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COIN props up an ineffective and unpopular, corrupt, and illegitimate central government --- increases instability 

Christopher A. Preble 10, Director of Foreign Policy studies at the Cato Institute, May 21, 2010, “Is the War in Afghanistan Winnable?”, http://www.cato.org/pub_display.php?pub_id=11834 

The appropriate question is not whether the war is winnable. If we define victory narrowly, if we are willing to apply the resources necessary to have a reasonable chance of success, and if we have capable and credible partners, then of course the war is winnable. Any war is winnable under these conditions. None of these conditions exist in Afghanistan, however. Our mission is too broadly construed. Our resources are constrained. The patience of the American people has worn thin. And our Afghan partners are unreliable and unpopular with their own people. Given this, the better question is whether the resources that we have already ploughed into Afghanistan, and those that would be required in the medium to long term, could be better spent elsewhere. They most certainly could be. More important still is the question of whether the mission is essential to American national security interests—a necessary component of a broader strategy to degrade al-Qaeda's capacity for carrying out another terrorist attack in America. Or has it become an interest in itself? (That is, we must win the war because it is the war we are in.) Judging from most of the contemporary commentary, it has become the latter. This explains why our war aims have expanded to the point where they are serving ends unrelated to our core security interests. The current strategy in Afghanistan is flawed. Population centric counterinsurgency (COIN) amounts to large-scale social engineering. The costs in blood and treasure that we would have to incur to accomplish this mission—in addition to what we have already paid—are not outweighed by the benefits, even if we accept the most optimistic estimates as to the likelihood of success. It is also unnecessary. We do not need a long-term, large-scale presence to disrupt al-Qaeda. Indeed, that limited aim has largely been achieved. The physical safe haven that al-Qaeda once enjoyed in Afghanistan has been disrupted, but it could be recreated in dozens of other ungoverned spaces around the world—from Pakistan to Yemen to Somalia. The claim that Afghanistan is uniquely suited to hosting would-be terrorists does not withstand close scrutiny. Nor does fighting terrorism require over 100,000 foreign troops building roads and bridges, digging wells and crafting legal codes. Indeed, our efforts to convince, cajole or compel our ungrateful clients to take ownership of their problems might do more harm than good. Building capacity without destroying the host nation's will to act has always proved difficult. This fact surely annoys most Americans, who have grown tired of fighting other people's wars and building other people's countries. It is little surprise, then, that a war that once enjoyed overwhelming public support has lost its lustre. Polls show that a majority of Americans would like to see the mission drawn to a close. The war is even less popular within the European countries that are contributing troops to the effort. You go to war with the electorate you have, not the electorate you wished you had. But while the public's waning appetite for the war in Afghanistan poses a problem for our current strategy, Hamid Karzai poses a greater one. Advocates of COIN explain ad nauseam that the success of these missions depends upon a reliable local partner, something that Mr Karzai is not. Efforts to build support around his government are likely to fail. An individual who lacks legitimacy in the eyes of his people does not gain from the perception that he is a foreign puppet. Mr Karzai is caught in a Catch-22. His ham-fisted efforts to distance himself from the Obama administration have eroded support for him in America without boosting his standing in Afghanistan. America and its allies must narrow their focus in Afghanistan. Rather than asking if the war is winnable, we should ask instead if the war is worth winning. And we should look for alternative approaches that do not require us to transform what is a deeply divided, poverty stricken, tribal-based society into a self-sufficient, cohesive and stable electoral democracy.
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COIN doctrine’s inherently hostile to local authority structures

Benjamin H. Friedman 9, research fellow in defense and homeland security studies, September 3, 2009, “Making Enemies in Afghanistan”, http://www.cato-at-liberty.org/2009/09/03/making-enemies-in-afghanistan/ 

Yaroslav Trofimov’s article in Wednesday’s Wall Street Journal explains how Ghulam Yahya, a former anti-Taliban, Tajik miltia leader from Herat, became an insurgent. The short answer: because the American master plan in Afghanistan required the retirement of warlords. The trouble is that in much of Afghanistan “warlord” is a synonym for “local government.” Attacking local authority structures is a good way to make enemies. So it went in Herat. Having been fired from a government post, Ghulum Yahya turned his militia against Kabul and now fires rockets at foreign troops, kidnaps their contractors, and brags of welcoming foreign jihadists. Herat turned redder on the color-coded maps of the “Taliban” insurgency. That story reminded me of C.J. Chivers’s close-in accounts of firefights he witnessed last spring with an army platoon in Afghanistan’s Korangal Valley. According to Chivers, the Taliban there revolted in part because the Afghan government shut down their timber business. That is an odd reason for us to fight them. One of the perversions of the branch of technocratic idealism that we now call counterinsurgency doctrine is its hostility to local authority structures. As articulated on TV by people like General Stanley McChrystal, counterinsurgency is a kind of one-size-fits-all endeavor. You chase off the insurgents, protect the people, and thus provide room for the central government and its foreign backers to provide services, which win the people to the government. The people then turn against the insurgency. This makes sense, I suppose, for relatively strong central states facing insurgencies, like India, the Philippines or Colombia. But where the central state is dysfunctional and essentially foreign to the region being pacified, 
this model may not fit. Certainly it does not describe the tactic of buying off Sunni sheiks in Anbar province Iraq (a move pioneered by Saddam Hussein, not David Petraeus, by the way). It is even less applicable to the amalgam of fiefdoms labeled on our maps as Afghanistan. From what I can tell, power in much of Afghanistan is really held by headmen — warlords — who control enough men with guns to collect some protection taxes and run the local show. The western idea of government says the central state should replace these mini-states, but that only makes sense as a war strategy if their aims are contrary to ours, which is only the case if they are trying to overthrow the central government or hosting terrorists that go abroad to attack Americans. Few warlords meet those criteria. The way to “pacify” the other areas is to leave them alone. Doing otherwise stirs up needless trouble; it makes us more the revolutionary than the counter-revolutionary. On a related note, I see John Nagl attacking George Will for not getting counterinsurgency doctrine. Insofar as Will seems to understand, unlike Nagl, that counterinsurgency doctrine is a set of best practices that allow more competent execution of foolish endeavors, this is unsurprising. More interesting is Nagl’s statement that we, the United States have not “properly resourced” the Afghan forces. Nagl does not mention that the United States is already committed to building the Afghan security forces (which are, incidentally, not ours) to a size — roughly 450,000 — that will annually cost about 500% of Afghanistan’s budget (Rory’s Stewart’s calculation), which is another way of saying we will be paying for these forces for the foreseeable future. It probably goes too far to say this war has become a self-licking ice-cream cone where we create both the enemy and the forces to fight them, but it’s a possibility worth considering.
Conflation of counterterrorism and counterinsurgency undermine the long-term goals of both -  fuels instability 

Michael Boyle 10 , Lecturer in International Relations and a Research Fellow at the Centre for the Study of Terrorism and Political Violence at the University of St Andrews, 3/10/10, International Affairs, “Do counterterrorism and counterinsurgency go together?” http://www3.interscience.wiley.com/journal/123318677/abstract
This episode indicates the extent of the confusion over counterterrorism (CT) and counterinsurgency (COIN) that marks the contemporary debate over Afghanistan. Both CT and COIN would envisage military action in Afghanistan, but to very different ends. A CT mission would focus exclusively on Al-Qaeda while offering little or no support to the Karzai government; a COIN mission envisages a comprehensive commitment to defeating the Taleban and rebuilding the Afghan state while destroying Al-Qaeda operatives there. Yet it has now become commonplace for politicians and military officials alike to mention CT and COIN in the same breath, or to treat them as if they were functionally equivalent. The official US government definition now frames counterterrorism in classic ‘hearts and minds’ counterinsurgency language: ‘actions taken directly against terrorist networks and indirectly to influence and render global and regional environments inhospitable to terrorist networks’.12 Terrorist threats are now regularly described as insurgencies and vice versa. The influential US Army and Marine Corps Counterinsurgency Field Manual states that ‘today’s operational environment also includes a new kind of insurgency, one which seeks to impose revolutionary change worldwide. Al-Qaeda is a well known example of such an insurgency.’13 An official from US Central Command (CENTCOM), for instance, has gone so far to define counterterrorism as a ‘whole of government COIN’ approach.14 Meanwhile, insurgent threats in places such as Chechnya, Indonesia and Thailand are now regularly redescribed as terrorist threats, as analysts speculate on whether local conflicts will become magnets for Al-Qaeda or otherwise spill out into acts of horrific violence on the international stage.
This confusion over the differences between counterterrorism and counterinsurgency is not new, but it has become more serious over the last eight years.15 Since the events of September 11, these concepts have regularly been conflated as policy-makers 

CONTINUED - NO TEXT REMOVED...
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have struggled to come to grips with the threat posed by Al-Qaeda. To some extent, this is natural: Al-Qaeda 
is a global terrorist organization which intervenes directly in local conflicts (often insurgencies, defined here as organized violent attempts to overthrow an existing government) to bait the US and its allies into exhausting wars of attrition. In other words, it is a terrorist organization which dabbles (sometimes successfully, sometimes less so) in insurgencies. But the fact that the threats of terrorism and insurgency are so often intertwined in contemporary conflicts does not make them fundamentally equivalent or susceptible to the same remedies. Nor does it warrant extending counterinsurgency operations on a global level, as some prominent authors have suggested.16 The fusion of the threats from terrorism and insurgency, so often described as symptomatic of the complexity of the modern security challenges, can be misread to imply that the responses to them should be similar or equivalent. In fact, while intermixed in practice, these threats remain distinct, and require a policy response which disaggregates and prioritizes threats and separates those actors who have a negotiable political programme from those who remain incorrigible.

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

This article will argue that counterterrorism and counterinsurgency are two distinct models of war which can operate at cross-purposes when jointly applied to low-intensity conflicts such as that in Afghanistan. The conflation of these two different models of warfare stems from an intellectual error, which assumes that a fused threat (for example, between a nationalist insurgent group like the Taleban and a transnational terrorist group like Al-Qaeda) must necessarily be met by a joint or blended counterterrorism and counterinsurgency approach. In fact, these two models of warfare involve divergent assumptions about the roles of force, the importance of winning support among the local population, and the necessity of building a strong and representative government. Such approaches are not necessarily mutually reinforcing or even compatible. At the tactical and strategic level, there are at least four possible offsetting costs—popular backlash, countermobilization of enemy networks, a legitimacy gap and diminished leverage—that may be incurred when counterterrorism and counterinsurgency are deployed simultaneously. At the political level, the conflation of counterterrorism and counterinsurgency risks producing an overly interventionist foreign policy which distracts and exhausts the US and UK as they treat an ever-increasing number of localized insurgencies as the incubators of future terrorist threats. 
Ending support for the government leads to a provincial security regime that stabilizes Afghanistan

Max Fisher 9, associate editor for the Atlantic on foreign affairs and national security, Nov 18 2009, “Can Warlords Save Afghanistan?”, http://www.theatlantic.com/international/archive/2009/11/can-warlords-save-afghanistan/30397/ 

