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Notes

We went over most stuff in lab

But

For stability, read the stability frontline and also stuff about why COIN works – the argument is implicitly that it works at stabilizing

COIN Good/CT Bad
Even if COIN fails in Afghanistan, it’s necessary to stop terrorism and instability globally

David C. Gompert, senior fellow at RAND, and John Gordon IV, Ph.D., spent 20 years in the Army, joined RAND in 1997, et al, Adam Grissom, senior political scientist for RAND, David R. Frelinger, M.A. Political Science at UCLA, Seth G. Jones, political scientist at RAND and adjuct professor at Georgetown, Martin C. Libicki, focuses on terror studies at RAND, Edward O'Connell, retired Lt. Col., served in Iraq and traveled widely in the Middle East, Brooke K. Stearns, RAND doctoral fellow, Robert E. Hunter, former US ambassador to NATO, 08, “War by Other Means,” RAND, http://www.rand.org/pubs/monographs/2008/RAND_MG595.2.pdf
If globalization is changing insurgency, so too must COIN change. 26 This study revisits capabilities required for COIN in the light of globalization, the information revolution, 9/11, the conﬂicts in Iraq and Afghanistan, the diﬀusion of jihadism, the weakening and failure of many states, the injection of religion into local insurgencies, and the turmoil and anger that roil the Muslim world. While Islamic insurgency is the main U.S. concern now—and the obvious inspiration for this study—acquiring the capabilities to counter it should prepare the United States for whatever insurgencies the future holds (e.g., anti- American/antiglobalization movements in Latin America). Accordingly, this study uses a general framework within which to analyze insurgent threats and how to counter them. The future will witness insurgencies that may or may not conform to current patterns. COIN capabilities must be eﬀective toward them all, not just the latest one. At the same time, failure to forge strategies and invest in capabilities to counter Islamic insurgencies in particular could result in even greater lasting harm to the security interests of the United States than it has suﬀered since 9/11. This study does not address insurgency and COIN in the abstract, but is instead intended to identify needs that transcend the most pressing present danger.
And, counterterrorism fails:

1. Empirics disprove

Bruce Riedel, senior advisor to three U.S. presidents on Middle East and South Asian issues, Senior Fellow of Foreign Policy, Saban Center for Middle East Policy, and Michael E. O'Hanlon, served on the Secretary of State's International Security Advisory Board, Director of Research and Senior Fellow, Foreign Policy, Brookings Institute, 9/24/09, “Why We Can't Go Small In Afghanistan,” Brookings Institution,  http://www.brookings.edu/opinions/2009/0924_afghanistan_ohanlon.aspx 

As the Afghanistan mission has encountered growing troubles this summer, the debate about whether to lower U.S. goals and focus more narrowly on counterterrorism has again re-emerged. Such a shift sounds appealing. If advocates are right, we could protect the United States against terrorism while lowering costs, casualties and commitment in Afghanistan – a war that by some measures is about to become the longest in U.S. history. Those who favor the counterterrorism option – as opposed to deeper engagement – imply that we can destroy al-Qaeda's core with a few U.S. special forces teams, modern intelligence fusion centers, cruise-missile-carrying ships and unmanned aerial vehicles of the type that recently killed Pakistani extremist leader Baitullah Mehsud. Some advocates of this kind of plan would continue our intense efforts to train Afghan security forces. Others would not. But all envision a dramatically reduced U.S. role.  Pretty good – if it would work.  Alas, it would not. In fact, we have seen this movie before. In the early years after the Taliban fell in 2001, the main American presence in Afghanistan consisted precisely of the above kinds of assets and attempted precisely what counterterrorism advocates now favor as though they are coming up with something new. That was Secretary of Defense Donald Rumsfeld's "light footprint" strategy. 

COIN Good/CT Bad Cont.

2. No way to get intelligence

Bruce Riedel, senior advisor to three U.S. presidents on Middle East and South Asian issues, Senior Fellow of Foreign Policy, Saban Center for Middle East Policy, and Michael E. O'Hanlon, served on the Secretary of State's International Security Advisory Board, Director of Research and Senior Fellow, Foreign Policy, Brookings Institute, 9/24/09, “Why We Can't Go Small In Afghanistan,” Brookings Institution,  http://www.brookings.edu/opinions/2009/0924_afghanistan_ohanlon.aspx 
It's the intelligence, stupid  The fundamental reason that a counterterrorism-focused strategy fails is that it cannot generate good intelligence. Al-Qaeda and the Taliban know not to use their cellphones and satellite phones today, so our spy satellites are of little use in finding extremists. We need information from unmanned low-altitude aircraft and, even more, from people on the ground who speak the language and know the comings and goings of locals. But our Afghan friends who might be inclined to help us with such information would be intimidated by insurgent and terrorist forces into silence — or killed if they cooperated — because we would lack the ability to protect them under a counterterrorism approach.  Afghan forces simply do not have the capacity to do the protecting themselves at this point and, given the challenges of building up new institutions in Afghanistan after decades of war, will not have the ability until at least 2012. Even that distant date will be postponed further if we do not deploy enough forces to mentor and partner with Afghans as they build up an army and police force largely from scratch. This adds up to a prescription for a drying up of intelligence. 

3. Kills alliances
Bruce Riedel, senior advisor to three U.S. presidents on Middle East and South Asian issues, Senior Fellow of Foreign Policy, Saban Center for Middle East Policy, and Michael E. O'Hanlon, served on the Secretary of State's International Security Advisory Board, Director of Research and Senior Fellow, Foreign Policy, Brookings Institute, 9/24/09, “Why We Can't Go Small In Afghanistan,” Brookings Institution,  http://www.brookings.edu/opinions/2009/0924_afghanistan_ohanlon.aspx 
Third, we would likely lose our allies with this approach. A limited mission offers nothing to the Afghans, whose country is essentially abandoned to the Taliban, or to the Pakistanis, who would similarly see this as the first step toward cut and run. The NATO allies would also smell in a "reduced" mission the beginning of withdrawal; some if not most might try to beat us to the exit.  
4. Can’t access the bases that would make CT effective

Bruce Riedel, senior advisor to three U.S. presidents on Middle East and South Asian issues, Senior Fellow of Foreign Policy, Saban Center for Middle East Policy, and Michael E. O'Hanlon, served on the Secretary of State's International Security Advisory Board, Director of Research and Senior Fellow, Foreign Policy, Brookings Institute, 9/24/09, “Why We Can't Go Small In Afghanistan,” Brookings Institution,  http://www.brookings.edu/opinions/2009/0924_afghanistan_ohanlon.aspx 
The second reason a counterterrorism-oriented strategy would fail is that, if we tried it, we would likely lose our ability to operate unmanned aircraft where the Taliban and al-Qaeda prefer to hide. Why? If we pulled out, the Afghan government would likely collapse. The secure bases near the mountains of the Afghan-Pakistan border, and thus our ability to operate aircraft from them, would be lost. Our ability to go after Afghan resistance fighters would deteriorate. And the recent momentum we have established in going after Pakistani extremists would be lost.  For those who have forgotten the realities of the 1990s — when we tried to go after Osama bin Laden without access to nearby bases by using ships based in the Indian Ocean — the two- to four-hour flight times of drones and cruise missiles operating off such ships made prompt action to real-time intelligence impractical.
COIN Works
COIN will be successful:
1. Solves in the long-term
John Nagl, Rhodes Scholar, Ph.D in IR from Oxford, retired Army officer, 6/20/10, “We Can Still Win the War: Things Are Grim in Afghanistan, but Victory Remains in Sight,” http://cnas.org/node/4603
We waited until last year to give the Afghan conflict the resources that success will require. While we focused on Iraq, the Taliban regained strength and reinstituted their previous reign of terror in much of southern and eastern Afghanistan. But with the war in Iraq winding down and a determined international focus on Afghanistan and Pakistan, it is possible over the next five years to build an Afghan government that can outperform the Taliban and an Afghan Army that can outfight it.  President Karzai recently held a peace summit to discuss with his countrymen how to bring Taliban fighters in from the cold, renounce violence and accept the Afghan constitution. That is how this war is likely to end - first with a trickle and then a torrent of Taliban deciding that working with the government offers a better future than fighting against it. They will make that decision only if the United States demonstrates that it is committed to staying the hard course in Afghanistan that Obama decided to follow just last year.  The path will be hard, but - if we remain dedicated to the fight - it is far from hopeless.  
2. Popular support

Michael E. O'Hanlon, served on the Secretary of State's International Security Advisory Board, Director of Research and Senior Fellow, Foreign Policy, Brookings Institute, 12/14/09, “In Afghanistan, The Odds Are With Us,” http://www.brookings.edu/opinions/2009/1214_afghanistan_ohanlon.aspx 

First, Afghans want a better future for themselves. This is true for Afghans in their own country, as well as for the Diaspora of Afghans around the world — many of whom have moved back home to help build a new country, others of whom stand ready to invest, trade and assist in other ways.  Most Afghans reject war. They also reject the Taliban, by 90 percent or more in most polls. Among the majority of the Afghan people who are not Pashtun, in fact, support for the Taliban is virtually zero. Even among the Durrani, one of the two main Pashtun tribal groupings, support for the Taliban has been limited (the Taliban’s main support has come from the Pashtun Ghilzai tribes).  The Taliban is not a popular insurgency. It is in equal parts a narco-terrorist organization willing to use drug smuggling to finance its operations, an extremist Islamist movement with an intolerant view of nonbelievers and a backward view of the role of women, and a ruthless organization willing to use brutal violence against innocent, law-abiding citizens to impose its version of Islam. Yes, it has achieved impressive discipline in its ranks in some ways, and battlefield momentum as well, but it has no positive vision for the country — and Afghans know it.  There are also many good and committed “average citizens” in the country today. In Kandahar City citizens are telling authorities about the locations of up to 80 percent of all improvised explosive devices before they go off, allowing security forces to defuse them. This high percentage, higher than ever witnessed in Iraq, further suggests that our efforts to quell the Taliban may have found unexpected support from the general population in one of the Taliban strongholds, support that a counterinsurgency can build upon. Progress is apparent in other places too. In the town of Nawa in Helmand Province, for example, an infusion of U.S. forces in 2009 has turned a previously lawless area held by the Taliban into a relatively secure area where ordinary people can begin to get back to their daily lives. 

3. Commander experience

Michael E. O'Hanlon, served on the Secretary of State's International Security Advisory Board, Director of Research and Senior Fellow, Foreign Policy, Brookings Institute, 12/14/09, “In Afghanistan, The Odds Are With Us,” http://www.brookings.edu/opinions/2009/1214_afghanistan_ohanlon.aspx
Fourth, NATO in general and the United States in particular know how to carry out counterinsurgency missions better than ever before. Troops are experienced in the art of counterinsurgency and knowledgeable about Afghanistan. We also have excellent commanders, starting with Central Command Combatant Cmdr. Gen. David Petraeus and Gen. McChrystal, who directs both the NATO forces and the separate, U.S.-led counterterrorism force carrying out Operation Enduring Freedom there. Commanders at much lower levels of authority, the ones who execute the strategy day in and day out, are also seasoned and quite smart in the ways of this type of warfare. The importance of good leadership in counterinsurgency is very significant, and our strengths in this area are a major asset.
COIN Works Cont.

4. Afghani troops

John Nagl, Rhodes Scholar, Ph.D in IR from Oxford, retired Army officer, 6/20/10, “We Can Still Win the War: Things Are Grim in Afghanistan, but Victory Remains in Sight,” http://cnas.org/node/4603
Although an expanded international commitment of security and development forces can assist in the short term, ultimately Pakistan and Afghanistan must ensure stability and security in their own countries. The development of an Afghan government that is able to provide security and governance for its people is our exit strategy, and we are starting to see signs of progress after a slow start.  U.S. Army Lt. Gen. Bill Caldwell brought new energy and more resources to the Afghan military training effort when he took command of it in November, and he has made progress: The Afghan Army, the most respected institution in the country, is now 125,000 strong. Recruiting and retention are both up, and the plan to build to a final strength of 175,000 by late next year is on track. The Afghan police force is further behind but also now boasts 100,000 officers and will grow by an additional 30,000 in the next 18 months. 

5. Pakistani troops
John Nagl, Rhodes Scholar, Ph.D in IR from Oxford, retired Army officer, 6/20/10, “We Can Still Win the War: Things Are Grim in Afghanistan, but Victory Remains in Sight,” http://cnas.org/node/4603
The second reason success is possible is that Pakistan began to take far more effective action against the Taliban over the course of 2009. Because many of the fighters in Afghanistan have in the past enjoyed sanctuary inside Pakistan, that country must confront terrorism within its borders and curtail its clandestine support for extremist factions if the coalition is to succeed.  Fortunately, last year there were dramatic changes in the Pakistani government's willingness to wage war against insurgents who increasingly threaten its very survival. Militants' attacks into heartland provinces like Swat and Buner galvanized a previously indifferent Pakistani public and military to stand up to the militants and drive them back. The Pakistani Army suffered more than 2,000 casualties fighting against the Taliban last year and is now preparing to clear insurgents from North Waziristan - the last significant remaining safe area for insurgents who likely include Osama Bin Laden - which promises to put further pressure on the enemy. 
6. American troops
Michael E. O'Hanlon, served on the Secretary of State's International Security Advisory Board, Director of Research and Senior Fellow, Foreign Policy, Brookings Institute, 12/14/09, “In Afghanistan, The Odds Are With Us,” http://www.brookings.edu/opinions/2009/1214_afghanistan_ohanlon.aspx
Fifth, enough troops are now on the way. Until now, on the ground, troop shortages prevented combined Afghan and NATO forces from securing many districts, towns and villages. Worse, it left troops stalemated in dangerous situations over extended periods of time because they did not have the capacity to seize land and sustain control. It left NATO forces relying too heavily on air strikes with all their potential to cause accidental deaths of innocents (a policy that McChrystal has changed; air strikes are generally allowed now only if NATO troops are in direct peril). And it left Afghan citizens who cooperate with NATO and their government vulnerable to reprisal. Only in 2009 did these realities finally begin to change; only in 2010 will we achieve reasonable overall force rations.
Ext. #1 – Long-term

Their evidence is too short-sighted – the war is winnable, but it will be difficult

John Nagl, Rhodes Scholar, Ph.D in IR from Oxford, retired Army officer, 6/20/10, “We Can Still Win the War: Things Are Grim in Afghanistan, but Victory Remains in Sight,” http://cnas.org/node/4603

Those skeptics may have forgotten that counterinsurgency is always slow and grinding - "like eating soup with a knife", in the words of T.E. Lawrence (of Arabia), a man who knew something of this most challenging kind of war.  Defeating an insurgency requires the patience to implement the classic "clear-hold-build-transition" counterinsurgency strategy. Efforts to clear the enemy from an area require large numbers of well-trained and usually foreign troops; hard as it is, clearing is the easy part. Success requires local troops to hold the area so that the insurgents cannot return to disrupt the process of building a better life for the population in the cleared area, which can then be transitioned to local control. Setbacks are likely at each stage of the process, but there are no shortcuts; defeating insurgents is hard, slow work.  Gen. David Petraeus, a man with some personal experience in counterinsurgency and the architect of our strategy in Afghanistan, testified during the darkest hours of our counterinsurgency campaign in Iraq that "hard is not hopeless." Hard is not hopeless in Afghanistan, either. Success there - defined as an Afghanistan that does not provide a haven for terror or destabilize the region and is able to secure itself with minimal outside assistance - remains a vital national interest of the United States.  And although winning in Afghanistan would not by itself defeat Al Qaeda and associated terror movements, it would strike a hard blow against our enemies, while losing the war there would be cataclysmic: It would strengthen our enemies and lead to the loss of many more innocent lives around the globe. Most importantly, despite the gloom that hovers over Washington discussions of Afghanistan policy, the war is still winnable, given the right decisions here, in Afghanistan itself and in Pakistan. 

Obama’s commitments from last year are just starting to take hold – predictive trends flow neg
John Nagl, Rhodes Scholar, Ph.D in IR from Oxford, retired Army officer, 6/20/10, “We Can Still Win the War: Things Are Grim in Afghanistan, but Victory Remains in Sight,” http://cnas.org/node/4603
The first reason that success is possible in Afghanistan is that the counterinsurgency strategy that the Obama administration adopted last year is beginning to take hold. This strategy, like the one adopted in Iraq in 2007, is much more than an additional commitment of troops and civilian experts. It focuses on providing security so that political progress can occur.  Counterinsurgency campaigns are not won by killing every insurgent and terrorist. The most committed terrorists have to be killed or captured, but many of the foot soldiers and even the midlevel leaders can eventually be convinced through a combination of carrots and sticks that renouncing violence and becoming part of the political process offer a better chance for success than continuing to fight. American troop reinforcements in southern and eastern Afghanistan, where the insurgency is strongest, along with more effective drone strikes and an increasing Pakistani commitment to counterinsurgency, are putting more pressure on the Taliban and giving the Afghan government an opportunity to outgovern its enemies. 

Ext. #2 - Popular Support
Public support exists – material improvements
Michael E. O'Hanlon, served on the Secretary of State's International Security Advisory Board, Director of Research and Senior Fellow, Foreign Policy, Brookings Institute, 12/14/09, “In Afghanistan, The Odds Are With Us,” http://www.brookings.edu/opinions/2009/1214_afghanistan_ohanlon.aspx
Third, life in Afghanistan has actually improved somewhat compared with the recent past. Yes, the progress is uneven, and the poor remain very badly off. But overall the economy, education, healthcare and similar indicators are moving more in the right direction than the wrong one. Material progress has contributed to a reservoir of goodwill among the Afghan people toward those in authority. President Karzai, the United States, and NATO all still enjoyed at least 60 percent support from the population as of summer 2009 — far better than the United States has enjoyed in Iraq. This popularity number is fragile, and uneven among different groups, but we do have some advantages in how the Afghan public views the situation nonetheless.
Ext. #3 – Commander Experience

Patraes solves their COIN ineffective args – he’s awesome at dealing with those issues

Michael E. O'Hanlon, served on the Secretary of State's International Security Advisory Board, Director of Research and Senior Fellow, Foreign Policy, Brookings Institute, 6/24/10, “Petraeus a Reassuring Choice in Afghanistan,” The Brookings Institution, http://www.brookings.edu/opinions/2010/0624_petraeus_ohanlon.aspx

The announcement that General David Petraeus will now be nominated to succeed McChrystal is enormously reassuring. It alleviates or eliminates virtually all of my earlier worries about what would happen if a change of command were made at this crucial moment in the war. Petraeus is of course remarkably accomplished in this kind of complex operation; he is very familiar with Afghanistan, and the key players there of various nationalities; he has good rapport with President Karzai by all accounts; he understands much of the detail of Kandahar, the crux of this summer's coming focus of effort. What Petraeus lacks in immediate intimacy with the Afghanistan mission, relative to his predecessor, he compensates for with brilliance in understanding how to carry out such campaigns (not to mention good rapport with the White House!) 

Ext. #4 – Afghan Troops
NATO reinforcements and Afghan units solve

Michael E. O'Hanlon, served on the Secretary of State's International Security Advisory Board, Director of Research and Senior Fellow, Foreign Policy, Brookings Institute, 6/26/10, “Reasons For Hope On Afghanistan,” http://www.brookings.edu/opinions/2010/0626_afghanistan_ohanlon.aspx
3. There aren't enough trainers for Afghan security forces. Our allies have not quite met their promises, or our expectations, for additional trainers. But allies have deployed more than 5,000 additional combat troops this year, exceeding the pace expected. The number of U.S. trainers has risen, and the number of Afghan officers graduating from training has more than doubled since last year. Growth trajectories for the Afghan army and police remain on schedule. Perhaps most important, nearly 85 percent of Afghan army units are "partnered" with coalition units -- meaning that they plan, patrol, train and fight together. This is one of Gen. McChrystal's many positive legacies. In southern and eastern Afghanistan last month I saw many signs of the Afghan army's willingness to fight. The number of key districts where security conditions are at least tolerable, if not yet good, is up modestly.

Training is working

Michael E. O'Hanlon, served on the Secretary of State's International Security Advisory Board, Director of Research and Senior Fellow, Foreign Policy, Brookings Institute, 12/14/09, “In Afghanistan, The Odds Are With Us,”http://www.brookings.edu/opinions/2009/1214_afghanistan_ohanlon.aspx
Second, elements of the Afghan security forces are improving fast. This is most true for the army. With NATO’s International Security Assistance Force focused intently now on proper training and mentoring, the building of Afghan security forces that can protect their own people should accelerate.
Pakistan/Terror Turn

Withdrawal causes Pakistan collapse and allows terrorists a new base to operate from
Bruce Riedel, senior advisor to three U.S. presidents on Middle East and South Asian issues, Senior Fellow of Foreign Policy, Saban Center for Middle East Policy, 5/30/09, “Afghanistan: What Is at Stake?” http://www.brookings.edu/opinions/2009/0430_afghanistan_riedel.aspx 
Even more devastating would be the impact in neighboring Pakistan. A victory for the Afghan Taliban would encourage its new partners, the Pakistan Taliban, in their struggle to take over the world’s second largest Muslim country. This February several Pakistani Taliban leaders united their forces and proclaimed their allegiance both to Omar and bin Laden. Already on the march in Pakistan from the tribal frontiers to inside major cities like Karachi, a Pakistani Taliban further invigorated by its partner’s success across the Durand Line would be well positioned to take over much of the country. The Pakistani army would probably make a deal, as it already has in the Swat district. Al Qaeda’s room for maneuver would be even greater and it might well get its hands on the world’s fastest growing nuclear arsenal.  The entire Muslim world also has a stake in Afghanistan’s future. Jihadist terrorists, from Algeria to Indonesia and from Uzbekistan to Somalia, have been trained in Afghanistan in the past and will be again if the Taliban and Al Qaeda triumph. Saudi Arabia and the United Arab Emirates have a special interest: they, like Pakistan, have longstanding ties to the Taliban. The United States should urge Riyadh to do more to help the Kabul government. The United Arab Emirates has taken the bold decision to send troops to fight as part of ISAF. Other Muslim states should do the same or contribute to the fund for building the Afghan army and police. As we finally resource the struggle in Afghanistan properly after years of neglect we should press our Muslim friends to do the same: it’s their war, too.
**Stability**

Stability Frontline

Stability Now— condtions are improving
Michael E. O’Hanlon, Senior Fellow and Director of Research in Foreign Policy Studies, Brookings Institution, 2010, Toughing it out in Afghanistan, http://www.brookings.edu/~/media/Files/Press/Books/2010/toughingitoutinafghanistan/toughingitoutinafghanistan_chapter.pdf [RG]

Third, life in Afghanistan has actually improved somewhat compared with the recent past. As bad as many security trends have been, for most Afghans the country is far less violent today than it was in the 1980s and 1990s. Actual violence levels are probably worse than official statistics report, as acknowledged by ISAF documents, but they are still roughly comparable to those in Iraq today—meaning violence in Afghanistan today is ten times less than it was in Iraq before the surge.18 Of course the situation in Afghanistan is different, and in some ways the Taliban is a smarter foe than was al Qaeda in Iraq—generally avoiding the truck bombings that kill dozens and embitter the population, while spreading its influence more insidiously. Still, it is important to realize that the country is not being ripped apart before our eyes, as Iraq was in the 2004–06 period.   Life in Afghanistan today is better in material terms too. Yes, the progress is uneven, and the poor remain very badly off. But overall the economy, education, health care, and similar indicators are moving more in the right direction than the wrong one. Material progress has contributed to a reservoir of good will among the Afghan people toward those in authority. President Karzai, the United States, and NATO all still enjoyed at least 60 percent support from the population as of summer 2009—far better than the United States has enjoyed in Iraq.19 This popularity number is fragile, and uneven among different groups, but we do have some advantages in how the Afghan public views the situation nonetheless.  

And, COIN solves in the status quo—previous resource shortages caused initial problems, strategy has shifted – prefer the recency of our evidence

Michael E. O’Hanlon, Senior Fellow and Director of Research in Foreign Policy Studies, Brookings Institution, 2010, Toughing it out in Afghanistan, http://www.brookings.edu/~/media/Files/Press/Books/2010/toughingitoutinafghanistan/toughingitoutinafghanistan_chapter.pdf [RG]

Fourth, NATO in general and the United States in particular know how to carry out counterinsurgency missions better than ever before. Many troops are now knowledgeable about Afghanistan too. We also have excellent commanders, starting with Central Command Combatant Commander General David Petraeus and General McChrystal, who directs both the NATO forces and the separate, U.S.-led counterterrorism force carrying out Operation Enduring Freedom there.20 Commanders at much lower levels of authority—the ones who execute the strategy day in and day out—are also seasoned. The importance of good leadership in counterinsurgency is very significant, and our strengths in this area are a major asset.21 Recent progress is increasingly apparent in some places such as Helmand, Wardak, and Logar provinces as a result. Fifth, much of the basic strategy announced in March 2009 and reafirmed by President Obama on Decmeber 1 is finally right. After seven years of treating Afghanistan as the forgotten war, the United States is seriously resourcing its effort there with combat troops, trainers for Afghan forces, development aid, top-notch leadership, and other capabilities. In mid-2008 the chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, Admiral Michael Mullen, said, “Afghanistan has been and remains an economy of force campaign, which by definition means we need more forces there.”22 He was even more blunt in December 2007, when he said, “In Afghanistan, we do what we can. In Iraq, we do what we must.”23 On the ground, this reality prevented combined Afghan and NATO forces from securing many districts, towns, and villages. It left troops stalemated in dangerous situations over extended periods of time because they did not have the capacity to seize land and sustain control. It left NATO forces relying too heavily on air strikes with all their potential to cause accidental deaths of innocents (a policy that McChrystal has changed; dangerous air strikes are generally allowed now only if NATO troops are in direct peril).24 And it left Afghan citizens who cooperate with NATO and their government vulnerable to reprisal.25 Only in 2009 did these realities finally begin to change.  Historically, only 40 percent of modern counterinsurgencies have succeeded (and somewhat less in the most recent times), according to work by Jason Lyall, Isaiah Wilson, and Ivan Arreguin-Toft. However, 70 percent of the counterinsurgencies that focused on population security have been effective, according to research by Andrew Enterline and Joseph Magagnoli. Given the degree of commitment and excellence of U.S. and other NATO forces today, the odds would seem at least that great in our favor today—provided everyone, including the Afghan government, can work together in support of the basic strategy.2
**Pakistan**

Pakistan Frontline

Even if COIN is bad in Afghanistan, it’s critical in Pakistan

Michael A. Cohen, M.A. Columbia, and Parag Khanna, senior geopolitical advisor to United States Special Operations Forces in Iraq and Afghanistannamed one of Esquire’s 75 Most Influential People of the 21st Century, and one of fifteen on WIRED’s “Smart List.” M.A. in Security Studies, Georgetown, Ph.D Candidate, London School Economics, 6/16/09, “Where the Real Fight Is,” New American Foundation, http://globalgovernance.newamerica.net/publications/articles/2009/where_real_fight_15973

What's more, though nation-building in Afghanistan is an unlikely proposition even in the long term, nation-building in Pakistan is essential -- and achievable. Pakistan's military, including its Frontier Corps and police, needs U.S. assistance to build its capability to "clear, hold, and build" in the country's tribal areas. The impending Pakistani military operation into North Waziristan, on the heels of its offensive in the Swat Valley, is a difficult challenge in harsh terrain. And U.S. military assistance should go hand in hand with greater U.S. coordination between both Afghanistan and Pakistan to prevent the movement of al Qaeda and Taliban operatives back and forth across the border.
Maintaining the long war only way to get Pakistan on board – key to stability

Peter Bergen, Senior Fellow at the New America Foundation, M.A. Oxford, 10/10/08, “How Not to Lose Afghanistan (and Pakistan),” New America Foundation http://www.newamerica.net/publications/policy/how_not_lose_afghanistan_and_pakistan

Controlling the Taliban is tied directly to the second component of a strategic reset: a new approach toward Pakistan. As much as Pakistan suffers at the hands of Islamist insurgents, the country's powerful military intelligence agency, Inter-Services Intelligence (ISI), has tolerated the Taliban, which it views as a backup force for asserting control of Afghanistan if the United States suddenly decides to cut and run. Therefore, in order to defeat the Taliban and Al Qaeda, the United States must start dealing with Afghanistan and Pakistan as one region, not as separate entities.    All these efforts will fail, however, if America doesn't recognize another threat to its Afghan policy: Pakistan, which is offering crucial safe haven to the Taliban even as it professes its cooperation with the United States. A careful study by the United Nations released last September found that suicide attackers in Afghanistan are mostly drawn from religious schools across the border in Pakistan.[9] According to Seth Jones, a political scientist at RAND who has studied some 90 insurgencies that have taken place since 1945, "Insurgents have been successful approximately forty-three percent of the time when they enjoyed a sanctuary."[10]  How the Pakistan sanctuary fuels the violence in Afghanistan can be seen in the case of Rahmad Khan, a cow herder in Pakistan's tribal area, who I met in a Kabul jail in July. Khan told me he was about 30, that he couldn't read or write, and that he had been recruited three months earlier to be a "martyr" in Afghanistan in the jihad against the foreign occupiers. He said that he made about eight dollars a month herding cows-not enough to get married-and agreed to carry out a suicide mission because "in Paradise, I would find houris (virgins) for free." He was taken to a madrassa where militants were manufacturing suicide vests and then over the border to Afghanistan. But the vision of the virgins disappeared in a flash after Afghan policemen thought he seemed nervous and arrested him.  Unfortunately, there are hundreds more Rahmad Khans standing by. In 2007, there were more than 50 suicide attacks in Pakistan and some 140 in Afghanistan, many of them carried out by the Taliban. The United States must reconceptualize its Afghan policy as a regional problem. Al Qaeda and the Taliban are embedded in a sea of ethnic Pashtuns who live on both sides of the Afghan-Pakistan border. In fact, there are more Pashtuns in Pakistan than there are in Afghanistan-some 40 million altogether, making them the largest ethnic grouping in the world without a state.[11]  The next U.S. president should take every opportunity to make it clear that America's commitment to Afghanistan is not just until the next election cycle, but for years to come. The American public, which understands that Afghanistan's reversion into a failed state would be a prelude to Al Qaeda regaining a safe haven in the country, will support this approach. As noted above, Pakistan is holding on to its radical groups as for a means of asserting de facto control over Afghanistan should the Americans withdraw; only a long-term U.S. commitment will convince Pakistan's government to end its tolerance for the militant groups headquartered on the country's western border.  Dislike of President Bush has so colored Pakistani politics that the government has not been able to persuade its own population that going after the militants is in Pakistan's best interests and not just part of some U.S.-led war against Islam. A poll released in June by Terror Free Tomorrow, a respected Washington-based polling organization, found that 52 percent of Pakistanis blamed the United States for the violence in their country, and only 8 percent blamed Al Qaeda.[12] Just as in Afghanistan, sharply curtailing the numbers of Pakistanis killed in U.S. air strikes on the Afghan border would help reverse those numbers.  
**Terror**
Terror Frontline
Al Qaeda isn’t in Afghanistan

Michael A. Cohen, M.A. Columbia, and Parag Khanna, senior geopolitical advisor to United States Special Operations Forces in Iraq and Afghanistannamed one of Esquire’s 75 Most Influential People of the 21st Century, and one of fifteen on WIRED’s “Smart List.” M.A. in Security Studies, Georgetown, Ph.D Candidate, London School Economics, 6/16/09, “Where the Real Fight Is,” New American Foundation, http://globalgovernance.newamerica.net/publications/articles/2009/where_real_fight_15973
Indeed, much of the U.S. strategy in Afghanistan is dedicated to stopping the Taliban from returning to power. But the group is deeply unpopular, and its prospects of taking over the country are remote. Even more dubious is the idea that such a return would mean a reprise of pre-9/11 days, when al Qaeda built a substantial terrorist infrastructure in Afghanistan. Bin Laden's outfit has had no active presence in that country since 2002, and even if it were somehow able to regain one, the same pilotless drones wreaking havoc in Pakistan could do the same in Afghanistan. In effect, the United States is undertaking a $65-billion-a-year campaign in Afghanistan to defeat an enemy that is, for the most part, located across the border.

