commander General David Petraeus, who supervised its writing while at Ft. Leavenworth and who has overall responsibility for the Afghanistan operation. The application of COIN to Afghanistan, moreover, is widely advertised as an extension of the so-called “surge” in Iraq.  The question is, will the COIN doctrine work in Afghanistan? Answering that question begins with a few comments on the overall doctrine as reflected in the book. As someone who wrote extensively on the topic in the 1990s, including three books (Distant Thunder, UnCivil Wars,and When America Fights) and two monographs for the US Army Strategic Studies Institute, I have some personal reflections on the document.  The first is that although the document is described by Harvard researcher Sarah Sewall (who helped draft it) in the “New Introduction” as “revolutionary,” it is nothing of the sort. Rather, the manual does codify a number of observations about how to conduct counterinsurgency that arose from the Vietnam postmortem of the 1980s and 1990s, but it adds essentially nothing to that debate. As a contribution to the debate on the subject, it does reflect fairly closely the approach  the Marines attempted to implement early in the Vietnam conflict–the so-called enclave approach of capturing, holding and securing territory and moving gradually out from the secured enclaves–and were rebuffed in executing by an Army more clearly interested in killing guerrillas than in waging the political battle for the “hearts and minds of men.” The document does come down clearly on the side of winning hearts and minds, which may be revolutionary to the Army, but not to anyone else.  Second, a great deal of the document is a direct repudiation of former Secretary of Defense Donald Rumsfeld and some of his more harebrained ideas about how to conduct modern war–basically blitzkrieg on the cheap in terms of investment in manpower and time. The Manual agrees with General Shinseki, who was sacked for arguing we needed lots more people in Iraq than Rummy would allow. The Manual is quite specific: COIN is manpower intensive and it takes a long time. Once again, hardly an insight, but at least a poke in Rummy’s eye.  Third, the manual is escessively mechanical in its approach. One gets little sense, for instance, on what American COIN operators are to do when they encounter disgruntled civilians of the country in which the operations are to take place, other than fairly vague entreaties about winning loyalties. I suspect that if I were in the field, the manual would provide me relatively little detailed direction in carrying out the pacification mission that is central to COIN success.  The manual also errs by omission in at least two critical ways. First and most fundamentally, it fails to recognize that the outsider COINs are probably part of the problem as well as the solution. Foreign forces, no matter how well intentioned are, after all, foreigners, and their presence is not going to be universally appreciated, either by those who are suspicious of foreigners (which includes most Afghans) and those whose causes are harmed by their presence. Moreover, the need to invite foreigners in to defeat the insurgents says something basically negative about the HN (host nation) government being helped (e.g. if the government was doing its job, why would it need foreign assistance?). Moreover, those who collaborate with the outsiders are going to be viewed by some as, well, collaborators, and the presence of those troops will in turn help insurgent recruitment. The manual is moot on this dynamic.  Fifth, the manual needs a “pre-manual” that talks about political aspects of becoming involed in COIN. In other words, are there places and situations that are ripe for involvement and others that are not. In what kinds of  situations is COIN success likely or unlikely? These are not questions for a military doctrinal publication, but a companion is necessary if one is not to consider all situations equally attractive for COIN operations.  With these limitations in mind, is Afghanistan ripe for COIN success? I think the manual argues implicitly that it is not, for three reasons. First, Afghanistan is too big for this kind of operation. The manual clearly states thateffective COIN requires one counterinsurgent for every 1,000 members of the population being protected. In Afghanistan, that means a COIN force of 660,000, a number so wildly in excess to what will ever be available to be disqualifying in and of itself. Second, the doctrine argues the heart of success is the political conversion of the population, but it fails to discuss who is going to do the converting. If it leaves this to U.S. counterinsurgents, the battle is lost. As the manual itself argues, an additional criterion for success is a good government the population can be loyal to. It is not at all clear Afghanistan has or is in any danger of acquiring such a government. Finally, the doctrine entreats that COIN is slow work and that its success will require considerable perseverance. A decade’s commitment or more is often suggested for 
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SNOW CONTINUES… NO TEXT DELETED
Afghanistan: is there any danger the American public will support an Afghanistan war still going on in 2018 or 2019? I
doubt it.  The US government likes to draw the analogy between Iraq and Afghanistan: COIN “worked in Iraq” and can be transferred to Afghanistan. Two rejoinders: the war in Iraq is not over, and will not be concluded until after the US leaves and the Iraqis sort things out, possibly violently. It’s not clear we “won.” Second, Afghanistan and Iraq are alike only in the sense of being in the same area of the world. One experience does not imply another. 

COIN Can’t Solve Insurgency

COIN’s civilian violence fuels the insurgency

Shezhad H. Qazi Department of Political Science, Indiana University-Purdue University – April 2010
('The ‘Neo-Taliban’ and Counterinsurgency in Afghanistan', Third World Quarterly, 31:3, 485 – 499 ty)
This is a commonly occurring phenomenon in insurgencies. As Weinstein argues, 'Counterinsurgent armies are notoriously brutal, employing tactics that target civilians indiscriminately [to] dry up the support base for guerrilla movements. Such indiscriminate violence can drive civilians into the waiting arms of rebel groups … Extreme levels of state violence often leaves civilians no other option than to join the insurgents'. Weinstein further explains that reasons for rebel violence include repression and exclusion from the political process, policies shaped by ethnic favouritism, and economic inequality.18  Whereas these reasons do not entirely account for the violence of the neo-Taliban, they do shed light on why certain groups and tribes would actively support the neo-Talib insurgents. For example, in Kandahar the Noorzai tribe lost political power to the Achakzais in the post-Taliban political order and were subsequently harassed by the latter. This forced the former to support the neo-Taliban. Inter-ethnic and tribal political rivalries helped the Taliban recruit locally because those disgruntled, out of power, or unhappy with a rival controlling the village would support the neo-Taliban. The Taliban also began dialogues with former 'Northern enemies', Jamiat-i-Islam and other jihadi groups of the 1980s. These groups had been marginalised by the Karzai regime and had turned hostile against it.19  Clashes between Uzbek and Pashtun warlords, along with those among other groups, allowed the neo-Taliban to infiltrate and expand their influence by recruitment. The neo-Taliban has a strong presence among Pashtun in areas northeast of Kabul, where they have mobilised the population against the Tajik. A system of quid pro quo developed, whereby the neo-Taliban would offer protection in return for political power sharing to tribes being attacked by rival leaders of the US-Karzai camp. As mentioned, two splinter groups of the Taliban are apparent. It is the second group that has become 'a voice not only for the Pashtun, but also traditionalist Muslims in Afghanistan'. Their support base comes from alienated and disenfranchised Pashtun communities.20 
Insurgency strong now

Shezhad H. Qazi Department of Political Science, Indiana University-Purdue University – April 2010
('The ‘Neo-Taliban’ and Counterinsurgency in Afghanistan', Third World Quarterly, 31:3, 485 – 499 ty)
The neo-Talibs have also accomplished the third goal of capitalising on their own momentum, as can be seen from the spread of their control. From 2003 to 2006 the Taliban gained control of much of southern Afghanistan. Taking over parts of Zabul and eastern Paktika provinces in 2003, they also had strongholds Uruzgan and Kandahar by 2004 and near Kandahar city and in northern Helmand provinces by 2005-06. Simultaneously they removed the government presence from Ghazni, northern Paktika, Khost, and southern and central Helmand. Today the Taliban control and maintain heavy insurgent activity within 80% of the country.21

Coin/Nation building bad

High troop levels spark insurgency, CT is the most logical step for Afghanistan
 [Benjamin H. Friedman  is a research fellow in defense and homeland security studies at the Cato Institute and a PhD candidate in political science at the Massachusetts Institute of Technology, April 3, 2008, “Don't 'Pull an Iraq' in Afghanistan”, http://www.cato.org/pub_display.php?pub_id=9314] 

This week at a NATO summit in Bucharest, Romainia, American officials asked Europeans to send more troops to the war in Afghanistan. Leaders in both the Democratic and Republican Parties agree that higher troop levels and a deeper commitment to state-building are the path to victory in Afghanistan. But both sides are wrong, and Iraq shows why. When it comes to military occupations, Iraq reveals that bigger isn't always better. The heavy United States troop presence at the start of the occupation helped spark the insurgency. New tactics, militia cease-fires, and resettlement moved Iraqis out of harm's way and reduced violence in Iraq in recent months. The surge in troop numbers mattered less than these factors. But what US involvement in Iraq principally demonstrates is the limitation of American military power in reordering foreign societies. US troops can check violence in areas they occupy, but cannot repair the tensions that produce such violence. Those tensions stem from political problems that only Iraqis can solve, as the current unrest in the Shiite south indicates. If Iraq teaches Americans that flooding troops into other states racked by civil war and that undertaking massive state-building efforts is a good use of tax dollars, they are misguided. Disappointingly, US foreign-policy makers have embraced this false lesson. The politicians and think tank experts likely to guide the next administration's military policy seem to believe that if Americans only plan better, coordinate more, and master counter-insurgency doctrine, the country can succeed in future wars meant to build foreign governments. The public may have learned enough to change their opinion, but Washington's hubris is essentially intact. Consider the recent push to increase troop numbers in Afghanistan. John McCain agrees with the current administration that more European soldiers are needed, but seems chary of sending more Americans there given his commitment of troops to Iraq. His friends at the American Enterprise Institute ignore this problem and back another American surge. Meanwhile, the loudest backers of increasing troops in Afghanistan are Democrats. The liberal Center for American Progress has long advocated shifting troops from Iraq to Afghanistan, a stance now echoed by several left-leaning think tanks. Last month, Hillary Rodham Clinton called for expanded American and NATO troop contributions, plus increased funds for reconstruction. Barack Obama recently said something similar with greater specificity. The problem with this outbreak of surge enthusiasm is less the push for more troops itself than the associated idea that Afghanistan needs the treatment Iraq is getting. Democrats argue that Bush has neglected Afghanistan and that its stability and US security require a bigger, better state-building effort. This is backward. One of the Bush administration's rare achievements is the modesty of US presence and ambitions in Afghanistan. Defending American interests in Afghanistan requires nothing more than ensuring the absence of a haven for international terrorists and making an example of those who provide one. Those two reasonable goals justified the war in Afghanistan, unlike the Iraq war. If the latter goal should fail, US forces can target terrorist camps and supporters through raids and airstrikes guided by intelligence, even if Taliban militias gain power in some regions. Those missions do not require a huge force structure, or that Afghanistan become a modern nation, a democratic one, or even stable. Instead of this realistic approach, the next president will probably move to expand a never-ending war meant to assert the control of a statelet in Kabul over an unruly territory. Afghanistan is full of arms and grievances. It lacks the basics of statehood: a road network, a working national energy grid, widespread patriotism, and tax collection. The notion that a 25 percent increase of Western forces and investment is enough to transform Afghanistan into a peaceful, centralized state shows idealism of stunning tenacity. Only Afghans can properly build Afghanistan. When Americans attempt to do the job, we protect Afghans from the struggle that will ultimately make them stronger. The truth is, neither Americans nor Afghans can create an Afghanistan that fulfills US hopes. We should aim for one that meets US needs.
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COIN isn’t winnable- needs strong Afghan leadership