President Obama has made it clear that any strategy he commits to in Afghanistan must stabilize the country while accounting for our exit. But a very significant hurdle stands in the way: the notorious weakness of Afghanistan's police and military. Of the troop-level plans Obama has reportedly considered, even the smallest emphasizes training and assistance for Afghan forces. After all, for us to leave, Afghan institutions must be able to replace the 100,000 foreign troops currently providing security. This makes building a massive, national Afghan military one of our top priorities in the region. Critics of this plan say the Afghan military is hopelessly disorganized, ill-equipped and corrupt. Supporters say it's crucial to our success. But there may be another way. Bolstering the Afghan military carries significant risks. Given how illegitimate Afghan President Hamid Karzai's government is perceived to be by Afghans, a Karzai-led army would be poorly received and perhaps worsen anti-government sentiment. If a national Afghanistan army has a fraction of the national government's corruption, it could inspire disastrous backlash. Under Karzai's corrupt governance, the application of a national security force would wax and wane with political whims. With no personal stake in security outside Kabul, would Karzai really risk his resources and military strength to counter every threat or pacify every skirmish? Afghanistan has not been a stable, unified state with a strong centralized government in three decades. The cultural and political institutions for a single national force may simply no longer exist. But Afghanistan, owing in part to necessity and in part to the tumultuous processes CONTINUED - NO TEXT REMOVED...
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that have shaped the country, retains functional, if weak, security infrastructure at the provincial level. In the post-Soviet power vacuum and throughout periods of civil war, warlords arose to lead local militias. Many of them still remain in place--they were among our strongest allies in routing the Taliban's hold on the government--and have settled into more stationary roles somewhere between warlord and governor. Local rule has become the Afghan way. Local leaders who operate their own provincial forces, after all, stake their very lives on the security of their realm. By working with these leaders to establish and train local militias and police, rather than troubled and mistrusted national forces, the U.S. could find its route to Afghan stability and exit. In parts of Afghanistan, strong provincial leadership has already developed security separate from national leadership. In the relatively peaceful and prosperous northern region of Mazar-E-Sharif, Governor Atta Mohammad Noor, himself a former warlord who fought against the Soviets and Taliban, commands authority rivaling that of President Karzai. Unlike Karzai, Noor is popular among his constituents and his province enjoys remarkable stability. The local military officials are loyal to him before Karzai, if they are loyal to Karzai at all. By promoting local governance and directing our military training and assistance to forces loyal to that governance, the U.S. could promote other strong provincial leaders like Noor. Like Noor, many of these are likely to be former or current warlords. Warlords, despite their scary name, can be our strongest allies. They tend to be non-ideological and fervently anti-Taliban. Their fates are tied to the local populaces they govern. They're corrupt and tax heavily, but they provide real security and are trusted. Their ambitions are not for anti-Western war or fundamentalism, but sovereignty, security, and domination. None of these men is Thomas Jefferson, but in a country of many evil and exploitative forces, they are the best that Afghan civilians or American forces are likely to get. Just as important, local security forces would better suit the region they protect, with more religious militias in the devout south and east but conventional police in the secular north. As General Stanley McChrystal, the top commander in Afghanistan, wrote in his much-discussed report calling for more troops, "Focusing on force or resource requirements misses the point entirely." He insisted that Afghans' "needs, identities and grievances vary from province to province and from valley to valley." A national security force would struggle to overcome the inevitable Goldilocks problem: Either it would be too secular for the south and east or too religious for the north but never just right. After all, the Taliban's initial support came in part from Afghans who desperately wanted religious rule. Though we may find the idea of supporting Islamic militias discomforting, forcing secular rule would risk another Taliban-like uprising. Better, perhaps, to establish local Islamic governance that is religious enough to satisfy the populace it serves but moderate enough to resist the Taliban. The U.S. is already enacting a micro variant of this strategy by hiring and arming locals to provide security. The informal militiamen must come from within 50 km of their deployment site, which in addition to providing local jobs (Afghanistan's unemployment rate is a catastrophic 40%) also deters insurgents, who would be less likely to attack a familiar neighbor than a foreign invader. The principles that make this so effective would also apply to a larger, standing provincial force. This does not preclude a national government with its own separate, standing force in the style of the national guard. Karzai's government could function much like a miniature European Union, setting economic and social policies while facilitating interactions between the provincial leaders. An economically centralized Afghanistan would in fact be crucial in this case so that provincial leaders remain dependent on Karzai for funding. It may be tempting to point to Iraq as a model for putting stock in national security forces. After all, the strong roles of Iraqi military and police were crucial to stabilizing the country and phasing out American control over the past two years. But modern Iraq has never lacked the traditions or institutions for national security. If anything, Iraq under Saddam Hussein had one of the world's strictest and most oppressive regimes since the fall of the Soviet Union. Saddam's Iraq was in many ways a polar opposite from the chaos of frontier Afghanistan. Any rebuilt security in Iraq has been a matter of replacing one national security system with another. In Afghanistan, there is none to be replaced. Of the many problems likely holding up President Obama's decision on Afghanistan, the public contradiction between two of his top officials is likely high on the list. General McChrystal famously warned of "mission failure" without an additional 40,000 troops. More recently, U.S. Ambassador to Afghanistan Karl Eikenberry, a general who previously held McChrystal's command, cautioned in two leaked cables against bolstering the notoriously corrupt Karzai. Their requests are not mutually exclusive. Working with provincial leaders to establish local security forces could meet McChrystal's security priorities while getting around Eikenberry's concerns about Karzai. Most importantly, it would meet Obama's goals of stability in Afghanistan with a foreseeable exit strategy.

This allows for the development of a legitimate government friendly to local regimes
Naiman 10 (Robert Naiman is the policy director at Just Foreign Policy and a contributor to Foreign Policy In Focus, “'Going Local' in Afghanistan”,  Foreign Policy in Focus, February 17, 2010, http://www.fpif.org/articles/going_local_in_afghanistan)
The U.S. occupation overlays a longstanding Afghan civil war. And, in fact, the occupation has compromised the ability of the central government to resolve the civil war. For example, the United States played a key role in creating a constitution that authorizes the Afghan president to appoint governors rather than preside over direct elections (as takes place in the comparatively "decentralized" United States). Enabled by the U.S. occupation, the central government in Kabul doesn't pay the full cost it would otherwise incur for its failure to effectively promote local reconciliation. If the United States were to leave, the central government might feel greater pressure to compromise or have to concede its inability to control large areas of the country. Therefore the United States bears some responsibility for this failure of the Afghan central government, even if promoting local reconciliation is official U.S. policy.
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Solves the fragmentation of Afghanistan --- causes escalating wars throughout Central Asia and the Middle East that go nuclear 

Stephen John Morgan 7, Former member of the British Labour Party Executive Committee & a political psychologist, researcher into Chaos/Complexity Theory, "Better another Taliban Afghanistan, than a Taliban NUCLEAR Pakistan!?", http://www.electricarticles.com/display.aspx?id=639

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

Paul Goble 10, Georgian Daily, “Afghan Conflict Spreading into Central Asia, Russian Analyst Says”, 1-14, http://georgiandaily.com/index.php?option=com_content&task=view&id=16458&Itemid=65
Because NATO has chosen to supply its forces in Afghanistan via Central Asia and because its battles against the Taliban in the northern part of that country have led to a dramatic increase in the number of Tajiks and Uzbeks in that radical group, the conflict in Afghanistan is spreading into portions of Central Asia itself. Indeed, Moscow analyst Aleksandr Shustov argues in an essay posted online today, Central Asia now faces “the threat of Afghanization,” something he implies both the leaders of the countries in that region and of Russia should take into consideration when deciding how much to support the US-led effort south of the former Soviet border. Shustov says that “the increase in the transportation and communication role of the Central Asian republics for the US and NATO is being accompanied by a threat to their military and political stability,” a trend exacerbated by recent changes in the composition of the Taliban itself (www.stoletie.ru/geopolitika/centralnaja_azija_ugroza_afganizacii_2010-01-14.htm). In the course of the spring and fall of the past year, he continues, a wave of armed actions and clashes, connected by analysts with the penetration of illegal armed formations from Afghanistan and Pakistan, has passed through the three republics of ‘the conflict triangle’ of Central Asia, Uzbekistan, Tajikistan and Kyrgyzstan.” “The majority of these incidents, Shustov says, “took place on the territory of the most explosive region of Central Asia – the Fergana Valley,” which is the most densely populated of that area and which suffers from high rates of unemployment and increasing problems with the supply of water and other government services. Shustov provides a detailed chronology of these attacks, linking them not only to the desire of the Taliban to undermine governments who are providing assistance to its opponents but also to an increase in the number of clashes between the Taliban and NATO forces in the northern portion of Afghanistan. Historically, the Moscow commentator says, the Taliban have been primarily a Pushtun organization, but in the north, a region populated largely by Tajiks and Uzbeks, the radical Islamist group has sought to recruit from these two groups whose co-nationals form the titular people of two of the most important Central Asian countries. In the Kunduz province, Shustov continues, “approximately 20 percent of the Taliban formations already consist of Tajiks and Uzbeks,” at least some of whom are engaged in crossborder activities such as drug trafficking and who have an interest in undermining the Central Asian states that they believe are helping the opponents of the Taliban. Moreover, as NATO military operations in northern Afghanistan have increased, there has been a rising tide of refugees into the neighboring countries of Central Asia, people who “under the conditions of growing military-political instability fear for their lives” and often support radical groups. Many politicians and experts are concerned that Tajikistan, which in comparison with neighboring Uzbekistan has extremely limited military possibilities also may be drawn into the Afghan conflict as a result.” If that happens, Shustov argues, then “inevitably” Russia will be drawn in as well. 
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Nuclear war

Stephen J. Blank - strategic studies institute of the US Army War College - 6/2k , http://www.milnet.com/pentagon/Russia-2000-assessment-SSI.pdf
Washington’s burgeoning military-political-economic involvement seeks, inter alia, to demonstrate the U.S. ability to project military power even into this region or for that matter, into Ukraine where NATO recently held exercises that clearly originated as an anti-Russian scenario. Secretary of Defense William Cohen has discussed strengthening U.S.-Azerbaijani military cooperation and even training the Azerbaijani army, certainly alarming Armenia and Russia.69 And Washington is also training Georgia’s new Coast Guard. 70 However, Washington’s well-known ambivalence about committing force to Third World ethnopolitical conflicts suggests that U.S. military power will not be easily committed to saving its economic investment. But this ambivalence about committing forces and the dangerous situation, where Turkey is allied to Azerbaijan and Armenia is bound to Russia, create the potential for wider and more protracted regional conflicts among local forces. In that connection, Azerbaijan and Georgia’s growing efforts to secure NATO’s lasting involvement in the region, coupled with Russia’s determination to exclude other rivals, foster a polarization along very traditional lines.71 In 1993 Moscow even threatened World War III to deter Turkish intervention on behalf of Azerbaijan. Yet the new Russo-Armenian Treaty and Azeri-Turkish treaty suggest that Russia and Turkey could be dragged into a confrontation to rescue their allies from defeat. 72 Thus many of the conditions for conventional war or protracted ethnic conflict in which third parties intervene are present in the Transcaucasus. For example, many Third World conflicts generated by local structural factors have a great potential for unintended escalation. Big powers often feel obliged to rescue their lesser proteges and proxies. One or another big power may fail to grasp the other side’s stakes since interests here are not as clear as in Europe. Hence commitments involving the use of nuclear weapons to prevent a client’s defeat are not as well established or apparent. Clarity about the nature of the threat could prevent the kind of rapid and almost uncontrolled escalation we saw in 1993 when Turkish noises about intervening on behalf of Azerbaijan led Russian leaders to threaten a nuclear war in that case. 73 Precisely because Turkey is a NATO ally, Russian nuclear threats could trigger a potential nuclear blow (not a small possibility given the erratic nature of Russia’s declared nuclear strategies). The real threat of a Russian nuclear strike against Turkey to defend Moscow’s interests and forces in the Transcaucasus makes the danger of major war there higher than almost everywhere else. As Richard Betts has observed, The greatest danger lies in areas where (1) the potential for serious instability is high; (2) both superpowers perceive vital interests; (3) neither recognizes that the other’s perceived interest or commitment is as great as its own; (4) both have the capability to inject conventional forces; and, (5) neither has willing proxies capable of settling the situation.74
Afghan Self-Determination Key

Self determination key to Afghan stability.

AIAS 09.  The American Institute of Afghanistan Studies and the Hollings Center for International Dialogue. “AFGHANISTAN’S OTHER NEIGHBORS: IRAN, CENTRAL ASIA, AND CHINA” March 2009 <http://www.humansecuritygateway.com/documents/AIAS_AfghanistansOthersNeighbors_Iran_CentralAsia_China.pdf>

Future efforts to build stability in Afghanistan should be addressed in a regional context. A conference with all the regional players is a first step toward doing this, but participants noted that previous international conferences about Afghanistan have often excluded Afghanistan’s participation. Afghanistan should insist that it has a place at the table because its importance to the region and the region’s importance to it are no longer in question.