The plan lets them in - the Taliban are dedicated to the Global Jihad

Bruce Riedel, senior advisor to three U.S. presidents on Middle East and South Asian issues, Senior Fellow of Foreign Policy, Saban Center for Middle East Policy, 5/30/09, “Afghanistan: What Is at Stake?” http://www.brookings.edu/opinions/2009/0430_afghanistan_riedel.aspx 

If the Taliban consolidate their position in southern and eastern Afghanistan it is certain they will again give Al Qaeda safe haven to plot against America, expanding the sanctuary they already have in Pakistan. There is no reason to believe Mullah Omar has broken with Osama bin Laden since 2001. Many have asked him to, including the Saudis last year, with no result. Indeed his rhetoric since 2001 has increasingly been that of a global jihadist, placing the Afghan Taliban struggle inside the global fight against NATO’s ‘Crusader’ armies. If Omar did not break with Al Qaeda in 2001 after 9/11, when the survival of his Islamic Emirate was at stake, it is far less likely he will break when he senses our will is broken in Afghanistan. His goals are to drive us out and impose the medieval hell he built in the 1990s back on the Afghan people.
COIN is the only way to stop Al Qaeda – kills their physical sanctuary and ability to claim victory

Bruce Riedel, senior advisor to three U.S. presidents on Middle East and South Asian issues, Senior Fellow of Foreign Policy, Saban Center for Middle East Policy, and Michael E. O'Hanlon, served on the Secretary of State's International Security Advisory Board, Director of Research and Senior Fellow, Foreign Policy, Brookings Institute, 9/24/09, “Why We Can't Go Small In Afghanistan,” Brookings Institution,  http://www.brookings.edu/opinions/2009/0924_afghanistan_ohanlon.aspx 
Once the Taliban is back in power in Afghanistan, al-Qaeda will not be far behind. Our top nemesis will be able to salvage a victory in the very place from which it launched the 9/11 attacks eight years ago. Al-Qaeda will have its favorite bases and sanctuaries back, as well as a major propaganda win.    A major setback, a major danger  Given how badly the situation in Afghanistan has deteriorated since 2001, we might ultimately have to fall back on a narrow counterterrorism option. But that would be a major setback, and a major danger, for the United States — not a clever, lower-cost alternative strategy to what we are pursuing in Afghanistan today.  Some say that the stakes aren't that high because al-Qaeda doesn't really need a sanctuary to do its dirty work. But this misses the point and fails to distinguish between the bad and the worse. Having a physical sanctuary, in addition to being able to claim victory against the United States and its allies, would make organization, training and communication far easier for bin Laden and his cronies.  The right path remains what President Obama proposed in March — working to protect the Afghan population while building up Afghan state institutions such as the army and police. This approach will take time and perhaps more resources. But alas, in this kind of war, there is little choice. 
Terror Frontline Cont.
COIN is key to solves terrorism and preventing terrorist spillover—Iraq proves

James Phillips, Senior Research Fellow for Middle Eastern Affairs in the Douglas and Sarah Allison Center for Foreign Policy Studies, a division of the Kathryn and Shelby Cullom Davis Institute for International Studies, September 4, 2009, “Success in Afghanistan Requires Firm Presidential Leadership, Not Half-Measures,” http://www.heritage.org/Research/Reports/2009/09/Success-in-Afghanistan-Requires-Firm-Presidential-Leadership-Not-Half-Measures [RG]

The war in Afghanistan cannot be effectively waged merely with air power, predator drones, and special forces. In the late 1990s, the Clinton Administration hurled cruise missiles at easily replaceable al-Qaeda training camps in Afghanistan, but this "chuck and duck" strategy failed to blunt the al-Qaeda threat. The Bush Administration's minimalist approach to Afghanistan in 2001 was a contributing factor that allowed Osama bin Laden to escape from his mountain redoubt at Tora Bora. Afterwards, Washington opted to focus narrowly on counterterrorism goals in Afghanistan--rather than counterinsurgency operations--in order to free up military assets for the war in Iraq. This allowed the Taliban to regroup across the border in Pakistan and make a violent resurgence. The "small footprint" strategy also failed in Iraq, before it was abandoned in favor of General Petraeus's counterinsurgency strategy, backed by the surge of American troops, in early 2007. Despite this record of failure, some stubbornly continue to support an "offshore" strategy for landlocked Afghanistan today. But half-measures--the hallmark of the "small footprint" strategy--will not work. Precise intelligence is needed to use smart bombs smartly. Yet few Afghans would risk their lives to provide such intelligence unless they are assured of protection against the Taliban's ruthless retaliation. Providing such protection requires more American boots on the ground beyond the 68,000 that will be deployed by the end of the year. In Iraq, the surge of American troops encouraged Iraqis to climb down off the proverbial fence and offer a flood of valuable intelligence tips that enabled a much more effective targeting of al-Qaeda in Iraq and other insurgent forces. Another critical element necessary to defeat the Taliban is larger and more effective Afghan security forces, which are severely undermanned and poorly equipped. Today there is a total of only 173,000 men in the Afghan army and police, compared to over 600,000 in Iraq, which is a smaller and less populated country. The new strategy proposed by the McChrystal/Petraeus team is likely to put a high priority on expanding and improving these forces with better training, embedded advisers, and the partnering of Afghan units with nearby American units. The Afghan army and police will grow stronger, eventually reducing the need for U.S. troops. 

COIN provides necessary support and intelligence to defeat Al Qaeda
Michael E. O’Hanlon, Senior Fellow and Director of Research in Foreign Policy Studies, Brookings Institution, 2010, Toughing it out in Afghanistan, http://www.brookings.edu/~/media/Files/Press/Books/2010/toughingitoutinafghanistan/toughingitoutinafghanistan_chapter.pdf [RG]

Some argue that our core goals can be achieved through a more narrow counterterrorism agenda, rather than a full-scale counterinsurgency approach. That is, they favor “CT, not COIN,” to use the acronyms commonly employed for each concept. They believe that another 9/11 could be prevented, and major disruption to Pakistan averted, by a more limited approach. Under this strategy, special forces would periodically attack any cells that coalesced within Afghanistan, even in the absence of a stable central government. Drones, cruise missiles, and other forms of standoff attack would contribute as well, carrying out strikes in both Afghanistan and Pakistan. In this way, these critics say, we would accomplish our core objectives without engaging in huge risks to American personnel or unrealistic aspirations about the possibility of helping construct a functioning Afghan state. But it is the CT plan that is unrealistic. In essence, it is the plan that the Bush administration tried in its early years and that clearly failed, leaving us with the dilemma we have today. To be effective CT must have intelligence, but obtaining solid intelligence on the locations of terrorists is very difficult without a strong presence on the ground and the cooperation of friendly local actors. Such friendly local Afghans are much harder to find, and protect, in a chaotic, destabilized country.10 At some point, if and when the Afghan resistance prevails in combat, as would likely happen under a CT approach, the air bases and other facilities we currently use to attack extremists in both Afghanistan and Pakistan could also be lost. Proponents of CT respond that the international community is trying a more minimal approach to countering al Qaeda in places such as Somalia and some of the tribal areas of Yemen—two additional places largely unpoliced by any effective government. If we can get by with such an approach in these places, why not Afghanistan too, one might ask? But Afghanistan is a more remote country than Somalia or Yemen, and a place with more tribal networks and political actors favorable to al Qaeda. As the Bush administration learned, air strikes and commando raids against suspected terror targets are much harder to pull off quickly and effectively in Afghanistan than they would be in other places. Afghanistan is therefore a safer, more convenient place for al Qaeda to operate. And al Qaeda has already proven its interest in operating from Afghanistan. Its leadership remains based nearby in the mountains of western Pakistan even today. There is currently considerable Pakistani action against extremists in these regions, so we finally have a chance to execute a hammer and anvil approach against the major redoubts for al Qaeda and associated movements. To be sure, a CT approach may be our only fallback position if the counterinsurgency effort fails. But it is a poor substitute. 

Terror Frontline Cont.

Abandoning Afghanistan causes Al-Qaeda to re-enter; this turns the case 

Kagan 09 Professor of Military History at West Point, 05/07/’09 [Fredrick W., Planning Victory in Afghanistan, http://www.aei.org/article/100020, DA:07/19/’10, ]
Afghanistan is not now a sanctuary for al-Qaeda, but it would likely become one again if we abandoned it. Mullah Omar, the head of the Taliban government we removed in 2001, is alive and well in Pakistan. He maintains contacts with Osama bin Laden, Ayman al-Zawahiri, and the other key al-Qaeda leaders, who are also based in Pakistan (although in a different area). Mullah Omar supports Taliban fighters in southern Afghanistan from his Pakistani havens, while al-Qaeda and its affiliates support insurgents in eastern Afghanistan. Allowing Afghanistan to fail would mean allowing these determined enemies of the United States to regain the freedom they had before 9/11.
Terror Frontline Cont.

CT will fuel terrorism – it’s empirically proven force reduction will reduce intelligence gathering and create sanctuaries for terrorists. 

O'Hanlon 09, former national security analyst at the Congressional Budget Office, ’09 (Michael, senior fellow the Brookings Institution, Oct. 6, http://www.washingtonpost.com/wp-dyn/content/article/2009/10/05/AR2009100502705.html, “ A General Within Bounds”)
The past eight years have proven that a counterterrorism option for Afghanistan won't hold the country together. This approach, the essence of the Rumsfeld "light footprint" concept that dominated most of the Bush presidency, led us to place most American troops in Afghanistan under a separate command from NATO because the Bush administration generally eschewed NATO's peacekeeping mission. The counterterrorism operation was seen as the critical ongoing role for U.S. forces after the Taliban fell, but by last year its fruits were clear: a resurgent Taliban movement operating effectively in 140 of Afghanistan's 368 districts; a tenfold increase in the rate of NATO casualties; an al-Qaeda leadership in western Pakistan swearing allegiance to the Afghan Taliban and probably hoping to reestablish a sanctuary in Afghanistan. All of this is laid out in a strategic assessment by McChrystal that has drawn no public faulting. Yet the counterterrorism option that gave us this mess is to be taken seriously? Perhaps it is acceptable that we consider again abandoning Afghanistan to the Taliban and related movements, and trying to limit al-Qaeda's future role there with long-range airstrikes or the occasional commando raid. But if so, let's not pretend that Afghanistan will remain intact. The essence of McChrystal's comment last week was that if we scale back dramatically as envisioned by the counterterrorism approach, Afghanistan would become "Chaos-istan" again. That comment is almost unassailable as far as it goes. And McChrystal understated his case. The counterterrorism option would probably also fail to kill and capture terrorists; even its immediate goals are likely to be unattainable. As my colleague Bruce Riedel and I, among others, have argued, a counterterrorism option would lead to a loss of crucial human intelligence networks; once NATO forces drew down, the Kabul government would probably fall, and the resurgent insurgents would take revenge on those previously associated with us. Air bases from which we fly unmanned vehicles today over western Pakistan would also be lost, meaning that remote strikes would have to come from ships several hundred miles away. Pakistan's interest in restraining the Afghan Taliban would probably diminish, as it would rather see that group back in power than an India-friendly regime in Kabul. Some might agree with all this yet say that McChrystal still had no business wading into policy waters at this moment. It is true that commanders, as a rule, should not do so. But when truly bad ideas or those already tried and discredited are debated as serious proposals, they do not deserve intellectual sanctuary. McChrystal is personally responsible for the lives of 100,000 NATO troops who are suffering severe losses partially as a result of eight years of a failed counterterrorism strategy under a different name. He has a right to speak if a policy debate becomes too removed from reality. Put another way, we need to hear from him because he understands this reality far better than most in Washington. Many of those criticizing McChrystal wish, in retrospect, that our military command in 2002-03 had been more vocal in opposing Donald Rumsfeld's planning for the Iraq invasion that assumed a minimal need for post-invasion stabilization forces. This was an unusually bad idea that military leadership went along with, at least publicly, partly out of a sense that they had no prerogative to intercede. The result was one of the most botched operations in U.S. military history until the 2007 surge partially salvaged things. President Obama has to weigh many complex matters as he assesses Afghanistan, including whether the United States can really redouble its efforts when the Afghan government is falling short on so many fronts. A lesson of Vietnam is that we cannot succeed in this kind of war without a viable domestic partner. Figuring out how to promote a stronger Afghan government that is more accountable to its people, and better placed to defeat the resistance, is critical. But the counterterrorism option is not a viable way to help stabilize Afghanistan. Because Obama called Afghanistan "a necessary war" seven weeks ago, it would have verged on professional malpractice for McChrystal to pretend otherwise.

**Jirga**
Jirga Frontline

Even if they incorporate the Taliban, other hold-outs remain

Al Jazeera, 6/2/10, “Taliban attacks Afghan peace jirga,” http://english.aljazeera.net/news/asia/2010/06/20106244135950477.html
 But critics of Karzai's government, and many outside analysts, are sceptical that the conference will produce a detailed blueprint for reconciliation with the Taliban.  Karzai's main rivals have been excluded from the conference and representatives from the Taliban and groups like Hezb-i-Islami were not invited.  Abdullah Abdullah, Karzai's main rival in last year's presidential election, declined to attend the conference, saying the hand-picked delegates do not represent Afghan public opinion.  Elders in several provinces, including Helmand and Khost, say the most influential tribal leaders were rejected in favour of those loyal to the government.  

Can’t solve Jirga – corruption and exclusion of provincial governors

Susan Thistlethwaite, Senior Fellow at the Center for American Progress, 6/8/10, “The “Peace Jirga” Model,” http://www.americanprogress.org/issues/2010/06/peace_jirga_model.html

But this national jirga was not a village-to-village reconciliation, nor even a direct national reconciliation method as was done in South Africa. Instead, its announced objective was "to get guidance from the Afghan people on how to move forward towards reintegration and reconciliation—where reconciliation may be possible—and chart out an action plan in consultation with the Afghan people.”  Afghans do need to find ways to break with the spiral of violence and revenge in their history and achieve a level of national unity. The question is, can this current jirga even command enough respect to outline the way forward? Let’s consider again the South African example.  Another commonality between Shafiq’s experience of the village-to-village jirga and that of the South African Truth and Reconciliation Commission is that in both cases the reconciliation processes commanded the respect of the participants. The jirga council was successful in Shafiq’s local village because the council elders were held in respect and had moral authority.  The same was true in South Africa. Perhaps no one except Archbishop Tutu could have commanded the national respect to bring off a national reconciliation process in South Africa. In countries such as Rwanda, no truth and reconciliation process has been able to be successful because there is no such nationally trusted figure.  Even to “move forward towards reintegration and reconciliation,” then, the Karzai government will need to address the deep problems with governance and corruption and thus gain the respect of the Afghan people for any steps outlined in the jirga to actually be implemented. President Karzai is not a nationally trusted figure like Desmond Tutu, nor does he seem to command the kind of local authority the tribal elders had in Shafiq’s village.  For the jirga to be successful in Afghanistan, the rhetoric of participation and reconciliation must begin to more closely resemble the practices or it will be futile. A good outcome from the jirga in Kabul would be to not only give the appearance of respecting the interests of national stakeholders attending the jirga, but actually to begin to share power with them and gain their real political and social investment in an ongoing process. If, for example, local provincial and district governors do not have any real power, then they have no real way to engage in either governance or insure security for the people.  Underlying all of this is the need to address corruption at all levels. Without serious attention by the Karzai government to corruption, there will not be the necessary moral authority to get the diverse groups in Afghan society to really engage in national processes of reconciliation over the long term. The fundamental learning from all the places where reconciliation methods have been tried—not just in South Africa but also from Chile to Peru to the former Yugoslavia to Sierra Leone and the Solomon Islands is that rebuilding trust is absolutely central for any even partially successful outcome.

Jirga Frontline Cont.

The Jirga has structural flaws that prevent it from solving
Caroline Wadhams,  Director for South Asia Security Studies at the Center for American Progress, 6/4/10, “Afghanistan's fluffy peace jirga,” http://afpak.foreignpolicy.com/posts/2010/06/04/afghanistans_fluffy_peace_jirga
On Friday, Afghan President Hamid Karzai's peace jirga came to a close after three days of discussions to secure domestic and international support for his government's efforts to reach out to Afghan insurgents. Following an inauspicious beginning, in which insurgents tried (and failed) to disrupt proceedings with rockets and suicide bombers, the jirga endorsed Karzai's proposals to negotiate with insurgents, despite the fact that the plan the president presented to international donors during his most recent visit to Washington was not discussed in detail in the jirga sessions.  After all of the speeches, tweeting, and media coverage of the jirga, it is difficult to believe that Afghanistan is any closer to peace. The jirga itself was not a genuine attempt to engage Afghanistan's stakeholders or to create a concrete peace plan. While reports indicate that the discussions were lively and unrestricted within the breakout sessions, the jirga was not sufficiently inclusive, thereby failing to create true national consensus or provide legitimacy to a peace plan. While the 1,600 delegates came from all over Afghanistan, the majority were reportedly handpicked by Karzai and his allies, with political rivals and civil society activists largely excluded from the process. Moreover, representatives of the main insurgent factions (Afghan Taliban, the Haqqani network and Gulbuddin Hekmatyar's Hezb-i-Islami) were left out.  The jirga was instead primarily dominated by presidential appointees, former warlords and veterans of the anti-Soviet jihad period, many of whom are widely criticized for their abuses and corruption and whose actual value as representatives of their communities is questionable. The jirga's chairman, Ustad Burhanuddin Rabbani, was president of Afghanistan in the 1990s when warlords were battling the Taliban for control of the country; he is not perceived as a uniter or a trustworthy figure to reach out to the insurgency. The Taliban, towards whom the peace plan is supposed to be directed, dismissed the jirga as a "propaganda stunt" and a process to pander to foreign forces. They have instead demanded the removal of foreign forces as a precondition before any discussions can occur.  During the three days of the jirga, the delegates broke out into 28 committees to discuss peace with the insurgency, all of which fed into recommendations. According to the Afghanistan Analysts Network, the delegates were asked to look at three topics: 1) whether Afghanistan should negotiate with the Taliban; 2) the framework and mechanisms for negotiation with the opposition should be, and 3) how national unity can be strengthened. These committee recommendations were consolidated by the jirga's organizers into a series of declarations, which have yet to be released in full. Beyond endorsing Karzai's leadership on the issue, the delegates' recommendations (gathered from tweets and other media reports) are the following:      * Insurgents who join the peace process should be removed from the U.N. blacklist which imposes travel and financial restrictions on people associated with the Taliban.     * Insurgents "who want to take part must cut their ties with foreign terrorist groups."     * A high commission should be established to pursue peace efforts with the Taliban     * Progress made in "areas of democracy and women's rights should not be sacrificed" in negotiations with insurgent groups.     * NATO troops "must continue to support Afghan army and ensure that Afghanistan does not become a battleground for regional players."     * There should be greater investment in income opportunities and poverty reduction, and Islamic education programs should be increased for all     * Government should guarantee the security of militants during peace talks and arrange for a better life for them afterwards.     * National and international forces should stop their raids and arrests and ad hoc detentions.  And my two favorites:      * The government should fight administration and moral corruption to secure the nation's trust in government.     * The government should bring peace and stop criminal acts.  These recommendations largely echo the details of the Karzai plan (except for the final two), which remains a fundamentally flawed framework for peace. The plan avoids tackling the political grievances that drive the insurgency, and instead moves from the premise that economic factors are the primary drivers for insurgent recruitment and that insurgents can be co-opted through financial incentives. This flies in the face of numerous assessments of the insurgency that indicate that fighters join the insurgency for more complex reasons than job opportunities. Many have joined due to their anger with the Afghan government, which they perceive as corrupt, illegitimate, and predatory. In addition, the plan utilizes the government figures perceived by the insurgency to be corrupt and abusive as the main interlocutors in the reintegration process. It also relies on weak community authorities to implement reintegration, lacks clarity on who is eligible for reintegration and ignores the organizational coherence of the insurgency itself.    With just three brief days of meetings, an unrepresentative assembly, and only able to issue non-binding recommendations, the jirga gave little serious scrutiny to the Karzai plan, nor did it attempt to provide meaningful alternatives. The real objective instead was to enhance Karzai's prestige before the international community and maintain their support. With no meaningful domestic checks on his policies, the process demonstrated again that the international community remains Karzai's most important constituency, not the Afghan people. Karzai is relying on the fact that we aren't paying too much attention to the details. Unless we start asking -- and empowering a wider range of Afghan actors to ask for themselves -- tougher questions about how to achieve a sustainable security in Afghanistan, it's hard to see how this session's ringing endorsements of peace will be borne out in actual changes in policy and practice. 
**Non-lethal Weapons CP**
Non-lethal Weapons CP 1NC
The United States federal government should substantially increase funding for the Joint Non-Lethal Program. The United States federal government should substantially increase the use of non-lethal weapons by its counterinsurgency forces.
The counterplan solves any backlash COIN causes – takes out their internal link to instability

Michael E. O'Hanlon, served on the Secretary of State's International Security Advisory Board, Director of Research and Senior Fellow, Foreign Policy, Brookings Institute, 4/23/10, “Troops Need Not Shoot in Afghanistan,” http://www.brookings.edu/opinions/2010/0423_afghanistan_ohanlon.aspx 

One major paradox of counterinsurgency warfare is that, to protect yourself, sometimes you must choose not to shoot. This essential truth — codified in the U.S. military’s 2006 counterinsurgency manual and confirmed by the annals of history — is that you create new enemies faster than you eliminate existing ones when you unintentionally kill innocents. Army Gen. David Petraeus understands it. He and Marine Gen. James Amos wrote the counterinsurgency guide that emphasizes this key point. And Petraeus put it into effect in Iraq.  Army Gen. Stanley McChrystal understands it, too.  He has directed his troops in Afghanistan not to request airpower support — except when under direct attack or when targets can be clearly identified as enemy combatants.    But the U.S. military acquisition system continues to overlook this basic reality. Especially in regard to one key capability that could make a world of difference in Afghanistan today: nonlethal weaponry.  In recent days, NATO troops have again been accused of using lethal firepower to incapacitate a vehicle that ignored their signals to stop. It was, however, allegedly carrying only innocent civilians, not combatants.    The truth behind this incident is still unclear. But NATO investigators have found few, if any, vehicles rigged with explosives among those shot at and rendered immobile by coalition forces over the past year.    In other words, we usually fire on vehicles that do not pose any real threat to our forces or to Afghan civilians.    Soldiers might be better off first shooting out the tires or the engine block. But given how limited time is once an approaching vehicle starts to look dangerous, the driver behind the windshield usually offers an easier target.    Based on the movement of vehicles, as well as the jittery fingers of soldiers in danger and the properties of automatic weapons, other people in the vehicle are often shot as well.   This is not to criticize troops who do the shooting. In most cases, they undoubtedly feel in mortal peril from vehicles that, in fact, have ignored warnings. These vehicles could well harbor people with malevolent intentions.  That NATO soldier on patrol is probably already jumpy because of the threat of unseen, yet lethal, roadside bombs. Far be it from a civilian, sitting in a comfortable Washington office, to criticize a soldier for making split-second decisions to use force when seeing what looks like an acute threat.  But if that soldier has only lethal options, it is natural that the soldier will use them. Sometimes, it might well be a soldier’s tactical mistake, but, more often, it is a natural and reasonable human reaction to being in danger.   Commanders like Petraeus, McChrystal and Army Gen. Raymond Odierno, in Iraq, have coached their troops on withholding fire in many situations — as they should. But it is not realistic to expect this to apply in every situation.   We owe our troops better choices.  In the mid-1990s, the Defense Department created the Joint Non-Lethal Weapons Program, under the U.S. Marine Corps, as well as decision directive 3000.3, to underscore the use and importance of nonlethal weaponry on the modern battlefield.  The experiences of U.S. forces in Somalia, among other areas, provided much of the impetus for this.  But for the next decade, the nonlethal weaponry effort was funded at a paltry $20 million to $40 million a year, barely enough to carry out fledgling R&D and certainly not enough to buy any material in significant quantities. A 2004 Council on Foreign Relations task force called for increasing this budget. It is now closer to $150 million a year.  But compare that to $100 billion a year in total war costs; $80 billion a year in total Pentagon research, development, test and evaluation money; and $5 billion a year in spending for vehicles and other technologies to counter roadside bombs.  This $150 million is not even enough for a vigorous research program, much less a crash effort at fielding promising technologies. Which is what these circumstances warrant.  In this day and age, it should be possible to stop suspicious vehicles without killing the drivers. Modern technology should be able to provide ways to do this. Yet we haven’t solved the riddle.  An elegant solution could be “radio frequency” weapons that can fry the electronics of the vehicles.  But it is not clear that these are ready for widespread use with infantry troops. Big power requirements mean that the systems are still large and unwieldy.  Some existing nonlethal technologies — such as netting, tire spikes, acoustic weapons and sticky foams — are better for controlling mobs on foot, or impeding vehicles at checkpoints, than for an unexpected incident with an approaching vehicle 
[CONTINUED]

Non-lethal Weapons CP Cont.
[CONTINUED]
at an unanticipated location.  We do not yet know what the right solution could be.  Better tire spike technologies that could span greater ranges and incapacitate vehicles over an appreciable diameter may be one possible solution.  More powerful acoustic weapons or flash weapons that could be fired at a vehicle to create a dazzling and distracting light might be other 
choices. It is now hard to say.  What is clear, however, is that spending $150 million a year to address this problem is woefully inadequate.  Despite McChrystal’s remarkable personal commitment to this, we are still seeing far too many cases of inadvertent killings of innocents in Afghanistan.  These cases stoke up anger among the population, poison dialogue with the Afghan government and put the entire mission’s success at risk.  It is late in the game to take this problem seriously, but it is not too late.  Rather than ask our troops to make a choice between being at risk and taking actions that could kill innocent Afghans and set back the war effort, we should give them the tools they need to do their job.  
**Economy CP**
Economy CP 1NC
The United States federal government should:

· Provide economic support for the Afghanistan Reconstruction Trust Fund and for the creation of a National Task Force. 
· Provide support for economic ministries within Afghanistan. 
· Create an incubator and task team of global thinkers to identify and resolve gaps in financing, explore and set up new and expanded financial instruments, ensuring that this development is distributing evenly among Afghanistan. 
· Support the creation of market linkages in Afghanistan
· Provide necessary economic and political support for the development of Afghan industries in all sectors, including agriculture, construction, alternative energy projects, mineral development, urban services, textiles, and financial services
· Regulate contracts to limit outsourcing and exploitation of Afghan resources
Counterplan stimulates the Afghan economy
Nathaniel Fick, CEO of CNAS,  served as a Marine Corps infantry officer, took part in Operation Enduring Freedom, Visiting Fellow at the Center for Strategic and International Studies, served as a civilian instructor at the Afghanistan Counterinsurgency Academy in Kabul, A.B. degree with high honors in classics and government, Dartmouth, Dean’s Fellow and MPA in International Security Policy, John F. Kennedy School of Government at Harvard, MBA, Harvard Business School, and Clare Lockhart,  CEO of the Institute for State Effectiveness, lived in Afghanistan for several years designing the national strategy and nationwide programs as adviser to the Afghan government, previously managed a program on institutions at the World Bank, has degrees from Oxford and Harvard, has written extensively on state-building, April, 10, “The Economic Imperative: Stabilizing Afghanistan Through Economic Growth,” Center for a New American Security, http://www.cnas.org/files/documents/publications/Economic%20Imperative_FickLockhart_April2010_code507_policybrief.pdf

Pursuing these opportunities will require significant and lasting partnerships with the private sector before Afghans can develop the capacity to execute them on their own. Therefore it is critical that international assistance catalyze these programs and move beyond the ineffective contracting and technical assistance modalities outlined above. To take this agenda forward, next steps include:  1. Revitalizing the role of the World Bank and Asian Development Bank – in partnership with the Afghan people, government and business, and reaffrming the centrality of the Afghanistan Reconstruction Trust Fund (ARTF) and National Programs as coordinating mechanisms.  2. Support the creation of a National Task Force for skills, jobs, and training with the goal to create 1 million jobs for Afghans, through public works programs and the generation of sustainable economic opportunities.  3. Reaffrming the significance of the “economic ministries” such as the Afghan Ministries of Commerce and Finance, Rural Development, Agriculture, the Central Bank, the Afghan Investment Support Agency and the Chambers of Commerce – in leading this agenda and ensuring their ideas are represented alongside the Security and Governance ministries in policy dialogue.  4. Create an incubator and task team of global thinkers to identify gaps in strategy, financing and mechanisms, to explore and set up new and expanded financial instruments (including risk guarantees and investment vehicles to make access to credit for Afghan entrepreneurs more easily available), expanded facilities to assist with business planning, and facilitate district and provincial-level chambers of commerce based on the main sectors of the economy. Guiding principles for this work should include attention to even-handedness of investment and job creation across the country so that all regions and groups are treated fairly and have the same access to opportunity, and with careful attention to opening space for fair competition, guarding against the capture of resources and opportunities by a narrow elite. 
Economy CP Cont.