Peter W. Galbraith. Former Deputy UN Envoy to Afghanistan, mediated the end to the Croatian War, and the UN Secretary-General's Deputy Special Representative for Afghanistan. 5/17/10. “The opposition's opening remarks.” The Economist. <http://www.economist.com/debate/days/view/516#con_statement_anchor>
The war in Afghanistan is not winnable because America does not have a credible Afghan partner and there is no prospect that one will emerge.  America is pursuing a counterinsurgency strategy in Afghanistan and, as General Stanley McChrystal observes, the centre of gravity in counterinsurgency is the people. Although American forces can outfight the poorly equipped Taliban (when they can be found), America and its allies cannot defeat the insurgency without the support of the Afghan people. Thus the essential element of American strategy is an Afghan government that enjoys the loyalty of enough Afghans to turn the population against the insurgents.  Such a government does not exist. President Hamid Karzai has been in office since 2002, when he was installed with the support of the Bush administration following the fall of the Taliban. In eight years, he has run a government so ineffective that Afghans deride him as being no more than the mayor of Kabul and so corrupt that his country ranks 179 on Transparency International's Corruption Perceptions Index, just ahead of last-placed Somalia, which has no government at all.  To make matters worse, Mr Karzai is now in office as a result of an election that he himself admits was massively fraudulent. In 2009, the Karzai-appointed Afghan Independent Election Commission (IEC) rigged the elections so that Mr Karzai ended up with at least 1m phoney votes, or one-third of his total votes. (After a separate, independently appointed, Electoral Complaints Commission eventually rejected enough Karzai votes to force a second round, the IEC adopted procedures to produce an even more fraud-prone second round and the runner up, Abdullah Abdullah, chose not to participate.)  Many Afghans do not see Mr Karzai as a democratically elected leader. Thus, in addition to being corrupt and ineffective, the government that is the keystone of American strategy also suffers from a legitimacy deficit.  Over the past eight years, the military situation has worsened year by year. It is unrealistic to expect Mr Karzai, who has a track record of ineffectiveness and corruption now compounded by illegitimacy, to reform. There is also no indication that he wants to reform. At the beginning of April, he responded to pressure from the Obama administration by blaming the UN and America for the 2009 election fraud and said he might join the Taliban. This led many Afghans and some Americans (myself included) to question his mental stability. During last week's visit to the White House nothing but nice words were exchanged in public, but this was almost certainly because of the administration's concern that Mr Karzai's antics were undercutting public support for the war, not any new-found confidence in the Afghan leader.  Afghanistan's problems extend far beyond Mr Karzai. Tens of billions of dollars have been spent on recruiting and training an Afghan police force with little to show for it. Some 80% of recruits are illiterate and a significant number are drug users. The standard eight-week training course is far too short to produce qualified police, especially since some time is necessarily devoted to teaching survival skills and even basic hygiene. A much longer course might produce better-trained Afghans, but the graduates would then probably not want to be police in a country where, in certain provinces, one in ten is killed each year.  American troops can clear the Taliban from an area. But if the Taliban are to be kept away, American efforts must be followed by Afghan soldiers to provide security and Afghan police to provide law and order. Most important, an Afghan government must provide honest administration and win the loyalty of the population. While there has been progress in building an army, this is largely not the case with the police. And there is no prospect that Mr Karzai's corrupt, ineffective and illegitimate government can win the loyalty of the population. 
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COIN success is impossible

 [Washington Independent,  Spencer Ackerman is an American national security reporter and blogger. He began his career at The New Republic and currently writes for Wired magazine's national security blog, Danger Room, 5/12/10, “From Kandahar, a View of a ‘Counterproductive Counterinsurgency’”, http://washingtonindependent.com/84592/from-kandahar-view-of-a-counterproductive-counterinsurgency] 

The counterinsurgency methodology which is currently being employed in Afghanistan is not going to lead coalition forces to victory in this war. The idea of “counterinsurgency” appears to be a viable way for success on paper. Military units, along with NGO’s [non-governmental organizations], the Department of State, GIRoA [the Afghanistan government], and other government agencies work together to emplace the clear, hold, build strategy in key areas of the battlefield. Like communism, however, counterinsurgency methods are not proving to be effective in practice. Counterinsurgency methods must make quick and effective use of information. However, the joint environment of the theater of operation makes it difficult for efficient information dissemination. Coalition units are still apprehensive about distributing information to consumers who do not wear the same uniform — and many units still have major breakdowns in following guidance directing the flow of information up to higher decision-making elements; or down to the soldiers on the ground. The result of stove-piped information sharing channels maximizes the amount of time that insurgent forces have to seek out coalition vulnerabilities and exploit them. The passive approach taken to reintegrate the enemy is also proving to be ineffective. Coalition forces who are using the idea of projects and Provincial Reconstruction Teams to pacify local insurgents are experiencing long delays in getting their recommended courses of action approved, funded and then complete. Additionally, there is often a poor hand-off from kinetic [read: military] forces who relinquish control of a previously hostile area to non-kinetic groups who are empowered to “win hearts and minds.” It is evident that there is little attention to ensuring that the local population is prepared for the transition of combat troops occupying their home one month and then smiling faces knocking on their doors the next. Additionally, coalition participants are not yet capable of recognizing the human terrain of their area once they assume control of it. The human terrain layer of the battlefield is a necessary component of mission planning and success in a counterinsurgency environment. Coalition forces have become aware of the utility of understanding it but have failed to quantify their efforts in exploiting it. The fact that insurgent groups are still integrated within the population of areas that have been under coalition control for long periods of time is indicative of their ability to more effectively exploit the human layer of the battlefield and mitigate the effects of a counterinsurgency campaign. The adage still holds true today that “we have the watches, but they have the time.” The enemy still has the discipline to outlast our commitment to the area. As if the breakdown of communication and process methodology in place isn’t enough to negate the effectiveness of counterinsurgency operations, we must also contend with the effects of the media, and a world population that cringes when it is witness to overt aggression and the marginalization of people. In this response, the leaders of this campaign have taken too many precautions to ensure that everyone is content with the tact taken. An effective counterinsurgency can only be waged by an organization that is capable of committing to support only those it empowers, remains quiet until it strikes, and effectively owns the world of information. Once it is capable of identifying the vulnerabilities in core infrastructure before the enemy is able to exploit them—and strikes with precision to seal them up, the enemy will dissolve and we will find the war is won.
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Solving Afghanistan is impossible, High troop levels only increase instability.  We should switch to CT instead

 [Malou Innocent, is a foreign policy analyst at the Cato Institute, September 16, 2009, “No More Troops for Afghanistan”, http://www.cato.org/pub_display.php?pub_id=10550, AT]
As public support for the war in Afghanistan hits an all-time low, Joint Chiefs Chairman Admiral Mike Mullen has endorsed an increase in U.S. forces there. But President Obama should strongly resist any calls to add more troops. The U.S. and NATO military presence of roughly 110,000 troops is more than enough to carry out the focused mission of training Afghan forces. Committing still more troops would only weaken the authority of Afghan leaders and undermine the U.S.'s ability to deal with security challenges elsewhere in the world. The Senate hearings this week on Afghanistan are displaying the increased skepticism among many top lawmakers toward a war that is rapidly losing public support. At a Senate Armed Service Committee hearing, Senator Lindsey Graham (R-S.C.) asked Mullen, "Do you understand you've got one more shot back home?" alluding to polls showing most Americans oppose the war and oppose sending more troops. "Do you understand that?" Sadly, a common view among policymakers and defense officials is that if America pours in enough time and resources--possibly hundreds of thousands of troops for another 12 to 14 years--Washington could really turn Afghanistan around. But while military leaders like Gen. Stanley McChrystal say a new strategy must be forged to "earn the support of the [Afghan] people," Washington does not even have the support of the American people. The U.S. does not have the patience, cultural knowledge or legitimacy to transform what is a deeply divided, poverty-stricken, tribal-based society into a self-sufficient, non-corrupt, and stable electoral democracy. And even if Americans did commit several hundred thousand troops and pursued decades of armed nation-building--in the middle of an economic downturn, no less--success would hardly be guaranteed, especially in a country notoriously suspicious of outsiders and largely devoid of central authority. The U.S. and its allies must instead narrow their objectives. A long-term, large-scale presence is not necessary to disrupt al Qaeda, and going after the group does not require Washington to pacify the entire country. Denying a sanctuary to terrorists that seek to attack the U.S. can be done through aerial surveillance, retaining covert operatives for discrete operations against specific targets, and ongoing intelligence-sharing with countries in the region. Overall, remaining in Afghanistan is more likely to tarnish America's reputation and undermine U.S. security than would withdrawal.
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Failure is inevitable, the only thing we can control is the number of deaths before we quit nation building