Afghanistan and Afghans will need to decide who will lead and who will follow. Foreign efforts to force unity within the country for four decades have all failed. The Afghans themselves will need to step forward, take initiative, and bring an end to the culture of aid dependency. The international community cannot do this for them. Afghanistan should therefore do an inventory of what it has to offer. This will be critical in the shift from a passive to active approach to invest in economic and cultural opportunities and commonalities. This may in turn help lead to the development of an Afghan foreign policy, including a policy toward its northern and western neighbors. It is Afghanistan that should invite others to the table and present what it has to offer: the ability to link all of the necessary pieces together to create a package that connects Central Asia to South and West Asia.
Withdrawal = Negotiations Internal

Ending the Counter-insurgency strategy would spur a political transition to negotiations, ending conflict in Afghanistan

D’Souza 9 [Shanthie Mariet D'Souza 2009, Associate Fellow at Institute for Defence Studies and Analyses, Talking to the Taliban: Will it Ensure 'Peace' in Afghanistan?  Strategic Analysis, Volume 33, Issue 2 March 2009 , pages 254 – 272]
Defying the initial expectations of total and swift annihilation in the aftermath of Operation Enduring Freedom (OEF), the Taliban continue to mount lethal attacks within Afghanistan from their sanctuary in the Pakistani tribal areas along the border with Afghanistan. While South and East Afghanistan have traditionally been happy hunting grounds for the Taliban, other areas, even in the relatively stable North, have witnessed increased insecurity and instability. The net impact of these waves of violence and propaganda war launched by the Taliban-led insurgency1 has been significant on the Afghan populace, most of whom are not supporters of the Taliban. This regime of intimidation and violence, combined with the ineffectiveness of the international community's Counter-insurgency (COIN) campaign2 to provide security and the sluggish progress in rebuilding the country, has had an adverse impact on the Afghan Government's legitimacy among its populace. Its reach, as a result, has been curtailed and its authority has waned. Optimism among the Afghans, which was generated in the aftermath of the toppling of the Taliban regime, is gradually giving way to despondency. In light of the deteriorating security situation, there is a growing recognition among Afghan and NATO leaders that peace in Afghanistan will not be won by the military effort alone. Mere reorienting of military manoeuvres risks prolonging and intensifying the armed conflict, without initiating processes of negotiations and reconciliation, to rebuild a broad political consensus in support of the Afghan Government. Reconciliation and negotiations are viewed as mechanisms to weave-in disaffected elements inside the 'tent' which in turn could erode the support base for the Taliban. The politically disaffected groups - only some of whom are with the Taliban, or others who now have common ground with the Taliban - need to be brought over. It would be timely to explore such policy alternatives in effectively tackling the present insurgency. The need for such reconciliation, talks, and negotiations used interchangeably in this article is characterized by the common parlance, of 'negotiating with the Taliban'. For obvious reasons, it continues to evoke strong reactions from many quarters. It is important to note at the outset that this article does not promote acquiescence to Taliban demands nor extol Taliban's virtues. The article looks primarily at an alternative policy option that many international and Afghan analysts are increasingly proposing and that is gaining currency - to move towards a national reconciliation which includes negotiating with the insurgents. The Afghan Government has indicated its willingness to negotiate with the 'Afghan Taliban'. The focus of the article, therefore, will be on prospects for negotiations and reconciliation with the Afghan Taliban and their affiliates, and not the 'moderate Taliban'.3 Of late, both the Afghan Government and the international community have been involved in different levels of communications and dealings with the Taliban. Many concerns and doubts abound as far as the desirability and feasibility of such a process is concerned. This article is a stock-taking exercise of the nuances and implications of such policy postures that could aid or impede peace-building processes in the conflict-ridden country. The role of talks and reconciliation in addressing the Afghan insurgency The issue of reconciliation and negotiations is an essential component of any COIN strategy, especially in a country whose social fabric has been severely damaged through decades of conflict. This has been enumerated in various recent studies. According to a recent study by RAND Corporation, 'Military force has rarely been the primary reason for the end of terrorist groups and nearly half of the terror groups analysed ended as a result of a transition into the political process.'4 Another study that reviewed 80 conflicts in the period from 1990 to 2007, concludes that only 7.5 per cent of them ended in a military victory and not always for government forces.5 Thus, in the long run, a number of insurgencies have ended through a negotiated settlement

US Withdrawal = Undermines Karzai
Troop withdrawal props up the local government—destroys Karzai and central gov

Exum 10 [Andrew Exum is an American scholar of the Middle East and a Fellow of the Center for a New American Security, May 2010, “Leverage: Designing a Political Campaign for Afghanistan”, http://www.cnas.org/files/documents/publications/CNAS_Leverage_Exum_1.pdf]

II. The nature of U.S. and allied Leverage in Afghanistan

Though the United States and its allies at times appear hostage to the whims of President Hamid Karzai and the government of Afghanistan, they do in fact possess significant leverage to influence the behavior of Afghanistan’s various political actors. If we think of leverage in terms of incentives, the United States and its allies have both positive and negative incentives they can bring to bear. These sticks and carrots can roughly be divided into political, security-related and financial. Political Incentives. Seymour Martin Lipset defined legitimacy as “the capacity of a political system to engender and maintain the belief that existing political institutions are the most appropriate or proper ones for society.”10 Although we cannot accurately predict how much of the Karzai regime’s legitimacy would dissolve were the inter- national community to withdraw its support, much of the legitimacy the regime enjoys both domestically and internationally stems from the support of the United States and its allies. Domestically, although some Afghans consider Hamid Karzai to be a puppet of the United States and its allies, if the United States and its allies were to withdraw support for the Karzai regime, many Afghans, sensing a shift in fortunes, might then bet on competing actors. Stathis Kalyvas, writing about political allegiance in civil wars, notes that we are better off measuring popular support in terms of behavior and actions than in terms of attitudes, preferences and allegiances. When we do so, we find that popular support depends, in large part, on which actor manages to exert more control over the population than competing actors.11 Without the support of the United States and its allies, the Karzai regime would be able to control much less of the Afghan population and would suffer a decline in popular support.

***Pakistan Instability Advantage***

Pakistan Instability [1/3]

Large troop presence in Afghanistan fuels destabilizing anti-US sentiments in Afghanistan and Pakistan – plan doesn’t trigger this
Eland 9 - Senior Fellow and Director, Center on Peace and Liberty, The Independent Institute, PhD in Public Policy from George Washington University (Ivan, “Fire McChrystal and Get Out of Afghanistan,” 10/08/09, http://www.independent.org/newsroom/article.asp?id=2633)
Second, even opponents of the surge in Afghanistan understate their case against it. Their correct conclusions are that in a democracy, it is dangerous to escalate a war on which U.S. public opinion has soured after eight long years of losing and that al-Qaeda in Pakistan can be effectively fought using fewer troops, drones, cruise missiles, and intelligence. However, proponents of the surge answer, seemingly cogently, that Afghanistan must be stabilized or it will be a safe haven yet again from which al-Qaeda will attack the United States.Because politicians are intrinsically cautious when it comes to national security, the proponents are likely to win this argument unless Americans finally face up to the question that they have avoided since 9/11: Why do radical Islamists, such as al-Qaeda, which are halfway across the world, focus their attacks on the United States? The answer is in plain sight, but it is too painful for Americans to acknowledge. Osama bin Laden has repeatedly given us his reasons—U.S. occupation of Muslim lands and support for corrupt Middle Eastern dictators. For example, in 1998, bin Laden charged that it was “an individual duty for every Muslim” to “kill the Americans” and drive their military “out of all the lands of Islam.” So the nation-building, drug-busting fiasco in Afghanistan is merely inflaming the Islamist urge to throw out the foreign occupiers. It is no coincidence that the resurgence of the Taliban is correlated with increases in the foreign military presence in Afghanistan. Furthermore, nation-building in Afghanistan has destabilized neighboring Pakistan, a country with nuclear weapons. In conclusion, the likely futile attempt to stabilize Afghanistan to prevent another safe haven for al-Qaeda is actually fueling the fires of anti-U.S. Islamist rage. Withdrawing from Afghanistan and focusing on neutralizing the real threat from al-Qaeda in Pakistan—not the Taliban—using the aforementioned techniques with a lighter footprint will give the U.S. better results. 

Brink is now – further destabilization caused by the troops will threaten our security 
Russ Feingold 09 - BA @ U of Wisconsin-Madison with honors. Rhodes Scholar, BA at Oxford, Law Degree @ Harvard. “The Road Home from Afghanistan.” http://online.wsj.com/article/SB10001424052970203706604574376872733294910.html)
There is a very real possibility that our military presence in Afghanistan will drive militant extremists south and east into Pakistan, al Qaeda's primary sanctuary. Pakistan is a nuclear power beset by poverty, sectarian conflict, ineffectual government, instability and an inconsistent record of fighting militancy. It is a witch's brew of threats to our national security that we cannot afford to further destabilize. Yet we may unwittingly do just that. Especially before Pakistan's government has demonstrated a firm commitment to denying sanctuary to Taliban leadership it has long harbored, further destabilization could undermine our own security.   I'm not alone in being troubled by the prospect of destabilizing Pakistan. During hearings in May at the Senate Foreign Relations Committee, I asked the chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, Adm. Mike Mullen, and Special Representative Richard Holbrooke, whether our troop increases might worsen instability in Pakistan. Adm. Mullen candidly said he shared that concern.   Mr. Holbrooke went even further. "You're absolutely correct," he said, "that an additional amount of American troops, and particularly if they're successful in Helmand and Kandahar, could end up creating a pressure in Pakistan which would add to the instability."   Obama administration is more likely to lobby hard for stringent sanctions on a defiant Iran, the regional situation appears increasingly critical. The Israeli threats of military strikes on Iranian targets remain real. Together with the quiet positioning of Aegis BMD (ballistic missile defence) systems on U.S. naval ships patrolling the northern Gulf,43 unconfirmed reports suggest that such BMD systems have also been stationed in some U.S.-allied Gulf States.  Any military confrontation with Iran instigated through an Israeli attack or otherwise, is likely to impact the ongoing U.S. war in Afghanistan and Pakistan‟s border regions. In such a scenario, the expanded U.S. military bases and presence in Helmand will acquire strategic significance. For Pakistan, it is of utmost importance to fully calibrate its own security contingency plans in the light of the potential fallout of long-term U.S. military presence in the region.    
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Pakistani instability causes global nuclear conflict

William Pitt 9,  New York Times and internationally bestselling author of two books: "War on Iraq: What Team Bush Doesn't Want You to Know" and "The Greatest Sedition Is Silence.", 5/8/09, “Unstable Pakistan Threatens the World,” http://www.arabamericannews.com/news/index.php?mod=article&cat=commentary&article=2183) 

