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New Plan Text

The United States Federal government should withdrawal nearly all of its Non-Covert Military presence stationed in Afghanistan
Russia Advantage [1/7]
U.S. presence in the region jeopardizes our relations with Russia despite Obama’s “Reset”

Kuhrt, ’10 

(Natasha, Lecturer at the Department of War Studies, Kings College, London. She is the author of Russian Policy Towards China and Japan: The El’tsin and Putin Periods (London and New York: Routledge, 2007), and is currently working on a book on Russian foreign policy for Polity Press, “Afghanistan’s Significance for Russia: Regional or Global Strategy?” 6/8/10, Russian Analytical Digest)

As it has become increasingly clear that the Taliban has not in fact been eliminated and that the US presence in Central Asia is not a temporary phenomenon, Russian views of the military campaign in Afghanistan have become far more ambivalent. Russia’s initial support for the Afghan campaign, the “war of necessity" as opposed to the “war of choice” in Iraq, has lessened, and Russia now questions the legitimacy of the war and its extension into “AfPak”. The democratization agenda of the Bush administration in Central Asia, entailing support for “colored revolutions" in the former Soviet space, became a major bone of contention between the US and Russia. The advent of the Obama administration with its awkward leitmotiv of a “reset” in bilateral relations, appeared to downplay democratization, as part of a general toning down of the more normative and prescriptive aspects of the US’s Russia policy. This should have assuaged Russian concerns regarding Afghanistan. However, Russia has been cautious about the whole idea of “reset", seeing it as narrow and selective, and as not really addressing Russia’s top-priority interests. For Russia, nothing less than a “reconfiguration” of the relationship will suffice, to include cooperation with regional security organizations sponsored by Russia. 

Tensions cause nuclear war
Blair et al., ’08 

(Bruce G. Blair (President of the World Security Institute), Thomas B. Cochran (Chair for nuclear policy @ Natural Resources Defense Council and senior scientist and director of its Nuclear Program), Jonathan Dean (Advisor on global security issues @ Union of Concerned Scientists), Steve Fetter (Dean of the School of Public Affairs @ University of Maryland), Richard L. Garwin (IBM fellow emeritus at the Thomas J. Watson Research Center w/ Ph.D. in physics from the University of Chicago), Kurt Gottfried (Emeritus professor of physics @ Cornell University), Lisbeth Gronlund (Senior scientist and codirector of the Global Security Program @ Union of Concerned Scientists and a research affiliate in the MIT Program in Science, Technology, and Society), Henry Kelly (President of the Federation of American Scientists and served as assistant director for technology in the White House Office of Science and Technology from 1993 to 2000), Hans M. Kristensen (Director of the Nuclear Information Project @ Federation of American Scientists), Robert Nelson (senior scientist in the Global Security Program at the Union of Concerned Scientists), Robert S. Norris (senior research associate @ Natural Resources Defense Council), Ivan Oelrich (Vice president for strategic security programs @ Federation of American Scientists and professor in the Security Studies @ Georgetown University), Christopher Paine (Director of the Nuclear Program at the Natural Resources Defense Council), Frank N. von Hippel (nuclear physicist and professor of public and international affairs @ Princeton University), David Wright (co-director and senior scientist of the Global Security Program @ Union of Concerned Scientists and a research affiliate of the MIT Program in Science, Technology, and Society, and Stephen Young (Washington representative and senior analyst in the Global Security Program @ Union of Concerned Scientists), “Toward True Security: Ten Steps the Next President Should Take to Transform U.S. Nuclear Weapons Policy”, February 2008, http://www.ucsusa.org/assets/documents/nwgs/toward-true-security.pdf) 

Because of NATO expansion and the deterioration of its conventional forces, Russia has expressed renewed interest in nonstrategic nuclear weapons. Because such weapons are small and dispersed, and usually under less secure control than strategic weapons, expanding their number could increase the risk of unauthorized or accidental use as well as theft. Political changes in Russia could also worsen nuclear dangers. Russia’s transition to democracy has been uneven at best. Growing tension between the United States and Russia could deepen Russia’s commitment to nuclear weapons, and convince it to keep more of them on higher alert. Indeed, in August 2007 President Putin ordered Russian nuclear-armed aircraft to resume conducting long range patrols “on a permanent basis,” as during the cold war, noting that other nations (i.e., the United States) continued such missions for some time after the cold war ended.11 More recently, President Putin stated that Russia would modernize all three legs of its nuclear triad, calling the plans “grandiose” but “fully realistic.”12

Russia Advantage [2/7]
Specifically, U.S. presence in Afghanistan is a flashpoint for U.S.-Russian conflict

Cullison & Dreazen, ’09 
(Alan Cullison And Yochi J. Dreazen, Staff Writers for The Wall Street Journal,  “Moscow Moves to Counter U.S. Power in Central Asia”, 2/5/09, http://online.wsj.com/article/SB123378027003448977.html)

MOSCOW -- Russia is reasserting its role in Central Asia with a Kremlin push to eject the U.S. from a vital air base and a Moscow-led pact to form an international military force to rival NATO -- two moves that potentially complicate the new U.S. war strategy in Afghanistan. On Wednesday, Russia announced a financial rescue fund for a group of ex-Soviet allies and won their agreement to form a military rapid reaction force in the region that it said would match North Atlantic Treaty Organization standards. That came a day after Kyrgyzstan announced, at Russian urging, that it planned to evict the U.S. from the base it has used to ferry large numbers of American troops into Afghanistan. Russia said the base may house part of the planned new force instead. The steps mark Russia's most aggressive push yet to counter a U.S. military presence in the region that it has long resented. They pose a challenge for the administration of President Barack Obama, which sees Afghanistan as its top foreign-policy priority and is preparing to double the size of the American military presence there. The developments also underscore the difficulties for Mr. Obama as he seeks to build a closer relationship with Moscow. Russia is signaling that it will be a tough defender of its interests, especially in its traditional backyard of the former Soviet Union. Though its huge cash reserves are rapidly draining because of falling oil prices, the greater needs of its poorer neighbors are still giving it an opening. "Russia would like to reassert itself in the region, and it is using the financial crisis as an opportunity," said Nikolai Zlobin, senior fellow at the World Security Institute, a Washington think tank.

Extinction

Bostrom, ’02 

(Nick, Ph.D and faculty of philosophy at Oxford University, “Existential Risks”, Journal of Evolution and Technology, Vol. 9, March 2002, http://www.nickbostrom.com/existential/risks.html)

A much greater existential risk emerged with the build-up of nuclear arsenals in the US and the USSR. An all-out nuclear war was a possibility with both a substantial probability and with consequences that might have been persistent enough to qualify as global and terminal. There was a real worry among those best acquainted with the information available at the time that a nuclear Armageddon would occur and that it might annihilate our species or permanently destroy human civilization.[4]  Russia and the US retain large nuclear arsenals that could be used in a future confrontation, either accidentally or deliberately. There is also a risk that other states may one day build up large nuclear arsenals. Note however that a smaller nuclear exchange, between India and Pakistan for instance, is not an existential risk, since it would not destroy or thwart humankind’s potential permanently. Such a war might however be a local terminal risk for the cities most likely to be targeted. Unfortunately, we shall see that nuclear Armageddon and comet or asteroid strikes are mere preludes to the existential risks that we will encounter in the 21st century.

Russia Advantage [3/7]
U.S.-Russia relations key to prevent nuclear proliferation

Newman & Bunn, ’09

[Newman, PhD Professor of Economics, and Bunn, Associate Professor at Harvard University's John F. Kennedy School of Government,  2009 (Andrew and Matthew, “Funding for U.S. Efforts to Improve Controls Over Nuclear Weapons, Materials, and Expertise Overseas: A 2009 Update”, June, 2009 http://www.nti.org/e_research/cnwm/2009_Nuclear_Budget_Final.pdf)]

Programs focused on redirecting weapons scientists to civilian work have taken on new  missions in recent years, going beyond the former Soviet Union to new areas where former  weapons scientists may pose proliferation risks, such as Iraq and Libya.  At the same time, these efforts clearly need to be reformed to match today’s threats.  The dramatically changed Russian economy creates a very different threat environment; for many former weapons scientists, the risk of desperation-driven proliferation that motivated the U.S. government to establish these programs is much less than it was before. Moreover, the experience of the A.Q. Khan  network suggests that dramatic leakage of proliferation-sensitive expertise may come from  well-to-do experts motivated by ideology and greed, and not only from desperate, underemployed experts. In addition, after 9/11, U.S. concerns have changed, with a much greater focus  on nuclear or biological terrorism, as opposed to only proliferation by states.17  For a terrorist group, a physicist skilled in modeling the most advanced weapons designs—  the kind of person who has often been the focus of these programs in the past—may be much  less interesting than a machinist experienced in making bomb parts from HEU metal, or a  guard in a position to let thieves into a building undetected.  Experts who are no longer employed by weapons institutes, but whose pensions may be inadequate or whose private ventures may have failed, could pose particularly high risks, but they are not addressed by current  programs focused on redirecting weapons expertise.  The U.S. government needs to find ways  to address all of the highest-priority risks—but is not likely to have either the access or the  resources to do everything itself.  The solution is likely to require working in partnership with Russia and other countries, to get them to do most of what needs to be done.  
Prolif transforms ongoing disputes into shooting wars
Sobek et al., ’09
(David Sobek, Prof, PoliSci, Louisiana State U; Dennis M. Foster, Prof, Int’l Studies and PoliSci, Virginia Military Institute; Samuel B. Robison, Ph.D. Candidate in PoliSci, Louisiana State U (“Conventional Wisdom? The Effect of Nuclear Proliferation on Armed Conflict, 1945-2001,” Prepared for presentation at the 2009 Midwest Political Science Association Meeting, Chicago. 2009-05-22, http://www.allacademic.com/meta/p362138_index.html)

Hypothesis 1a: States that are exploring nuclear weapons are more at risk of being targeted in a conventional militarized dispute than non-proliferating states.  At the active pursuit stage, one can assume that previous efforts to dissuade proliferators have been unsuccessful and that acquisition is much more likely to become a reality.  In light of the heightened sense of urgency that would accompany this state of affairs, there are compelling reasons to believe that the probability of conventional force usage is relatively great.  First, as noted in the destructive preemption literature, we are more likely to observe efforts to militarily target existing capabilities, as “hard targets” begin to take shape during the acquisition stage.  Moreover, in line with our bargaining process expectations, it is probable that opponents will redouble their conventional military efforts to reach a favorable settlement to the issue before acquisition.  Put differently, active pursuit serves as a strong signal that the “expiration date” on the current bargaining environment is nigh. Overall, since the active pursuit of weapons decreases an opponent’s estimates of the risks and costs of preemptive destruction and increases the urgency with which it seeks to obtain the bargaining benefits of any conventional military action, we predict that targeting is more likely to be observed against nuclear “pursuers” than both non-proliferators and nuclear “explorers.” Hypothesis 1b: States that are actively pursuing nuclear weapons are more at risk of being targeted in a conventional militarized dispute than exploring and non-proliferating states.
Russia Advantage [4/7]
They will escalate to great power nuclear wars
Below, ’08
(Tim D.Q., Wing Commander, RAF; MA in Defence Studies, King’s College London; Jun 2008 (“Options for US nuclear disarmament: exemplary leadership or extraordinary lunacy?,” thesis for School of Advanced Air and Space Studies, Air University Maxwell Air Force Base, Alabama)

Proliferation. Roger Molander, of RAND Corporation, asserts that “in the near future, a large number of countries are each going to develop a small number of nuclear weapons.”50 The Union of Concerned Scientists considers this to be the greatest long term danger confronting both US and international security today.51 Proliferation increases risk in a number of ways. First, the more states that hold nuclear weapons, the more likely it is that one will have an insufficiently mature or robust nuclear doctrine to manage its capability responsibly. Tom Sauer suggests that developing states that do not have democratic political systems present a particularly high risk because in dictatorial regimes, the military are frequently in control, and as Sagan has observed, the military appear to be more inclined to initiate preventative attacks against adversaries than civilians.52 Second, the more widely proliferated nuclear weapons become, the more theoretical opportunities may be presented for theft of nuclear material. Third, proliferation increases the risk of nuclear intervention by an established nuclear power, including the five NWSs. Stephen Younger envisages several scenarios in which currently established nuclear powers might “feel a need” to intervene with nuclear weapons in present regional conflicts, especially if WMD are being employed or threatened. Moreover, since proliferation is frequently associated with reaction to nuclear development either within a bordering nation or regional counterpart, further proliferation is in turn likely to generate a quasi-exponential expansion of similar regional scenarios.53 Ambassador Lehman envisages a scenario in which proliferation may induce a chain reaction of related regional arms races that could result in unintended and unexpected consequences far removed from the objectives of the proliferating nations, and in the United States’ specific case, a risk that the nation could get sucked into a conventional regional conflict which is subsequently escalated into nuclear warfare by its allies or their opponents.54

The end result is nuclear winter that destroys the vast majority of the world’s population
Toon et al., ’07
[Owen B. Toon, Prof, Atmospheric and Oceanic Sciences, U of Colorado; Alan Robock, Prof, Envtl Sciences, Rutgers U; Richard P. Turco, Prof, Atmospheric and Oceanic Sciences, UCLA; Charles Bardeen, Prof, Atmospheric and Oceanic Sciences, U of Colorado; Luke Oman, Prof, Earth and Planetary Sciences, Johns Hopkins U, Georgiy L. Stenchikov, Prof of Envtl Sciences, Rutgers U (“NUCLEAR WAR: Consequences of Regional-Scale Nuclear Conflicts,” Science, 2 March 2007, Vol. 315. no. 5816, pp. 1224 – 1225)

National ownership of nuclear weapons offers perceived international status and insurance against aggression at a modest financial cost. Against this backdrop, we provide a quantitative assessment of the potential for casualties in a regional-scale nuclear conflict, or a terrorist attack, and the associated environmental impacts (4, 5). Eight nations are known to have nuclear weapons. In addition, North Korea may have a small, but growing, arsenal. Iran appears to be seeking nuclear weapons capability, but it probably needs several years to obtain enough fissionable material. Of great concern, 32 other nations--including Brazil, Argentina, Japan, South Korea, and Taiwan--have sufficient fissionable materials to produce weapons (1, 6). A de facto nuclear arms race has emerged in Asia between China, India, and Pakistan, which could expand to include North Korea, South Korea, Taiwan, and Japan (1). In the Middle East, a nuclear confrontation between Israel and Iran would be fearful. Saudi Arabia and Egypt could also seek nuclear weapons to balance Iran and Israel. Nuclear arms programs in South America, notably in Brazil and Argentina, were ended by several treaties in the 1990s (6). We can hope that these agreements will hold and will serve as a model for other regions, despite Brazil's new, large uranium enrichment facilities. Nuclear arsenals containing 50 or more weapons of low yield [15 kilotons (kt), equivalent to the Hiroshima bomb] are relatively easy to build (1, 6). India and Pakistan, the smallest nuclear powers, probably have such arsenals, although no nuclear state has ever disclosed its inventory of warheads (7). Modern weapons are compact and lightweight and are readily transported (by car, truck, missile, plane, or boat) (8). The basic concepts of weapons design can be found on of the Internet. The only serious obstacle to constructing a bomb is the limited availability of purified fissionable fuels. There are many political, economic, and social factors that could trigger a regional-scale nuclear conflict, plus many scenarios for the conduct of the ensuing war. We assumed (4) that the densest population centers in each country--usually in megacities--are attacked. We did not evaluate specific military targets and related casualties. We considered a nuclear exchange involving 100 weapons of 15-kt yield each, that is, ~0.3% of the total number of existing weapons (4). India and Pakistan, for instance, have previously tested nuclear weapons and are now thought to have between 109 and 172 weapons of unknown yield (9). Fatalities predicted due to immediate radiation, blast, and fire damage from an attack using 50 nuclear weapons with 15-kt yield on various countries. 

Russia Advantage [5/7]
Airbursts were assumed. Estimates for ground bursts, including early radioactive fallout, are about 25% less (4). Fatalities were estimated by means of a standard population database for a number of countries that might be targeted in a regional conflict (see figure, above) [snipped - non-text]. For instance, such an exchange between India and Pakistan (10) could produce about 21 million fatalities--about half as many as occurred globally during World War II. The direct effects of thermal radiation and nuclear blasts, as well as gamma-ray and neutron radiation within the first few minutes of the blast, would cause most casualties. Extensive damage to infrastructure, contamination by long-lived radionuclides, and psychological trauma would likely result in the indefinite abandonment of large areas leading to severe economic and social repercussions. Fires ignited by nuclear bursts would release copious amounts of light-absorbing smoke into the upper atmosphere. If 100 small nuclear weapons were detonated within cities, they could generate 1 to 5 million tons of carbonaceous smoke particles (4), darkening the sky and affecting the atmosphere more than major volcanic eruptions like Mt. Pinatubo (1991) or Tambora (1815) (5). Carbonaceous smoke particles are transported by winds throughout the atmosphere but also induce circulations in response to solar heating. Simulations (5) predict that such radiative-dynamical interactions would loft and stabilize the smoke aerosol, which would allow it to persist in the middle and upper atmosphere for a decade. Smoke emissions of 100 low-yield urban explosions in a regional nuclear conflict would generate substantial global-scale climate anomalies, although not as large as in previous "nuclear winter" scenarios for a full-scale war (11, 12). However, indirect effects on surface land temperatures, precipitation rates, and growing season lengths (see figure, below) would be likely to degrade agricultural productivity to an extent that historically has led to famines in Africa, India, and Japan after the 1783-1784 Laki eruption (13) or in the northeastern United States and Europe after the Tambora eruption of 1815 (5). [figure snipped] Climatic anomalies could persist for a decade or more because of smoke stabilization, far longer than in previous nuclear winter calculations or after volcanic eruptions. Studies of the consequences of full-scale nuclear war show that indirect effects of the war could cause more casualties than direct ones, perhaps eliminating the majority of the world's population (11, 12). Indirect effects such as damage to transportation, energy, medical, political, and social infrastructure could be limited to the combatant nations in a regional war. However, climate anomalies would threaten the world outside the combat zone. The predicted smoke emissions and fatalities per kiloton of explosive yield are roughly 100 times those expected from estimates for full-scale nuclear attacks with high-yield weapons (4). Change in growing season (period with freeze-free days) in the first year after smoke release from 100 15-kt nuclear explosions [modified from figure 11 in (5)]. Unfortunately, the Treaty on Non-Proliferation of Nuclear Weapons has failed to prevent the expansion of nuclear states. A bipartisan group including two former U.S. secretaries of state, a former secretary of defense, and a former chair of the Senate Armed Services Committee has recently pointed out that nuclear deterrence is no longer effective and may become dangerous (3). Terrorists, for instance, are outside the bounds of deterrence strategies. Mutually assured destruction may not function in a world with large numbers of nuclear states with widely varying political goals and philosophies. New nuclear states may not have well-developed safeguards and controls to prevent nuclear accidents or unauthorized launches. This bipartisan group detailed numerous steps to inhibit or prevent the spread of nuclear weapons (3). Its list, with which we concur, includes removing nuclear weapons from alert status to reduce the danger of an accidental or unauthorized use of a nuclear weapon; reducing the size of nuclear forces in all states; eliminating tactical nuclear weapons; ratifying the Comprehensive Test Ban Treaty worldwide; securing all stocks of weapons, weapons-usable plutonium, and highly enriched uranium everywhere in the world; controlling uranium enrichment along with guaranteeing that uranium for nuclear power reactors could be obtained from controlled international reserves; safeguarding spent fuel from reactors producing electricity; halting the production of fissile material for weapons globally; phasing out the use of highly enriched uranium in civil commerce and research facilities and rendering the materials safe; and resolving regional confrontations and conflicts that give rise to new nuclear powers The analysis summarized here shows that the world has reached a crossroads. Having survived the threat of global nuclear war between the superpowers so far, the world is increasingly threatened by the prospects of regional nuclear war. The consequences of regional-scale nuclear conflicts are unexpectedly large, with the potential to become global catastrophes. The combination of nuclear proliferation, political instability, and urban demographics may constitute one of the greatest dangers to the stability of society since the dawn of humans.

