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Topic Analysis by Ryan Hamilton
I. Introduction
I think the most salient feature of this topic is that it requires you study a
particular plan set forward by the current administration to be competitive. It ties
the affirmative to advocating not for a general principle, way of thinking, or some
nebulous idea meant to under gird an action or actions, but a highly specific,
detailed plan for action that exists in the real world in real time. In order to do
this, a successful team will need to read as much information as they can get
their hands on about the President’s plan to improve the situation in Afghanistan
and get it into a position where violence is less common place and the Afghan
government is more able to take primary responsibility for providing security and
basic services to its citizens.

I think it can be fairly said that the team which knows more about the plan going
into the round is probably 90% more likely to win the round because they’ll be
able, if they are the affirmative, to explain better why seeming gaps or
shortcomings of the plan might be alleviated by other components, are more
suited to any given situation, or understand a myriad of other facts that might
illuminate additional arguments. Negatives will be able to pick apart the minutiae
of the plan and explain why it is disjointed, ill suited, myopic, poorly timed, or all
of the above if they know the details.

09PF5-Afghanistan Surge
www.victorybriefs.com

Page 5 of 86

Bearing that in mind, I think the plan can be strategically divided into three
components for the round. First, and I think most central to the plan, is that
President Obama plans on deploying a further 30,000 American soldiers to the
Afghan theater.

They are tasked with providing increased security and

countering insurgent Taliban and Al Qaeda forces.

The second major

component of this plan is that there is an 18 month time line attached to various
and in many senses yet-to-be-developed measures of success by these troops,
and that a withdrawal, however big or small, will begin for the same troops
sometime in 2011 - 2012. Lastly, the President has pledged to increase the
amount of US civilians by at least 5,000 supporting the war effort by providing
stable alternatives to the Afghan people, developing their economy, and creating
a better quality of life.
It is important to note that the military plan originally put troop estimates at
around 80,000.

General McChrystal, who drafted the military’s report on

Afghanistan for the President’s consideration, then lowered estimates to the
politically friendly 40,000, and Obama has decided that he will send 30,000. This
major reduction may open a major hole in the affirmative defense of Obama’s
plan.
Naturally, a definition for the most important term in the resolution must be
agreed upon before debate can take place: what is meant by “best interest.” On
its own, it is a pretty meaningless phrase. What is meant by best, and further,
what is meant by interest? I think there are very concrete standards that work, at
first glance, for the negative – deficits, economic problems, corruption in
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Afghanistan, number of troops, troop deaths, and increasing numbers of
insurgents – but I think that the thoughtful position helps affirmatives co-opt these
standards and use them to their advantage. The second most important
characteristic of a winning team – after knowing as much as you can about the
specifics of the President’s plan – is getting your opponent to agree to an
offensive (as a forward thrust, not as in pejorative) definition of best interest that
you can use later in the round to exclude your opponents’ arguments and
reinforce your own. For instance, if in the first cross-fire you can agree that “best
interest” is strictly a national security paradigm, you can minimize the impact of
economic arguments that your opponent might lay down later in the round.
A survey of opinion-editorial pieces out soon after the President announced
his plan, I think, show an uphill battles for affirmatives if the opinions of the
political class are indicative of the mood among most people – two of the most
prominent people who have given the President praise over his decision to
deploy more troops to Afghanistan are Karl Rove and Newt Gingrich, and both of
them do so with significant reservations over the time-line element of the plan.
Likewise, most Democratic lawmakers have tepidly endorsed the plan and have
not expressed much optimism at its outcome.
II. Affirmative
I think, though, out of this pessimism emerges one of the best affirmative
positions: that, at the very least, at least President Obama’s plan provides a
definite time line against which we measure success – and if, after a period of
roughly 10 years, we have failed to accomplish major goals and failed at
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significant cost, we withdrawal troops and find a solution that is more costefficient and doesn’t involve the sacrifice of American soldiers and resources for
such low returns.
A negative might respond to this by saying that if the above is true, what is
the difference in 18 months worth, we should withdrawal now – the economy is
bad, there are problems in the United States, it’s time we start restoring our
diplomatic prestige – but I think the President’s response to this is the best: that
other factors, in particular the War in Iraq, have distracted the United States from
devoting the time and energy needed to win in Afghanistan. We are now in a
position to be able to devote the time and energy to win in Afghanistan, and
doing so would still be a major boon to the United States: we would’ve, for the
foreseeable future, taken away another potential hot spot of terrorism and shown
the world that we can take on two wars in two different countries (nearly three if
you count Pakistan) and win both, hopefully convincingly.
The position, then, is this: that the President’s plan is the last best hope for
Afghanistan. It recognizes that the country needs work if we’re to prevent it from
falling back into what it once was, that there is still a window of opportunity to
complete that work and achieve the objectives that General McChrystal has
roughly set out, and it aims to do that – but not with a blank check. It makes
clear that there is a specific time that he’s willing to avail the resources of the
American people to the Afghan government to accomplish the goals that need to
be accomplished. The worst thing, I think can be reasonably argued, for the best
interest of the country, is to be hopelessly mired in a war without the strength to
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win it or the backbone to end it. President Obama hopes to solve the first but is
prepared to make sure that the second never happens.
I think this position will appeal to judges the most because it is a middle
course. I think you’ll find most people in the US are too patriotic or opposed, in a
general sense, to starting a job and then “cutting and running,” as President Bush
would say, but they’re also opposed to an endless stream of deployments and
expenditures in a country with little or no results. The argument that we should
finish the job in Afghanistan and that it is important to our national security is
widely accepted – but there are also major drawbacks when people start
discussing the cost of said operation should we not succeed in the time line set
forward. The key of the affirmative is to strike this balance, and say that
Obama’s plan gives us the best chance to succeed in the window of opportunity
set forward by the military establishment – probably the most qualified institution
to make that assessment – and if we do not succeed in that window of
opportunity, we begin measured withdrawal suitable to the situation that exists in
the country at the end of the 18 months.
I think this satisfies the best interest qualification in a couple of ways: we give
it a chance at this important time to try and get the best possible result for our
security concerns, but if that doesn’t seem to be panning out, we try to cut our
losses in terms of resources (diplomatic or economic).
Further, if the affirmative wants to be well prepared to refute arguments from
the negative, they need to come up with some differences between what is in
Obama’s plan and what is currently going on in Afghanistan. What I have called
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‘the civilian’ prong of the President’s plan is perhaps the biggest difference. Up
and until a couple of weeks ago Afghan government troops were paid at about
half the rate as Taliban soldiers. It took personal intervention from Defense
Secretary Robert Gates to change this. The civilian force will provide more
profitable alternatives to men who may not want to fight for the government but
see fighting for the Taliban as the best way to provide for their families – people
who, if alternative jobs paid better, might simply opt to stay out of the fight and
make signs or farm a small plot of land. More to the point, when they see that
the Americans are the only ones building an infrastructure and making positive
steps for the future, an important opportunity to change a heart and a mind is
created. This is the only way to make a permanent, positive change in favor of
US security interests, which clearly meets any reasonable standard of ‘best
interest’.
The last part of the plan which needs to be addressed, which might be tricky,
is the amount of troops being deployed to Afghanistan under the President’s
plan. The military initially wanted more than double the troops he’s willing to
supply – and they seem to be the best positioned to make that assessment. I
think that negatives will probably dig into this point as not in our best interest
because it is a political decision and not a military decision. The response to this
is that our best interest must necessarily be constrained by our ability to achieve
particular ends – 80,000 troops is a significant portion of all active duty and
reserve troops that exist in the military with no attention paid to committed
deployments in Europe or Korea, let alone various other outposts in the world.
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In summation, the affirmative should argue that given all of the constraints
put on the United States – economic recession, thinly stretched military
resources, corrupt Afghan government, significant local opposition in the form of
an armed insurgency – that this plan represents the best option that is
reasonably available to the government to achieve what most people would
agree is a fairly important – but not necessary – national security objective.
III. Negative
On the negative side, there are tons of arguments that you can use. While
the affirmative side has a reasoned position that I think will resonate with most
judges, the negative only has to win that one part of the plan (that has three
components) is not in the best interest for the United States. I think that the best
negatives will use affirmative warrants about why a troop increase is good, or
why civilian uses are good, and then explain that President Obama is low balling
the military’s estimates for what is needed to be done. One of the best
arguments that the negative has going for it is that the President is using political
calculations when he should be allowing the fighting institution with boots on the
ground to determine their own needs – in short, he should give the General what
the General thinks he needs and not what the President (who hasn’t met with
General McChrystal more than five times or traveled to Afghanistan more than
once) thinks he needs. Clearly there are some major problems in Obama’s plan
if you compare it to what the military thinks it needs to win this struggle.
That having been said, I think that there is a lot of research out there that will
help debaters establish a solid negative case that 30,000 troops is simply too few
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to get the job done in the time line that Obama has promised. While it is true that
the timeline is important, Obama shouldn’t send 30,000 men in to do a job when
30,000 is not enough to get the job done – he is essentially sending them, at their
life’s peril, into Afghanistan as a political calculation that it will mollify the people
who might challenge him in the future that he didn’t do enough to secure the
future of Afghanistan. The President should be setting them up to succeed, not
head into Afghanistan for 18 months, do what little they can, risk life and limb,
and then pull them out so that he can look to his bright future of domestic and
international policy to the future of domestic and international policy free from a
pesky war that he didn’t start anyway.
As a note of caution, I would discourage debaters from negating on the basis
that we need an immediate withdrawal. I think this position is only tenable if
you’ve held opposition to any kind of intervention in Afghanistan in the first place
(which is, I think, an exceedingly unpopular position) and I don’t think that there
will be enough time in round to explain warrants about why intervention is bad or
why we need to leave now. I think, though, that if one is a principled person and
simply cannot abide by the idea that one would be advocating, even if purely for
the sake of competition, continued involvement in Afghanistan, one should use
the poor performance of the Afghan government to convince the judge that the
United States has no business being involved in the region anymore and that any
plan that doesn’t include the removal of the current Afghan administration isn’t in
anyone’s best interest, most especially the people fronting the money, the
manpower, and pretty much everything else in hopes that there will be a change.
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Moreover, what the administration has failed to define, or at least well
articulate, are measures for success – perhaps the most important component of
any plan. How can the plan be in our best interests, even bearing in mind what
we know about strained resources, if we as the public and the military as an
institution don’t have benchmarks that need to be accomplished, even if violence
is reduced and some economy is formed on the way out, the best we’ll be able to
claim is some is a vacuous victory for the United States, and that is in the best
possible circumstance. If I were a negative, I would push very strongly in
crossfire for the definitions and metrics of success from your opponents – if they
fail to provide them, the argument about President Obama setting the troops up
for failure and not success becomes more convincing.
IV. Closing
I really believe that at the end of the day at the tournament, the difference
between advancing to out rounds or not will come down to which teams were
dedicated enough to study the plan in enough detail, to read the news articles, to
review the criticisms or affirmations – they’ll be the competitors who end up doing
well. After you’ve studied as much as you really can, I think the next thing to do
is set up a good definition of what ‘best interest’ means and design a case that
meets that definition to the exclusion of the other side. Best of luck to you all.
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Topic Analysis by Sarah Spiker
When the British announced they would be increasing their troop levels in
Afghanistan by a mere 500 personnel, Zabihollah Mojahed, a Taliban
spokesperson, told the Afghan Islamic Press that: "History has proved that the
increase of troop numbers or sending of extra forces had never resolved
problems in Afghanistan.”1 Mojahed adamantly insisted that more soldiers would
die if countries continued to increase their troop levels: the greater the troop
presence, the greater the number of deaths. Despite the Taliban’s warnings in
response to recent British action, the United States is poised to send roughly
30,000 new troops to Afghanistan by summer of next year. At the same time, the
United States is encouraging NATO allies to increase their troop commitment as
well by 10,000 according to General McChrystal’s request. So far, Britain is the
only one to take action.2 Despite hesitation from the international community and
dropping levels of presidential support, Obama has continued planning for a
troop increase. An ABC/Washington Post poll showed that only 46% of
Americans support sending more US troops to Afghanistan to attack the Taliban
and train the Afghan army.3 Given the tentative political environment of
Afghanistan and the critical view of the American people, an investigation into the
pros and cons of the Afghanistan troop debate is timely.
It is easy in this type of complex topic to fixate on whether troop increases
are inherently good or bad. The resolution this month asks for a narrower
	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  

1
2
3

BBC Worldwide Monitoring, October 15, 2009, LexisNexis
BBC Worldwide Monitoring, December 2, 2009, LexisNexis
BBC Worldwide Monitoring, December 2, 2009, LexisNexis
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evaluation —only the war in Afghanistan and only American goals. Pro cases
should contain four basic elements: (1) A brief explanation of Afghanistan’s
current situation, (2) The primary goals of the United States —supported with
evidence— in the beginning of the case to frame the remaining arguments, (3)
Details of Obama’s plan, (4) the ability increased troops to accomplish the United
States’ goals. Con cases can attack areas (1), (2), and (4) of the Pro case.
Arguments on both sides will be discussed below. (You can try to attack the
details of Obama’s plan —the who, what, where, when— but the real arguments
will lie in the effectiveness of the troop increase and not in the details. Unless
your opponents cite grossly incorrect numbers, stick with the other three areas. )
Setting up a basic grid of your arguments previous to writing your cases
can assist in the development of the argument as a whole. Each in grid list the
argument and at least one source to start your research with. The Con team
should pursue a similar outline for their arguments. The team speaking second
should identify a counter-problem and a counter-goal or prove the inevitability of
the first team’s problems. Examples can be found in the tables below. The goals
can be the same, but the real argument is in how you frame them. For example,
Pro Case Example 3 and Con Case Example 1 have the same essential goal:
decrease terrorism. However, the two sides disagree in the means of achieving
that reduction in violence. These are by no means a complete grid of possible
arguments; they are just jumping points for further research.
Pro Case
Examples
(1) Afghan
Situation /