But a suicide bomber in Pakistan rammed a car packed with explosives into a jeep filled with troops today, killing five and wounding as many as 21, including several children who were waiting for a ride to school. Residents of the region where the attack took place are fleeing in terror as gunfire rings out around them, and government forces have been unable to quell the violence. Two regional government officials were beheaded by militants in retaliation for the killing of other militants by government forces. As familiar as this sounds, it did not take place where we have come to expect such terrible events. This, unfortunately, is a whole new ballgame. It is part of another conflict that is brewing, one which puts what is happening in Iraq and Afghanistan in deep shade, and which represents a grave and growing threat to us all. Pakistan is now trembling on the edge of violent chaos, and is doing so with nuclear weapons in its hip pocket, right in the middle of one of the most dangerous neighborhoods in the world. The situation in brief: Pakistan for years has been a nation in turmoil, run by a shaky government supported by a corrupted system, dominated by a blatantly criminal security service, and threatened by a large fundamentalist Islamic population with deep ties to the Taliban in Afghanistan. All this is piled atop an ongoing standoff with neighboring India that has been the center of political gravity in the region for more than half a century. The fact that Pakistan, and India, and Russia, and China all possess nuclear weapons and share the same space means any ongoing or escalating violence over there has the real potential to crack open the very gates of Hell itself.
Recently, the Taliban made a military push into the northwest Pakistani region around the Swat Valley. According to a recent Reuters report: The (Pakistani) army deployed troops in Swat in October 2007 and used artillery and gunship helicopters to reassert control. But insecurity mounted after a civilian government came to power last year and tried to reach a negotiated settlement. A peace accord fell apart in May 2008. After that, hundreds — including soldiers, militants and civilians — died in battles. Militants unleashed a reign of terror, killing and beheading politicians, singers, soldiers and opponents. They banned female education and destroyed nearly 200 girls' schools. About 1,200 people were killed since late 2007 and 250,000 to 500,000 fled, leaving the militants in virtual control. Pakistan offered on February 16 to introduce Islamic law in the Swat valley and neighboring areas in a bid to take the steam out of the insurgency. The militants announced an indefinite cease-fire after the army said it was halting operations in the region. President Asif Ali Zardari signed a regulation imposing sharia in the area last month. But the Taliban refused to give up their guns and pushed into Buner and another district adjacent to Swat, intent on spreading their rule. The United States, already embroiled in a war against Taliban forces in Afghanistan, must now face the possibility that Pakistan could collapse under the mounting threat of Taliban forces there. Military and diplomatic advisers to President Obama, uncertain how best to proceed, now face one of the great nightmare scenarios of our time. "Recent militant gains in Pakistan," reported The New York Times on Monday, "have so alarmed the White House that the national security adviser, Gen. James L. Jones, described the situation as 'one of the very most serious problems we face.'" "Security was deteriorating rapidly," reported The Washington Post on Monday, "particularly in the mountains along the Afghan border that harbor al-Qaeda and the Taliban, intelligence chiefs reported, and there were signs that those groups were working with indigenous extremists in Pakistan's populous Punjabi heartland. The Pakistani government was mired in political bickering. The army, still fixated on its historical adversary India, remained ill-equipped and unwilling to throw its full weight into the counterinsurgency fight. But despite the threat the intelligence conveyed, Obama has only limited options for dealing with it. Anti-American feeling in Pakistan is high, and a U.S. combat presence is prohibited. The United States is fighting Pakistan-based extremists by proxy, through an army over which it has little control, in alliance with a government in which it has little confidence." It is believed Pakistan is currently in possession of between 60 and 100 nuclear weapons. Because Pakistan's stability is threatened by the wide swath of its population that shares ethnic, cultural and religious connections to the fundamentalist Islamic populace of Afghanistan, fears over what could happen to those nuclear weapons if the Pakistani government collapses are very real. "As the insurgency of the Taliban and Al Qaeda spreads in Pakistan," reported the Times last week, "senior American officials say they are increasingly concerned about new vulnerabilities for Pakistan's nuclear arsenal, including the potential for militants to snatch a weapon in transport or to insert sympathizers into laboratories or fuel-production facilities. In public, the administration has only hinted at those concerns, repeating the formulation that the Bush administration used: that it has faith in the Pakistani Army. But that cooperation, according to officials who would not speak for attribution because of the sensitivity surrounding the exchanges between Washington and Islamabad, has been sharply limited when the subject has turned to the vulnerabilities in the Pakistani nuclear infrastructure." "The prospect of turmoil in Pakistan sends shivers up the spines of those U.S. officials charged with keeping tabs on foreign nuclear weapons," reported Time Magazine last month. "Pakistan is thought to possess about 100 — the U.S. isn't sure of the total, and may not know where all of them are. Still, if Pakistan collapses, the U.S. military is primed to enter the country and secure as many of those weapons as it can, according to U.S. officials. Pakistani officials insist their personnel safeguards are stringent, but a sleeper cell could cause big trouble, U.S. officials say." In other words, a shaky Pakistan spells trouble for everyone, especially if America loses the footrace to secure those weapons in the event of the worst-case scenario. If Pakistani militants ever succeed in toppling the government, several very dangerous events could happen at once. Nuclear-armed India could be galvanized into military action of some kind, as could nuclear-armed China or nuclear-armed Russia. If the Pakistani government does fall, and all those Pakistani nukes are not immediately accounted for and secured, the specter (or reality) of loose nukes falling into the hands of terrorist organizations could place the entire world on a collision course with unimaginable disaster. We have all been paying a great deal of attention to Iraq and Afghanistan, and rightly so. The developing situation in Pakistan, however, needs to be placed immediately on the front burner. The Obama administration appears to be gravely serious about addressing the situation. So should we all.
Pakistan Instability [3/3]

Failing to effectively undermine al Qaeda makes Pakistan instability and provokes indo-pak war

Economic Times 10 (“Al Qaeda could provoke Indo-Pak war: Gates”, January 21, 2010, http://economictimes.indiatimes.com/news/politics/nation/Al-Qaeda-could-provoke-Indo-Pak-war-Gates/articleshow/5482653.cms)

Giving a clean chit to the Pakistani establishment, the US has said Al Qaeda’s terror syndicate, which includes the Lashkar-e-Taiba, is trying to provoke an Indo-Pak confrontation. 
US defense secretary Robert Gates, who discussed terror threat in the region with Prime Minister Manmohan Singh, defense minister AK Antony and external affairs minister SM Krishna, acknowledged that India’s patience would be ``limited’’ if a Mumbai-type terror attack took place once again. But he also maintained that it was the al Qaeda in collaboration with the Lashkar-e-Taiba was trying to trigger an Indo-Pak confrontation. 
Mr Gates was clear that the Lashkar — which is behind the Mumbai terror attack — was targeting Pakistan too. ``While al-Qaeda is operating in Afghanistan along with the Taliban, the Tehreek-e-Taliban is focusing on Pakistan. The LeT is focusing on Pakistan as also India," Mr Gates said, adding that the groups were operating under the umbrella of al Qaeda from North West Frontier Province (of Pakistan) and Waziristan. 
"Under the umbrella, they intend to destabilize not only Pakistan, but the entire region by provoking confrontation between India and Pakistan through terror attacks. This is a very complicated issue and very dangerous for the entire region as a whole," he added. 
Asked a question on whether the Indian leadership had asked him to put pressure on Islamabad to do more on combating terror groups, Mr Gates said the discussions focused on syndication of different terror groups and "how they put all of the region, India and Pakistan, at risk."

Indopak war leads to extinction
Fai 1 (Dr. Ghulam Nabi, Executive Director of the Washington-based Kashmiri American Council, “India Pakistan Summit and the Issue of Kashmir,” 7/8, Washington Times, http://www.pakistanlink.com/Letters/2001/July/13/05.html)
The foreign policy of the United States in South Asia should move from the lackadaisical and distant (with India crowned        with a unilateral veto power) to aggressive involvement at the vortex. The most dangerous place on the planet is Kashmir, a disputed territory convulsed and illegally occupied for more than 53 years and sandwiched between nuclear-capable India and Pakistan. It has ignited two wars between the estranged South Asian rivals in 1948 and 1965, and a third could trigger nuclear volleys and a nuclear winter threatening the entire globe. The United States would enjoy no sanctuary. This apocalyptic vision is no idiosyncratic view. The Director of Central Intelligence, the Department of Defense, and world experts generally place Kashmir at the peak of their nuclear worries. Both India and Pakistan are racing like thoroughbreds to bolster their nuclear arsenals and advanced delivery vehicles. Their defense budgets are climbing despite widespread misery amongst their populations. Neither country has initialed the Nuclear Non-Proliferation Treaty, the Comprehensive Test Ban Treaty, or indicated an inclination to ratify an impending Fissile Material/Cut-off Convention.

Maintained Drone strikes solve- most effective way to wipe out al-Qaeda

David Blair 9 - Young Journalist of the Year by the Foreign Press Association, Oxford Grad "Analysis: Drone strikes begin to turn the tide"  The Telegraph.  http://www.telegraph.co.uk/news/worldnews/asia/pakistan/5894371/Analysis-Drone-strikes-begin-to-turn-
the-tide.html

But President Barack Obama has made clear that the raids will go on simply because they are steadily eliminating al-Qaeda's leaders. The success rate for drone strikes has steadily risen, suggesting that a sophisticated intelligence operation is becoming more successful at identifying targets in the Tribal Areas.

Even if a Hellfire missile does not come through their window, al-Qaeda operatives must spend valuable time and effort on hunting down informers and ensuring their own safety. 

The people imposing this burden are thousands of miles away at Creech Air Force base in Nevada, where all the drones are controlled. Some are flown by the RAF's 39 Squadron, which has personnel in Nevada, although their drones are believed to stay on the Afghan side of the frontier.

In the end, America judges these strikes by asking only one question: are they effective? For as long as the answer is 'yes', they will remain, in the words of Leon Panetta, the CIA director, the "only game in town" when it comes to eliminating al-Qaeda. 
***Iran Cooperation Advantage***
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US withdrawal from Afghanistan allows for diplomacy with Iran – continuing military presence escalates to all-out war 

Sniegoski 9 (Stephen J., Ph.D. in US history with a focus on foreign policy from U of MD, “Afghanistan: Back door to war on Iran,” Fitzgerald Griffin Foundation, http://www.fgfbooks.com/Sniegoski/2009/Sniegoski090930.html) 
One may wonder why the neoconservatives are so enthusiastic about Obama’s focus on Afghanistan since that country has not been one of their primary concerns. After the terror attacks of September 11, 2001, they pushed for an immediate attack on Iraq instead. They lost this fight temporarily, but they were soon able to divert the U.S. war from Afghanistan to Iraq.  Since the occupation of Iraq, the neoconservatives have targeted Iran. Iran is seen as Israel’s major enemy — even, allegedly, a threat to Israel’s very existence. So might not Obama’s revitalized war policy in Afghanistan divert attention from the issue of Iran? There seem to be two fundamental reasons — one defensive and the other offensive — that explain the neoconservatives support for an expanded war in Afghanistan, which they believe will facilitate their broader Middle East war agenda. If the U.S. were to abandon a military solution in Afghanistan, it probably would, as an alternative, seek to bring about stability in that beleaguered country through diplomacy. To be effective, that approach would involve broadening Iran’s role in Afghanistan. If Iran were working to bring about stability in Afghanistan, it would be virtually impossible for the U.S. to treat it as an enemy. Moreover, abandonment of the war in Afghanistan could likely begin a chain reaction that would end American involvement in the entire Middle East/Central Asian region. Thus, the neoconservatives’ entire effort to reconfigure the region would be undermined.  In an offensive manner, an accelerated war in Afghanistan could provide a back door to initiating war with Iran. As the American military became bogged down in a no-win war in Afghanistan, Iran could provide a convenient scapegoat. One can envision the neoconservatives trumpeting allegations that American problems in Afghanistan are caused by covert Iranian support for the Taliban insurgents — and that the only way to an American victory in Afghanistan would be by eliminating the Taliban’s Iranian sponsors. Various intelligence reports citing evidence of Iranian weapons and advisors in Afghanistan would be highlighted in the media. As it became more apparent that the American military was unable to pacify Afghanistan, U.S. military commanders would have a vested interest in blaming their failure on the alleged involvement of the Iranians.  Moreover, a stepped-up war in Afghanistan can provide the physical opportunity to start a war on Iran. In pursuit of insurgents, American troops could enter Iranian border regions, leading to incidents that would usher in all-out war. In short, the U.S. could be involved in a war with Iran without Obama actually intending to bring about such a conflagration. It would simply be the inexorable result of the expanded war in Afghanistan. 
Nuclear War

Chossudovsky 7 (Michel, Director of the Centre for Research on Globalization, “Bush Administration War Plans directed against Iran,” Centre for Research on Globalization, 9/16/07, http://www.globalresearch.ca/index.php?context=va&aid=6792)

If Iran Retaliates, the US Could Use Nuclear Weapons  US, NATO and Israeli military planners are fully aware that the aerial "punitive bombings" could lead coalition forces into a ground war scenario in which they may have to confront Iranian and Syrian forces in the battlefield.  Tehran has confirmed that it will retaliate if attacked, in the form of ballistic missile strikes directed against Israel as well as against US + facilities in Iraq, Afghanistan and the Persian Gulf, which would immediately lead us into a scenario of military escalation and all out war. Iranian troops could cross the Iran-Iraq border and confront coalition forces inside Iraq. Israeli troops and/or Special Forces could enter into Syria.  If Iran were to retaliate in a forceful way, which is contemplated by US military planners, the US could then retaliate with tactical nuclear weapons.  This scenario of using nuclear weapons against Iran has been in the pipeline since 2004.  In 2005, Vice President Dick Cheney ordered USSTRATCOM to draft a "contingency plan", which "includes a large-scale air assault on Iran employing both conventional and tactical nuclear weapons." (Philip Giraldi, Attack on Iran: Pre-emptive Nuclear War , The American Conservative, 2 August 2005). In relation to current war plans, Cheney has confirmed his intention to strike Iran with nuclear weapons. "The vice president is said to advocate the use of bunker-busting tactical nuclear weapons against Iran's nuclear sites. His allies dispute this, but Mr Cheney is understood to be lobbying for air strikes if sites can be identified where Revolutionary Guard units are training Shia militias. Recent developments over Iraq appear to fit with the pattern of escalation predicted by Pentagon officials." (Sunday Telegraph, op cit) Nuclear Weapons Deployment Authorization In May 2004, National Security Presidential Directive NSPD 35 entitled Nuclear Weapons Deployment Authorization was issued. The contents of this highly sensitive document remains a carefully guarded State secret. There has been no mention of NSPD 35 by the media nor even in Congressional debates.  While its contents remains classified, the presumption is that NSPD 35 pertains to the deployment of tactical nuclear weapons in the Middle East war theater in compliance with CONPLAN 8022.  Tactical nuclear weapons directed against Iran have also been deployed at military bases in several NATO non-nuclear states including Germany, Italy, the Netherlands, Belgium and Turkey. It should be understood that even without the use of nukes, the proposed US aerial bombardments of Iran's nuclear facilities could result in a nuclear Chernobyl type disaster on a significnatly larger scale.     World War III Scenario   While the war on Iran is acknowledged by the Western media, it is not front page news.  The broad implications of an impending catastrophe are simply not addressed.  Escalation could lead us into a World War III scenario.   Through media disinformation, the seriousness of a US-led war on Iran allegedly in retaliation for Iran's defiance of the "international community" is downplayed . The objective is to  galvanize Western public opinion  in support of a US-led military operation, which would inevitably lead  to escalation. War propaganda consists  in "fabricating an enemy" while conveying the illusion that the Western World is under attack by Islamic terrorists, who are directly supported by the Tehran government. "Make the World safer", "prevent the proliferation of dirty nuclear devices by terrorists", "implement punitive actions against Iran to ensure the peace".  "Combat nuclear proliferation by rogue states"... Supported by the Western media, a generalized atmosphere of racism and xenophobia directed against Muslims has unfolded, particularly in Western Europe, which provides a fake legitimacy to the US war agenda. The latter is upheld as a "Just War". The "Just war" theory serves to camouflage the nature of US war plans, while providing a human face to the invaders. 