This solves all issues of stability

Nathaniel Fick, and Clare Lockhart, quals above, April, 10, “The Economic Imperative: Stabilizing Afghanistan Through Economic Growth,” Center for a New American Security, http://www.cnas.org/files/documents/publications/Economic%20Imperative_FickLockhart_April2010_code507_policybrief.pdf

The United States’ new strategy needs quick, selfsustaining wins in order to demonstrate progress to U.S. voters, U.S. allies, the enemy, and – most importantly – the Afghan people. Harnessing the potential of the Afghan people to succeed on Afghan terms through Afghan institutions will reinforce stability as it spreads from areas cleared of insurgents, will give more Afghans a stake in the future of their country, and provides the only path to national self-suffciency. This, in turn, will hasten the time when U.S. troops can be replaced by diplomats and business people and a society whose citizens have a stake in its stability and rule of law.
CP Solves Economy
Counterplan boosts Afghan economy across the board – they have a ton of potential:
1. Agriculture – solves the economy and stops the drug trade
Nathaniel Fick, and Clare Lockhart, quals above, April, 10, “The Economic Imperative: Stabilizing Afghanistan Through Economic Growth,” Center for a New American Security, http://www.cnas.org/files/documents/publications/Economic%20Imperative_FickLockhart_April2010_code507_policybrief.pdf

Agriculture and livestock: Afghanistan has enormous potential in agriculture, from wheat to higher-value crops including fruit and vegetables. It is worldfamous for melons, grapes, apricots, pomegranates, oranges, almonds, pistachios, and herbs and spices such as saffron and cumin. Nomadic Afghan communities thrive on livestock and goods such as meat, dairy products, wool and leather. Unfortunately, Afghanistan also has a booming illicit agricultural economy based on harvesting poppies for the drug trade, with the profits financing the insurgency and violent extremism. Promoting the growth of legitimate agriculture would have positive effects including providing jobs, encouraging economic growth, and slowing the drug trade as a major source of funding for the Taliban. Success in this sector may be achieved best through a National Agriculture Program that would focus on creating the value chain to form the right market linkages, appropriate marketing tools, access to credit, processing facilities, cold storage, irrigation and transportation. Such a program could be supported by a consortium of international investors and a network of Afghan land-grant colleges with specialized agricultural knowledge.  
2. Construction – creates jobs and develops infrastructure for future growth
Nathaniel Fick, and Clare Lockhart, quals above, April, 10, “The Economic Imperative: Stabilizing Afghanistan Through Economic Growth,” Center for a New American Security, http://www.cnas.org/files/documents/publications/Economic%20Imperative_FickLockhart_April2010_code507_policybrief.pdf

Construction and infrastructure, including distributed renewable energy: International partners spend billions on construction contracts in Afghanistan. However, little of this money gets to Afghan construction firms, with the majority siphoned off through contracts with foreign companies. Afghan firms are usually contracted at the end of a chain of contracts, with the highest returns reserved for the foreign companies who hire them. Firms often import laborers from other countries, even for jobs requiring only basic skills such as demolition and bricklaying. Simple changes to the procurement process for construction contracts could set the conditions to nurture the Afghan construction industry, providing capacity for infrastructure construction, more jobs, and the opportunity for Afghans to become owners of their own businesses, thereby giving them a stake in the system. Expanding opportunities in real-estate development would provide decent housing, increase production of construction materials such as cement and bricks, and enhance economic opportunities. A program to provide incentives and support for entrepreneurs who seek to provide distributed renewable energy would also provide job opportunities while providing power to rural areas that lack access, thus further spurring small enterprises throughout the countryside. The United States, as the major funder of infrastructure construction, would have to change its policies so that contracts are awarded with the primary objective of catalyzing the domestic construction industry in Afghanistan.  

CP Solves Economy Cont.
3. Minerals – there’s a trillion dollars worth
Bruce Riedel, Senior Fellow, Foreign Policy, Saban Center for Middle East Policy, 6/16/10 “The Afghan Gold Rush,” http://www.brookings.edu/opinions/2010/0616_afghanistan_minerals_riedel.aspx 

Afghanistan’s newly discovered mineral wealth — worth perhaps as much as a trillion dollars or more — offers the country a chance for a better future. But it will also intensify the struggle from its neighbors and the big powers to control Afghanistan’s politics and destiny. For America’s longest war, the stakes have gotten bigger.  The Soviet invaders of Afghanistan did the first serious geological surveys of the country in the 1980s. But when Moscow decided to give up the fight against the mujahedin in 1989, the results were hidden away in the safes of Afghanistan’s communist government. It took the United States three years to find the survey data after 2001 and then another couple of years to start checking it out. Earlier this year the government of President Hamid Karzai was presented with the good news: you are sitting on a mountain of wealth.  Afghanistan’s mineral wealth includes iron, copper, cobalt, gold and critical industrial metals like lithium. Iron and copper are probably the biggest windfalls. Afghanistan’s former Finance Minister Ashraf Ghani told me a month ago that the prospects are dazzling for his country. Afghanistan was a desperately poor country 30 years ago before the Soviets invaded. Since then it has been wracked by civil war, terror, anarchy and foreign interference. The economy has been captured by the opium trade. So the mineral wealth offers a chance for Afghanistan to build a better future.  That will of course require massive foreign investment to create a mining industry which does not exist. And that will mean competition between the potential investors and competition to find ways to export the minerals out of land locked Afghanistan. At the top of the list will be the two fast growing mega-economies of Asia, China and India. 

Counterplan prevents exploitation that would wreck Afghanistan
Nathaniel Fick, and Clare Lockhart, quals above, April, 10, “The Economic Imperative: Stabilizing Afghanistan Through Economic Growth,” Center for a New American Security, http://www.cnas.org/files/documents/publications/Economic%20Imperative_FickLockhart_April2010_code507_policybrief.pdf
Mining: The recent U.S. Geological Survey in Afghanistan demonstrated that the country has significant mineral resources including copper, iron ore, marble, lapis lazuli, emeralds, rubies, oil, natural gas and a number of rare earth minerals.⁷ Some of these mineral rights have been leased to private operators. Establishing the right licensing frameworks and enforcing these rules will be essential to ensuring that the exploitation of minerals appropriately balances the needs of revenue collection, job creation, and environmental protection, and prevents foreign companies from depleting these reserves without duly compensating the government and people of Afghanistan. Finding opportunities to add value in marble and jewelry design and production could also add a significant number of jobs. 

4. Urban services - increased access to credit allows serious expansion
Nathaniel Fick, and Clare Lockhart, quals above, April, 10, “The Economic Imperative: Stabilizing Afghanistan Through Economic Growth,” Center for a New American Security, http://www.cnas.org/files/documents/publications/Economic%20Imperative_FickLockhart_April2010_code507_policybrief.pdf
Urban Services: Afghanistan’s cities are expanding rapidly, and beyond construction and food products there is a burgeoning demand for goods and services including waste and sanitation, electricity, household goods, telecommunications and information technology, construction and consulting, and logistics. Afghan production and service delivery is increasing but could expand further, especially if enabled by increased access to credit, the resolution of land-ownership disputes and increased vocational training in fields deemed critical. The telecommunications sector provides a useful example, having created more than 60,000 jobs and more than a billion dollars in investment during the last five years.⁸ The expansion of the mobile phone market can also have secondary benefits, such as increased access to banking by cell phone.⁹ 

5. Textiles - High quality market could be set up without requiring additional infrastructure
Nathaniel Fick, and Clare Lockhart, quals above, April, 10, “The Economic Imperative: Stabilizing Afghanistan Through Economic Growth,” Center for a New American Security, http://www.cnas.org/files/documents/publications/Economic%20Imperative_FickLockhart_April2010_code507_policybrief.pdf

Textiles: Afghanistan has a rich heritage of excellent carpet weaving and embroidery, as well as the capacity for production of wool, silk and cotton. Trade access through legislation in developed markets would significantly increase the potential demand for Afghan textiles. Improving the quality and market linkages for carpet production in Afghanistan could also generate large numbers of jobs in rural areas with minimal additional infrastructure requirements.¹⁰ 
CP Solves Economy Cont.

6. Financial services – counterplan makes them available and jumpstarts the economy
Nathaniel Fick, and Clare Lockhart, quals above, April, 10, “The Economic Imperative: Stabilizing Afghanistan Through Economic Growth,” Center for a New American Security, http://www.cnas.org/files/documents/publications/Economic%20Imperative_FickLockhart_April2010_code507_policybrief.pdf

Financial services: Access to credit is essential for economic activity to thrive, but Afghanistan’s financial sector is anemic. There are some services in place – a central bank, several state-owned banks, a few privately licensed banks and a large national microfinance program – but the broader range of products including loans to small businesses, mortgages, risk guarantees (with the exception of some Overseas Private Investment Corporation [OPIC] facilities), and insurance are not widely available and could be better leveraged.  
Economy K/T Stability

44% of Afghanistan is under 15 – the economy will determine if this generation joins Taliban or fights for stability

Nathaniel Fick, and Clare Lockhart, quals above, April, 10, “The Economic Imperative: Stabilizing Afghanistan Through Economic Growth,” Center for a New American Security, http://www.cnas.org/files/documents/publications/Economic%20Imperative_FickLockhart_April2010_code507_policybrief.pdf

The benefits of entrepreneurial activity in Afghanistan can enable the successful implementation of a counterinsurgency and stabilization strategy. First, there is a significant youth bulge, with 44 percent of the country below the age of 15. These young people have few memories of the 1980s struggle against the Soviets, and many have either lived abroad in exile or lacked access to basic education and training through years on the move or under the shadow of war. This generation could easily be lost to recruitment by the Taliban, criminal groups, radical madrassas and the poppy industry if no alternative future is made available to them. Skills training and jobs are the most viable ways to secure their participation within a system based on the rule of law. Focus groups and polls show that Afghan young people are desperate for the opportunity to participate in the upsides of globalization, not to subvert it. But with places at universities more than three times oversubscribed and minimal vocational training available, many of these opportunities are lost.⁴ 

Taxes and revenue from a growing economy prevents government collapse

Nathaniel Fick, and Clare Lockhart, quals above, April, 10, “The Economic Imperative: Stabilizing Afghanistan Through Economic Growth,” Center for a New American Security, http://www.cnas.org/files/documents/publications/Economic%20Imperative_FickLockhart_April2010_code507_policybrief.pdf

Second, a growing economy not only creates jobs, but also raises the revenue needed within the licit economy to meet the costs of Afghan security and governance. To realize this revenue potential, however, Afghanistan will require an immediate investment in the fundamental security and civil society that will enable a legitimate economy to emerge. Growing Afghan government revenue will shift the burden of the bill for governance – law enforcement, justice, agriculture, education and health – to the Afghan people, while helping to cement the relationship of accountability between Afghan citizens, as taxpayers, and their government. This psychological shift is often overlooked: Afghan-led growth increases the sense that the country is moving in the right direction, that life is improving, and that these conditions can be attributed to the Afghan government and people rather than to an external force.  

Economic development leads to trade and cooperate – stabilizes the region

Nathaniel Fick, and Clare Lockhart, quals above, April, 10, “The Economic Imperative: Stabilizing Afghanistan Through Economic Growth,” Center for a New American Security, http://www.cnas.org/files/documents/publications/Economic%20Imperative_FickLockhart_April2010_code507_policybrief.pdf
Afghanistan’s location at the crossroads of South Asian, Central Asian and Persian Gulf states creates an opportunity for it to resume its age-old status as the land bridge between these areas, with immense opportunity for trade, transit and regional economic cooperation in energy, railways, trucking and water management. Just as European integration grew from an initial collaboration involving coal and steel, this region can identify opportunities for economic gains to underpin security and political cooperation. With the right approach, Afghanistan can become the breadbasket for the region, producing food for Pakistan, India, and the Middle East, all of which face shortfalls in food production. Afghanistan could also provide building materials and rare minerals for Central and South Asia, as well as oil and gas on a global level. If Afghanistan became the transit route from India and the Far East to Europe, then the stakeholders in Afghanistan’s stability would radically increase.¹² Too few opportunities exist for Afghanistan and its neighbors to discuss and take advantage of synergies, and this area has yet to receive sustained attention or diplomatic facilitation at the highest levels. The World Bank and Asian Development Bank play a significant role in facilitating dialogue on planning, financing and managing regional infrastructure, and could be brought back to play a leading role in this domain.
AT: Growing Now
Our current approach is too centralized – can’t solve growth
Nathaniel Fick, and Clare Lockhart, quals above, April, 10, “The Economic Imperative: Stabilizing Afghanistan Through Economic Growth,” Center for a New American Security, http://www.cnas.org/files/documents/publications/Economic%20Imperative_FickLockhart_April2010_code507_policybrief.pdf

 Unfortunately, the predominant approaches to international aid and economic development in conflict and post-conflict societies revolve around a misunderstanding of the tools for job creation and the fundamentals of free market economies. The United States has championed a development theory abroad (focused largely on central planning) that puts little emphasis on the key driver of economic growth: firm creation and growth. Economies do not grow or shrink – firms do.³ When firms develop, this entrepreneurial activity creates jobs, goods, services, and tax revenue, in addition to growing a class of people with a vested interest in stability and order rather than chaos. 

AT: No hope for their economy

Afghanistan can make the transition – 3 reasons
Nathaniel Fick, and Clare Lockhart, quals above, April, 10, “The Economic Imperative: Stabilizing Afghanistan Through Economic Growth,” Center for a New American Security, http://www.cnas.org/files/documents/publications/Economic%20Imperative_FickLockhart_April2010_code507_policybrief.pdf

 Basic security is required for investor confidence. Development and security, however, can be mutually supportive, and waiting for security before investing makes security harder to achieve. The provision of jobs and the prospect of long-term sustainable employment give the population hope for a different future and encourage them to support that outcome. Further grounds for optimism can be derived from three factors: First, Afghanistan had a relatively functional economy as late as the 1970s. Second, Afghanistan has abundant financial resources, albeit much derived from illegal activities, as well as assets that provide for the factors of production, such as fertile land, water, minerals, and a young population.¹¹ And third, there are a range of examples of countries that have transformed from conditions of poverty, instability, conflict or corruption into thriving economic hubs. Singapore, Vietnam, Rwanda, Spain and Chile are examples of rapid economic transformations. Singapore provides an instructive example of how a group of enlightened leaders created boot-strapping entrepreneurs and international partners, leading to the creation of capabilities to design economic development programs, the development of sound procurement practices, and a new construction industry that generated houses for citizens, provided jobs and ensured an ownership stake in Singapore’s economy. We do not wish to over-draw the comparison but point out that several stable and prosperous societies have made the journey from poverty with remarkable rapidity.  
Counterplan supplements existing economic institutions

Nathaniel Fick, and Clare Lockhart, quals above, April, 10, “The Economic Imperative: Stabilizing Afghanistan Through Economic Growth,” Center for a New American Security, http://www.cnas.org/files/documents/publications/Economic%20Imperative_FickLockhart_April2010_code507_policybrief.pdf
The Way Ahead Promising development initiatives already exist in Afghanistan but they are hindered by a lack of security, the persistence of centralized development planning rather than a more distributed, bottom-up approach, and a lack of will to grow successful programs to scale quickly.   Four of the best programs deal with each of these limitations by producing tangible benefits quickly for Afghans:   1. Microfinance programs: A national program, Microfinance Investment Support Facility for Afghanistan (MISFA), began operating in Afghanistan in 2003 to provide a common framework, oversight and core financing to microfinance providers across the country. It provides credit through small loans ranging from 100 to 3,000 dollars. MISFA has invested more than 100 million dollars in more than 400,000 clients through a network of 307 branches in 26 provinces.¹³   2. National Solidarity Program: NSP provides a block grant to every village in the country. It is operating in more than 22,000 villages and has disbursed 700 million dollars. It encourages growth by working closely with development councils elected by each village to initiate projects that use local labor to meet local needs. NSP has built roads, water pumps, irrigation, and other infrastructure projects that have affected 19 million people¹⁴ in every province, approximately half the population of Afghanistan. This program should be scaled up to increase the size of the block grants to the villages and to encourage more private-sector providers to collaborate with the villages.¹⁵  3. Public works programs: A range of public works programs uses public money to contract out urgent rebuilding or repair works, including irrigation, roads and buildings. In addition to providing needed services to Afghans, these funds stimulate the long-term growth of Afghan firms by providing capital and the opportunity to develop skills, both of which will be necessary to build and maintain the country’s infrastructure.   4. Risk guarantees: OPIC has encouraged U.S. businesses to invest in Afghanistan by offering credit and political-risk insurance to minimize the exposure associated with direct investment. Projects have included support to the telecommunications licensing process in 2002, a total of 13 million dollars in loans to help enable the shipment and sale of Afghan cashmere wool,¹⁶ 35 million dollars in financing and risk insurance for building an international hotel in Kabul in 2003,¹⁷ and 60 million dollars in loans for the construction of a Marriott hotel in Kabul in 2007.¹⁸ These guarantees should be expanded through OPIC and other entities to a wider range of sectors.
**Tribe-by-Tribe Cp**
Tribe-by-Tribe CP 1NC
Text: That the United States federal government should convert the mission of all Counterinsurgency troops in Afghanistan to decentralized tribe-by-tribe community building, abolishing the previous mission based on a Kabul centric idea 

Tribe-by-tribe solves, eliminating the inefficacies of current counterinsurgency efforts
Washington Post 9 (Doug Stanton, 12/6/09, "How to win in Afghanistan, one village at a time", lexis, DH)

In mid-October and early November 2001, about three dozen Army Special Forces soldiers landed in northern Afghanistan and, with the help of a handful of CIA officers, quickly routed a Taliban army whose estimated size ranged from 25,000 to 50,000 fighters. Allied with Afghan fighters, this incredibly small number of first-in soldiers achieved in about eight weeks what the Pentagon had thought would take two years. For the first time in U.S. history, Army Special Forces were deployed as the lead element in a war. And then, just as quickly, the Americans went home, pulled away to fight in Iraq in 2003. The Taliban soldiers filled the emerging power vacuum, and you pretty much know the rest of the story: Gen. Stanley McChrystal's dire August report on deteriorating conditions in Afghanistan, and President Obama's speech Tuesday announcing an influx of 30,000 additional American troops -- needed, the president said, because "the Taliban has gained momentum." Obama's  stated purposes -- to disrupt, dismantle and ultimately defeat al-Qaeda, and to train an Afghan army and police force capable of providing for the nation's security -- are sensible and even noble. Accomplishing them will go a ways toward creating a more stable country. But his new strategy is not enough, and it may prove a mistaken effort to replicate an Iraq-like approach in a situation that is vastly different. In Afghanistan, we are not facing a broad insurgency with popular grass-roots support. Estimates of Taliban strength run anywhere from 10,000 to 25,000 fighters, and only a small portion of the Afghan population supports the Taliban, perhaps 5 percent to 10 percent (polls are sketchy). Yet it is unclear whether Obama's plan is anything more than Iraq-lite, a counterinsurgency approach focused on building up local forces. All the "graveyard of empires" metaphors aside, it's no secret that Afghans excel at repelling occupiers, and dropping 30,000 new troops into the country is a sure way of being perceived as an occupying force. Instead, Obama  could steal a page from the original approach to the Afghan war -- the Special Forces approach, which I chronicled in a book called "Horse Soldiers" and which recognizes, as one Special Forces major explained to me, that an insurgency is a social problem, like teen pregnancy or drug abuse. The solutions evolve (if they do at all) over generations, not in months or in a few years. The debate over what to do in Afghanistan, then, is really a debate about locating the centers of gravity in that country -- those people, places and power brokers who must be influenced to make social change. When I tuned in to Obama's speech, I was hoping for a plan that did not solely resemble a conventional counterinsurgency strategy, like McChrystal's, with its traditional aims to "clear, hold and build" ground and undertake the complicated task of nation-building. While this strategy has worked in degrees in Iraq, it was preceded by a more nuanced, complex strategy of working with and through local Iraqis, principally in Anbar province. There, men such as retired Army Special Forces Master Sgt. Andy Marchal, who had fought in Afghanistan in 2001 with the first team to enter the country, instigated social change and tamped down violence by creating jobs and working with tribesmen who had decided to stop fighting alongside al-Qaeda. "As soon as I saw that the main problem in the village was unemployment -- at one point it was at 70 percent -- I knew I wouldn't even have to pick up my gun," he recently told me. "I simply had to create more jobs than al-Qaeda was creating and get those guys to work in this new economy. After that, the hard-core fighters left behind would start fighting each other, and sure enough, that's what happened." Marchal did this with a small group of Special Forces soldiers, maybe numbering no more than two dozen. This model works tribe by tribe and village by village. It considers violence, unemployment and unrest as part of the same cloth. Special Forces soldiers may arm and train militias to defend themselves, as well as help build water systems and provide jobs and medical care. It can be slower, nuanced work, and it relies on building rapport with citizens, which is why Special Forces soldiers receive language training and believe awareness of local customs and mores is critical. Think of soldiers engaged in such efforts as Peace Corps members -- only they can shoot back. This model can be far less bloody and far less costly than deploying tens of thousands of conventional Army troops, and there are signs that a "tribal-centric" approach is gaining traction with some strategists. One signal is the buzz created by an informal paper called "Tribe by Tribe," by Special Forces Maj. Jim Gant. "When we gain the respect of one tribe," Gant writes, "there will be a domino effect throughout the region and beyond. One tribe will eventually become 25 or even 50 tribes." Another encouraging sign is a dynamic new effort called the Community Defense Initiative. Afghan citizens and militias not sympathetic to the Taliban are receiving assistance from teams of Special Forces soldiers to defend their villages from Taliban attack. The initiative resembles what Special Forces soldiers did during the fighting in 2001, 
Tribe-by-Tribe CP

when they united various ethnic groups and fought together against the Taliban. This approach, one senior defense official
says, proceeds from the assumption that peace and stability are created from the ground up, not from the national government down, and that each valley and tribe may require a unique solution. One advantage to this approach is that it does not rely on a weak and so-far ineffectual government in Kabul for support, which, the defense official said, would be like "hitching our wagon to a crippled horse." It's not too late to consider wider adoption of the tribal approach. Noting that the war has lasted more than eight years, Obama  has set a target date (July 2011) for beginning a "transfer" of U.S. forces out of Afghanistan. In a sense, however, the war has only now snapped into focus, with attention and resources no longer consumed entirely by Iraq. The debate about what to do in Afghanistan has often seemed a simple, binary discussion: all in, or all out. Do we flood the zone with thousands of troops and risk appearing to be imperialist occupiers? Or do we take a light-footprint approach, as in 2001, avoiding the "occupier" label but risking a longer march with the Afghans toward a peaceful society? As Obama  pointed out in his speech, there is no simple right and wrong. But some answers are better than others. One better answer is to revisit the lessons from the Special Forces campaign immediately after Sept. 11, 2001. This may not be easy. Within the military, there is resistance to this kind of warfare. The conventional Army, one Special Forces officer told me, was uncomfortable with the decentralized nature of the war effort in 2001 and with how cheap it was. He recounted how he was once stopped by a senior officer from the conventional Army who told him, "You must be proud of what you did in Afghanistan." The Special Forces officer said he was. "Good," replied the other, "because you'll never get the chance to do it again." Doug Stanton is the author of "Horse Soldiers: The Extraordinary Story of a Band of U.S. Soldiers Who Rode to Victory in Afghanistan." 

T-B-T Solves Terrorism

Focusing on a decentralized model, not on Kabul, fosters more ethnic and Taliban cohesion 

BBC Monitoring South Asia 9 (3/3/09, "Afghan paper highlights need for decentralization of power", lexis, DH)

Centralization in Afghanistan has another dimension too; it means that the most serious opposition to a decentralized government is shown by the Taleban and their ethnic and religious advocates. Ethnocentrists, extremists, and some religious circles always support a strong hegemonistic central administration, because they understand well that accepting the notion of diversity endangers the idea of recognizing Afghanistan as a uni-ethnic country, because from their view point, recognition of diversity is a dangerous and intolerable. Therefore, the US attitude towards a strongly centralized government should be in favour of a more decentralized system. Karzai's government in Kabul should remain under the attention of the US; but a dire need is felt for a system that considers the needs of all the regions and their governance, if the US just focuses on Kabul, its objectives for a real national, moderate, and comprehensive government would not realize in practice, and the fragile situation of the existing relationships among the ethnicities would get more vulnerable.  

**COIN-Lite! CP**
COIN-Lite CP 1NC
Text: The United States federal government should reduce the amount of ground troops engaged in population centric counterinsurgency presence activities to 15,000 in the Islamic Republic of Afghanistan. The United States federal government should adopt a COIN-lite strategy for the remaining ground troops engaged in population centric counterinsurgency presence activities in the Islamic Republic of Afghanistan.

CP solves stability and terrorism

LA Times 09 October 27, 2009 “John Kerry's Afghan war speech; Foreshadowing Obama's decision?” <latimes.com/washington/2009/10/john-kerry-barack-obama-afghanistan-war-speech-text.html>

With casualties rising, poll support for the eight-year war is waning, even among Republicans, once the president's staunchest supporters on that conflict.  So what is Obama likely to decide?  Perhaps a long and thoughtful Washington speech Monday by Sen. John Kerry gives some indication of the direction of White House thinking. Obama and the new chairman of the Senate Foreign Relations Committee, just back from his own tour of the troubled area, have talked at length in recent days. And Kerry's argument for a more limited approach than more troops would provide Obama political cover.  The Kerry speech to the Council on Foreign Relations has the predictable Democratic Cheney-bashing and we-inherited-this-mess-and-now-it's-up-to-us-to-make-the-best-of-a-really-bad-situation lines. He quotes one soldier as saying the war in Afghanistan was so poorly run it hasn't been eight years long; it's been one-year wars fought eight times.  But if Obama's thinking parallels the chairman's, McChrystal can whistle Dixie several times before he'll get 40,000 additional troops. Maybe more like 10,000 to 15,000 to fight a targeted (limited) counter-insurgency/counter terrorism strategy. In short, Kerry's pitch is, less is more.  Gone, as The Ticket reported three weeks ago, would be the broad defeat of the Taliban, annihilation of Al Qaeda and construction of a viable democracy plan of the past. Said Kerry:      Achieving our goals does not require us to build a flawless democracy, defeat the Taliban in every corner of the country, or create a modern economy—what we’re talking about is “good-enough” governance, basic sustainable economic development and Afghan security forces capable enough that we can draw down our forces.   Kerry argues for "a smart counterinsurgency in a limited geographic area."      We have already begun implementing a counterinsurgency strategy—but I believe that right now it needs to be as narrowly focused as possible.  We must be very wary of overextension. And I am particularly concerned about the potential for us to be viewed as foreign occupiers.  Then Kerry cuts to his main point:      I believe [McChrystal's] current plan reaches too far, too fast. We do not yet have the critical guarantees of governance and development capacity—the other two legs of counterinsurgency. And I have serious concerns about the ability to produce effective Afghan forces to partner with, so we can ensure that when our troops make heroic sacrifices, the benefits to the Afghans are actually clear and sustainable.   Sounds remarkably similar to the Obama argument after killing the Bush-initiated Eastern European missile defense shield: Not less defense, but a cheaper, smarter defense. Remember, Obama opposed Bush's 2007 troop surge in Iraq. The ex-senator could try the same argument in favor of dispatching a fraction of McChrystal's request.  Or as Kerry puts it: "It’s not how many troops that matters most – it’s what they do." 

COINT-Lite CP Cont.

Plan causes civil war and war with Pakistan, turning both advantages—only the cp solves

Labott 09 Elise Labott 10/27/09 “Kerry treads middle ground on Afghanistan” (CNN staff writer) <http://www.cnn.com/2009/POLITICS/10/27/kerry.afghanistan/index.html>
The chairman of the Senate Foreign Relations Committee warned Monday against a narrowing of the U.S. mission in Afghanistan, but also suggested a plan by the commanding U.S. general in the country is overly ambitious.  Sen. John Kerry, D-Massachusetts, said in a speech to the Council on Foreign Relations that a major U.S. troop pullout could trigger a civil war between the Taliban and the Afghan government.  It could also destabilize neighboring Pakistan, he said.  Kerry's warning came during a comprehensive Obama administration review of U.S. strategies in the two countries.  Kerry rejected the idea of a small-scale, counterterror campaign advocated by Vice President Joe Biden, saying it was no substitute for the wider, ongoing military campaign.  But he also would not endorse a major troop increase as proposed by Gen. Stanley McChrystal, the top U.S. commander in Afghanistan. Kerry said McChrystal's request for 40,000 additional troops "reaches too far, too fast."  Kerry just returned from Afghanistan and Pakistan, where he played a key role in persuading Afghan President Hamid Karzai to accept a runoff election after Karzai's recent election victory was found to be the result of widespread voter fraud.  By making the case for a middle-ground option -- a limited counterinsurgency strategy with the potential for deploying more troops over time -- Kerry treaded a fine line between fellow Democrats who oppose a greater stake in the region and Republicans who caution the Obama administration risks losing the war.  Republicans also have argued that President Obama will put soldiers at risk by rejecting McChrystal's request.  Kerry gave cover to Obama as the president considers a greater troop commitment to the eight-year war.  