Example 1

Example 2

Example 3

Oppression of
women by

Afghan government
unstable now

Taliban attacks are
likely to increase
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Problem

Taliban/al Qaeda

20%

(http://www.huffingt
(http://users.tns.net/ onpost.com/jeffrey~mroashan/politics/ sachs/obamascountrycorner/CCor nobel-lecturener3/DR082503.htm and_b_390820.html
)
)

(http://www.dailytim
es.com.pk/default.a
sp?page=2009\12\1
6\story_16-122009_pg7_28)

(2) U.S. Goal /
Interest

Gender equality,
human rights
(http://www.state.go
v/g/drl/hr/)

(4) Effectiveness /
Ability to
Accomplish Goals

Troop increase
important to
women’s rights.
(http://www.washing
tontimes.com/news/
2009/nov/10/democ
rats-torn-on-afghanwar-policy-womensrights/)

Con Case
Examples
(1) Afghan
Situation

(2) U.S. Goal

Promote
democracies across
the world
(http://www.state.go
v/g/drl/hr/)
Increased troops
would create
stability and
democracy
(http://abcnews.go.c
om/Politics/presiden
t-obama-deploy60000-troopsafghanistan-surgedraws/story?id=921
4459)

Fight War on Terror
(http://www.thecuttin
gedgenews.com/ind
ex.php?article=1184
8)
Increase would
remove terrorist
breeding ground
(http://azdailysun.co
m/articles/2009/12/1
5/news/opinion/gues
t/20091215_guest_2
09313.txt)

Example 1

Example 2

Example 3

U.S. is not
appealing to
Afghani values

U.S. is disrespects
Afghanistan in
occupation

Afghanistan’s
government is
corrupt

(http://www.examine
r.com/x-7095-NYIsrael-ConflictExaminer~y2009m1
2d15-Methods-forUS-against-alQaida)
Protection from
terrorism

(http://www.scoop.c
o.nz/stories/HL0903
/S00023.htm)

(http://afpak.foreign
policy.com/posts/20
09/09/30/combating
_corruption_in_afgh
anistan)

To create a world
order that respects
rights

Afghani
Accountability

(http://www.thecuttin
(http://www.washing
gedgenews.com/ind (http://www.au.af.mil tonexaminer.com/po
ex.php?article=1184 /au/awc/awcgate/ssi litics/ap/clinton-ties8)
/cultural_difficulties. further-us-aid-to-
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pdf)

(4) Effectiveness

Troop increase
would increase
terrorism

War empirically
destroys Afghani
culture

(http://www.cbsnew
s.com/stories/2009/
09/24/opinion/polls/
main5337753.shtml)

(http://www.archaeo
logical.org/pdfs/pap
ers/AIA_Afghanista
n_address_lowres.p
df)

afghan-corruptioncrackdown-says-usgoals-are-limited70150982.html)
Troop increase
would support a
corrupt govt.
(http://www.nytimes.
com/2009/12/02/wor
ld/asia/02afghan.ht
ml?_r=2)

(1) The Afghan Situation. 2-3 sentences.
The U.S. vision of Afghanistan has been stained by the 9/11 attacks.
Previous to the al Qaeda attacks, the Taliban had strict control of the Afghani
government. Many connections have been drawn between al Qaeda and the
Taliban since the attack. One of the primary impetuses for starting a war in
Afghanistan was to remove the Taliban from power. Kimberly Kagan, the
president of the Institute for the Study of War and author of the The Surge: A
Military History (2009),writes:
The Taliban and al Qaeda are linked, not only by the events leading
up to 9/11 -- mentioned by Obama in his speech -- but by their
vision of history, their ideology, and the human networks that
sustain them.4
Afghanistan makes for fertile recruiting ground for violence and indoctrination into
Taliban/al Qaeda practice due to the country’s crushing poverty. Afghanistan
faces two primary issues: political and social instability. Politically, the Afghani
government is still weak and it begins to build from the ground up. Government
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The Examiner, December 15, 2009, http://www.washingtonexaminer.com/politics/Obama_stroop-surge-supports-earlier-stated-goals-8657520-79240157.html
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security forces are still in need of proper training, a service which the Afghani
government is unable to provide on their own. Without proper training, militant
groups are able to spread unchecked. Socially, Afghanistan lacks proper means
of curtailing poverty. Annual income per capita is just $350, leaving half of the
country’s population below the poverty line.5 Xinhua reporter Hu Guan argues
that “A turbulent society is most prone to become the hotbed of terrorism.”6 A
lack of opportunities for the country’s poor allows militant groups to persuade
individual’s to join their cause. Suicide bombers are often told that their families
will be taken care of, an advantageous situation from their point of view. Thus,
foreign reconstruction efforts are needed on two levels.
In his August trip to Afghanistan, NATO Secretary General Rasmussen
argued that a long-term agreement that included a comprehensive approach was
needed from the international community to solve the Afghan issue.7 While
troops alone are not likely to solve the problem, they can be a part of a long term
strategy. Analyze Obama’s plan (3) for what kinds of troops are being put in
place, and ask yourself how these troops will fit in to the comprehensive
approach to solve Afghanistan’s problems.
Debaters may want to analyze the historical significance of Afghanistan in
U.S. foreign policy, general progress of the war since the initial invasion, and/or
current initiatives. In this opening framework, the Pro debater should clearly
define why current troop levels are insufficient. This will help frame the need for
increased troops. You may choose to argue that absent an increase in troops,
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6
7

BBC Worldwide Monitoring, December 2, 2009, LexisNexis
BBC Worldwide Monitoring, December 2, 2009, LexisNexis
BBC Worldwide Monitoring, December 2, 2009, Lexis Nexis
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the current troops stationed in Afghanistan will be in peril and that violence will
increase. The choice is up to you. However, it is important to tie your critique of
the current situation to your intended goal. Thus Points (1) and (2) will work hand
in hand. As the Pro team, you can make the best choice when identifying the
current problems by limiting your view. If you have three reasons why the troop
surge protects America’s interests, then you should identify three key failures of
the current troop situation—one at the top of each point.
The Con team should identify problems outside troop levels such as the
overall approach of the United States and the underlying ideology behind
interference in Afghanistan. Like the Pro team, the identification of your problem
will need to go hand in hand with your definition of goals and the explanation of
how increased troop levels will impact those goals. Overall, an explanation of the
current Afghani situation should be succinct but well warranted.
(2) Defining Goals and Interests. 3-6 sentences (1-2 sentences per point).
The easiest way to define U.S. interests in Afghanistan is to take Obama’s
exact words. (I use goals and interests here interchangeably.) In a PBS News
Hour Interview,8 Jim Lehrer asked Obama what his goals for Afghanistan were.
In this interview, Obama outline three key goals of the United States in
Afghanistan:
1) Afghani Self Determination
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PBS News Hour Interview with Obama, February 22, 2009,
http://www.pbs.org/newshour/bb/politics/jan-june09/obamainterview_02-27.html
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“…the achievable goal is to make sure it's not a safe haven for
terrorists, to make sure that the Afghan people are able to
determine their own fate.”
2) Eliminate al Qaeda safe haven
“Now, I can articulate some very clear, minimal goals in
Afghanistan, and that is that we make sure that it's not a safe haven
for al-Qaida, they are not able to launch attacks of the sort that
happened on 9/11 against the American homeland or American
interest.”
3) Protecting American lives
“Our goal in the region is to keep the American people safe…I think
until we have a clear strategy, we're not going to have a clear exit
strategy. And my goal is to get U.S. troops home as quickly as
possible without leaving a situation that allows for potential terrorist
attacks against the United States.”
Although these goals were provided early in Obama’s presidency, many of them
are still prominent U.S. interests today.
In order to achieve these goals, Obama has proposed several key interest
projects. Both the goals themselves and the means of achieving those goals may
be considered U.S. interests as per the resolution. While the exact definition of
U.S. interests should be left to the debaters, the New York Times reports:
Promising that he could “bring this war to a successful conclusion,”
Mr. Obama set out a strategy that would seek to reverse Taliban
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gains in large parts of Afghanistan, better protect the Afghan
people, increase the pressure on Afghanistan to build its own
military capacity and a more effective government and step up
attacks on Al Qaeda in Pakistan…The approach laid out by Mr.
Obama — not so much a new strategy as a doubling down on the
one he embraced earlier this year — incorporated the basic goals
and

came

close

counterinsurgency

to
plan

the
that

force

levels

Gen.

Stanley

proposed
A.

in

the

McChrystal.9

[Emphasis added]
In his September report, McChrystal suggested that Obama send up to 40,000
more troops to Afghanistan.10 McChrystal argued that these numbers were
needed to effectively bring a close to the war in Afghanistan by fulfilling the
President’s vision.
It may be easier in the debate round to delineate between interests and
methods of achieving those interests via the troop increase. Save the extensive
debate over how the troop level would be an effective means of reaching those
goals for the fourth section of the debate. Leave the definition of goals to a few
short sentences. State them and explain their importance/warrant why X goal is
in the United States’ interests. Below is a chart detailing some of the proposed
goals and to which side of the debate they can be attributed. These goals are by
no means static, and can move back and forth from Pro to Con depending on the
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New York Times, December 2, 2009,
http://www.nytimes.com/2009/12/02/world/asia/02prexy.html
10
CBS News, October 7, 2009,
http://www.cbsnews.com/stories/2009/10/07/world/main5369823.shtml
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effective or “means” argumentation. Con interests are harder to isolate, so most
of the debate should focus on the Obama’s plan as a means to achieve a neutral
interest and the inability of increased troops levels to achieve a Pro interest.
(More on this under Point 4 Effectiveness.) Limit your choices so that you have a
more focused and educational debate. It is generally better to provide depth of
analysis over breadth, especially with Public Forum time constraints.
Pro
Deny Taliban safe haven
To provide assistance
To maintain global order
To reconstruct Afghanistan
Human rights protection
Ending war as soon as
possible

Both Sides
Stop terrorism
Protect American lives
Afghani self government
Stop (perpetuating)
corruption
General security
Allow for democracy

Con
Avoidance of culture clash
Non-intervention policy
Avoid uprisings
Avoid prolonged interaction
Fiscal conservatism-Sound
budget
Health of soldiers/families

(3) Details of the plan. A paragraph
.

As of October, 68,000 troops are already stationed in Afghanistan.11

Despite a large number of deployed soldiers, under 1,000 fatalities have been
recorded in the country.1213 While these numbers are low in comparison to the
over 3,000 total deaths in Iraq, the escalation of hostile fatalities and IED deaths
has increased exponentially since 2001.14 Pro and Con debaters can look on the
bright and dark sides of these numbers respectively.
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CBS News, October 7, 2009,
http://www.cbsnews.com/stories/2009/10/07/world/main5369823.shtml
12
Number of fatalities has ranged between 821-935. Discrepancies in reporting where these deaths
occurred is a contributing factor. Nonetheless, these numbers are still far few than the total number of
deaths in the Middle East.
13
Last accessed December 15, 2009, http://icasualties.org/oef/
14
Last accessed December 15, 2009, http://icasualties.org/oef/
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In March, Obama promised 17,000 troops. But the New York Times
reports that Obama was under pressure to increase his previous commitment:
[C]ommanders in the field wanted a firmer and long-term
commitment of more combat troops beyond the 17,000 that Mr.
Obama had already promised to send, and a pledge that billions of
dollars would be found to significantly expand the number of
Afghan security forces.15
In the last two months, President Obama’s plan enacted several measures to
ramp up efforts and bring all troops home sooner: deployment of 30,000 troops to
Afghanistan by the end of Summer 2010 and increased funding for the training of
Afghan security forces. The current timeframe to deploy both combat and noncombat troops is nine to eleven months.16 The Pentagon estimates the cost of
the proposed plan between $30-35 billion.17 Obama plans settled on an exit
strategy date of July 2011. Although Robert Gibbs described the President’s plan
as "locked in," "etched in stone," and having "no flexibility. Troops will start
coming home in July 2011. Period," Secretary of State Hillary Clinton and
Secretary of Defense Robert Gates have indicated that the exit strategy date is
indeed flexible (read: likely to be pushed back).18
Endless details are not necessary and have not been provided within the
literature base. So far a total number of troops and the intended goals have been
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New York Times, March 27, 2009, http://www.nytimes.com/2009/03/28/us/politics/28prexy.html
Denver Post, December 15, 2009, http://www.denverpost.com/headlines/ci_13997911
17
Voice of America News, December 15, 2009,
http://www1.voanews.com/english/news/usa/Lawmaker-Activists-Decry-US-Troop-Increase-inAfghanistan-79351832.html
18
Chicago Tribune, December 9, 2009, http://www.chicagotribune.com/news/politics/sns200912091800tmsahuffcoltq--m-a20091209dec09,0,7957167.story
16
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stated, but not much else. A short paragraph should be sufficient to cover this
issue in the constructive speeches. Indicating the “who, what, where, and when”
should amply cover this section. Clarifications can be made in crossfire and
further speeches if necessary. Keep an eye out for further specifications by
Obama throughout the month. New speeches might provide additional insight
into what type of combative and non-combative troops he expects to send which
could change the effectiveness portion of the debate. (This would allow you to
debate humanitarian troops effective/not effective, combat-only troops bad,
comprehensive troop types good, etc.)
(4) Effectiveness of Plan Action. A couple paragraphs.
As the Pro team, use President Obama’s speech transcripts and the
actual reports from McChrystal and other generals as much as possible. These
primary sources are more accurate than newspaper summaries and will provide
you with additional ideas for why an increase in troops levels has the ability to
achieve American interests.
On the Con side however, you may attack the means of achieving the
basic goals set out by Obama. Instead of promoting Afghani self determination,
you may argue that an increase in troops would prolong U.S. occupation of
Afghanistan, thus undermining the ability of the Afghan people to govern
themselves and increase the risk faced by American soldiers. You can choose to
straight turn the Pro’s arguments or set up your own counter goals.
In terms of troop welfare, Obama and his generals have argued that a
surge in troops now would result in a sooner exit, thus decreasing the risk that