Iran Cooperation [2/3]

Comparatively- Afghanistan provides more ground for cooperation than any other issue

Bruno and Beehner 9 (Greg, CFR.org's defense and national security writer, Lionel, senior writer at the Council on Foreign Relations, “Iran and the Future of Afghanistan,” Council on Foreign Relations, 3/30/09, http://www.cfr.org/publication/13578/iran_and_the_future_of_afghanistan.html)

More broadly, experts question whether the issue of Afghanistan can serve as a bridge to broader negotiations for Washington and Tehran. CFR's Rubin says there is a whole moderate wing of Iranian lawmakers that hope it can: "If they can get to the moderates, and I believe the Iranian ambassador in Afghanistan is one of the moderates, then there is a lot of room for cooperation, especially if it is not pitched as a U.S. plan but a regional one." Karim Sadjadpour, an Iran expert at the Carnegie Endowment for International Peace, notes in an October 2008 policy paper (PDF) that "Afghanistan presents even more fertile ground for U.S.-Iranian cooperation" than the issue of stability in Iraq. And writing in The New York Review of Books, a trio of Iran experts suggests the Obama administration should, unlike its predecessor, treat negotiations over Afghanistan and Iraq border security--vital concerns for Iran--as inseparable from the nuclear issue.
Iran Cooperation [3/3]

This is the signal Iran’s looking for

Parsi 9 (Trita, President, National Iranian American Council , “The United States and Iran: What are the Prospects for Engagement? (forum),”Middle East Policy Council, 4/16/09, http://www.mepc.org/forums_chcs/56.asp)

I'll just add a couple of things. We've seen that they have attended meetings that they've been invited to. What we have not seen is if anything in particular is coming out of that, if they're actually helping. And I think what they are waiting for on their end in Iran is to be confident that the United States is looking for a strategic deal, that whatever tactical collaboration could take place in Afghanistan is going to take place within the framework of a larger strategic effort to turn U.S.-Iran relations into something more positive.   And I think the administration has tried to signal it as clearly as they could, that that is the intention. The question is if the Iranians are convinced. When the Obama administration insists on using the term "Islamic Republic of Iran," trying to indicate that they're not looking for regime change; when in the Nowruz message the president says that he is looking for constructive ties with Iran, he's essentially painting out what the end game would be, at least the contours of it.   The question, are the Iranians being convinced, my sense is that just looking at how the rhetoric in Iran has changed over the last 10 days, how the dynamics of the internal debate between the presidential candidates has also changed is that they're starting to become convinced. They're starting to realize that this probably is a real opportunity and it would be a significant mistake from their end to miss it.   But that problem of confidence, that this is not just tactical, that this is not an effort to pretend that diplomacy was tried in order to be able to get more support for more confrontational measures down the road, that confidence is essential to make sure that they don't just show up but they actually deliver something, whether it is in Afghanistan or elsewhere. 
That’s key to Afghan stability

Hughes and Sadat 10 (James P., Lt. Col. and special-tactics officer in the United States Air Force, and Mir H., PhD, Afghanistan, faculty member in the School of Intelligence Studies at the National Defense Intelligence, “U.S.-Iran Engagement Through Afghanis tan,” Middle East Policy, 3/1/10, EBSCOhost)

Any legitimate strategy for stability in Afghanistan must include a regional approach that capitalizes on the constructive contributions of neighboring states and the international community. Afghanistan’s neighbors are stakeholders in its reconstruction, and Iran is a key player in this process. Halting Iran’s involvement in Afghanistan is neither constructive nor possible. Parsi considers that, whether the United States likes it or not, “By virtue of its history, geography, population, religion and energy resources, [Iran] has always been and will always be a regional power.” 69 Furthermore, Iran is a major player in the reconstruction of Afghanistan. Maloney and Takeyh argue that any model of engagement with Iran must acknowledge Iran as a regional power.70 Past efforts to ignore or deny this role have only encouraged Tehran to exert its regional influence through less legitimate means. Iran has called for a regional solution in Afghanistan. Iran’s foreign minister said in a recent interview with the Iranian semi-official Fars News Agency, “Iran’s goal in the region is to help peace, stability and calm which, [are] necessary for the region’s progress.”71 Iranian officials have also indicated that Tehran is prepared to cooperate with the United States to ensure Afghanistan’s reconstruction and to assist in the fight against violent extremists.72 

Iran Will Cooperate

Iran will cooperate – Stability and Taliban are the main concerns
Sadjadpour 8 (Karim, associate at the Carnegie Endowment for International Peace,” Iran: Is Productive Engagement Possible?”10/08, http://www.carnegieendowment.org/files/us_iran_policy.pdf)

Tehran has a strong national interest in a stable Afghanistan for a number of reasons. First, having received more than two million Afghan refugees over the last three decades, Iran has no desire to welcome more as result of continued instability and civil strife in Afghanistan. Given Iran’s already high rates of unemployment, underemployment, and inflation, it is scarcely in a position to accommodate another influx of refugees. Second, with one of the highest rates of drug addiction in the world, it is imperative for Tehran to try to reduce the production and distribution of narcotics from Afghanistan.1 Lastly, a return to power of the inherently anti-Shi’i Taliban in Kabul would create religious and strategic tension with Iran, which nearly fought a war against the Taliban over this issue little more than a decade ago. 
Both sides have incentives to cooperate

Mattair 9 (Thomas R., Consultant to government, business and media, “The United States and Iran: What are the Prospects for Engagement? (forum),”Middle East Policy Council, 4/16/09, http://www.mepc.org/forums_chcs/56.asp)

I think the near-term issues that we face with Iran are in Afghanistan and in Iraq. And I think we could both conceivably benefit at the global, regional and domestic levels. If we were to succeed in preventing the Taliban and al Qaeda from reasserting themselves in Afghanistan, and to succeed in setting up a stable central government that shares power with provincial governments, this would enable the United States and NATO forces to ultimately withdraw and ease all the strain and stress on them and our whole military and our budget.   It would reduce the threats to friendly Arab regimes in the region, and it would reduce the threat to the domestic American population. For Iran, it would reduce the potential threat of being attacked by a global superpower next door in a neighboring country, reduce the possibility that a hostile regime in Afghanistan would take actions against Iran, as the Taliban government did in the 1990s, and reduce the drug threat in Iran.   So, I think that what Iran said at the recent conference at The Hague about its willingness to help multilateral efforts to reconstruct Afghanistan is a very good step, and it's also Iran's stated willingness to help reduce the drug problem. To curb Afghanistan's drug trafficking could help because this is the economic activity that actually finances Taliban and al Qaeda operations. They run drugs from Afghanistan into Iran. And they also buy weapons in Iran on these missions. So if Iran can help stem the flow of weapons from Iran into Afghanistan, this would also be helpful.
***TAPI Advantage***

Instability preventing TAPI [1/2]

Instability in Afghanistan blocking pipeline construction now.

Siddiqui 10.  Huma Siddiqui, staff writer THE FINANCIAL EXPRESS. “Turkey Prez to take up TAPI pipeline with India” 5/24/2010.  <http://www.financialexpress.com/news/turkey-prez-to-take-up-tapi-pipeline-with-india/622644/>

The Turkmenistan-Afghanistan-Pakistan-India (TAPI) gas pipeline project, valued at $4 billion, has long been discussed by governments and energy companies, but instability in Afghanistan has so far made its construction impossible. Sources told FE on condition of anonymity, “The issue of speeding up the TAPI project is likely to be raised in the high-level talks, among others.” Turkmenistan, a part of the former Soviet Union, has stepped up efforts to diversify gas and has launched new pipelines to Iran and China. Reportedly, the Turkmen government would start the construction of a 1,000-kilometre domestic pipeline next month, linking rich gasfields in the east to planned export terminals in the west. Earlier this year, New Delhi had discussed the possibilities of alternatives to a pipeline from Iran's South Pars gasfield during talks with Turkmen officials. Iran is eager to advance a pipeline from the South Pars gas complex in the Persian Gulf to eastern markets with a pipeline through Pakistan. India was included in pipeline plans, though the country has explored several possible alternatives.

Ashgabat and New Delhi discussed an undersea route that would bring gas from Turkmenistan through a point south of Iran using the proposed South Asia Gas Enterprise pipeline to India. According to Arun Mohanty, director, Eurasian Foundation, JNU, “Turkmenistan, with huge gas reserves, is an important country for us. Though we have already been provided with few gasfields in the Caspian region of Turkmenistan, we are definitely looking for more energy assets in that gas-rich country.”

Afghan instability only factor stopping TAPI pipeline construction.

Nishapuri 10.  Abdul Nishapuri.  “Iran to India: Energy alliance between South and Central Asia – by Shiraz Paracha”.  6/22/2010 <http://criticalppp.com/archives/16404>

India and Pakistan also want to tap into Turkmen gas through a proposed Turkmenistan-Afghanistan-Pakistan-India (TAPI) gas pipeline but this project has been delayed several times due to diplomatic rows and political instability in Afghanistan and Pakistan. An alternate to the TAPI project for India is to import gas from Turkmenistan via Iran instead of Afghanistan. But India’s new warm and friendly relations with the United States can be an obstacle in New Delhi’s search for energy, especially from Iran.
Instability blocking pipeline construction.

Foster 10.  John Foster, Canadian energy economist with worldwide experience in energy and development, the World Bank, the Inter-American Development Bank, British Petroleum and Petro-Canada. “Afghanistan, Energy Geopolitics and the TAPI Pipeline”.  3/25/2010. <http://www.globalresearch.ca/index.php?context=va&aid=18329>

Since the TAPI route passes through areas with major insurgencies, security is clearly an issue. In both Afghanistan and the tribal area of Pakistan, people along the route have long histories of independence from central and foreign powers. Unless their cooperation is sought and the benefits to them are clear, pipeline security will be an expensive nightmare for years to come.

Instability in Afghanistan blocking pipeline construction now.

Siddiqui 10.  Huma Siddiqui, staff writer THE FINANCIAL EXPRESS. “Turkey Prez to take up TAPI pipeline with India” 5/24/2010.  <http://www.financialexpress.com/news/turkey-prez-to-take-up-tapi-pipeline-with-india/622644/>

The Turkmenistan-Afghanistan-Pakistan-India (TAPI) gas pipeline project, valued at $4 billion, has long been discussed by governments and energy companies, but instability in Afghanistan has so far made its construction impossible. Sources told FE on condition of anonymity, “The issue of speeding up the TAPI project is likely to be raised in the high-level talks, among others.” Turkmenistan, a part of the former Soviet Union, has stepped up efforts to diversify gas and has launched new pipelines to Iran and China.

Reportedly, the Turkmen government would start the construction of a 1,000-kilometre domestic pipeline next month, linking rich gasfields in the east to planned export terminals in the west. Earlier this year, New Delhi had discussed the possibilities of alternatives to a pipeline from Iran's South Pars gasfield during talks with Turkmen officials.

Iran is eager to advance a pipeline from the South Pars gas complex in the Persian Gulf to eastern markets with a pipeline through Pakistan. India was included in pipeline plans, though the country has explored several possible alternatives.

Ashgabat and New Delhi discussed an undersea route that would bring gas from Turkmenistan through a point south of Iran using the proposed South Asia Gas Enterprise pipeline to India. According to Arun Mohanty, director, Eurasian Foundation, JNU, “Turkmenistan, with huge gas reserves, is an important country for us. Though we have already been provided with few gasfields in the Caspian region of Turkmenistan, we are definitely looking for more energy assets in that gas-rich country.”

Instability preventing TAPI [2/2]

Afghan instability only factor stopping TAPI pipeline construction.