2nc cp

COIN-lite is key to solves all the advantages--- immediate withdrawal causes more instability
Lobe 09 (Jim Lobe Oct 26, 2009 “Kerry Argues for Counterinsurgency Lite” Washington D.C. correspondent and chief of the Washington , bureau of Inter Press Service (IPS) graduated magna cum laude from Williams College in Williamstown (Massachusetts), with highest honors in History in 1970 and received a law degree from Boalt Hall School of Law at the University of California, Berkeley) < http://ipsnews.net/news.asp?idnews=49007>
Amid growing speculation and partisan bickering over what President Barack Obama will do about the deteriorating situation in Afghanistan, an influential Democratic senator Monday warned against deploying tens of thousands more U.S. troops there.  Just back from a diplomatic triumph in Kabul, Sen. John Kerry criticised a military proposal to send some 40,000 more U.S. troops to Afghanistan as part of a major counterinsurgency (COIN) campaign to defeat the Taliban as "go(ing) too far, too fast".  "We have already begun implementing a counterinsurgency strategy - but I believe that right now it needs to be as narrowly focused as possible," he told the Council on Foreign Relations (CFR) here. "We must be very wary of over-extension. And I am particularly concerned about the potential for us to be viewed as foreign occupiers."  Afghanistan's government, he went on, should – with U.S. help - make major advances in building up its own military and security forces and in providing better governance to its people before Washington commits substantially greater numbers of troops to the fight.  "Under the right circumstances, if we can be confident that military efforts can be sustained and built upon, then I would support the president should he decide to send some additional troops to regain the initiative," he said.  At the same time, he rejected what he called a "narrow counterterrorism (CT) mission" – initially favoured by Vice President Joseph Biden, according to published reports - that would permit the administration to draw down the roughly 68,000 U.S. troops who are currently deployed to Afghanistan and rely on a strategy of drone and Special Forces strikes against leaders of al Qaeda and allied groups.  "We all see the appeal of a limited counterterrorism mission – and no doubt it is part of the endgame. But I don't think we're there yet," he said. "A narrow mission that cedes half the country to the Taliban could lead to civil war and put Pakistan at risk."  Moreover, he added, "we need boots on the ground" to obtain the intelligence needed to track down terrorist targets.  Kerry's speech comes at a critical moment in the ongoing public and internal administration debate over U.S. strategy in Afghanistan, a debate that is certain to become more intense after Monday's crashes in two separate incidents of three U.S. helicopters.  A total of 11 troops and three anti-drug agents were killed in what was the single deadliest day for U.S. forces in Afghanistan in more than four years.  It also comes in the wake of an extended trip by Kerry to Kabul where he reportedly played a major role in persuading President Hamid Karzai to accept a run-off election next month against his main challenger, former foreign minister Abdullah Abdullah.  That success, which was widely noted in the mainstream media, will likely give him additional influence both among his fellow-Democrats in Congress, who appear split on Afghanistan, and within the Obama White House with which he has consulted closely over the past 10 months.  Obama has been deliberating for more than a month on a bleak analysis of the situation in Afghanistan submitted in August by his top military commander in Afghanistan, Gen. Stanley McChrystal.  The review argued that only a large-scale COIN campaign designed to provide security in key population centres and accelerate the training of Afghan forces can reverse the momentum that has been running in the Taliban's favour for the past several years.  While McChrystal's report, which was leaked to the Washington Post in September, did not state explicitly how many U.S. troops would be needed to accomplish the mission, insiders suggested that the general and his immediate superior, the chief of the Central Command (Centcom), Gen. David Petraeus, were hoping for a total of at least 100,000.  Since the leak, most Republican leaders have called on Obama, who has held a series of meetings on Afghanistan with his top national security advisers over the last several weeks, to urgently adopt McChrystal's proposed strategy and any number of troops that he requests.  Last week, former Vice President Dick Cheney accused Obama of "dithering while America's armed forces are in danger", a charge that has since been taken up with enthusiasm by right-wing and neo-conservative hawks in Congress and the media.  In his remarks Monday, Kerry took on Cheney directly, noting that it was the former vice president "who in 2002 told America that 'the Taliban regime is out of business, permanently'."  "Make no mistake," he went on, "because of the gross mishandling of this war by past civilian leadership, there are no great options for its handling today."  Kerry praised McChrystal, noting that "he understands the necessity of conducting a smart counterinsurgency in a limited geographic area", specifically in the Pashtun regions of eastern and southern Afghanistan where the Taliban is strongest.  "But I believe his current plan reaches too far, too fast," he said, adding, "We do not yet have the critical guarantees of governance and development capacity – the other two legs of counterinsurgency."  "[D]ecisions about additional troops," he said, should be based on an assessment of three conditions.  "First, are there enough reliable Afghan forces to partner with American troops – and eventually to take over responsibility for security?" he asked, stressing the importance of "on-the-job training... as soon as possible".  "The second question… is, are there local leaders we can partner with? We have to be able to identify and cooperate with tribal, district and provincial leaders who command the authority to help deliver services and restore Afghans' faith in their own government," he said.  "Third, is the civilian side ready to follow swiftly with development aid that brings tangible benefits to the local population?" he asked, noting that, "Progress on this front is expected in the coming months with a significant influx of U.S. civilians and efforts to work with the Afghan government to implement reforms."  "[A]bsent an urgent strategic imperative," he said, "we need a valid assessment by the president and other appropriate civilian authorities – not just the military – that those three conditions will be met before we consider sending more soldiers and Marines to clear new areas." 
COIN-lite solves decentralization

COIN-lite forces work to establish provincial governments to ensure stability
Ackerman 09 Spencer Ackerman 10/26/09 “Kerry Backs Counterinsurgency Strategy in Afghanistan” (The Washington Independent, The New Republic, and Wired staff writer) <http://washingtonindependent.com/65217/kerry-backs-counterinsurgency-strategy-in-afghanistan>

Fresh from a trip last week to Afghanistan, where he scored a diplomatic coup by securing Afghan President Hamid Karzai’s acquiescence to a runoff election, Sen. John Kerry (D-Mass.) urged President Obama to endorse a counterinsurgency campaign targeted at the Pashtun areas of south and eastern Afghanistan, provided that the United States could also boost civilian governance and development projects to consolidated military success.  Officials from U.S. civilian agencies like the State Department and USAID “must be ready to follow swiftly with the development aid that brings tangible benefits to the local population,” said Kerry, the chairman of the Senate Foreign Relations Committee, in a speech to an overflow room of the Council on Foreign Relations in Washington. “Deploying additional troops won’t result in sustainable gains if the Afghan security, civilian and governance capacity isn’t there. And right now, as our generals will tell you, in many places, too many places, it isn’t.”  Kerry’s formal entrance into the Afghanistan strategy debate came as Obama and top advisers concluded their sixth meeting exploring a strategy reboot. One of the two leading alternatives up for discussion in the review — which Kerry praised as wise — are to accelerate and deepen a focus on counterinsurgency, as preferred by Gen. Stanley McChrystal, commander of U.S. and allied forces in Afghanistan, along with an affiliated request for tens of thousands of additional U.S. troops. The other, favored by Vice President Biden, urges a narrowed focus on hunting and killing members of al-Qaeda and affiliated extremists, primarily based in the Pakistan tribal areas.  But Kerry rejected both approaches, although he leaned far closer to McChrystal than to Biden. Kerry dismissed a “narrow mission that cedes half the country to the Taliban” as flirting with the risk of “civil war,” and doubted that such a counterterrorism mission could accomplish its objectives without a robust military presence to collect intelligence in support of counterterrorism operations. “For now, we need the boots on the ground to get the information and protect our interests,” he said.  Bolstered by his credibility in delivering the biggest tangible diplomatic success for the Obama administration on Afghanistan to date, Kerry endorsed a counterinsurgency strategy in the Pashtun areas of “the southern and eastern theaters of Afghanistan,” and limited to “major population centers,” saying “we cannot and should not undertake a manpower intensive counterinsurgency operation on a national scale.” He praised McChrystal as “understand[ing] the necessity of conducting a smart counterinsurgency in a limited geographic area,” but said McChrystal’s current plan “reaches too far, too fast.”  Mark Moyar, a scholar at the Marine Corps University who focuses on counterinsurgency, said narrowing U.S. focus on south and east Afghanistan “makes a certain amount of sense,” as the Taliban-centered insurgency is based in that region. But it run s the risk of allowing insurgents to disperse and set up shop unchallenged elsewhere in the country. “There is a danger, as there has been in a number of other counterinsurgencies, to focus on area, make it a high priority, but [insurgents] eventually figure it out and go somewhere else,” said Moyar, author of a new book about counterinsurgency, “A Question of Command.” “Already, [the insurgency is] starting to get stronger in the north and west” of Afghanistan.  Kerry urged the Obama administration to strengthen “governance and development capacity, the other two legs of counterinsurgency,” so a “narrowly focused” counterinsurgency campaign in the Pashtun regions of Afghanistan does not produce the bifurcation of the country that he derided a counterterrorism mission for potentially yielding. He said it was not necessary to focus on large-scale development projects when Afghan elders he spoke to in Helmand province had far more basic and immediate concerns. “One of the leaders got up after a couple other people talked and he said, ‘We have no drinking water in my family compound, no wells, no canals and no infrastructure,’” Kerry said, advising the Obama administration to “work with the tribes more sensitively and directly,” using development aid and other support to “bolster effective tribal leaders.”  But the ability of the Afghan government to provide basic services is in doubt. Kerry provided a robust defense of Karzai, a third of whose ballots in the August 20 election were invalidated because of fraud concerns, as a “patriot.” But he said the test of whether the U.S. commitment to the Afghan government will be tested by “the decisions made and actions taken in the weeks and months ahead,” as they will be “what really gives meaning” to what Kerry called the “opening” provided by the runoff election. “We must insist that [Afghan] leaders embrace lasting reforms,” including corruption “at every level of government” and “redefin[ing] the Afghan government beyond Kabul” by urging “a more decentralized approach” to governance, a favorite approach of both Karzai rival Abdullah Abdullah and many in international aid circles. 

Cp solves stability

Smart COIN is key--- stability is only possible when provincial governments are set up at the right time

Allison 09 Graham Allison November 4, 2009 “In Afghanistan, Kerry keeps US goals modest” (Graham Allison is director of the Belfer Center for Science and International Affairs at Harvard’s John F. Kennedy School of Government and author of “Nuclear Terrorism: The Ultimate Preventable Catastrophe.’’) <http://www.boston.com/bostonglobe/editorial_opinion/oped/articles/2009/11/04/in_afghanistan_kerry_keeps_us_goals_modest?mode=PF>

On the bottom line question - yes or no on McChrystal’s request - Kerry says no. He argues that McChrystal reaches “too far, too fast.’’ Kerry recommends that further troop increases must meet three conditions: reliable Afghan troops to partner with American forces, local political leaders, and civilian advisers to speed development. Truth be told, none of these three will be in place soon.  Kerry’s analysis begins with the most important consideration: US national interests. What should Americans care about here? What matters more than other things that matter? Kerry says: Pakistan - not Afghanistan. His focal question about Afghanistan is how developments there impact Pakistan. Over the past months he has led efforts to spotlight the anomaly that allocates 30 times more American time and resources to Afghanistan when our much larger interests lie in Pakistan. Thanks to his efforts with Senator Richard Lugar, the United States has committed $7½ billion over five years to help stabilize this nuclear-armed nation at risk of becoming the “epicenter of extremism in the world.’’  Second, what are America’s vital interests in Afghanistan? Kerry answers that it is to “prevent the Taliban - with their long-standing ties to Al Qaeda - from once again providing terrorists with an unfettered Afghan safe haven.’’ Period. Note what this sparse summary does not include: nation-building of a stable centrally-governed Afghanistan. Like all Americans, Kerry applauds the progress Afghanistan has made in becoming more democratic, expanding rights for women, building schools. None of these, however, is included in his minimum essentials for success.  Third, he defines success as “the ability to empower and transfer responsibility to Afghans as rapidly as possible and achieve a sufficient level of stability to ensure that we can leave behind an Afghanistan that is not controlled by Al Qaeda or the Taliban.’’ He does not say an Afghanistan in which some Taliban are not ruling in some areas.  Fourth, he rejects “all-in’’ counterinsurgency. In its place he recommends “smart counterinsurgency,’’ the crux of which is “limited geographic area . . . as narrowly focused as possible.’’ Counterinsurgency’s central objective is to “foster development of effective governance by a legitimate government.’’ In contrast, the strategy Kerry recommends could be achieved by “good enough’’ stability in Kabul and the major population centers of a minimalist state cooperative enough to rent bases and supply lines, provide an operating environment for attacks against Al Qaeda, and assist with intelligence gathering.  Kerry’ advances the argument by distinguishing between the vivid and the vital, lowering ambitions to “what is achievable, measured against the legitimate interests of the United States’’ and outlining a strategy to that end. It is a speech that the president should, and no doubt will, examine closely. 

Cp solves stability/terrorism

CP wins hearts and minds--- solves stability and terrorism

Labott 09 Elise Labott 10/27/09 “Kerry treads middle ground on Afghanistan” (CNN staff writer) <http://www.cnn.com/2009/POLITICS/10/27/kerry.afghanistan/index.html>
"Deploying additional troops won't result in sustainable gains if the Afghan security, civilian and governance capacity isn't there," he said.  "And right now, as our generals will tell you, in many places, too many places, it isn't."  Success for the U.S. military effort, Kerry said, will come when Americans can "empower and transfer responsibility to Afghans as rapidly as possible and achieve a sufficient level of stability to ensure that we can leave behind an Afghanistan that is not controlled by al Qaeda or the Taliban."  Achieving U.S. goals "does not require us to build a flawless democracy, defeat the Taliban in every corner of the country, or create a modern economy," he said.  Kerry said increased development efforts could also help with counterinsurgency operations by winning the hearts and minds of the Afghan people, a strategy advocated by Secretary of State Hillary Clinton.  The State Department said Monday it is on track to meet the goal of tripling its civilian staff in Afghanistan, from 320 in January to 974 by early 2010. Kerry echoed comments made in the past by Clinton, saying it was important for civilian workers to be protected with the proper number of troops 

A2: CT alone solves

CT cant get intel without COIN forces

Berger 09 Joseph Berger October 18, 2009 “Kerry Backs Troop Surge Coupled With Strategy” (NYT, staff writer) <http://www.nytimes.com/2009/10/19/us/politics/19talkshows.html>

Appearing on CBS’ “Face the Nation,” Mr. Kerry further indicated general support for General McChrystal’s counterinsurgency strategy, which would require more American soldiers to seize and hold territory and then win the loyalty of Afghanis by working on enhancing their living conditions. “I do not believe that a counterterrorism strategy all by itself without a sufficient level of counterinsurgency will work,” Mr. Kerry said, “because if you don’t have a presence on the ground that’s effective it’s almost impossible to collect the kind of intelligence that you need to be equally effective in your counterterrorism.” 

A2: CT alone solves

Its too soon--- switching to a CT strategy now causes a power vacuum that results in war
Mullick 09 (12/15/09 “Beefing Up COIN-lite in Afghanistan and Pakistan”, B.A. in economics from the Robert E. Cook Honors College at Indiana University of Pennsylvania and his M.A. in public affairs from the same university fellow at the U.S. Joint Special Operations University and the Institute for Social Policy and Understanding. Additionally, he consults with government organizations and advises on security, diplomacy, governance and development issues in South Asia) [World Politics Review] <http://www.analyst-network.com/article.php?art_id=3258>
Counterinsurgency, commonly referred to by its military acronym, "COIN," essentially boils down to armed nation-building -- a deliberate process of empowering people and weakening guerrillas until a state-friendly balance emerges. By contrast, counterterrorism seeks the tactical annihilation of the enemy. President Barack Obama's new Afghanistan and Pakistan strategy is an effort to do both, promising to dismantle and disrupt al-Qaida while leaving the expensive and time-consuming job of definitively defeating it to Islamabad and Kabul. Call it COIN-lite.  Can such an approach work?  For now, yes. But if we extend the time horizon to 5-10 years from now, the outlook is less promising. Al-Qaida and its affiliates will receive a severely damaging blow, but they won't remain disabled for long. In medical terminology, the new strategy will stop the bleeding, but it cannot contain the risks of long-term infection.  In Afghanistan, military and civilian surges have already begun in highly populated, Taliban-controlled provinces -- Kandahar, Helmand and Zabol -- that straddle the Afghanistan-Pakistan border. In the coming months, this will augment ongoing efforts to overwhelm the enemy and rapidly transfer control to the Afghan police and army. Due to limited time and troops, however, subsequent efforts to out-administer the enemy will be nearly impossible. The Taliban and al-Qaida will remain weakened over the next two years, but they will re-emerge in the next five.  At the very least, America -- and hopefully its allies -- will have to continue to bear the financial burden of supporting the Afghan security forces for the next decade: The Afghan GDP will simply fall many times short of being able to maintain the proposed end-state of 400,000 army and police forces -- even factoring in increased economic investment and falling levels of violence.  Meanwhile, in Pakistan, Washington's strategy is driven by fear of a failing nuclear state and not by a need to create a sustainable partnership. The mission is intelligence-driven and enemy-centric, with an emphasis on near-term objectives: to bolster the Pakistani military's campaign to regain and hold territory in the north (al-Qaida's epicenter), to protect its nuclear weapons, and to quietly support democracy and development.  Such a strategy requires an increase in U.S. spies and drones deployed to Pakistani territory. But because such activity is highly unpopular among Pakistanis, most of the U.S.-Pakistan partnership will remain clandestine. That, in turn, will lead to even more cancerous anti-Americanism and conspiracy theories throughout the country. Eventually Pakistan's military and civilian government will be infected. As for U.S. development aid, it is, and will remain, invisible.  This policy of "ask but don't tell" for Pakistanis wanting to know more about development aid fails to take into account one of the most important battlefields of modern warfare -- that of public perception. Islamabad insisted that keeping development dollars secret was the best way to increase its own legitimacy and to keep American aid workers safe. The net result after eight years? The civilian government is crumbling, and American diplomats and aid workers are living in an embassy resembling Alcatraz.  Today, making the U.S.-Pakistan relationship transparent and comprehensible is no longer optional, but required. The fundamental problem of American non-military aid is not its amount, deliverance or usefulness, but rather that most Pakistani "citizen recipients" don't know what they're getting, why they're getting it, and where it all ends up. These questions must be credibly answered, and can be in creative ways, in a country with more than 90 million cell-phone users and 18 million internet users. (For more see my pilot project, www.usaidforme.com.)  Moreover, measured and holistic country-specific partnerships must be backed by a sound regional framework. For decades, Afghanistan has borne the brunt of an India-Pakistan proxy war, but Washington has yet to formulate a realistic response to this regional competition. Absent an effective influence-sharing formula between Indians and Pakistanis -- one approved by the Afghans -- President Obama's strategy will lead the region back to the chaos of the 1990s. Only this time, there will be narco-terrorists eyeing nuclear weapons in the mix.  As a strategy, counterterrorism is limited. It stops existing terrorists, but not future recruits. Because al-Qaida and its affiliates lack structure and a fixed location, they cannot be militarily defeated. Instead, their destruction requires a long-term and multifaceted commitment of at least five to 10 years in Afghanistan and Pakistan.  While the scope and sequence of the necessary commitments differ between Afghanistan and Pakistan, some of the cures are the same for both countries. Both Afghan and Pakistani security forces -- especially police -- must be trained and equipped, albeit at different levels. More-visible non-military aid should be pledged toward helping Kabul and Islamabad improve education and the provision of justice.  Finally, American strategies and timetables will have to compete with al-Qaida's counter-strategies and counter-timetables. Absent positive shifts in Afghan and Pakistani perceptions of the threat, as well as a demonstrated U.S. commitment to a long-term investment of its soft power, al-Qaida and its affiliates will simply wait out the American presence. To break the cycle of terrorist booms and busts, President Obama will have to make clear to Americans, Afghans and Pakistanis that while COIN-lite is the least-bad option for now, it will soon be upgraded. 
**Net benefit**
Turns Case---Terrorism/Instability

Taliban controlled Afghan is likely after withdraw and risks terrorism and instability 

Biddle 09 – Roger Hertog Senior Fellow for Defense Policy, (July-August , Stephen, “Is It Worth It?  The Difficult Case for War in Afghanistan”

http://www.the-american-interest.com/article.cfm?piece=617 ) 

The Taliban’s weaknesses make it hard for them to overthrow a U.S.-supported government while large Western military forces defend it. But without those Western troops, the Afghan state would offer a much easier target. Even with more than 50,000 Western troops in its defense, the Karzai government has proven unable to contain Taliban influence and prevent insurgents from expanding their presence. If abandoned to its fate the government would almost surely fare much worse. Nor would an orphaned Karzai regime be in any position to negotiate a compromise settlement that could deny the Taliban full control. With outright victory in their grasp, it is hard to see why the Taliban would settle for anything less than a complete restoration.

A Taliban restoration, as noted, could restore to al-Qaeda a sanctuary for attacking the United States. And even if a Taliban 2.0 regime vetoed al-Qaeda attacks on the United States, it would almost certainly provide Pashtun militants and their allies in Pakistan a massive launching pad for efforts to destabilize the regime in Islamabad. Even without a haven in Afghanistan, Pakistani insurgents might ultimately topple the government, but that threat clearly grows with the additional resources of an openly sympathetic state across the Durand Line. And this raises the specter of Pakistani nuclear weapons falling into al-Qaeda’s hands in Pakistan.

Taliban controlled Afghanistan would doom the country to instability and terrorism

Curtis 09 - Senior Research Fellow at The Heritage Foundation, focusing on analyzing America's economic, security, and political relationships with India, Pakistan, Afghanistan, Sri Lanka, Bangladesh and Nepal

(September 23, 2009 Lisa, “Scaling Back in Afghanistan Would Jeopardize Security of U.S. Homeland”  http://www.heritage.org/Research/Reports/2009/09/Scaling-Back-in-Afghanistan-Would-Jeopardize-Security-of-US-Homeland ) 

The Taliban and al-Qaeda have a symbiotic relationship, and they support each other's harsh Islamist, anti-West goals. It would be folly to think a Taliban-controlled Afghanistan would be anything but a deadly international terrorist safe haven.

Success in Afghanistan requires that those Taliban who support international terrorists are not in a position to threaten the stability of the government. This will ultimately require a strong, well-equipped, and well-trained Afghan national army and police force. But this will take time.

In the meantime, the U.S. must prevent the Taliban from regaining influence in Afghanistan, which requires increasing U.S. troop levels. Success in Afghanistan does not require the complete elimination of anyone who has ever associated with the Taliban. But it does require that the Taliban leaders still allied with al-Qaeda and supportive of its destructive global agenda do not have the ability to reassert power in Afghanistan.

Turns Case--- Pakistan Collapse 

Withdrawal risk Taliban restoration, and collapse of nuclear pakistan

Biddle 09 – Roger Hertog Senior Fellow for Defense Policy, (July-August , Stephen, “Is It Worth It?  The Difficult Case for War in Afghanistan”

http://www.the-american-interest.com/article.cfm?piece=617

The danger of a nuclear al-Qaeda should not be exaggerated, however. For a U.S. withdrawal to lead to that result would require a networked chain of multiple events: a Taliban restoration in Kabul, a collapse of secular government in Islamabad, and a loss of control over the Pakistani nuclear arsenal (or deliberate transfer of weapons by sympathetic Pakistanis). These events are far from certain, and the compound probability of all of them happening is inherently lower than the odds of any one step alone. But a U.S. withdrawal would increase all the probabilities at each stage, and the consequences for U.S. security if the chain did play itself out could be severe. During the Cold War, the United States devoted vast resources to diminishing an already-small risk that the USSR would launch a nuclear attack on America. Today, the odds of U.S. withdrawal from Afghanistan yielding an al-Qaeda nuclear weapon next door in Pakistan may be relatively low, but the low risk of a grave result has been judged intolerable in the past and perhaps ought to be again. On balance, the gravity of the risks involved in withdrawal narrowly make a renewed effort in Afghanistan the least-bad option we have.

Taliban controlled Afghanistan hundredfolds their power and risk nuclear Pakistani chaos 

Gerson 09 - op-ed columnist for The Washington Post and a senior fellow at the Council on Foreign Relations.[1] He served as President George W. Bush's chief speechwriter from 2001 until June 2006, as a senior policy advisor from 2000 through June 2006, and was a member of the White House Iraq Group.[2] (September 4, Michael, “In Afghanistan, No Choice but to Try”

http://www.washingtonpost.com/wp-dyn/content/article/2009/09/03/AR2009090302862.html 

On the left, some view every conceivable war as a "war of choice" that should never be chosen. With Iraq miraculously unscathed by the attentions of the antiwar movement -- whose success in encouraging untimely withdrawal might have sparked a genocide -- Afghanistan is the next obvious target of their idealism.

The strategic importance of Afghanistan is difficult for critics of the war to deny. The events of Sept. 11, 2001, which began in state-sponsored terror academies there, are not yet generally regarded as a myth. The spread of Taliban havens in Afghanistan would permit al-Qaeda to return to its historical operating areas. This would allow, according to one administration official to whom I spoke, "perhaps a hundredfold expansion of their geographic and demographic area of operation." And Taliban advances in Afghanistan could push a fragile, nuclear Pakistan toward chaos.

Taliban takeover of Afghanistan will incite Taliban resurgence in Pakistan

Coll, 09 (10/13/09, Steve, New America Foundation, “U.S. Interests and Policy Choice in Afghanistan,” http://www.newamerica.net/publications/resources/2009/us_interests_and_policy_choices_in_afghanistan)

It is true, in a sense, that not all Afghan stability projects are created equal, from the perspective of an American-led campaign against Al Qaeda. Aghanistan's mountainous, Shiite-influenced central Bamiyan province, to choose an exaggerated example, may always be of marginal importance to Al Qaeda, just as it has long been less than decisive to successive Kabul governments. But to extrapolate such observations to argue that Afghanistan's national stability is only tenuously connected to Pakistan's stability defies history, demography and observable current trends. More Pashtuns live in Pakistan than in Afghanistan. Their travel and connections to international finance, proselytizing, criminal, and diaspora networks overlap. If the Taliban captured Afghanistan, this would certainly destabilize Pakistan by strengthening Islamist networks there.

Turns Case---Pakistan Collapse 

Reduction in presence destabilizes Afghanistan- Pakistan will support a Taliban resurgence, there could be a coup and transfer of nuclear weapons to the Taliban

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

The threat the United States and the region face is that the Afghan insurgency will continue to grow and that if there is a Western withdrawal from Afghanistan, Pakistan will not allow a vacuum to develop in Afghanistan and instead will abet a Taliban victory. Pakistan has had a risky dual policy of supporting the Americans in combating al-Qaeda and the Pakistan Taliban, while also supporting the Afghan Taliban. This is because the Pakistani army’s national-security logic is dominated by the struggle to keep the Indians at bay. For the army, a Taliban regime in Kabul is preferable to any other warlord regime to guarantee that the Indians and their Afghan protégés (of which Karzai is considered one) are forever kept out of having a role—as they were when the Taliban ruled the lands of Afghanistan in the 1990s. Moreover, a pro-Pakistan Taliban regime in Kabul, possibly backed by Saudi Arabia, the Gulf states and China, would create a new Pakistan-led region of influence that would reduce the role of its two other main rivals—Iran and Russia. This strategy could become more imperative with talk of less U.S. support to Afghanistan, the collapse in credibility of the Karzai government and the growing perception in Pakistan that the Taliban is winning. Every sign of the United States or NATO dithering over strategy only convinces the Pakistani military about keeping its Taliban option open. Pakistan may well be prepared to take the risk of endangering its own stability by supporting a Taliban regime in Kabul, even as it will try unsuccessfully to separate the Pakistan Taliban from its Afghan brothers. THIS IS why Pakistan is faced with a conundrum. Even as Islamabad tries to secure its interests in Afghanistan, it puts its own security at risk. Several American pundits have warned that any U.S. withdrawal from Afghanistan would seriously destabilize Pakistan. That is true. The Pakistan Taliban now threatens to overrun large parts of northern Pakistan. In the last two years, the Pakistan Taliban has increasingly turned its guns on the Pakistani army and state. Monster turns on creator. This year the Pakistan Taliban’s capture of the Swat Valley north of Islamabad led to outrage from the Pakistani public and the international community. And the army was forced to take action, acknowledging for the first time that the Pakistan Taliban was now a dire threat. In recent months, the army has pushed the Taliban out of Swat and is fighting to regain control of the Khyber Pass where the Taliban has been attacking the hundreds of NATO supply containers that are trucked through to Afghanistan every day.

The army has also blocked off roads into South Waziristan, where the Pakistan Taliban is based, and is using long-distance shelling and bombing to destabilize the group. The United States has helped these efforts by killing Baitullah Mehsud, the leader of the Pakistan Taliban, in a drone strike. The army has recently said after much American pressure that it may soon attack South Waziristan.

And thus we come to the end of the good news. If the army is now acting responsibly in dealing with the Pakistan Taliban, such is not the case with the Afghan Taliban. Key networks, such as those of Haqqani and Gulbuddin Hekmatyar, are based in North Waziristan, and they launch attacks into Afghanistan. For the past eight years they have never been bothered by the Pakistani army.

Neither have the main Afghan Taliban leaders who live in Quetta in Baluchistan province. From Quetta, the Taliban is able to resupply its forces in Afghanistan with money, ammunition, suicide bombers and materials to make bombs and mines—all under the watchful eye of the ISI. According to intelligence sources, the Taliban leader Mullah Omar is now in a safe house in Karachi because of the fear that the United States may start using drone attacks on Quetta.

Admiral Mullen and Richard Holbrooke have made major efforts to bring the army and Pakistan’s weak civilian leadership led by President Asif Ali Zardari onboard to help go after the Afghan Taliban and help stabilize rather than undermine Afghanistan. However, Pakistan’s civilian politicians are not strong enough to accept U.S. demands if it means contradicting the army’s policies. As the army takes on the Pakistan Taliban and clears Swat, its political influence and power has grown proportionally. The army still has to be won over to the simple and disturbing truth that a Taliban regime in Kabul would, through its Pakistani proxies, pose a major threat to the Pakistani state.

Worse, Pakistan is far less resilient than it was a few years ago. Even as Pakistani officials bluntly criticize Holbrooke for linking Afghanistan and Pakistan in his “AfPak” strategy, some Pakistanis already see a chronic “Afghanization” of their nation. Current realities include a collapse of law and order in parts of the country, state institutions riddled with corruption and ineffectiveness, a justice system that cannot deliver, a crashing economy with severe joblessness, increasing ethnic tensions and a strong separatist movement in Baluchistan province.

However, the real fear is that under such enormous external and internal pressures, there are no guarantees that the army will stay committed to a democratic system. More so, the military may not remain as united as it has been for the past six decades. What many Pakistanis fear and constantly talk about is not a traditional generals’ coup that may end democracy, but a colonels’ coup that could bring in a pro-Islamist and anti-Western coterie of officers linked to Islamic groups that would then negotiate a compromise with the Pakistan Taliban. That could put Pakistan’s nuclear weapons into the wrong hands. Neither a partial U.S. withdrawal from Afghanistan nor a strategy of only using drones to target al-Qaeda could hope to handle such a regional catastrophe.