Russia Advantage [6/7]
Nuclear extinction outweighs

Sandberg et al., ’08
(Anders Sandberg, James Martin Research Fellow at the Future of Humanity Institute at Oxford University, researching social and ethical impacts of human enhancement and new technologies, PhD in computational neuroscience from Stockholm University, postdoctoral research assistant for the EU Enhance project, Jason G. Matheny, PhD candidate in Health Policy and Management at Johns Hopkins Bloomberg School of Public Health, special consultant to the Center for Biosecurity at the University of Pittsburgh Medical Center, co-founder of New Harvest focusing on meat substitutes, Milan M. Ćirković, senior research associate at the Astronomical Observatory of Belgrade, assistant professor of physics at the University of Novi Sad in Serbia Montenegro, interested in future studies and astrophysics, 9/9/08 (“How can we reduce the risk of human extinction?,” Bulletin of the Atomic Scientists, http://www.thebulletin.org/web-edition/features/how-can-we-reduce-the-risk-of-human-extinction)

In 1983, discussion of human extinction re-emerged when Carl Sagan and others calculated that a global thermonuclear war could generate enough atmospheric debris to kill much of the planet's plant life and, with it, humanity. While the "nuclear winter" theory fell out of favor in the 1990s, recent climate models suggest that the original calculations actually underestimated the catastrophic effects of thermonuclear war. Moreover, the original model of Sagan and his collaborators supported research showing that supervolcanic eruptions and asteroid or comet impacts could pose comparable extinction risks. Despite these notable instances, in the 61 years since the Doomsday Clock's creation, the risk of human extinction has received relatively scant scientific attention, with a bibliography filling perhaps one page. Maybe this is because human extinction seems to most of us impossible, inevitable, or, in either case, beyond our control. Still, it's surprising that a topic of primary significance to humanity has provoked so little serious research. One of the missions of the Future of Humanity Institute at Oxford University is to expand scholarly analysis of extinction risks by studying extinction-level hazards, their relative probabilities, and strategies for mitigation. In July 2008, the institute organized a meeting on these subjects, drawing experts from physics, biology, philosophy, economics, law, and public policy. The facts are sobering. More than 99.9 percent of species that have ever existed on Earth have gone extinct. Over the long run, it seems likely that humanity will meet the same fate. In less than a billion years, the increased intensity of the Sun will initiate a wet greenhouse effect, even without any human interference, making Earth inhospitable to life. A couple of billion years later Earth will be destroyed, when it's engulfed by our Sun as it expands into a red-giant star. If we colonize space, we could survive longer than our planet, but as mammalian species survive, on average, only two million years, we should consider ourselves very lucky if we make it to one billion. Humanity could be extinguished as early as this century by succumbing to natural hazards, such as an extinction-level asteroid or comet impact, supervolcanic eruption, global methane-hydrate release, or nearby supernova or gamma-ray burst. (Perhaps the most probable of these hazards, supervolcanism, was discovered only in the last 25 years, suggesting that other natural hazards may remain unrecognized.) Fortunately the probability of any one of these events killing off our species is very low--less than one in 100 million per year, given what we know about their past frequency. But as improbable as these events are, measures to reduce their probability can still be worthwhile. For instance, investments in asteroid detection and deflection technologies cost less, per life saved, than most investments in medicine. While an extinction-level asteroid impact is very unlikely, its improbability is outweighed by its potential death toll. The risks from anthropogenic hazards appear at present larger than those from natural ones. Although great progress has been made in reducing the number of nuclear weapons in the world, humanity is still threatened by the possibility of a global thermonuclear war and a resulting nuclear winter. We may face even greater risks from emerging technologies. Advances in synthetic biology might make it possible to engineer pathogens capable of extinction-level pandemics. The knowledge, equipment, and materials needed to engineer pathogens are more accessible than those needed to build nuclear weapons. And unlike other weapons, pathogens are self-replicating, allowing a small arsenal to become exponentially destructive. Pathogens have been implicated in the extinctions of many wild species. Although most pandemics "fade out" by reducing the density of susceptible populations, pathogens with wide host ranges in multiple species can reach even isolated individuals. The intentional or unintentional release of engineered pathogens with high transmissibility, latency, and lethality might be capable of causing human extinction. While such an event seems unlikely today, the likelihood may increase as biotechnologies continue to improve at a rate rivaling Moore's Law. Farther out in time are technologies that remain theoretical but might be developed this century. Molecular nanotechnology could allow the creation of self-replicating machines capable of destroying the ecosystem. And advances in neuroscience and computation might enable improvements in cognition that accelerate the invention of new weapons. A survey at the Oxford conference found that concerns about human extinction were dominated by fears that new technologies would be misused. These emerging threats are especially challenging as they could become dangerous more quickly than past technologies, outpacing society's ability to control them. As H.G. Wells noted, "Human history becomes more and more a race between education and catastrophe." Such remote risks may seem academic in a world plagued by immediate problems, such as global poverty, HIV, and climate change. But as intimidating as these problems are, they do not threaten human existence. In discussing the risk of nuclear winter, Carl Sagan emphasized the astronomical toll of 

Russia Advantage [7/7]
human extinction: A nuclear war imperils all of our descendants, for as long as there will be humans. Even if the population remains static, with an average lifetime of the order of 100 years, over a typical time period for the biological evolution of a successful species (roughly ten million years), we are talking about some 500 trillion people yet to come. By this criterion, the stakes are one million times greater for extinction than for the more modest nuclear wars that kill "only" hundreds of millions of people. There are many other possible measures of the potential loss--including culture and science, the evolutionary history of the planet, and the significance of the lives of all of our ancestors who contributed to the future of their descendants. Extinction is the undoing of the human enterprise. There is a discontinuity between risks that threaten 10 percent or even 99 percent of humanity and those that threaten 100 percent. For disasters killing less than all humanity, there is a good chance that the species could recover. If we value future human generations, then reducing extinction risks should dominate our considerations. Fortunately, most measures to reduce these risks also improve global security against a range of lesser catastrophes, and thus deserve support regardless of how much one worries about extinction. These measures include: Removing nuclear weapons from hair-trigger alert and further reducing their numbers;  Placing safeguards on gene synthesis equipment to prevent synthesis of select pathogens;  Improving our ability to respond to infectious diseases, including rapid disease surveillance, diagnosis, and control, as well as accelerated drug development;  Funding research on asteroid detection and deflection, "hot spot" eruptions, methane hydrate deposits, and other catastrophic natural hazards;  Monitoring developments in key disruptive technologies, such as nanotechnology and computational neuroscience, and developing international policies to reduce the risk of catastrophic accidents.  Other measures to reduce extinction risks may have less in common with strategies to improve global security, generally. Since a species' survivability is closely related to the extent of its range, perhaps the most effective means of reducing the risk of human extinction is to colonize space sooner, rather than later. Citing, in particular, the threat of new biological weapons, Stephen Hawking has said, "I don't think the human race will survive the next thousand years, unless we spread into space. There are too many accidents that can befall life on a single planet." Similarly, NASA Administrator Michael Griffin has noted, "The history of life on Earth is the history of extinction events, and human expansion into the Solar System is, in the end, fundamentally about the survival of the species." Probably cheaper than building refuges in space would be building them on Earth. Elaborate bunkers already exist for government leaders to survive nuclear war, and the Svalbard Global Seed Vault in Norway protects crop seeds from nuclear war, asteroid strikes, and climate change. Although Biosphere 2 may inspire giggles, functioning refuges that are self-sufficient, remote, and permanently occupied would help to safeguard against a range of hazards, both foreseeable and unforeseeable. Perhaps least controversial, we should invest more in efforts to enumerate the risks to human survival and the means to mitigate them. We need more interdisciplinary research in quantitative risk assessment, probability theory, and technology forecasting. And we need to build a worldwide community of experts from various fields concerned about global catastrophic risks. Human extinction may, in the long run, be inevitable. But just as we work to secure a long life for individuals, even when our eventual death is assured, we should work to secure a long life for our species. 

U.S.-Russia Conflict Extension

Russia feels threatened by U.S. forces in Afghanistan – We’re perceived as trying to steal Central Asian resources

Safi, ’10

(Saleem, an anchor/analyst with the largest Urdu news channel, Geo, “Afghanistan: Interests & stakes”, 6/29/10, http://www.thenews.com.pk/print1.asp?id=247749)

Russia and the neighbouring Central Asians states have economic, cultural and security stakes in Afghanistan, just like Iran. They would not like the US and the allies to stay in Afghanistan for longer than necessary. Russia feels "encircled" by Nato and the US forces. At the same time, these states are concerned about the possibility of a Taliban-style government emerging in Kabul that would export an extremist interpretation of Islam to the Central Asian states and provide active support to or work as motivation and inspiration for extremists in the Central Asian countries. These states have close economic interests in the future Afghanistan. They would not like the US and Western allies to exploit Central Asian resources. A longer stay of these forces would strengthen the perception that they are eyeing Central Asian natural resources.
U.S.-Russia Relations I/L Extension
US interests in Afghanistan threaten Russian-American relations

Peimani, ’02 

(Hooman, Independent consultant with international organizations in Geneva and does research in International Relations, “American Military Presence In Central Asia Antagonizes Russia,” 10/23/02, Central Asia-Caucasus Analyst, CDI Russia Weekly #11, http://www.cdi.org/russia/228-11-pr.cfm)

After a decade of cooperation with the United States, the U.S. pursuit of regional interests in Central Eurasia and Russia's pursuit of its national interests are gradually creating grounds for conflict and tension in Russian-American relations. Despite the predictable disapproval and anger of the U.S., the Russian bid in August to expand relations with the members of the "axis of evil" symbolically ended their policy of extensive cooperation with the Americans and may signal the beginning of a period of conflict in their relations.

Presence in Afghanistan strengthens Russia’s ties with Iran, North Korea and Iraq

Peimani, ’02 

(Hooman, Independent consultant with international organizations in Geneva and does research in International Relations, “American Military Presence In Central Asia Antagonizes Russia,” 10/23/02, Central Asia-Caucasus Analyst, CDI Russia Weekly #11, http://www.cdi.org/russia/228-11-pr.cfm)

About a year after the deployment of American forces in the region, there is little doubt that they are meant to also serve purposes other than the declared one. In fact, this became evident short after the military deployment began, as it was inconsistent with a limited war in Afghanistan. While operating from an airbase in Uzbekistan neighbouring Afghanistan, the U.S. secured the use of an airbase in Kyrgyzstan. Lacking common borders with Afghanistan, the latter's usefulness was not apparent. The U.S. failed to receive an airbase in Kazakhstan, which also lacks borders with Afghanistan, but they secured overflight and emergency landing rights there, an addition to their overflight rights from Turkmenistan. Moreover, the U.S. stationed large contingents of naval and air forces in the Persian Gulf and the Arabian Sea, although their suitability for the operation in landlocked Afghanistan separated from the Arabian Sea by Pakistan was questionable. Already having bases in Saudi Arabia, the U.S. also acquired new bases in Oman and Qatar, received overflight rights from the UAE, and expanded their forces in Kuwait and Bahrain. It seems clear that the American military deployment is not proportional to the declared objective of neutralising the remnants of the Taliban and al-Qaeda. Given this situation, the recent statements of General Franks should not come as a surprise to the three regional powers, including Russia, although they contradicted the American government's previous statements. Yet the announcement of long-term American military presence and the future growth of the U.S. forces in the region is likely to worsen Russian-American relations. The American military build-up reflects an emerging assertive American regional foreign policy that is aimed also at Russia, China, and Iran. Given growing American military ties with Azerbaijan and the deployment of American military "advisers" in Georgia, Russia will have every reason for concern about the long-term American military presence in Central Asia. Logically, Russia's fear about its encirclement by hostile countries will make it closer to its neighbouring Iran, which also shares that fear. Russia's friendly relations with Iran are not new, but its efforts to expand relations with Iraq and North Korea signify a new trend. Not only does it reflect its aim to regain its lost markets, but it also indicates its determination to pursue its national interests despite American disapproval. In expanding ties with the members of the "axis of evil", Moscow wants to demonstrate its strategic differences with the U.S. over a whole set of international issues, as a necessity for re-establishing their lost international status. This logically requires building a new Russian foreign policy not associated with the American one. Unsurprisingly, the Russian government announced in August plans for major economic contracts with Iran, Iraq and North Korea. The planned contracts for Iran envisaged the expansion of their annual trade to $5 billion and the sale of $5 billion worth of arms. Russia also expressed readiness to sell six more nuclear power reactors to Iran. Regarding Iraq, it announced preparing a plan for a 40 billion-dollar mainly oil-related contract. As for North Korea, President Vladimir Putin emphasized the Russian interest in connecting South Korean railways to the Russian ones via North Korea and China during his August meeting with President Kim Jong-Il in Russia.

U.S.-Russia Relations Impact Extension [1/7]
US – Russian relations key to prevent multiple scenarios of war

The Nixon Center, ’03 
(“Advancing American Interests and the U.S.-Russian Relationship Interim Report” THE COMMISSION ON AMERICA’S NATIONAL INTERESTS AND RUSSIA, The Nixon Center, Sept. 2003, http://www.nixoncenter.org/publications/monographs/FR.htm)

The public reconciliation of Presidents Bush and Putin in St. Petersburg and at the G-8 Summit in Evian may have fostered the impression that all is well in the U.S.-Russian relationship.  This is a dangerous impression.  The U.S.-Russian dispute over the United Nations Security Council’s role in Iraq exposed irritations in the U.S.-Russian relationship and even cracks in its foundation.  These problems have yet to be addressed and further attention to the U.S.-Russian relationship is needed. Of late, nonetheless, there have been some encouraging developments.  Russia’s collaboration in dealing with North Korea at the recent six-way meeting in Beijing, the firming up of its position toward Iran’s nuclear ambitions, and signs of cooperation in post-war Iraq, especially after the bombing of the UN headquarters there, are all illustrative of the difference Moscow can make in the complex and dangerous world of the 21st century.  President Bush has said that the destruction of the UN headquarters was a sign that we are in a war between civilization and those who would undermine it; Russia, with its special access in Iraq and in the region, can serve our common interests at a critical moment by joining the United States and the United Kingdom in a concerted effort to limit sharply the future of the most barbaric expressions of Islam.  Russia can also assist the U.S. in other key areas. But advancing American interests in a sustainable manner requires the construction of a U.S-Russian relationship substantially different from that of the Cold War or even the post-Cold War transition.  The possibility of all-out nuclear war has receded as the principal threat to America’s well-being.  Dangers posed by the new Russia’s weakness are slowly subsiding.  On the contrary, the role of today’s Russia in advancing, retarding, or even endangering American vital interests will be defined largely by the quality of Moscow’s cooperation with the United States in combating the “dark side” of globalization: the nexus between terrorism, proliferation and other transnational threats to which September 11 was only an introduction.

US-Russia relations help nuclear security
DOE, ’07 
(“US and Russia cooperation continues on nuclear security,”, 6/28/07, http://www.energy.gov/news/archives/5186.htm) 

U.S. Secretary of Energy Samuel W. Bodman and Russian Federal Atomic Energy Agency (Rosatom) Director Sergey Kiriyenko today submitted to Presidents Bush and Putin the fifth report on nuclear security cooperation between the two countries.  The report is known as the Bratislava Report after the 2005 historic nonproliferation agreement between the two presidents.  It details significant work completed by the United States and Russia over the past six months in the areas of emergency response, nuclear security procedures and best practices, security culture, research reactors, and nuclear site security.  “This latest report clearly shows that our joint efforts with Russia to secure and minimize the use of highly enriched uranium in research reactors are making the world safer,” Secretary Bodman said. “We are seeing steady progress on converting the world’s research reactors from using highly enriched uranium to using low enriched uranium that cannot be readily used in a nuclear weapon.  In addition, work to improve security at facilities with nuclear material will be completed by 2008.” The report, which is delivered to each president two times a year, highlights discussions between the two countries on preparing for nuclear emergencies and developing a strong nuclear security culture. It also includes information about upcoming work to convert a research reactor in Vietnam so that the highly enriched uranium can be returned to Russia.  It highlights future efforts to return Russian-origin highly enriched uranium from Poland, Kazakhstan, Hungary, Libya, Serbia, and the Czech Republic.  The successful return of over 80 kilograms of United States-origin highly enriched uranium from Australia and Japan is noted in the report. One of the key aspects of the Bratislava agreement two years ago was the adoption of an accelerated schedule for upgrading security at sites with nuclear material in Russia.  The report reaffirms each country’s commitment to the accelerated completion schedule and also highlights the recent Rosatom agreement regarding the sustainability of the U.S.-installed security upgrades. During the 2005 meeting in Bratislava, U.S. President Bush and Russian President Putin committed both governments to securing nuclear weapons and material to prevent the possibility that such weapons or materials could fall into the hands of terrorists.
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Good U.S.-Russia relationship key to containing terrorism and proliferation 

Ellsworth, ’03 

(www.nixoncenter.rg/publications/monographs/FR.htm, The Nixon Center, September)

The public reconciliation of Presidents Bush and Putin in St. Petersburg and at the G-8 Summit in Evian has fostered the impression that all is well in the U.S.-Russian relationship. This is a dangerous misimpression. The U.S.- Russian dispute over Iraq exposed conflicts in the U.S.-Russian relationship and even cracks in its foundation that must be addressed to advance vital American interests. The tragic attacks on the World Trade Center and the Pentagon rapidly crystallized American thinking about the interrelated threats of terrorism and proliferation. Containing these threats has become the principal aim of U.S. foreign policy. Today’s Russia can play a major role in advancing this aim— or in undermining it. The combination of Russia’s size and strategic location; its relationships with, intelligence about and access to key countries; its arsenal of nuclear and other weapons and technologies; its enormous energy resources; and its ability to facilitate or block action by the United Nations Security Council places Moscow among America’s most important potential partners. Fortunately, the interests America and Russia share greatly outweigh the interests that divide us. Nevertheless, even before the dispute over Iraq, lingering resentment on both sides was undermining the relationship. Russian opposition to one of the most significant American foreign policy initiatives of the last decade raised further questions and must be correctly understood not simply to avoid further problems, but also to get the most out of the U.S.-Russian relationship. Many Russians now believe that Moscow’s opposition to U.S. policy toward Iraq was a strategic blunder. It also reflects shortcomings in America’s approach, however, including the delay in deepening the U.S.-Russian relationship, the concomitant absence of equities that would have encouraged Moscow to accommodate U.S. preferences, and the undisciplined pursuit of contradictory policies. Moving forward requires that Russian officials understand that the United States has been making a special effort to develop bilateral relations and that obstructionist conduct on key U.S. priorities is not cost-free. It also requires a review of the U.S.-Russian relationship and the development of more reliable means to advance American interests within it and through it.

Syria will capitalize on low U.S.-Russian relations
AP, ’08 

[Sam F. Ghattas. “Syria takes advantage of Russia-U.S. tensions; Iran may be next” Associated Press. Aug 26, 2008. http://www.startribune.com/templates/Print_This_Story?sid=27439334] 
Syria's President Bashar Assad has publicly stepped up his outreach to old ally Russia in recent days, seeking aid to build up Syrian military forces and offering Moscow help in return — in an apparent effort to exploit a new Russian-American rift. U.S. officials have noticed: Secretary of State Condoleezza Rice warned Mideast leaders this week that they should worry about Syria's efforts to gain more sophisticated weapons. Syria's long-term aim, however, remains unclear, in part because Assad also continues to pursue peace efforts with Israel — a key U.S. and European goal — even as he makes overtures to Russia that are sure to antagonize the West. Syria has a long history of apparently contradictory diplomatic moves as it maneuvers to find options and balance its interests. Yet the latest Syrian moves feed directly into larger Western fears that the Russian-American standoff — prompted by Russia's invasion of Georgia — could lead Russia to provide more military and diplomatic aid to a host of countries and militant groups the United States sees as troublesome. "The Russian move into Georgia has begun a tectonic shift in the (Mideast) region," said Joshua Landis, a Syria expert in the United States. "It has emboldened Syria, Hezbollah and Iran to push harder against Israel and the U.S."
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That translates into Syrian Iskander Missiles, emboldening Syrian aggression and chemical warfare. Strikes could occur in three minutes