Nishapuri 10.  Abdul Nishapuri.  “Iran to India: Energy alliance between South and Central Asia – by Shiraz Paracha”.  6/22/2010 <http://criticalppp.com/archives/16404>

India and Pakistan also want to tap into Turkmen gas through a proposed Turkmenistan-Afghanistan-Pakistan-India (TAPI) gas pipeline but this project has been delayed several times due to diplomatic rows and political instability in Afghanistan and Pakistan. An alternate to the TAPI project for India is to import gas from Turkmenistan via Iran instead of Afghanistan. But India’s new warm and friendly relations with the United States can be an obstacle in New Delhi’s search for energy, especially from Iran.
Instability blocking pipeline construction.

Foster 10.  John Foster, Canadian energy economist with worldwide experience in energy and development, the World Bank, the Inter-American Development Bank, British Petroleum and Petro-Canada. “Afghanistan, Energy Geopolitics and the TAPI Pipeline”.  3/25/2010. <http://www.globalresearch.ca/index.php?context=va&aid=18329>

Since the TAPI route passes through areas with major insurgencies, security is clearly an issue. In both Afghanistan and the tribal area of Pakistan, people along the route have long histories of independence from central and foreign powers. Unless their cooperation is sought and the benefits to them are clear, pipeline security will be an expensive nightmare for years to come
TAPI Good -- Russia

TAPI pipeline key to prevent regional Russian domination.

Gatto 10.  Tim Gatto, staff writer THEPEOPLESVOICE.ORG. “American Complicity Today Why I Started the South Carolina Upstate Coalition”.  7/18/2010 <http://www.thepeoplesvoice.org/TPV3/Voices.php/2010/07/18/american-complicity-today-why-i-started->

These wars are totally unconstitutional. We were never attacked by the Taliban or Saddam Hussein. The reasons for the wars are bogus. We went into Iraq because Saddam had threatened to sell oil in Euro’s not dollars, undermining American currency. The war in Afghanistan is to complete TAPI, the pipeline for gas and oil coming from the Caucasus and preventing Russia from having a lock on oil exports to Europe. These are wars of aggression, pure and simple
TAPI Good -- Regional Economy

TAPI good, solves regional economy.

Foster 10.  John Foster, Canadian energy economist with worldwide experience in energy and development, the World Bank, the Inter-American Development Bank, British Petroleum and Petro-Canada. “Afghanistan, Energy Geopolitics and the TAPI Pipeline”.  3/25/2010. <http://www.globalresearch.ca/index.php?context=va&aid=18329>

The planned TAPI pipeline offers benefits to all four participating countries and would promote cooperation. For Turkmenistan, it would provide revenue and diversification of export routes. For Pakistan and India, it would address energy deficits. In Afghanistan, it would provide revenue for development and gas for industrial enterprises. The potential for export to other countries through the Pakistani port of Gwadar is a further advantage. TAPI is consistent with the US declared policy of linking Central and South Asia and diversifying export routes for Turkmen gas. For a number of countries, TAPI could provide business opportunities in construction and operation of the pipeline.
TAPI Good -- Cooperation

Pipelines incentivize regional cooperation.

Brookings Institute 10. “Energizing Peace: The Role of Pipelines in Regional Cooperation” July 2010. <http://www.brookings.edu/papers/2010/07_middle_east_ali.aspx>

While water resources have frequently been considered in cooperative terms, little policy attention has been paid to the role of transboundary oil and gas infrastructure in strengthening interstate relations. Due to the permanence of their infrastructure, pipelines are likely to have a more lasting impact and create greater incentives for cooperation over time. While not without drawbacks, pipelines remain the most effective and economical means of transport, and their role is likely to grow rapidly in the years ahead. Gas-rich countries, such as Iran, Pakistan, Qatar, and Saudi Arabia are well positioned to play a greater role in energy transport. A major obstacle, however, is persuading investors to support pipeline ventures in areas vulnerable to political instability and security risks. But it is precisely in such areas where pipelines can play a positive role in easing tensions and promoting cooperation between states. Considering that world demand for gas is growing faster than supply, pipelines have the potential to play an increasingly important role in facilitating regional security from Morocco to Afghanistan.
Pipelines solve cooperation.

Ali 2010. Saleem H. Ali, professor of environmental planning and Asian Studies at the University of Vermont, fellow at the Brookings Institute.  “Energizing Peace: The Role of Pipelines in Regional Cooperation”. July 2010. <http://www.brookings.edu/~/media/Files/rc/papers/2010/07_middle_east_ali/07_middle_east_ali.pdf>

In short, the wide-ranging interplay between energy and security concerns can help move governments and investors alike toward a broader vision for the role of pipelines in promoting cooperation and resolving regional disputes. Bringing environmental issues into this evolving framework adds another important, though often neglected, dimension to pipeline construction and routing. Robert Goodland, formerly of the World Bank, notes that “the practice of routing a pipeline through a friendly country, rather than selecting a shorter and lower impact route through a less friendly one should be addressed.”56 His concern is that making the route subservient to geopolitics can have an adverse environmental impact. Thus, choosing short pipeline routes, even if they involve more difficult negotiations, may be worth the trouble.

TAPI Good -- Stability

Pipelines solve regional security.

Ali 2010. Saleem H. Ali, professor of environmental planning and Asian Studies at the University of Vermont, fellow at the Brookings Institute.  “Energizing Peace: The Role of Pipelines in Regional Cooperation”. July 2010. http://www.brookings.edu/~/media/Files/rc/papers/2010/07_middle_east_ali/07_middle_east_ali.pdf
Gas-rich countries, such as Iran, Pakistan, Qatar, and Saudi Arabia are well positioned to play a greater role in energy transport. A major obstacle, however, is persuading investors to support pipeline ventures in areas vulnerable to political instability and security risks. But it is precisely in such areas where pipelines can play a positive role in easing tensions and promoting cooperation between states. Considering that world demand for gas is growing faster than supply, pipelines have the potential to play an increasingly important role in facilitating regional security from Morocco to Afghanistan.

Pipelines solve instability – empirically proven.

Ali 2010. Saleem H. Ali, professor of environmental planning and Asian Studies at the University of Vermont, fellow at the Brookings Institute.  “Energizing Peace: The Role of Pipelines in Regional Cooperation”. July 2010. http://www.brookings.edu/~/media/Files/rc/papers/2010/07_middle_east_ali/07_middle_east_ali.pdf
Conflicts in the Middle East have been exacerbated by competition over natural resources. Within the United States, there is growing bipartisan interest in reducing dependence on foreign oil. Little attention, however, has been paid to the role of transboundary oil and gas pipelines as a means of conflict prevention rather than a source of conflict. This analysis paper argues that the fixed infrastructure of pipelines can foster economic cooperation between states and increase regional security. The Baku- Tbilisi-Ceyhan and Chad-Cameroon projects are examples of how pipelines can bring more than just revenue to their host countries; they can contribute to the amelioration and even resolution of local conflicts.1

Pipelines increase regional stability, increase cost of conflict.

Ali 2010. Saleem H. Ali, professor of environmental planning and Asian Studies at the University of Vermont, fellow at the Brookings Institute.  “Energizing Peace: The Role of Pipelines in Regional Cooperation”. July 2010. http://www.brookings.edu/~/media/Files/rc/papers/2010/07_middle_east_ali/07_middle_east_ali.pdf
At the same time, as much as energy cooperation should be encouraged, it is one factor among many and no panacea, particularly when longstanding political disputes remain unresolved. For example, during the opening ceremony of the Sakhalin-2 export terminal in Russia, Japanese Prime Minister Taro Aso noted to Russian President Dmitry Medvedev: “Regardless of the increasing mutually beneficial cooperation between two important neighbors, Japan and Russia, there still exists the unnatural situation that no peace treaty has been signed because of a territorial dispute.”4 That said, because pipelines are—and become— permanent facts on the ground, their positive impact on relations between governments is likely to build over time. This potential was noted by Balaji Sadavisan, Singapore’s senior minister of state for foreign affairs: “Pipelines have a real chance to increase peace and security in the region: they tie countries together by making the interconnected costs of conflict unacceptably high.”5 In other words, pipelines increase the costs of conflict thereby increasing incentives for cooperation. However, the pipelines themselves are not enough. What is needed is an attitudinal shift—a long-term policy outlook that views pipelines as a means of promoting bilateral and regional cooperation on economic and security issues.

TAPI Good – Energy Security

Pipelines solve energy security.

Ali 2010. Saleem H. Ali, professor of environmental planning and Asian Studies at the University of Vermont, fellow at the Brookings Institute.  “Energizing Peace: The Role of Pipelines in Regional Cooperation”. July 2010. http://www.brookings.edu/~/media/Files/rc/papers/2010/07_middle_east_ali/07_middle_east_ali.pdf
Oil and gas continue to be the most versatile fuels facilitating economic growth and individual mobility. Global demand for gas is growing particularly rapidly; according to the International Energy Agency, an estimated $105 billion per year in infrastructure investment is needed to boost supply. Pipelines, while not without their drawbacks, remain the most effective and economical means of transport. Developing pipeline infrastructure is thus essential to ensuring energy security but may serve other purposes if the right political decisions are made with an eye toward the effective integration of economic and security priorities. At the same time, pipeline construction is often seen as an intrusion into personal, communal, or national spaces, thus becoming a subject of controversy for citizens, activists, and representatives of local communities. The Baku-Tbilisi-Ceyhan (BTC) pipeline, completed in 2006 between Azerbaijan and Turkey via Georgia, exemplifies such challenges. During construction, activists objected to the potential negative effects despite detailed environmental and social impact assessments commissioned by the World Bank and private investors.8 The pipeline could have been more efficiently routed through Armenia, but taking into account security risks and geopolitical interests, a fairly expensive bypass route was found directly from Georgia to Azerbaijan. If, however, the routing had been considered within a broader frame of regional cooperation—and perhaps as a bargaining item—the pipeline could have been used as a conflict resolution instrument between Armenia, Azerbaijan, and Turkey.

TAPI Good -- Environment

Pipelines avoid environmental destruction.

Ali 2010. Saleem H. Ali, professor of environmental planning and Asian Studies at the University of Vermont, fellow at the Brookings Institute.  “Energizing Peace: The Role of Pipelines in Regional Cooperation”. July 2010. <http://www.brookings.edu/~/media/Files/rc/papers/2010/07_middle_east_ali/07_middle_east_ali.pdf>

There is an ongoing debate over the most effective means of oil and gas transport, and a number of tradeoffs should be taken into consideration when comparing pipelines to terrestrial and marine tankers. Oil is carried along pipelines usually at a speed of around 7 km per hour, with pumping stations every 60 to 100 km that provide needed pressure to keep the pipelines functional. Environmental hazards of pipeline transport tend to be less than for terrestrial and marine tankers since leaks can be contained by simply shutting off valves. While sabotage of pipelines remains a problem, transport by tanker is also growing more hazardous due to piracy, particularly in the Indian Ocean.

Shift to natural gas good, transported through pipelines.

Ali 2010. Saleem H. Ali, professor of environmental planning and Asian Studies at the University of Vermont, fellow at the Brookings Institute.  “Energizing Peace: The Role of Pipelines in Regional Cooperation”. July 2010. <http://www.brookings.edu/~/media/Files/rc/papers/2010/07_middle_east_ali/07_middle_east_ali.pdf>

In comparison to oil, which is largely transported worldwide by a fleet of more than 38,000 marine tankers, 93 percent of the world’s gas continues to be supplied through pipelines. Over 60 countries have on average 2,000 km of pipelines for gas transmission within their borders and about 10,000 km of new pipelines are planned for this decade, most of which will traverse difficult terrain and deep marine waters.9 However, pipelines have a new competitor in Liquefied Natural Gas (LNG) operations, which have been introduced in a growing number of markets. LNG is gas cooled to negative 161 °C, at which point it liquefies and occupies only 1/600th of its original volume, making it convenient for shipping. While considerably more costly due to the capital intensive infrastructure needed for cooling, the advantage of LNG shipments lies in access to distant markets which become relatively uneconomical for pipeline transport.

TAPI Good – Afghan Development

TAPI would be Afghanistan’s largest development.