 [Doug Bandow,  is a Senior Fellow at the Cato Institute. He also is the Robert A. Taft Fellow at the American Conservative Defense Alliance and the Senior Fellow in International Religious Persecution at the Institute on Religion and Public Policy. He served as a Special Assistant to President Ronald Reagan, July 20, 2010, “Why Are We in Afghanistan?”, http://www.cato.org/pub_display.php?pub_id=11995, AT]
The Taliban is not particularly popular. Rather, in many areas the government is less popular. Tom Ricks of the Washington Post notes: "Our biggest single problem in Afghanistan is not the Taliban. They are a consequence of our problem. Our problem in Afghanistan is the Kabul government." The Karzai regime is noted more for corruption than competence. The Los Angeles Times writes of "a cabal of Afghan hustlers who have milked connections to high government officials to earn illicit fortunes." They have turned Afghanistan's capital into a vampire city, in which the elite live off of drug or Western money. I asked a long-time associate of President Karzai about allegations of corruption; he responded that no Afghan politician could long survive without "taking care of" his family and friends. The Afghanistan Rights Monitor worries: "It will take a miracle to win the war against the insurgents and restore a viable peace in Afghanistan with the existing Afghan leadership and government." The country "lacks the basic prerequisites for a sustainable peace--a legitimate, competent and independent government and leadership." The daunting challenge facing the U.S. is evident from operations in both Marja and Kandahar. The town of Marja was a Taliban sanctuary targeted by the U.S. military in February. The Washington Post reported in June: "Firefights between insurgents and security forces occur daily, resulting in more Marine fatalities and casualties over the past month than in the first month of the operation." In May Gen. McChrystal complained of the perception that Marja had become "a bleeding ulcer." There simply is no "government-in-a-box" for Kabul to deliver as planned. Even super-hawks Frederick and Kimberly Kagan acknowledge that Marja was "an area that supported insurgents precisely because it saw the central government as threatening and predatory." The allied operation has gone poorly because of "The incapacity of the Afghan government to deliver either justice or basic services to its people." The Kagans argue that U.S. forces have achieved more important military objectives. But those goals ultimately remain secondary to political progress. There seems little reason to be optimistic about the chances of the far larger operation planned for Kandahar. The military campaign has been put off from June and support for the Taliban remains worrisomely strong. Moreover, the insurgents have been carrying out a campaign of assassination against Afghans friendly to the allies. Again, success will depend on effective local governance. Yet Los Angeles Times reporter David Zucchino writes: "Development projects have been modest and plagued by insurgent attacks or threats against Afghan workers. Residents complain of shakedowns by Afghan police. Many U.S. troops say they don't fully trust their nominal allies in the Afghan police or army, who are scheduled to take responsibility for security by next summer." Brutal, corrupt, and inefficient government rule is worse than brutal, less corrupt, and less inefficient Taliban control for many Afghans. "If anybody thinks Kandahar will be solved this year," one top military officer told the New York Times, "they are kidding themselves." President Obama appears ready to abandon his promise to begin troop withdrawals next July, but time is not on his side. A poll in May found that 52 percent of Americans did not believe the war was worth fighting. With the Europeans also looking for the exits, Secretary of Defense Robert Gates declared at the June NATO summit: "All of us, for our publics, are going to have to show by the end of the year that our strategy is on the track, making some headway." Last December President Obama told West Point cadets "As your commander in chief, I owe you a mission that is clearly defined and worthy of your service." Alas, Washington is pursuing the wrong objective in the wrong place. America's critical interests are to prevent Afghanistan from again becoming an al-Qaeda training ground and avoid destabilizing next-door nuclear-armed Pakistan. The first has been achieved, and could be maintained through a negotiated withdrawal with the Taliban — which likely would prefer not to be deposed again — backed by air/drone strikes and Special Forces intervention if necessary. The second would be best served by deescalating the conflict, which is a major source of instability in Pakistan. Failing to "win" would be bad. But carrying on in a war not worth fighting would be worse. As Tony Blankley observes: "What is not inevitable is the number of American (and allied) troops who must die before failure becomes inevitable." The Obama administration should focus on protecting Americans from terrorism. It should leave nation-building in Afghanistan to the Afghan people.
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Afghanistan War destabilizes pakistan

 [Doug Bandow, is a Senior Fellow at the Cato Institute, He also is the Robert A. Taft Fellow at the American Conservative Defense Alliance and the Senior Fellow in International Religious Persecution at the Institute on Religion and Public Policy. He served as a Special Assistant to President Ronald Reagan, October 31, 2009, “Recognizing the Limits of American Power in Afghanistan”, http://www.cato.org/pub_display.php?pub_id=10924, AT]
However, a semi-stable, semi-workable Afghan state doesn't necessarily work to Pakistan's advantage. First, how would it affect Islamabad's most serious security concern--the regional balance with India? Pakistan strongly supported the Taliban regime pre-9/11 for a reason. Second, Afghans enjoying the benefits of peace might not welcome jihadists and terrorists, encouraging the latter to remain in Pakistan's largely autonomous border provinces. Most important, Pakistan seems more likely to be destabilized by an endless, escalating conflict than a Taliban advance. Islamabad's vulnerabilities are obvious, with a weak civilian government facing a complex mix of poverty, instability, insurgency, and terrorism. Unfortunately, the war in neighboring Afghanistan exacerbates all of these problems. Argued Hoh: "Our presence in Afghanistan has only increased destabilization and insurgency in Pakistan." First, the war has pushed Afghan insurgents across the border. Second, cooperation with unpopular U.S. policy has reinforced the Zardari government's appearance as an American toady. Ever-rising American demands further undercut Pakistani sovereignty and increase public hostility. From Pakistan's perspective, limiting the war on almost any terms would be better than prosecuting it for years, even to "victory," whatever that would mean. In fact, the least likely outcome is a takeover by widely unpopular Pakistani militants. The Pakistan military is the nation's strongest institution; while the army might not be able to rule alone, it can prevent any other force from ruling. Indeed, Bennett Ramberg made the important point: "Pakistan, Iran and the former Soviet republics to the north have demonstrated a brutal capacity to suppress political violence to ensure survival. This suggests that even were Afghanistan to become a terrorist haven, the neighborhood can adapt and resist." The results might not be pretty, but the region would not descend into chaos. In contrast, warned Bacevich: "To risk the stability of that nuclear-armed state in the vain hope of salvaging Afghanistan would be a terrible mistake.

Withdrawing combat forces is the best path to success 

 [Doug Bandow, is a Senior Fellow at the Cato Institute, He also is the Robert A. Taft Fellow at the American Conservative Defense Alliance and the Senior Fellow in International Religious Persecution at the Institute on Religion and Public Policy. He served as a Special Assistant to President Ronald Reagan, October 31, 2009, “Recognizing the Limits of American Power in Afghanistan”, http://www.cato.org/pub_display.php?pub_id=10924, AT]
America's well-disciplined and well-trained forces can do much, but not everything. Hoh observed that no "military force has ever been tasked with such a complex, opaque and Sisyphean mission as the U.S. military has received in Afghanistan." Even if better deployed in more heavily populated areas, the odds of reasonable success in reasonable time at reasonable cost seem long at best. The point is not that the majority of Afghans love the Taliban. But many dislike the Karzai government, local warlords, and/or allied forces. The costs of "winning" such a complicated game almost certainly would outweigh the benefits of even the most optimistic projections. As Peters bluntly states, "the hearts and minds of the Afghans not only can't be won, but aren't worth winning." More likely than victory would be years of war, persistent insurgent activity, thousands more American casualties, hundreds of billions of dollars more outlays, persistent regional instability, and ultimate U.S. withdrawal. What are the alternatives? The status quo offers little hope of reversing the Taliban's gains. Concentrating allied troops in the cities might offer greater urban security but would concede most of the country to the insurgency. Accelerating training and equipping of the Afghan army and police would yield positive results only if the resulting forces proved to be competent and honest, as well as competently and honestly led. The better policy would be for Washington to begin drawing down its combat forces. The outcome might be Taliban conquest and rule, but equally likely is continuing conflict and divided governance amongst competing political factions, ethnic groups, and tribes. The resulting patchwork would be tragic, but the fighting would no longer be inflamed by outside intervention. Would adverse consequences extend beyond the region? The Economist hyperbolically fears that "defeat for the West in Afghanistan would embolden its opponents not just in Pakistan, but all around the world, leaving it more open to attacks." However, jihadists are most likely to attack Westerners when their grievances are ongoing. Groups based in Amman, London, Madrid, and Riyadh as well as America are more likely to act if the American government is killing more rather than fewer Muslims in Afghanistan. Moreover, escalation, followed by additional years of conflict and then ultimate defeat would multiply the harm to America's reputation. The Soviet Union made this mistake. Author Victor Sebestyen reviewed the minutes of meetings between Politburo and military officials and reported: ".
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Central govt focus unnecessary 

[Doug Bandow, is a Senior Fellow at the Cato Institute, He also is the Robert A. Taft Fellow at the American Conservative Defense Alliance and the Senior Fellow in International Religious Persecution at the Institute on Religion and Public Policy. He served as a Special Assistant to President Ronald Reagan, October 31, 2009, “Recognizing the Limits of American Power in Afghanistan”, http://www.cato.org/pub_display.php?pub_id=10924, AT]
The administration should adjust its policy ends. Washington's principal objective should be protecting U.S. security. The Washington Post's David Ignatius railed against adopting "a more selfish counterterrorism strategy that drops the rebuilding part and seeks to assassinate America's enemies." But the U.S. government's overriding obligation is to protect U.S. citizens, and that means focusing on al-Qaeda rather than the Taliban, forestalling and disrupting terrorist operations against America. Doing so requires sharing intelligence widely among affected nations, squeezing terrorist funding networks, utilizing Special Forces on the ground, employing predator and air strikes--judiciously, given the tragic risk of civilian casualties, which both raises moral issues and fuels anti-American sentiment--and cooperating with various Afghan forces and the Pakistani government. In contrast, it is not necessary to build a functional state in Kabul allied with the U.S. Noted Sageman: "The proposed counter-insurgency strategy in Afghanistan is at present irrelevant to the goal of disrupting, dismantling and defeating al-Qaeda, which is located in Pakistan. None of the plots in the West has any connection to any Afghan insurgent group, labeled under the umbrella name 'Afghan Taliban'." In Afghanistan Washington should tolerate any regime or group, or combination of regimes or groups, willing to cooperate in preventing terrorist attacks. Obviously, policymakers disagree on the likelihood of success of such a political strategy. One unnamed anti-terrorism official told the Washington Post that the prospects of political reconciliation are "dim and grim." Other analysts contend that only major battlefield victories would encourage Taliban forces to surrender. Yet history suggests that accommodation is possible and certainly worth pursuing. After all, the Karzai government has made deals with warlords and narcotics producers alike. Washington once worked, reluctantly to be sure, with the Taliban regime to combat drug production. There are indications that the Taliban was angered by al-Qaeda's 9/11 assault on the U.S. Moreover, a number of Taliban commanders defected in the early years after American intervention. Thus, Washington should attempt to split the Afghan insurgency. Secretary of State Hillary Clinton once equated al-Qaeda and the Taliban, but more recently admitted: "Not every Taliban is an extremist ally." In fact, the Taliban mixes hard-core militants and disaffected residents. Arsalan Rahmani, once Islamic affairs minister in the Taliban government and now a member of the Afghan parliament, explained: "Some are fighting to go to paradise, but among the Taliban leaders most want peace. Afghanistan is their homeland and they want peace here."
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Decentralization solves, CT is neccesary