And a complete American departure would seal the region’s fate.

withdrawal Causes Taliban takeover

Immediate withdraw insures Taliban take over

Felbab-Brown 9 - Fellow of Foreign Policy @ 21st Century Defense Initiative (Vanda, “President Obama’s New Strategy in Afghanistan: Questions and Answers,” The Brookings Institute, December 2nd, http://www.brookings.edu/opinions/2009/1202_afghanistan_felbabbrown.aspx)

Q. What about alternatives to the announced strategy, such as immediate withdrawal of U.S. troops from Afghanistan, or continuing with current troop deployments? 

A. If the United States withdrew today, significant portions of the country, especially in the south and east, would fall into the hands of the Taliban. Other parts would either become engulfed in Taliban-generated and other local conflicts, or splinter into fiefdoms. Civil war à la the 1990s could easily be envisioned under such circumstances. At the same time, continuing with the current troop deployments would at best mean a stalemate, or at worst, a deepening of a quagmire. 

The military and civilian surge that President Obama has decided to undertake is not a guarantee that such a highly dangerous outcome can be avoided. It is, however, the only possible strategy to reverse the momentum on the ground, and it is also the last chance the United States and the international community have to achieve such a strategic reversal. If this large military and civilian push does not work, if the government of Afghanistan does not live up to its commitments to significantly curtail corruption and improve governance, and if the hope of the Afghan people is not restored once more and their aspirations are not harnessed, the patience of the Afghan people will run out, and the U.S. effort in Afghanistan will become unsustainable. In that case, the only opportunity the United States will have to influence events in Afghanistan and Pakistan (including preventing al Qaeda and salafi safe havens in the area) and to influence developments in this region—vital from security, geostrategic, and counterterrorism perspectives—will be from the outside, with even far more limited leverage than the United States currently has.

Maintaining military presence is vital to preventing Taliban takeover of Afghanistan

WILLIAMS 2009, associate professor of Islamic history at Dartmouth, [Brian Glyn “Three Reasons for Democrats to Support More Troops in Afghanistan, October 16th, http://afpak.foreignpolicy.com/posts/2009/10/16/three_reasons_for_democrats_to_support_more_troops_in_afghanistan] HURWITZ

This is because the insurgency is largely located in the tribal belt of the ethnic Pashtuns (the Taliban are almost all Pashtuns, though not all Pashtuns are Taliban of course). The other ethnic groups who make up the majority, such as the Hazaras, Uzbeks, Tajiks, Turkmen, and Aimaqs, belonged to the anti-Taliban Northern Alliance and want the United States there. Over and over again during my travels through their lands, and even in the Pashtun tribal lands, Afghans told me to tell my fellow Americans not to abandon Afghanistan. If we left, the Afghans I met feared the Taliban thugs would come back throwing acid in un-veiled women's faces, burning schools, amputating hands, and stoning women for adultery (i.e. being caught out on the street with a male who was not family or husband). All we have achieved at a cost in blood and gold would be overturned and the Afghans would be right where we left them back in 1991 when they fell prey to the extremists. The peace and stability that we have brought to some two-thirds of Afghanistan is fragile and takes a military presence to maintain. We need time to train the tens of thousands of Afghan police and military to keep the peace and fight the Taliban insurgents in the Pashtun south. The Afghans desperately need breathing room. Even in the tribal south the U.S. has kept the Taliban out of the Pashtuns' spiritual capital of Kandahar and prevented them from reestablishing their harsh laws in Afghanistan's second largest city. For this the Kandaharis are grateful. In fact repeated polls have shown that majority of Afghans want the U.S. and NATO there. As they watch Indian soap operas on televisions the Taliban once smashed, send their girls to school, and drive on newly paved roads, millions of Afghans are experiencing the direct benefits of the U.S. presence in their country. This is the work we could have been doing in 1991 and, for all its obvious flaws, it is a tentative sign of progress in the long journey to rebuild civil society in this long suffering land. In other words, compassionate, global-minded Democrats who supported President Bill Clinton's humanitarian interventions in places like Kosovo, Bosnia, Haiti and Somalia owe it to the Afghan people to be patient and do the same for Afghanistan.

Withdrawal causes Taliban takeover

Withdrawing forces will cause widespread Pashtun defections to the Taliban

Gerecht 09 - contributing editor to The Weekly Standard and a senior fellow at the Foundation for the Defense of Democracies. (September 21, Reuel Marc,  “A not-so-great game, but one America can't give up.” http://www.weeklystandard.com/Content/Public/Articles/000/000/016/948zygvj.asp?page=6&pg=2 )

Although there has been more ethnic cleansing in Afghanistan than has been reported in the mainstream press (mostly Pashtuns migrating, voluntarily or under duress, from predominantly Tajik and Uzbek areas), interethnic antipathy hasn't metastasized as it did in Iraq. Badly mauled, the idea of Afghan fraternity still exists. The widespread savagery that we saw between Iraqi Sunni and Shiite Arabs seems unlikely to happen in Afghanistan.

Some critics of Westerners in Afghanistan argue that U.S. and NATO forces, by their tactics if not their mere presence, are breathing life into the neo-Taliban, who would remain deeply unpopular among the Pashtuns if it were not for outsiders' mistakes. Although we can quickly concede that Western mistakes make the Taliban look better, Westerners in Afghanistan have actually generated much less village-level antipathy among the Pashtuns than might have been expected given the Pashtuns' reputation for xenophobia. We might yet see a Pashtun-only "national liberation" jihad develop in Afghanistan, but we are far from this now.

Even now, "our" Pashtuns probably represent a big majority of their brethren. If the Americans were to leave, however, it's highly unlikely these friendly Pashtuns could long hold the high ground against a resurgent neo-Taliban movement. The Taliban possess the most effective Pashtun fighting force. Many, perhaps most, Pashtuns dislike the Taliban's aggressively inflexible religion (it's Pashtun village faith on speed), but the Taliban do have an ideology, tested repeatedly on the battlefield. It isn't just money and intimidation that bring them recruits.

Empirically – withdrawal won’t stop the taliban – it supercharges it

Bergen,9 - Senior Fellow and the co-director of the Counterterrorism and Counterinsurgency Initiative at the New America Foundation (7/1/09, Peter, “Winning the Good War,” http://www.newamerica.net/publications/articles/2009/winning_good_war_15908) 
Skeptics of Obama's Afghanistan policy say that the right approach is to either reduce American commitments there or just get out entirely. The short explanation of why this won't work is that the United States has tried this already--twice. In 1989, after the most successful covert program in the history of the CIA helped to defeat the Soviets in Afghanistan, the George H. W. Bush administration closed the U.S. embassy in Kabul. The Clinton administration subsequently effectively zeroed out aid to the country, one of the poorest in the world. Out of the chaos of the Afghan civil war in the early 1990s emerged the Taliban, who then gave sanctuary to al Qaeda. In 2001, the next Bush administration returned to topple the Taliban, but because of its ideological aversion to nation building it ensured that Afghanistan was the least-resourced per capita reconstruction effort the United States has engaged in since World War II. An indication of how desultory those efforts were was the puny size of the Afghan army, which two years after the fall of the Taliban numbered only 5,000 men, around the same size as the police department of an American city like Houston. We got what we paid for with this on-the-cheap approach: since 2001 the Taliban has reemerged, and fused ideologically and tactically with al-Qaeda. The new Taliban has adopted wholesale al-Qaeda's Iraq playbook of suicide attacks, IED operations, hostage beheadings, and aggressive video-based information campaign

Perception Key to Prevent Insurgency 

The perception of U.S. commitment is vital to demobilizing the insurgency

Kagan 09 –  an American resident scholar at the American Enterprise Institute (AEI), and a former professor of military history at the U.S. Military Academy at West Point. He earned a B.A. in Soviet and East European studies and a Ph.D. in Russian and Soviet military history, both from Yale University.  (February 9, Frederick, “Planning Victory in Afghanistan: Nine principles the Obama administration should follow.” http://article.nationalreview.com/385240/planning-victory-in-afghanistan/frederick-w-kagan?page=6  

4. COMMIT TO THE EFFORT

The consistent unwillingness of the U.S. government to commit to the success of its endeavors in Afghanistan (and Iraq) over the long term is a serious obstacle to progress. The Pakistani leadership appears convinced that America will abandon its efforts in South Asia sooner rather than later, and this conviction fuels Pakistan’s determination to retain support for (and therefore control of) Afghan Taliban groups based in its territory. It also contributes to instability within Pakistan, because Pakistani leaders are tentative about committing to the fight against their internal foes as long as they are unsure of our determination to do our part.

At the local level within Afghanistan, people who are not convinced that coalition forces will stay to support them if they oppose the terrorists are unlikely to risk retaliation by committing to us. When U.S. forces moved into insurgent strongholds in Iraq in 2007, the first thing they were asked was: “Are you going to stay this time?” When the answer was yes (and we proved it by really staying and living among them), the floodgates of local opposition to the insurgents opened. The people of Afghanistan need the same reassurance. Until it is widely believe that the U.S. will remain in the fight until the insurgency is defeated, doubt about our commitment will continue to fuel the insurgency. If we are going to fight this war, as our interests require, we must make it clear that we will do what it takes to win.

Our history is very much against us in this effort. Islamists point to our retreat following the Marine-barracks bombing in Lebanon in 1983, the “Blackhawk Down” incident in 1993, our abandonment of Afghanistan following the defeat of the Soviet Union in 1989, and our abandonment of Shiite and Kurdish Iraqis to Saddam Hussein’s retribution in 1991 and 1992. At the end of 2006, our enemies in Iraq were already declaring victory, convinced that the pattern would repeat itself. The question they are now asking is: Was the surge an aberration in U.S. policy or a new pattern?

Our friends have the same question. We are asking them to put their lives on the line in support of shared goals, and they need to know we will stand by them. More rides on the outcome of our effort in Afghanistan than the particular interests we have there. American security would benefit greatly if we changed the global perception that the U.S. does not have the stomach to finish what it starts.

Taliban Is Linked to Al Qaeda

Their assumption that the Taliban is distinct from Al Qaeda assumes it’s a monolithic entity – this ignores radical splinters

Kagan 09 –  an American resident scholar at the American Enterprise Institute (AEI), and a former professor of military history at the U.S. Military Academy at West Point. He earned a B.A. in Soviet and East European studies and a Ph.D. in Russian and Soviet military history, both from Yale University.  (February 9, Frederick, “Planning Victory in Afghanistan: Nine principles the Obama administration should follow.” http://article.nationalreview.com/385240/planning-victory-in-afghanistan/frederick-w-kagan?page=6  

3. UNDERSTAND OUR ENEMIES AND FRIENDS

There is no such thing as “the Taliban” today. Many different groups with different leaders and aims call themselves “Taliban,” and many more are called “Taliban” by their enemies. In addition to Mullah Omar’s Taliban based in Pakistan and indigenous Taliban forces in Afghanistan, there is an indigenous Pakistani Taliban controlled by Baitullah Mehsud (this group is thought to have been responsible for assassinating Benazir Bhutto). Both are linked with al-Qaeda, and both are dangerous and determined. In other areas, however, “Taliban” groups are primarily disaffected tribesmen who find it more convenient to get help from the Taliban than from other sources.

In general terms, any group that calls itself “Taliban” is identifying itself as against the government in Kabul, the U.S., and U.S. allies. Our job is to understand which groups are truly dangerous, which are irreconcilable with our goals for Afghanistan—and which can be fractured or persuaded to rejoin the Afghan polity. We can’t fight them all, and we can’t negotiate with them all. Dropping the term “Taliban” and referring to specific groups instead would be a good way to start understanding who is really causing problems.

Al Qaeda and the Taliban are closely aligned

Reidel, 9 – Senior Fellow, Foreign Policy, Saban Center for Middle East Policy, Brookings Institute (Bruce, interview with Bernard Gwertzman, 10/8, “The Danger of Delay in Afghan Policymaking,” http://www.cfr.org/publication/20376/danger_of_delay_in_afghan_policymaking.html)

This is a fairy tale. Al-Qaeda and the Taliban have been closely aligned ever since Osama bin Laden came back to Afghanistan in the mid 1990s. The Taliban leadership under Mullah Omar has been unwilling to break with al-Qaeda for more than a decade. Ever since the two had their first meeting back in the nineties--which I would remind people was set up by the Pakistani intelligence service, the ISI--these two have been in a partnership. What is most remarkable about that partnership is that it has survived and endured when arguably the Taliban has been a big loser in this partnership. They lost the so-called Islamic Emirate of Afghanistan. But at no point is there any serious evidence that Mullah Omar and the top Taliban leadership have been willing to give up Osama bin Laden and turn him over. And that really ought to be the bar on which we judge whether the Taliban is willing to enter into serious negotiations, not a promise that "if you leave, we'll be good boys," or that "we will break with al-Qaeda."

[O]ne of the most important things that the president and the administration have to do is convey seriousness, convey determination [in Afghanistan].

The other way to think about this is: We have a terrorist problem, al-Qaeda, which has become embedded in an insurgency, the Taliban. Of course, if we could somehow disembowel the terrorist problem from the insurgency, that would be a very good outcome. But there is nothing in the history of the relationship between these two movements over more than a decade now that suggests that is imminent, or likely.

Taliban Hosts Al Qaeda

Taliban takeover creates an Al Qaeda safe haven

Coll, 09 (10/13/09, Steve, New America Foundation, “U.S. Interests and Policy Choice in Afghanistan,” http://www.newamerica.net/publications/resources/2009/us_interests_and_policy_choices_in_afghanistan)

It would also be mistaken to believe, as some in the Obama Administration have apparently argued, that a future revolutionary Taliban government in Kabul, having seized power by force, might decide on its own or could be persuaded to forswear connections with Al Qaeda. Although the Taliban are an amalgamation of diverse groupings, some of which have little or no connection to Al Qaeda, the historical record of collaboration between the Haqqanni network and Al Qaeda, to choose one example, is all but certain to continue and probably would deepen during any future era of Taliban rule in Afghanistan. The benefits of a Taliban state to Al Qaeda are obvious: After 9/11, the United States gathered evidence that Al Qaeda used Afghan government institutions as cover for import of dual use items useful for its military projects. Reporters with the McClatchy newspaper group's Washington bureau recently quoted a senior U.S. intelligence official on this subject: "It is our belief that the primary focus of the Taliban is regional, that is Afghanistan and Pakistan. At the same time, there is no reason to believe that the Taliban are abandoning their connections to Al Qaeda...The two groups...maintain the kind of close relationship that - if the Taliban were able to take effective control over parts of Afghanistan - would probably give Al Qaeda expanded room to operate." 6 This assessment is consistent with recent history.

The United States and its allies can stabilize Afghanistan; they should try; but they may fail. To avoid failure, it will be important to account for some risks that are often underestimated in the current policy debate.

Taliban control will give Al Qaeda a stronghold in Afghanistan

Coll, 9-President of New American Foundation and staff writer of the New York Times (10/13/9, Steven, “US Interests and Policy Choices in Afghanistan,” http://www.newamerica.net/publications/resources/2009/us_interests_and_policy_choices_in_afghanistan)
It would also be mistaken to believe, as some in the Obama Administration have apparently argued, that a future revolutionary Taliban government in Kabul, having seized power by force, might decide on its own or could be persuaded to forswear connections with Al Qaeda. Although the Taliban are an amalgamation of diverse groupings, some of which have little or no connection to Al Qaeda, the historical record of collaboration between the Haqqanni network and Al Qaeda, to choose one example, is all but certain to continue and probably would deepen during any future era of Taliban rule in Afghanistan. The benefits of a Taliban state to Al Qaeda are obvious: After 9/11, the United States gathered evidence that Al Qaeda used Afghan government institutions as cover for import of dual use items useful for its military projects. Reporters with the McClatchy newspaper group's Washington bureau recently quoted a senior U.S. intelligence official on this subject: "It is our belief that the primary focus of the Taliban is regional, that is Afghanistan and Pakistan. At the same time, there is no reason to believe that the Taliban are abandoning their connections to Al Qaeda...The two groups...maintain the kind of close relationship that - if the Taliban were able to take effective control over parts of Afghanistan - would probably give Al Qaeda expanded room to operate." 6 This assessment is consistent with recent history.

Taliban control will expand Al Qaeda

Nagl, 10 - president of the Center for a New American Security (2/25/10, John, The National Interest, “Debating Afghanistan: Is Afghanistan the Right War? Yes,” http://www.nationalinterest.org/Article.aspx?id=22916#Nagl)

Now, al-Qaeda has only a minimal presence in Afghanistan, perhaps one hundred or so fighters, which leads many to question why the United States needs to pour more money and more troops into this war effort. Indeed, it is the Taliban—which rose to power in Afghanistan in the late 1990s and provided the shelter from which bin Laden’s group planned and executed the September 11 attack—that is now America’s main adversary on the ground in Afghanistan. But were the Taliban to regain control of the country, al-Qaeda would simply have more room in which to entrench itself.

Unfortunately, being at war with a nonstate actor like al-Qaeda gives war fighting a whole new complexity for a great power like the United States. Al-Qaeda holds no permanent territory. Its soldiers do not wear uniforms or obey (or even acknowledge) the laws of war. And it specializes in attacking innocent civilians in spectacular displays that attempt to change our behavior through shock-and-awe tactics. It has found innovative means by which to extend its influence, enfranchising associated militant movements across the greater Middle East, and using the Internet to radicalize potential followers and attract recruits—even within America’s borders.

Taliban Hosts Al Qaeda

The Taliban Would Protect Al Qaeda – Empirically Proven

BERGEN 2009, senior fellow at the New America Foundation, [Peter “How Realistic is Walt’s Realism?” 8/19, http://afpak.foreignpolicy.com/posts/2009/08/19/how_realistic_is_walt_s_realism] HURWITZ

Second, if the Taliban did come back to power in Afghanistan, of course they would give safe haven to al Qaeda. Despite all the pressures military and otherwise exerted on them over the past decade, giving safe haven to al Qaeda has been at the heart of the Taliban project; first in the five years before 9/11 when they ran Afghanistan, and since then in the areas of Pakistan's tribal regions that they now control. 

Taliban leader Mullah Omar was prepared to lose everything on the point of principle that he would not give up Osama bin Laden after the 9/11 attacks. And he did lose everything: after 9/11, the Taliban were swiftly removed from power by U.S. forces. This does not suggest a Kissingerian talent for realpolitik. Professor Walt may be a foreign policy realist, but that doesn't make Mullah Omar one also.

The Taliban is The Ideal Place for Terrorists – Empirically Proven

BERGEN 09 Peter, senior fellow at the New America Foundation, 2009 [“How Realistic is Walt’s Realism?” 8/19, http://afpak.foreignpolicy.com/posts/2009/08/19/how_realistic_is_walt_s_realism] HURWITZ

Third, the idea that Afghanistan is not an ideal place from which to launch anti-American attacks is simply absurd. The 1993 World Trade Center bombing, the first attack by Islamist terrorists against the United States, was led by Ramzi Yousef who trained in the Sadda training camp on the Afghan-Pakistan border. The bombings of two U.S. embassies in Africa in 1998 that killed more than 200 were coordinated and carried out by men who had trained in Afghanistan, as was the attack on the USS Cole two years later. 

And while, as Walt points out, elements of the 9/11 plot were coordinated in Hamburg -- where three of the pilots had lived in the run-up to the attacks -- the idea of attacking iconic targets in Washington and New York was first hatched in Afghanistan in 1996; the coordination of the attacks took place in Afghanistan over the next several years; the pilots were given their specific orders about target selection and their duties by the leaders of al Qaeda when they travelled to Afghanistan in 1999, and all 15 of the ‘muscle' hijackers passed through al Qaeda's Afghan training camps. 

And after the fall of the Taliban when al Qaeda was forced out of Afghanistan into the neighboring tribal regions of Pakistan -- where they were then given shelter by the Pakistani Taliban -- al Qaeda coordinated from there the largest terrorist attack in British history -- the four suicide bombings on London's transportation system on July 7, 2005 that killed 52 commuters.

The taliban is indistinguishable from al qaeda

Kagan, 9 *former prof of military history @ West Point (Fredrick W., director of the Critical Threats Project @ AEI, “The Two-Front War”, 11/9/09, American Enterprise Institution, http://www.aei.org/article/101250)

The Pakistani military has now deployed four regular army divisions and tens of thousands of Frontier Corps forces in a series of operations that have lasted for more than a year to defeat the Islamist groups that had taken control over large areas of Pakistan and threatened the survival of the Pakistani state. Still the United States is disappointed. Secretary of State Hillary Clinton just last week twitted Islamabad for failing to eliminate al Qaeda. American analysts and officials regularly complain that Pakistan is not "doing its part" by halting its support for Mullah Omar, Haqqani, and Hekmatyar. At the same time, people seeking to downplay the importance of defeating the Afghan Taliban increasingly argue that Mullah Omar's group has separated from al Qaeda and from Pakistani Taliban groups and even that it would not support them or permit them to establish sanctuaries in Afghanistan should it return to power. Above all, conventional wisdom now goes, we must understand that the Taliban of all stripes are local movements concerned with local power struggles and not a threat to the United States.

It is true that these groups do not have the capability or the intention at present to strike the American homeland directly. It does not follow, however, that they are not a threat to the United States except in this narrowest and most short-sighted sense. Their overall aims and ideologies are indistinguishable from al Qaeda's. They all--including al Qaeda--recognize Mullah Omar as "commander of the faithful" and an exemplar of right behavior both as an insurgent and as the leader of an Islamic state. They coordinate their activities at all levels and come to each other's assistance when attacked. They see the provision of sanctuary to their threatened comrades as a religious (as well as tribal) obligation.
The network of Islamist groups in South Asia, in other words, really is a network. We must not imagine that we can decide that the success of key elements of that network--especially Mullah Omar's group--would not strengthen the elements that are most dangerous to America and to stability in a nuclear-armed region.

Withdrawal Causes Afghanistan Instability 

Empirically – withdrawal will cause factional splits in the Afghan army, risking collapse

Coll, 9-President of New American Foundation and staff writer of the New York Times (10/13/9, Steven, “US Interests and Policy Choices in Afghanistan,” http://www.newamerica.net/publications/resources/2009/us_interests_and_policy_choices_in_afghanistan)
Then, during the late nineteen-eighties, faced with a dilemma similar to that facing the United States, the Soviets tried to "Afghan-ize" their occupation, much as the U.S. proposes to do now. The built up Afghan forces, put them in the lead in combat, supplied them with sophisticated weapons, and, ultimately, decided to withdraw. This strategy actually worked reasonably well for a while, although the government only controlled the major cities, never the countryside. But the factional and tribal splits within the Army persisted, defections were chronic, and a civil war among the insurgents also played out within the Army, ensuring that when the Soviet Union fell apart, and supplies halted, the Army too would crack up and dissolve en masse. (I happened to be in Kabul when this happened, in 1992. On a single day, thousands and thousands of soldiers and policemen took off their uniforms, put on civilian clothes, and went home.)

Finally, during the mid-nineteen-nineties, a fragmented and internally feuding Kabul government, in which Karzai was a participant for a time, tried to build up national forces to hold off the Taliban, but splits within the Kabul coalitions caused important militias and sections of the security forces to defect to the Taliban. The Taliban took Kabul in 1996 as much by exploiting Kabul's political disarray as by military conquest. The history of the Afghan Army since 1970 is one in which the Army has never actually been defeated in the field, but has literally dissolved for lack of political glue on several occasions.

Withdrawing troops from Afghanistan too soon risks catastrophe

Maclean, 09, Staff Writer Reuters (William, “Afghan exit seen worsening risks to region, West,” September 14, http://www.iiss.org/whats-new/iiss-in-the-press/press-coverage-2009/september-2009/afghan-exit-seen-worsening-risks-to-region-west/)
Premature Western military disengagement from Afghanistan would risk catastrophic turmoil in the region, Western and Afghan officials say, responding to a rising tide of concern at the intensity of insurgent violence. Such greater instability would end up requiring an even bigger Western involvement to resolve in an area including nuclear-armed Pakistan and al Qaeda's main bastions, they say. The officials argue there is no substitute for a lasting commitment now that would permit a reduced military presence over time as the country stabilises. With insurgent violence at its highest since the Taliban movement was ousted from power in late 2001, public support for the war is declining in America and has plummeted in Europe. Former British High Commissioner in Pakistan Hilary Synnott, speaking at a weekend meeting of strategists in Geneva hosted by Britain's International Institute for Strategic Studies, said critics of Western strategy had to consider "the very great consequences of perceived American defeat". "There is real concern about Pakistan, with five times the population of Afghanistan, which has nuclear weapons and which has a new Pakistani Taliban threatening the state itself," he said. "Those who argue, as some do, that the smart thing is simply to walk away would destroy everything that has been achieved," Sherard Cowper-Coles, a British special representative for Afghanistan and Pakistan, told delegates. 
Withdrawal of troops will empirically create a power vacuum

Maclean, 09, Staff Writer Reuters (William, “Afghan exit seen worsening risks to region, West,” September 14, http://www.iiss.org/whats-new/iiss-in-the-press/press-coverage-2009/september-2009/afghan-exit-seen-worsening-risks-to-region-west/)
Mohammad Masoom Stanekzai, Adviser to President Hamid Karzai for Home Security and Reconciliation, said the cost of a pullout "will be way higher than what you are spending right now." A hasty withdrawal would be the "same mistake" as when Washington disengaged from the region in the 1990s after the Soviet withdrawal, when the resultant power vacuum allowed Osama bin Laden's al Qaeda and other groups to consolidate their presence on the mountainous Afghanistan-Pakistan border region. Almost all NATO nations have been reluctant to send more troops to Afghanistan so any significant rise will have to come from the United States. President Barack Obama is expected to approve a further increase of troop levels of some sort. In an echo of public disquiet, questions about the war's direction were raised repeatedly in Geneva. "In my view we are running the risk of replicating, obviously unintentionally, what happened to the Soviets," former U.S. national security adviser Zbigniew Brzezinski told delegates, referring to the Soviet Union's 1979-89 occupation. "We are beginning to move to a level of military force which is beginning to approximate the Soviet engagement and already our top generals are saying we are not winning militarily." "As brilliant as Obama is I don't think he thought this one through," said retired U.S. Rear Admiral Robert James. "Should the United States continue to be the world's policeman?" 
Afghanistan Instability Causes arms race

Afghan instability spills over causing arms race 

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)

It's impossible to tell what is going on in President Obama's head. His domestic priorities might lead him to "play it safe"--to short-change the war effort with a wait-and-see, halfway approach that will lead to higher casualties and an even stronger drive to withdraw from Afghanistan in six months. Or he might recognize that stabilizing Afghanistan could be his great contribution to America and the world. When the president recently argued that Afghanistan is a "war of necessity," he seemed to understand the threat posed by failure in Afghanistan. Afghanistan is a real domino--if it falls, Pakistan, a nuclear-armed nation of 180 million, risks falling with it, radiating instability across India and Iran and sparking a news arms race that the world can't afford.

Afghanistan Stability solves Pakistan economy and Indo/Pak War

Afghan stability is key to Pakistan stability--- solves Pakistan economy and nuclear deterrent against India 

Coll, 9-President of New American Foundation and staff writer of the New York Times (10/13/9, Steven, “US Interests and Policy Choices in Afghanistan,” http://www.newamerica.net/publications/resources/2009/us_interests_and_policy_choices_in_afghanistan)
One is the argument that a heavy U.S. military presence in Afghanistan focused on population security is not the best way to defeat Al Qaeda and may even be counterproductive. Counter-terrorism is "still Washington's most pressing task," write Steven Simon and Jonathan Stevenson in the current issue of Survival, but "the question is whether counter-insurgency and state-building in Afghanistan are the best means of executing it. The mere fact that the core threat to U.S. interests now resides in Pakistan rather than Afghanistan casts considerable doubt on the proposition....The realistic American objective should not be to ensure Afghanistan's political integrity by neutralizing the Taliban and containing Pakistani radicalism, which is probably unachievable. Rather, its aim should be merely to ensure that Al Qaeda is denied both Afghanistan and Pakistan as operating bases for transnational attacks on the United States and its allies and partners." 5 Apparently like some in the Obama Administration, they recommend a policy concentrated on targeted killing of Al Qaeda leaders by aerial drones and other means. They acknowledge that a Taliban takeover of Afghanistan might aid Al Qaeda but argue that greater risks would flow from the failure or a U.S.-led counterinsurgency strategy. This argument misreads the dynamics within Pakistan that will shape the course of U.S. efforts to destroy Al Qaeda's headquarters and networks there. Simon and Stevenson, for example, fear that the provocative aura of U.S. domination in Afghanistan would "intensify anti-Americanism in Pakistan" and by doing so ensure that the Pakistan Army would refuse to cooperate with American efforts to root out Islamic extremists previously cultivated by the Army and its intelligence wing, the Inter-Services Intelligence Directorate, or I.S.I. There are certainly risks along the lines they describe, but something like the opposite is more likely to be true. The relationship between the Pakistani security services and Islamist extremist groups - Al Qaeda, the Taliban, sectarian groups, Kashmiri groups, and their many splinters - is not static or preordained. Pakistani public opinion, while it remains hostile to the United States, has of late turned sharply and intensely against violent Islamist militant groups. The Pakistan Army, itself reeling as an institution from deep public skepticism, is proving to be responsive to this change of public opinion. Moreover, the Army, civilian political leaders, landlords, business leaders and Pakistani civil society have entered into a period of competition and freewheeling discourse over how to think about the country's national interests and how to extricate their country from the Frankenstein-like problem of Islamic radicalism created by the Army's historical security policies. There is a growing recognition in this discourse among Pakistani elites that the country must find a new national security doctrine that does not fuel internal revolution and impede economic and social progress. The purpose of American policy should be to create conditions within and around Pakistan for the progressive side of this argument among Pakistani elites to prevail over time. American policy over the next five or ten years must proceed from the understanding that the ultimate exit strategy for international forces from South Asia is Pakistan's economic success and political normalization, manifested in an Army that shares power with civilian leaders in a reasonably stable constitutional bargain, and in the increasing integration of Pakistan's economy with regional economies, including India's. Such an evolution will likely consolidate the emerging view within Pakistan's elites that the country requires a new and less self-defeating national security doctrine. As in the Philippines, Colombia, and Indonesia, the pursuit of a more balanced, less coup-ridden, more modern political-military order in Pakistan need not be complete or confused with perfection for it to gradually pinch the space in which Al Qaeda, the Taliban and related groups now operate. Moreover, in South Asia, outsiders need not construct or impose this modernizing pathway as a neo-imperial project; the hope for durable change lies first of all in the potential for normalizing relations between Pakistan and India, a negotiation between elites in those two countries that is already well under way, without Western mediation, and is much more advanced than is typically appreciated. Its success is hardly assured, but because of the transformational effect such normalization would create, the effects of American policies in the region on its prospects should be carefully assessed. Against this backdrop, a Taliban insurgency that increasingly destabilizes both Afghanistan and the border region with Pakistan would make such regional normalization very difficult, if not impossible, in the foreseeable future. Among other things, it would reinforce the sense of siege and encirclement that has shaped the Pakistan Army's self-defeating policies of support for Islamist militias that provide, along with a nuclear deterrent, asymmetrical balance against a (perceived) hegemonic India. Conversely, a reasonably stable Afghan state supported by the international community, increasingly defended by its own Army, and no longer under threat of coercive revolution by the Taliban could create conditions for Pakistan's government to negotiate and participate in political arrangements in Afghanistan and the Central Asian region that would address Pakistan's legitimate security needs, break the Army's dominating mindset of encirclement, and advance the country's economic interests.