Ali 2010. Saleem H. Ali, professor of environmental planning and Asian Studies at the University of Vermont, fellow at the Brookings Institute.  “Energizing Peace: The Role of Pipelines in Regional Cooperation”. July 2010. <http://www.brookings.edu/~/media/Files/rc/papers/2010/07_middle_east_ali/07_middle_east_ali.pdf>

“Countries and organizations will assist Afghanistan to become an energy bridge in the region and to develop regional trade through supporting initiatives in bilateral/multilateral cross-border energy projects…Work will be accelerated on [the] Turkmenistan-Afghanistan- Pakistan-India gas pipeline to develop a technically and commercially viable project.”50 

If pipeline construction goes ahead, it could become Afghanistan’s largest ever development project. According to the Interim National Development Strategy for Afghanistan of 2005, transit revenue could amount to nearly half of the Afghan government’s domestic revenue. Encouragingly, India officially joined the TAPI consortium in 2008 and the Asian Development Bank expressed strong interest in supporting the construction of the pipeline if economic and security arrangements are worked out by the consortium.51

Withdrawal Key

Pullout solves solidarity.

{need card}

Afghani political solidarity NOT military presence key.

Foster 10.  John Foster, Canadian energy economist with worldwide experience in energy and development, the World Bank, the Inter-American Development Bank, British Petroleum and Petro-Canada. “Afghanistan, Energy Geopolitics and the TAPI Pipeline”.  3/25/2010. <http://www.globalresearch.ca/index.php?context=va&aid=18329>

Peace is essential. Pipeline construction cannot begin until the killing stops and all stakeholders, including the Pashtun, participate in the project. Both Afghanistan and Pakistan are complex countries. Their mix of ethnic groups, long-standing tribal traditions, and history of minimal governance create major challenges. Such challenges require political, not military solutions. The strategy of national reconciliation offered at the London conference on Afghanistan in January 2010 is a beginning. TAPI is geopolitically significant, but encumbered with many difficulties that will challenge all participants in the years ahead.

U.S. mishandling Middle Eastern natural resources, kills stability.

Brookings Institute 10. “Energizing Peace: The Role of Pipelines in Regional Cooperation” July 2010. <http://www.brookings.edu/papers/2010/07_middle_east_ali.aspx>

Proposed Asian routes, including the Iran-Pakistan- India (IPI) and Turkmenistan-Afghanistan- Pakistan (TAP) projects, may potentially spur cooperation in critical, conflict-ridden areas. Importantly, within countries, pipelines can provide much-needed employment and revenue, in the process quelling some of the domestic resentment that fuels extremism. However, the ambivalence with which the United States and other powers have approached natural resources in Central Asia has confounded the prospects for pipeline development.
***2AC Blocks***

2AC AT: Midterms Link- No Link

The war in Afghanistan won’t effect midterms

1) Obama just committed to Afghanistan troop withdrawal— low risk of link
Jackson 8/2, David Jackson, Journalist, “Obama on Afghanistan: 'We now have a strategy that can work'”, Url: http://content.usatoday.com/communities/theoval/post/2010/08/obama-on-afghanistan-we-now-have-a-strategy-that-can-work/1 
"We now have a strategy that can work," Obama said this morning on CBS' The Early Show. "We've got one of our best generals today, (David) Petraeus, on the ground."

Obama repeated that, as with Iraq this month, he will start drawing down troops in Afghanistan in July of 2011.
"I've been very clear that we are going to move forward on a process of training Afghans so that they can provide for their own security," Obama said during the interview taped last week. "And then by the middle of next year, by 2011, we are gonna start thinning out our troops and giving Afghans more responsibility."

2) Other issues are more important – Jobs, the economy- 7% of voters consider Afghanistan a priority

Dao July 29, James Dao, national correspondent for The New York Times covering military and veterans affairs, “In Midterm Elections, Afghan War Barely Surfaces”, Url: http://www.nytimes.com/2010/07/30/us/30midterms.html
By almost every measure, public interest in the Afghanistan war has been relatively low. A July poll by CBS News showed that 7 percent of Americans considered the wars in Iraq and Afghanistan the most important problems facing the country, compared with 38 percent who answered jobs and the economy. (The poll, of a random sample of 966 adults nationwide, had a margin of error of three percentage points.)

An analysis of major news reports between January 2007 and July 2010 by the Pew Research Center’s Project for Excellence in Journalism found that Afghanistan ranked sixth in total coverage by print, online, television and radio outlets, well behind the presidential campaign, the economic crisis, the health care debate and Iraq.

“Unfortunately, most Americans aren’t paying attention,” said Representative Patrick J. Murphy, Democrat of Pennsylvania. “Which I think is a testament to the fact that 1 percent of us are fighting these wars.”
3) Afghanistan is an afterthought because it’s been going on so long 
Dao July 29, James Dao, national correspondent for The New York Times covering military and veterans affairs, “In Midterm Elections, Afghan War Barely Surfaces”, Url: http://www.nytimes.com/2010/07/30/us/30midterms.html 

Asked what he considers the major issues in this year’s midterm Congressional elections, Claude Nicolas, 24, paused from munching on a sushi roll and crisply ticked off three: jobs, the economy and immigration.

The war in Afghanistan? “Wow, I didn’t think of that,” he replied, almost sheepishly. “That’s definitely a factor of how not on the public radar it is. It’s gone on so long people are tired of it.”
Virtually since the invasion of Iraq in 2003, the nine-year war in Afghanistan has largely been an afterthought in American politics. Though public interest has risen somewhat in recent months amid national debate over strategy, the firing of Gen. Stanley A. McChrystal and higher casualty counts, Afghanistan remains well down the list of voter concerns, polls show.

And interviews with voters, elected officials and political strategists this week suggest that the publication this week of thousands of classified battlefield reports will not substantially change that status.

4) Unless the war turns for the worse or the economy Afghanistan won’t be considered an issue
Dao July 29, James Dao, national correspondent for The New York Times covering military and veterans affairs, “In Midterm Elections, Afghan War Barely Surfaces”, Url: http://www.nytimes.com/2010/07/30/us/30midterms.html 

But there is a perception shared by many strategists in both parties that the leaked reports will not propel Afghanistan to the forefront of voter concerns, unless the economy improves drastically or the war itself takes a startling turn for the worse

Representative Joe Sestak, a Democrat who is in a tight race for the United States Senate in Pennsylvania, said it was not a top-of-mind issue for voters he meets.

“The way people have been slammed by the economy, the documents might cause the war to move from the fifth or sixth question I get to the fourth,” he said.

2AC AT: Midterms Link – GOP Bad

Rapid withdrawal would help Democrats

Dao July 29, James Dao, national correspondent for The New York Times covering military and veterans affairs, “In Midterm Elections, Afghan War Barely Surfaces”, Url: http://www.nytimes.com/2010/07/30/us/30midterms.html
Moreover, many Democrats won election in 2006 by arguing that the United States should get out of Iraq and focus on Afghanistan. Those incumbents cannot now easily call for rapid withdrawal from Afghanistan, said Jon Soltz, chairman of Vote Vets, a liberal group that supports veterans running for Congress.
Continuing the war helps the GOP in the Midterms

CNN 6/23 [2010, “Top issues: Afghanistan and Iraq wars”, http://www.cnn.com/2010/POLITICS/05/31/issues.wars/index.html]

(CNN) -- Like shifting weight on a seesaw, the Pentagon moved the lion's share of U.S. war troops in Iraq to Afghanistan in 2010, to reflect the nation's changing war strategy. Just months after Obama promised to reduce U.S. forces in Iraq, he faced a much-debated decision last year on whether to increase troops in Afghanistan. Supporters of the buildup said the strategy would bring a swifter end to the war, by allowing the United States to more quickly hand over security responsibility to Afghan forces. Opponents complained that the government of Afghan President Hamid Karzai was corrupt and had proven to be an unreliable partner. The nine-year U.S.-led war against the Taliban and al Qaeda has claimed the lives of more than 1,070 American troops in both hostile and non-hostile deaths. Following the fiery Capitol Hill debate, Obama ordered an additional 30,000 forces to deploy to Afghanistan. Leadership of the Afghan war became a political bombshell in June, when Rolling Stone reported that the war's U.S. commander, Gen. Stanley McChrystal, had made politically explosive remarks about key administration officials. Among the reported comments, McChrystal and his staff imagined ways of dismissing Vice President Joe Biden. Obama said McChrystal's conduct "does not meet the standard that should be set by a commanding general" and undermined both civilian authority and trust. Obama accepted McChrystal's resignation and asked Gen. David Petraeus, head of U.S. Central Command, to take over McChrystal's role. Under Obama's plan for the Afghanistan war, the United States will begin reducing troops in Afghanistan beginning in July 2011. A bipartisan trio of lawmakers has called on the commander in chief to announce an exact timetable for complete withdrawal. "United States military strategy in Afghanistan is not in our best national security interest and makes us dependent upon an unreliable partner in the Afghan government," said a letter to Obama signed by Sen. Russ Feingold, D-Wisconsin, and Reps. Walter Jones, R-North Carolina, and James McGovern, D-Massachusetts. Reactions to Afghanistan strategy Video: More troops in Afghanistan? Video: Battle for hearts and minds RELATED TOPICS * Afghanistan War * Iraq War * Elections and Voting * Barack Obama Some political analysts wonder if Obama's war strategy might diminish voter turnout by anti-war liberals -- and help Republicans on Election Day. "I think the Democratic base -- the danger is it becomes a no-show in 2010," Rep. Tom Andrews, an anti-war activist and Maine Democrat, told CNN. A powerful yet reluctant supporter of Obama's Afghan buildup, longtime Rep. David Obey, D-Wisconsin, chairman of the House Appropriations Committee, has chosen to retire. He likely would have faced a tough GOP opponent in the fall. 

Base backlash without troop reduction.

Allen 9 [Jared, 9/5, “ Liberals ready to strike out at White House over Afghanistan surge”, http://thehill.com/homenews/house/57403-liberals-ready-to-strike-on-afghanistan]

Liberals in Congress, already angry about healthcare reform, are sharpening their swords for a fight with the administration over Afghanistan. They have opened one front with the White House on a public option for healthcare but are ready to open a second front on Afghanistan, even if it damages a president whose success is dependent on a strong record of accomplishment. According to one House Democrat, the calls to end U.S. military intervention in Afghanistan are growing louder and coming from a larger and more diverse crowd. On the heels of the deadliest month to date for U.S. troops in Afghanistan, liberals are bracing for a report from the top military commanders that could suggest more resources and troops are needed. And they are increasingly worried that President Barack Obama will find it necessary to ask Congress for just that. If that’s the case, liberals such as Rep. Lynn Woolsey (D-Calif.), one of the three leaders of the Out of Iraq Caucus – which is slowly morphing into the Out of Afghanistan Caucus – said that progressives were prepared to stand in the way of any additional funding in an attempt to force the president’s hand. “Just because President Obama is our president doesn’t mean we don’t feel the same outrage we felt regarding Iraq in this same time in the Iraq occupation,” Woolsey said. “Our president doesn’t get a pass on this.”

2AC AT: Midterms Link – GOP Bad
The Democrats will skip the midterms because of Afghanistan

Bolton 9 [Alexander, 12/3, “Liberals warn Obama that base may skip midterm elections”, http://thehill.com/homenews/administration/70355-liberals-warn-obama]

Prominent liberal activists are warning Democratic leaders that they face a problem with the party’s base heading into an election year. The latest issue to roil relations between President Barack Obama and the liberal wing of the party is his decision to send 30,000 more troops to Afghanistan, which liberals fear could become a debacle like Vietnam. The left is also concerned the administration and party leaders have drifted too far to the center or are caving in to non-liberal interest groups in key policy battles, including healthcare reform, climate change and energy reform and financial regulatory reform. In some cases, liberals fear the White House is backing away entirely from core issues, such as the closing of the Guantánamo Bay detention camp and ending the “Don’t ask, don’t tell” policy that prevents gays and lesbians form serving openly in the military. “I think there’s a growing concern that Washington is losing battles to entrenched lobbying interests and the administration is not effectively in charge and a sense that things aren’t going well,” said Robert Borosage, c
o-director of the Campaign for America’s Future, a liberal advocacy group “I think the Democratic base is getting a little nervous out there about where we’re headed,” said Sen. Tom Harkin (Iowa), a leading liberal within the Senate Democratic Conference who shares concerns over Obama’s commitment of troops to the Afghan war

2AC AT: Midterms Link - GOP Good

Withdrawal is gaining republican support 

Cary July 21, Mary Kate Cary, Journalist, “Republicans Are Turning Against the Afghanistan War”, July 21, 2010, Url: http://politics.usnews.com/opinion/articles/2010/07/21/republicans-are-turning-against-the-afghanistan-war.html 
Republican National Committee Chairman Michael Steele seems to be in the latter crowd. Speaking at a GOP fundraiser in early July, he called this a "war of Obama's choosing" and "not something the U.S. had actively prosecuted or wanted to engage in." The remarks drew almost immediate reaction. Bill Kristol of the Weekly Standard called for Steele's resignation; Washington Post columnist Charles Krauthammer said Steele had committed a "capital offense" and had to go; and Sen. John McCain, saying there was "no excuse" for the remarks, questioned whether Steele should remain in office. 