09PF5-Afghanistan Surge
www.victorybriefs.com

Page 24 of 86

American soldiers face long term. A quicker exit would also allow for democratic,
non-US intervention in Afghani politics. At the same time, a surge could damage
troops psychologically. Voice of America reports:
Toth said the true costs of the war for U.S. troops and their families
have not been given enough attention."I had two friends who
served in Afghanistan that after they came home, they took their
own lives due to untreated and undiagnosed PTSD [Post-Traumatic
Stress Disorder]," he said. "I have friends who have become drug
addicts and alcoholics because they couldn't cope with some of the
things that they went through."19
PTSD is a serious condition that affects troops confronted with the battlefield. It
often goes undiagnosed and can result in suicide and domestic violence among
other things. You may argue that conditions such as PTSD would decrease the
effectiveness of the troop surge, cause greater long term problems, and impede
America’s interests by making soldiers unfit for battle psychologically. The core of
this argument will come down to the exit strategy timeframe. If the Pro wins that a
surge is necessary to shorten U.S. involvement in Afghanistan, PTSD would
affect fewer people in the long term. However, if the Con can win that an
increase in troops would further complicate Afghanistan and increase the
government’s reliance of U.S. troops, they may win this argument as well.
One of the primary interests of the United States is to create a stable
Afghani nation. Depending on the types of troops sent (whether they be civil
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Voice of America News, December 15, 2009,
http://www1.voanews.com/english/news/usa/Lawmaker-Activists-Decry-US-Troop-Increase-inAfghanistan-79351832.html
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engineers, humanitarians, or combat trained soldiers), the military may be able to
physically reconstruct Afghanistan’s infrastructure. (So far no solid specification
of what types of troops has been announced yet.) However, the Con may argue
that the Afghani government is already uniquely burdened by the presence of
68,000 troops already. Voice of America reports that Afghanistan might not be
able to sustain an additional 30,000 troops:
U.S. Army Specialist Mathew Justice spent nine months in
Afghanistan as part of a team that disarmed improvised explosive
devices. Even if it were possible to train additional Afghan troops,
he said, Afghanistan's economy still would be unable to sustain a
larger force. Justice added that deepening the U.S. commitment in
Afghanistan will not bring more security.20
While physical infrastructure (roads, telecommunication systems, buildings, etc)
and trained security forces are positive improvements for Afghanistan, increased
troop levels could destabilize the economy once again, forcing the United States
to prolong their occupation, a condition which would be detrimental to our exit
strategy, the wellbeing of soldiers, and the growth of a stable Afghani
government.
Perhaps the U.S. vision of a stable Afghani government is unreachable. In
the pursuit of a stable, democratic government, the United States seems to
expect a perfectly run system, free from corruption that can address all its
citizens concerns. Sad to say, but this system does not exist even in the United
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Voice of America News, December 15, 2009,
http://www1.voanews.com/english/news/usa/Lawmaker-Activists-Decry-US-Troop-Increase-inAfghanistan-79351832.html
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States. In a Voice of America report, Florida Representative Alan Grayson
argues that the United States’ mission of peace is limited and thwarted.21 Voice
of America explains that:
"Afghanistan is never going to look like Minnesota, nor should it. It
is on its own path and we need to let it go on its own path as long
as it doesn't affect our security," he [Grayson] said. "It did affect our
security in 2001; we took care of that problem." "We eliminated the
Taliban government. We expelled al-Qaida. The fundamental
problem that we are facing right now is that we are trying to win the
same war twice," he continued.
Grayson’s comments also highlight the prolonged nature of the Afghani
operation. Despite achieving the initial goals, the U.S. military continues to find
new reasons to stay. Nine years of increased troops levels have not solved the
problem satisfactorily yet. The Pro team needs to show a unique reason why a
new increase in troops would sufficiently root out al Qaeda and the Taliban.
Grayson also called the President’s plan for Afghanistan "an 18th century
strategy being employed against a 14th century enemy." In the Revolutionary
War, Americans initially fought guerilla style, hidden within populations, not easily
distinguishable, and certainly not in fighting lines common in the British style.
This gave the Americans a considerable advantage by avoiding traditional
fighting styles. Today, the tables have turned and it is the United States who
attempts to use traditional means to fight an unconventional enemy. In guerilla
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Voice of America News, December 15, 2009,
http://www1.voanews.com/english/news/usa/Lawmaker-Activists-Decry-US-Troop-Increase-inAfghanistan-79351832.html
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warfare, the largest traditional army tends to lose the most number of troops. In
winning the War on Terror, increasing troop presence against an unconventional
enemy may not be the best strategy.
Closing Words.
The debate over troop levels in Afghanistan is a debate over uncertainties.
By high estimates, there are close to 3,000 dedicated enemies in Afghanistan.
The reason that Obama wants to put 100,000 total U.S. troops in Afghanistan is
because we do not know where those 3,000 are or who are they specifically.
Winning rounds this month will require carefully structured arguments. Because
the topic is early in second semester, you may want to try out a new form of
preparation before Nationals. Try using the grid format before you write your
cases to exploit logical holes. Working off the grid framework, fill out your
arguments, focusing on just a few, well developed positions instead of throwing
as many arguments into the round as possible.
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Topic Analysis by Dan Hill
I. Introduction
At issue in this debate is an enumerated and detailed plan of the president
with regards a proposed method of victory in Afghanistan. There is not much
room for theoretical pedantry or general claims and arguments for or against the
war in Afghanistan, the war in Iraq, or the war against terror as a whole. Rather,
the winner in this debate will have a handle on the specific elements of Obama’s
plan and the manner in which it will be enacted. This plan is not “up in the air”;
rather, it has been delivered and will be implemented as a proposed solution to
an extant geopolitical dilemma. In other words, the plan is concrete and
addresses concrete situations in a war in which America is already irreversibly
involved. Whether or not invading Afghanistan was proper and advisable in the
tumult following the terrorist attacks on the World Trade Center is not germane to
the discussion at hand: what is at hand is whether this concrete and enumerated
plan will address the extant and real situation in Afghanistan, in which America
is already involved, and whether it will do so in a manner that reflects America’s
“best interest.”
The ability to be effective in this debate hinges almost entirely on knowing the
plan Obama set forth—in no uncertain terms and with resounding clarity—
backwards and forwards. I cannot emphasize enough that theoretical and
partisan hindsight will not be effective. There is an instance in which the
negative could aid its case by bringing up the motives America employed when it
invaded Afghanistan. Otherwise, it will be best to ignore entirely the motives of
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the Afghanistan war—and even more so the motives of the Iraq war—in favor of
addressing Obama’s plan. Specifically, an effective negative case will address
particular elements of Obama’s plan as stated by Obama, and demonstrate
either a manifest or implied or delayed shortcoming in those and other elements.
An effective affirmative case will address each element of Obama’s plan and
argue for its likely success. The affirmative side will have to argue and uphold
each part of Obama’s plan, while the negative will only have to establish the
ineffectiveness or short-sightedness of one of the plan’s parts. At the risk of
sounding critically redundant, I will mention one last time that in issuing this plan,
Obama is offering concrete solutions to a real situation. He is doing so
independently of any pronouncement of the genius or evil of either the war in Iraq
or in Afghanistan. Rather, there is a problem that needs to be solved and this is
his plan to solve it. Value judgments as to America’s original motives to invade
will get neither side anywhere in this debate.
Even more importantly, both the affirmative and the negative must argue the
potential effectiveness or impotence of the explicitly enumerated elements of
Obama’s plan in the context of America’s “best interest.” Whichever side imposes
the definition of “best interest” and has the better command of Obama’s plan will
surely prevail. Namely, the negative should seize “best interest” and present it
as a holistic consideration of the entire national system—national security,
economy, foreign policy, trade, dollar value, etc. The affirmative should paint
much narrower strokes in defining “best interest” in the debate to include only
national security. Again, the side that prevails in this debate will have either
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supported or dismantled specific elements of Obama’s plan, and defined “best
interest” in its own corresponding terms.
Obama’s plan has four discernible sections: first, he defines the problem,
second, he proposes a troop increase, third he proposes a civilian increase, and
last, he supports his decision with a policy consideration.
The context in which Obama sees the problem is multifaceted. First, he
acknowledges the great advances made in the Iraq war. While he admits that he
opposed the initial invasion, he wastes no time or breath in explicating why or
offering a tome on why the war was improper.

Most importantly, he

acknowledges that all combat troops will be drawn out of Iraq by 2011. While the
situation in Iraq is relatively stable, Obama perceives the Afghan effort as having
been neglected.

The address notes the disparity in troop level: At his

inauguration, Iraq boasted 160,000 troops, which dwarfed Afghanistan’s 32,000
troops. His assessment of the problem in Afghanistan is most tersely and
cogently stated thus: “Afghanistan is not lost, but for several years it has moved
backwards.” Stated simply, the Taliban is gaining strength, most importantly at
the Afghanistan-Pakistan border in South Waziristan. Obama offers an important
caveat: there is no imminent threat of the government being overrun. The plan,
then, does not seed to address the shortcomings or wrongs of a particular
national government. Rather, Obama contextualizes the problem as that of rural
upstarts. Moreover, these Taliban insurgents, by his own admission, do not
threaten the government of Afghanistan. This Taliban presence is what Obama
seeks to remedy with his plan.
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The most important—not to mention publicized and debated—part of
Obama’s plan is the addition of 30,000 troops to the Afghanistan effort. This
stands in contrast to the 40,000 desired by General McChrystal, the commanding
officer in Afghanistan, and the 10,000 proposed by the more liberal factions of
the president’s advisers. McChrystal initially estimated the necessary troops at
80,000, and later reduced it in the report he drafted to advise the president. The
plan includes an 18-month withdrawal timeline. While the troops will begin
deployment almost immediately, the plan calls for the beginning of their return to
occur after 18 months. This can be an effective jumping-off point for both the
affirmative and the negative sides.

The president distinguished this from

previous efforts of America, namely the Vietnam War, but noting the presence of
an international coalition. To that end, the president asked NATO to commit
10,000 troops, certainly an opportunity for a strong affirmative defense of the
comprehensiveness of Obama’s plans.
Second, the president set forth the “civilian strategy” and called for 5,000 new
civilian workers to be deployed to Afghanistan. Their purpose will be to foster
economic development and societal stability for the Afghan people. The second
prong of this approach calls for a continued and enhanced cooperation with the
established Afghan government, presumably to hasten the transition of peacekeeping from international troops to Afghan forces.
Finally, Obama details the inextricable linkage between success in
Afghanistan and America’s partnership with Pakistan. To this end, the plan
includes a vague though explicit mention of increasing Pakistan’s ability to fight
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the Taliban insofar as it has spread across their border through South
Waziristan. This will certainly prove to be the least controversial element of the
president’s plan. Obama summed up these three aspects as follows: “These are
the three core elements of our strategy: a military effort to create the conditions
for a transition; a civilian surge that reinforces positive action; and an effective
partnership with Pakistan.”
I believe the substantive parts of the debate will hinge on the number of
troops, the motives of increasing the troop level, and the time line for withdrawal.
It should be noted that the general consensus among “talking heads” is that the
plan pleases no one: the troop level is lower than that called on but the
commanding officer, and any troop increase means the president will be met with
tepidity from those on his side of the political spectrum. Thus, it appears that the
general sentiment surrounding the plan will make the affirmative’s job more
difficult, especially when coupled with the affirmative’s burden of establishing the
strength of each element of Obama’s plan to prevail in the debate.
II. Affirmative
The affirmative’s best first move would be to contextualize the effort. Clearly,
there are problems at home—record unemployment and a less-than-perfect
international image. That the troop level did not hit McChrystal’s high-end
demand can be a positive: it shows that Obama’s desire for a positive outcome in
Afghanistan is tempered by a cogent reflection on the problems America faces
on its home front. Furthermore, Obama couches his desire to increase the troop
presence in Afghanistan in the language of availability; namely, that satisfactory
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conditions and subsequent troop reductions in Iraq grant the military the time,
ability, and resources necessary in order to try one last time to rectify the
insurgency problem in Afghanistan.
In this way, Obama’s plan is accommodatingly moderate. He is not brashly
committing every available troop in order to satisfy whimsical fantasies of victory.
Rather, he has determined a number lower than the maximum request and
higher than the minimum request with a reasonable time frame during which
progress or victory must be demonstrated. Absent this progress or victory, the
troops will begin withdrawal. Despite 8 years of warfare in the region, this should
not strike the average judge as unreasonable. Reasonable estimates put the
number of insurgents at 3,000. A good debater will mention the apparent
disparity between troop levels requested and the numbers (or lack thereof) of the
enemy.