 [Doug Bandow, is a Senior Fellow at the Cato Institute, He also is the Robert A. Taft Fellow at the American Conservative Defense Alliance and the Senior Fellow in International Religious Persecution at the Institute on Religion and Public Policy. He served as a Special Assistant to President Ronald Reagan, October 31, 2009, “Recognizing the Limits of American Power in Afghanistan”, http://www.cato.org/pub_display.php?pub_id=10924, AT]
Washington will need to display both knowledge and nuance, admittedly too often in short supply, to exploit Taliban differences. However, being out of power apparently has left the Taliban even less well-disposed to bin Laden & Co. Explained John Mueller of Ohio State University: "There are reports that Omar's group has made clear its rupture with al-Qaeda in talks with Saudi Arabia." Thus, the Taliban may well focus on its own interests. Mullah Mutawakkil, once a minister in the Taliban government, believes a deal is possible: remove bounties on commanders, release insurgent prisoners held at Bagram air base, and accept Taliban rule in Afghanistan's southern provinces in return for a commitment not to allow use of Taliban-controlled territory in attacks on the West. This would not be a radical policy, since Washington already has ceded certain areas to warlord control. Insurgent leaders know well that denial is less costly than control: Washington could launch targeted strikes against any al-Qaeda operations and oust any regime, Taliban or other, which allied itself with terrorists. This approach also would demonstrate to the Muslim world that the U.S. is targeting terrorists, not Islamic governments. In contrast, warns Mutawakkil: "If the Taliban fight on and finally became Afghanistan's government with the help of al-Qaeda, it would then be very difficult to separate them." Currently joined with the Taliban are opportunistic warlords such as Gulbaddin Hekmatyar and Jalaluddin Haqqani. Washington should appeal to differences among uneasy allies and offer to buy off--or lease--the more venal opposition. An essential aspect of this strategy, however, is withdrawing allied troops, since many Afghan fighters are determined to resist any foreign occupiers. A continuing occupation, no matter how well-intentioned from our perspective, will generate "more casualties, irritation and recruitment for the Taliban," in the words of Nicholas Kristof. In fact, the longer more U.S. forces remain, the harder more insurgents will resist. In 2007, for instance, 27 often feuding groups coalesced in Pakistan in response to U.S. airstrikes. In Afghanistan the population has not turned on the Taliban the way Iraqis turned on the al-Qaeda. Lt. Col. Daniel L. Davis, who served in both Afghanistan and Iraq, advocated a U.S. withdrawal over the next 18 months: "Many experts in and from Afghanistan warn that our presence over the past eight years has already hardened a meaningful percentage of the population into viewing the United States as an army of occupation which should be opposed and resisted." Unfortunately, there are limits to Washington's ability to ameliorate this result. Argued Hugh Gusterson, of George Mason University: "The Pentagon will try to minimize the insult through cultural sensitivity training and new doctrines that emphasize befriending the locals, but they will fail because it's in the very nature of counterinsurgency that occupying forces must be intrusive to be effective. And when you have thousands of foreign troops being shot at, accidents and atrocities happen. The more such troops you have, the more accidents and atrocities you get." There remains the emotional case for escalation. Army Sgt. Teresa Coble complained to the Washington Times: "We would not be honoring the lives of the troops who died if we left here without finishing our mission." But what is the mission? One should mourn those whose lives were sacrificed by their government for any policy which failed. However, al-Qaeda has been largely defanged. The failure to create an Afghan nation is one of policy, not personnel. It would not honor American servicemen and women to needlessly toss away even more lives to continue this failed policy. It would be especially foolish to embark upon a campaign of escalation if it is not sustainable over the long-term. And escalation is not. After nearly eight years of war, the American people are losing faith--not in the necessity of killing or capturing terrorists, but in the dream of remaking Afghanistan. The latest CNN poll indicates that six of ten Americans oppose sending more troops to Afghanistan. Nearly half want to reduce manpower levels or even withdraw all troops. A majority also believes that Afghanistan has turned into another Vietnam. Advocates of years more of costly war for dubious gain argue that the public should support their policy, but that is irrelevant. The president must base U.S. policy on what the public likely will support. Else his strategy will be doomed from the start. In 2002 Barack Obama warned against fighting a war "without a clear rationale and without strong international support," and that an invasion of Iraq would yield: "a U.S. occupation of undetermined length, at undetermined cost, and with unintended consequences." That is happening in Afghanistan. In fact, one could imagine bin Laden hoping to ensnare the U.S. in a no-win war in Afghanistan. Seth Jones and Martin Libicki of the Rand Corporation noted that "combat operations in Muslim societies" are "likely to increase terrorist recruitment." Indeed, parody has become truth. "Reported" the Onion: "According to sources at the Pentagon, American quagmire-building efforts continued apace in Afghanistan this week, as the geographically rugged, politically unstable region remained ungovernable, death tolls continued to rise, and the grim military campaign persisted as hopelessly as ever." 

[CONTINUED]
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Of course, the desire of many Washington policymakers to improve the lives of Afghans is genuine. Most Afghans want peace and many Afghans desire American aid to better their land. Given enough resources and time, courageous and dedicated U.S. personnel could conceivably succeed in remaking Afghanistan. But the chances are slim while the cost in lives and treasure inevitably would be high--too high. Getting out of Afghanistan won't be as easy as getting in. The administration should develop a strategy to steadily reduce rather than increase America's military presence. Combat forces should be fully withdrawn. The U.S. should focus on counter-terrorism. The time and manner of getting out should reflect potentially changing circumstances. But withdrawal should be Washington's ultimate objective. An independent America was born of a rugged determination by common folk to govern themselves. It should not surprise modern Americans that many Afghans feel the same way. Despite the persistent delusion in Washington that the rest of world desperately desires to become America's next attempt at social engineering, most Afghans are not waiting for U.S. advisers, diplomats, and soldiers to show them a better way. To the contrary, many are ready to fight to follow their own way. Their determination presents the president with a momentous decision. The administration should narrow the Afghan mission. Washington's objective should be disrupting al-Qaeda wherever located, whether Afghanistan, Pakistan, or elsewhere. On occasion that will warrant military action, but more often other tools will be required. Even with the finest military on earth the U.S. government cannot do everything. Reconsidering American strategy in Afghanistan is an important way for Washington policymakers to acknowledge the limits of U.S. power. Changing American priorities in this way would be a giant step by President Obama towards actually earning a Nobel award bestowed more out of future hope than past achievement.
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Only a decentralized government can self sustain

Bandow 10, [Doug Bandow,  is the Robert A. Taft Fellow at the American Conservative Defense Alliance, advisor to Campaign for Liberty, and a Senior Fellow at the Cato Institute. He is also a former Special Assistant to President Ronald Reagan, May 19, 2010, “Afghanistan: Whose War?”, http://www.cato.org/pub_display.php?pub_id=11822, AT]
Perhaps the greatest failing of the campaign in Afghanistan is the inability to foster anything approaching a serious local partner in Kabul. Ultimately only Afghans can create a system that survives an allied military withdrawal. Virtually no one believes the Karzai government could stand on its own: the only disagreement is over how long he could hang on and what likely would follow. This is after more than eight years of war. World War II lasted only six years. World War I ran four years. So did the Civil War. There is little to suggest that U.S. officials have finally gotten it right. If not, how many more lives and how much money is Washington prepared to toss into the Afghan black hole? Afghanistan is one of the world's great tragedies. Decades of war have ravaged this once peaceful land. The landscape is still beautiful, yet much of it is poisoned by wars present and haunted by the remains of wars past. Brutal fundamentalism has replaced liberal tolerance in cities like Kabul. Local self-government today is achieved only at the point of a gun. National self-government remains only a theory. Ambitious Afghans try to emigrate. Wealthy Afghans send their families abroad. Despite it all, many educated and humane Afghans stay, risking their lives fighting for a better life for their fellow countrymen. To want to help them do so reflects the best of impulses. To believe that one can do it for them reflects the worst of illusions. America has achieved its objectives in Afghanistan: al-Qaeda has been dispersed, the Taliban has been punished, an anti-terrorism message has been sent. But Washington's broader attempt at nation-building has been far less successful, despite the expenditure of nearly 1,000 American lives more than $220 billion. For all this, Adm. Mike Mullen, chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, calls the situation in Afghanistan "deteriorating." There is no better time than the present for Washington to learn humility. The U.S. cannot impose liberty, prosperity, democracy, and stability on Afghanistan. The Obama administration should focus on protecting Americans from terrorism while leaving nation-building in Afghanistan to the Afghan people.
Karzai govt will collapse without US