Middle East Quarterly, ’05 
[Lee Kass. Visiting Research Professor at Cornell and analyst in the research and analysis division of Science Applications International Corporation “Syria after Lebanon: The Growing Syrian Missile Threat,” Middle East Quarterly, Fall 2005, http://www.meforum.org/article/755] 
Much of Syria's arsenal consists of Cold War remnants received from the Soviet Union. The Syrian military has already begun upgrading its tanks, acquiring the faster, tougher T-72s from a cash-starved Russian military industry. [1] Analysts believe that Damascus acquired the tanks for their speed—to maneuver and advance more effectively on the Golan Heights. The Syrian regime has also sought to upgrade its air force. While much of the fleet is old, the Syrian military still has enough planes to saturate Israeli air defenses and conduct a significant strike against the Jewish state. Still, the Israeli air force remains far superior, and because Syrian air defenses are old and lack complete interoperability,[2]Jerusalem still maintains a large advantage. Perhaps to compensate for this weakness, the Syrian regime has sought to upgrade its weapons capability. When Israeli warplanes struck a Palestinian Islamic Jihad base ten miles northwest of Damascus in October 2003 following the terrorist group's suicide bomb attack in a Haifa restaurant, Iraqis who were in Damascus at the time said Syrian air defense did not react. The Syrian regime's efforts to upgrade its missile capability threaten U.S., Israeli, and Turkish interests. With a stronger Syrian missile capability, the Assad regime could launch either a preemptive strike or, more likely, feel itself secure enough in its deterrent capability to encourage terrorism without fear of consequence. Syrian officials have sought to obtain the advanced SS-X-26 surface-to-surface missiles, also known as Iskander-Es, from Russia, but Russian president Vladimir Putin cancelled the deal after learning from his experts that Israel would not have a capability to intercept the missiles.[3] With a range of 174 miles (280 kilometers), the Iskander-E could have hit cities such as Tel Aviv, Jerusalem, and Haifa. While a significant threat due to the proximity of Israeli population centers, the missiles fall under the 186 mile (300 kilometer) range subject to the Missile Technology Control Regime to which Russia, the United States, and thirty-two other countries are subject. It is unclear from unclassified sources whether countries that obtain Iskander-Es can extend the missiles' range, but if so, they would pose an enhanced threat to Turkey, Jordan, and Iraq as well.[4] Regardless, the chance that the Syrian government might provide the missile to terrorists or other rogue states undermines both the spirit and the effectiveness of the Missile Technology Control Regime and other nonproliferation agreements. The Iskander-E would be a particularly dangerous upgrade. Unlike Scuds, Iskander-Es have solid fuel propellants. Solid propellants are less complicated because the fuel and oxidizer do not need to travel through a labyrinth of pumps, pipes, valves, and turbo-pumps to ignite the engines. Instead, when a solid propellant is lit, it burns from the center outward, significantly reducing launch preparation time. Immediately after launch, Iskander-Es perform maneuvers that prevent opponents from tracking and destroying the launchers. Once in flight, the Iskander-Es can deploy decoys and execute unpredictable flight paths to confuse missile defense systems.[5] Moreover, they are fast. According to Uzi Rubin, former head of Israel's Arrow-Homa missile defense program, the Iskander can fly at 1,500 meters per second, equivalent to 3,355 miles (5,370 kilometers) per hour.[6]Launched from Damascus, the Iskander-E could reach Tel Aviv in less than three minutes, sooner if the Iskanders' mobile launchers were moved closer to the border. This capability might prevent Israel's multi-tiered missile defense shield from adequately protecting the country. Even though Iskander-Es lack the range to hit many strategic targets, their accuracy and varied warhead types make them an adaptable military system. The missile was intended to obliterate both stationary and mobile targets, particularly short-range missile launchers, ports, command and control facilities, factories, and hardened structures. Such flexibility would allow Syria to destroy an enemy's existing military capabilities and its ability to wage a future war.[7] These concerns have led both the U.S. and Israeli governments to criticize the Syrian regime's attempts to acquire the new technology. One U.S. official stated, "We don't think that state sponsors of terrorism should be sold weapons of any kind."[8] Israel's government is focused on the possibility that Palestinian terrorists might obtain the equipment.[9]According to the State Department's Patterns of Global Terrorism, Syria supports or provides safe-haven to a number of terrorist groups, including Islamic Jihad, Hamas, and the Popular Front for the Liberation of Palestine-General Command.[10] Russian defense minister Sergey Ivanov acknowledged such concerns when he announced, at least temporarily, that Moscow would halt export of the missile to Syria.[11] At an April 2005 meeting with senior Israeli officials, Russian president Vladimir Putin confirmed that he cancelled the Syrian Iskander contract because Israel lacks the ability to intercept those missiles.[12] Instead, Putin said that the Russian government would only authorize sale of Strelet surface-to-air systems that are unable to penetrate Israel.[13] While a nominal downgrade, even with a range of just three miles (five kilometers), [14]the system can pose a significant threat to Israel. These missiles can proliferate to Hezbollah and other terrorist organizations supported by the 
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Syrian regime. In such hands, the Strelets could endanger passenger planes on descent to Ben Gurion International Airport, outside Tel Aviv and just four miles from the West Bank.[15] Russian officials say they will only sell Damascus the vehicle-mounted version and not the shoulder-held type, but Western defense officials say operators can easily dismantle Strelets to make them transportable.[16] Augmenting concern was the Israeli disclosure of a Syrian launch of three Scud missiles on May 27, 2005.[17] The tests were the first since 2001 and represented a significant milestone in the country's missile program—the three carried airburst warheads. This capability reinforced Israeli concerns that Syria could use the Scuds to deliver chemical weapons. One of the missiles launched was an older Scud B, with a range of about 185 miles (300 kilometers), while the remaining two were newer Scud-Ds with a range of approximately 435 miles (700 kilometers).[18] The greater range not only gives Syria greater reach but also allows launches from deeper within Syrian territory, making it more difficult to undertake a preemptive aerial attack on the launchers. U.S., Israeli, and other Western governments' concerns over Russian missile sales to Syria will likely go unheeded. After all, international security concerns have not stopped Russian support for the Iranian nuclear program.[19] Sergey Kazannov, head of the Russian Academy of Sciences World Economics and International Relations Institutes' Geopolitics Division, said that in Soviet times, political reasons and the need to maintain the Soviet defense industry motivated Moscow's arms sales.[20] The post-Cold War climate undercut opportunities for the Russian defense industry. He elaborated, "Seventy percent of our defense complex's output goes for export. And depriving ourselves of that factor under our unenviable conditions is almost tantamount to death." He also added that the missile sales allow Moscow, Damascus, and other regional actors the independence to develop policies without regard to U.S. pressure.[21] As relations between Putin and the West worsen, such political calculations might re-enable the Iskander-E sale. 

That causes nuclear Armageddon

Strategic Analysis, 2K 
[Sharad Josh, Post-Doctoral Fellow @ Center for Non-Proliferation, “Israel’s Nuclear Policy: A Cost-Benefit Analysis” Strategic Analysis: A Monthly Journal of the IDSA March 2000 (Vol. XXIII No. 12) http://209.85.173.104/search?q=cache:G20yOpmg-9IJ:www.ciaonet.org/olj/sa/sa_00jos01.html+%22ripe+for+a+nuclear+Armageddon.&hl=en&client=firefox-a&gl=us&strip=1]
The Syrian chemical arsenal should be considered, to a certain extent, as being a direct response to Israeli nuclear power, though it has other WMD arsenals to fear, such as Iraq’s. In Syrian strategic thinking, chemical weapons are designed to offset Israel’s conventional superiority in the event of war. A major Israeli concern is—a massive Syrian surprise attack with conventional forces on the Golan Heights. Syria possesses missiles such as the Scud-C (range 500 km) and the Scud-B (range 280 km) and also chemical arsenals for them like the powerful nerve agent VX. 16 These missiles armed with chemical warheads could strike airfields and mobilisation points, incapacitating these areas. With Israel denied air superiority, Syria could retake the Golan Heights. A simultaneous Palestinian uprising in the West Bank and the Gaza strip along with other Arab states attacking would make the situation particularly grave. Such a scenario would be ripe for a nuclear Armageddon. Further, both Iraq and Iran are known to possess vast quantities of WMD. In case of Iraq, UNSCOM has already shown how elaborate the Iraqi chemical and biological weapons programme was, till the Gulf war. The deadliness of the arsenal had already been established, when Iraq used chemical weapons against its Kurdish population in the late 80s. The activities of UNSCOM in the past eight years notwithstanding, the technical knowhow is still present, and Iraq is capable of recreating its lethal arsenal. The important thing to understand here is that, till the time Israel maintains its nuclear arsenal, and the opacity surrounding it, the Arab states and Iran would claim justification for their own WMD stock. Further, Israel’s nuclear arsenal might deter an Arab chemical attack but the danger of creating a linkage between the two categories of weapons is that the nuclear threshold is lowered to scenarios that may not be ‘last resort’ situations. Danger of Irrational Use A fear expressed regarding the proliferation of nuclear weapons is that they could fall into the hands of irrational decision-makers in the Middle East, especially in a scenario where an Arab state might acquire nuclear weapons. There is belief that in case an Arab state achieves such a status, then in a confrontational situation, theories of deterrence, MAD may not work. One side assuming the inevitability of war may decide to launch a pre-emptive strike at the other’s nuclear forces. On the other hand, an equally convincing argument would be that the high price as a consequence of mistakes in a nuclear weapons scenario, can also force parties to reconsider their course of action, and can also lead to pull backs, in spite of a loss of face. The US had withdrawn from the Bay of Pigs, likewise the Soviet Union withdrew their missiles from Cuba. 17 Risk of Actual Use The introduction of nuclear weapons in an already hostile region could increase the possibility of actual use of nuclear weapons in a tense situation. The continuous hostility of varying levels over the past five decades, might lead to the inclusion of nuclear and other WMD in existing “war-fighting” doctrines. 18 If the states in the region see WMD simply as weapons to be used in a conflict, the probability of these weapons being used increases drastically. The Arabs have tried to counter Israel’s nuclear superiority, by developing a sizeable chemical and biological weapons arsenal. The greater the number of powers in a region possessing WMD, the greater the risk of escalation. Wars in 
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history have more often than not been limited; but the main reason for this has been constraints due to resources and technological know-how. Instances are very rare of a war being limited due to considerations of the consequences of existing capabilities. 19 The indiscriminate effect of Weapons of Mass Destruction makes it very difficult to keep a war involving such weapons, limited. Future leaders may have less respect for the nuclear taboo, and may refuse to see the nuclear bomb as only a last resort, thereby increasing the risk. On the other hand, it could also be argued that development of battlefield weapons would not have the cataclysmic effects of bombing population centers. Nuclear Deterrence Against Terrorists Many of the threats that Israel has faced have not been influenced by the fact that it is a nuclear power. Atomic weapons cannot deter guerrilla attacks and they also cannot help in civil wars like the one Israel was involved in Lebanon. It could thus be argued that in the last 25 years, though there have been no conventional wars, Israel has still been forced into various other conflicts, which have threatened its security, and its atomic arsenal has been ineffectual. The Israeli nuclear doctrine is still based on the last resort option, though there have been moves towards battlefield nuclear capability also. But in situations that are less than last resort, deterrence has not really worked, even after taking into account any battlefield strategies that Israel might have developed. Further weakening of the deterrent has taken place as Israel is in control of Arab lands. This weakening has occurred as Israel’s occupation is not just military but also national, ideological and territorial. The goal of conflict resolution is not helped by Israel’s nuclear arsenal. The Pre-Emptive Strike Option In 1981, Israel successfully bombed Iraq’s Osirak reactor. But in its goal of denying nuclear capability to anyone else in the Middle East, it can no longer attempt such pre-emptive air strikes. The most likely candidates to threaten Israel are Iran (which recently tested its Shahab-3 long range missile), Syria, and to a lesser degree, Iraq. At least the first two have undertaken measures like concealment, dispersion, hardening and installation of air defence equipment to prevent any Israeli air strikes. Since pre-emption is ruled out, therefore Israel may be forced to adopt a ‘launch on warning’ posture as it does not have the luxury of waiting to assess the damage from a first strike before responding. In turn Iran, Iraq or Syria, lacking secure second strike forces of their own would be under great pressure to launch their missiles first—another first strike posture. There could thus be a hair trigger alert scenario. The possibility of nuclear war breaking out by accident or design would be great and would place intolerable strain on Israel’s freedom of military movement and civilian morale.

Relations key to Iran negotiations 
Financial times, ’08

[Harvey Morris at the United Nations, “Georgia fall-out casts shadow on Iran talks” Financial Times. Aug. 25, 2008, http://www.ft.com/cms/s/c0446c74-72d7-11dd-983b-0000779fd18c,dwp_uuid=be75219e-940a-11da-82ea-0000779e2340,print=yes.html]
The permanent members of the United Nations Security Council are to begin discussions next month on a new set of sanctions designed to rein in Iran’s nuclear ambitions, an issue with the potential to make the Georgia crisis look like a passing summer squall. How those talks fare is likely to depend on the extent to which Russian actions in the Caucasus and the western response damage the broader international consensus. Russia’s stance on Iran and on other issues, such as whether despite misgivings it remains a member of the international Quartet on the Middle East, will also provide early pointers to any new sanctions. The post-Soviet stance of Moscow at the Security Council has generally been one of qualified co-operation with its western partners, at times swallowing its reservations in order to remain within the fold. On the Middle East, for example, it was unhappy that the UN went along with US and European members of the Quartet by banning contacts with Hamas, the Islamic group that runs Gaza. However, even before the Georgia crisis the strategies of the western powers, which Moscow perceived as interventionist, were coming up against the Kremlin’s new-found assertiveness in foreign affairs. Always a cautious partner in the policy of applying incremental pressure on Tehran to force it to suspend uranium enrichment, Russia could – post-Georgia – decide to use its veto at the Security Council to squash further global measures that would have been binding on UN members. As a near neighbour of Iran, Russia has an interest in ensuring it does not acquire a nuclear bomb. But the level of its co-operation might depend on how it perceives its international relationships after the backlash over its actions in the Caucasus. A defection by Russia from the current UN sanctions strategy would be a blow to efforts to resolve the Iran deadlock by diplomacy, while any withdrawal from the Quartet could signal a return to rival power politics in the Middle East. Western states toned down earlier Iran sanctions packages in order to have Russia and China on board. Diplomats at the UN caution against confusing political theatre with a return to the politics of the cold war. Relationships within the Security Council are less black and white than in the Soviet era. The Europeans, for example, defused an early US-drafted resolution on Georgia that would have pushed Russia into a corner from which it would have been forced to cast its veto. 
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Collapse of diplomacy with Iran trigger Israeli strikes  
Time, ’08 
[Tim McGirk and Aaron J. Klein. “Israel’s Debate Over and Iran Strike” TIME. July 24, 2008, http://www.time.com/time/printout/0,8816,1826310,00.html]

Despite President Bush's insistence that the military option remains "on the table" for dealing with Iran's nuclear program, Israeli officials have recognized that a U.S. air strike on Iranian nuclear sites is increasingly unlikely in the waning days of the Bush Administration. The Israelis, along with everyone else, are now counting on European-led diplomatic effortsto persuade the Iranians to halt their uranium-enrichment program. But they know diplomacy may fail, which is why a debate now rages in the highest circles of Israel's government and military: If the Europeans fail and the Americans remain reluctant to launch another war in the Middle East, should Israel strike alone against Iran? When President Bush visited Israel in mid-May, senior Israeli leaders came away from talks confident that the U.S. would attack Iran if it refused to stop enriching uranium. Says one top Israeli military planner privy to Israel's discussions with the U.S. on Iran: "We were under the illusion during Bush's last visit that he was much more determined to order a military action." No longer. Last week's U-turn, in which the Bush Administration sent a high-ranking State Department official to join the European delegation meeting Iran's top nuclear negotiator, and the proposal was made to open a U.S. Interests Section to handle consular matters in Tehran — which would be the first U.S. diplomatic presence in Iran since its embassy was stormed in 1979 — has stunned Israeli officials. So dismayed were the Israelis by the latest U.S. moves, one military source told TIME, that Prime Minister Ehud Olmert wrote to Bush complaining that Israel should have been forewarned about the White House's abrupt change of course toward Iran. Just last month, Israel conducted a complex military exercise, involving more than 150 aircraft flying 900 miles over the Mediterranean Sea, that was widely interpreted as a rehearsal for an air strike against Iran's dozens of nuclear facilities. A top former officer from Mossad (the Israeli equivalent of the CIA) told TIME that Israel is mindful that an air strike on Iran would jolt the U.S. presidential election — probably rebounding badly on Republican contender Senator John McCain. Sources say that Israel sees a narrow "window of opportunity" for military action opening up between November and the swearing-in of the new American President next January. "No Israel leader wants to be blamed for destroying the Republican chances," says the former Mossad officer. But will Israel really go it alone and attack Iran if talks break down, or is the threat simply a bluff aimed at prompting the U.S. and Europe to step up the pressure on Tehran? Until now, Israel has been using a "hold me back, or I'll do something crazy" tactic, concedes the ex–Mossad officer. The Israelis do believe time is short. An Israeli military planner estimates that Iran will reach "the point of no return" in developing the capacity to build nuclear weapons by early 2009. The U.S. sees things differently, he says, calculating that Iran will have enriched enough uranium to weapons-grade to be able to build a bomb by mid-2010. Both scenarios, says the Israeli planner, "give them some leeway for negotiations, but not much." Despite Israel's top-notch air force, launching a long-range strike against a multitude of hidden targets in Iran entails huge risks and uncertain rewards. At most, say Israeli intelligence sources, an attack — which Israel would undertake with only a nod and perhaps logistical support from the U.S. — is likely to stall Iran's program by just a year or two. And that makes the cost-benefit analysis weigh against an air strike on Iran, according to some senior Israeli officials who urge caution. Active and retired Israeli intelligence officials interviewed by TIME tended to dismiss Iran's threats of retaliation against Israel and the U.S. Ephraim Halevy, the previous Mossad chief who now heads the Center for Strategic and Policy Studies at Hebrew University in Jerusalem, says, "Iran is not 10 feet tall." Halevy contends that a barrage of Iran's missiles on Israel would not do too much damage, since dozens would be shot down by Israel's advanced antimissile system. (Iran staged a missile test recently in which the published photo was doctored to hide the fact that one of the fired missiles was a dud.) Halevy claims that the "relative success" of the U.S. military's surge in Iraq has curtailed Iran's capacity for mischief among its Shi'ite brethren in Iraq. He also doubts that Iran's ally Syria, which has long-range missiles, or its Hizballah and Hamas allies would risk a major dustup merely to exact revenge on Iran's behalf. Still, Halevy warns that the long-term effects of attacking Iran could be devastating for Israel — and the region. "This could have an impact on us for the next 100 years," he says. "It will have a negative effect on public opinion in the Arab world, and we should only do [a strike on Iran] as a last resort." Meir Javedanfar, a respected, Iranian-born writer and analyst specializing in Israeli-Iranian relations, warns that an Israeli attack would unite Iranians around their hawkish President, Mahmoud Ahmadinejad. "This would guarantee that Ahmadinejad wins next year's elections," says Javendafar, who adds that right now the incumbent's re-election is in doubt because of the economic hardship he has brought to Iran's middle classes. Whatever the real prospects for military action, in the game of rhetorical brinksmanship, Israel has matched every hotheaded statement from Ahmadinejad with threats of its own. The Israeli press often compares Iran's bellicose, Holocaust-denying leader to Hitler. In the past few months, right-wing Israeli politicians, retired generals and pundits have ratcheted up rhetoric, calling on Olmert to quash the "existential threat" from Iran. But lately, these war cries have been toned down, in part to prepare the Israeli public for the possibility that Israel will not attack Iran on its own. Says one former senior Mossad officer who 
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served under Olmert: "Iran's achievement is creating an image of itself as a scary superpower when it's really a paper tiger." In Tehran, meanwhile, more sober heads among the clerical leadership whose authority is greater than the President's are reining in Ahmadinejad, says Javedanfar. After a public scolding in a conservative newspaper by a top aide to Iran's Supreme Leader, Ayatollah Ali Khamenei, Ahmadinejad several weeks ago publicly declared that Iran has no intention of attacking Israel or anyone else unless it is hit first. Halevy concurs. "I don't detect an appetite among the Iranians to bring about a catastrophe," he says. But, he cautions, "There's a narrowing gap of opportunity for negotiations." The danger remains in this high-stakes game of brinksmanship that either Israel or Iran could push the other too far. But the Bush Administration's sudden overture toward Iran, and its moves toward engaging it diplomatically in search of a solution to the nuclear impasse, make it more likely that Israel will follow Washington's lead rather than striking out on its own. 
Extinction 

Ivashov, ’07
[Leonid, Analyst at the Strategic Culture Foundation, “Iran: The Threat of Nuclear War” The AP, April 21st 2007, Lexis]

What might cause the force major event of the required scale? Everything seems to indicate that Israel will be sacrificed. Its involvement in a war with Iran - especially in a nuclear war - is bound to trigger a global catastrophe. The statehoods of Israel and Iran are based on the countries' official religions. A military conflict between Israel and Iran will immediately evolve into a religious one, a conflict between Judaism and Islam. Due to the presence of numerous Jewish and Muslim populations in the developed countries, this would make a global bloodbath inevitable. All of the active forces of most of the countries of the world would end up fighting, with almost no room for neutrality left. Judging by the increasingly massive acquisitions of the residential housing for the Israeli citizens, especially in Russia and Ukraine , a lot of people already have an idea of what the future holds. However, it is hard to imagine a quiet heaven where one might hide from the coming doom. Forecasts of the territorial distribution of the fighting, the quantities and the efficiency of the armaments involved, the profound character of the underlying roots of the conflict and the severity of the religious strife all leave no doubt that this clash will be in all respects much more nightmarish than WWII.
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Presence in Afghanistan causes terrorist recruitment and forces jihadist groups to unite

Innocent & Carpenter, ’09 
(Malou Innocent, Foreign Policy Analyst @ Cato, Member of the International Institute of Strategic Studies, M.A. in IR from University of Chicago, Ted Galen Carpenter, Vice president for defense and Foreign Policy Studies @ Cato, Ph.D. in U.S. diplomatic history from the University of Texas, “Escaping the 'Graveyard of Empires,” September 14th 2009, http://www.cato.org/pubs/wtpapers/escaping-graveyard-empires-strategy-exit-afghanistan.pdf)
In June, Dutch army general Mart de Kruif estimated that there were between 10,000 and 18,000 Taliban fighters in southern Afghanistan. 15 The number of al Qaeda operatives appears to be much smaller. According to a Pakistani intelligence assessment provided to the New York Times last February, al Qaeda has adapted to the deaths of its leaders by shifting “to conduct decentralized operations under small but well-organized regional groups.” 16 That dynamic underscores the importance that President Obama resist the urge to increase America’s military presence in Afghanistan beyond what he has already unwisely committed. As long as militants can exploit collateral damage (civilian casualties) for their propaganda and continue to promulgate the perception that they are fighting against the injustice of a foreign occupation, they will draw more recruits to their cause and erode the legitimacy of the Afghan government. Most important, troop increases are likely to push disparate Islamist groups to unite. 