The affirmative can do this in two ways. First, one cannot forget the

region in question, South Waziristan and the Tora Bora mountains. This area
constitutes the foothills of the Himalayas. The insurgents are manifestly familiar
with this area and the terrain. It is not unreasonable to outnumber an enemy in
such familiar territory ten to one. Secondly, the insurgency is characterized by a
remarkable fluidity. Rather than an organized and documented fire force, the
Taliban are guerrilla recruiters, who notably pay more than the Afghanistan army
or police. Put in this context, there is no way to know the exact number of the
enemy, and 3,000 is likely a conservative estimate. Again, most convincingly
the affirmative should highlight the success in Iraq, the stability of that region,
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and the now-available forces necessary to secure a similar stability in
Afghanistan.
The civilian force should prove the easiest aspect of Obama’s plan to
support. Indeed, their efforts serve the over-arching goal “to disrupt, dismantle,
and defeat al Qaeda in Afghanistan and Pakistan, and to prevent its capacity to
threaten America and our allies in the future.” To this end, the greater the number
of troops and civilian workers in Afghanistan, the faster we will be able to
adequately train the Afghan forces to quell Taliban and Al Qaeda insurgency. In
this way, the presence of an increased civilian population will—by creating a
greater and more adequate Afghan force—provide an alternative to those who
would otherwise seize upon the lucrative alternative of joining insurgency forces.
The affirmative should draw upon this fact heavily to establish that Obama’s plan
will create an affirmative and substantive departure from current policy, namely
by filling in a dearth of alternative options for those who would otherwise join the
Taliban or Al Qaeda. In other words, Obama’s plan is not “more of the same” in
offers changes to effectuate the stated goal, namely of stabilizing Afghanistan.
The negative will surely bring up two of the most glaring admissions—if they
can be called that—made by Obama explicitly in his proposal: the timeframe for
withdrawal and that the government of Afghanistan is not in peril. The withdrawal
timeframe should be framed in the same manner the moderated troop level was:
a generous opportunity by the president to effectuate goals in Afghanistan in the
face of nigh perennial failure tempered by an obvious desire to refrain from giving
the military a “blank check”—both in terms of financing and in strategy. The
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affirmative should paint the 18-month period before troop withdrawal as an ample
timeframe for 100,000 troops to eliminate an insurgency of 3,000. If a year and a
half is not sufficient, perhaps stabilization is simply not in the cards, particularly
given the fluid and transformative nature of the insurgency.
It is clear, even by Obama’s own admission, that the government of
Afghanistan is under no imminent threat of being overrun. The affirmative cannot
paint the plan as saving the government of the nation, then. Rather, the state
goal is to remove the ability for terrorist insurgents to train and recruit in
Afghanistan and Pakistan. President Bush’s now-trite characterization of this
mentality is to “fight them abroad before we have to fight them at home.” Indeed,
Obama perceives a rapid regression of stability in Afghanistan to the extent that
any further ability for Taliban or Al Qaeda forces to find “safe haven” in South
Waziristan could prove catastrophic. Obama stated: “what's at stake is the
security of our Allies, and the common security of the world.” This kind of threat
cannot be scoffed at merely because the order of the established government is
not threatened.
Finally, Obama’s insistence on a partnership with Pakistan seems relatively
innocuous. He merely posits that the Pakistanis may not see the fight against
radical insurgents as their own, and positions America as Pakistan’s greatest
partner in assisting the government’s efforts at eliminating the insurgency from
their side of the Waziristan border.
Generally, any affirmative attempt at highlighting the moderate and
accommodating nature of Obama’s plan should be met warmly by a judge. The
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plan should be substantially portrayed as a reasoned and generous offer to the
American military to stabilize Afghanistan within a reasonable and established
time frame. To that end, the affirmative must define “best interest” as national
security. While it is clear there is no direct and imminent threat to America
stemming from the presence of the insurgency in the Swat and South Waziristan
regions, Obama clearly sees further development and recruitment of Al Qaeda as
detrimental to the interests of America and its allies. This connection should be
intuitive for any reasonable judge.
III. Negative
The negative could attack the plan in any number of ways, but as mentioned
above, it only need do so successfully on any one aspect. I believe the strongest
arguments will stem from rejecting the troop level and the time frame for
withdrawal.
Troop levels could be rejected on two theories: that the number is too high or
that the number is too low. I believe the stronger of these is that the number is
too low. The commanding officer in the region, Gen. McChrystal, sought 40,000
troops as a minimum—a drastic and political reduction of his initial and ideal
number of 80,000. He is the expert in the region, appointed by President
Obama. The negative should seize on a seeming unwillingness of Obama to
confer with his hand-picked experts, pointing out that Obama has met with
McChrystal a maximum of five times.
Still, this argument must be couched in terms of America’s “best interest.”
Namely, that more troops ought to be sent should serve America’s “best interest”,
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not just defeat the insurgency. The negative, should this track be followed, will
have to argue both that defeat of the insurgency is in America’s best interests (on
a national security theory) and that 30,000 will not get the job done. It should be
noted that there is no specification for the provision of mountain combat training,
or for the adequate transportation of the troops in the mountainous region of
South Waziristan. In other words, given the insurgent familiarity with the terrain,
100,000 troops not expertly trained in maneuvering the Tora Bora and without
adequate modes of ground transportation may be insufficient to stabilize
insurgency. This should again be highlighted by the commanding officer’s expert
opinion that 30,000 additional troops would be insufficient.
It is also possible that the negative could argue on the basis of no additional
troops should have been sent. In this case, “best interest” should be defined
broadly to include international diplomacy, the necessity to have troops on the
Mexico-U.S. border, the need for more government money to be injected into the
economy, etc. The negative should argue in this context that the increased
civilian presence and the current troop levels will be enough to effectuate the
penultimate goal of the administration, namely the adequate training of the
Afghan forces and the provision for alternatives to those who would otherwise
join the insurgency for money. Both of these goals can be accomplished with
current troop levels and a mere increase in the civilian presence.

The

stabilization and military maneuverings would be subsequently executed by the
Afghan and Pakistani forces America trained.
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As explicated above, I believe arguing for an immediate withdrawal on the
basis that the invasion was immoral or improper initially will not prove to be
effective. In addition to being heavy handed and making the negative’s job more
difficult than it needs to be (namely, simply disproving the effectiveness of one
tenet of Obama’s plan), it will not be received well by the average judge, as
public opinion still supports the motives for the initial Afghan invasion.
In crossfire, the negative should also press tenaciously for the measurements
by which we will judge success or failure. What kind of changes or progress will
be necessary in order to justify withdrawal after 18 months? The plan is open
ended and does not specify such metrics, stating simply that the insurgency must
be stabilized. Victory being so vaguely defined may unnecessarily extend
American presence for goals which are not enumerated or impossible to achieve.
Finally, if the negative is unable to convince the judge of the likely
ineffectiveness of the troop levels, it may seize upon the existence of the
timetable, however trite or expected this argument is. Such a short time—18
months—in the face of such a resilient and fluid enemy may give the enemy an
opportunity to desist from insurgent activity just long enough to either convince
the American’s of stabilization or to wait out their withdrawal. This is the most oft
presented objection from the opposition to Obama’s plan, most notably from
Senator John McCain. I believe the affirmative would not be able to counter this
objection successfully, without ascribing to the insurgency characteristics that are
ultimately untrue.
IV. Closing
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Any victorious side in this debate will need two things: first, to define “best
interest” in the way most charitable to their side. Second, and even more
importantly, will be an exhaustive and thorough understanding of the statistics
involved in troop levels, and the specifics—both explicit and implicit—extant in
the plan itself. There is plenty of research and articles to be read. When it
comes down to it, a judge will be convinced by hard facts that indicate a
particular part of the plan will be effective or ineffective based on solid inferences
or past occurrences.
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BACKGROUND EVIDENCE
What are the goals of the “surge?”
The new forces aim to buy time for the training of Afghan soldiers, but
focus on defeating Al-Qaeda.
Derrick Henry, a staff writer for the New York Times, writes in the paper on
December 14, 2009, “Obama Says Afghan Buildup Must Show Results,”
accessed online
athttp://www.nytimes.com/2009/12/14/us/politics/14obama.html?_r=1
Under Mr. Obama’s strategy, the additional 30,000 troops he added to forces in
Afghanistan would begin withdrawing in July 2011 as part of a transition
phase.Gen. Stanley A. McChrystal, the top American military commander in
Afghanistan, has suggested that the United States wants the new forces to blunt
the Taliban’s recent momentum and to buy time to train Afghan soldiers and
police officers to take over security duties.Mr. Obama said that he had set the
2011 deadline to put Afghan officials on notice that the United States does not
intend to carry the entire burden of securing the nation.“That’s not what the
American people signed off for when they went into Afghanistan in 2001,” Mr.
Obama said. “They signed up to go after Al Qaeda.”
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Obama has reduced the definition for “success” in Afghanistan.
Doyle McManus writes for the Los Angeles Times on December 6,
2009, “Obama zeroes in on jobs, healthcare, Afghanistan,” accessed online
at http://www.latimes.com/features/health/la-oe-mcmanus62009dec06,0,3833391.column
On Afghanistan, aides say Obama now regrets the hasty decision he made in
March to announce that the goal in Afghanistan was to defeat the Taliban and
forge a stable democracy. Obama told columnists last week he now realizes his
initial definition of the mission was too grand and led his military commanders to
"start viewing the mission expansively." Instead, he said, he wanted to define a
"narrow mission" -- not building a new Afghanistan, merely "ensuring enough
stability that we're able to keep pressure on Al Qaeda.
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The troop increase is part of a grander strategy to eliminate the need for a
U.S. occupation in Afghanistan.
Terron Sims, a former Army officer, writes for a New York Times-run blog
on November 30, 2009, “Room for debate: Obama's Surge Strategy in
Afghanistan: Deploy More Troops” accessed online
at http://roomfordebate.blogs.nytimes.com/2009/11/30/obamas-surge-strategy-inafghanistan/
The 34,000 troops that General McChrystal is specifying in his strategy are going
to function primarily as trainers and observers to the Afghan army and police. In
addition, our troops will fight the Taliban and Al Qaeda, but they will do so
alongside their Afghan counterparts. The primary goal of the new strategy is to
create a competent Afghan army and police force that will have the ability to
defend the civilian population.
The troop increase hopes to mirror the success of the Iraqi surge.
Julian E. Barnes, Ned Parker, and Laura King write for the Los Angeles
Times on December 3, 2009, “Obama's Afghanistan strategy has a familiar
look,” accessed online athttp://www.latimes.com/news/nation-and-world/la-fgafghan-surge3-2009dec03,0,3457437.story?page=1
Scholars and Defense officials have debated which factors were the most critical
in Iraq. What is not in doubt is that violence levels in Iraq dropped quickly,
positioning the U.S. to begin the withdrawal of the large military force that
remains, which is to begin after parliamentary elections early next year. The
buildup was supposed to give "time and space" for Iraqi security forces to
develop, and for Iraqi politicians to make compromises on key legislation meant
to reconcile sectarian factions. The security forces have improved, but
reconciliation remains elusive. Obama was dismissive of the "time and space"
argument as a senator, but officials with his administration used the same
language Tuesday, arguing that Obama's plan would allow the Afghan
government to develop its security forces, enact reforms and fight corruption.
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Senior Defense officials said they looked carefully at the strategies that worked in
Iraq while crafting the new Afghanistan policy.
Obama has outlined clear goals for success in Afghanistan.
President Barack Obama, in a December 1, 2009 speech as reported by the
New York Times on the same day, “Text: Obama's address on the war in
Afghanistan,” accessed online
athttp://www.nytimes.com/2009/12/02/world/asia/02prexy.text.html?_r=1
These facts compel us to act along with our friends and allies. Our overarching
goal remains the same: to disrupt, dismantle, and defeat al Qaeda in Afghanistan
and Pakistan, and to prevent its capacity to threaten America and our allies in the
future. To meet that goal, we will pursue the following objectives within
Afghanistan. We must deny al Qaeda a safe haven. We must reverse the
Taliban's momentum and deny it the ability to overthrow the government. And we
must strengthen the capacity of Afghanistan's security forces and government so
that they can take lead responsibility for Afghanistan's future. We will meet these
objectives in three ways. First, we will pursue a military strategy that will break
the Taliban's momentum and increase Afghanistan's capacity over the next 18
months.
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The troop increase is designed to accelerate the transition of control to the
Afghan government's hands.
President Barack Obama, in a December 1, 2009 speech as reported by the
New York Times on the same day, “Text: Obama's address on the war in
Afghanistan,” accessed online
athttp://www.nytimes.com/2009/12/02/world/asia/02prexy.text.html?_r=1
The 30,000 additional troops that I'm announcing tonight will deploy in the first
part of 2010 -- the fastest possible pace -- so that they can target the insurgency
and secure key population centers. They'll increase our ability to train competent
Afghan security forces, and to partner with them so that more Afghans can get
into the fight. And they will help create the conditions for the United States to
transfer responsibility to the Afghans.
Because this is an international effort, I've asked that our commitment be joined
by contributions from our allies. Some have already provided additional troops,
and we're confident that there will be further contributions in the days and weeks
ahead. Our friends have fought and bled and died alongside us in Afghanistan.
And now, we must come together to end this war successfully. For what's at
stake is not simply a test of NATO's credibility -- what's at stake is the security of
our allies, and the common security of the world. But taken together, these
additional American and international troops will allow us to accelerate handing
over responsibility to Afghan forces, and allow us to begin the transfer of our
forces out of Afghanistan in July of 2011. Just as we have done in Iraq, we will
execute this transition responsibly, taking into account conditions on the ground.
We'll continue to advise and assist Afghanistan's security forces to ensure that
they can succeed over the long haul. But it will be clear to the Afghan
government -- and, more importantly, to the Afghan people -- that they will
ultimately be responsible for their own country.
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U.S. goals in Afghanistan are somewhat difficult to measure. Nevertheless,
a rough idea of “success” can be constructed.
Gordon Lubold, a staff writer for the Christian Science Monitor writes on
December 14, 2009, “Afghanistan war: What success will look like,” accessed
online athttp://www.csmonitor.com/USA/2009/1214/Afghanistan-war-Whatsuccess-will-look-like
As President Obama directs 30,000 additional forces into Afghanistan over the
next eight months, it’s still unclear what “finishing the job” will look like.Richard
Holbrooke, US special envoy to Afghanistan and Pakistan, quipped that “you’ll
know it when you see it.” That vague forecast left lawmakers cold, but Mr.
Obama never used the word “victory” in his Dec. 1 Afghanistan speech in part
because success will likely be nuanced. The administration has dramatically
pared back the idealistic goals pursued by the Bush administration – robust
democracy, human rights, and a free-market economy – to the practical
essentials:
•Deny Al Qaeda from regaining a haven in Afghanistan; disrupt, dismantle, and
defeat it in Pakistan.
•Build the Afghan security forces to the point that they can maintain a reasonable
level of security in Afghanistan.
•Degrade the Taliban insurgency to the point that Afghans can manage it.
•Curtail rampant Afghan corruption so that the government can begin to meet the
most basic needs of its people. “Progress towards each of those [is] important,”
says Michael Vickers, assistant secretary of Defense for Special Operations and
Low Intensity Conflict at the Pentagon. Achieving that will allow Obama to meet a
primary goal of his new strategy: begin drawing down forces by July 2011. To
that end, Defense Secretary Robert Gates has said the new strategy will be
assessed monthly and, in December 2010, will get a fundamental reexamination.
But finding “metrics” – the Beltway’s word for data that measure progress toward
these goals – is problematic. The administration has yet to provide specifics
about the metrics it plans to use.
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The troop presence in Afghanistan aims to give the United States a stable
point with which to deal with terrorist threats from Pakistan.
The Associated Press reports on December 15, 2009, “Biden: U.S. Policy is to
advance Afghan stability,” accessed online
at http://www.google.com/hostednews/ap/article/ALeqM5iuC9U3xByspIiVWE8S1
4uj0dHclAD9CJPAE02
President Barack Obama has approved sending an additional 30,000 U.S. troops
to Afghanistan, bringing the total there to nearly 100,000, a far heavier
commitment than the United States had as recently as the summer of 2008. In an
appearance on MSNBC's "Morning Joe," Biden said the new strategy is not
about occupying Afghanistan or rebuilding it. "It's a fundamental change in terms
of the strategy, defeating al-Qaida," he said. Asked why the U.S. is making a
much heavier commitment to Afghanistan than Pakistan, Biden said that both
nations are strategically vital. He also said "we would be in real trouble if a
vacuum is created and there is chaos and the government in Afghanistan
fails." He said it would be difficult to guess what the response would be from
Russia, China and Iraq, among others, in the region. "So this surge is in the
service of stabilizing Afghanistan," Biden said, "to allow us to do the job with alQaida in Pakistan."