 [Lynne O'Donnell (AFP), Jan 7, 2010, “I don't need favour of foreign powers: Karzai”, http://www.google.com/hostednews/afp/article/ALeqM5i0JL3zu1msWf1bdHmP8aOUlPL7dA]
KABUL — Afghanistan's President Hamid Karzai, whose fragile government is propped up by more than 100,000 foreign troops, said Friday he does not need "the favour" of the international community. The US and NATO have 113,000 troops fighting a Taliban insurgency trying to topple Karzai and destabilise the war-torn, impoverished and corrupt country. With more than 500 international troop deaths in 2009, the war is becoming more deadly for foreign and Afghan troops alike as it drags into its ninth year since the Islamist regime was toppled in 2001. Diplomats in Kabul say without the Western military presence, Karzai's government would soon collapse as the Taliban spreads its footprint across the country and setting up shadow administrative and judicial systems. While being propped up by Western forces, set to rise this year to 150,000, and billions of dollars in annual aid, Karzai told Al-Jazeera Television his job is "to win the hearts and minds of the Afghan people".
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Failure is inevitable
 [Tony Blankley is an Executive Vice President with Edelman public relations in Washington, a Visiting Senior Fellow in National-Security Communications at the Heritage Foundation, weekly contributor to the nationally syndicated public radio program Left, Right & Center, author of The West's Last Chance: Will We Win the Clash of Civilizations? and American Grit: What It Will Take to Survive and Win in the 21st Century, and a regular guest on various new programs, June 15, 2010, “No Trust Between Obama and Karzai “, http://www.newsmax.com/TonyBlankley/Afghanistan-Obama-Karzai-NATO/2010/06/15/id/362060, AT]

Since last summer, President Obama has publicly doubted whether Afghan President Hamid Karzai's corruption and incompetence make him a fit partner for our policy goals in Afghanistan. Now, according to Saturday's New York Times: "Mr. Karzai (has) lost faith in the Americans and NATO to prevail in Afghanistan." Regretfully, both presidents are correct. Neither of them has a national partner in whom he can place any reasonable confidence. The two governments cannot agree on a common fighting strategy. Nor can those facts be materially changed in time to make a difference, given President Obama's firm commitment to start withdrawing troops no later than the middle of next year. The current price for staying is approximately one American troop fatality a day (plus several wounded and an undisclosed number of killed and wounded American contract employees). British troops are being killed at the same rate proportional to their troop level. The fatality rate for the remainder of NATO forces (proportionally) is about one-fifth the Anglo-American level of sacrifice. As these truths become more broadly understood and accepted, I think more Americans — Republicans and Democrats, hawks and doves, liberals and conservatives — will come around to the lamentable conclusion that a continued, substantial U.S. militarily presence in Afghanistan will do no good for the United States or the long-suffering people of Afghanistan. As the New York Times article Saturday went on to observe regarding Mr. Karzai's state of mind: "People close to (Karzai) say he began to lose confidence in the Americans last summer, after national elections in which independent monitors determined that nearly one million ballots had been stolen on Mr. Karzai's behalf. The rift worsened in December, when President Obama announced that he intended to begin reducing the number of American troops by the summer of 2011. 'Karzai told me that he can't trust the Americans to fix the situation here,' said a Western diplomat in Kabul. . . . He believes they stole his legitimacy during the elections last year. And then they said publicly that they were going to leave." I made this same point three months ago in this space when I reiterated my call from November for us to get out of Afghanistan: "If we need a credible 'local partner,' our local partner needs a reliable, supportive 'large brother' (to wit: the United States). But by first hesitating to support Mr. Karzai, then saying we will support him — but only for 18 months, then publicly admonishing him to end the endemic corruption, then leaking the fact that his own brother is a major drug smuggler — we have undermined and infuriated him, without whom we cannot succeed in Afghanistan." Then this spring, as the toxic relations between Mr. Obama and Mr. Karzai became the subject of newspaper headlines rather than mere diplomatic gossip, Mr. Obama invited Mr. Karzai to the White House to be treated right royal. Fine food and fine words could not undo the fatal damage done to the alliance by the public White House words of the previous year. Mr. Karzai was intent on undoing American policy, and he has succeeded. The essence of Mr. Obama and Gen. Stanley A. McChrystal's strategy for counterinsurgency and "population-centric" mini-nation-building was to: (1) Build up allied troop levels quickly, (2) as a first step, drive the Taliban out of Marja, an insignificant town of 60,000 in Helmand province, and set up some governance to demonstrate the feasibility of our "clear, hold and build" strategy, and (3) go on in June to execute the Kandahar Offensive, which would overwhelm and replace the Taliban in their spiritual homeland stronghold. Gen. McChrystal called this the "decisive" battle of the nine-year-old Afghan war. But as early as April, the London Times reported, "Afghan president, Hamid Karzai, threatens to block NATO offensive (in Kandahar)." This entire strategy was premised on inducing Mr. Karzai to let us help him set up minimally competent local governance on which the local people could rely. It was openly said that we would get rid of Mr. Karzai's powerful mobster brother, Wali, in Kandahar as a necessary precondition for good governance. But Mr. Karzai, who had lost faith in the U.S., didn't cooperate. No decent governance could be set up in Marja, where Taliban executions of U.S.-friendly locals are being carried out in daylight, in public. Mr. Karzai has refused to remove his brother, and the White House has moved up the date to judge our success in Afghanistan from June 2011 to December 2010. U.S. Brig. Gen. Frederick B. Hodges, director of operations for southern Afghanistan, told the London Times: "Our mission is to show irreversible momentum by the end of 2010. That's the clock I'm using." Gen. McChrystal has shifted his strategy away from population-centric nation-building to Special Forces night raids against the Taliban. Then, last week, Gen. McChrystal begrudgingly announced, "The Kandahar operation (previously scheduled to ramp up in June and largely conclude by August) will unfold more slowly and last longer than the military had planned." According to British Maj. Gen. Nick Carter, who commands allied forces in Kandahar, "One would hope that by November-time, one is demonstrating positive trends." 

[CONTINUED]
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Thomas Paine, during the Revolutionary War, argued in "The Crisis" that there are serious moments in the life of a country when "to deceive is to destroy; and it is of little consequence, in the conclusion, whether men deceive themselves, or submit, by a kind of mutual consent, to the impositions of each other." We are at such a moment in this forlorn war in Afghanistan. Only self-deception can justify the continued sacrifice of our finest young men and women in uniform. Given the two presidents in command and their irreversible dispositions toward this war and each other, failure is virtually inevitable. For a lesson in how wartime allied presidents ought to struggle to work together for victory, consider the Franklin D. Roosevelt/Winston Churchill partnership. What is not inevitable is the number of American (and allied) troops who must die before failure becomes undeniable.
AT- Rearrange troops CP

3. Conforming to funding requests kills economy

 (Malou Innocent is a foreign policy analyst at the Cato Institute. December 2, 2009, “A Costly Mistake”, http://www.cato.org/pub_display.php?pub_id=11027 | Suo)

Whether the rationale for prolonging the operation is to expunge al Qaeda, gain greater ease of access to Central Asia's energy reserves, or improve the fate of the Afghan people, Americans don't seem to buy it. A substantial portion of the American public is against sending more troops, the overwhelming majority of Democrats in Congress are against sending more troops, and a number of prominent conservatives are against sending more troops. Why? Partly because these patriotic Americans realize that our brave and highly-dedicated soldiers are not trained to be nation builders or policemen. But these critics also recognize, in lieu of the current economic recession, that the Taliban and al Qaeda cannot destroy the United States, but our own reckless spending can. As the Independent Forum notes: "The US is running a $1.4 trillion budget deficit...US national debt has now surpassed the $12 trillion mark...The Afghanistan War has already cost about $250 billion and is steadily climbing...[and] since Obama was elected, the US Dollar has lost about 10% of its value, and is approaching its all-time record low set back in early 2008. Since 2002, the US Dollar has plummeted by about 37%." Perhaps the most troubling aspect of our present war, aside from the lack of clearly defined and achievable objectives, is the lack of public support at home. As General Fred Weyand, the last U.S. commander in Vietnam, told Pulitzer prize-winning author Stanley Karnow: "The American army is really a people's army in the sense that it belongs to the American people. ... When the army is committed the American people are committed; when the American people lose their commitment, it is futile to try to keep the army committed." Morale within the all-volunteer military will decline if public support at home continues to wane. Unlike some analysts in Washington, D.C., I vehemently disagreed with those who called Afghanistan "Obama's War." But today I can no longer defend that position. If Obama's second surge into Afghanistan is similar to the one made in Iraq — that is, a rapid infusion of U.S. troops followed by a painfully slow withdrawal — then, as the young John Kerry alluded to more than thirty years ago, our president is asking thousands of young men and women in uniform to sacrifice their lives for an occupation that not even he fully accepts and has already labeled a mistake. Our security is not at stake in Afghanistan. As the president's national security adviser, General James Jones, noted in October, "the al Qaeda presence [in Afghanistan] is very diminished. The maximum estimate is less than 100 operating in the country, no bases, no ability to launch attacks on either us or our allies." We don't need 130,000 soldiers to chase down 100 al Qaeda fighters. And as Paul Pillar, the National Intelligence Office for the Middle East between 2000 and 2005 notes, the preparations most important to the September 11, 2001 attacks "took place not in training camps in Afghanistan but, rather, in apartments in Germany, hotel rooms in Spain and flight schools in the United States." Not only is remaining in Afghanistan not a precondition for keeping America safe, but prolonging our occupation is likely to tarnish America's reputation, undermine its security, and erode its economic well-being more than would a cost-effective policy limited to targeting al Qaeda. We must ask ourselves: How many more U.S. and NATO soldiers will lose their lives for Afghanistan's unpopular and ineffectual central government? How many hundreds of billions of dollars of borrowed treasure will American taxpayers be asked to spend? What is the real strategic goal of remaining in Afghanistan? And are policymakers being honest when they say that this is for the people of Afghanistan or the need to defeat al Qaeda? Given the ever diminishing justifications for continuing the war, it really makes you wonder.

4. Plan solves

 [Austin Long is an assistant professor at Columbia University’s School of International and Public Affairs. He presented this paper at FPRI in December 2009 as part of The Hertog Program on Grand Strategy, which is jointly sponsored by Temple University’s Center for the Study of Force and Diplomacy and FPRI, Spring 2010, “Small is Beautiful: The Counterterrorism Option in Afghanistan”, research by the foreign policy institute]
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. This insoluble problem is why the counterterrorism option is important. If even a costly effort in Afghanistan cannot fully achieve the goal against al Qaeda, then it is crucial to determine whether a less costly effort can achieve a similar effect by keeping Afghanistan inhospitable to al Qaeda. This would be a clear and cost-effective alignment of resources with goals, the essence of strategy.
AT- Rearrange troops CP
5. Continued economic decline will result in global war. 