Withdrawing our troops would neutralize the Taliban and bring stability to Afghanistan

Dorronsoro, ’09


(Gilles Dorronsoro, Visiting scholar at the Carnegie Endowment for International Peace; Expert on Afghanistan, Turkey, and South Asia; Specializes in the security and political development in Afghanistan, particularly the role of the International Security Assistance Force, the necessary steps for a viable government in Kabul, and the conditions necessary for withdrawal scenario; Former professor of political science at the Sorbonne, Paris and the Institute of Political Studies of Renne; Former scientific coordinator at the French Institute of Anatolian Studies in Istanbul, “Focus and Exit: an alternative Strategy for the afghan war,” Carnegie Endowment for International Peace: Foreign Policy for the Next President, January 2009)
The latter strategy consists of de-escalating a war that has become a Jihad and building enough Afghan military capacity to maintain relative stability in these key areas. To accomplish that, we have one major political weapon: a progressive and focused scaling down of combat troops on our own terms. This would neutralize the Taliban’s appeals for Jihad against unbelieving foreign invaders, open up space for Afghan institutions and political solutions, and allow us to focus our efforts on areas where we can still make a difference. This strategy brings its own risks, but the risks are far smaller than continuing with more of the same policies and reaching a point where we are left with no choice but to leave in chaos. 

Counterintelligence in the region will check terrorism and inevitable withdrawal means al-Qaeda will claim victory anyways 

Long, ’10

(Austin Long, Assistant Professor @ Columbia’s School of International and Public Affairs, “Small is Beautiful: The Counterterrorism Option in Afghanistan,” December 2009, http://www.sciencedirect.com/science?_ob=PublicationURL&_tockey=%23TOC%236580%232010%23999459997%231783665%23FLA%23&_cdi=6580&_pubType=J&_auth=y&_acct=C000050221&_version=1&_urlVersion=0&_userid=10&md5=9e8747fc0f2822c5b1b415d651979c24)

The final argument marshaled against this small footprint posture is that it hands al Qaeda a major propaganda victory. It could claim it drove another superpower out, that the West lacks will, and the like. There is some merit in this argument but with 13,000 U.S. military personnel in the country hunting for al Qaeda day and night, it would probably not prove to be a resounding victory. More importantly, it is far from clear what this propaganda victory would mean in terms of the strategic goal. It would not appear to have much effect on the first two goals, as al Qaeda would continue to be disrupted and dismantled by operations in Pakistan and Afghanistan, the latter of which will remain highly unsafe for al Qaeda. It might make it harder to achieve the third goal, defeat. Yet it is this goal that is most unclear anyway. In fact, Thomas Rid and Marc Hecker argue in War 2.0 that, while it has become impossible for al Qaeda to ‘‘win’’ in any meaningful sense, its existence as a transnational social movement using various media means it cannot be totally defeated either. 53 Finally, the United States has to leave Afghanistan at some point, so it is inevitable that it will make the claim to have driven the United States out.  
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Al Qaeda has Biological and Nuclear weapons and will use them against the U.S.

Cordesman, ’09

[Anthony, Fellow @ CSIS, “Terrorism and WMD: The Link with the War in Afghanistan,” Accessed July 16, 2010,  http://csis.org/publication/terrorism-and-wmd-link-war-afghanistan]

In the aftermath of the devastating 9/11 terrorist attacks in the United States, terrorist groups and networks are now exploring new means to cause greater destruction and disruption for the purpose of capturing world attention and news coverage. Al-Qaida and affiliated terrorist groups will seek to acquire and use WMDs in order to carry out spectacular attacks that cause catastrophic destruction and disruption. Terrorists armed with weapons of mass destruction (WMD) have recognized that by using or threatening to use these weapons they can somehow influence political, economic and military policies and capitalizing on the effects tragic events. The threat of terrorist groups like al-Qaida using WMD against the U.S. and other nations that they consider potential targets is very real. One important outcome of the U.S. invasion of Afghanistan in 2001 – also known as Operation Enduring Freedom (OEF) – was the destruction of the terrorist training camps and the central command structure of al-Qaida and other affiliated terrorist groups. Counter-terrorism agencies worldwide have developed various means to fight terrorism using not only intelligence and deterrence but also preemption. Eight years later, with the return of Taliban insurgents in Afghanistan, the number of attacks against coalition forces has been steadily increasing and a large geographic area of Afghan territory has come under the influence and control of the Taliban. The Taliban insurgency is also engaged in fierce fighting with the Pakistani military in areas close to the border between Afghanistan and Pakistan. This study addresses the critical linkage between the increase in the attacks initiated by the Taliban insurgency against the coalition forces and the size of the coalition forces, whether increasing or decreasing, with the probability that al-Qaida and other terrorist groups will re-establish training camps and a central command structure in Afghanistan, and start launching terrorist attacks against the U.S. and Europe using WMD. Weapons of Mass Destruction and Disruption at the disposal of terrorist such as al-Qaida include: Chemical, Biological, Nuclear and Radiological Weapons (often called radiological dispersal devices - RDD) as well as High Yield Explosives and Cyber attacks. The effects of using Biological, Nuclear and Chemical WMD to attack highly populated cities like New York City are also reported in this study. The problems of Terrorism and nuclear proliferation are vast and require international cooperation, between both governments and institutions, in identifying the various “country specific” worst case threat scenarios, potential targets including infrastructure systems and networks, and types of possible attack modes and their consequences, especially on human and economic losses. 
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Nuclear terrorism causes extinction

Speice, ’06 
(Speice, JD Candidate @ College of William and Mary [Patrick F. Speice, Jr., “Negligence And Nuclear Nonproliferation: Eliminating The Current Liability Barrier To Bilateral U.S.-Russian Nonproliferation Assistance Programs,” William & Mary Law Review, February 2006, 47 Wm and Mary L. Rev. 1427])

Accordingly, there is a significant and ever-present risk that terrorists could acquire a nuclear device or fissile material from Russia as a result of the confluence of Russian economic decline and the end of stringent Soviet-era nuclear security measures. 39 Terrorist groups could acquire a nuclear weapon by a number of methods, including "steal[ing] one intact from the stockpile of a country possessing such weapons, or ... [being] sold or given one by [*1438] such a country, or [buying or stealing] one from another subnational group that had obtained it in one of these ways." 40 Equally threatening, however, is the risk that terrorists will steal or purchase fissile material and construct a nuclear device on their own. Very little material is necessary to construct a highly destructive nuclear weapon. 41 Although nuclear devices are extraordinarily complex, the technical barriers to constructing a workable weapon are not significant. 42 Moreover, the sheer number of methods that could be used to deliver a nuclear device into the United States makes it incredibly likely that terrorists could successfully employ a nuclear weapon once it was built. 43 Accordingly, supply-side controls that are aimed at preventing terrorists from acquiring nuclear material in the first place are the most effective means of countering the risk of nuclear terrorism. 44 Moreover, the end of the Cold War eliminated the rationale for maintaining a large military-industrial complex in Russia, and the nuclear cities were closed. 45 This resulted in at least 35,000 nuclear scientists becoming unemployed in an economy that was collapsing. 46 Although the economy has stabilized somewhat, there [*1439] are still at least 20,000 former scientists who are unemployed or underpaid and who are too young to retire, 47 raising the chilling prospect that these scientists will be tempted to sell their nuclear knowledge, or steal nuclear material to sell, to states or terrorist organizations with nuclear ambitions. 48 The potential consequences of the unchecked spread of nuclear knowledge and material to terrorist groups that seek to cause mass destruction in the United States are truly horrifying. A terrorist attack with a nuclear weapon would be devastating in terms of immediate human and economic losses. 49 Moreover, there would be immense political pressure in the United States to discover the perpetrators and retaliate with nuclear weapons, massively increasing the number of casualties and potentially triggering a full-scale nuclear conflict. 50 In addition to the threat posed by terrorists, leakage of nuclear knowledge and material from Russia will reduce the barriers that states with nuclear ambitions face and may trigger widespread proliferation of nuclear weapons. 51 This proliferation will increase the risk of nuclear attacks against the United States [*1440] or its allies by hostile states, 52 as well as increase the likelihood that regional conflicts will draw in the United States and escalate to the use of nuclear weapons. 53

Bio-weapon use causes extinction
Ochs, ’02
[Richard Ochs, BS in Natural Resource Management from Rutgers University, with honors, 2002 BIOLOGICAL WEAPONS MUST BE IMMEDIATELY ABOLISHED, http://www.freefromterror.net/other_articles/abolish.html]

Of all the weapons of mass destruction, the genetically engineered biological weapons, many without a known cure or vaccine, are an extreme danger to the continued survival of life on earth. Any perceived military value or deterrence pales in comparison to the great risk these weapons pose just sitting in vials in laboratories. While a "nuclear winter," resulting from a massive exchange of nuclear weapons, could also kill off most of life on earth and severely compromise the health of future generations, they are easier to control. Biological weapons, on the other hand, can get out of control very easily, as the recent anthrax attacks has demonstrated. There is no way to guarantee the security of these doomsday weapons because very tiny amounts can be stolen or accidentally released and then grow or be grown to horrendous proportions. The Black Death of the Middle Ages would be small in comparison to the potential damage bioweapons could cause. Abolition of chemical weapons is less of a priority because, while they can also kill millions of people outright, their persistence in the environment would be less than nuclear or biological agents or more localized. Hence, chemical weapons would have a lesser effect on future generations of innocent people and the natural environment. Like the Holocaust, once a localized chemical extermination is over, it is over. With nuclear and biological weapons, the killing will probably never end. Radioactive elements last tens of thousands of years and will keep causing cancers virtually forever. Potentially worse than that, bio-engineered agents by the hundreds with no known cure could wreck even greater calamity on the human race than could persistent radiation. AIDS and ebola viruses are just a small example of recently emerging plagues with no known cure or vaccine. Can we imagine hundreds of such plagues? HUMAN EXTINCTION IS NOW POSSIBLE.
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Absent withdrawal, Taliban resurgence is inevitable
Dorronsoro, ’10

(Gilles Dorronsoro, Visiting scholar at the Carnegie Endowment for International Peace; Expert on Afghanistan, Turkey, and South Asia. Specializes in the security and political development in Afghanistan, particularly the role of the International Security Assistance Force, the necessary steps for a viable government in Kabul, and the conditions necessary for withdrawal scenario; Former professor of political science at the Sorbonne, Paris and the Institute of Political Studies of Renne; Former scientific coordinator at the French Institute of Anatolian Studies in Istanbul, “Karzai Comes to Washington,” May 11th 2010, http://www.carnegieendowment.org/publications/index.cfm?fa=view&id=40779&zoom_highlight=afghanistan+withdrawal#effective)

Current U.S. strategy in Afghanistan has not been successful and the security and political situations across the country continue to deteriorate. The coalition has failed to defeat the Taliban and there simply aren’t examples of improvement on the ground. The situation is bad everywhere.  Counterinsurgency in practice is different than how it was sold in Washington. The only place that counterinsurgency has been tried is in Marjah and the result has not been good, despite some early favorable press reports. There is no similar operation planned in the future. The upcoming offensive in Kandahar will not be counterinsurgency, because there is no way to clear a city of nearly one million people. Furthermore, military operations in Marjah and Kandahar are unlikely to alter the course or outcome of the war. The coalition could soon be overstretched with heavy fighting in the North and the ongoing Taliban surge in the East.  The goal of “Afghanization” is unrealistic at this stage. The Afghan army will not be ready to take over the lead in fighting anytime soon and Afghanistan’s unpopular government and weak institutions make transferring responsibility to the government impossible for the foreseeable future. With these grim realities, the coalition faces the risk of an endless engagement—with an unsustainable cost and intolerable loss of life—that cannot be won militarily. The perception in Afghanistan is that the Taliban will be successful and the coalition will eventually withdraw. And without an ability to change the balance of power, the United States will need to negotiate an exit.    Without a credible and reliable local partner in Kandahar, there is virtually no chance for success. Ahmad Wali Karzai, President Karzai’s half brother, is the dominant leader in Kandahar and despite efforts by the United States to have him removed, he will continue to be the local strongman. Under Ahmad Wali Karzai’s control, opportunities to reform the local government will be blocked. 

Taliban takeover causes Indo-Pak War, Middle East Instability and a Russia-China alliance against the U.S.

Morgan, ’07

[Stephen, British Labor Party Representation and Political Psychologist “Better another Taliban Afghanistan, than a Taliban Nuclear Pakistan, http://www.electricarticles.com/display.aspx?id=639]

It took the Soviets 10 years and the loss of 15,000 troops before they admitted they admitted defeat in Afghanistan. For the West, it will not take so long for the slow bleed to becomes a haemorrhage. It will be only a matter of one or two years, at the most before, Afghanistan falls and the country collapses again into fragmentation and internal civil war. It may indeed come sooner. The Soviets were prepared to fight to the death in Afghanistan because they knew the edge of their empire was crumbling and a domino effect on its other republics would follow. The Soviet bureaucracy was fighting for its life. In Cold War terms it would have been the equivalent of the US loosing Mexico to communism. The US and NATO forces don’t have anything like the same motivation, determination and commitment to fight to the end in Afghanistan. The nature of catastrophy and abysmal defeat in Iraq fundamentally undermines the psychological foundations of any successful defence of the Kabul regime. The failure of new “surge” will embolden the Taliban and undermine confidence in the West among the Afghan people and among the warlord Mujahedin, who dominate its government. Collapse in Iraq will intensify the sense of hopelessness and pointlessness among Western forces and hasten demoralization and defeat. They are low on adequate resources and relegated in importance. The former British Commander of NATO forces admitted that last year they came close to losing Kandahar, the second city. It is not ruled out that much of the south and east could fall into Taliban hands this year, paving the way for the fall of Kabul, the year after. The Taliban are ferocious fighters, with a messianic fervour to fight to the death. They bring with them the experience of veterans of the brutal Soviet war and the civil war which followed. Now regrouped, rearmed, their forces are prepared both for unfavourable open combat of almost suicidal proportions. Furthermore they are opportunistically changing tactics, both in order to create maximum urban destabilization and to win local support in the countryside. Boasting of more than 1,000 suicide volunteer bombers, they have also renounced their former policy against heroin cultivation, thus allowing them to win support among the rural population and gain support from local tribes, warlords and criminal gangs, who have been alienated by NATO policies of poppy field destruction. 
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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. 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 
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prove him sorely wrong. Indeed, his policy could completely backfire upon him. As the war intensifies, he has no guarantees that the current autonomy may yet burgeon into a separatist movement. Appetite comes with eating, as they say. Moreover, should the Taliban fail to re-conquer al of Afghanistan, as looks likely, but captures at least half of the country, then a Taliban Pashtun caliphate could be established which would act as a magnet to separatist Pashtuns in Pakistan. Then, the likely break up of Afghanistan along ethnic lines, could, indeed, lead the way to the break up of Pakistan, as well. Strong centrifugal forces have always bedevilled the stability and unity of Pakistan, and, in the context of the new world situation, the country could be faced with civil wars and popular fundamentalist uprisings, probably including a military-fundamentalist coup d’état. Fundamentalism is deeply rooted in Pakistan society. The fact that in the year following 9/11, the most popular name given to male children born that year was “Osama” (not a Pakistani name) is a small indication of the mood. Given the weakening base of the traditional, secular opposition parties, conditions would be ripe for a coup d’état by the fundamentalist wing of the Army and ISI, leaning on the radicalised masses to take power. Some form of radical, military Islamic regime, where legal powers would shift to Islamic courts and forms of shira law would be likely. Although, even then, this might not take place outside of a protracted crisis of upheaval and civil war conditions, mixing fundamentalist movements with nationalist uprisings and sectarian violence between the Sunni and minority Shia populations. The nightmare that is now Iraq would take on gothic proportions across the continent. The prophesy of an arc of civil war over Lebanon, Palestine and Iraq would spread to south Asia, stretching from Pakistan to Palestine, through Afghanistan into Iraq and up to the Mediterranean coast. Undoubtedly, this would also spill over into India both with regards to the Muslim community and Kashmir. Border clashes, terrorist attacks, sectarian pogroms and insurgency would break out. A new war, and possibly nuclear war, between Pakistan and India could no be ruled out. Atomic Al Qaeda Should Pakistan break down completely, a Taliban-style government with strong Al Qaeda influence is a real possibility. Such deep chaos would, of course, open a “Pandora's box” for the region and the world. With the possibility of unstable clerical and military fundamentalist elements being in control of the Pakistan nuclear arsenal, not only their use against India, but Israel becomes a possibility, as well as the acquisition of nuclear and other deadly weapons secrets by Al Qaeda. Invading Pakistan would not be an option for America. Therefore a nuclear war would now again become a real strategic possibility. This would bring a shift in the tectonic plates of global relations. It could usher in a new Cold War with China and Russia pitted against the US. What is at stake in “the half-forgotten war” in Afghanistan is far greater than that in Iraq. But America’s capacities for controlling the situation are extremely restricted. Might it be, in the end, they are also forced to accept President Musharraf's unspoken slogan of Better another Taliban Afghanistan, than a Taliban NUCLEAR Pakistan! 
Indo-Pak conflict causes a nuclear winter that threatens the globe
Fai, ’01 

(Executive Director of the Washington-based Kashmiri American Council (Dr. Ghulam Nabi, “India Pakistan Summit and the Issue of Kashmir,” 7/8, Washington Times)

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
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Middle East instability leads to nuclear war

Steinbach, ’02 

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

Russia-China alliance causes World War Three
Klare, 05

(Michael, April 25, The Nation, Imperial Reach, http://www.globalpolicy.org/empire/intervention/2005/0425imperialreach.htm)

Finally, the American power shift from outer Eurasia to its troubled interior is certain to arouse concern and antipathy in Russia, China, India and other established or rising powers in the region. Already, Russian leaders have expressed dismay at the presence of American bases in Uzbekistan and Kyrgyzstan--territories that were once part of the Soviet Union. The recent political upheaval in Kyrgyzstan and the ouster of President Askar Akayev--long considered friendly to Moscow--is certain to exacerbate their concerns. At the same time, Chinese officials have begun to complain about what they view as the "encirclement" of their country. Although reluctant to take on the Americans directly, leaders of Russia and China have talked of a "strategic partnership" between their two countries and have collaborated in the establishment of a new regional security organ, the Shanghai Cooperation Organization. None of this is likely to lead soon to the outbreak of hostilities, but the foundation is being set for a great-power geopolitical contest akin to the European rivalries that preceded World Wars I and II.
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Taliban Would break ties with Al Qaeda, if we remove military presence from Afghanistan.
Shah, ’10

[Jay, Congressman and Researcher in Foreign Affairs “The Afghanistan Campaign Part 2: The Taliban Strategy,” 2-10-10, http://jayshah.net/archives/192]

So, in addition to fighting the current military battle, there is a great deal of factional fighting and political maneuvering with other Afghan centers of power. At a bare minimum, the Taliban intend to ensure that they remain the single strongest power in the country, with not only the largest share of the pie in Kabul (the ability to dominate) but also a significant degree of power and autonomy within their core areas in the south and east of the country. But within the movement (which is a very diffuse and complex set of entities), there is a great deal of debate about what objectives are reasonably achievable. Like the Shia in Iraq, who originally aspired to total dominance in the early days following the fall of the Baathist regime and have since moderated their goals, the Taliban have recognized that some degree of power sharing is necessary. The ultimate objective of the Taliban — resumption of power at the national level — is somewhat dependent on how events play out in the coming years. The objective of attaining the apex of power is not in dispute, but the best avenue — be it reconciliation or fighting it out until the United States begins to draw down — and how exactly that apex might be defined is still being debated. But there is an important caveat to the Taliban’s ambitions. Having held power in Kabul, they are wary of returning there in a way that would ultimately render them an international pariah state, as they were in the 1990s. When the Taliban first came to power, only Pakistan, Saudi Arabia and the United Arab Emirates recognized the regime, and the group’s leadership became intimately familiar with the challenges of attempting to govern a country without wider international recognition. It was under this isolation that the Taliban allied with al Qaeda, which provided them with men, money and equipment. Now it is using al Qaeda again, this time not just as a force multiplier but, even more important, as a potential bargaining chip at the negotiating table. Mullah Omar, the Taliban’s central leader, wants to get off the international terrorist watch list, and there have been signals from various elements of the Taliban that the group is willing to abandon al Qaeda for the right price. This countervailing consideration also contributes to the Taliban’s objective — and particularly the means to achieving that objective — remaining in flux.
Fighting Terrorists, and invading Afghanistan is what creates Terrorism

Shane, Writer for the Korea Times, 7-7-10

[Scott, “Fighting Terrorist, Creating Terrorists” http://www.koreatimes.com/article/603680, Accessed July 16, 2010]