Military operations in Afghanistan are not centered on occupation.
The Associated Press reports on December 15, 2009, “Biden: U.S. Policy is to
advance Afghan stability,” accessed online
at http://www.google.com/hostednews/ap/article/ALeqM5iuC9U3xByspIiVWE8S1
4uj0dHclAD9CJPAE02
On Afghanistan, Biden said that Obama "has made something exquisitely clear
to each of the generals. ... He has said to the generals, do not occupy what you
cannot turn over. ... We do not want to own Afghanistan. We just want to make
sure the Taliban is diminished significantly enough so that the Afghan
government can contain it and get on with reconciliation."
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The Afghan invasion was predicated upon national security interests.
CNN reports on December 2, 2009, “Obama Afghanistan strategy: More troops
in quickly, drawdown in 2011,” accessed online
at http://edition.cnn.com/2009/POLITICS/12/01/obama.afghanistan/
U.S.-led troops first invaded Afghanistan in response to the al Qaeda terrorist
network's September 11, 2001, attacks on New York and Washington. The
invasion overthrew the ruling Taliban, which had allowed al Qaeda to operate
from its territory, but most of the top al Qaeda and Taliban leadership escaped
the onslaught. Taliban fighters have since regrouped in the mountainous region
along Afghanistan's border with Pakistan, battling U.S. and Afghan government
forces on one side and Pakistani troops on the other. Al Qaeda's top leaders,
Osama bin Laden and Ayman al-Zawahiri, remain at large and are suspected to
be hiding in the same region. The conflict has so far claimed the lives of more
than 900 Americans and nearly 600 allied troops.
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What does public opinion show?
American approval of Obama's Afghanistan conduct is up in the wake of
the troop increase. Public opinion of troop increases is also on the rise.
Ernie Paicopolos writes for Fox News on December 10, 2009, “Fox News
Poll: Americans Support Obama's Afghan Strategy,” accessed online
at http://www.foxnews.com/politics/2009/12/10/fox-news-poll-americans-supportobamas-afghan-strategy/
President Obama's West Point speech laying out his strategy in Afghanistan
seems to have boosted support for his handling of the issue. Nearly half of
Americans -- 49 percent -- say they approve of the job Obama is doing on
Afghanistan, a solid increase from 41 percent approval in mid-October, according
to the latest Fox News poll. The national telephone poll was conducted for Fox
News by Opinion Dynamics Corp. among 900 registered voters from December 8
to December 9, 2009. The poll has a 3-point error margin. Almost six in 10
Americans -- 58 percent -- approve of the president’s plan to send 30,000
additional U.S. troops to Afghanistan, while a little over one-third -- 36 percent -disapprove. This is a dramatic jump from the 42 percent who approved of the
generic idea of sending "additional" troops back in mid-November.Majorities of
Democrats (55 percent), Republicans (62 percent) and independents (59
percent) all support the Afghan troop surge -- a notable jump in support from the
president’s Democratic base. An even higher percentage of Americans (62
percent) support the plan to begin removing U.S. troops from Afghanistan in
2011. However, a slim 51 percent majority of voters disapprove of the president
putting both of these elements (the surge and the withdrawal plan) in the same
speech. A closer look at the two elements of the president's plan shows that
about one-third of all voters (32 percent) approve of both the surge and the
withdrawal timetable, about one in five (21 percent) approve the surge but not the
timetable, and slightly more than one-quarter (27 percent) disapprove of the
surge but approve the withdrawal plan.

09PF5-Afghanistan Surge
www.victorybriefs.com

Page 49 of 86

Americans believe that winning in Afghanistan will be harder than Iraq.
Public opinion is divided on the execution of Obama's Afghanistan plan.
John Ward Anderson writes for the Politico on December 15, 2009, “Poll:
Afghanistan harder than Iraq,” accessed online
at http://www.politico.com/news/stories/1209/30591.html
Trying to brace people for a tougher and potentially deadlier war, the Obama
administration has been saying for months that Afghanistan is not Iraq, and it
looks like the message is sinking in: In a new Rasmussen survey, 62 percent of
U.S. voters think it will be harder for America to make progress in Afghanistan
than it was in Iraq. Just 16 percent of voters disagreed with that pessimistic
assessment, and 22 percent were not sure, the polling company reported
Monday. Obama recently announced a new war strategy that called for
increasing the number of U.S. troops in Afghanistan by 30,000 over the short
term but then starting to withdraw American soldiers from the country in July
2011. Fifty-three percent of voters supported President Barack Obama’s plan to
send more forces, and 47 percent liked his plan to begin withdrawing troops in 18
months. But put the two together, Rasmussen said, and 37 percent supported
the overall plan, while 38 percent opposed it. After the president’s speech, 51
percent of those surveyed said the United States could win the war in
Afghanistan, versus 39 percent who thought so before his speech, Rasmussen
said. But just 34 percent said they believed the situation in Afghanistan would
improve in the next six months, compared with 39 percent who expected it to get
worse. Only 36 percent of voters believed it is even somewhat likely that all
combat troops will be removed from the country before the end of Obama’s first
term in the White House, three years from now, the pollster said. Fifty-eight
percent said it’s unlikely all combat troops will be out by late January 2013. Fifty
percent of Democrats said they are confident that all combat troops will be
removed from Afghanistan before the end of Obama’s first term. Sixty-nine
percent of Republicans and 67 percent of unaffiliated voters were not very or not
at all confident of that.
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How will this be implemented?
The troop increase is temporary.
Dexter Filkins writes for the New York Times on December 2, 2009, “With
Troop Pledge, New Demands on Afghans,” accessed online
at http://www.nytimes.com/2009/12/02/world/asia/02afghan.html?_r=1 by Victory
Briefs
In ordering the accelerated deployment of 30,000 fresh American troops to the
country, Mr. Obama made clear that he would demand a far greater effort from
President Hamid Karzai to stanch corruption in his government and from Afghan
soldiers and police officers to fight Taliban insurgents.The extra American
soldiers, the president said, would be on the ground only for a limited time to
ensure the Afghans followed through.

The U.S. is likely to have a troop presence in Afghanistan for at least two
more years.
Kevin Maurer and Kristin M. Hall write for the Philadelphia Inquirer on
December 8, 2009, “Mullen: U.S. war casualties to rise,” accessed online
at http://www.philly.com/inquirer/world_us/78749062.html by Victory Briefs.
On Sunday, Defense Secretary Robert M. Gates said Americans should expect a
significant U.S. military presence in Afghanistan for two to four more years. He
said that just as in Iraq, the United States would turn over provinces to
homegrown security forces, allowing the United States to bring down the number
of troops steadily. Gates noted that Afghan President Hamid Karzai talked in his
inaugural address about taking over security control in all of Afghanistan in five
years.
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The troop surge is one part of a larger strategy to fight the Taliban and al
Qaeda.
CNN reports on December 2, 2009, “Obama Afghanistan strategy: More troops
in quickly, drawdown in 2011,” accessed online
at http://edition.cnn.com/2009/POLITICS/12/01/obama.afghanistan/
In his speech Tuesday, Obama said his strategy had three objectives:
• Deny al Qaeda a safe haven
• Reverse the Taliban's momentum and deny it the ability to overthrow
Afghanistan's government
• Strengthen Afghanistan's security forces and government
The additional troops was one way to achieve these, he said. Other strategies
will include holding Afghan government leaders accountable for corruption, focus
assistance on areas that could help the lives of Afghans, and securing the
country's border with Pakistan.

The troop surge has an expected drawdown.
Sheryl Gay Stolberg and Helene Cooper write for the New York Times on
December 2, 2009, “Obama Adds Troops, but Maps Exit Plan,” accessed online
at http://www.nytimes.com/2009/12/02/world/asia/02prexy.html
WEST POINT, N.Y. — President Obama announced Tuesday that he would
speed 30,000 additional troops to Afghanistan in coming months, but he vowed
to start bringing American forces home in the middle of 2011, saying the United
States could not afford and should not have to shoulder an open-ended
commitment. Promising that he could “bring this war to a successful conclusion,”
Mr. Obama set out a strategy that would seek to reverse Taliban gains in large
parts of Afghanistan, better protect the Afghan people, increase the pressure on
Afghanistan to build its own military capacity and a more effective government
and step up attacks on Al Qaeda in Pakistan.
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The troop withdrawal plan in Afghanistan will be a slow one.
Ben Feller of the Associated Press reports on December 11, 2009, “Obama:
Afghanistan troop drawdown won't be steep,” accessed online
at http://www.google.com/hostednews/ap/article/ALeqM5i5VdZ59Wp0MbGLhYb
bStjqPA41igD9CGIT8O0
OSLO — President Barack Obama said Thursday that the withdrawal of U.S.
troops from Afghanistan, set to start in 19 months, will be gradual and U.S. aid to
that nation will last for years. "We're not going to see some sharp cliff, some
precipitous drawdown," Obama told reporters in Oslo, where he traveled to
accept the Nobel Peace Prize. The president said he is sticking to his plan to
start the drawdown in July 2011, but he signaled that the United States will help
Afghanistan train its security forces and develop its economy for some time.
"Several years after U.S. combat troops have been drastically reduced in the
region," he said, "the Afghanistan government is still going to need support for
those security forces. We are still going to have an interest in partnering with
Afghans and Pakistanis and others in dealing with the remnants of terrorist
activities there."
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What about the international community?
The Afghan conflict can be resolved without worrying excessively about
forces beyond the Afghan border.
John Arquilla, a professor of defense analysis at the Naval Postgraduate
School in Monterey, writes for the San Francisco Chronicle on December 6,
2009, “Flaws in Obama's strategy for Afghanistan,” accessed online
at http://www.sfgate.com/cgibin/article.cgi?f=/c/a/2009/12/06/INE11ATRNK.DTL by Victory Briefs
As for the need to take away the haven on the Pakistani side of the border, all
that needs to be done is to challenge that assumption by looking at Iraq. The
insurgency there was largely tamed without our ever going across the Iranian or
Syrian borders - and without any real help from either Tehran or Damascus. The
war in Afghanistan can be won - in terms of tamping down the insurgency - from
inside Afghanistan.
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7,000 of the NATO forces assisting in Afghanistan are non-combat forces,
but these include military trainers who will help Afghanistan's army.
Mary Beth Sheridian of the Washington Post writes on December 4, 2009,
“NATO allies pledge 7,000 more troops for Afghanistan effort,” accessed online
at http://www.washingtonpost.com/wpdyn/content/article/2009/12/04/AR2009120400621.html by Victory Briefs
Clinton conceded that some of the promised 7,000 troops were military or police
trainers, not combat forces. But she said some trainers would accompany Afghan
security forces as they deploy. "I am just extremely heartened by the level of
positive response we've received. Certainly the commitment of troops and
additional civilian assistance is a tangible sign of that," Clinton said. "I was also
very touched by comments made both publicly and privately from ministers
throughout the world" about the new strategy.