Steele's comments exposed a growing split between two wings of the party. As Richard Haass, president of the Council on Foreign Relations, explained on MSNBC, neoconservatives fail to see that although the war had begun after 9/11 under George W. Bush, "that was a very different war. That was a limited action of self-defense. Since Barack Obama became president, this has morphed into a war of choice. We've tripled U.S. forces and we've changed the mission ... this is a much more ambitious policy." We are no longer going after what's left of al Qaeda (Jones said six months ago that "fewer than a hundred" al Qaeda members remain there), which was the original mission under President Bush; instead, we're fighting what Obama calls the "new way forward" against the Taliban, while spending hundreds of billions of dollars to rebuild Afghan society.
Even before Steele's comments, there was a critical mass of limited-government conservatives starting to question Obama's strategy. As the president racked up trillion-dollar deficits at the same time as he escalated the war, the notion of whether we could afford Obama's new Afghan strategy—in both money and lives—began to present itself. Last fall, George Will wrote a controversial column calling for the United States to get out of Afghanistan. By last month, Peggy Noonan predicted that the right "is probably going to start to peel off, not Washington policy intellectuals but people on the ground in America." Others are starting to agree. The economic crisis, the massive deficits, and the prospect of higher taxes and drastic spending cuts are making voters wonder if we can afford to stay in Afghanistan any longer. And as the president's deficit reduction commission gears up this fall, it's going to draw even more attention to the cost of Afghanistan.

***AT: Counterplans***

AT: Consult NATO CP

NATO would say no – they prefer nation building to CT.

Kay and Kahn 7[Quoting General David Richards, previous commander of NATO forces in Afghanistan (Sean and Sahar, May, NATO and Counter-insurgency: Strategic Liability or Tactical Asset?, http://www.contemporarysecuritypolicy.org/assets/CSP-28-1-Kay.pdf]

After his troops engaged in intense combat with the Taliban in June 2006, a British battle group commander, Lieutenant Colonel Stuart Tootal noted that: ‘We’ve had 50, 60 patrols where we’ve just gone out and drank tea with the locals ... They are keen to see us and keen to know what our mission is ... If every day we could go out and improve the lot of the Afghan people, that would have a far greater effect than killing Taliban.’77 The gradual blending of NATO into the southern parts of Afghanistan could, in theory, have resulted in a more successful hearts and minds effort. In the ISAF areas at least, NATO forces were engaged at a community level with local Afghans, which might serve as a model for NATO’s role in the southern provinces. According to Lieutenant General Richards, commander of ISAF, NATO hoped to spend more time talking to Afghans, listening to their needs, and helping more in reconstruction, rather than primarily hunting down insurgents. Nevertheless, Americans who had been in direct combat with the Taliban were sceptical. They asserted that the British approach would allow the Taliban to hide and buy time, as one US official put it: ‘You cannot be, “We just want to win everybody’s hearts and minds and be nice to everybody and go along, and by the way, we’ll never do anything about drugs or this and that because it’s not on our horizon, it’s not on our screen”. I’m like, “impossible”.’78 Nonetheless, General Richards saw the two separate Afghan missions as compatible: We have what we in the military call a counter-insurgency role. But the intelligence-led, seek-and-destroy missions against high-value targets ... alQaeda-type operatives, that is not something NATO will be engaging in ... Our underpinning purpose is not a counter-terrorist mission, it is to extend and deepen the government of Afghanistan and to create the environment that they and the international community can build up economic development.79

NATO loves COIN- they’ll say no.
Sabloff and Sarro 10 [quoting Mark Sedwill, NATO civilian administrator (Nicholas and Doug, 6/25, “Your request is being processed... NATO Pledges To Stay The Course In Afghanistan”, http://www.huffingtonpost.com/2010/06/25/nato-pledges-to-stay-the_n_625265.html]
NATO pledges to stay the course in Afghanistan. Mark Sedwill, NATO's civilian administrator in Afghanistan, said that the counterinsurgency strategy implemented by the now-former mission head, Gen. Stanley McChrystal, "remains on course." NATO Secretary-General Anders Fogh Rasmussen added that "the approach [McChrystal] helped put in place is the right one." Afghan officials were pleased to hear that McChrystal's strategy, which they say "has reduced civilian casualties, brought down arrests and house searches and involved coordination on operations," will remain in effect.

NATO opposes counterterrorism- backs COIN instead
Sengupta 09 [Kim Sengupta, 24 October 2009, “Nato backs McChrystal in snub to Biden plan” http://www.independent.co.uk/news/world/asia/nato-backs-mcchrystal-in-snub-to-biden-plan-1808414.html]

Nato defence ministers signalled their backing for the Afghan strategy put forward by the American commander General Stanley McChrystal yesterday in an implicit rejection of the alternative plan proposed by US Vice-President Joe Biden. The general had made an unscheduled appearance at the meeting of ministers in Bratislava, Slovakia, to give a presentation behind closed doors. Anders Fogh Rasmussen, the Nato secretary general, said: "What we did today was to discuss General McChrystal's overall assessment, his overall approach, and I have noted a broad support from all ministers of this overall counter-insurgency approach." The US Defence Secretary, Robert Gates, said he was at the summit "mainly in a listening mode" with his Nato counterparts. Significantly, he added: "Many allies spoke positively about General McChrystal's assessment." The general has asked for between 20,000 and 40,000 extra troops to implement his counter-insurgency strategy. This is being opposed by an influential faction led by Vice-President Biden who has spoken against sending large-scale reinforcements and wants, instead, to concentrate on a counter-terrorism mission hunting al-Qa'ida across the border in Pakistan. Diplomatic sources say Nato endorsement of General McChrystal has led to anger in the Biden camp. They had criticised the commander for promoting his strategy, including on a visit to London, while President Barack Obama is still weighing up the options.

AT: Taliban Conditions CP

Taliban consultation stops Iranian cooperation in Afghanistan

Barnett R. Rubin et al 08 (“The U.S. and Iran in Afghanistan: Policy Gone Awry” Barnett R. Rubin with Sara Batmanglich MIT Center for International Studies http://www.cic.nyu.edu/afghanistan/docs/US%20&%20Iran%20in%20Afghanistan.pdf )

Iran (along with Russia and India) has also looked with skepticism on proposals to include the Taliban in any kind of a political settlement. According to Iranian diplomats, Tehran sees such ideas not as a broadening of the peace process but rather the U.S. returning to its policy of subcontracting Afghan policy to Pakistan. Such a move would be consistent with the U.S. realignment in Iraq, where the U.S. forces have armed and paid former groups of the Sunni resistance, while publicly charging Iran with destabilizing a government over which Tehran has enormous influence. 
That’s key to Afghan stability

Hughes and Sadat 10 (James P., Lt. Col. and special-tactics officer in the United States Air Force, and Mir H., PhD, Afghanistan, faculty member in the School of Intelligence Studies at the National Defense Intelligence, “U.S.-Iran Engagement Through Afghanis tan,” Middle East Policy, 3/1/10, EBSCOhost)

Any legitimate strategy for stability in Afghanistan must include a regional approach that capitalizes on the constructive contributions of neighboring states and the international community. Afghanistan’s neighbors are stakeholders in its reconstruction, and Iran is a key player in this process. Halting Iran’s involvement in Afghanistan is neither constructive nor possible. Parsi considers that, whether the United States likes it or not, “By virtue of its history, geography, population, religion and energy resources, [Iran] has always been and will always be a regional power.” 69 Furthermore, Iran is a major player in the reconstruction of Afghanistan. Maloney and Takeyh argue that any model of engagement with Iran must acknowledge Iran as a regional power.70 Past efforts to ignore or deny this role have only encouraged Tehran to exert its regional influence through less legitimate means. Iran has called for a regional solution in Afghanistan. Iran’s foreign minister said in a recent interview with the Iranian semi-official Fars News Agency, “Iran’s goal in the region is to help peace, stability and calm which, [are] necessary for the region’s progress.”71 Iranian officials have also indicated that Tehran is prepared to cooperate with the United States to ensure Afghanistan’s reconstruction and to assist in the fight against violent extremists.72  
AT: Regionalism CP

Perm do both.

The counterplan doesn’t solve anything- there’s no solvency advocate and it lacks an enforcement mechanism—there’s no reason why Central Asian States would sign on. Default to our analysis—

US military presence is preventing Iran’s moves towards regional stability and cooperation
The Hindu 4/6 (“India and Iran's Afpak policy,” 4/6/10, http://www.thehindu.com/opinion/lead/article389895.ece)

Since 2003, the Iranians have been seeking the exit of American forces from Iraq and Afghanistan. Some of their aspirations have a good chance of realisation, as the bulk of the forces are slated to leave Iraq next year. The U.S. exit from Afghanistan could begin in July 2011.  While the exit of foreign forces would mark a substantial advance, the Iranians have been looking further ahead to a post-exit scenario, in anticipation of a political vacuum that is likely to emerge once the American troops depart. Viscerally opposed to any repositioning by extra-regional players , Iran is working vigorously to establish a de facto alliance of regional countries that will dominate the geopolitical arena stretching from Turkey in the west to China in the east.  It is in this larger context of regionalising the geopolitical space that President Mahmoud Ahmadinejad set foot on Afghan soil on March 10. Afghanistan's President Hamid Karzai — who fought running battles with the Americans who were more inclined to favour his rival Abdullah Abdullah during the recent Afghan elections — received the Iranian President warmly. Like the Iranians, Mr. Karzai has concluded that the Americans are tiring in Afghanistan and that the time has come to explore deeper alignments in an alternative camp that includes Iran, and has China, Pakistan, Central Asian republics and Russia as potential allies.  While engaging the Afghans on a new footing, the Iranians have also begun to cultivate Pakistan. A major shift in the contours of their relationship can be traced to October 2009, when the Pakistan-based Jundallah group, led by Abdolmalek Rigi, killed Nour-Ali Shoushtari, and other senior commanders of the Islamic Revolution Guard Corps (IRGC). Incensed by these high-profile assassinations, in the Pishin area of the Sistan-Balochistan province, the Iranians sent a few days later their Interior Minister Mostafa Mohammad Najjar to Islamabad, with the demand for Rigi's handover. Subsequently, Rigi was nabbed in a dramatic fashion when the Iranians forced a Kyrgyzstan airlines plane in which he was travelling from Dubai to Bishkek, to land in the Iranian port city of Bandar Abbas. Influential voices in Pakistan say that Islamabad gave the vital tip off that led to Rigi's arrest. The Iranians, however, insist that the arrest was possible on account of their meticulous intelligence work, without any foreign involvement whatsoever.  
Heavy US presence is the only roadblock preventing cooperation over Afghanistan--alienates Iran and sparks influence competition

Mitra Farnik 10 - Iranian Journalist on Iran of thenaward-wining non-profit Institute for War & Peace Reporting. Asia Times. "Iran Skeptical of US's Afghan Strategy" Jan 15, 2010. http://www.atimes.com/atimes/Middle_East/LA15Ak02.html Though Tehran shares Washington's desire for the Taliban to be neutralized, it is wary of an increased American military presence in Afghanistan, even if this is aimed at achieving such a goal. Since the 2001 United States invasion of Afghanistan, the US and Iran have engaged in a complicated competition for influence that has been swayed by events on the ground in Afghanistan but also ideological battles inside both Iran and America. This competition has been tempered by the reality of shared interests and objectives between Washington and Tehran that include the establishment of security and the removal of al-Qaeda and the Taliban from Afghanistan, reconstruction of the country, and the fight against narcotics. These shared interests created an optimistic atmosphere with the election of Obama to the US presidency, the priority he gave to the security of Afghanistan, and the appointment of Richard Holbrooke as special representative for Afghanistan and Pakistan. Iran's participation and Holbrooke's encounter with Iran's Deputy foreign Minister Mehdi Akhundzadeh at a conference on Afghanistan on April 1, 2009, was seen as a promising sign regarding future cooperation between Iran and other world powers on how to deal with the deepening problems in Afghanistan. However, events in both Afghanistan and Iran, including contested elections, as well the decision by the Obama administration to send more American troops to Afghanistan, in all likelihood have further delayed the prospects of Tehran-Washington cooperation in that country despite shared interests.
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