America’s attention was riveted last month by the drama of the generals: Stanley McChrystal, whose indiscretions in Rolling Stone magazine got him fired on June 23, and his boss, David Petraeus, who stepped in to take direct command of the troubled Afghanistan counterinsurgency effort. But a startling scene in a Manhattan courtroom on June 21 may have had more to say than the command shake-up about the larger fight to contain Al Qaeda and its allies, and the limits of any general’s ability to affect its outcome.  At a plea hearing, Faisal Shahzad admitted trying to blow up a vehicle in Times Square on May 1. Calling himself “a Muslim soldier,” he explained his motivation: “avenging” the war in Afghanistan and American interventions in Pakistan, Iraq, Yemen and Somalia.  “I am part of the answer to the U.S. terrorizing the Muslim nations and the Muslim people,” Mr. Shahzad said.  His candid confession raised two questions: Has the military’s still expanding fight against terrorism now become the fuel for terrorism, recruiting more militants than it kills?  And where does the Afghan war fit into the overall campaign against terror, when the enemy’s cause can lure a man like Mr. Shahzad, a former financial analyst for the Elizabeth Arden cosmetics company in Stamford, Connecticut, and a naturalized American citizen?  The questions take on particular urgency because Mr. Shahzad’s flubbed bombing was the latest of a dozen plots since last year aimed at American targets. And in case after case , plotters have cited America’s still-growing military entanglement in the Muslim world as proof that the United States is at war with Islam.  The Obama administration’s Afghan strategy still commands broad support from Democrats and Republicans and from outside specialists, who offer a familiar catechism.  Now that the Taliban have taken the initiative again, only a concentrated NATO effort can prevent their return to power, with a possible new base for Al Qaeda, officials say.  “Even in an age of virtual reality, Al Qaeda can’t do large-scale training and mobilization unless they control some terrain,” said Max Boot, a senior fellow at the Council on Foreign Relations who supports the current policy. If the terror network attracts young Muslims now, he said, imagine its appeal if NATO abandoned the field and the militants could claim victory.  “It would be a huge symbolic defeat for the United States, as it was for the Soviet Union,” said Mr. Boot, who is writing a history of guerrilla war and terrorism. “It would greatly embolden Al Qaeda.”  Proponents of the current escalation point out as well that even Mr. Shahzad was not turned into a terrorist solely by the Web. He met face-to-face with leaders and 
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trainers of the Pakistani Taliban before crossing the line into violence. So allowing extremists more room to operate on either side of the Afghanistan- Pakistan border would be a dangerous mistake, officials say. Still, many scholars who study terror see the risks and benefits differently. “The more deeply we’re involved in that region, the more likely it is that we’ll have terrorist attacks here,’’ said Scott Atran, who interviewed many young Muslim men about the lure of terrorism for his new book, “Talking to the Enemy: Faith, Brotherhood, and the (Un) Making of Terrorists.” “These lost, young guys see the resistance as heroic and glorious,” Mr. Atran said. “Don’t give them the thrill of fighting the greatest army in the world.” The accused in recent plots aimed at the United States all appear to have imagined themselves as warriors against the enemies of their faith. But the path to violence appears to involve less scripture than solidarity. “We Muslims are one community,’’ Mr. Shahzad told the judge at his plea hearing. Even as the Obama administration smoothly handled the Mc- Chrystal flap and regrouped behind its Afghanistan policy, word came in a report in The New York Times on June 25 of diplomatic maneuvering between Afghan and Pakistani leaders that could result in a separate peace, potentially leaving the American generals with 100,000 troops and no one to fight.  The trouble with terrorism is what the theorists call asymmetry. Hundreds of billions of dollars, hundreds of thousands of troops, and the best generals on the planet can be undercut by a disgruntled accountant, commanding the world’s attention with a bomb that didn’t even explode.
Continuing to fight an unwinnable war leads to a Taliban takeover with al-Qaeda and the control of nukes

The Mirror, ’10

[6-22-10, Editorial, p. 10, p. Lexis]

The Government's strategy is self-serving and unachievable. No stable Afghan government can be built on the crumbling foundations of an election-rigging president, a mercenary, drug-ridden army and a corrupt, depraved police force. It's untrue that terrorism is deterred here by Nato's presence in a small area of Afghanistan. Al-Qaeda is free to operate in vast tracts of Asia, North Africa and the Persian Gulf. Meanwhile Cameron is in denial. He failed to mention on his report to the Commons last week that neither he nor the Foreign Secretary could visit Nato units on their recent trips because of the growing strength of the Taliban. He ignores the doubling of the numbers of IEDs that the Taliban have used against our troops. The UK is lamely following the disillusionment of Canada and Netherlands. They are withdrawing their troops. We have frozen our total. Next year we are virtually certain to withdraw troops. The situation is the same as in 1917 during the First World War when it was said: "This war is being prolonged by those who have the power to end it." Politicians are planning a deal with Karzai, the warlords and the Taliban that can be spun as a victory. It will not be pretty but it is inevitable. We are in end game. Expectations of victory have gone. The possibility of a stable Afghanistan have gone. Now the highest ambition is a "stable enough" country. The Government will lie and invent a stability that is not there. We will scurry out leaving this blighted land in a similar state of civil war that existed in 2001 when we arrived. In the meantime, our brave troops will carry on dying while politicians carry on lying. It is easier to repeat an old lie than reveal a new truth. Politicians of both main parties have their mouths bandaged by their own guilt. To change tactics now is to admit to failures of policy that have resulted in the deaths of 300 courageous soldiers. Our incursion into Helmand province in 2006 was a grave error. Then, only seven soldiers had died - five in accidents. Our soldiers have paid the price of Helmand with the loss of another 293 lives. It is time for politicians to admit that our war aims are impossible. The sooner a peace strategy is devised the better. Some gains made by the Nato presence can be protected. If we delay, outraged public opinion may demand a panic withdrawal as damaging as America's exit from Saigon. US politicians said then what our UK politicians are saying now: "We cannot afford to lose." The fear back then was the domino effect. If Vietnam went communist, so would all other countries in South East Asia. It was a lie, of course. Now we are told that terrorism in Britain is held back because of our war in Afghanistan. That's a lie, too. If it was true we should have plans to start new wars in Pakistan, Somalia and the Yemen. Public opinion is increasingly rejecting the notion that British lives should be lost for a corrupt Karzai regime. Vietnam veteran and US Senator John Kerry asked at the end of the Vietnam war in 1971: "How do you ask a man to be the last one to die for a mistake?" British politicians should be haunted by the same nightmare. NO says COLONEL RICHARD KEMP Former Commander UK Forces in Afghanistan JUST a few miles from today's battle zone in Helmand, the British Army sustained nearly 1,000 casualties during their bloody defeat at Maiwand, almost exactly 130 years ago. The victorious Afghan commander, Ayub Khan, then sought to drive home his victory, attacking the British at Kandahar. Justin McCarthy, a historian of the time, said "the darkest hour proved to be that just before the dawn". Dawn did indeed follow. Ayub Khan's forces were destroyed at Kandahar. Following their decisive victory, the British withdrew from Afghanistan, leaving a political settlement that was to endure for 40 years - a lengthy period of stability in Afghanistan's turbulent history. With the landmark of 300 British deaths, have we now reached the darkest hour in our modern Afghan war? One hundred British soldiers have been killed in the past nine months. The UN reports a 94% rise in 
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roadside bombings in the first four months of this year compared to the same period last year. Through violent defeats in 2006 and 2007 the Taliban learnt they could not beat us in head-to-head combat. Instead they have resorted to crude improvised explosive devices which kill and maim without exposing the Taliban to risk. Recent Allied incursions into the enemy's heartland have brought security to hundreds of thousands of Afghan people but an enemy desperate to cling on to their territory have resisted strongly. The scene of Ayub Khan's defeat so many years ago - Kandahar - is the Taliban's last significant stronghold in southern Afghanistan. That will be dealt with soon, and will also be fiercely opposed, resulting in still more casualties. As control of these areas is wrested from the Taliban, we can hope to see a decrease in casualty figures - perhaps later this year. Will that mark a new dawn? The Taliban won't accept defeat, and will continue to attack our forces and the civilian population so before we can withdraw we have to reduce their capability to a level that can be handled by the Afghan government and security forces. As well as killing the insurgents, we must split away those individuals that can be persuaded to change sides - a tricky process with uncertain results. If we can succeed in decisively undermining the Taliban, will the Afghan security forces be capable of taking on the residual insurgency unaided? The police are still in a woeful state of indiscipline and corruption, and much more work will be needed to develop the organisation of the Afghan National Army. It looks likely that support will be needed for many years to come. But whatever progress is made in all of these areas will be wasted without a government in Kabul that is strong enough to command the loyalty of the security forces as well as the support of the population. These challenges are massive. But the stakes are too high for us to fail. If the Taliban re-take Afghanistan, al-Qaeda will follow, re-establishing a base to launch terror attacks against the West. A Taliban-controlled Afghanistan would provide a safe haven to strengthen and support the increasingly dangerous insurgency that is bent on bringing down the government of Pakistan. The risks to our own security of a nuclear-armed state in extremist hands don't bear thinking about.
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Afghan occupation doesn’t solve the real problem – Pakistan

Gunaratna and Bukhari, ’09 
(Rohan, Head of the International Centre on Political Violence and Terrorism Research (ICPVTR); Rajaratnam School of International Studies, Nanyang Technological University, Singapore, Professor of Security Studies; National Memorial Institute for the Prevention of Terrorism in Oklahoma, Senior Fellow; Advisory Council of the International Policy Institute for Counter Terrorism in Israel, member; Terrorism and Political Violence and Conflict and Terrorism Studies, editorial board member; has conducted counter terrorism courses for military, law enforcement and intelligence services; has interviewed terrorist detainees in several countries & Syed Adnan Ali Shah, ICPVTR Associate Research Fellow, Head of the South and Central Asia Desk; previously journalist in Peshawar; Institute of Strategic Studies, Ministry of Foreign Affairs, Pakistan, former Research Fellow; “Militant Organisations and Their Driving Forces”, Pakistan – Consequences of Deteriorating Security in Afghanistan, Swedish Defense Research Agency, p.31, January 2009, www.fas.org/sgp/crs/terror/R41004.pdf, acc. 7/15/10)
Pakistan’s inability to rein in the militant groups and establish its control over the FATA and Balochistan regions further exacerbated security problems for both Afghanistan and Pakistan. The rising violence heavily affected the US and ISAF-NATO troops based in Afghanistan under the international mandate. Presently, the problem of militancy in both countries is intertwined, and Taliban militants on both sides of the border are inseparable from each other, due to the common ethnicity, religion, culture and norms shared by the Pushtun nation divided by the Pakistan-Afghanistan border. With the leadership of Al Qaeda well entrenched in the Pakistan-Afghanistan border region, the FATA region has evolved into a  “mini Afghanistan”, of the kind that existed during the Taliban rule (1996-2001), which poses serious threat to the regional and international security in the foreseeable future. Recent US intelligence reports and an interview given by the US President, George Bush, to ABC News in April 2008 forecast that Pakistan, and not Afghanistan or Iraq, is now the most likely place where a plot could be hatched to carry out any 9/11-type attack in the US. 

Presence in Afghanistan creates Islamic militancy in Pakistan

Nawaz, ’09
(Shuja, Crossed Swords: Pakistan, its Army, and the Wars Within (Oxford U. Press, May 2008), author; Pakistan Television, former newscaster and producer, covered the Western front of the 1971 Pakistan-India War; New York Times, former journalist; World Health Organization, former employee; International Monetary Fund, former Division Chief; Finance & Development (IMF/World Bank quarterly), former Editor; International Atomic Energy Agency, former Director; “Pakistan’s Security Complex”, Pakistan – Consequences of Deteriorating Security in Afghanistan, Swedish Defense Research Agency, p.15, January 2009, www.fas.org/sgp/crs/terror/R41004.pdf, acc. 7/15/10)
Pakistan is suffering yet again from unrest and turmoil in its western neighbour Afghanistan. It has not yet recovered from the aftermath of the Afghan war against the Soviet Union when it acquired millions of refugees as well as a drug and gun culture that has created deep fissures in its society. Following the 2001 United States invasion of Afghanistan, the blowback from the war inside  Afghanistan against the presence of foreign troops has spawned the rise of  Islamic militancy inside Pakistan’s own borders, not only in the volatile  Federally Administered Tribal Areas (FATA) but also in the hinterland. As a result, Pakistan faces an existential threat, a challenge that both its security complex and the national polity seem unprepared to meet.
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Afghan instability creates a military government

Nawaz, ’09 
(Shuja, Crossed Swords: Pakistan, its Army, and the Wars Within (Oxford U. Press, May 2008), author; Pakistan Television, former newscaster and producer, covered the Western front of the 1971 Pakistan-India War; New York Times, former journalist; World Health Organization, former employee; International Monetary Fund, former Division Chief; Finance & Development (IMF/World Bank quarterly), former Editor; International Atomic Energy Agency, former Director; “Pakistan’s Security Complex”, Pakistan – Consequences of Deteriorating Security in Afghanistan, Swedish Defense Research Agency, p.24-25, January 2009, www.fas.org/sgp/crs/terror/R41004.pdf, acc. 7/15/10)
The ISI, a highly effective counterintelligence entity, came into its own during  the Afghan Jihad but in recent years has often been called a “rogue” agency or a  “state within a state”. In fact, it often operates at the behest of the government, civil and military, aligning with whatever centre of power is deemed more powerful or supportive of its functions. Because its role has been confused by its masters, who want it to serve not only as an intelligence function but also as the crafter and implementer of policy, it takes the heat for some of its actions on their behalf. The civilian Intelligence Bureau (IB), which used to be tasked with internal security matters, became an appendage of the military agencies under  Musharraf. Under his regime, it was headed by a retired Brigadier, a personal friend of the Chief of Army Staff and President. Under the previous civilian regime of Prime Minister Sharif, the IB was used for political purposes and even then was headed by a former military officer. Even the army’s own Military Intelligence Directorate was brought into the political sphere by Musharraf and a  number of his predecessors. To make these agencies effective and to remove from them the opprobrium associated with their extra-legal actions, they need to be subjected to public scrutiny and controls not only within the army’s structure but also before parliament. ¶ The ISI has been embroiled in controversy as a result of US allegations that its staff was associated with Mujahideen commanders who were, according to US  sources, linked to the bombing of the Indian embassy in Kabul in July 2008. As the situation in Afghanistan deteriorates and turns out of control, Pakistan will be tempted again to use its ISI resources and links with the Taliban and Mujahideen to maintain its strategic and economic interests in Afghanistan. It will also want to counter what it perceives to be rising Indian involvement in the economy and  security apparatus of Afghanistan. The ISI will, again, be a key element in its efforts in that regard. This will pose a challenge to the new civilian government as it seeks to further Pakistan’s strategic interests without conceding control of  events in Afghanistan to the machinations of the ISI.  

A civil Pakistan key to fighting terror

Nawaz, ’09 
(Shuja, Crossed Swords: Pakistan, its Army, and the Wars Within (Oxford U. Press, May 2008), author; Pakistan Television, former newscaster and producer, covered the Western front of the 1971 Pakistan-India War; New York Times, former journalist; World Health Organization, former employee; International Monetary Fund, former Division Chief; Finance & Development (IMF/World Bank quarterly), former Editor; International Atomic Energy Agency, former Director; “Pakistan’s Security Complex”, Pakistan – Consequences of Deteriorating Security in Afghanistan, Swedish Defense Research Agency, p.24-25, January 2009, www.fas.org/sgp/crs/terror/R41004.pdf, acc. 7/15/10)
Keeping the Islamists at bay remains a daunting task however, but it need not be used as a scary scenario only to gain Western support. A progressive Pakistan needs to provide opportunities for its citizens to lead their lives without fear of the radical forces of Islam that are vying for power today. More important, given the dominant role of the army in Pakistan’s polity, if Pakistan is to mature, thrive, and survive as a successful state and a nation, the army needs to take a back seat and allow the politicians and civil society to make their mistakes and allow the other critically important elements of society: newspapers, businesses, professionals, lawyers,  etc., to function unfettered. These are the challenges that both the army and civil society in Pakistan must surmount through a return to democratic norms so that they can fulfil their promises to the country and win the long war against militancy and terror. ¶  If Pakistan makes it through the current trials, it will also help the global community in its efforts to counter militancy in the region. If Pakistan fails, the world will fail. With increasing talk of the United States and the coalition losing the war in Afghanistan, the fear is that Pakistan will be the next target of the militants as they are expected to spread out from the border region into the heart of the country. The loss of Afghanistan to militancy will increase pressure on Pakistan. While a Talibanised Afghanistan may muddle along in isolation, Pakistan is a nuclear weapon state and too critically placed in the region and too large an entity to be allowed to deteriorate in the face of militancy. A joint effort by the Pakistan military and civilian administration will be needed to overcome the threat of terror and militancy. Pakistan’s friends must play their part to help Pakistan succeed. There is no other acceptable option.  
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Army autonomy means Pakistan can’t solve FATA

Rashid, ’10 
(Ahmed, New York Times bestselling author and former Pakistani revolutionary, “North Waziristan: Terrorism's new hub?”  The Washington Post, 5 May 2010, http://www.washingtonpost.com/wp-dyn/content/article/2010/05/04/AR2010050402601_pf.html, acc. 7/15/10)

Over the past 18 months, Pakistan's army has conducted major offensives in six of the seven tribal agencies that border Afghanistan. But the seventh agency -- North Waziristan -- has been left alone. In part, that is because it is home to the Afghan Taliban networks of Jalaluddin Haqqani and Gulbuddin Hekmatyar, who have close relations with the military and the Inter-Services Intelligence directorate (ISI). It has also been left alone for good tactical, if poor strategic, reasons -- the army has struck deals with the Pakistani Taliban in North Waziristan not to attack Pakistani forces. Until recently, these deals have held. ¶ But Pakistan's counterterrorism strategy, which has been extensively praised by American generals, is now coming apart at the seams -- all because of North Waziristan. ¶ A sense of despair and helplessness has come to grip the Pakistani public, which faces more suicide bomb attacks each day than even the Afghans next door. Major cities like Peshawar, where more than 100 police officers have been killed this year, are under siege by the Pakistani Taliban. Now it seems Pakistani militants are also involved in global jihad. ¶ North Waziristan is the hub of so many terrorist groups and so much terrorist plotting and planning that neither the CIA nor the ISI seems to have much clue about what is going on there. A year ago, the Pakistan Taliban under Baitullah Mehsud ran a semi-disciplined terrorist movement from the tribal areas that bombed and killed Pakistanis with dastardly methodicalness. Mehsud was killed last year in a U.S. drone strike. What is left is anarchy, as groups and splinter groups and splinters of splinters operate from North Waziristan with no overall control by anyone, not even Jalaluddin Haqqani. ¶ Hakimullah Mehsud, a ruthless leader of the Pakistani Taliban pronounced dead by authorities after a U.S. drone strike in January, has turned up alive and well. He was probably hiding out in North Waziristan all these months and nobody knew. In videos released Monday, he promises that "the time is very near when our fedayeen will attack the American states in the major cities." He is ominously flanked by two armed and masked men. ¶ Punjabi extremist groups that were once trained by the military to fight Indian forces in Kashmir have splintered from their mother groups and operate out of North Waziristan in alliance with the Pashtun Pakistani Taliban and al-Qaeda. Inexplicably, one of these Punjabi groups last week executed Khalid Khawaja, a former ISI officer known for his sympathy for al-Qaeda and the Taliban. Who killed Khawaja and why is still a huge mystery. Was it a case of terror eating its own? ¶ Other militant groups operating out of North Waziristan include vehemently anti-Shiite groups, several Central Asian and Chechen groups, and, by some accounts, Lashkar-e-Taiba, blamed for the deadly 2008 attack in Mumbai. Training is available for Pakistanis and foreigners who come and go at will. Five young Americans are on trial in Pakistan for trying to reach North Waziristan. ¶ Pakistan's army says it cannot open another front in North Waziristan because it is overstretched and is focusing on its offensives in other agencies. Yet the army just held exercises with 50,000 troops on the Indian border to signal to the international community that it still considers India its main enemy. ¶ In the tribal agencies, the army is also dealing with a quarter-million internal refugees and is engaged in humanitarian relief, reconstruction and the maintenance of supply lines that are regularly ambushed by militants. The tragedy is that the civilian government hasn't offered to take over these tasks -- which it should -- and the army isn't encouraging it to do so. Counterterrorism without a civilian "hold and build" component is meaningless. ¶ What is happening in North Waziristan is having a global impact. Something has to be done about a region that has become an even greater terrorist hub than Afghanistan was before 2001. Pakistan's leaders -- both civil and military -- should take the lead in finding solutions to the problem, as the international community helps Islamabad implement a policy that will clear out this lethal terrorism central.
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FATA is the al-Qaeda headquarters for global terrorism

Gunaratna and Bukhari, ’09 
(Rohan, Head of the International Centre on Political Violence and Terrorism Research (ICPVTR); Rajaratnam School of International Studies, Nanyang Technological University, Singapore, Professor of Security Studies; National Memorial Institute for the Prevention of Terrorism in Oklahoma, Senior Fellow; Advisory Council of the International Policy Institute for Counter Terrorism in Israel, member; Terrorism and Political Violence and Conflict and Terrorism Studies, editorial board member; has conducted counter terrorism courses for military, law enforcement and intelligence services; has interviewed terrorist detainees in several countries & Syed Adnan Ali Shah, ICPVTR Associate Research Fellow, Head of the South and Central Asia Desk; previously journalist in Peshawar; Institute of Strategic Studies, Ministry of Foreign Affairs, Pakistan, former Research Fellow; “Militant Organisations and Their Driving Forces”, Pakistan – Consequences of Deteriorating Security in Afghanistan, Swedish Defense Research Agency, p.40-41, January 2009, www.fas.org/sgp/crs/terror/R41004.pdf, acc. 7/15/10)
Using FATA, Al Qaeda has galvanised and mobilised disparate Islamist groups in the global south to create an Al Qaeda movement. With representation from more than two dozen groups, Al Qaeda has created within FATA a de facto headquarters of the global jihad movement. Realising that propaganda forms the basis of winning the present “struggle” against the “Jews and crusaders” from the West, Al Qaeda is exploiting the mayhem created within the Muslim world, as well as the confusion that confounds the Muslim diaspora in the West. In 2007 alone, Al-Sahab, Al Qaeda’s media wing, released almost 80 audio and video tapes carrying messages of its leadership. These tapes were increasingly sophisticated productions with subtitles in for example English, animation effects and studio settings. ¶ According to the US Department of State’s “Country Reports on Terrorism 2007”, FATA has provided Al Qaeda leadership with “greater mobility and ability to conduct training and operational planning, particularly targeting Western Europe and the United States.” Similarly, EUROPOL’s Annual “Terrorism Situation and Trend Report-2008”, released in April 2008, described FATA as the “command and control centre” of Al Qaeda’s “remaining core leadership” for planning attacks in the EU.  According to the report, a foiled plot in Germany, related to Islamic Jihad Union  (IJU) based in the tribal areas, and recent foiled terrorist attacks in the UK and Denmark indicated an increasingly assertive and efficient Pakistani-based command and control of terrorism in the EU. The report said that the Afghan Taliban and pro-Taliban groups in Pakistan have links to the increasingly active core-structure of Al Qaeda. The report further said that while terrorist links between Pakistan and the EU were almost exclusively focused on the UK, they have recently been expanded to the rest of the EU as well. ¶ Michael Hayden, Director of the Central Intelligence Agency (CIA), in his speech to the Atlantic Council on November 13, 2008, conceded that despite suffering serious setbacks, Al Qaeda remains determined and adaptive. Hayden further said that the terrorist group is both resilient and vulnerable and remains the most serious threat to the US. ¶ A combination of virulent ideology and global outreach to like-minded individuals and militant groups tends to make Al Qaeda the most haunted terrorist organisation in the world. Someone has aptly summarised Al Qaeda as “a terrorist organisation, a militant network and a subculture of rebellion all at the same time”
Presence causes territorial insurgency – spills over into Pakistan – assumes recent events