The United States needs cooperation from Pakistan for its Afghanistan
strategy to work.
President Barack Obama, in a 60 minutes interview on December 13, 2009,
“Obama Defends Afghanistan Timetable Plan – 60 Minutes – CBS News,”
accessed online
athttp://www.cbsnews.com/stories/2009/12/09/60minutes/main5954261.shtml?ta
g=currentVideoInfo;segmentUtilities by Victory Briefs
Obama: Half of this territory is in Afghanistan, half of it is in Pakistan. Ultimately,
in order for us to eradicate the problem, to really go after al Qaeda, in an
effective way, we are going to need more cooperation from Pakistan. There is no
doubt about that.
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***Pro***
The war in Afghanistan matters
The war in Afghanistan is an important part of national security.
President Barack Obama, in a December 1, 2009 speech as reported by the
New York Times on the same day, “Text: Obama's address on the war in
Afghanistan,” accessed online
athttp://www.nytimes.com/2009/12/02/world/asia/02prexy.text.html?_r=1
As we know, these men belonged to al Qaeda -- a group of extremists who have
distorted and defiled Islam, one of the world's great religions, to justify the
slaughter of innocents. Al Qaeda's base of operations was in Afghanistan, where
they were harbored by the Taliban -- a ruthless, repressive and radical
movement that seized control of that country after it was ravaged by years of
Soviet occupation and civil war, and after the attention of America and our friends
had turned elsewhere. Just days after 9/11, Congress authorized the use of force
against al Qaeda and those who harbored them -- an authorization that continues
to this day. The vote in the Senate was 98 to nothing. The vote in the House was
420 to 1. For the first time in its history, the North Atlantic Treaty Organization
invoked Article 5 -- the commitment that says an attack on one member nation is
an attack on all. And the United Nations Security Council endorsed the use of all
necessary steps to respond to the 9/11 attacks. America, our allies and the world
were acting as one to destroy al Qaeda's terrorist network and to protect our
common security.
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Obama recognizes the need for restraint, but that the importance of
Afghanistan is too great to ignore.
President Barack Obama, in a December 1, 2009 speech as reported by the
New York Times on the same day, “Text: Obama's address on the war in
Afghanistan,” accessed online
athttp://www.nytimes.com/2009/12/02/world/asia/02prexy.text.html?_r=1
This review is now complete. And as Commander-in-Chief, I have determined
that it is in our vital national interest to send an additional 30,000 U.S. troops to
Afghanistan. After 18 months, our troops will begin to come home. These are the
resources that we need to seize the initiative, while building the Afghan capacity
that can allow for a responsible transition of our forces out of Afghanistan. I do
not make this decision lightly. I opposed the war in Iraq precisely because I
believe that we must exercise restraint in the use of military force, and always
consider the long-term consequences of our actions. We have been at war now
for eight years, at enormous cost in lives and resources. Years of debate over
Iraq and terrorism have left our unity on national security issues in tatters, and
created a highly polarized and partisan backdrop for this effort. And having just
experienced the worst economic crisis since the Great Depression, the American
people are understandably focused on rebuilding our economy and putting
people to work here at home.
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Afghanistan is the heart of anti-US extremism.
President Barack Obama, in a 60 minutes interview on December 13, 2009,
“Obama Defends Afghanistan Timetable Plan – 60 Minutes – CBS News,”
accessed online
athttp://www.cbsnews.com/stories/2009/12/09/60minutes/main5954261.shtml?ta
g=currentVideoInfo;segmentUtilities by Victory Briefs
Obama: What you have here between the borders of Afghanistan and Pakistan is
the epicenter of violent extremism directed against the West and directed against
the United States. This is the heart of it. This is where Bin Laden is. This is where
its allies are. It's from here that you see attacks launched not just against the
United States, but against London, against Bali, against a whole host of
countries.
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America's security is at stake in the war against the Taliban and Al Qaeda.
President Barack Obama, in a December 1, 2009 speech as reported by the
New York Times on the same day, “Text: Obama's address on the war in
Afghanistan,” accessed online
athttp://www.nytimes.com/2009/12/02/world/asia/02prexy.text.html?_r=1
Most of all, I know that this decision asks even more of you -- a military that,
along with your families, has already borne the heaviest of all burdens. As
President, I have signed a letter of condolence to the family of each American
who gives their life in these wars. I have read the letters from the parents and
spouses of those who deployed. I visited our courageous wounded warriors at
Walter Reed. I've traveled to Dover to meet the flag-draped caskets of 18
Americans returning home to their final resting place. I see firsthand the terrible
wages of war. If I did not think that the security of the United States and the
safety of the American people were at stake in Afghanistan, I would gladly order
every single one of our troops home tomorrow. So, no, I do not make this
decision lightly. I make this decision because I am convinced that our security is
at stake in Afghanistan and Pakistan. This is the epicenter of violent extremism
practiced by al Qaeda. It is from here that we were attacked on 9/11, and it is
from here that new attacks are being plotted as I speak. This is no idle danger;
no hypothetical threat. In the last few months alone, we have apprehended
extremists within our borders who were sent here from the border region of
Afghanistan and Pakistan to commit new acts of terror. And this danger will only
grow if the region slides backwards, and al Qaeda can operate with impunity. We
must keep the pressure on al Qaeda, and to do that, we must increase the
stability and capacity of our partners in the region.
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Al-Qaeda will not be defeated unless the U.S can hunt down Bin Laden,
who is most likely still in Afghanistan or near it.
BBC News writes on December 9, 2009, “Gen. McChrystal: Bin Laden is key to
al-Qaeda defeat,” accessed online
at http://news.bbc.co.uk/2/hi/americas/8402138.stm
The top US commander in Afghanistan has said al-Qaeda will not be defeated
unless its leader, Osama Bin Laden, is captured or killed. Testifying to the US
Congress, Gen Stanley McChrystal said Bin Laden had become an "iconic
figure". He said President Barack Obama's deployment of 30,000 extra troops to
Afghanistan meant success was possible. But he said the mission was
"undeniably difficult" and the next 18 months would be crucial. "I don't think that
we can finally defeat al-Qaeda until he's captured or killed," said Gen McChrystal
of Bin Laden. "I believe he is an iconic figure at this point, whose survival
emboldens al-Qaeda as a franchising organisation across the world." The
general said that killing or capturing Bin Laden would not spell the end of alQaeda, but that the movement could not be eradicated while Bin Laden remained
at large. The militant leader is believed to be living in the border region between
Pakistan and Afghanistan.
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Change must happen
The war in Afghanistan is not going well; change is essential.
President Barack Obama, in a December 1, 2009 speech as reported by the
New York Times on the same day, “Text: Obama's address on the war in
Afghanistan,” accessed online
athttp://www.nytimes.com/2009/12/02/world/asia/02prexy.text.html?_r=1
But while we've achieved hard-earned milestones in Iraq, the situation in
Afghanistan has deteriorated. After escaping across the border into Pakistan in
2001 and 2002, al Qaeda's leadership established a safe haven there. Although
a legitimate government was elected by the Afghan people, it's been hampered
by corruption, the drug trade, an under-developed economy, and insufficient
security forces.Over the last several years, the Taliban has maintained common
cause with al Qaeda, as they both seek an overthrow of the Afghan government.
Gradually, the Taliban has begun to control additional swaths of territory in
Afghanistan, while engaging in increasingly brazen and devastating attacks of
terrorism against the Pakistani people.
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The status quo in Afghanistan is not sustainable.
President Barack Obama, in a December 1, 2009 speech as reported by the
New York Times on the same day, “Text: Obama's address on the war in
Afghanistan,” accessed online
athttp://www.nytimes.com/2009/12/02/world/asia/02prexy.text.html?_r=1
Yet huge challenges remain. Afghanistan is not lost, but for several years it has
moved backwards. There's no imminent threat of the government being
overthrown, but the Taliban has gained momentum. Al Qaeda has not reemerged
in Afghanistan in the same numbers as before 9/11, but they retain their safe
havens along the border. And our forces lack the full support they need to
effectively train and partner with Afghan security forces and better secure the
population. Our new commander in Afghanistan -- General McChrystal -- has
reported that the security situation is more serious than he anticipated. In short:
The status quo is not sustainable.

Leaving troop levels as they are will spell defeat in Afghanistan.
President Barack Obama, in a December 1, 2009 speech as reported by the
New York Times on the same day, “Text: Obama's address on the war in
Afghanistan,” accessed online
athttp://www.nytimes.com/2009/12/02/world/asia/02prexy.text.html?_r=1 by
Victory Briefs
Second, there are those who acknowledge that we can't leave Afghanistan in its
current state, but suggest that we go forward with the troops that we already
have. But this would simply maintain a status quo in which we muddle through,
and permit a slow deterioration of conditions there. It would ultimately prove more
costly and prolong our stay in Afghanistan, because we would never be able to
generate the conditions needed to train Afghan security forces and give them the
space to take over.
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Troop increase is an informed decision
Afghanistan is NOT the new “Vietnam”
President Barack Obama, in a December 1, 2009 speech as reported by the
New York Times on the same day, “Text: Obama's address on the war in
Afghanistan,” accessed online
athttp://www.nytimes.com/2009/12/02/world/asia/02prexy.text.html?_r=1 by
Victory Briefs
I recognize there are a range of concerns about our approach. So let me briefly
address a few of the more prominent arguments that I've heard, and which I take
very seriously. First, there are those who suggest that Afghanistan is another
Vietnam. They argue that it cannot be stabilized, and we're better off cutting our
losses and rapidly withdrawing. I believe this argument depends on a false
reading of history. Unlike Vietnam, we are joined by a broad coalition of 43
nations that recognizes the legitimacy of our action. Unlike Vietnam, we are not
facing a broad-based popular insurgency. And most importantly, unlike Vietnam,
the American people were viciously attacked from Afghanistan, and remain a
target for those same extremists who are plotting along its border. To abandon
this area now -- and to rely only on efforts against al Qaeda from a distance -would significantly hamper our ability to keep the pressure on al Qaeda, and
create an unacceptable risk of additional attacks on our homeland and our allies.
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Afghanistan has made progress since 2001.
President Barack Obama, in a December 1, 2009 speech as reported by the
New York Times on the same day, “Text: Obama's address on the war in
Afghanistan,” accessed online
athttp://www.nytimes.com/2009/12/02/world/asia/02prexy.text.html?_r=1
Since then, we've made progress on some important objectives. High-ranking al
Qaeda and Taliban leaders have been killed, and we've stepped up the pressure
on al Qaeda worldwide. In Pakistan, that nation's army has gone on its largest
offensive in years. In Afghanistan, we and our allies prevented the Taliban from
stopping a presidential election, and -- although it was marred by fraud -- that
election produced a government that is consistent with Afghanistan's laws and
constitution.

Commanders in Afghanistan have repeatedly asked for troop increases.
President Barack Obama, in a December 1, 2009 speech as reported by the
New York Times on the same day, “Text: Obama's address on the war in
Afghanistan,” accessed online
athttp://www.nytimes.com/2009/12/02/world/asia/02prexy.text.html?_r=1
Now, throughout this period, our troop levels in Afghanistan remained a fraction
of what they were in Iraq. When I took office, we had just over 32,000 Americans
serving in Afghanistan, compared to 160,000 in Iraq at the peak of the war.
Commanders in Afghanistan repeatedly asked for support to deal with the
reemergence of the Taliban, but these reinforcements did not arrive. And that's
why, shortly after taking office, I approved a longstanding request for more
troops. After consultations with our allies, I then announced a strategy
recognizing the fundamental connection between our war effort in Afghanistan
and the extremist safe havens in Pakistan. I set a goal that was narrowly defined
as disrupting, dismantling, and defeating al Qaeda and its extremist allies, and
pledged to better coordinate our military and civilian efforts.
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The top U.S. officials in Afghanistan support Obama's decision.
Gordon Lubold of the Christian Science Monitor writes on December 8,
2009, “Karl Eikenberry, once a skeptic, backs more Afghanistan troops,”
accessed online athttp://www.csmonitor.com/USA/Military/2009/1208/p02s21usmi.html
The top two US officials in Afghanistan said Tuesday they both strongly support
President Obama's new strategy including the decision to send as many as
33,000 more troops there. Gen. Stanley McChrystal and Amb. Karl Eikenberry
presented a united front at Capitol Hill despite the fact that Ambassador
Eikenberry in recent weeks had cautioned against deploying more troops to a
country rife with corruption."I believe the course the president outlined does offer
the best path to stabilize Afghanistan and ensure Al Qaeda cannot regain a
foothold to plan new attacks against us," said Eikenberry Tuesday at the House
hearing. "I can say without equivocation that I fully support this approach."