 (Walter Russell Mead, Henry A. Kissinger senior fellow for U.S. foreign policy at the Council on Foreign Relations. The New Republic, “Only Makes You Stronger,” February 4 2009.  http://www.tnr.com/politics/story.html?id=571cbbb9-2887-4d81-8542-92e83915f5f8&p=2 AD 6/30/09) 
Frequently, the crisis has weakened the power of the merchants, industrialists, financiers, and professionals who want to develop a liberal capitalist society integrated into the world. Crisis can also strengthen the hand of religious extremists, populist radicals, or authoritarian traditionalists who are determined to resist liberal capitalist society for a variety of reasons. Meanwhile, the companies and banks based in these societies are often less established and more vulnerable to the consequences of a financial crisis than more established firms in wealthier societies. As a result, developing countries and countries where capitalism has relatively recent and shallow roots tend to suffer greater economic and political damage when crisis strikes--as, inevitably, it does. And, consequently, financial crises often reinforce rather than challenge the global distribution of power and wealth. This may be happening yet again. None of which means that we can just sit back and enjoy the recession. History may suggest that financial crises actually help capitalist great powers maintain their leads--but it has other, less reassuring messages as well.If financial crises have been a normal part of life during the 300-year rise of the liberal capitalist system under the Anglophone powers, so has war. The wars of the League of Augsburg and the Spanish Succession; the Seven Years War; the American Revolution; the Napoleonic Wars; the two World Wars; the cold war: The list of wars is almost as long as the list of financial crises. Bad economic times can breed wars. Europe was a pretty peaceful place in 1928, but the Depression poisoned German public opinion and helped bring Adolf Hitler to power. If the current crisis turns into a depression, what rough beasts might start slouching toward Moscow, Karachi, Beijing, or New Delhi to be born? The United States may not, yet, decline, but, if we can't get the world economy back on track, we may still have to fight.

Turn- High troop levels destabilize Pakistan and motivates terrorism

 [Doug Bandow, November 22, 2009, Doug Bandow is a senior fellow at the Cato Institute. He is a former special assistant to President Reagan, “Limits of US Power in Afghanistan”, http://www.cato.org/pub_display.php?pub_id=11000]

Afghanistan's importance primarily derives from its impact on nuclear-armed Pakistan next door. However, an endless, escalating conflict is more likely than a Taliban victory to destabilize Pakistan.
Washington is left with only bad options. Matthew Hoh, who recently quit the State Department, observed that no "military force has ever been tasked with such a complex, opaque and Sisyphean mission as the U.S. military has received in Afghanistan."

Even if more troops were better deployed, the odds of reasonable success in reasonable time at reasonable cost are long.

The U.S. and its allies should begin drawing down their forces. The outcome might be Taliban conquest and rule, but equally likely is divided governance. In either case, the conflict would no longer be inflamed by outside intervention.

The Economist hyperbolically fears that "defeat for the West in Afghanistan would embolden its opponents not just in Pakistan, but all around the world, leaving it more open to attacks."

However, jihadists are most likely to attack Westerners when Westerners are killing Muslims. Moreover, escalation, if followed by additional years of conflict and ultimate defeat, would more grievously harm America's reputation.

The most serious argument against withdrawal is that al-Qaida would gain additional "safe havens." Special envoy Richard Holbrooke contended that preventing this is "the only justification for what we're doing."

Yet, al-Qaida has not moved into territory governed by the Taliban. Anti-terrorism expert Marc Sageman observed, "There is no reason for al-Qaida to return to Afghanistan. It seems safer in Pakistan at the moment." The defuse jihadist movement even has organized terrorist plots from Europe.

AT- Rearrange troops CP

High troop levels spark insurgency, CT is the most logical step for Afghanistan
 [Benjamin H. Friedman  is a research fellow in defense and homeland security studies at the Cato Institute and a PhD candidate in political science at the Massachusetts Institute of Technology, April 3, 2008, “Don't 'Pull an Iraq' in Afghanistan”, http://www.cato.org/pub_display.php?pub_id=9314] 

This week at a NATO summit in Bucharest, Romainia, American officials asked Europeans to send more troops to the war in Afghanistan. Leaders in both the Democratic and Republican Parties agree that higher troop levels and a deeper commitment to state-building are the path to victory in Afghanistan. But both sides are wrong, and Iraq shows why. When it comes to military occupations, Iraq reveals that bigger isn't always better. The heavy United States troop presence at the start of the occupation helped spark the insurgency. New tactics, militia cease-fires, and resettlement moved Iraqis out of harm's way and reduced violence in Iraq in recent months. The surge in troop numbers mattered less than these factors. But what US involvement in Iraq principally demonstrates is the limitation of American military power in reordering foreign societies. US troops can check violence in areas they occupy, but cannot repair the tensions that produce such violence. Those tensions stem from political problems that only Iraqis can solve, as the current unrest in the Shiite south indicates. If Iraq teaches Americans that flooding troops into other states racked by civil war and that undertaking massive state-building efforts is a good use of tax dollars, they are misguided. Disappointingly, US foreign-policy makers have embraced this false lesson. The politicians and think tank experts likely to guide the next administration's military policy seem to believe that if Americans only plan better, coordinate more, and master counter-insurgency doctrine, the country can succeed in future wars meant to build foreign governments. The public may have learned enough to change their opinion, but Washington's hubris is essentially intact. Consider the recent push to increase troop numbers in Afghanistan. John McCain agrees with the current administration that more European soldiers are needed, but seems chary of sending more Americans there given his commitment of troops to Iraq. His friends at the American Enterprise Institute ignore this problem and back another American surge. Meanwhile, the loudest backers of increasing troops in Afghanistan are Democrats. The liberal Center for American Progress has long advocated shifting troops from Iraq to Afghanistan, a stance now echoed by several left-leaning think tanks. Last month, Hillary Rodham Clinton called for expanded American and NATO troop contributions, plus increased funds for reconstruction. Barack Obama recently said something similar with greater specificity. The problem with this outbreak of surge enthusiasm is less the push for more troops itself than the associated idea that Afghanistan needs the treatment Iraq is getting. Democrats argue that Bush has neglected Afghanistan and that its stability and US security require a bigger, better state-building effort. This is backward. One of the Bush administration's rare achievements is the modesty of US presence and ambitions in Afghanistan. Defending American interests in Afghanistan requires nothing more than ensuring the absence of a haven for international terrorists and making an example of those who provide one. Those two reasonable goals justified the war in Afghanistan, unlike the Iraq war. If the latter goal should fail, US forces can target terrorist camps and supporters through raids and airstrikes guided by intelligence, even if Taliban militias gain power in some regions. Those missions do not require a huge force structure, or that Afghanistan become a modern nation, a democratic one, or even stable. Instead of this realistic approach, the next president will probably move to expand a never-ending war meant to assert the control of a statelet in Kabul over an unruly territory. Afghanistan is full of arms and grievances. It lacks the basics of statehood: a road network, a working national energy grid, widespread patriotism, and tax collection. The notion that a 25 percent increase of Western forces and investment is enough to transform Afghanistan into a peaceful, centralized state shows idealism of stunning tenacity. Only Afghans can properly build Afghanistan. When Americans attempt to do the job, we protect Afghans from the struggle that will ultimately make them stronger. The truth is, neither Americans nor Afghans can create an Afghanistan that fulfills US hopes. We should aim for one that meets US needs.

A2: Al Qaeda Appeasement DA

Withdrawal isn’t a win for al Qaeda

Austin Long - assistant professor at Columbia University’s School of International and Public Affairs – December 2009
(“Small is Beautiful: The Counterterrorism Option in Afghanistan” Foreign Policy Research Institute ty)

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. 

A2: COIN Key to Train Afghan Military
An Afghan central army would only create more backlash
Max Fisher - associate editor for the Atlantic Wire. Writes about foreign affairs and national security – 11/8/2009
(The Atlantic. “Can Warlords Save Afghanistan?” http://www.theatlantic.com/international/archive/2009/11/can-warlords-save-afghanistan/30397/ ty)
Bolstering the Afghan military carries significant risks. Given how illegitimate Afghan President Hamid Karzai's government is perceived to be by Afghans, a Karzai-led army would be poorly received and perhaps worsen anti-government sentiment. If a national Afghanistan army has a fraction of the national government's corruption, it could inspire disastrous backlash. Under Karzai's corrupt governance, the application of a national security force would wax and wane with political whims. With no personal stake in security outside Kabul, would Karzai really risk his resources and military strength to counter every threat or pacify every skirmish?
***A2: Offcase***

A2: Pakistan Aggression Turn

Small footprint doesn’t mean less leverage

Austin Long - assistant professor at Columbia University’s School of International and Public Affairs – December 2009
(“Small is Beautiful: The Counterterrorism Option in Afghanistan” Foreign Policy Research Institute ty)

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 

Obama Good Link Turn

Success in Afghanistan saves Obama’s agenda
Michael A. Cohen - Writer on politics and foreign affairs. Former Senior Research Fellow at the New America Foundation – Spring 2010
(Dissent Magazine, University of Pennsylvania Press, “No-Win Policy for Afghanistan” Volume 57, Issue 2, pg 5 ty)
The success of Obama's policy in Afghanistan - and indeed his presidency - may rest on how successful he is in making that more modest vision a reality. To be sure, there is still time for the president to salvage his Afghanistan policy and avoid the sort of military quagmire that destroyed the last Democratic president with a domestic agenda as ambitious as Obama's. But the clock is ticking.
A2: Consult NATO

Use of the word counterinsurgency violates NATO charter
Tarn D. Warren – Lieutenant in the United States Army – 2/23/2010
(“ISAF and Afghanistan: The Impact of Failure on NATO’s Future” Strategy Research Project. Department of Military Strategy ty)