Yusuf, ’10 
(Huma, “Afghanistan’s new riches”, The Dawn Media Group, 20 June 2010, http://www.dawn.com/wps/wcm/connect/dawn-content-library/dawn/the-newspaper/columnists/huma-yusuf-afghanistans-new-riches-060, acc. 7/15/10)

In this context, the dollar value assigned to Afghanistan’s mineral resources could prove to be a curse, rather than a blessing. Analysts expect the Taliban to put up a stronger fight to retain control of areas believed to be mineral-rich. Moreover, Afghan tribes, the government in Kabul and foreign mining companies will also be vying for their share of the minerals. A consequent increase in turf wars, violence and political instability will inevitably prolong Pakistan’s security problems. ¶ More fighting in Afghanistan means Pakistan’s ‘jihadi factory’ — training camps, recruitment centres, financing through kidnapping and other crime — will have renewed impetus. Rhetoric that calls for protecting ‘Muslim’ wealth from western colonisers will no doubt spur recruitment. Unemployed young men on both sides of the Afghanistan-Pakistan border will also readily fight on behalf of different camps in the hope of getting rich quick by procuring some of the promised wealth. ¶ Moreover, the US Geological Survey’s findings show that mineral deposits are present along the border with Pakistan. This will raise the question of whether the resources extend into Fata and other areas, including Balochistan. Even without the benefit of an international survey, one can imagine Baloch nationalist groups and Fata-based tribes stepping up their resistance to state incursions in an attempt to control the wealth their lands might yield. Given Pakistan’s terrible record of distributing revenue from natural resources fairly, such resistance would not be uncalled for; it would, however, further weaken the state. 
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¶ In the short term, the announcement of mineral wealth in Afghanistan will fuel conspiracy theories about US plans for the region, thereby further destabilising Pakistan’s political infrastructure, which currently runs on aid dollars. The fact is, the initial geological survey of Afghanistan was completed by the US in 2007, but its findings were not publicised then. ¶ This delay has led to theories that the media’s celebration of Afghanistan’s newfound mineral wealth is a way for Washington to justify ongoing troop presence in the region. Vast mineral wealth is being seen as the ‘war booty’ that has driven US involvement in Afghanistan for almost a decade now. If taken up by the religious rightwing in Pakistan, this conspiracy theory would fan anti-US feelings.

US withdrawal causes Pakistan to back the Afghanistan Taliban, destabilizes the entire region.

Rashid, ’10 
(Ahmed, New York Times bestselling author and former Pakistani revolutionary, “North Waziristan: Terrorism's new hub?”  The Washington Post, 5 May 2010, http://www.washingtonpost.com/wp-dyn/content/article/2010/05/04/AR2010050402601_pf.html, acc. 7/15/10)

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

Rashid, ’10 
(Ahmed, New York Times bestselling author and former Pakistani revolutionary, “North Waziristan: Terrorism's new hub?”  The Washington Post, 5 May 2010, http://www.washingtonpost.com/wp-dyn/content/article/2010/05/04/AR2010050402601_pf.html, acc. 7/15/10)

However, the real fear is that under such enormous external and internal pressures, there are no guarantees that the army will stay committed to a democratic system. More so, the military may not remain as united as it has been for the past six decades. What many Pakistanis fear and constantly talk about is not a traditional generals’ coup that may end democracy, but a colonels’ coup that could bring in a pro-Islamist and anti-Western coterie of officers linked to Islamic groups that would then negotiate a compromise with the Pakistan Taliban. That could put Pakistan’s nuclear weapons into the wrong hands. Neither a partial U.S. withdrawal from Afghanistan nor a strategy of only using drones to target al-Qaeda could hope to handle such a regional catastrophe. ¶ And a complete American departure would seal the region’s fate.
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Now is time for us to do the Plan, Al Qaida is weak and have an all time high hatred against us, letting them get back up could be devastating.

Associated Press, 7-6

[http://www.journalgazette.net/article/20100705/APW/1007050570,  7-6-10]
U.S. officials boast that ah-Qaida has never been weaker, its upper ranks decimated because of the stepped-up drone attacks in Pakistan and special operations raids in Afghanistan. At the same time, they warn, in seeming contradiction: An even greater number of well-trained terrorists are setting their sights on the United States. Across the remote tribal lands between Afghanistan and Pakistan where terror groups hide, U.S. officials say they’ve seen a fusion of al-Qaida and others targeted by U.S. forces, including the Haqqani group and the Pakistani Taliban, who formerly focused only on their local areas. Adm. Mike Mullen, chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, said the groups have become a “synergy of terrorist groups” with “an expanding desire to kill Americans.” He was speaking last week at the Aspen Institute security forum in Colorado. At the same forum, National Counterterrorism Center Director Michael Leiter warned that the “troubling alignment” extends all the way to Yemen and Africa. The dispersed network is making terror plots harder to spot and prevent, he said. The officials are speaking publicly in an effort to convince the American public — and U.S. ally Pakistan — that the time to hit harder is now, while al-Qaida is weakened. Failure to do that means an even stronger enemy, they argue. A high-level U.S. counterterrorist delegation is headed to Pakistan this week to try to persuade Pakistan to keep the pressure on the militant groups that now operate almost as one with al-Qaida. The Pakistani government has denied news reports that it has reached out to its former ally, the Haqqani tribe, to secure its participation in talks with the Afghan government. U.S. officials want to make sure that remains the case. The other part of that administration message, that the campaign has diminished the al-Qaida leadership, is aimed at an American public increasingly weary of the 9-year-old war. In June, at least 60 U.S. troops were killed in Afghanistan, making it one of the deadliest months of the conflict. Polls now find a majority of Americans no longer think the Afghanistan war is worth fighting. Purely by the numbers, al-Qaida has been devastated by the past 18 months of drone attacks and raids, Leiter said. Although Osama bin Laden remains at large, half of al-Qaida’s leadership has been killed in the past year, he said. The organization is down to only 50 to a 100 “card-carrying” members inside Afghanistan and roughly 300 operatives in Pakistan, he said. Al-Qaida agents in Pakistan are hemmed in, mainly north of Peshawar, as well as North Waziristan, where they have based themselves with the Haqqani network and the Pakistani Taliban, and a small number in the Quetta area, where the exiled Afghan Taliban mainly hold sway. These groups have cooperated for years, even pre-dating the Sept. 11, 2001, attacks, said New America Foundation’s Peter Bergen, cautioning against describing that as a new development. The Haqqani group fought beside the Afghan Taliban to help return the Taliban, al-Qaida’s former host, to control of Afghanistan. The Pakistani Taliban have sought to overthrow the central government in Islamabad. Lashkar-e-Taiba, another group that works with al-Qaida, has concentrated on attacking Indian targets, like the three-day assault on Mumbai in 2008 that killed 170 people. But the difference now, U.S. officials contend, is that the local groups are sharing manpower, weaponry and ideology with al-Qaida. The Pakistani Taliban have already made an attempt on the U.S., through Times Square bombing suspect Faisal Shahzad. That attempt followed the pattern of al-Qaida in the Arabian Peninsula, based in Yemen, which dispatched Nigerian suspect Umar Farouk Abdulmutallab to try to bring down a Detroit-bound airliner on Christmas Day. U.S. intelligence analysts, speaking on condition of anonymity because they were not authorized to speak publicly, say even though neither the Haqqani network nor Lashkar e-Taiba has been linked to plots aimed at the mainland U.S., the United States now must assume the groups aspire to strike there, or at the very least help prepare and fund such attacks. The Haqqanis, estimated by a senior defense official to be between 2,000 and 5,000 strong, have already supported attacks on U.S. targets within Afghanistan, including an al-Qaida and the Taliban suicide bombing that killed seven CIA operatives in Khost, in the suicide bombing last December. Don Rassler, of the Combating Terrorism Center at West Point, N.Y., says the group’s leader, Sirajuddin Haqqani, has been careful not to publicly support direct attacks on the United States, despite repeated questioning in online militant Jihadi forums. “He knows where the red lines are and he’s careful not to cross them, so as not to become even more of a target than he already is,” Rassler says. Counterterrorism chief Leiter said monitoring the spread-out terrorist threat is a growing undertaking. The counterterrorism center receives 8,000-10,000 pieces of counterterrorist information every day, he said. “Within those reports, there are roughly 10,000 names every day” and “40-plus specific threats and plots,” Leiter said, including “bombs that are going to go off today or tomorrow.” He likened it to trying to find “a needle in a pile of needles, covered by a haystack.”- Identifying those needles has resulted in huge blows against al-Qaida, he said. Increasingly, though, the United States and Pakistan must explain its attacks, which the enemy uses in propaganda to drive Muslim world public opinion against the United States and the government in Pakistan. The press in Pakistan has claimed that thousands of innocents have been killed by U.S. drone strikes. U.S. officials say it’s nowhere near that total, but they will not provide their own estimates. Leiter said he wouldn’t argue “that some of our actions have not led to some people being radicalized.” But he 
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added, “It doesn’t mean you don’t do it. It means you craft a fuller strategy to explain why you’re doing it.” Pakistan’s ambassador to the United States, Husain Haqqani, said that al-Qaida, too, has turned off wide swaths of Arab and Muslim public opinion by killing 10,000 soldiers, diplomats and mostly civilians in 2009 in Pakistan alone. U.S. officials believe that’s partly because their stepped-up drone campaign has forced al-Qaida to work through proxies that don’t always listen to the al-Qaida leadership when it comes to avoiding civilian casualties. The U.S. officials hold out the hope that the next year of the secret war could provide the critical moment that could lead to the decapitation of al-Qaida’s leadership. But, they contend, if the pressure comes off, al-Qaida could transform itself into an even stronger, more resilient foe — a process they acknowledge has already begun.

A2: Terrorist Resurgence/Resolve [1/2]
Keeping intelligence operatives in the region will check terrorism

Innocent & Carpenter, ’09 
(Malou Innocent, Foreign Policy Analyst @ Cato, Member of the International Institute of Strategic Studies, M.A. in IR from University of Chicago, Ted Galen Carpenter, Vice president for defense and Foreign Policy Studies @ Cato, Ph.D. in U.S. diplomatic history from the University of Texas, “Escaping the 'Graveyard of Empires,” September 14th 2009, http://www.cato.org/pubs/wtpapers/escaping-graveyard-empires-strategy-exit-afghanistan.pdf)
Regrettably, by doubling down on the number of U.S. troops in Afghanistan, the United States is giving al Qaeda leaders exactly what they want: America remains mired in a protracted guerilla war, and U.S. tactics kill and alienate noncombatants, thereby facilitating terrorist recruitment. A smarter strategy would continue the CIA and the FBI’s close cooperation with foreign law enforcement and intelligence agencies. Such close cooperation with foreign governments may be unglamorous, but it netted key 15 al Qaeda operatives, including Khalid Sheik Mohammed, the principal architect of 9/11, and Ramzi bin al Shibh, the main communications and support interface between the 9/11 operatives and the al Qaeda leadership. Such old-fashioned police and spy work would likely score future successes against key members of al Qaeda. Moreover, retaining patrols by unmanned aerial vehicles and covert operations against specific targets will ensure that Osama bin Laden does not march openly through the streets of Kabul. 
No matter when we withdraw from Afghanistan al-Queda will always claim they have “beat” us

Logan, ’09

(Justin Logan, Associate Director of Foreign Policy Studies @ Cato, MA in IR from University of Chicago, “Are We Stick Around in Afghanistan to Deny al-Qaeda a Talking Point?” October 6th 2009, http://www.cato-at-liberty.org/2009/10/06/are-we-sticking-around-in-afghanistan-to-deny-al-qaeda-a-talking-point/
Despite the time that had passed, despite the wreckage in Gaza, Meshaal sneered that the pullout constituted “the beginning of the end for the Zionist program in the region.”  He went on to say “it is unthinkable that our people will renounce the resistance, which made the enemy retreat. This is our only guarantee to force the enemy to withdraw from the other territories.” Now that’s a “hugely empowering message,” to use Gates’ term.  But what it shows is that it is virtually impossible to do enough damage to a group like al Qaeda — or Hamas — that prevents it from claiming a propaganda victory once you leave somewhere.  Issuing press releases and crowing isn’t very hard. Propaganda aside, though, the underlying material reality is unchanged.  The withdrawal from Gaza did not, of course, signal anything like “the beginning of the end for the Zionist program in the region.”  Hamas may try to use terrorism to “force the enemy to withdraw from the other territories,” but it’s far from clear that’s actually going to work. That is to say, Gates is being a bit too postmodern for my tastes here.  We have interests.  We should make clear that we will defend them.  Then, we should defend them.  But to say that we’re so concerned about lending al Qaeda a propaganda victory that we can’t leave Afghanistan is a bridge too far.  There will always be somebody to declare victory for al Qaeda, whether we leave Afghanistan next year or 20 years from now.  Staying until you feel comfortable no one can claim a moral victory as we depart is a recipe for staying forever. 

A2: Terrorist Resurgence/Resolve [2/2]
Terrorism will not be an existential threat if and only if we withdraw

Innocent & Carpenter, ’09 
(Malou Innocent, Foreign Policy Analyst @ Cato, Member of the International Institute of Strategic Studies, M.A. in IR from University of Chicago, Ted Galen Carpenter, Vice president for defense and Foreign Policy Studies @ Cato, Ph.D. in U.S. diplomatic history from the University of Texas, “Escaping the 'Graveyard of Empires,” September 14th 2009, http://www.cato.org/pubs/wtpapers/escaping-graveyard-empires-strategy-exit-afghanistan.pdf)
Al Qaeda is not an existential threat to the United States. It is increasingly unlikely that the group could mount another attack on the scale of 9/11, much less anything larger. All of al Qaeda’s attacks since 9/11 have been more modest, and they have grown more infrequent. In fact, Washington’s continued fixation on the group presents a bigger threat to genuine American interests than the group itself can pose. Alarmism increases the group’s credibility while diverting finite economic and military resources away from increased domestic security. And, as John Mueller, Woody Hayes Chair of National Security Studies at Ohio State University argues, a national predisposition to overreact to terrorism can make the United States a more appealing terrorist target. 18 Though the United States should continue to monitor al Qaeda carefully and carry out operations against it as opportunities arise, it does not merit the strategic obsession that it currently receives. In short, as the war in Afghanistan rages on, President Obama should be skeptical of suggestions that the defeat of al Qaeda depends on more and more U.S. troops. First, al Qaeda terrorist havens can be disrupted through covert operations and supported by unmanned aerial vehicles. Second, an oppressive regime in Afghanistan does not necessarily threaten the United States. Third, it is not clear that the Taliban, if they were to regain control of much of the territory, would again harbor al Qaeda. And fourth, troop increases are likely to incite fierce resistance to foreign forces rather than enhance the prospects of success in a country as large, rural, and impoverished as Afghanistan. 
Amassing thousands of troops in one country is ineffective at fighting the widely dispersed al-Queda network

Innocent, ’09

(Malou Innocent, Foreign Policy Analyst @ Cato, Member of the International Institute of Strategic Studies, M.A. in IR from University of Chicago, “Withdrawing from Afghanistan,” April 24th 2009, http://www.cato-at-liberty.org/2009/04/24/withdrawing-from-afghanistan/)

Oh, the war in Afghanistan. The more I learn, the more I’m convinced that we need to get out. As I described the situation to my Cato colleague Chris Preble, for lack of a better analogy, the Afghanistan–Pakistan border is like a balloon: pushing down on one side forces elements to move to another — it doesn’t eliminate the threat. The fate of Pakistan — a nuclear-armed Muslim-majority country plagued by a powerful jihadist insurgency — will matter more to regional and global stability than economic and political developments in Afghanistan. But if our attempts to stabilize Afghanistan destabilize Pakistan, where does that leave us? Like A.I.G., is Afghanistan too big to fail? No. President Obama earlier this month issued a wide-ranging strategic review of the war and the region, and declared “the core goal of the U.S. must be to disrupt, dismantle, and defeat al Qaeda and its safe havens in Pakistan, and to prevent their return to Pakistan or Afghanistan.” But al Qaeda, as we very well know, is a loosely connected and decentralized network with cells in over 60 countries. Amassing tens of thousands of U.S. and NATO troops in one country — or any country — is unnecessary. Until Pakistan’s intelligence agency, the ISI, changes priorities, this is a stalemate and we are throwing soldiers into a conflict because policymakers fear that, if we leave, it will get worse. Sound familiar? The only military role necessary in Afghanistan is trainers and assistance for the Afghan military, police, and special forces tasked with discrete operations against specific targets. The bulk of the combat forces can and should be withdrawn. 
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We cannot win in Afghanistan – Our only option is to withdraw our non-covert military presence
Innocent & Carpenter, ’09 
(Malou Innocent, Foreign Policy Analyst @ Cato, Member of the International Institute of Strategic Studies, M.A. in IR from University of Chicago, Ted Galen Carpenter, Vice president for defense and Foreign Policy Studies @ Cato, Ph.D. in U.S. diplomatic history from the University of Texas, “Escaping the 'Graveyard of Empires,” September 14th 2009, http://www.cato.org/pubs/wtpapers/escaping-graveyard-empires-strategy-exit-afghanistan.pdf)

Given the nature of the conflict in Afghanistan, a definitive, conventional “victory” is not a realistic option. Denying a sanctuary to terrorists who seek to attack the United States does not require Washington to pacify the entire country, eradicate its opium fields, or sustain a long-term military presence in Central Asia. From the sky, U.S. unmanned aerial vehicles can monitor villages, training camps, and insurgent compounds. On the ground, the United States can retain a small number of covert operatives for intelligence gathering and discrete operations against specific targets, as well as an additional small group of advisers to train Afghan police and military forces. The United States should withdraw most of its forces from Afghanistan within the next 12 to 18 months and treat al Qaeda’s presence in the region as a chronic, but manageable, problem. Washington needs to narrow its objectives to three critical tasks: Security. Support, rather than supplant, indigenous security efforts by training and assisting the Afghan national army and police and, where appropriate, paying off or otherwise co-opting regional militias. Training should be tied to clear metrics. If those benchmarks are not achieved, Washington must cut its losses and cease further assistance. U.S. forces should not become Afghanistan’s perpetual crutch. Intelligence and Regional Relations. Sustain intelligence operations in the region through aerial surveillance, covert operations, and ongoing intelligence-sharing with the Afghan and Pakistani governments. Seek cordial relations with all of Afghanistan’s neighbors, particularly Russia and Iran, as each has the means to significantly undermine or facilitate progress in the country. 