The troop increase can meet the newly focused goals for the U.S. operation
in Afghanistan
Gordon Lubold of the Christian Science Monitor writes on December 8,
2009, “Karl Eikenberry, once a skeptic, backs more Afghanistan troops,”
accessed online athttp://www.csmonitor.com/USA/Military/2009/1208/p02s21usmi.html
The cables were at odds with his military counterpart, McChrystal, who was
seeking tens of thousands of additional troops. But on Tuesday, Eikenberry said
the new strategy has given the mission a narrower focus that is achievable, and
that there was now no light between the two men's positions on the mission. "I
am exactly aligned with General McChrystal here to my right in moving forward
now to vigorously implement the assigned mission," Eikenberry said.
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General McChrystal expects to make major gains in Afghanistan in the near
future.
Gordon Lubold of the Christian Science Monitor writes on December 8,
2009, “Karl Eikenberry, once a skeptic, backs more Afghanistan troops,”
accessed online athttp://www.csmonitor.com/USA/Military/2009/1208/p02s21usmi.html
"I don't believe that is a deadline at all," McChrystal told lawmakers. "I think it's
just a natural part of the evolution of what we're doing. "By next summer,
McChrystal said, he expects to have made "significant progress" that will be
evident to American forces in Afghanistan. By the following December – when
the administration is on the hook to provide a comprehensive assessment of
progress – McChrystal said he'll be able to lay "real progress out that will be clear
to everyone." And by July 2011, he said, that progress will have taken hold and
be evident to the Afghan people."And when it's unequivocally clear to them, that
will be a critical, decisive point," he said. Both McChrystal and Eikenberry
indicated that the hardest part of their job – beyond creating stability and building
the Afghan national security forces – is helping the Afghan government to govern
with greater credibility. That issue was raised several times by lawmakers
Tuesday.
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General McChrystal testified to Congress that the extra 30,000 troops
should be enough to make a difference in the fight against the Taliban and
Al-Qaeda.
BBC News writes on December 9, 2009, “Gen. McChrystal: Bin Laden is key to
al-Qaeda defeat,” accessed online
at http://news.bbc.co.uk/2/hi/americas/8402138.stm
Gen McChrystal told the Congressional hearing the next 18 months would be
crucial in Afghanistan, but that he did not expect to need more troops to get the
job done. He said coalition forces faced "a complex and resilient insurgency" and
that Afghans lacked confidence in their government. "Success will require
steadfast commitment and incur significant costs," he told the House Armed
Services Committee. The commander said the 30,000 US reinforcements would
"provide us the ability to reverse insurgent momentum and deny the Taliban the
access to the population they require to survive". He said he did not think he
would need to ask for any more troops in a year's time, but would not hesitate to
recommend more if circumstances changed.
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Troop increase key to transition
American and NATO forces are often needed to perform the bureaucratic
duties of the Afghan army.
Dexter Filkins writes for the New York Times on December 2, 2009, “With
Troop Pledge, New Demands on Afghans,” accessed online
at http://www.nytimes.com/2009/12/02/world/asia/02afghan.html?_r=1 by Victory
Briefs
One example often cited by American trainers: the bureaucratic skills and literacy
levels necessary to administer a large force have not materialized, even after
years of mentoring. When it comes to paying their soldiers, keeping them fed,
providing them with ammunition and equipment, tracking who is on leave and
who is injured, most Afghan units perform very poorly. These tasks — essential
to the readiness of any army — are almost invariably performed by American or
NATO soldiers.Indeed, American trainers often spend large amounts of time
verifying that Afghan rosters are accurate — that they are not padded with
“ghosts” being “paid” by Afghan commanders who quietly collect the bogus
wages.
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Despite the danger to U.S. Troops, Mike Mullen of the Joint Chiefs of Staff
believes the troop increase to be an essential part of the strategy in
Afghanistan.
Kevin Maurer and Kristin M. Hall write for the Philadelphia Inquirer on
December 8, 2009, “Mullen: U.S. war casualties to rise,” accessed online
at http://www.philly.com/inquirer/world_us/78749062.html by Victory Briefs. Mike
Mullen, who is cited within the evidence, is a chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff
of the United States Armed Forces.
"We are not winning, which means we are losing," Mullen said, "and as we are
losing, the message traffic out there to [insurgency] recruits keeps getting better
and better, and more keep coming."That's why we need the 30,000 and in
particular, and you are the lead on this, getting in there this year, over the next 12
months, almost in lightning-bolt fashion." Mullen told 700 soldiers at Fort
Campbell that military leaders believed they had 18 to 24 months to reverse the
insurgency, in what he expects to be a tough and bloody fight. "I am sure we will
sustain an increase in the level of casualties, and I don't want to be in any way
unclear about that," he said. "This is what happened in Iraq during the surge, and
as tragic as it is, to turn this thing around, it will be a part of this surge as well."
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The United States will not support a complacent Afghan government.
President Barack Obama, in a December 1, 2009 speech as reported by the
New York Times on the same day, “Text: Obama's address on the war in
Afghanistan,” accessed online
athttp://www.nytimes.com/2009/12/02/world/asia/02prexy.text.html?_r=1
This effort must be based on performance. The days of providing a blank check
are over. President Karzai's inauguration speech sent the right message about
moving in a new direction. And going forward, we will be clear about what we
expect from those who receive our assistance. We'll support Afghan ministries,
governors, and local leaders that combat corruption and deliver for the people.
We expect those who are ineffective or corrupt to be held accountable. And we
will also focus our assistance in areas -- such as agriculture -- that can make an
immediate impact in the lives of the Afghan people.
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Army support for an Afghan power transition is key to U.S. forces leaving.
Golnar Motevalli of Reuters reports on December 12, 2009, “Afghan army
starts own surge in south Afghanistan,” accessed online
at http://www.reuters.com/article/idUSTRE5BB15O20091212
Washington needs Afghan forces to be able to take over so its troops can leave.
The White House has played down any suggestion that a hard deadline for U.S.
troops to withdraw has been set and has stressed the July 2011 date marks the
beginning of a process, which will depend on conditions on the ground. Afghan
President Hamid Karzai, re-elected in an August 20 vote heavily tainted by fraud,
said at his inauguration that Afghanistan would aim to take over security within
five years. Wardak said while this objective was achievable, it rested on how
much investment the Afghan army would get from the West for "enablers" for the
army, such as air support and reconnaissance.

The Afghan army needs strong support in order to take over control of its
own country.
Golnar Motevalli of Reuters reports on December 12, 2009, “Afghan army
starts own surge in south Afghanistan,” accessed online
at http://www.reuters.com/article/idUSTRE5BB15O20091212
"It will all depend on how the international community will help us in providing us
the enablers. At the moment we do have the lead of 60 percent of the operations,
but with some enablers we do rely on the ISAF forces," Wardak said. "If we do
get the enablers then we will be able to conduct independent operations." Asked
if Afghanistan would benefit from more U.S. troops, beyond the 30,000
earmarked by Washington, Wardak said the growth of Afghan troops was more
important. "I do believe strongly that the only sustainable way to secure
Afghanistan is to enable the Afghans themselves, it is much more cost effective,
it is less politically complex and it will also save lives for our friends and allies."
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***Con***

You cannot compare Afghanistan to Iraq
The troop increase is similar to the Iraqi “Surge,” but critical differences
between the two exist.
Julian E. Barnes, Ned Parker, and Laura King write for the Los Angeles
Times on December 3, 2009, “Obama's Afghanistan strategy has a familiar
look,” accessed online athttp://www.latimes.com/news/nation-and-world/la-fgafghan-surge3-2009dec03,0,3457437.story?page=1
The Afghan strategy Obama announced Tuesday shares many similarities with
the Iraq "surge": a similar number of troops, a fast push into the country, a limited
duration, an emphasis on training local forces and a hope of flipping the
allegiance of insurgents. But experts say there are key differences between the
two countries, particularly in the nature of the insurgency, the terrain, the quality
of security forces and the political atmosphere. Some of what worked in Iraq is
likely to prove more difficult in Afghanistan, they say. And even in Iraq, after the
added troops have left, all the gains are not necessarily secure.
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The war in Afghanistan has very different conditions than the war in Iraq.
Julian E. Barnes, Ned Parker, and Laura King write for the Los Angeles
Times on December 3, 2009, “Obama's Afghanistan strategy has a familiar
look,” accessed online athttp://www.latimes.com/news/nation-and-world/la-fgafghan-surge3-2009dec03,0,3457437.story?page=1
Unlike Iraq, which has a well-developed infrastructure, Afghanistan is rural and
rugged, with very few usable roads. That leaves coalition troops far more
dependent on air power and travel on remote rural tracks that the insurgents
seed with roadside bombs. "The situation in Afghanistan is a lot more
complicated than Iraq, primarily because of the geography," said David Sedney,
a senior Defense official. "In many cases, you are almost fighting a different war
every valley." Mark Moyar, an expert on counterinsurgency and a professor at
the Marine Corps University, said other differences mean it will be difficult for the
Afghanistan buildup to show results as quickly as the one in Iraq. "Afghanistan's
population is highly dispersed, whereas Iraq's is concentrated in cities," Moyar
said. "Thirty thousand troops can secure far more people when the population is
concentrated than when it is spread out," Moyar said. The enemy in Afghanistan
is also different from the enemy in Iraq. Al Qaeda in Iraq was not considered an
indigenous resistance movement, but the Taliban movement has deep roots in
Afghanistan, drawing heavily on conservative Pashtun tribal traditions.
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Afghanistan is not Iraq
Dexter Filkins writes for the New York Times on December 2, 2009, “With
Troop Pledge, New Demands on Afghans,” accessed online
at http://www.nytimes.com/2009/12/02/world/asia/02afghan.html?_r=1
When it comes to such grim assessments, the struggle in Afghanistan is colored
by that other American war, the one in Iraq. In that country, for nearly four years,
the war went horribly wrong — and then, suddenly, conditions markedly
improved. Many factors contributed to the turnaround, not least the rapid and
temporary influx of American forces known as the “surge.” President Obama is
hoping for a similar turnabout now. But Afghanistan is a different country from
Iraq, and one that makes a temporary surge of soldiers more of a gamble. In
Iraq, both the population and insurgency are concentrated in cities. Afghanistan,
by contrast, is a largely rural country, with the population spread across a
mountainous and remote terrain. The Afghan insurgency is, too, making it far
more difficult to pin down.
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American Troops will worsen problems
American troop increases will help to support a corrupt government.
Dexter Filkins writes for the New York Times on December 2, 2009, “With
Troop Pledge, New Demands on Afghans,” accessed online
at http://www.nytimes.com/2009/12/02/world/asia/02afghan.html?_r=1
Only last month, Mr. Karzai was declared the winner in nationwide elections that
were tainted by extraordinary levels of fraud — nearly all of which independent
election observers found was orchestrated on his behalf. Mr. Karzai’s own
brother, Ahmed Wali Karzai, is suspected of being a central player in the
country’s opium trade, a primary source of money for Taliban insurgents. “We
have to have a better government because all these soldiers will be sent to
benefit this corrupt government,” said Noorulhaq Uloomi, an Afghan member of
Parliament. “This government is corrupt from top to bottom.”

Focusing on Afghanistan benefits the global network that supports AlQaeda.
John Arquilla, a professor of defense analysis at the Naval Postgraduate
School in Monterey, writes for the San Francisco Chronicle on December 6,
2009, “Flaws in Obama's strategy for Afghanistan,” accessed online
at http://www.sfgate.com/cgi-bin/article.cgi?f=/c/a/2009/12/06/INE11ATRNK.DTL
A last, most important point grows out of the president's observation that it was al
Qaeda that attacked us on 9/11, implying that we should focus our efforts against
the terrorist network's many cells and nodes around the world. To the extent to
which we fixate on Afghanistan - at a cost that will now lurch toward $2 billion per
week - the global network gets a near-free ride. That can't be good.
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Senator Feingold of the Foreign Relations Committee opposes the troop
increase.
Wisconsin Senator Russ Feingold who sits on the Foreign Relations
Committee is quoted by the New York Times of December 3,
2009, “Democrats Voice Concerns on Afghanistan,” accessed online
at http://www.nytimes.com/interactive/2009/12/03/us/politics/demsafghanistan.html
I do not support the president’s decision to send additional troops to fight a war in
Afghanistan that is no longer in our national security interest. It’s an expensive
gamble to undertake armed nation-building on behalf of a corrupt government of
questionable legitimacy. Sending more troops could further destabilize
Afghanistan and, more importantly, Pakistan, a nuclear-armed state where Al
Qaeda is headquartered.