US Win In Afghanistan solves indo/pak war

US success in Afghanistan solves Indo-Pak conflict 

Coll, 9-President of New American Foundation and staff writer of the New York Times (10/13/9, Steven, “US Interests and Policy Choices in Afghanistan,” http://www.newamerica.net/publications/resources/2009/us_interests_and_policy_choices_in_afghanistan)
American and international success in Afghanistan could also enhance the space for civilians in Pakistan who seek to persuade the Pakistan Army to accommodate their views about national security; for the United States to insist that Pakistani interests be accommodated in a pluralistic, non-revolutionary Afghanistan; and for Pakistani elites, including the Army, to have adequate confidence to take on the risks associated with a negotiated peace or normalization with India. Conversely, yielding unnecessarily to an indefinite period of violence and chaos in Afghanistan, one in which the Taliban may seek to take power in Kabul while continuing to operate across the border in Pakistan, will all but guarantee failure along all of these strategic lines. There are narrower objections that should be registered about the "counterterrorism-only" or "counterterrorism-mainly" argument. It is probably impractical over a long period of time to wage an intelligence-derived counterterrorism campaign along the Pakistan-Afghan border if a cooperating Afghan government does not have access to the local population; if American forces are not present; and if the Pakistani state has no incentive to cooperate. This is exactly the narrative that unfolded during the 1990s and led to failure on 9/11 for the United States. Recent improvements in targeting Al Qaeda leaders in Pakistan seem to be a function, at least in part, of changing attitudes toward cooperation by the Pakistani civilian government and security services. These changes in turn are a function of the dynamic, complex internal Pakistani discourse sketched above. It is unlikely that an American willingness to allow Taliban hegemony in Afghanistan will result in greater cooperation from Pakistani intelligence; in fact, the opposite is more likely because, as in the past, some in the Pakistani security services seek such hegemony for ideological reasons, while others will likely see a need to protect their position with Islamist militias in order to defend against India in a volatile, heavily contested regional environment.

**Uniqueness CP / COIN**
Uniqueness/COIN CP 1NC

Text: The United States federal government should publicly eliminate its withdraw deadline in Afghanistan and should comply with McChrystal’s requested troop increases.

The CP will win the war in Afghanistan – withdrawing undermines success 

Curtis 09 - Senior Research Fellow at The Heritage Foundation, focusing on analyzing America's economic, security, and political relationships with India, Pakistan, Afghanistan, Sri Lanka, Bangladesh and Nepal (June 3, Lisa, “Kandahar Initiative Stands a Good Chance To Spell Beginning of The End for Taliban” http://www.heritage.org/Research/Commentary/2010/06/Kandahar-initiative-stands-a-good-chance-to-spell-beginning-of-the-end-for-Taliban )

U.S. and NATO Commander in Afghanistan General Stanley McChrystal is implementing a new counterinsurgency strategy that emphasizes protection of the population, establishing good governance and uprooting the Taliban from their traditional strongholds.

McChrystal's strategy is sound. But it will require time - and adequate resources - to succeed. That's not an easy sell for an American public strapped by the worst economy since the Great Depression and weary from eight years of war in two countries. 

But there is no good alternative to McChrystal's approach. A victorious Taliban emboldened by a U.S. retreat would be more inclined than ever to support al-Qaida and its terrorist affiliates who remain intent on attacking our homeland.

Moreover, a strengthened Taliban in Afghanistan would buoy extremists and fuel unrest in nuclear-armed Pakistan. In this scenario, U.S. national security would be in far more danger than it was before 9/11.

President Obama should be commended for his December decision to send another 30,000 U.S. troops to Afghanistan. It will raise American troop levels there to nearly 100,000 by year's end. Yet the President has also sent mixed signals about a long-term commitment to the war, and that severely undermines U.S. ability to achieve success in Afghanistan.

By highlighting that the U.S. will begin withdrawing troops in July 2011, President Obama signals to Afghans and others that the U.S. is not truly committed to prevailing over the Taliban.

This weakens Afghan resolve to resist the Taliban now for fear they will be back in power in the near future. It also reinforces Pakistan's inclination to hedge on its support for the Afghan Taliban leadership based on its territory.

These mixed signals are found in the National Security Strategy released by the Obama Administration last week.

The document highlights the need to succeed in Afghanistan and to prevent the Taliban from overthrowing the Afghan government. But this resolute language is coupled with a reiteration of the President's promise to reduce troop levels beginning in mid-2011.

President Obama must understand that premature withdrawal of U.S. troops fuels the perception in the region that Taliban victory is inevitable. That can only undermine his own strategy.

Publicly announcing the CP solves US credibility

Rubin, 10 – resident scholar at the American Enterprise Institute; senior lecturer at the Naval Postgraduate School's Center for Civil-Military Relations; and a senior editor of the Middle East Quarterly. (Michael, Public Square, 3/8, “The Afghanistan Withdrawal: Why Obama Was Wrong to Insist on a Deadline,” http://www.michaelrubin.org/7033/afghanistan-withdrawal-deadline)

Obama's deadline for withdrawal snatches defeat from the jaws of victory. He emboldened Afghanistan's adversaries and undermined the chance for U.S. success. His advisers engaged in projection—assuming that adversaries' calculations and thought processes would mirror their own. Rather than pressure Karzai to embrace better governance, with one throw-away line, Obama did the opposite.

It is not too late for the President to recognize the psychological aspect of the surge and state clearly that he will settle for nothing less than victory. Unfortunately, until he does, U.S. servicemen on the frontlines will pay the price.

Uniqueness/COIN CP: Solvency Generic

Obama’s watered down increase risks  instability and conflict - the CP is key to solve

Phillips 09 - Senior Research Fellow for Middle Eastern Affairs at the Douglas and Sarah Allison Center for Foreign Policy Studies at The Heritage Foundation. He has written extensively on Middle Eastern issues and international terrorism since 1978 (December 2, James, “Obama Risks Failure in Afghanistan By Not Sending More Troops” http://www.heritage.org/Research/Commentary/2009/12/Obama-Risks-Failure-in-Afghanistan-By-Not-Sending-More-Troops )

President Obama's decision on how to proceed in Afghanistan is one of the most important he's likely to face in office. Unfortunately it appears that he will risk the success of his administration's new strategy for Afghanistan by providing less troop reinforcements than his military commanders have recommended.

The Obama administration deserved praise earlier this year for recognizing that Afghanistan needed more high-level attention, resources and U.S. troops. In March the president announced the adoption of a new counterinsurgency strategy to protect Afghan civilians, build up the Afghan army and police, provide more foreign aid and help Afghans build a more effective national government. He also dispatched 21,000 more U.S. troops to lay the foundation of the new strategy and selected Gen. Stanley McChrystal to lead the effort.

In late August McChrystal submitted a situation report that concluded that more U.S. troops were required to carry out the strategy. McChrystal reportedly requested about 40,000 more troops. But the White House apparently has gotten cold feet about implementing its own strategy, announced with much fanfare last March, opting for a commitment to provide 30,000 more troops for a period of three years.
This downsizing of urgently requested troop reinforcements could lead to a dangerous and tragic outcome. If Obama retreats to a "McChrystal Light" option that shortchanges his own hand-picked commander, it will greatly increase the risk of failure, not only in Afghanistan but in the struggle against Islamist radicals in neighboring Pakistan. It could result in a downward spiral of security in Afghanistan: a resurgent Taliban, eventual collapse of the Afghan government, an even bloodier civil war, renewed humanitarian crisis and a refugee exodus. Moreover, the Taliban will bring back not just their ally al-Qaida, but a rogues' gallery of almost every major Islamist insurgent movement in the world today.

Resorting to half-measures would be courting disaster. Like it or not, Obama is a wartime president who must make timely decisions on difficult issues, sometimes with no guarantee of success. The United States needs a decisive commander in chief, not a professorial hair-splitter trying to transcend the differences of opinion of his staff.

Eliminating the withdrawal deadline is the only way peaceful withdrawal can be achieved

Nawaz, 10 - director of the South Asia Center at the Atlantic Council (Shuja, “General Petraeus's reality,” 6/24, http://afpak.foreignpolicy.com/posts/2010/06/24/general_petraeuss_reality)

If Petraeus can persuade the president to delay or even eliminate the July 2011 deadline for the beginning of withdrawal, build a military-civilian partnership in Kabul that replicates his relationship with Ambassador Ryan Crocker in Baghdad, and cajole his Pakistani partners into denying the Taliban the freedom of movement they now possess in Baluchistan and parts of the Federally Administered Tribal Areas, Petraeus may be able to effect an eventual U.S. withdrawal from fighting in Afghanistan.  McChrystal had begun building a relationship of trust with Pakistan's Army chief, General Ashfaq Kayani. Petraeus already has a relationship there. Moreover, Petraeus had started studying the border region even before he took over Centcom, asking Arnaud de Borchgrave at CSIS to help him understand the FATA, an area that he considered the most important for his new command. As principal author of that study in 2008, I recall his rapt attention when I briefed him on FATA and Pakistan. Petraeus reads. More important, he understands. This will stand him in good stead as he takes on his new assignment.  Afghanistan is not Iraq. That was Petraeus' mantra when he took over Centcom. He has had time to study the Afghan war from his vantage points in Tampa and Doha and from frequent visits to the region. So he will hit the ground running.  At Centcom he continued to delve deep into the issues facing Afghanistan and Pakistan. If he can now separate the reality from the views of the hit-and-run experts that flood the airwaves and the blogosphere, he will be able to bring some order and cohesion to U.S. thinking and coalition actions in the region.  Afghanistan's leadership needs U.S. support to own the war effort and to lead the charge on bringing Pashtun insurgents back into the fold. Ambassadors Karl Eikenberry and Richard Holbrooke can help by bringing the Afghan and Pakistani governments on board and working together. U.N. Secretary-General's Special Representative Staffan de Mistura's role will be critical in bringing the international community on board, including Europe, India, Iran, and other regional players. Petraeus could help expand de Mistura's mandate in that regard to fill the gap that was left by restricting Holbrooke's regional brief to Afghanistan and Pakistan alone.  In the end, as the good general knows all too well, the military can only deliver so much. The war must be won by civilians and off the battlefield. Victory this time may well be an orderly disengagement for the United States and the prevention of the "descent into chaos" in both Afghanistan and Pakistan.  
Uniqueness/COIN CP: Solvency Generic

Obama only half heartedly adopted the proposal, the extra ones are key 

Curtis and Phillips 09 - Senior Research Fellow at The Heritage Foundation, focusing on analyzing America's economic, security, and political relationships with India, Pakistan, Afghanistan, Sri Lanka,  Bangladesh and Nepal AND* Senior Research Fellow for Middle Eastern Affairs at the Douglas and Sarah Allison Center for Foreign Policy Studies at The Heritage Foundation. He has written extensively on Middle Eastern issues and international terrorism since 1978 (December 2, Lisa and James, “President Obama's Afghanistan Speech: An Uncertain Message” http://www.heritage.org/Research/Reports/2009/12/President-Obamas-Afghanistan-Speech ) 

An Uncertain Strategy 

President Obama has adopted a "McChrystal Light" strategy that embraces the new counterinsurgency plan announced by the Administration last March but fails to give McChrystal all the troops that he deemed necessary to succeed with a low level of risk. It also remains to be seen whether the troop surge can be successful in such a short period of time.

To his credit, Obama avoided the even more unwelcome option of incrementally deploying troops over a long period of time, which would have been a recipe for disaster. He appears to have accepted McChrystal's warning that "failure to gain the initiative and reverse insurgent momentum in the near term (next 12 months)--while Afghan security capacity matures--risks an outcome where defeating the insurgency is no longer possible."[1]
Ground forces are key to keep peace 

Bergen and Teidemann,9 -   Peter Bergen, Senior Fellow and the co-director of the Counterterrorism and Counterinsurgency Initiative at the New America Foundation, and Katherine Tiedemann,  Policy Analyst in the Counterterrorism Strategy Initiative (8/4/09, “More Troops Needed For Afghan War,” http://www.newamerica.net/publications/articles/2009/more_troops_needed_afghan_war_16469)

CNN's Barbara Starr reported last week that Gen. Stanley McChrystal, the top U.S. commander in Afghanistan, is expected to ask the Obama administration for additional troops and equipment for conducting intelligence, surveillance and reconnaissance, as well as more military resources to deal with roadside bombs and explosives.

This impending request appears to conflict with a report earlier in July by The Washington Post'sBob Woodward who wrote that on a trip to Afghanistan, James L. Jones, national security adviser, personally told U.S. military commanders in the country that the Obama administration wants to hold troop levels flat for now.

But given the relatively small size of the Afghan army and police -- numbering some 170,000 men -- and with the total number of U.S./NATO troops numbering around 100,000, McChrystal's impending request makes a great deal of military sense. While the combined forces total 270,000, classic counterinsurgency doctrine indicates that Afghanistan needs as many as 600,000 soldiers and cops to protect its population of some 30 million.

An additional reason why more boots on the ground makes military sense is the large geographic scope of the Taliban insurgency. Estimates of the number of full-time fighters generally do not go above 20,000 men. But according to our analysis of an unpublished threat assessment map provided by the Afghan National Security Forces to the United Nations in April, 40 percent of Afghanistan was either under direct Taliban control or a high-risk area for insurgent attacks.

These high-risk and Taliban-controlled areas are located primarily in the troubled south and east of the country, along the 1,600-mile border with Pakistan.

Uniqueness/COIN CP: Solvency Generic

More troops will allow us to win

Cordesman, 9- Arleigh A. Burke Chair in Strategy at CSIS and also acts as a national security analyst for ABC News (9/15/9, Anthony, “Winning in Afghanistan: How the US will win or lose the war,” http://csis.org/files/publication/090915_afghan_win_or_lose_0.pdf)

Even when current reinforcement plans are fully executed, the US will need a major increase in brigade combat teams to provide the level of strength needed to seize the initiative and create the overall level of NATO/ISAF forces needed to win. At the same time, the new strategy of shape, clear, hold, and build involve new forms of war fighting which will reduce these force requirements. Past troop-to-task ratios would require far higher levels of US forces than the US is currently able to deploy, but such ratios ignore the impact of technology, new tactics, a civil-military approach to war, and the role of civilian partners. They also do not take account of the ability to build up major new ANSF reinforcements over the new two years. The end result is that the Afghan conflict does not require classic troop to task ratios but rather an adaptive and experimental approach to force requirements. However, it is clear that more forces will be needed to support the ―shape‖ and ―hold‖ phases of the fighting. A substantial number of troops will also be needed to train, mentor, and above all partner Afghan security forces. Other new troops will be needed for civil-military operations. There simply is no credible prospect that the US can avoid added dependence on the military by recruiting adequate numbers of civilians. Accordingly, the US must act now to meet Ambassador Eikenberry and General McChrystal’s immediate requirements and establish the contingency conditions to rapidly deploy additional troops and civilians if required. 

Increased troops are essential to Afghan stability 

Coll, 9-President of New American Foundation and staff writer of the New York Times (10/13/9, Steven, “US Interests and Policy Choices in Afghanistan,” http://www.newamerica.net/publications/resources/2009/us_interests_and_policy_choices_in_afghanistan)

The United States has two compelling interests at issue in the Afghan conflict. One is the ongoing, increasingly successful but incomplete effort to reduce the threat posed by Al Qaeda and related jihadi groups, and to finally eliminate the Al Qaeda leadership that carried out the 9/11 attacks. The second is the pursuit of a South and Central Asian region that is at least stable enough to ensure that Pakistan does not fail completely as a state or fall into the hands of Islamic extremists. More than that may well be achievable - in my view, most current American commentary underestimates the potential for transformational changes in South Asia over the next decade or two, spurred by economic progress and integration. But there is no question that the immediate policy choices facing the United States in Afghanistan are very difficult. All of the courses of action now under consideration by the Obama Administration and members of Congress carry with them risk and uncertainty. I would like to use the opportunity of this testimony to review and offer judgments about some of the arguments over U.S. policy choices in Afghanistan that are prominent around the deliberations of the Obama Administration and Congress. I would also like to highlight some serious risks to U.S. efforts in Afghanistan that are too often neglected in that discourse. Washington hardly needs another opinion about the troops-or-no-troops debate, but so that you can evaluate my analyses with the appropriate grains of salt, I should indicate where I stand. To protect the security of the American people and the interests of the United States and its allies, we should persist with the difficult effort to stabilize Afghanistan and reverse the Taliban's momentum. This will probably require additional troops for a period of several years, until Afghan forces can play the leading role. However, that would depend on the answer to the question General Colin Powell's reported question, "What will the troops do?" As General McChrystal wrote in his recent assessment, "Focusing on force or resource requirements misses the point entirely." Instead, after years of neglect of U.S. policy and resources in Afghanistan, and after a succession of failed strategies both in Afghanistan and Pakistan, the United States, as McChrystal put it, has an "urgent need for a significant change to our strategy and the way that we think and operate."1While I cannot endorse or oppose McChyrstal's specific prescriptions for the next phase of U.S. engagement in Afghanistan because I do not know what they are, I do endorse the starting point of his analysis, as well as his general emphases on partnering with Afghan forces and focusing on the needs of the Afghan population. I believe those emphases are necessary but insufficient.

Uniqueness/COIN CP: Solves Terror

Failure is not inevitable – reinforcement better ensures stability and prevention of a terrorist safe haven 

Biddle 09 – Roger Hertog Senior Fellow for Defense Policy, (July-August , Stephen, “Is It Worth It?  The Difficult Case for War in Afghanistan”

http://www.the-american-interest.com/article.cfm?piece=617 ) 

Managing this war will pose difficult problems both in Afghanistan and here at home. The strategic case for waging war is stronger than that for disengaging, but not by much: The war is a close call on the merits. The stakes for the United States are largely indirect; it will be an expensive war to wage; like most wars, its outcome is uncertain; even success is unlikely to yield a modern, prosperous Switzerland of the Hindu Kush; and as a counterinsurgency campaign its conduct is likely to increase losses and violence in the short term in exchange for a chance at stability in the longer term.

But failure is not inevitable. The U.S. military is now a far more capable counterinsurgency force than the Soviets who lost to the mujaheddin in the 1980s; the Obama Administration is committed to reforming a corrupt government in Kabul that the Bush Administration mostly accepted; and perhaps most important, the United States has the advantage of a deeply flawed enemy in the Taliban. The stakes, moreover, are important even though indirect: Failure could have grave consequences for the United States.

On balance, then, reinforcement is a better bet than withdrawal. But neither option is unassailable, and if presented with all costs and benefits appended, neither looks very appealing—and that will make for very contentious politics in the United States.

A war effort that is costly, risky and worth waging—but only barely so—will be hard to sustain politically; it would be just as hard to end. The Obama Administration wisely wants to avoid unrealistic overpromising or the hyping of threats, but for Afghanistan this means promising smaller benefits in exchange for greater exertions, yielding a net cost-benefit calculus perilously close to a wash. By ruling out clarion calls to great sacrifice for transcendent purpose, a sober approach to Afghanistan makes for a very hard sell and exposes the Administration to criticism from all sides. Yet disengagement, a weaker policy on the merits, courts blame, too, if circumstances in Afghanistan, abandoned to its fate, take a darker turn.

Public opinion is beginning to sour on the war, but for now most voters prefer reinforcement to withdrawal. As public attention shifts from Iraq, the domestic political salience of the Afghan war will grow, however, and public opinion could shift. Given that the rationale for war is such a close call, it will make for a daunting challenge in political management regardless of the Administration’s policy choice. There is no easy way out of Afghanistan, no clear light at either end of the tunnel, for President Obama.

Stakes, Costs and Prospects

Analytically, the merits of the Afghan war turn on three questions: What is really at stake? What will it cost to pursue those stakes? And what is the likelihood that the pursuit will succeed?

The Stakes: The United States has two primary national interests in this conflict: that Afghanistan never again become a haven for terrorism against the United States, and that chaos in Afghanistan not destabilize its neighbors, especially Pakistan. Neither interest can be dismissed, but both have limits as casus belli.

The first interest is the most discussed—and the weakest argument for waging the kind of war we are now waging. The United States invaded Afghanistan in the first place to destroy the al-Qaeda safe haven there—actions clearly justified by the 9/11 attacks. But al-Qaeda is no longer based in Afghanistan, nor has it been since early 2002. By all accounts, bin Laden and his core operation are now based across the border in Pakistan’s Federally Administered Tribal Areas (FATA). The Taliban movement in Afghanistan is clearly linked with al-Qaeda and sympathetic to it, but there is little evidence of al-Qaeda infrastructure within Afghanistan today that could directly threaten the U.S. homeland. If the current Afghan government collapsed and were replaced with a neo-Taliban regime, or if the Taliban were able to secure political control over some major contiguous fraction of Afghan territory, then perhaps al-Qaeda could re-establish a real haven there.

Uniqueness/COIN CP: Solves Terror

Only strong commitment to the war can stop global terrorism 

Curtis 09 – Senior Research Fellow at The Heritage Foundation, focusing on analyzing America's economic, security, and political relationships with India, Pakistan, Afghanistan, Sri Lanka, Bangladesh and Nepal ( September 23, Lisa, “Obama UN Speech Shows Wavering on Afghanistan” http://blog.heritage.org/2009/09/23/obama-un-speech-shows-wavering-on-afghanistan/

President Obama’s remarks on Afghanistan in today’s speech at the United Nations General Assembly reveal that he is beginning to second-guess U.S. strategy in the region. While he stated clearly that his administration would not allow al-Qaeda to find sanctuary in Afghanistan or “any other nation” (i.e. Pakistan), he did not so much as mention the Taliban insurgency that is threatening to engulf Afghanistan and the necessity of preventing such an outcome. His backtracking on Afghanistan also is evident in statements he made on this past Sunday’s morning talk shows in which he openly questioned whether the U.S. is pursuing the right strategy in Afghanistan and whether fighting the Taliban insurgency is necessary to stopping al-Qaeda.

For most Afghan watchers, this question has already been settled, and that’s why the Washington Post in its lead editorial yesterday gently reminded President Obama that he seems to have forgotten his own arguments for pursuing a counterinsurgency campaign in Afghanistan. Obama rightly said on March 27 “…if the Afghan government falls to the Taliban – or allows al Qaeda to go unchallenged – that country will again be a base for terrorists who want to kill as many of our people as they possibly can.” So why is he fumbling now?

The simple answer is the political heat may be getting too intense. Polls show for the first time a majority of Americans do not believe the war is worth fighting. Congressional Democratic leaders, including Senate Armed Services Committee Chairman Carl Levin, also are questioning whether the U.S. should send fresh U.S. troops as General McChrystal has called for in his recently-leaked Afghanistan assessment. Secondly, the flawed August 20th election in Afghanistan seems to have shaken President Obama and forced him to re-think U.S. strategy.

But what has not changed are the stakes for U.S. national security interests in Afghanistan and the reality that a failure to stabilize the country will translate into a greater chance for another 9/11-type of terrorist attack on American soil.

President Obama needs to demonstrate leadership on Afghanistan, repeating the truths he has spoken in his past speeches on March 27th and again to the Veterans of Foreign Wars on August 17th. He needs to demonstrate he is willing to properly resource the war in Afghanistan as he promised to do so many times during the presidential campaign last year. And he should realize that while the election outcome has not been ideal, it alone should not force the U.S. to pull up stakes in the country. Both the leading presidential candidates, President Hamid Karzai and Dr. Abdullah Abdullah, represent broad constituencies that vehemently oppose the Taliban. That is the key point. The U.S. can work with whichever candidate is finally named the winner.

Obama’s statements on Afghanistan at the UN today will likely be interpreted by our allies as a sign that he is beginning to waver in his commitment to finishing the job of stabilizing and securing Afghanistan and preventing it from returning to serving as a safe haven for international terrorists. This is highly unfortunate. Without American leadership on Afghanistan, the entire civilized world will remain hostage to international terrorists intent on attacking innocents at the times and places of their own choosing. 

Uniqueness/COIN CP: Solves Instability

CP would solve stability and allow Afghanistan to govern and make the war winnable 

Phillips 09 - Senior Research Fellow for Middle Eastern Affairs at the Douglas and Sarah Allison Center for Foreign Policy Studies at The Heritage Foundation. He has written extensively on Middle Eastern issues and international terrorism since 1978 (December 2, James, “Obama Risks Failure in Afghanistan By Not Sending More Troops” http://www.heritage.org/Research/Commentary/2009/12/Obama-Risks-Failure-in-Afghanistan-By-Not-Sending-More-Troops )

The basic concept of the McChrystal strategy is sound. U.S. troops must increase the focus on protecting Afghan civilians to reduce the space in which the Taliban can operate freely. A major part of this effort must be a "civilian surge" to help build the capacity of the Afghans to govern, fight corruption, restore the rule of law and revitalize the Afghan economy. But security must come first. There must be additional American "boots on the ground" to defend civilians -- and the sooner, the better.

To shore up waning popular support for the war, the president needs to be clear with the American people about what is at stake in Afghanistan and why the war is not only necessary but winnable. And he should stress that although the war in Afghanistan is costly in terms of casualties and defense spending, losing that war would be much more costly and dangerous for the future security of the U.S.

Uniqueness/COIN CP: AT: COIN Empirically Fails

Prior failures were only because of improper resourcing – counterinsurgency has empirically worked in some provinces

Kagan 09 - a resident scholar at the American Enterprise Institute and co-author of "Ground Truth: The Future of U.S. Land Power" (AEI Press, 2008). (September 5, Frederick , “A Stable Pakistan Needs a Stable Afghanistan” http://defenddemocracy.org/index.php?option=com_acajoom&act=mailing&task=view&listid=5&mailingid=127&Itemid=99 )

Trying to win in Afghanistan is not a fool's errand, however. Where coalition forces have conducted properly resourced counterinsurgency operations in areas such as Khowst, Wardak, Lowgar, Konar and Nangarhar Provinces in the eastern part of the country, they have succeeded despite the legendary xenophobia of the Pashtuns. 

Poorly designed operations in Helmand Province have not led to success. Badly under-resourced efforts in other southern and western provinces, most notably Kandahar, have also failed. Can well-designed and properly-resourced operations succeed? There are no guarantees in war, but there is good reason to think they can. Given the importance of this theater to the stability of a critical and restive region, that is reason enough to try.

Uniqueness/COIN CP: Politics Net Benefits

The GOP loves the counterplan

Porter, 10 - investigative journalist and historian specializing in U.S. national security policy (Gareth, “Why Petraeus won't salvage this war,” 6/28, 

http://afpak.foreignpolicy.com/posts/2010/06/28/why_petraeus_wont_salvage_this_war

Petraeus is not going to pledge in his confirmation hearings to achieve in 18 months what McChrystal has said cannot be achieved in the next six months. Pro-war Republicans, led by John McCain, are hoping that Petraeus will now insist that the July 2011 time frame be eliminated, creating an open-ended commitment to a high and perhaps even rising level of U.S. military presence in Afghanistan. 

But Petraeus is unlikely to let himself get sucked into such an open-ended war, whether accompanied by a new surge of troops or not. What distinguishes his approach to the daunting challenge he faced in Iraq from those of commanders in other major U.S. wars is the cold-eyed realism with which he approached the question of whether or not his counterinsurgency strategy would work. 
 **Politics**

Plan Unpopular
Reversal on Afghanistan will destroy Obama – on balance its politically worse than staying the course

Biddle 09 – Roger Hertog Senior Fellow for Defense Policy, (July-August , Stephen, “Is It Worth It?  The Difficult Case for War in Afghanistan” http://www.the-american-interest.com/article.cfm?piece=617

However, reversing policy and disengaging would be no easier for Obama. It would be the wrong course on the merits. Politically, it would commit the Administration to a policy now supported by only 17 percent of the electorate. It would play into the traditional Republican narrative of Democratic weakness on defense, facilitate widespread if ill-founded Republican accusations of the Administration’s leftist radicalism, and risk alienating moderate Democrats in battleground districts whose support the President will need on other issues. However bad the news may look if the United States fights on, withdrawal would probably mean a Karzai collapse and a Taliban victory, an outcome that would flood American TV screens with nightmarish imagery.