Our presence in Afghanistan hurts our hegemony and forces al-Queda into Pakistan, destabilizing Islamabad and increasing terrorism
Innocent, ’09

(Malou Innocent, Foreign Policy Analyst @ Cato, Member of the International Institute of Strategic Studies, M.A. in IR from University of Chicago, “Should the United States Withdraw from Afghanistan?” Cato Policy Report, November/December 2009, http://www.cato.org/pubs/policy_report/v31n6/cpr31n6-3.html)

Americans understand intuitively that the question about Afghanistan is not whether the war is winnable, but whether it constitutes a vital national security interest. America still does not have a clearly articulated goal. This is why the usual topic of discussion — how to build key institutions and create a legitimate political system — is not so much misguided as it is misplaced. The issue is not whether we can but whether we should. Only recently has the debate moved to this question. Should we remain in Afghanistan? The answer — when stacked against our objective of disrupting, dismantling, and defeating al Qaeda — is clearly no. Going after al Qaeda does not require a large-scale, long-term military presence for several reasons. First, we must keep in mind that the military is wonderful for killing bad guys with disproportionate firepower, destroying enemy troop formations, or bombing command centers, but not for finding hidden killers. The scalpel of intelligence sharing and close cooperation with foreign law enforcement agencies has done more to round up suspected terrorists than the sledgehammer of military force. Second, whether we withdraw or whether we stay, al Qaeda can twist our choice into a victory. If we withdraw, we appear weak — even though America is responsible for almost half of the world's military spending, can project its power to the most inaccessible corners of the globe, and wields one of the planet's largest nuclear arsenals. But America also looks weak if it remains in the region too long. The military will appear bogged down, the strategy aimless, and, despite our best efforts, military operations will continue to kill Afghan civilians, eroding support for our presence among the population. Third, our policy toward Afghanistan is undermining core U.S. interests in Pakistan. Drone operations have successfully killed a number of high-value targets and may have seriously degraded al Qaeda's global capabilities. But our policies are also pushing the region's powerful jihadist insurgency over the border into Pakistan. As early as 2007, in response to repeated Pakistani army incursions, along with a growing number of U.S. missile strikes, an amalgamation of over two dozen tribal-based groups calling themselves "the Taliban" began to emerge in the Pakistani border region. Unfortunately, present U.S. policy is pushing militants deeper into Pakistani cities, strengthening the very jihadist forces we seek to defeat, and pressing this weak but nuclear-armed country in the direction of civil war. Nonetheless, I think perhaps the worst thing we can do is turn our back on this region entirely. That's what we did after nearly a decade of funding the mujahedeen, and we paid for it dearly eight years ago. But there are costs to remaining in the region, not simply in manpower and resources, but in giving al Qaeda what it wants, pushing the conflict into Pakistan, and looking weak by remaining and possibly accomplishing little. 
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America should scale down its combat presence, continue open relations and intelligence sharing with all countries in the region, deploy Special Forces for discrete operations against specific targets, and engage in intensive surveillance as it already does today. 

Our nation-building strategy fails, we must reorient our presence to covert operations to check terrorism and rebuild America’s credibility
Innocent, ’09

(Malou Innocent, Foreign Policy Analyst @ Cato, Member of the International Institute of Strategic Studies, M.A. in IR from University of Chicago, “No More Troops for Afghanistan,” September 16th 2009, http://www.cato.org/pub_display.php?pub_id=10550)

But while military leaders like Gen. Stanley McChrystal say a new strategy must be forged to "earn the support of the [Afghan] people," Washington does not even have the support of the American people. The U.S. does not have the patience, cultural knowledge or legitimacy to transform what is a deeply divided, poverty-stricken, tribal-based society into a self-sufficient, non-corrupt, and stable electoral democracy. And even if Americans did commit several hundred thousand troops and pursued decades of armed nation-building--in the middle of an economic downturn, no less--success would hardly be guaranteed, especially in a country notoriously suspicious of outsiders and largely devoid of central authority. The U.S. and its allies must instead narrow their objectives. A long-term, large-scale presence is not necessary to disrupt al Qaeda, and going after the group does not require Washington to pacify the entire country. Denying a sanctuary to terrorists that seek to attack the U.S. can be done through aerial surveillance, retaining covert operatives for discrete operations against specific targets, and ongoing intelligence-sharing with countries in the region. Overall, remaining in Afghanistan is more likely to tarnish America's reputation and undermine U.S. security than would withdrawal.

Our current counterinsurgency strategy fails – We will never be able to win over the Afghani people
Ward, ’09

(Celeste Ward Gventer, Senior defense analyst @ RAND Corporation, Former political adviser to the operational commander of U.S. forces in Iraq, Former deputy assistant secretary of defense for stability operations capabilities, “Should the United States Withdraw from Afghanistan?” Cato Policy Report, November/December 2009, http://www.cato.org/pubs/policy_report/v31n6/cpr31n6-3.html)

Over the last few years the violence in Afghanistan has come to be dubbed an "insurgency" that requires the application of a counterinsurgency strategy. This is in keeping with the general zeitgeist of "population-centric counterinsurgency" — or COIN — which has now risen to such prominence in U.S. defense and national security thinking that it borders on theology. COIN has become the overriding theme in discussions about not just present, but future, wars; a cultural movement in military defense circles, and, indeed, a worldview. As Colonel Gian Gentile at West Point has written, it has become the new American way of war. The problem is that counterinsurgency doctrine and theory impede our ability to accurately apprehend the nature and extent of our predicament in Afghanistan and are serving as an awkward stand-in for a rational strategy. The existence of a much ballyhooed manual — the Army's Field Manual 3- 24 — and perceived success in employing its precepts in Iraq are serving to obscure the real costs of the campaign in Afghanistan and provide a dangerous illusion concerning the limits of American power. A central problem with population centric COIN theory is that, at heart, it is really nation building. The theory emphasizes the population — meeting its needs, establishing governmental legitimacy, developing economies and so on. Indeed some notable COIN adherents have even emphasized its potential to "change entire societies." So for those of you who argue that there is no strategy in Afghanistan, I would submit to you that, in effect, there is. It is implicit in the logic of COIN, and it is to transform Afghan society. But because the discussion is often wrapped in the more abstruse language of defense wonkery and larded with historical analogies and assumptions, the real strategic trade-offs — the exorbitant costs of building a nation in a country with a history of no real central governance and that ranks 219th in per capita GDP — are glossed over. I would argue that if General McChrystal had released not his counterinsurgency guidance but, instead, his "nation-building guidance," we'd be having a very different discussion. In addition to being the functional equivalent of nation building, there are a number of problems with counterinsurgency theory and doctrine itself. As just one example, a key precept is that we must win over the population. The theory goes that most of the population is unsure whose side they should be on, and we should influence that decision so that they will choose us. But this assumes that a foreign force such as ours could truly understand, never mind penetrate and manipulate the opinions and loyalties of an ancient tribal people. The conceit inherent in this notion goes mostly unremarked upon. By saying we're waging a counterinsurgency campaign in Afghanistan we are committing ourselves to a massive project of nation 
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building in a country that one commentator recently described as "like walking into the Old Testament." It has become cliché to note the administration has yet to articulate a real strategy in Afghanistan. I would submit that counterinsurgency — as an operational concept and set of tactics — has been in effect elevated to the status of a strategy. And calling it a counterinsurgency masks layers of complexity highly relevant to the outcome: tribal rivalry, ethnic conflict, the underlying struggle between tradition and modernity, and doubtless several others. By stripping away the jargon and slogans of counterinsurgency and instead exploring the problem of Afghanistan as it is, including a hard look at our real ends, ways, and means, we would not be "abandoning" Afghanistan as some have suggested. But were we to commit further American blood and treasure before such an analysis, all we would risk abandoning is our reason. 

Trying to support a central state in Afghanistan causes more instability
Friedman, ’09

(Benjamin H. Friedman, Research Fellow in Defense and Homeland Security Studies @ Cato, Ph.D Candidate in Pol. Sci and Affiliate of the Security Studies Program at MIT, BA from Dartmouth, “Making Enemies in Afghanistan,” September 3rd 2009, 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.  
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Withdrawal would favor local warlords who stabilize Afghanistan
Fisher, ’09

[Max Fisher is associate editor for the Atlantic Wire and writes primarily about foreign affairs and national security “Can Warlords Save Afghanistan?,” The Atlantic, NOV 18 2009, http://www.theatlantic.com/international/archive/2009/11/can-warlords-save-afghanistan/30397/]
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 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. 

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. 
Solvency Contention [5/5]
Supporting local non-Tajik tribes can check Taliban resurgence
Long, 10

(Austin Long, Assistant Professor @ Columbia’s School of International and Public Affairs, “Small is Beautiful: The Counterterrorism Option in Afghanistan,” December 2009, http://www.sciencedirect.com/science?_ob=PublicationURL&_tockey=%23TOC%236580%232010%23999459997%231783665%23FLA%23&_cdi=6580&_pubType=J&_auth=y&_acct=C000050221&_version=1&_urlVersion=0&_userid=10&md5=9e8747fc0f2822c5b1b415d651979c24)

The non-Pashtun groups were the critical allies of the United States in 2001 and remain staunchly against the Taliban and other militants. The Tajiks of the Panjshir Valley, for example, are probably even more anti-Taliban than the United States and have made the province one of the most secure in the country. 19 With U.S. support, these groups will be able to prevent the expansion of militants outside Pashtun areas. Local allies in Pashtun areas will not only help contain militants but will also enable collection of intelligence to support the task force operations. One example is the Shinwari tribe in Nangarhar province, which has never valued the Taliban. Shinwari militias are reported to be working with Special Forces in the Achin district of Nangarhar. 20 The Afghan Border Police commander on the Afghanistan-Pakistan border at Spin Boldak, General Abdul Razziq, also derives substantial revenue from cross-border trade and will likely continue to fight the Taliban to maintain this revenue, making him a probable local partner. 21 Another potential ally is the Alokozai tribe in the Arghandab district of Kandahar province, which has a history of resisting the Taliban. 22 Supporting local allies does not mean abandoning the Afghan government any more than supporting local allies in the Awakening movement in Iraq’s Anbar province meant abandoning the Iraq government. 
Working with local War-Lords checks the Taliban
Innocent, ’09

(Malou Innocent, Foreign Policy Analyst @ Cato, Member of the International Institute of Strategic Studies, M.A. in IR from University of Chicago, “A Fresh Take on Afghanistan,” January 20th 2009, http://www.cato.org/pub_display.php?pub_id=9896)

Since 2007, the war in Afghanistan has undergone a dramatic shift, from large-scale attacks to more asymmetric terrorist assaults and roadside ambushes. Pro-Taliban militants attack those perceived to be in support of the Afghan government -- namely, U.S. and North Atlantic Treaty Organization forces and humanitarian aid workers. The Taliban's aim is not direct confrontation, but rather a protracted war of attrition that will gradually expand their political and economic influence. Defeating the spreading Islamist insurgency depends on the coalition's commitment to increase the Afghan government's ability to improve security, deliver basic services and expand development for economic opportunity. But the biggest challenge here will be to reconcile the imbalance between what Afghanistan is -- a complex tapestry of traditional tribal structures -- and what we want it to be -- a burgeoning nation-state governed centrally from Kabul. Containing the insurgency will require working with local leaders to ferret out militants. Unfortunately, these local leaders in far-flung provinces have limited contact with the central government institutions in which the coalition has invested the most time and resources. Overall, the coalition must move away from focusing solely on the country's national institutions, such as the Afghan National Army, and devote more to increasing security at the district and provincial levels. One way would be for U.S. and NATO forces, in cooperation with the Afghan government, to provide tribal councils with more opportunities for economic development and greater autonomy in running local affairs. In exchange, tribes would be encouraged to recruit men for Afghan local security forces and to evict insurgents rather than provide them shelter. Such an approach gradually pries the loyalties of indigenous people away from extremists, helping to weaken the Taliban's ability to exploit tribal rivalries. It will also involve negotiating with at least some groups that oppose the coalition's presence. This approach might work by separating militants who fight for money -- what U.S. Central Command Chief General David Petraeus referred to as "reconcilables" -- from the more intractable Islamist elements of the insurgency. There will certainly be risks in adopting this new approach. Dialogue with rank-and-file insurgents is unlikely to persuade senior Taliban leadership to renounce violence or stop recruiting. It will also be difficult to distinguish the "reconcilables" from others. Afghanistan's tribal networks are complex and in some areas (mainly along the eastern border with Pakistan) constantly shifting. U.S. and NATO forces are already having difficulty telling ordinary tribesmen from militant operatives. But if the coalition is to make further progress securing the country, there is little alternative but to try.

Solvency Extension [1/2]

The U.S. should keep security trainers and covert operations in Afghanistan while withdrawing our combat presence

Innocent & Carpenter, ’09 
(Malou Innocent, Foreign Policy Analyst @ Cato, Member of the International Institute of Strategic Studies, M.A. in IR from University of Chicago, Ted Galen Carpenter, Vice president for defense and Foreign Policy Studies @ Cato, Ph.D. in U.S. diplomatic history from the University of Texas, “Escaping the 'Graveyard of Empires,” September 14th 2009, http://www.cato.org/pubs/wtpapers/escaping-graveyard-empires-strategy-exit-afghanistan.pdf)
In the long-term, the militancy centered along the Afghanistan-Pakistan border can be managed and to some extent contained with low-key, limited U.S. assistance. Consequently, the United States should withdraw most of its forces from Afghanistan within the next 12 to 18 months. In the interim, Washington must narrow its military objectives in Afghanistan in three critical ways: 1. At a fairly low cost, the United States can provide trainers and advisers for Afghan security forces, but training is unlikely to create a self-sustaining army or police force that can secure the country anytime in the near future. 2. The United States should sustain intelligence operations in the region, through aerial surveillance, covert operations, and ongoing intelligence-sharing with the Afghan and Pakistani governments. U.S. policymakers should seek cordial relations with all of Afghanistan’s neighbors, particularly Russia and Iran, as each has the means to significantly undermine progress in the country, and conversely, has the ability to facilitate progress. 
UAVs and covert operations can manage al-Queda absent a large scale military presence in the region

Innocent & Carpenter, ’09 
(Malou Innocent, Foreign Policy Analyst @ Cato, Member of the International Institute of Strategic Studies, M.A. in IR from University of Chicago, Ted Galen Carpenter, Vice president for defense and Foreign Policy Studies @ Cato, Ph.D. in U.S. diplomatic history from the University of Texas, “Escaping the 'Graveyard of Empires,” September 14th 2009, http://www.cato.org/pubs/wtpapers/escaping-graveyard-empires-strategy-exit-afghanistan.pdf)
Al Qaeda does have a presence in the region and some people fear that if the United States were to withdraw, the Taliban might retake control of Kabul and once again provide shelter to al Qaeda. Bruce Riedel of the Saban Center at the Brookings Institution, who served as Obama’s top Afghanistan adviser during the 2008 presidential campaign, argues that NATO countries must “not let the global jihad take over [Afghanistan and Pakistan] and further expand their sanctuaries.” 11 Frederick Kagan of the American Enterprise Institute argues that “Afghanistan is not now a sanctuary for al-Qaeda, but it would likely become one again if we abandoned it. . . . Allowing Afghanistan to fail would mean allowing these determined enemies of the United States to regain the freedom they had before 9/11.” 12 Al Qaeda poses a manageable security problem, not an existential threat to America. Washington’s response, with an open-ended mission, is both unnecessary and unsustainable. Technological advances over the past decade allow us to keep an eye on places without having tens of thousands of boots on the ground. In Iraq and Afghanistan, unmanned aerial vehicles (UAVs) survey roads for improvised explosive devices, transmitting 16,000 hours of video each month. 13 UAVs are smaller, lighter, and cheaper than manned aircraft, because they don’t need equipment to support a crew, and operations can run without combat search-and-rescue in place. UAV missions are far less intrusive than a large-scale military presence, and they can help protect legitimate American security interests. UAV technology would also help to ensure we do not see a repeat of the 1990s, when the United States documented links between the Taliban and al Qaeda, but hovered between indifference and bureaucratic paralysis when shaping policy in the region. Today, we can target terrorists where they do emerge via airstrikes and covert raids. Thus, denying a sanctuary to terrorists who seek to attack the United States does not require complete pacification of Afghanistan, much less a long-term, large-scale military presence in the region. 
Solvency Extension [2/2]

Our military operations on the Afghan-Pak border fuel instability in the region

Dorronsoro, ’09


(Gilles Dorronsoro, Visiting scholar at the Carnegie Endowment for International Peace; Expert on Afghanistan, Turkey, and South Asia. Specializes in the security and political development in Afghanistan, particularly the role of the International Security Assistance Force, the necessary steps for a viable government in Kabul, and the conditions necessary for withdrawal scenario; Former professor of political science at the Sorbonne, Paris and the Institute of Political Studies of Renne; Former scientific coordinator at the French Institute of Anatolian Studies in Istanbul, “Focus and Exit: an alternative Strategy for the afghan war,” Carnegie Endowment for International Peace: Foreign Policy for the Next President, January 2009)
From this perspective, the current U.S. policy of cross-border and targeted attacks on al-Qaeda does not make sense for several reasons. First, the strikes cannot seriously change the military equation. Second, the political costs for Islamabad are enormous in terms of internal credibility. The strikes are (generally) cleared in advance with the Pakistani army, but this does not reduce the political challenge they pose for the civil government. Third, American intervention is probably al- Qaeda’s most effective argument to discourage the local tribes from making a deal with the Pakistani government. The different insurgencies (Swat Valley, Balochistan, Waziristan, and others) are very different in nature but tend to align due to U.S. pressure. The spirit of Jihad is kept alive by many things, but U.S. air strikes are instrumental in casting Jihad as the central ideological framework. Finally, U.S. operations in Pakistan have escalated the war in the border area. The latest operations against convoys carrying U.S. equipment en route to Afghanistan show that the border areas are war zones and that the Taliban are able to respond in kind. 

Military Presence causes instability in fragmented societies

Dorronsoro, ’09

(Gilles Dorronsoro, Visiting scholar at the Carnegie Endowment for International Peace; Expert on Afghanistan, Turkey, and South Asia. Specializes in the security and political development in Afghanistan, particularly the role of the International Security Assistance Force, the necessary steps for a viable government in Kabul, and the conditions necessary for withdrawal scenario; Former professor of political science at the Sorbonne, Paris and the Institute of Political Studies of Renne; Former scientific coordinator at the French Institute of Anatolian Studies in Istanbul, “Focus and Exit: an alternative Strategy for the afghan war,” Carnegie Endowment for International Peace: Foreign Policy for the Next President, January 2009)
Historically, the more military pressure is put on a fragmented society like Afghanistan, the more a coalition against the invader becomes the likely outcome—as happened in the 1980s with the Soviet occupation and against the British in the nineteenth century. 

A2: New Strategy Works

Current troop surge strategy will not be able to stabilize Afghanistan or check al-Qaeda

Long, ’10

(Austin Long, Assistant Professor @ Columbia’s School of International and Public Affairs, “Small is Beautiful: The Counterterrorism Option in Afghanistan,” December 2009, http://www.sciencedirect.com/science?_ob=PublicationURL&_tockey=%23TOC%236580%232010%23999459997%231783665%23FLA%23&_cdi=6580&_pubType=J&_auth=y&_acct=C000050221&_version=1&_urlVersion=0&_userid=10&md5=9e8747fc0f2822c5b1b415d651979c24)

If that is the U.S. goal, what resources are then needed? According to several assessments, including General McChrystal’s, substantial numbers of troops will be needed to secure and build a stable Afghanistan that will then be inimical to al Qaeda and deny it the sanctuary it desires. 5 However, this does not directly disrupt, dismantle, or defeat Al Qaeda, which primarily now operates next door in Pakistan. Only if Pakistan simultaneously takes action against al Qaeda would this approach succeed, essentially squeezing al Qaeda into ever narrower spaces along the border, substantially disrupting and dismantling if not totally defeating. However, there appears to be little prospect of Pakistan taking these actions in a substantial way. Indeed, two of the principal al Qaeda allies that the international community is fighting in Afghanistan, the Quetta Shura Taliban and the Haqqani network, receive sanctuary in Pakistan and support from Pakistan’s Inter-Services Intelligence (ISI). Those operations against militants that Pakistan has undertaken have been directed at the ‘‘Pakistani Taliban,’’ principally Tehrik-e-Taliban Pakistan (TTP) and Tehreek-e-Nafaz-e-Shariat-e-Mohammadi (TNSM). 6 It is these groups that threaten the Pakistani state rather than ISI’s Afghan proxies. This is not to say Pakistan supports al Qaeda—indeed Pakistan has been helpful in collecting intelligence against some al Qaeda targets and has allowed numerous U.S. drone strikes against them. However, in protecting its proxies, Pakistan has indirectly protected al Qaeda, which shelters in the shadow of Afghan as well as Pakistani militants. There is no sign that Pakistan will cease to provide sanctuary to its proxies and by extension to al Qaeda. This means efforts to disrupt, dismantle, and defeat al Qaeda in Pakistan will continue to be those that have been ongoing—collecting intelligence through various means and then targeting with drone strikes based on that intelligence. A stable Afghanistan will not change that. Moreover, the prospects for a stable Afghanistan are grim while Afghan militants retain support and sanctuary in Pakistan. General McChrystal’s report acknowledges this: ‘‘While the existence of safe havens in Pakistan does not guarantee ISAF [International Security Assistance Force] failure, Afghanistan does require Pakistani cooperation and action against violent militancy, particularly against those groups active in Afghanistan.’’ 7 Thus, even an increase in U.S. troops and a transformation of counterinsurgency strategy has a high risk of failure if Pakistan does not take action against its Afghan proxies. Again that seems unlikely. Moreover, maintaining troops in Afghanistan will cost between $500,000 and $1,000,000 per individual per year, meaning a force of 90,000 U.S. troops would cost $45-$90 billion per year for an unknown but likely lengthy duration. 8 So the troop increase authorized by the president for Afghanistan will not directly disrupt, dismantle, or defeat al Qaeda even if executed exactly as General McChrystal proposes. It will only indirectly be able to do so if Pakistan takes action against its Afghan proxies, who in turn allow al Qaeda to shelter with them, yet there is little prospect of that. Finally, the chance of actually succeeding in making Afghanistan stable in the first place is low if Pakistan does not take action against its Afghan proxies. Even attempting to stabilize Afghanistan as General McChrystal proposes will be extraordinarily expensive. This seems to pose an insoluble problem for the United States. 