Representative Jim McGovern is opposed to the troop increase.
Massachusetts representative Jim McGovern is quoted by the New York
Times of December 3, 2009, “Democrats Voice Concerns on Afghanistan,”
accessed online
athttp://www.nytimes.com/interactive/2009/12/03/us/politics/demsafghanistan.html
I think sending 30,000 more American troops to Afghanistan will make it 30,000
times more harder for us to get out of this mess. This war’s been going on for
eight years and we have a government over there -- led by Mr. Karzai -- that is
corrupt and incompetent. I don’t want to put any more American men and
women’s lives at risk defending a government that is corrupt and incompetent.
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The troop increase will magnify the problem of fuel needs by the military in
Afghanistan.
Steven Mufson and Walter Pincus write for the Washington Post on
December 15, 2009, “Supplying troops in Afghanistan with fuel is challenge for
U.S.” accessed online athttp://www.washingtonpost.com/wpdyn/content/article/2009/12/14/AR2009121403123.html
President Obama's decision to send more troops to Afghanistan will magnify one
of the Pentagon's biggest challenges: getting aviation and diesel fuel to U.S. air
and ground forces there. As the number of U.S. and coalition troops grows, the
military is planning for thousands of additional tanker truck deliveries a month,
big new storage facilities and dozens of contractors to navigate the landlocked
country's terrain, politics and perilous supply routes. And though Obama has
vowed to start bringing U.S. forces home in 18 months, some of the fuel storage
facilities will not be completed until then, according to the contract specifications
issued by the Pentagon's logistics planners. "Getting into Afghanistan, which we
need to do as quickly as we can possibly do it, is very difficult because . . . next
to Antarctica, Afghanistan is probably the most incommodious place, from a
logistics point of view, to be trying to fight a war," Ashton Carter, the
undersecretary of defense for acquisition, technology and logistics, said recently.
"It's landlocked and rugged, and the road network is much, much thinner than in
Iraq. Fewer airports, different geography." Navy Vice Adm. Alan S. Thompson,
who directs the Defense Logistics Agency, earlier this year called support for
operations in landlocked Afghanistan "the most difficult logistics assignment we
have faced since World War II." The military's fuel needs are prodigious.
According to the Government Accountability Office, about 300,000 gallons of jet
fuel are delivered to Afghanistan each day, in addition to diesel, motor and
aircraft gasoline. A typical Marine corps combat brigade requires almost 500,000
gallons of fuel per day, according to a recent study by Deloitte Analysis, a
research group. Each of the more than 100 forward operating bases in
Afghanistan requires a daily minimum of 300 gallons of diesel fuel, the study
said.
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Even as Obama plans to send more troops abroad, the military lacks
proper training and gear to safely conduct their mission.
Richard Lardner writes for the Associated Press on December 15,
2009, “Lawmakers: Soldiers have problems with combat gear,” accessed online
at http://www.google.com/hostednews/ap/article/ALeqM5gvRFFrzbh6ZStpPIweAi
Z8m29bBgD9CK283G0
WASHINGTON — Troops are being sent to war zones without proper training
and suitable gear, according to two senior Democratic lawmakers who say
they've been told by soldiers about problems ranging from their backpacks to
their rifles.In a Dec. 10 letter to the Pentagon's top leaders, Rep. Ike Skelton,
chairman of the House Armed Services Committee, and Rep. Solomon Ortiz,
who heads the subcommittee on military readiness, said they are "greatly
troubled" by what they learned as the Obama White House begins escalating the
U.S. presence in Afghanistan.
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Standard-issue gear for U.S. troops is dangerous and unreliable.
Richard Lardner writes for the Associated Press on December 15,
2009, “Lawmakers: Soldiers have problems with combat gear,” accessed online
at http://www.google.com/hostednews/ap/article/ALeqM5gvRFFrzbh6ZStpPIweAi
Z8m29bBgD9CK283G0
Troops carry heavy loads on their backs and the plastic straps cut off circulation
to their hands and arms, "making it virtually impossible to fire their weapons,"
they told Mullen and Defense Secretary Robert Gates. Skelton and Ortiz said
many of the soldiers they talked to are using their own money to buy better packs
from commercial suppliers.
The M4 carbine, a shorter, lighter version of the M16 rifle, was also criticized.
Skelton and Ortiz said they've had long-standing concerns with the M4. Those
worries mounted after a study by a military historian found the rifle failed at
critical moments during a July 2008 firefight in Afghanistan that left nine U.S.
soldiers dead. "Even though these weapons routinely rank lower than other
military weapons in testing, they are still being issued as the Army's weapon of
choice," the letter says.
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Lack of training and poor uniforms may be worsened by the surge in
Afghanistan.
Richard Lardner writes for the Associated Press on December 15,
2009, “Lawmakers: Soldiers have problems with combat gear,” accessed online
at http://www.google.com/hostednews/ap/article/ALeqM5gvRFFrzbh6ZStpPIweAi
Z8m29bBgD9CK283G0
The lawmakers said they were told troops are being taken straight from boot
camp and being sent to Afghanistan and Iraq without extensive training at
stateside bases.
"Is this a common practice now"? Skelton and Solomon ask. "And will the
upcoming surge into Afghanistan exacerbate this situation?" There were also
complaints about the camouflage pattern of the combat uniforms they wear, the
lawmakers say. The current pixielated pattern of green, tan and gray doesn't
work well in Afghanistan and "does more to put our soldiers in harm's way than to
protect them," they said. The uniforms also aren't durable enough to handle
Afghanistan's harsh environment, according to Skelton and Ortiz. That means
soldiers again have to dip into their own pockets to buy multiple replacements,
they wrote.
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The transition will be difficult
Afghanistan's army is sparse and unable to control the territory.
Dexter Filkins writes for the New York Times on December 2, 2009, “With
Troop Pledge, New Demands on Afghans,” accessed online
at http://www.nytimes.com/2009/12/02/world/asia/02afghan.html?_r=1
Yet for all the worries about corruption, President Obama’s far larger gamble is
the plan to train the Afghan police and army to take over for the Americans —
and eventually allow them to go home. Even by their numbers alone, the Afghan
forces are woefully inadequate: there are currently about 90,000 Afghan soldiers
and about 93,000 Afghan police officers. In a country of about 30 million, that is
nowhere near the number that will ultimately be needed to bring order to that
fractious land. (Security forces in Iraq, which has a smaller population, now total
about 600,000.)
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The terms of the troop surge are ambiguous at best and political at worst.
Peter Feaver writes for Foreign Policy on December 15, 2009, “Obama's
Afghan policy speech designed to confound domestic opponents is confusing
Pakistan,” accessed online
athttp://shadow.foreignpolicy.com/posts/2009/12/15/0bama_s_Afghan_policy_sp
eech_designed_to_confound_domestic_opponents_is_confusing_pakistan
The policy compromise embodied in the speech and the underlying policy
decision was in fact intended to square a number of circles. It was an escalationwith-a-prearranged-deadline-for-beginning-a-withdrawal-but-vagueness-abouthow-fast-and-the-conditions-under-which-the-subsequent-withdrawal-wouldhappen sort of compromise.
It was designed to let administration hawks say we are in this war to win it and
administration doves to say that we are not making an open-ended commitment
to win this war. It was designed to split Obama's opposition so that, as has
happened, some Republicans praised the escalation part and other Republicans
excoriated the artificial deadline part, and some anti-war Democrats bit their
tongues over the escalation and clung bitterly to the artificial deadline while
others saw the artificial deadline as a fiction and loudly denounced the
escalation.
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Confusion over the length of time for a power transition makes
international actors like Pakistan concerned.
Peter Feaver writes for Foreign Policy on December 15, 2009, “Obama's
Afghan policy speech designed to confound domestic opponents is confusing
Pakistan,” accessed online
athttp://shadow.foreignpolicy.com/posts/2009/12/15/0bama_s_Afghan_policy_sp
eech_designed_to_confound_domestic_opponents_is_confusing_pakistan
It was designed to confuse domestic political enemies and it achieved that
goal. An unintended consequence was that it also confused international
allies, as the Pakistan story makes clear.Reasonable people can debate whether
President Obama had better options that were less confusing. Reasonable
people can debate whether the benefits of the confusion outweigh the costs of
the confusion. Reasonable people will conclude -- and I am one of them -- that
on balance the speech and the underlying policy position were worth supporting.
But -- and here is the absolutely crucial part -- no reality-based observer can
pretend that the speech and the underlying policy was not confusing. To pretend
otherwise is either to peddle absurd spin or, worse, to be so infected with a
bunker mentality that one is operating in a bubble.
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Pakistan is concerned about the impact of increased U.S. operations in
Afghanistan on the border region.
Reuters reports on December 15, 2009, “FACTBOX – Five political risks to
watch in Pakistan,” accessed
at http://www.reuters.com/article/idUSSGE5BE02A20091215?type=usDollarRpt
Pakistan is worried the new U.S. strategy in Afghanistan will result in a spillover
of fighting across the border. Pakistan is also wary of an intensification of strikes
by pilotless U.S. drones on militants in on its side of the border, in particular in
Baluchistan province, where the government is trying to quell a low-level
separatist insurgency.
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A troop increase isn't what we need
The troop increase won't help Afghanistan at all.
Douglas MacGregor, a retired Army colonel, writes for a New York Timesrun blog on November 30, 2009, “Room for debate: Obama's Surge Strategy in
Afghanistan: It won't work” accessed online
at http://roomfordebate.blogs.nytimes.com/2009/11/30/obamas-surge-strategy-inafghanistan/
President Obama may or may not realize that Generals Petraeus and McChrystal
cannot fix Afghanistan. They cannot stabilize or control it. They cannot put a dent
in the heroin trade, because we have nothing with which to replace it. Nor can
the generals prevent Pakistan from moving ever closer to its nuclear showdown
with India. What Petraeus and McChrystal can do is further entangle the United
States, its resources and its forces in an unending war inside the ungovernable
wasteland that lies between Iran and India. For the political forces inside the
Beltway desperate to keep the war going, adding 30,000 more American troops –
- all we can realistically come up with at this point –- to the Afghan morass may
be just enough to divert attention from the 120,000 United States troops still
languishing in Iraq at the cost of billions we don’t have each month. Mr. Obama
must also know that widening the war inside Afghanistan to fight millions of
Pashtun tribesmen is the equivalent of ending world hunger and poverty. It won’t
work. But it will help transform the Taliban’s fight with President Hamid Karzai’s
corrupt narco-state into a Pashtun war of liberation against the unwanted
American military presence that supports Mr. Karzai.
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The idea of counterinsurgency in Afghanistan is a misleading and naive
idea.
Celese Ward Gventer, a senior defense analyst at the RAND corporation
and former deputy assistant secretary of defense, writes for a New York
Times-run blog on November 30, 2009, “Room for debate: Obama's Surge
Strategy in Afghanistan: A false promise of 'Counterinsurgency' ” accessed
online at http://roomfordebate.blogs.nytimes.com/2009/11/30/obamas-surgestrategy-in-afghanistan/
An effort to conduct “counterinsurgency” in Afghanistan is not just a costly
business for still-unspecified strategic returns. It is likely to also prolong the U.S.
defense establishment’s preoccupation with military-led nation-building in
unfamiliar cultures and perpetuate the deeply problematic assumption that
chronic societal failure and social pathologies around the world are a form of
warfare. This notion is built in part on what seems to be an oversimplified and
glamorized -– and thus dangerously misleading -– pop history about the ’surge’
in Iraq and the role it played in the still-unfolding outcomes there.

A troop increase in Afghanistan will bring a temporary peace, but is no
substitute for proper military strategy.
John Arquilla, a professor of defense analysis at the Naval Postgraduate
School in Monterey, writes for the San Francisco Chronicle on December 6,
2009, “Flaws in Obama's strategy for Afghanistan,” accessed online
at http://www.sfgate.com/cgi-bin/article.cgi?f=/c/a/2009/12/06/INE11ATRNK.DTL
As to the troops we train over the next 18 months, many will simply switch sides
over to the Taliban when we leave. This already happens on a small scale when
we leave a village - and the new strategy calls for leaving remote areas to such
fates as it focuses on protecting just a few large urban areas. Clearly, good
strategy matters more than sheer mass. But with this notion of a new surge, it
seems that the president, for all the time he has given to thinking about this
problem, is still floundering.
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Numbers do not win a war.
John Arquilla, a professor of defense analysis at the Naval Postgraduate
School in Monterey, writes for the San Francisco Chronicle on December 6,
2009, “Flaws in Obama's strategy for Afghanistan,” accessed online
at http://www.sfgate.com/cgi-bin/article.cgi?f=/c/a/2009/12/06/INE11ATRNK.DTL
The main flaw with this line of reasoning is that war is not a numbers game. We
kept adding troops in Vietnam until there were more than half a million in country,
we trained an even greater number of South Vietnamese soldiers - and we still
lost.

The new strategy for Afghanistan doesn't look to improve much.
John Arquilla, a professor of defense analysis at the Naval Postgraduate
School in Monterey, writes for the San Francisco Chronicle on December 6,
2009, “Flaws in Obama's strategy for Afghanistan,” accessed online
at http://www.sfgate.com/cgi-bin/article.cgi?f=/c/a/2009/12/06/INE11ATRNK.DTL
The prognosis for the new strategy looks like this: More troops alone will not lead
to victory, nor will training more Afghans or securing a few cities; governance will
not improve under Karzai; and the Pakistani armed forces cannot do what is
needed to deny the terrorists haven without risking a revolution in their own
country.