Significantly, General McChrystal has “up-gunned” the ISAF mission statement. Apparently attempting to merge the more kinetic and COIN-focused former OEF mission with the necessarily vague and softer ISAF mission statement focused on “providing security and stability”, the new ISAF mission statement includes, “ISAF…conducts operations in Afghanistan to reduce the capability and will of the insurgency…”42 For NATO, this is a radical change; words matter. In no other NATO document related to ISAF will one find the word “insurgency” or “insurgent,” or the intent to conduct operations against them. Instead, NATO widely uses the more imprecise “militant” and “security incident” instead of an insurgent attack. This should not be a surprise; as already stated, NATO technically operates under a UN Chapter VII peace enforcement mandate. The fact that the North Atlantic Council (NAC) allowed this new mission statement to stand might just be cosmetic; after all, contributing nations still have the ultimate “opt-out” card: the national caveat. As one expert noted, member nations no longer agree on NATO‟s mission in Afghanistan.43 
NATO says no – rejects CT

Sean Kay - associate professor in the department of politics and government at Ohio Wesleyan University - and Sahar Khan - associate editor of The Washington Quarterly, CSIS’s flagship journal of international affairs, former policy adviser for a summer to the Ministry of Industry and Trade of the Hashemite Kingdom of Jordan – April 2007
(Contemporary Security Policy, Vol.28, No.1 (April 2007), pp.163–181) 

After his troops engaged in intense combat with the Taliban in June 2006, a British battle group commander, Lieutenant Colonel Stuart Tootal noted that: ‘We’ve had 50, 60 patrols where we’ve just gone out and drank tea with the locals . . . They are keen to see us and keen to know what our mission is . . . If every day we could go out and improve the lot of the Afghan people, that would have a far greater effect than killing Taliban.’77 The gradual blending of NATO into the southern parts of Afghanistan could, in theory, have resulted in a more successful hearts and minds effort. In the ISAF areas at least, NATO forces were engaged at a community level with local Afghans, which might serve as a model for NATO’s role in the southern provinces. According to Lieutenant General Richards, commander of ISAF, NATO hoped to spend more time talking to Afghans, listening to their needs, and helping more in reconstruction, rather than primarily hunting down insurgents. Nevertheless, Americans who had been in direct combat with the Taliban were sceptical. They asserted that the British approach would allow the Taliban to hide and buy time, as one US official put it: ‘You cannot be, “We just want to win everybody’s hearts and minds and be nice to everybody and go along, and by the way, we’ll never do anything about drugs or this and that because it’s not on our horizon, it’s not on our screen”. I’m like, “impossible”.’78 Nonetheless, General Richards saw the two separate Afghan missions as compatible:

We have what we in the military call a counter-insurgency role. But the intelligence-led, seek-and-destroy missions against high-value targets . . . alQaeda-type operatives, that is not something NATO will be engaging in . . . Our underpinning purpose is not a counter-terrorist mission, it is to extend and deepen the government of Afghanistan and to create the environment that they and the international community can build up economic development.79

A2: Consult NATO

NATO says no – oppose CT, love counterinsurgency

Sengupta, 9  (Kim, The Independent, “Nato backs McChrystal in snub to Biden plan,” 10/24, http://www.independent.co.uk/news/world/asia/nato-backs-mcchrystal-in-snub-to-biden-plan-1808414.html)

Nato defence ministers signalled their backing for the Afghan strategy put forward by the American commander General Stanley McChrystal yesterday in an implicit rejection of the alternative plan proposed by US Vice-President Joe Biden. 

The general had made an unscheduled appearance at the meeting of ministers in Bratislava, Slovakia, to give a presentation behind closed doors. Anders Fogh Rasmussen, the Nato secretary general, said: "What we did today was to discuss General McChrystal's overall assessment, his overall approach, and I have noted a broad support from all ministers of this overall counter-insurgency approach."

The US Defence Secretary, Robert Gates, said he was at the summit "mainly in a listening mode" with his Nato counterparts. Significantly, he added: "Many allies spoke positively about General McChrystal's assessment."

The general has asked for between 20,000 and 40,000 extra troops to implement his counter-insurgency strategy. This is being opposed by an influential faction led by Vice-President Biden who has spoken against sending large-scale reinforcements and wants, instead, to concentrate on a counter-terrorism mission hunting al-Qa'ida across the border in Pakistan. 

Diplomatic sources say Nato endorsement of General McChrystal has led to anger in the Biden camp. They had criticised the commander for promoting his strategy, including on a visit to London, while President Barack Obama is still weighing up the options. 

In Britain, the head of the Army, General Sir David Richards, has led allied military leaders in stressing that "more boots on the ground" were needed to establish security. The UK is already committed to sending 500 extra troops although the actual deployment will not be mounted until President Obama announces his decision. 

2AC – T Combat =/= Presence [1/2]
1. Wrong aff for this T: We reduce non-combat forces- COIN operations QUOTE “building roads and bridges, digging wells and crafting legal codes.” That’s Preble 10 from the 1AC. They aren’t combat forces 
Population centric counterinsurgency multiplies the consequences of occupation – causes backlash and hurts our ability to respond elsewhere
Preble 2010 [Christopher A., director of foreign policy studies at the Cato Institute, "Is the War in Afghanistan Winnable?" May 21, Cato Institute, originally published on The Economist Online, http://www.cato.org/pub_display.php?pub_id=11834]
The appropriate question is not whether the war is winnable. If we define victory narrowly, if we are willing to apply the resources necessary to have a reasonable chance of success, and if we have capable and credible partners, then of course the war is winnable. Any war is winnable under these conditions. None of these conditions exist in Afghanistan, however. Our mission is too broadly construed. Our resources are constrained. The patience of the American people has worn thin. And our Afghan partners are unreliable and unpopular with their own people. Given this, the better question is whether the resources that we have already ploughed into Afghanistan, and those that would be required in the medium to long term, could be better spent elsewhere. They most certainly could be. More important still is the question of whether the mission is essential to American national security interests — a necessary component of a broader strategy to degrade al-Qaeda's capacity for carrying out another terrorist attack in America. Or has it become an interest in itself? (That is, we must win the war because it is the war we are in.) Judging from most of the contemporary commentary, it has become the latter. This explains why our war aims have expanded to the point where they are serving ends unrelated to our core security interests. The current strategy in Afghanistan is flawed. Population centric counterinsurgency (COIN) amounts to large-scale social engineering. The costs in blood and treasure that we would have to incur to accomplish this mission — in addition to what we have already paid — are not outweighed by the benefits, even if we accept the most optimistic estimates as to the likelihood of success. It is also unnecessary. We do not need a long-term, large-scale presence to disrupt al-Qaeda. Indeed, that limited aim has largely been achieved. The physical safe haven that al-Qaeda once enjoyed in Afghanistan has been disrupted, but it could be recreated in dozens of other ungoverned spaces around the world — from Pakistan to Yemen to Somalia. The claim that Afghanistan is uniquely suited to hosting would-be terrorists does not withstand close scrutiny. Nor does fighting terrorism require over 100,000 foreign troops building roads and bridges, digging wells and crafting legal codes. Indeed, our efforts to convince, cajole or compel our ungrateful clients to take ownership of their problems might do more harm than good. Building capacity without destroying the host nation's will to act has always proved difficult. This fact surely annoys most Americans, who have grown tired of fighting other people's wars and building other people's countries. It is little surprise, then, that a war that once enjoyed overwhelming public support has lost its lustre. Polls show that a majority of Americans would like to see the mission drawn to a close. The war is even less popular within the European countries that are contributing troops to the effort. You go to war with the electorate you have, not the electorate you wished you had. But while the public's waning appetite for the war in Afghanistan poses a problem for our current strategy, Hamid Karzai poses a greater one. Advocates of COIN explain ad nauseam that the success of these missions depends upon a reliable local partner, something that Mr Karzai is not. Efforts to build support around his government are likely to fail. An individual who lacks legitimacy in the eyes of his people does not gain from the perception that he is a foreign puppet. Mr Karzai is caught in a Catch-22. His ham-fisted efforts to distance himself from the Obama administration have eroded support for him in America without boosting his standing in Afghanistan.  America and its allies must narrow their focus in Afghanistan. Rather than asking if the war is  winnable, we should ask instead if the war is worth winning. And we should look for alternative approaches that do not require us to transform what is a deeply divided, poverty stricken, tribal-based society into a self-sufficient, cohesive and stable electoral democracy. If we start from the proposition that victory is all that matters, we are setting ourselves up for ruin. We can expect an endless series of calls to plough still more resources — more troops, more civilian experts and more money, much more money — into Afghanistan. Such demands demonstrate a profound misunderstanding of the public's tolerance for an open-ended mission with ill-defined goals. More importantly, a disdain for a focused strategy that balances ends, ways and means betrays an inability to think strategically about the range of challenges facing America today. After having already spent more than eight and a half years in Afghanistan, pursuing a win-at-all-costs strategy only weakens our ability to deal with other security challenges elsewhere in the world.
2.  Also, troops aren’t regularly in combat. They patrol areas and stay on bases for much of their time, thus creating a presence

3. Even better, one of their roles is to train the Afghan army, fulfilling a non-combat role
2AC – T Combat =/= Presence [2/2]
4. Counter interp: 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.
5. Troops in Afghanistan are a military presence

O’Hanlon, Director of Research and Senior Fellow, Foreign Policy at the Brookings Institute, 08

(Michael, Michael O’Hanlon specializes in national security and defense policy and is senior author of the Iraq, Afghanistan, and Pakistan Index project, “Unfinished Business U.S. Overseas Military Presence in the 21st Century” http://www.brookings.edu/~/media/Files/rc/reports/2008/06_military_ohanlon/06_military_ohanlon.pdf)
 It is worth dwelling on this last point for a moment. Alone among the world’s major powers, the United States today has a substantial overseas military presence, with enough capability in numerous strategically important parts of the world to make a difference in normal day-to-day regional balances of power. This is obviously true at present in Iraq and Afghanistan, but is more generally the case even in peacetime. Not only does the United States have a great deal of firepower stationed abroad, it has the infrastructure, the working relationships, and the transportation and logistics assets needed to reinforce its capacities quickly as needed in crises. This has been continuously true since World War II — so long that we now take it for granted. But stationing hundreds of thousands of troops abroad is not an automatic or inherent characteristic of major powers, especially in the modern post-imperial era. Apart from the United States, no other major power has more than 20,000 to 30,000 forces abroad (with Britain and France leading the way after the United States). Substantial powers such as Russia, China, and India deploy forces totaling only in the thousands normally, as do several countries that participate frequently in peacekeeping missions. 