Plan is extremely devisive – Republicans and Democrats are split 

Newton-Small 09 - congressional correspondent for TIME. Born in New York, she spent time growing up in Asia, Australia and Europe following her vagabond United Nations parents. A graduate of Tufts University and Columbia’s Graduate School of Journalism, Jay previously covered politics for Bloomberg News (Sep 29. Jay, “Congress Tackles Afghanistan Strategy” http://www.time.com/time/politics/article/0,8599,1926578,00.html) 

President Barack Obama is taking out a blank sheet of paper this week as he weighs his options in Afghanistan, and Congress stands more than willing to fill it in. The Senate on Sept. 29 is expected to debate amendments to the 2010 defense appropriations bill that are likely to include everything from timelines for withdrawal of U.S. troops from Afghanistan to proposals to send upwards of 40,000 more. But, unlike health-care reform, this isn't a decision Obama can leave in the hands of the Legislative Branch — however undecided he remains today. Six months ago Obama called for a new strategy in Afghanistan, but the President now appears to be wavering in the wake of a report by his top commander there, General Stanley McChrystal, that says 10,000 to 40,000 more troops are needed or the mission "will likely result in failure." With his advisers split between advocating a full-scale counterinsurgency, which some Democrats say amounts to nation-building, and a more limited counterterrorism approach against the Taliban and al-Qaeda, Obama will now hold five more meetings of the National Security Council on the issue before making up his mind, National Security Adviser James Jones told the Washington Post. Jones emphasized there's no set deadline and that the President will "encourage freewheeling discussion" and "nothing is off the table." (See pictures of the U.S. Marines new offensive in Afghanistan.) The Administration spent much of last week distancing itself from McChrystal's recommendation. "There are other assessments from very expert military analysts that have worked on counterinsurgencies that are the exact opposite," Secretary of State Hillary Clinton told PBS's NewsHour. But with Centcom commander General David Petraeus and chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff Admiral Michael Mullen lining up behind McChrystal, some Republicans are accusing the President of risking the lives of the nearly 68,000 troops already in Afghanistan by "dithering," as the top Republican on the Intelligence Committee, Kit Bond, put it on Fox News Sunday. And there are inherent political dangers for Obama if he chooses to buck the advice of his military commanders. Fox News Sunday's host, Chris Wallace, went so far as to ask his guests if Obama could follow the Harry Truman mold that led to the firing of General Douglas MacArthur. "A half measure does not do justice," Senator John McCain said on ABC's This Week. "And time is important, because there's 68,000 Americans already there. And casualties will go up." (See TIME's photo-essay "A Photographer's Personal Journey Through War.") Along those lines, Republicans are expected to introduce a spate of amendments to this week's fiscal 2010 Defense Appropriations Act in the Senate. One will probably be a demand to have McChrystal testify before Congress — a move the Defense Department has so far resisted until after the Administration sets its policy. Other potential amendments include one to increase funding for troop training, an amendment expressing the sense of the Senate in support of troop increases and maybe even one expressly supporting McChrystal's recommendations. On the Democratic side, an amendment is expected, perhaps from Wisconsin Democrat Russ Feingold, that would set a timeline for withdrawing troops from Afghanistan. (See pictures of the battle in Afghanistan's Kunar province.) "Many Democrats will say that we need to wait for the President to submit a plan," said a Democratic leadership aide. "Republicans will say, 'You didn't mind second-guessing George Bush on Iraq.' " Obama's dilemma is this: If he chooses to send more troops, he will have near united Republican support but will divide his own party; if he decides against a counterinsurgency strategy, he will be reversing a campaign promise uniting Democrats, the majority of whom are opposed to an expanded U.S. footprint in Afghanistan. (Read "Afghanistan: Looking for the Way Ahead.")
The Strategy debate is extremely partisan – party lines and public are split 

Wilson 09 – Washington staff post writer, (Oct 7, Scott “Afghan Strategy Divides Lawmakers” http://www.washingtonpost.com/wp-dyn/content/article/2009/10/06/AR2009100603817.html

Congressional leaders left a rare bipartisan meeting with President Obama on Tuesday divided over what strategy the administration should adopt to fight an increasingly unpopular war in Afghanistan and how quickly it must do so to protect U.S. forces already on the ground.  Obama called congressional leaders to the White House at a key moment in his Afghanistan policy review, which will determine whether the United States pushes deeper into a war that military officials have warned will probably be won or lost over the next 12 months.  Congress must approve any additional resources that Obama would need if he accepts the recommendations of Gen. Stanley A. McChrystal, the top U.S. and NATO commander in Afghanistan, who favors a broad expansion of the effort on the battlefield and the push to build a stable national government. But much of the president's party is resisting calls for more combat troops after eight years of war, forcing him to seek support from Republicans who favor McChrystal's strategy.   "I think a lot of senators and congressmen need to ask themselves how much money they are willing to put on the table, for how long and for what strategy," said Sen. John F. Kerry (D-Mass.), chairman of the Senate Foreign Relations Committee, who attended Tuesday's meeting. "This is a tough set of interrelated questions. And I think there have been some unfortunate straw men set up."  Obama told congressional leaders that he is not contemplating reducing troop levels in the near term under any scenario, according to several participants, and White House press secretary Robert Gibbs reiterated Tuesday that withdrawing from Afghanistan is "not an option." A complete U.S. troop withdrawal is one of the straw men to which Kerry -- and the president, in the meeting -- referred.  The partisan split evident after the meeting, which 30 lawmakers attended, illustrated the political challenge Obama faces in Congress over this conflict. Opinion polls show that only a minority of Americans believe the battle is worth fighting, and much of that opposition is rooted in the Democratic Party.  Although lawmakers sought after the meeting to express bipartisan support for Obama as he makes the most far-reaching foreign policy decision of his tenure, Democrats questioned whether the Afghan government remains a viable political partner after the flawed Aug. 20 presidential election, and Republicans challenged the administration's determination to defeat the Taliban.  In recent weeks, Obama has made clear that defeating al-Qaeda is the goal of his policy in Afghanistan and Pakistan, where the group's leadership is believed to be operating in the largely ungoverned tribal areas. His national security team will assemble Wednesday at the White House for a meeting focused on Pakistan, whose nuclear-armed government has shown more willingness recently to take on the Taliban within its borders.  In a speech at the National Counterterrorism Center in McLean earlier Tuesday, Obama said: "We will target al-Qaeda wherever they take root. We will not yield in our pursuit, and we are developing the capacity and the cooperation to deny a safe haven to any who threaten America and its allies."  The president completed an initial Afghan strategy review in March by deploying 21,000 additional troops to the country. By the end of the year, 68,000 U.S. soldiers and Marines are scheduled to be on the ground there.  Obama also named McChrystal as the commander of U.S. and international forces in Afghanistan, now numbering about 100,000. In his recent assessment of the war, McChrystal said the next 12 months would probably determine whether U.S. and NATO forces could regain the initiative from the Taliban. Although he has yet to submit a specific request, he is expected soon to ask for as many as 40,000 more troops.  Senate Majority Leader Harry M. Reid (D-Nev.) predicted that Obama's review would last "weeks, not months." But Sen. John McCain (R-Ariz.) said, "It's pretty clear that time is not on our side," and he recommended that Obama give "great weight" to recommendations by McChrystal and Gen. David H. Petraeus, the regional commander.  "The president has made clear that no one has a greater sense of urgency about this than he does, and he underscored that in the meeting," said a senior administration official who participated in the session and discussed it on the condition of anonymity. "But that's not going to get in the way of the due diligence that he needs to do. The urgency is not to make a decision, but to make the right decision."  According to participants, Senate Minority Leader Mitch McConnell (R-Ky.) asked whether the administration believed that a return of the Taliban to power in Afghanistan would translate into a new sanctuary for al-Qaeda, as the country was before the 2001 U.S. invasion toppled the Taliban government.  Senior White House officials raised the same question last week in the first of several meetings planned to discuss McChrystal's assessment. Those officials are building a case internally for a narrower counterterrorism strategy in Afghanistan that would maintain roughly the current troop level and rely on expedited training of Afghan troops, stepped-up Predator drone strikes against al-Qaeda operatives and support for Pakistan's government in its fight against the Taliban.  "We all know that if the Taliban comes back, then al-Qaeda will come back," McCain said after the meeting Tuesday.  McCain said that Iraq, not Vietnam, should be the model for how to proceed in Afghanistan. He said "half-measures" would fail in Afghanistan as they did in Iraq, until Petraeus argued successfully for additional combat forces and a counterinsurgency strategy. Petraeus has endorsed McChrystal's plan.  But Democratic leaders raised questions that may help determine what course Obama will choose. House Speaker Nancy Pelosi (Calif.) asked whether "we have an able partner in President [Hamid] Karzai." Karzai's legitimacy is important because McChrystal's strategy relies in part on a national government that is more popular than the Taliban.  "There are areas that must be addressed as this decision" is made, Pelosi said. "Whether we agree with it or vote for it remains to be seen, depending on what the president puts forward."  
Withdrawal plans causes massive infighting

Karl and Wolf 09 – senior congressional correspondent in November 2008. In this role, he is responsible for covering Capitol Hill AND reporter who covers the U.S. Senate, ( Sept 11, Jonoathan and Z. Bryon, “War in Afghanistan Faces Looming Political Battle in Congress” http://abcnews.go.com/Politics/Afghanistan/afghanistan-war-faces-battle-congress-democrats-pushing-withdrawal/story?id=8547211&page=1 ) 

The looming battle in Congress over the Afghan War may prove to be as tough and consequential -- perhaps tougher and more consequential -- for President Obama than the battle over health care reform.  Sen. Carl Levin says no to sending more US combat troops to Afghanistan Sen. Carl Levin's announcement today that he opposes sending more U.S. combat troops to Afghanistan is a big deal, but President Obama's Afghan policy faces even greater challenges in Congress, where there is growing group of Democrats who aren't just opposed to sending more troops but would like to reduce the amount already there.  Levin's position is more nuanced. The Michigan Democrat said he opposes more combat troops but is open to sending more U.S. trainers.  And he doesn't rule out send more combat troops in the future -- after first increasing the size of the Afghanistan security forces. But if you look at Levin's reasoning, he is ultimately making a case of shrinking the U.S. military presence because, he argues, it is counterproductive.  "The larger our own military footprint there, the more our enemies can seek to drive a wedge between us and the Afghan population, spreading the falsehood that we seek to dominate a Muslim nation," Levin said, echoing the case he and others made against the surge in Iraq.  Growing Sentiment Among Democrats to Force Withdrawal Timetable Speaker of the House Nancy Pelosi of California was more unequivocal when she ruled out sending more troops -- not just more combat troops -- on Thursday, saying, "I don't think there's a great deal of support for sending more troops to Afghanistan -- in the country or the Congress."  She was actually understating the political sentiment among House Democrats. There is growing sentiment among the liberals -- who are both Pelosi's and Obama's base of support -- to force on Obama something he tried to force on President Bush in Iraq: a timetable for withdrawal.  The last battle over war funding was a tough one. After some hard lobbying by liberal Democrats, the House narrowly approved more funding for the war in June. At the time, 32 Democrats voted no, but many of those who voted yes suggested they wouldn't support the war for long. As Rep. Anthony Weiner D-N.Y., put it at the time, "We are in the process of wrapping up the wars. The president needed our support, but the substance still sucks."  You can expect liberals in the House to argue for timetable that isn't flexible.  Obama can count on Republican support and may need it. Senate Republican leader Mitch McConnell, R-Ky., has gone out of his way to praise Obama's handling of Afghanistan, calling it a continuation of the Bush policy. This, of course, only further infuriates liberal Democrats.  Obama's former rival in the presidential race, Sen. John McCain, R-Ariz., also expressed his support for troop increase.  "I believe it is a false choice to try to grow the Afghan national army while holding back on any additional U.S. combat troops," McCain said on the Senate floor today, reminding his colleagues about "the lesson of Iraq."  "It's mentorship at every level ring including partnership in joint operations with U.S. forces that will build a robust and capable Afghan military and pave the way for our eventual successful exit from Afghanistan. And to do this, we need more U.S. combat troops in Afghanistan," McCain said.  
Withdrawal causes a political firestorm

Pena 09 - Senior Fellow, The Independent Institute (December 9, Charles, “Can the U.S. Withdraw from Afghanistan and Iraq?” http://www.independent.org/events/transcript.asp?eventID=145 )

To sort of answer part of the first question the President doesn’t need to guild a political coalition to decide to withdraw. He can just decide as long as he’s willing to weather the political storm that ensues, and that’s the problem. The problem is that the President does not want to weather the political storm, and so he is trying to find some sort of consensus on withdrawal. Since we don’t need congressional approval any more to go to war and you don’t need funding so much to withdraw as much as you need funding to keep troops deployed, he can make the decision. It’s all about politics.

The GOP supports maintaining a counterinsurgency strategy

Dreyfuss, 10 – independent journalist, contributing editor to the Nation (Robert, “Obama risks all on flip of a COIN,” Asia Times, 6/29, http://www.atimes.com/atimes/South_Asia/LF29Df02.html)

That seems unequivocal, doesn't it? Vice President Joe Biden, famously dissed as Joe Bite-Me by one of the now-disgraced aides of General Stanley McChrystal in the Rolling Stone profile that got him fired, seems to think so. Said Biden, again according to Alter: “In July of 2011, you're going to see a whole lot of people moving out. Bet on it.” In the Alice-in-Wonderland world of the US military, however, things are rarely what they seem. Petraeus, the Central Command chief "demoted" in order to replace McChrystal as US war commander in Afghanistan, seems to be having second thoughts about what will happen next July - and those second thoughts are being echoed and amplified by a phalanx of hawks, neo-conservatives, and spokesmen for the counter-insurgency (COIN) cult, including Henry Kissinger, the Heritage Foundation and the editorial pages of the Washington Post. Chiming in, too, are the lock-step members of the Republican caucus on Capitol Hill, led by Senator John McCain. 
Republicans disapprove of timetable and withdrawal from Afghanistan

English News, June 28, 2010
http://news.xinhuanet.com/english2010/world/2010-06/28/c_13372358.htm DH

U.S. ranking Senate Republicans on Sunday blasted President Barack Obama's Afghanistan strategy, dismissing the July 2011 deadline as a "political decision" not based on military strategy.

"It was purely a political decision, not one based on facts on the ground, not one based on military strategy," Republican Senator John McCain said on NBC's "Meet the Press," referring to a strategy unveiled by President Obama in December, which called for a buildup of 30,000 troops in Afghanistan and beginning pulling out in July 2011.

"You tell the enemy you're leaving, they will wait," he said. " In wars you declare when you're leaving after you've succeeded." Republican Senator Lindsey Graham joined McCain in criticizing Obama's Afghan timetable.

Votes in the House Prove, republicans support staying

WeeklyStandard, March 11
http://www.weeklystandard.com/blogs/house-rejects-afghanistan-withdrawal-resolution DH

Last night, the House rejected a resolution calling for withdrawal from Afghanistan, 65-356. Sixty Democrats voted for withdrawal. Five Republicans joined them. The five GOP votes for withdrawal came from (duh) Ron Paul of Texas, Walter Jones of North Carolina, Tim Johnson of Illinois, John Duncan of Tennessee, and John Campbell of California. Paul, Jones, Johnson, and Duncan all opposed the Iraq surge. Campbell supported it, and as recently as last September said a "precipitous withdrawal" from Afghanistan "would be unwise." In a "Laptop Report" last December, Cambell said: I simply do not believe that we can establish a lasting westernized democracy in a society that has been based on tribal cultural ties for centuries. Furthermore, the mountainous terrain in Afghanistan, as well as the porous and uncontrolled border region with Northern Pakistan, makes control of this area exceedingly difficult. Iraq's terrain and culture were and are much more suited to these types of operations. I still believe that there was much strategic value to establishing a friendly Iraqi government in a critical region of the world that includes Iran, Syria, Israel, and others. While I acknowledge the significance of Pakistan’s possession of, by some estimates, as many as 100 nuclear weapons, I just don't believe that control of Afghanistan has the same strategic value.

Republicans will never support the war in Afghanistan

WeeklyStandard, March 11
http://www.weeklystandard.com/blogs/house-rejects-afghanistan-withdrawal-resolution DH

It's notable that far more Democrats backed withdrawal than Republicans. This isn't a surprise, considering the Democrats are the Peace Party. And yet, despite the constant liberal refrain that conservatives and Republicans are "nihilists" bent on destroying Obama's presidency through a strategy of relentless and all-consuming obstruction, the right supports the president when they think he is, well, right. The war in Afghanistan is a prime example.

This support raises the larger issue of continuity in American foreign policy. Robert Kagan has a new essay on that subject in the latest Foreign Policy:
Plan Popular

Decrees in the military is Bipartisan - spending

NYT 7/22 (Thom Shanker, Christopher Drew, 7/22/10, " Pentagon Faces Growing Pressures to Trim Budget ", http://www.nytimes.com/2010/07/23/us/politics/23budget.html, DH)
WASHINGTON — After nearly a decade of rapid increases in military spending, the Pentagon is facing intensifying political and economic pressures to restrain its budget, setting up the first serious debate since the terrorist attacks of 2001 about the size and cost of the armed services.  WAGING WAR Troops fought Thursday in the volatile Arghandab Valley, in Kandahar, Afghanistan. President Obama has pledged to start withdrawals next year. That and other factors could lead Congress to contemplate reductions in Pentagon financing requests.  The latest on President Obama, his administration and other news from Washington and around the nation. Join the discussion. Lawmakers, administration officials and analysts said the combination of big budget deficits, the winding down of the war in Iraq and President Obama's pledge to begin pulling troops from Afghanistan next year were leading Congress to contemplate reductions in Pentagon financing requests.  Defense Secretary Robert M. Gates has sought to contain the budget-cutting demands by showing Congress and the White House that he can squeeze more efficiency from the Pentagon's bureaucracy and weapons programs and use the savings to maintain fighting forces.  But the increased pressure is already showing up in efforts by Democrats in Congress to move more quickly than senior Pentagon officials had expected in trimming the administration's budget request for next year.  And in the longer term, with concern mounting about the government's $13 trillion debt, a bipartisan deficit-reduction commission is warning that cuts in military spending could be needed to help the nation dig out of its financial hole.  
**Random**

AT: Kandahar Won’t Happen

Kandahar is on schedule

Michael E. O'Hanlon, served on the Secretary of State's International Security Advisory Board, Director of Research and Senior Fellow, Foreign Policy, Brookings Institute, 6/26/10, “Reasons For Hope On Afghanistan,” http://www.brookings.edu/opinions/2010/0626_afghanistan_ohanlon.aspx
1. The "Kandahar offensive" is delayed. This complaint is strange: The U.S. troop buildup remains slightly ahead of schedule (95,000 soldiers are in Afghanistan, an increase of nearly 30,000 this year), and a major offensive in the classic sense was never promised in Kandahar. Some tactical operations there may be rescheduled this summer as U.S. reinforcements arrive -- but there is no fundamental deviation from the plan, which is to create a "rising tide of security" in Gen. Stanley McChrystal's still-relevant words.

AT: Marja Disproves COIN

Things are improving in Marja

Michael E. O'Hanlon, served on the Secretary of State's International Security Advisory Board, Director of Research and Senior Fellow, Foreign Policy, Brookings Institute, 6/26/10, “Reasons For Hope On Afghanistan,” http://www.brookings.edu/opinions/2010/0626_afghanistan_ohanlon.aspx
2. Marja is a mess. The U.S. military erred in raising expectations about its big February operation in Marja, a midsize town in Helmand province where violence remains too high and Afghan governance too weak. But the trend in Helmand, where we have added a number of forces since 2009, is encouraging. Even Marja is slowly progressing. The military needs to do a better job documenting this progress. The province is in better shape than a year ago in terms of the return of commerce and agriculture and the reduction in violence against citizens.

AT: Staff Firings Undermine Karzai

Firings won’t affect Karzai’s credibility
Michael E. O'Hanlon, served on the Secretary of State's International Security Advisory Board, Director of Research and Senior Fellow, Foreign Policy, Brookings Institute, 6/26/10, “Reasons For Hope On Afghanistan,” http://www.brookings.edu/opinions/2010/0626_afghanistan_ohanlon.aspx
5. Firing two cabinet ministers reflects poorly on the Afghan president. The dismissals of Interior Minister Hanif Atmar and national security/intelligence director Amrullah Saleh were regrettable on balance. But there were mitigating circumstances; for example, Saleh's hard-line anti-Taliban views conflicted with President Hamid Karzai's hope of enticing some insurgents to negotiate.
AT: Karzai Will Give In

Karzai isn’t cutting deals with the enemy
Michael E. O'Hanlon, served on the Secretary of State's International Security Advisory Board, Director of Research and Senior Fellow, Foreign Policy, Brookings Institute, 6/26/10, “Reasons For Hope On Afghanistan,” http://www.brookings.edu/opinions/2010/0626_afghanistan_ohanlon.aspx
6. Karzai is too anxious to cut a deal with the enemy. Some wonder if Karzai's May peace conference, or jirga, reflected a weakening of will to win the war. But at that jirga -- which included no representatives of the Taliban or the Haqqani network, the two most lethal parts of the insurgency -- Karzai made no offer to suspend the constitution, resign or expel NATO troops. He followed the jirga with a trip to Kandahar, where he asked local leaders for patience and sacrifice in the coming difficult times. Karzai's performance is mixed, and his half brother still plays a big role in the corruption in Kandahar, but the president is not about to cut a deal with the enemy that amounts to a negotiated surrender.

Timeline Solves the Aff

Timetable gives Obama flexibility - he could pull out if necessary
Michael E. O'Hanlon, served on the Secretary of State's International Security Advisory Board, Director of Research and Senior Fellow, Foreign Policy, Brookings Institute, 6/26/10, “Reasons For Hope On Afghanistan,” http://www.brookings.edu/opinions/2010/0626_afghanistan_ohanlon.aspx
7. The July 2011 "deadline" is too vague. Some worry that President Obama's ambiguity about the timetable hurts the war effort. I opposed that deadline and the president's lack of clarity about its meaning. But there is still a logic to the vagueness: It keeps pressure on Afghan officials to deliver, it reminds Americans that this war will not last forever and it sustains the president's flexibility to adjust the war plan to conditions. Even relative optimists can understand why such flexibility is valuable. If the strategy is bearing fruit by next summer, the U.S. drawdown is likely to be gradual, and the president should keep saying so.
Generic Impact Takeout

Can’t make predictions about Afghanistan – they inevitably ignore some internal link

Andrew Exum,  fellow at the Center for a New American Security, May, 2010, “Leverage: Designing a Political Campaign for Afghanistan,” Center for a New American Security, http://www.cnas.org/files/documents/publications/CNAS_Leverage_Exum_1.pdf

 The conflict in Afghanistan, of course, is not taking place in a vacuum. Shifts in U.S. policy in neighboring states affect the leverage the United States and its allies have in Afghanistan. As an example, security and political guarantees offered to the government of Pakistan might further convince the Karzai regime, which views Pakistani ambition in Afghanistan with great wariness, that the United States and its allies are preparing to betray their Afghan allies. Similarly, any stance the United States or its allies take on Indian diplomatic and development initiatives in Afghanistan is likely to affect Pakistani concerns about the alliance between Delhi and Kabul and cause Pakistan’s security services to either continue or increase their support to Afghan insurgent groups based in Pakistan. In the end, it is unlikely that U.S. or allied diplomats will be able to anticipate all of the second- and third-order effects their decisions in Afghanistan will have on the region and vice versa. At the least any decisions made with respect to Afghanistan and its neighboring states should be accompanied by good-faith efforts to mitigate risk elsewhere. And in the same way the United States and its allies seek to anticipate the effects of decisions made by their own policymakers, they should also build scenarios to predict how policy shifts from regional states might similarly affect U.S. and allied leverage in Afghanistan. In the same way, the United States and its allies should engage friendly neighboring states to play a positive role in affecting the behavior of the Afghan government.  

***Counternarcotics NEG***

Topicality Substantially

Interpretation: Substantially is 25%,the definition used in military legislation.

National Defense Authorization Act for Fiscal Year 1994, PUBLIC LAW 103-160 [H.R. 2401], NOVEMBER 30, 1993, Lexis Congressional

"(g) Definitions.--For purposes of this section:

   "(1) The term 'major defense program' means a program that is carried out to produce or acquire a major system (as defined in section 2302(5) of title 10, United States Code).

   "(2) The terms 'substantial reduction' and 'substantially reduced', with respect to a major defense program, mean a reduction of 25 percent or more in the total dollar value of contracts under the program.".
Violation: The affirmative only removes Counternarcotics troops in Afghanistan

Afghan counternarcotics costs 773.5 million

COMMITTEE ON INTERNATIONAL RELATIONS MARCH 17, 2005
U.S. COUNTERNARCOTICS POLICY IN AFGHANISTAN: TIME FOR LEADERSHIP, HEARING BEFORE THE

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES ONE HUNDRED NINTH CONGRESS FIRST SESSION

The Administration has requested a total of $773.5 million in FY 2005 supple- mental funding to implement our counternarcotics program in 2005 in Afghanistan. U.S. counternarcotics programming is set out in a five-pillar plan that offers in- centives through alternative livelihoods, combined with strong disincentives in the form of forced eradication, law enforcement, and interdiction, while a robust public information campaign helps spread President Karzai’s message about the disgrace of narcotics production. All of these U.S. anti-drug efforts are intended to simulta- neously produce results while building the Afghan government’s capacity to conduct counternarcotics efforts on its own.
The Afghanistan war budget is 65 Billion dollars

By Ann Scott Tyson Washington Post Staff Writer  Friday, May 8, 2009 http://www.washingtonpost.com/wp-dyn/content/article/2009/05/07/AR2009050704239.html
Afghanistan war funding surpasses the outlay for Iraq for the first time in next year's proposed Pentagon budget, demonstrating a shift in priorities that Defense Secretary Robert M. Gates seeks to execute in defense spending. 

The $130 billion in war funds that are part of the fiscal 2010 budget request includes $65 billion for Afghanistan operations and $61 billion for Iraq. For 2009, $87 billion was requested for Iraq and $47 billion for Afghanistan.
This makes the counternarcotics efforts less then 1% of the total war budget, let alone the entire military budget

Standards:

Predictable Limits: There are an infinite number of one percent reduction that can be made in the military to, exploding the limits, setting the bar for substantially solves predictability, every time the bar is lower the less predictable the affirmatives get.

Bidirectional: The resolution put in the word substantially to prevent modification to the military that would make it more efficient, with such a small decrease the AFF could defend higher military efficiency.

Ground: any perception or action based links can be destroyed by the “drop in the bucket” argument, 1% is functionally nothing.

Pharmaceuticals CP

Text: That the United States should allow the growth and sale of poppy in Afghanistan to Pharmaceutical Companies, the United States should also convert all of troops working in counter narcotics missions into counter terror troops.

Nothing is wrong with pharmaceutical use of Opium Turkey is doing it now and legalization of sale, kills Taliban prophets and stabilizes the economy.

Justin Gardner, Political Pulse Sep. 2 2009 “Want To Fix Afghanistan? Legalize Opium Poppies” http://trueslant.com/justingardner/2009/09/02/want-to-fix-afghanistan-legalize-opium-poppies/

Yesterday, noted conservative columnist George Will suggested that we pull out of Afghanistan and instead focus on the Pakistan/Afghanistan border. No doubt he has sympathetic ears on both sides of the aisle given how things are continuing to go bad in that troubled country.  Now, I don’t count myself in that group yet because I think we could turn it around, but much like we needed a bold strategy in Iraq (essentially paying insurgents not to kill us), so too do we need an equally bold strategy in Afghanistan. I’ve talked about this before, but to sum it up…if we allow Afghans to grow opium legally (as they do in India and Turkey) and sell it to pharmaceutical companies, we can regulate it and they can pull themselves out of the crushing poverty that is the backdrop for sympathetic views of the Taliban.  If not, we should just pack up and go.  Seriously.  There’s absolutely ZERO chance of them building a stable economy with anything else and without money there is no hope for the country. And I mean NONE. Virtually nothing can grow there, they have scant natural resources and their infrastructure is literally 200 years behind ours. It’s a crazy place and we can’t simply pour billions after billions to rebuild. Well, we can, but it’s not a sustainable model. And let’s look at the positive effects of this…  The total cost would be roughly $2B. Not much for us (a little more than we paid in the Cash For Clunkers program), but it would mean the world to the Aghans. You think we’d win some hearts and minds if we bought Afghans’ crops instead of torching it? Especially when other countries can legally grow opium poppies for pharmaceutical purposes? If we took all of these poppies off the market, the world wide heroin market would crash…or at least get A LOT more expensive. This would put it out of reach for your average junkie…so maybe they could get some help. The Taliban has been using the poppies as a source of income will now not be able to count on it because we can pay more. Yes, we can let the magic of the markets price the Taliban right out of business. And without money, they’ll have a much tougher time rearming, attracting followers, etc. Remember, Iraq was turned around because we started flooding the country with money so folks would stop killing us. It worked there and it can work here. So there are 4 good reasons and I’m sure there are more floating around out there. Simply put, the choice is ours, but one thing is for sure…we will not be able to make this country whole again by increasing our troop levels. No way, no how. 
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Corruption: The counter Plan eliminates any illegitimate money running through the political offices and kills officials ability to control tribes, because they have nothing to bargen with any more

Taliban: If all money from Opium is now flowing into the hands of pharmaceutical companies the Taliban cant get any money and looses its stability

Stability: The new opium economy of Afghanistan is the most stabilizing measure that could possibly hit the country, that the counter plan solvency advocate

Hegemony: There internal link into hegemony is to germane, increasing counter terror troops solves, as well as are warrants into the stability advantage

Counter Terror Key to solve Harms of Counternarcotics

Counterterrorism is even more significant today because the previous CN effort of eradication drove more peasants to the Taliban

Congress and GPO ‘9

United States One Hundred Eleventh congress First Session August 10, 2009 and United States Government Printing Office Washington 2009, Afghanistan’s Narco War: Breaking the Link Between Drug Traffickers and Insurgents—A report to the committee on foreign relations United States Senate, printed for the use of the Committee on Foreign Relations, http://www.gpoaccess.gov/congress/index.html. 
Eradication in particular was seen as a silver bullet or at least the centerpiece of counter-narcotics efforts by many in the previous administration, including former U.S. Ambassador to Afghanistan William Wood, who largely based his assessment on U.S. success in Colombia where he was ambassador from 2003 to 2007. The State Department’s counter-narcotics strategy for Afghanistan, which was developed in 2004 and retooled in 2007, focused on five pillars: Poppy elimination and eradication; interdiction and law enforcement; justice reform and prosecution; public information; and alternative crop development. Each pillar, however, was not weighted equally in terms of attention and resources, with alternative livelihoods receiving the short end of the stick and eradication becoming the primary focus. Perhaps more important, success was measured primarily on levels of cultivation in a given year and few resources were devoted to incorporating a counter-narcotics strategy into a broader state-building and economic development policy. Early signs of progress were misunderstood. Eradication’s supporters argued that they were winning the war against drugs when the 2005 poppy harvest turned out to be smaller than the previous year. Unfortunately, the reduction was primarily because of poor weather and the harvest was back up the following year. The fact is that U.S. counter-narcotics efforts—with eradication in the driver’s seat—were artificially separated from broader efforts to defeat the insurgency and even drove some farmers and landowners into the arms of the Taliban because it failed to provide alternative livelihood options. Grounding Eradication The Afghan Government agreed to the concept of eradication, but it insisted that eradication be delivered only by manual or mechanical ground-based means. The effect was to reduce efforts to men dragging metal bars across poppy fields behind all-terrain vehicles to knock down plants. It was inefficient, slow and dangerous. Crews often came under fire from the Taliban and gunmen working directly for the traffickers and growers. In 2007, the latest year for complete statistics, the UNODC reported that 15 Afghan police officers were killed and 31 were injured during eradication campaigns. The most effective method for widespread eradication is widely understood to be aerial spraying, the technique used to eliminate huge portions of Colombia’s coca crop. Crop dusters can drop herbicides on vast fields in a short time, outside the range of insurgent fire. But the Afghan Government, Britain and other countries opposed aerial spraying for a variety of reasons. Explaining the benefits and safety of spraying would be difficult in a country with a literacy rate of only 28 percent. More significantly, the tactic would give the Taliban a dynamic propaganda victory. ‘‘If we began aerial spraying of poppy crops, every birth defect in Afghanistan would be blamed on the United States,’’ said Ronald Neumann, a former U.S. ambassador to Afghanistan. ‘‘Afghans also still remember that the Russians dropped small bombs disguised as toys. Every time a child picked one up, death and destruction resulted. The general belief is that bad things come from planes.’’ Others offer a more sinister interpretation of the refusal of Afghan officials to allow aerial spraying. In 2004 and 2005, Charles and other State Department counter-narcotics officials thought that they had reached an agreement among a large number of influential clerics and tribal leaders in southern Afghanistan to support aerial spraying. President Karzai agreed tentatively to a pilot project. But the Aghan cabinet rejected the idea outright, banning all forms of aerial spraying. ‘‘Some of them were protecting the source of their own wealth,’’ said Charles in the recent interview. Gone Today, Here Tomorrow Without access to aerial spraying, eradication does not work without the sort of massive show of force and persuasion demonstrated by the Taliban in 2000. Research shows that without alternative crops, farmers invariably return to poppy once the eradication teams are gone. Half the villages where the U.S. eradicated poppy in 2007 simply planted the crop again in the fall of 2008. In some cases, farmers increased the land under poppy cultivation to make up for losses from crops destroyed the previous year. Eradication also has the added disadvantage of imposing the hardship on the people at the bottom of the pyramid—farmers who have to harvest crops to feed their families and pay debts—rather than targeting the traffickers and their protectors. Conventional wisdom holds that most opium farmers likely would stop opium poppy cultivation if they had access to an alternate livelihood, but few have realistic substitutes available to test the theory. Moreover, the lack of roads, irrigation systems, and storage facilities makes growing wheat, fruits, vegetables and other perishables extremely difficult. Many peasant farmers find themselves trapped by debt and feel they are left with no alternative but to grow opium poppy, which can be stored for long periods and is more easily transported. Others grow poppy simply because it pays well (see Appendix 1). The Taliban and its associates in the drug trade make the poppy business as easy as possible by offering ‘‘one-stop shopping.’’ At the start of planting season in the fall, they provide farmers with loans to buy poppy seeds and 
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feed their families over the winter. When the growers cultivate and harvest the poppy in the spring, the Taliban provides security and workers to help in the fields. At the end of the harvest, the traffickers return to collect the poppy and pay the farmers the remainder of their money. The Taliban and traffickers conduct all of their business at the farm gate, so the farmers never have to worry about transporting or selling their crop. There has been some success. The number of poppy-free provinces has dramatically increased from 0 in 2004 to 18 in 2008 to an expected 22 or 23 later this year. But David Mansfield and Adam Pain, counter-narcotics and rural livelihood experts with the Afghanistan Research and Evaluation Unit, argue that measuring success based on the number of poppy-free provinces confuses correlation with causality and ‘‘reflects a fundamental failure to understand the different determinants of cultivation and how these vary by location and socioeconomic group.’’ Officials with the UNODC in Kabul and American experts said the opium yield for 2008 was about the same as the previous year because farmers had been using high-quality fertilizer smuggled in from Pakistan to produce more poppies per acre. They predict a similar high yield this year once the harvest estimate is completed, particularly in the volatile south. In a report issued in June, the UNODC highlighted the link between drug-producing areas and the insurgency, saying: ‘‘Opium poppy cultivation continued to be associated with insecurity. Almost the entire opium poppy-cultivating area was located in regions characterized by high levels of insecurity.’’

AT: Counter Terror Bad

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.
Politics Link: Partisan

Troop movements in Afghanistan are inherently promote partisan politics
BBC News 2009 ["Obama 'rules out' Afghan cutbacks," October 7, http://news.bbc.co.uk/2/hi/americas/8293558.stm]

Divisions are emerging between some Democrats concerned by the prospect of deploying more US forces to Afghanistan and some Republicans urging the Obama administration to follow the advice of top generals and increase troop levels. President Obama told the group that his assessment would be "rigorous and deliberate" and that he would continue to work with Congress in the best interests of US and international security. According to one White House source, he told the meeting that he would not shrink the number of troops in Afghanistan or opt for a strategy of merely targeting al-Qaeda leaders. But he would not be drawn on sending additional troops - which his top commander in Afghanistan, General Stanley McChrystal, requested last week. Democratic Speaker Nancy Pelosi said that there had been some agreement but also some "diversity of opinion" during the talks. Former Republican presidential candidate Senator John McCain urged Mr Obama to take heed of the advice given by generals on the ground. A US official, quoted by Reuters news agency, said of the meeting: "He... made it clear that his decision won't make everybody in the room or the nation happy, but underscored his commitment to work on a collaborative basis." Afghan strategy The BBC's Mark Mardell, in Washington, says there appears to be a frustration that the review of strategy has some times been portrayed in black and white terms of a massive increase or reduction of troop numbers.

Politics Links: Popular

GOP only support partial withdrawal such as the plan
NYT 2009 [Peter Baker, "Iraq Withdrawal Plan Gains G.O.P. Support," February 26, http://www.nytimes.com/2009/02/27/washington/w27troopsweb.html]

WASHINGTON – President Obama won crucial backing Thursday for his Iraq military drawdown plan from leading Congressional Republicans, including Senator John McCain, the party’s presidential nominee who spent much of last year debating the war with Mr. Obama. As the president prepared to fly to Camp Lejenue, N.C., on Friday to announce his decision to pull combat forces out by August 2010 but leave behind a residual force of 35,000 to 50,000 troops, he reassured Congressional leaders from both parties that his plan would not jeopardize hard-won stability in Iraq. But Republicans emerged from a White House meeting more supportive than several key Democrats, who complained earlier in the day that the president was still leaving behind too many American forces. Mr. McCain said during the private meeting that he thought the withdrawal plan was thoughtful and well prepared, according to several people in the room. His spokeswoman, Brooke Buchanan, confirmed by e-mail Thursday night that Mr. McCain is “supportive of the plan.” Another key Republican, Representative John M. McHugh of New York, the ranking minority member of the House Armed Services Committee, said he was reassured by Mr. Obama that he would revisit his plan if circumstances on the ground change. “The president’s objective to withdraw U.S. combat forces from Iraq is one that we should pray for, plan for and work toward,” Mr. McHugh said. “However, I remain concerned that the security situation in Iraq is fragile and we should work to mitigate any risks to our troops and their mission.”

Parasites Moot Solvency
A small bug is destroying Poppy crops and has driven more farmers into poppy growth and increased there ties with the Taliban, as well as increasing Taliban prophets and US resentment 

By Gretchen Peters Thursday, May 13, 2010 - 10:05 AM Afghanistan’s poppy crop threatened by a tiny foe http://afpak.foreignpolicy.com/posts/2010/05/13/afghanistan_s_poppy_crop_threatened_by_a_tiny_foe DH

A mysterious blight is devouring Afghanistan's southern poppy crop, with the United Nations predicting that the 2010 opium yield may be down by as much as one-third.  At first glance, this might seem like good news. An enormous drop in the opium yield means drug traffickers, corrupt officials, and the Taliban, who tax and protect the poppy trade, make less money … right?  Wrong. When supply goes down, prices go up. Farm-gate values for raw opium, which had been dropping after years of overproduction, have shot up more than 60 percent, according to the U.N. Office on Drugs and Crime (UNODC), which tracks yield and values across Afghanistan.  And that's good news for everyone holding large stockpiles of opium or processed narcotics -- the Taliban, drug traffickers, and other power brokers who smuggle narcotics. The UNODC has estimated that more than 11,000 metric tons are stockpiled around Afghanistan and the region. If opium yields are down this year, those stockpiles will gain in value.  Another problem is that poppy farmers are convinced that NATO is behind the blight, which seems to be linked to an infestation of aphids. It's not enough that the fruit-eating bugs are munching through regular crops, too, or that USAID is trying to help farmers save their orchards. In conspiracy-theory-prone Afghanistan, many suspect a Western plot.  NATO troops in the south are trying to build rapport in local communities as part of Gen. Stanley McChrystal's population-centric strategy. This bug infestation could breed mistrust instead.  Perhaps worst of all, such a sharp decline in farm output has the potential to cause widespread economic despair in Afghan farm communities, where most people already scrape by at very slim margins. Poppy farmers who depend on loans from opium traffickers may find themselves buried in debt.  History and experience indicates that shifting poor farm communities off narcotics takes time. A report out this month from an Afghan research center has already questioned the sustainability of current levels of reduction.  That said, there may be an opportunity here -- but only if the international community positions itself swiftly to help Afghan farmers. Antonio Maria Costa, the UNODC's executive director, is in New York this week, hoping to get U.N. members states to pledge emergency funds to subsidize poor farm families through the coming winter, as long as they pledge not to plant opium next season.  "My strong wish is for the international community to support the farmers who give a pledge to not grow opium," he told me.  That won't be at all simple to administer or regulate, as Costa himself admits, and there could be opportunities for deception and corruption, particularly in remote areas.  But not helping the farmers is an even less palatable option because financial desperation could drive them into the arms of the traffickers and the Taliban.  Right now many Afghan farmers suspect the international community has secretly caused this blight. The challenge for NATO and the West is to shift perceptions so that Afghan farmers see them as part of the solution, not part of the problem.  Gretchen Peters is the author of Seeds of Terror, How Drugs, Thugs and Crime are Reshaping the Afghan War.  

Democracy T/

A prosperous drug economy undermines Afghani democracy

Felbab-Brown ‘5

Felbab-Brown, Vanda, Ph.D. in Political Science at MIT and fellow at Harvard University Belfer Center for Science and International Affairs. [Afghanistan: When Counternarcotics Undermines Counterterrorism: The Washington Quarterly Center for Strategic and International Studies (CSIS) and MIT, pp. 55-72, Autumn 2005, http://www.twq.com/05autumn/docs/05autumn_felbab.pdf.]

Burgeoning drug production also threatens Afghanistan politically by  providing an avenue for criminal organizations and corrupt politicians to en-  ter the political space, undermining the democratic process. These actors,  who enjoy the financial resources and political capital generated by sponsor-  ing the illicit economy, frequently experience great success in the political  process and are able to secure official positions of power as well as wield in-  fluence from behind the scenes. Consequently, the legitimacy of the political  process is subverted. The problem perpetuates itself as successful politicians  bankrolled with drug money make it more difficult for other actors to resist  participating in the illicit economy, leading to endemic corruption both at  the local and national levels. 

Stability F/L

The U.S. controls Pakistan’s nuclear weapons—no chance of use

Bharat Karnad, Research Professor in National Security Studies at the Centre for Policy 

Research, New Delhi, April 2005, India Review, “South Asia: The Irrelevance of Classical 

Nuclear Deterrence Theory,” p. 204

Alarming theses about immanent nuclear war on the subcontinent  may, in any case, be moot now that Pakistan has been turned into an  American protectorate in all but name via the National Intelligence  Reform Act passed by the US Congress in early December 2004,  according to which the United States assumes responsibility for the  security of the country, fighting terrorism within it and even nurturing  democracy there.123 There is also evidence that suggests Washington,  not Islamabad, is in control of critical parts of Pakistan’s nuclear  deterrent and can prevent its use. In the aftermath of 9/11 and the  suddenly enhanced fears of terrorists using weapons of mass destruction,  Pakistani President Musharraf was faced with the Hobson’s choice of  joining the United States-led war against “international terrorism” or  having his country’s nuclear weapons stores and facilities destroyed.124  The eventual deal he cut provides the United States with an open-ended  access to Pakistani bases and air space, and for the military pre-posi-  tioning of stores and such on Pakistani territory. As a result, American  forces now occupy the Jacobabad air base and exercise de facto control  of the Pakistani military air space.125  Further, in order to reassure Washington and prove Pakistan’s bona  fides, President Musharraf, under the rubric of making his country’s  nuclear arms more safe and secure, may also have ceded to the United  States, alarmed by the prospect of terrorists accessing Pakistani nuclear  weapons and materials for ultimate use against American cities, the  oversight of Pakistan’s nuclear arsenal, which is tantamount to a veto over  the use by Pakistan of its nuclear weapons. This last, not unreasonable,  conclusion may be reached on the basis of necessarily indirect evidence.  Like, for example, the United States and Pakistan setting up what is called  “the US Liaison Committee” comprising American experts which,  according to a senior Bush Administration official, is entrusted with the  job of “safeguarding” Pakistan’s arsenal of some 40 nuclear weapons, a  job that has so far cost “millions” of dollars. “We don’t want their materi-  als to get into the wrong hands,” this official reportedly explained.126

Troops are key to stabilize Pakistan and ensure stability of its nuclear arsenal

Wall Street Journal, 9-13-09 

[http://online.wsj.com/article/SB10001424052970203440104574404753110979442.html?mod=googlenews_wsj]

Growing numbers of Americans are starting to doubt whether we should have troops in Afghanistan and whether the war there is even winnable. We are confident that not only is it winnable, but that we have no choice. We must prevail in Afghanistan. We went to war there because the 9/11 attacks were a direct consequence of the safe haven given to al Qaeda in that country under the Taliban. We remain at war because a resurgent Taliban, still allied with al Qaeda, is trying to restore its brutal regime and re-establish that country as a terrorist safe haven. It remains a clear, vital national interest of the United States to prevent this from happening. Yet an increasing number of commentators, including some of the very same individuals who opposed the surge in Iraq and called for withdrawal there, now declare Afghanistan essentially unwinnable. Had their view prevailed with respect to Iraq in 2006 and 2007, the consequences of our failure there would have been catastrophic. Similarly, the ramifications of an American defeat in Afghanistan would not only be a devastating setback for our nation in what is now the central front in the global war on terror, but would
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 inevitably further destabilize neighboring, nuclear Pakistan. Those who advocate such a course were wrong about Iraq, and they are wrong about Afghanistan. The growing calls for withdrawal reflect, more than anything, our failure to show progress in the war. After eight years of fighting, the American people see rising casualties and no sign that the tide is turning in our direction.

No impact to tension -- War won’t go nuclear.

Keith Lawrence, June 4, 2002, Duke News, “News Tip: Despite ‘Intractable’ Differences, Nuclear War Between India And Pakistan Unlikely, Duke Experts Say,” http://www.dukenews.duke.edu/2002/06/indiatip0602.html

Though India and Pakistan probably will never agree on who should control the Kashmir region, it is highly unlikely the two South Asian neighbors will resort to nuclear war to resolve their dispute, says a Duke University professor emeritus who has been researching Pakistan since 1957. “While they have serious divisions, the Indian and Pakistani regimes are rather rational on this matter,” said Ralph Braibanti, James B. Duke Professor Emeritus of Political Science. “Even though there is saber rattling going on, I doubt very much they would use nuclear weapons.”

Fallout fear checks war.

Devin Hagerty, professor of political science at the University of Maryland, 1998, The Consequences of Nuclear Proliferation: Lessons from South Asia, p. 190-1

Several types of nuclear deterrence act as a firebreak between peace and war in South Asia. First, nuclear weapons cast an existential deterrent shadow over Indo-Pakistani relations: both sides are dissuaded from fighting by the simple fact that their nuclear capabilities exist, and thus that war between them could escalate to a nuclear exchange. Another concern is that either country’s nuclear first strike could redound to its disadvantage, given the short distances separating Indian and Pakistani targets, the vagaries of prevailing winds, and the consequent chance that radioactive fallout could drift back over the attacker’s own territory. New Delhi and Islamabad are also dissuaded from aggression by the fear that any outbreak of hostilities might lead the opponent to attack one’s own nuclear facilities with advanced conventional weapons, thereby raising the possibility widespread radiation poisoning. This concern was illustrated by India’s restraint in launching preventive strikes against Pakistan’s nascent nuclear installations in the 1980s, a course of action that was apparently considered but ultimately rejected.

Troops Turn

Minimalism fails—numbers are the vital internal link to success.

Wall Street Journal, 9-13-09 

[http://online.wsj.com/article/SB10001424052970203440104574404753110979442.html?mod=googlenews_wsj]

However, we need more than the right team and the right strategy. This team must also have the resources it needs to succeed—including a significant increase in U.S. forces. More troops will not guarantee success in Afghanistan, but a failure to send them is a guarantee of failure. As we saw in Iraq, numbers matter in counterinsurgency. Protecting the population and developing capable indigenous security forces are inherently manpower-intensive endeavors. Moreover, in the absence of basic security, the other crucial components of successful counterinsurgency—fostering the emergence of effective, legitimate government and economic development—simply cannot get off the ground. We recognize that a decision to increase the number of American troops in Afghanistan will be politically difficult here at home. Some will say we can't afford it. Others will warn the president of "quagmire" and urge him to send either no new forces, or fewer than Gen. McChrystal recommends—perhaps with the promise of "re-evaluating" further deployments later on. It is precisely this middle path—which the previous administration pursued for too long in Iraq—that is a recipe for quagmire and collapse of political support for the war at home. Mr. Obama was right when he said last year that "You don't muddle through the central front on terror . . . You don't muddle through stamping out the Taliban." We have reached a seminal moment in our struggle against violent Islamist extremism, and we must commit the "decisive force" that Gen. McChrystal tells us carries the least risk of failure.
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Withdrawing destroys the credibility of U.S. global leadership and leads to entanglement elsewhere.
Weinstein ’04 (Dr. Michael A., Power and Interest News Report, 11-12, http://www.pinr.com/report.php?ac=view_printable&report_id=235&language_id=1)

The persistence of insurgencies in Afghanistan and Iraq, which has hampered rebuilding efforts in both countries and blocked their emergence as credible democracies, diverts U.S. resources and attention from other interests and -- as long as progress is slow or nonexistent -- sends the message that Washington remains vulnerable. The recent election of Hamid Karzai to Afghanistan's presidency has not changed that country's political situation; power outside Kabul remains in the hands of warlords, the drug trade remains the major support of the country's economy, and the Taliban insurgency continues. In Iraq, Washington counts on elections in January 2005 for a constitutional assembly to provide legitimacy for the state-building process, but at present that goal seems unlikely to be achieved. Washington for the foreseeable future will be tied down managing the consequences of its earlier interventions. If Washington decides to retreat -- more likely from Iraq than from Afghanistan -- its loss of power will be confirmed, encouraging other powers to test its resolve elsewhere. Only in the unlikely case that Washington manages to stabilize Afghanistan and Iraq in the short term will other powers think twice about probing U.S. vulnerabilities. In South America, Brazil will attempt to secure a foothold for the Mercosur customs union and beat back Washington's efforts to extend the N.A.F.T.A. formula south. In East Asia, China will push for regional hegemony and is likely to put pressure on Taiwan and to try to draw Southeast Asian states into its sphere of influence. Beijing can also be expected to drag its feet on North Korean denuclearization and to continue to oppose sanctions on Iran over its nuclear program. Russia will attempt to increase its influence over the states on its periphery that were formerly Soviet republics. Moscow will try to strengthen ties in Central Asia, the Transcaucasus and Eastern Europe (Belarus and Ukraine), and to fend off Washington's inroads into those areas. The European Union, with the Franco-German combine at its heart, will continue its moves to assimilate its Eastern European members and extend its sphere of influence to the entire Mediterranean basin through trade agreements. In each of these regions, Washington will face tests leading to the possibility of an overload of challenges and a decreased likelihood that any one of them will be handled with sufficient attention and resources. Within the general scenario, Islamic revolution remains a disturbing factor. If there is another major attack within the United States, Washington's security policy will fall into disarray and the population will suffer a traumatic loss of confidence that will adversely affect the economy and will open the possibility of a legitimation crisis or a burst of ultra-nationalism. Even if there is not another event like the September 11 attacks, homeland security and the international adjustments that are necessary to serve it will divert attention and resources from other challenges. The geostrategic constraints on Washington are exacerbated by the financial limits posed by the budget deficit and the possibilities of a precipitous decline in the dollar and rising raw materials prices. How much the United States will be able to spend to protect the interests perceived by its leaders remains an open question. It is widely acknowledged that post-war nation building has been underfunded in Afghanistan and Iraq, and that major increases in expenditures are unlikely. Most generally, Washington is faced with the choice of rebuilding U.S. power or slowly retreating to an undisputed regional power base in North America. It is not clear that the Bush administration will have the resolve or the resources to rebuild its military and intelligence apparatus, and restore its alliance structure. During the first term of George W. Bush, Washington was the initiator in world affairs, attempting to carry through a unilateralist program that, if successful, would have made the United States a permanent superpower protecting globalized capitalism to its advantage. In Bush's second term, Washington will primarily be a responder, because it is mired in the failures of the unilateralist thrust. The image of decisive military superiority has been replaced by a sense of U.S. limitations, and massive budget surpluses have given way to the prospect of continued large deficits. Reinforcing Factors from the Election As the Bush administration attempts to deal with persisting problems resulting in great part from actions taken during the President's first term, it will face difficulties that follow from the need to satisfy the constituencies that made for the Republican victory. The election confirmed that the American public does not share a consensus on foreign policy and, indeed, is polarized. It is also polarized on economic and social issues, along similar axes, creating a situation in which any new policies proposed by the administration are likely to be met with domestic opposition and at the very least partial support. Besides being a drag on foreign policy initiatives, polarization also affects Washington's international posture by the attention and commitment that the administration will have to give to the domestic battles that it will fight in congress in order to push a legislative agenda that will satisfy its constituencies. During his campaign and in his post-election press conference, Bush committed his administration to ambitious policy initiatives to take steps in the direction of privatizing Social Security and to reform the tax code radically. Both of those plans, along with tort reform and extension of tax cuts, will generate fierce conflicts in congress and quickly exhaust the President's "political capital" available to win support on other issues. The vision of an "ownership society," in which government regulations and entitlements are dismantled or scaled back, is the domestic equivalent of neo-conservative foreign policy; it is a utopian view with little chance of success. If the administration seriously pursues its plans, it will be preoccupied domestically and, consequently, will devote less attention to world affairs. Focus on domestic politics will be increased by the need to satisfy social conservative constituencies by appointing judges favorable to their positions on "moral values." Here again, there will be strong opposition if appointments are perceived by Democrats and moderate Republicans as too ideologically favorable to the religious right. Protracted battles over judgeships -- whether successful or not -- would further diminish Bush's political capital for foreign policy initiatives by heating up partisanship. It is possible that the administration will not pursue its agenda aggressively and will seek compromises, but that is not likely because of pressures within the Republican Party. The same constituencies that voted in Bush elected a Republican congress, and its members face reelection contests and the consequent need to satisfy their bases. Since Bush cannot serve a third term, Republican officeholders can no longer depend on his popularity to help carry them to victory. They also do not have a unifying leader with a political strategy to coordinate diverse constituencies. The combination of the lame-duck effect and the strategy void will drive Republicans to depend on their particular constituencies and press their claims assertively. The administration will be under pressure to push its domestic agenda vigorously at the same time that the various Republican factions fight for control of the party and Democrats move to exploit any weaknesses that appear. It is likely that Republican loyalty to Bush will be strained, further decreasing the administration's latitude and forcing it to bargain for support. The Republican majority is less solid than it might seem on the surface and includes factions that are at odds with administration foreign policy. Conclusion Persistent and emerging political conditions all point in the direction of drift and reactivity in U.S. foreign and security policy -- the election has intensified tendencies that were already present. There is little chance that a new security doctrine will be created in the short term and that a coherent political strategy will influence Republican politics. Lack of public 
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consensus will inhibit foreign policy initiatives, whether unilateralist or multilateralist. Washington's operative foreign policy is likely to be damage control. As Washington drifts, the rest of the world will test it, probing for weaknesses. Under steady pressure from many sides, the Bush administration will be drawn toward retrenchment, retreat and eventually retraction in international affairs. The scenario of American empire has faded into memory and the prospect that the U.S. will eventually become a dominant regional power with some global reach becomes more probable.

General Turn/ CP Solvency Troops

Troops key to stability, terrorism, and Pakistan.

Mark Walker, @ North Country Times, 9-4-09 [http://www.nctimes.com/news/local/military/article_d815c350-2305-5043-a2a7-fe5b354f6a13.html]

"We have to have policies that are aligned with the realities of Afghanistan," Pike said. "The notion that we are going to be able to increase trust in the central government is insane. "This is a war that will be won only by building a really big Afghan army and killing the enemy." Many analysts agree that the root of the problems now confronting the military was the Bush administration's complacency toward Afghanistan shortly after the Taliban government was toppled in November 2001. The invasion and resulting insurgent war in Iraq from 2003 on gobbled up vast quantities of U.S. troops, materials and money. "We're in a worse position today to defeat the Taliban than we were in the beginning," said Jonathan Morgenstein, a Marine Corps reserve captain who served two tours in Iraq and now works as a national security analyst at the Third Way, a progressive think tank in Washington. "By increasing the number of troops there, it will give us and the Afghans the time they need to develop a larger and stronger army," he said. "Obama needs to make the case that we need the time and resources to make this happen. The consequences of failure are that al-Qaida and the Taliban will control large parts of Afghanistan and will have free rein to conduct attacks against us and our allies." Morgenstein, who also spent time at the Pentagon working for the Joint Chiefs of Staff, said that if that approach had been taken when the war began, he is certain the Taliban would no longer be a threat and al-Qaida would be scattered to the winds. Election and opposition Clark Gibson, a political science professor and director of the International Studies Program at UC San Diego, just returned from Afghanistan, where he served as an election monitor during the Aug. 20 presidential election. As of last week, President Hamid Karzai was leading with slightly more than 47 percent of the vote. He needs more than 50 percent to avoid a runoff election against former Foreign Minister Abdullah Abdullah. Gibson's work was conducted in the opium-rich southern province of Helmand, where the vast majority of Marines are stationed, including more than 1,200 from Camp Pendleton's 1st Battalion, 5th Marine Regiment. It was an almost surreal experience, he said.We could hear rockets going off and hear and feel the concussions from IEDs," he said in reference to roadside bombs that were detonated near the polling station he was observing in the provincial capital, Lashkar Gah. "The fact that anyone even came out to vote was amazing to me." While numerous allegations of fraud are dogging the election, Gibson said neither he nor the monitoring team he was part of saw any major irregularities. There were voters who refused to dip their finger in dark ink to show they had voted ---- out of fear the Taliban would see and cut off the finger, he said. Regardless of the election's outcome, Gibson said it is in the best interest of the U.S. to stay the course in a war that recent polls show has rapidly declining support at home. "Obama has to go all in," Gibson said. "Yes, Afghanistan is a tough place because of its history and its ethnic groups and all the issues that don't easily boil down when discussing international politics. But if we're truly worried about the Taliban and al-Qaida and them getting access to nuclear arms in Pakistan, we have to stay." The academics went out the window, he said, when he attended memorial services for U.S. troops killed during the short time he was there. "It never becomes more real than when you do that," Gibson said. "This thing is real and it involves real people, and it's extremely important." Hearts and minds One of the issues Obama is considering is a proposal to reduce the number of noncombat troops in Afghanistan and replacing them with an equal number of "trigger pullers," thereby not increasing the overall U.S. troop count. At least one local academic says that could be a mistake, stressing that raising the Afghan economy in places such as Helmand, through civil works similar to what the U.S. did in Iraq, is as important as military might. "The Afghans I have talked to say that while the U.S. needs to deal with the Taliban, we also have to address human needs," said Ron Bee, a foreign affairs lecturer at San Diego State University. "Building more hospitals might gain more ground in the long run than increasing the number of tanks."
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[Lawrence J. Korb is a Senior Fellow at the Center for American Progress and a senior adviser to the Center for Defense Information. Sustainable Security in Afghanistan Crafting an Effective and Responsible Strategy for the Forgotten Front Center for American Progress, Online: http://www.americanprogress.org/issues/2009/03/pdf/sustainable_afghanistan.pdf]

Protecting the Afghan population from the Taliban and its allies must be the core tenet of the U.S. military’s counterinsurgency strategy and the foundation of the United States’ short-term security goals. For the majority of the conflict’s duration, the United States and international forces have primarily pursued a counterterrorism strategy that sought to hunt down and destroy Al Qaeda and other terrorists at the expense of leaving 
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Afghan population centers undefended against Taliban influence. A shortage of U.S. boots on the ground, national “caveats” that restrict the operations of many of our NATO allies, and an overall lack of attention were the main factors behind this misbegotten strategy. As Dutch Major General Mart de Kruif, who commands 23,000 NATO troops in southern Afghanistan noted recently, he is “out of troops” to provide security for the troubled south. With U.S. and international forces conducting counterterrorism missions and not maintaining a constant presence, the Taliban does not have to hold or defend territory. The old military maxim that he who tries to control everything ends up controlling nothing applies here. This strategy must be reversed.  
Taliban I/L T/O

Even if the US withdraws, it still holds UN veto power over Taliban inclusion

UKPA, 6-13-10 [“Soldiers die as peace talks go on,” http://www.google.com/hostednews/ukpress/article/ALeqM5ji8pE8zKuDQsuyy5RDGk3NQyPelw]

Meanwhile, fuelling momentum for a political solution to the nearly nine-year-old Afghan war, a UN committee is reviewing whether certain people could be removed from a blacklist that freezes assets and limits travel of key Taliban and al Qaida figures, the top UN representative said. Delegates to a national conference, or peace jirga, held this month in Kabul called on the government and its international partners to remove some of the 137 people from the list - a long-standing demand of the Taliban. "De-listing was one of the clear messages coming from the peace jirga," Staffan de Mistura, the top UN representative in Afghanistan, told reporters. "The UN is listening to what the peace jirga is saying. Some of the people in the list may not be alive anymore. The list may be completely outdated."

A committee is expected to complete its review at the end of the month and give its recommendations to the UN Security Council, which will make the final decision on whether to remove any names off the list. The US, Britain and France, who still have troops posted there, wield veto power on the council and would have to agree to changes on the list. "If we want the peace jirga to produce results, we need to keep momentum," Mr de Mistura said. "The aim is not war, it is reconciliation. And reconciliation ... can only take place through constructive inclusion."
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