6. The neg overlimits: Their definition specifically excludes troops in Operation Enduring Freedom, aka the War in Iraq. This is 1/6th of the entire topic

7. Ground: The neg loses no ground based on which forces are removed 

8. Contextuality: Both of our cards are in the context of American military presence overseas

9. Reasonability: We only need a reasonable interp of the topic; competing interps creates a race to the bottom, also, it doesn’t eliminate subjectivity as bias is always present

10. No voter- voting on potential abuse is like voting on a potential DA

***NEG***

Neg: Counterterror Bad – Backlash

Counterterror bad  - population backlash

Michael J. Boyle – Lecturer in International Relations and a Research Fellow at the Centre for the Study of Terrorism and Political Violence at the University of St Andrews – 2010
(International Affairs, “Do counterterrorism and counterinsurgency go together?” http://www3.interscience.wiley.com/cgi-bin/fulltext/123318677/PDFSTART ty)

First, the application of sudden, lethal force in counterterrorism operations can inflame public opinion against the local government, thus making it more diffi- cult to win the population over to its side. Evidence for this can be found in the use of both commando raids and air strikes in Afghanistan. Since 2001 the US has fielded commando raids (by, for example, Navy Seals, Delta Force and CIA operatives) inside Afghanistan to capture or kill the remnants of Al-Qaeda and high-ranking Taleban officials. The tempo of operations has varied over time, but on occasion has climbed to several dozen per week.52 By definition, such operations are covert and conducted with little or no notice because they are based on fresh intelligence. But these raids come at a cost. A UN report specifically blames commando raids within Afghanistan for a 40 per cent increase in civilian casualties from 2007 to 2008.53 Commando raids have become a flashpoint issue, causing protests in the streets of major cities and increasing pressure on President Karzai to rein in foreign forces.54 While these raids have been effective in detaining and killing Al-Qaeda and Taleban operatives, they have been widely criticized for transgressing Afghan cultural norms about the sanctity of the homestead.55 The Taleban have also cleverly exploited these raids to portray NATO, and by extension the Karzai government, as insensitive and disrespectful of local traditions. The concern over political fallout has become so serious that the US halted some commando operations in early 2009 for fear that night-time raids would cause more civilian casualties.56 

Neg: More COIN Solves

Increasing COIN troop count solves

Andrea M. Lopez - Department of Political Science, Susquehanna University – March 2007
('Engaging or withdrawing, winning or losing? The contradictions of counterinsurgency policy in Afghanistan and Iraq', Third World Quarterly, 28:2, 245 – 260 ty)

In order to counter these increasing levels of violence, the USA and its allies must increase the focus on tactical, small-level counterinsurgency efforts. While not ignoring either nation-wide attempts at consolidation or offensive military operations against the insurgents, it must engage in the widespread use of PRTs or similar bodies which place US forces, coupled with civilian personnel, in towns and villages. While the military presence provides some degree of security, the civilian personnel (and when necessary, the military personnel) can engage in local nation building. Working with local officials, they can help develop functioning police and judicial systems, organise rebuilding, and generally create an environment of stability. This stability can then be extended to neighbouring areas. In Afghanistan this would require a significant increase in the numbers of prts and the personnel dedicated to them. In Iraq it would demand a nearly total change in strategy. Such a policy of local focus is likely to be highly transferable. While insurgencies differ dramatically, a key component to defeating any is to separate the population from the guerrillas and to give the population a reason to support (or at least not oppose) a government. prts, despite the weaknesses discussed above, offer this.
Neg: Can’t Solve Terror

Neg: Afghanistan mission can’t solve terrorism
Doug Bandow-  Senior Fellow at the Cato Institute. Former Special Assistant to President Ronald Reagan- 7/20/2010
(Huffington Post. “Why Are We in Afghanistan?” http://www.cato.org/pub_display.php?pub_id=11995 ty)
Republican National Committee Chairman Michael Steele recently said the unthinkable: Afghanistan is "a war of Obama's choosing." Steele's remarks triggered a verbal slugfest between neocon proponents of endless war, such as William Kristol, and Iraq hawks turned Afghanistan doves, such as Ann Coulter.  Michael Steele was right. President Barack Obama could have started afresh in Afghanistan. But he chose to make the war his own, twice escalating the number of troops.  For what purpose? Baker Spring of the Heritage Foundation declared: to "defend the vital interests of the United States."  What vital interests?  The original justification for war long ago disappeared. Al-Qaeda has relocated to Pakistan. Today, says CIA Director Leon Panetta, "At most, we're looking at 50 to 100, maybe less" al-Qaeda operatives in Afghanistan.  Nevertheless, John Bolton argues that the Taliban and al-Qaeda must be defeated lest they "reconquer Afghanistan and make it a base for international terrorism." However, the Taliban leadership, which appeared unhappy that its guests brought the wrath of Washington down upon them back in 2001, likely would avoid a repeat performance.  In any case, al-Qaeda and other terrorists don't need Afghanistan to plan their operations. Pakistan's northwest has proved to be a hospitable home. Somalia and Yemen also offer sanctuaries. Other failed or semi-failed states could similarly host terrorists. 


Neg: No NATO collapse

Neg: No NATO collapse

Tarn D. Warren – Lieutenant in the United States Army – 2/23/2010
(“ISAF and Afghanistan: The Impact of Failure on NATO’s Future” Strategy Research Project. Department of Military Strategy ty)
The question remains, if ISAF fails, will NATO go with it? Despite all the credible warnings by many respectable leaders, scholars, and observers, the answer is probably no. Not one NATO head of State or Foreign Minister, despite other grumblings, has suggested dissolving the alliance. NATO was, is, and will remain critical for transatlantic security and for other reasons. NATO is the only institution in the world with the experience, institutions, and capacity to not only handle large-scale security crises, but also act as a hub of a global web of cooperative security initiatives.64 Despite the occasional rhetoric to the contrary, Europeans will continue to support NATO not only because of Russia in their peripheral vision, but also because continuing to play the “burden shifting” game gets them the best security at the cheapest price, far less than they would be forced to pay on their own.65 They would rather tolerate an alliance with a hard to heel America than go it alone. United States and Europe are too tightly linked for the Alliance to dissolve. The political, economic, and cultural ties, cemented by shared values, will help hold NATO together.67 Finally, if the threat of ISAF failure predicts the same for NATO, then why is NATO still growing? In 2009 alone, Croatia and Albania joined and France agreed to rejoin militarily. 

NATO will recover from any credibility blow

Tarn D. Warren – Lieutenant in the United States Army – 2/23/2010
(“ISAF and Afghanistan: The Impact of Failure on NATO’s Future” Strategy Research Project. Department of Military Strategy ty)

NATO has faced many challenges to its legitimacy and relevance since its inception and especially since the end of the Cold War. It has searched for and found new doctrines and strategic visions. It has at times been slow to react and clumsy in execution. Several have declared the Alliance hollow; others that the problems within ISAF and possible failure in Afghanistan will be the death knell for NATO. The issues of burden sharing, unity of effort, and national caveats (among others) are indeed serious and need to be addressed. They do threaten the cohesiveness and credibility of the Alliance. But these problems are not unique to the ISAF mission; to a lesser degree they existed in Bosnia and Kosovo. Burden sharing has been an issue practically since NATO‟s birth. Furthermore, one would be hard pressed to find any alliance in history that did not have unity of effort issues or restrictions placed on troops by their own nations, however slight. Sovereign nations have their own foreign policy goals and these matter. If ISAF fails in Afghanistan, NATO will suffer a tremendous blow to its credibility, but one from which it will eventually recover. The United States would carry on the mission with a coalition of the willing and may not choose NATO as a partner for a while, but it would not disengage from NATO. Neither would Europe. There are other simmering global security concerns on the horizon that for several practical, psychological, and economic reasons require a networked and experienced security structure with shared values. NATO is the only response. In the long run, the core members have much more to lose without NATO than they would gain by its demise. 
Neg: Unilateral US action bad

Unilateral US action destroys relations – and causes NATO to fail

Shanthie Mariet D’Souza –Associate Fellow at the Institute for Defense Studies and Analyses, New Delhi - 4/2/2009
(Institute for Defense Studies and Analyses. “NATO in Afghanistan :Fault lines in the transatlantic alliance?”)
While the conflict in Afghanistan calls for greater leadership role for the new US administration in the transatlantic relationship, there are inherent dangers of tilting the balance by creeping “Americanization of the war’. NATO allies would like to be seen as ‘partners’ who are consulted and not constantly browbeaten in meeting US demands. The fact remains that NATO has struggled to retain popular support for its ISAF mission, amidst declining public opinion for US leadership in Afghanistan under the Bush administration. For example, the German Marshall Fund poll has found a sharp decline in European public opinion towards US leadership since 2002.18 This decline complicated the effort of allied governments to sustain public support for the ISAF mission. The Bush administration’s preoccupation with Iraq and its ‘neglect’ of the mission in Afghanistan had also created a problem for the ISAF to explain its continued involvement in that country. For instance, in February 2008 US Secretary of Defence Robert Gates stated rather unambiguously, “I worry that for many Europeans the missions in Iraq and Afghanistan are confused.... Many of them...have a problem with our involvement in Iraq and project that to Afghanistan.” Further, US policy or the lack of it, has often left NATO countries searching for a tactical plan of action in Afghanistan. An example of this was provided by the “strategic vision” White Paper for Afghanistan, produced by the Bush Administration in April 2008. The paper stated the rationale for the Afghan mission that could be used to garner more public support for ISAF. The paper projected “some strides in bringing together allied views, but it also masked some important differences. It committed the allies to an indefinite period of time to stabilize Afghanistan, something that several allies had previously resisted. However, the paper also did not present a plan for engaging Pakistan or Iran; instead, the allies would continue to do so bilaterally, an approach that has not thus far yielded success in stemming the flow of arms or fighters into Afghanistan.”19 
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