A2: Winning Now/Hearts and Minds Campaign Working

Impossible to win the hearts and minds in Afghanistan – The culture is to complex

Innocent & Carpenter, ’09 

(Malou Innocent, Foreign Policy Analyst @ Cato, Member of the International Institute of Strategic Studies, M.A. in IR from University of Chicago, Ted Galen Carpenter, Vice president for defense and Foreign Policy Studies @ Cato, Ph.D. in U.S. diplomatic history from the University of Texas, “Escaping the 'Graveyard of Empires,” September 14th 2009, http://www.cato.org/pubs/wtpapers/escaping-graveyard-empires-strategy-exit-afghanistan.pdf)

Many tribes living in rural, isolated, and sparsely populated provinces have little interest cooperating with “foreigners,” a relative term considering the limited contact many have with their country’s own central government. Afghanistan’s political and tribal rivalries are incredibly complex and growing more so. The country’s estimated 33 million people hail from more than 20 diverse ethnic groups, including Uzbek, Tajik, Baluch/Baloch, Turkman, Pashai, Nuristani, and others. Many of these groups have different tribal policies. They also adhere to different religious traditions. Most Afghans are Sunni, but some, like the Hazara, are Shia. Despite its diverse makeup, Afghanistan is most commonly associated with its largest ethnic group, the Pashtuns. Even this group is fragmented; there are more than 50 tribes within the Pashtun ethnic group, including Ghilzai, Durrani, Wazirs, Afridis, and dozens more living in southern and eastern Afghanistan and along the border in northwest Pakistan. 44 Each Pashtun tribe divides into sub-tribes or clans (khels); there is estimated to be 30 clans in the Mehsud tribe alone. 45 Each clan then divides into sections that split into extended families. To win Afghan hearts and minds, the United States and the Afghan government not only have to compete with the Taliban’s shadow government, but also contend with the amalgamation of mullahs and warlords, such as Karim Khalili, Abdul Rashid Dostum, Haji Abdul Quadir, and others who have usurped the power of indigenous tribal chiefs. The issue of tribal and political rivalries has plagued the region for centuries. As David B. Edwards, professor of Social Sciences at Williams College, writes in Heroes of the Age: Moral Fault Lines on the Afghan Frontier, “Afghanistan’s central problem [is] Afghanistan itself, specifically certain profound moral contradictions that have inhibited this country from forging a coherent civil society.” Edwards continues, “These contradictions are deeply rooted in Afghan culture, but they have come to the fore in the last one hundred years, since the advent of the nation-state, the laying down of permanent borders, and the attempt to establish an extensive state bureaucracy and to invest that bureaucracy with novel forms of authority and control.” 46 For the United States and its allies to navigate such complex tribal rivalries is an extremely daunting task. For example, Durrani Pashtuns have traditionally served as Afghanistan’s political elite. President Karzai himself emerged from the Popalzai clan of the Durrani confederation. Many Ghilzai Pashtuns in the country’s east, unlike their Durrani counterparts, tend to be rural, less well educated, and were the main foot soldiers of the Taliban. The Karzai government alienates some historically marginalized Durrani clans as well as some Ghilzai clans in the east, which today have only token representation in the Afghan government. 47 The relationship between tribes and Afghanistan’s central government will continue to be tenuous. 
A2: Counterinsurgency/Nation building Effective [1/4]

Nation building will fail – Maintaining covert operations in Afghanistan will be enough to maintain stability in the region

Carpenter, ’09 

(Ted Galen Carpenter, Vice president for defense and Foreign Policy Studies @ Cato, Ph.D. in U.S. diplomatic history from the University of Texas, “Should the United States Withdraw from Afghanistan?” Cato Policy Report, November/December 2009, http://www.cato.org/pubs/policy_report/v31n6/cpr31n6-3.html)

The United States, as of next month, will have been in Afghanistan for eight years. It is not only time to ask some hard questions, it's well past time to ask those questions. Among the questions we ought to be asking: specifically what are America's objectives in Afghanistan? It's not enough to say we want to win. Specifically, what are our objectives? Second question: specifically, what is the strategy to achieve those objectives? Third question: what is the probability that the chosen strategy can achieve the stated objectives? And then, finally, what is the probability that the objectives can be achieved with any feasible strategy? We waited seven long years for the Bush Administration to address those questions and it never really did so. We've now waited nearly eight months for the Obama administration to do so and it really has not provided adequate answers for any of those questions, much less all of them. What has happened is we seem to have drifted into an amorphous, open-ended, nation-building mission, one of unlimited scope and unlimited duration. That is a very bad business indeed. Our objective should be to prevent al Qaeda from again using Afghanistan as a reliable sanctuary to plan and execute large-scale attacks against the United States, as it did on 9/11. Now that's a fairly specific, fairly narrow objective. But that's really the core American interest in Afghanistan. There are numerous missions that have been suggested, and this country seems to be pursuing, that we don't need to pursue to achieve that narrow objective. For example, we don't need to try to transform Afghanistan into a stable, modern, democratic society with a strong central government in Kabul. I would argue that can't be done in any case. At least, it can't be done at a reasonable cost in blood and treasure and in a reasonable amount of time. Afghanistan is largely a pre-industrial, clan- and tribal-based society. It is almost a misnomer to refer to it as a nation-state in the Western sense of the term. In addition, nation building has a lousy track record, even in arenas that are far more promising than Afghanistan. Secondly, we don't need to win a war on drugs in Afghanistan to accomplish our core security objective. This is another mission into which we have seemingly drifted. An August report to the Senate Foreign Relations Committee made a startling admission; namely, that there is no credible evidence that al Qaeda derives significant revenues from narcotics trafficking. (That startled even me.) The Taliban does. As a matter of fact, just about everybody else in Afghanistan does. Illegal drugs, whether we like it or not, are a pervasive part of Afghanistan's economy, roughly a third of the country's total GDP. And lest we think that it's just the insurgents who benefit from narcotics revenues, pro-government factions are in the trade up to their eyeballs. Indeed, it would be much easier to draw up a list of prominent Afghan political figures who are not involved in the drug trade than it would to draw up a list of the ones who are. And it would be a much shorter list to cite the ones who are not. Finally, we do not need to crush the Taliban to achieve our legitimate objectives regarding al Qaeda. It has been a big mistake of U.S. policymakers to conflate al Qaeda and the Taliban. The former is a foreign terrorist organization with the United States in its crosshairs. The latter is an admittedly repulsive political faction, but it represents a parochial insurgency and, in some ways, Pashtun solidarity, which is something to which we'd better pay attention. It is not a direct security threat to the United States. What has happened over the years is that we have drifted into a war against the Taliban, not primarily against al Qaeda. Indeed, on September 11 General McChrystal made an admission that I found almost as startling as the admission about drug revenues in the report to the Senate Foreign Relations Committee. He said that there really is no evidence of a significant al Qaeda presence in Afghanistan. My response to that was: well, if al Qaeda isn't in Afghanistan, why on Earth are we in Afghanistan? We went there to defeat al Qaeda. If this isn't the arena for al Qaeda anymore, then our mission seems to have no rational purpose whatsoever. I believe we can develop a strategy for success but have to dial back the concept of victory to something that protects America's core security interests and has a reasonable prospect of success. That means focusing on disrupting and weakening al Qaeda. And note the terms I use. I don't talk about a definitive victory. That's not possible against a shadowy, nonstate terrorist adversary. We're not going to get some kind of surrender ceremony, or a signed document. Instead, we have to treat the threat posed by al Qaeda as a chronic security problem, but one that can be managed. I tend to get very impatient with people in Washington and in the opinion-shaping sector in America generally, who seem to act as though Islamic terrorists are all 15 feet tall and about to take over the planet. They aren't, and they aren't. The sooner we realize that, the far better strategy we will have. We need to abandon the counter-narcotics campaign in its entirety. And we need to abandon any notion of a nation-building campaign in Afghanistan. Now what should we be doing? Well, we should be cutting deals with any relevant player, not just acting as though the government in Kabul is the only relevant actor. Not just focusing on trying to create something that has never really existed in Afghanistan: a very powerful central government in control of the whole country backed by 
A2: Counterinsurgency/Nation building Effective [2/4]

a strong national army. We need to be cutting deals with every relevant player who's willing to work with us. That means regional warlords. That means tribal leaders. That means clan leaders. And yes, it includes trying to work out arrangements with elements of the Taliban that might be willing to try to work with us against al Qaeda. I don't think it is inevitable at all that, even if the Taliban were able to establish control over most of Afghanistan, it would necessarily give shelter again to al Qaeda. Taliban leaders have learned that there is a price to pay for that kind of decision. We don't need a large military footprint to achieve such modest military goals. Small numbers of CIA and Special Forces personnel, to work with cooperative players, should be sufficient. That means that virtually all U.S. forces can and should be withdrawn over the next 18 months. Escalation, which is the course we're on now, is precisely the wrong strategy. No matter how long we stay, how much money we spend, and how many lives we squander, Afghanistan is never going to become a central Asian version of Arizona. We should stop operating under the delusion that it will. 

Nation-Building in Afghanistan is impossible

Innocent, ’09

(Malou Innocent, Foreign Policy Analyst @ Cato, Member of the International Institute of Strategic Studies, M.A. in IR from University of Chicago, “Surging toward Failure in Afghanistan,” March 20th 2009, http://www.cato.org/pub_display.php?pub_id=10061)

The United States and its Nato allies do not have the responsibility, the qualifications or the capital to be Afghanistan's caretaker. But what the coalition does need, yet unfortunately still lacks, is a clearly stated objective of what they hope to achieve in Afghanistan. Bringing stability is an obvious goal in the short term. But the long-term prospect of defeating the Taliban and rebuilding the country is an issue that needs to be addressed, yet is seldom raised. Only months after the initial invasion of Afghanistan, the Northern Alliance and a very small number of US special forces achieved their original goal. The Taliban was ousted from power and al-Qaida lost its sanctuary. Nevertheless, the Bonn Agreement of December 2001 — which called for a commission to reconstitute the country's judicial system in accordance with its 1964 constitution — put Washington on a perilous course of building infrastructure, establishing a rule of law and engaging in counternarcotics. These more ambitious and less achievable goals diverted attention from ensuring the Taliban would not come back to power, and provided the group the opportunity to stage their comeback. Since 2007 and steadily through 2008, improvised explosive devices, suicide bombs and roadside ambushes have increased across the country, particularly in the Pashtun-dominated east and south. In Logar province — a Taliban and Haqqani network stronghold just south of the capital, Kabul — militants have created a parallel judiciary. Ambassador Jawad's larger point of promises made long ago that today remain unfulfilled is correct. Yet the complex nature of the region and its people — many of whom have a stronger allegiance to proximate tribes and warlords than to far-away leaders in Kabul — make assisting this destitute and war-ravaged country next to impossible. Indeed, rather than re-building, the United States and Nato would be building much of the country, such as erecting infrastructure, tailoring a judicial system to make it compatible with local customs and undertaking such a monumental enterprise in a country awash with weapons, notoriously suspicious of outsiders, and largely absent of central authority. These were conditions not fully considered under the previous administration. Afghanistan under the tutelage of the Taliban was the clearest case of a foreign threat emanating from a categorical failed state. 

A2: Counterinsurgency/Nation building Effective [3/4]

We will never have the resources necessary to launch an effective counterinsurgency strategy

Will, ’09

(George F. Will, Pulitzer Prize Winner, Syndicated Columnist, Ph.D. in Politics from Princeton, M.A. in PPE from Oxford, Former Lecturer @ Harvard, “Time to get out of Afghanistan,” September 1st 2009, http://www.washingtonpost.com/wp-dyn/content/article/2009/08/31/AR2009083102912.html)

U.S. strategy -- protecting the population -- is increasingly troop-intensive while Americans are increasingly impatient about "deteriorating" (says Adm. Mike Mullen, chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff) conditions. The war already is nearly 50 percent longer than the combined U.S. involvements in two world wars, and NATO assistance is reluctant and often risible. The U.S. strategy is "clear, hold and build." Clear? Taliban forces can evaporate and then return, confident that U.S. forces will forever be too few to hold gains. Hence nation-building would be impossible even if we knew how, and even if Afghanistan were not the second-worst place to try: The Brookings Institution ranks Somalia as the only nation with a weaker state. Military historian Max Hastings says Kabul controls only about a third of the country -- "control" is an elastic concept -- and " 'our' Afghans may prove no more viable than were 'our' Vietnamese, the Saigon regime." Just 4,000 Marines are contesting control of Helmand province, which is the size of West Virginia. The New York Times reports a Helmand official saying he has only "police officers who steal and a small group of Afghan soldiers who say they are here for 'vacation.' " Afghanistan's $23 billion gross domestic product is the size of Boise's. Counterinsurgency doctrine teaches, not very helpfully, that development depends on security, and that security depends on development. Three-quarters of Afghanistan's poppy production for opium comes from Helmand. In what should be called Operation Sisyphus, U.S. officials are urging farmers to grow other crops. Endive, perhaps? Even though violence exploded across Iraq after, and partly because of, three elections, Afghanistan's recent elections were called "crucial." To what? They came, they went, they altered no fundamentals, all of which militate against American "success," whatever that might mean. Creation of an effective central government? Afghanistan has never had one. U.S. Ambassador Karl Eikenberry hopes for a "renewal of trust" of the Afghan people in the government, but the Economist describes President Hamid Karzai's government -- his vice presidential running mate is a drug trafficker -- as so "inept, corrupt and predatory" that people sometimes yearn for restoration of the warlords, "who were less venal and less brutal than Mr. Karzai's lot." Mullen speaks of combating Afghanistan's "culture of poverty." But that took decades in just a few square miles of the South Bronx. Gen. Stanley McChrystal, the U.S. commander in Afghanistan, thinks jobs programs and local government services might entice many "accidental guerrillas" to leave the Taliban. But before launching New Deal 2.0 in Afghanistan, the Obama administration should ask itself: If U.S. forces are there to prevent reestablishment of al-Qaeda bases -- evidently there are none now -- must there be nation-building invasions of Somalia, Yemen and other sovereignty vacuums? U.S. forces are being increased by 21,000, to 68,000, bringing the coalition total to 110,000. About 9,000 are from Britain, where support for the war is waning. Counterinsurgency theory concerning the time and the ratio of forces required to protect the population indicates that, nationwide, Afghanistan would need hundreds of thousands of coalition troops, perhaps for a decade or more. That is inconceivable. So, instead, forces should be substantially reduced to serve a comprehensively revised policy: America should do only what can be done from offshore, using intelligence, drones, cruise missiles, airstrikes and small, potent Special Forces units, concentrating on the porous 1,500-mile border with Pakistan, a nation that actually matters. 

A2: Counterinsurgency/Nation building Effective [4/4]

The U.S. should leave nation-building for Afghanistan and Pakistan – Best for us to get out of the way

Bandow, ’09

(Doug Bandow, Senior Fellow @ Cato, Special assistant to President Reagan, J.D. from Stanford, “Sticking Around Afghanistan Forever?” September 9th 2009, http://www.cato-at-liberty.org/2009/09/09/sticking-around-afghanistan-forever/)

I’ll confess one of the arguments that I’ve never understood is the claim that the U.S. “abandoned” Afghanistan after aiding the Mujahadeen in the latter’s battle against the Soviet Union.  Yet Secretary of Defense Robert Gates apparently is the latest proponent of this view. Reports the Washington Post: Defense Secretary Robert M. Gates said in an interview broadcast this week that the United States would not repeat the mistake of abandoning Afghanistan, vowing that “both Afghanistan and Pakistan can count on us for the long term.” Just what does he believe we should have done?  Obviously, the Afghans didn’t want us to try to govern them.  Any attempt to impose a regime on them through Kabul would have met the same resistance that defeated the Soviets.  Backing a favored warlord or two would have just involved America in the ensuing conflict.  Nor would carpet-bombing Afghanistan with dollar bills starting in 1989 after the Soviets withdrew have led to enlightened, liberal Western governance and social transformation.  Humanitarian aid sounds good, but as we’ve (re)discovered recently, building schools doesn’t get you far if there’s little or no security and kids are afraid to attend.  And a half century of foreign experience has demonstrated that recipients almost always take the money and do what they want — principally maintaining power by rewarding friends and punishing enemies.  The likelihood of the U.S doing any better in tribal Afghanistan as its varied peoples shifted from resisting outsiders to fighting each other is a fantasy. The best thing the U.S. government could do for the long-term is get out of the way.  Washington has eliminated al-Qaeda as an effective transnational terrorist force.  The U.S. should leave nation-building to others, namely the Afghans and Pakistanis.  Only Afghanistan and Pakistan can confront the overwhelming challenges facing both nations. 

A2: Warlords Bad/Central Government Good [1/4]

A centralized state causes anarchy – Warlords create stability

Castonguay, ’10 

(David Castonguay studied philosophy, mathematics, and economy, worked as an analyst on China, and is a contributor to Foreign Policy In Focus, a project of the Institute for Policy Studies, February 17, 2010, “In Praise of Warlords”, http://www.fpif.org/articles/in_praise_of_warlords)

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

The warlords are key to successful presence – Cutting them off would make them a threat
Porter, ’09 

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

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

Mukhopadhyay, ’09

[Dipali Mukhopadhyay is a doctoral candidate at The Fletcher School of Law and Diplomacy and a Jennings Randolph Dissertation Scholar at the U.S. Institute of Peace. She has previously received doctoral fellowships from Harvard Law School and the Jacob K. Javits Fellowship Program at the U.S. Department of Education. She completed her undergraduate studies at Yale in the Political Science Department, after which she worked at the Carnegie Endowment’s Nonproliferation Program as a junior fellow. Mukhopadhyay is writing her dissertation on state building and provincial governance in Afghanistan, particularly on the role of warlord commanders-turned provincial governors. She has conducted nearly 150 interviews in Kabul, as well as in northern and eastern Afghanistan, having spent several months in-country in 2007 and 2008. She also served as a consultant to the Agha Khan Development Network in summer 2004 in the northeastern province of Badakhshan, where she conducted conflict analysis training and research on the drug economy. 2009, “Warlords As Bureaucrats: The Afghan Experience”, http://www.carnegieendowment.org/files/warlords_as_bureaucrats.pdf]

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

Mukhopadhyay, ’09

[Dipali Mukhopadhyay is a doctoral candidate at The Fletcher School of Law and Diplomacy and a Jennings Randolph Dissertation Scholar at the U.S. Institute of Peace. She has previously received doctoral fellowships from Harvard Law School and the Jacob K. Javits Fellowship Program at the U.S. Department of Education. She completed her undergraduate studies at Yale in the Political Science Department, after which she worked at the Carnegie Endowment’s Nonproliferation Program as a junior fellow. Mukhopadhyay is writing her dissertation on state building and provincial governance in Afghanistan, particularly on the role of warlord commanders-turned provincial governors. She has conducted nearly 150 interviews in Kabul, as well as in northern and eastern Afghanistan, having spent several months in-country in 2007 and 2008. She also served as a consultant to the Agha Khan Development Network in summer 2004 in the northeastern province of Badakhshan, where she conducted conflict analysis training and research on the drug economy. 2009, “Warlords As Bureaucrats: The Afghan Experience”, http://www.carnegieendowment.org/files/warlords_as_bureaucrats.pdf]

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

Mukhopadhyay, ’09

[Dipali Mukhopadhyay is a doctoral candidate at The Fletcher School of Law and Diplomacy and a Jennings Randolph Dissertation Scholar at the U.S. Institute of Peace. She has previously received doctoral fellowships from Harvard Law School and the Jacob K. Javits Fellowship Program at the U.S. Department of Education. She completed her undergraduate studies at Yale in the Political Science Department, after which she worked at the Carnegie Endowment’s Nonproliferation Program as a junior fellow. Mukhopadhyay is writing her dissertation on state building and provincial governance in Afghanistan, particularly on the role of warlord commanders-turned provincial governors. She has conducted nearly 150 interviews in Kabul, as well as in northern and eastern Afghanistan, having spent several months in-country in 2007 and 2008. She also served as a consultant to the Agha Khan Development Network in summer 2004 in the northeastern province of Badakhshan, where she conducted conflict analysis training and research on the drug economy. 2009, “Warlords As Bureaucrats: The Afghan Experience”, http://www.carnegieendowment.org/files/warlords_as_bureaucrats.pdf]

The tenures of provincial governors Atta Mohammad Noor and Gul Agha Sherzai reflect the costs and benefits of warlord integration into new state institutions in Afghanistan. I spent the summer of 2008 in the provinces of each governor and in the capital city of Kabul conducting interviews with both men, their advisers and staffs, former subcommanders and combatants, as well as members of the private sector, media, civil society, and international agencies. While their provinces vary in dramatic ways, both warlord-governors are widely known for delivering progress in stability, reconstruction, and counternarcotics. In so doing, they have become valuable partners of the Karzai administration and its international supporters and are cited nationwide for their long tenures and exceptional performances. Their governing styles represent two viable models of hybrid governance with lessons for state building and (re) formation in Afghanistan and beyond. Governor Atta, a Tajik commander who served under Ahmed Shah Massoud, the legendary mujahideen commander assassinated by al-Qaeda agents just before 9/11, is a native of the northern province of Balkh, which he has 
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governed since 2004. Governor Sherzai, a Pashtun commander, comes from the southern province of Kandahar, where he served as governor before being transferred to the eastern province of Nangarhar in 2005. The two provinces represent two poles of the Afghan security and political situation. The northern province of Balkh is considered to be relatively stable and removed from the insurgency. In contrast, the eastern province of Nangarhar is part of the Pashtun tribal belt that borders Pakistan and lies at the heart of Afghanistan’s hot zone. Because of the threat level, Nangarhar represents a high priority for the United States and has received significant military and capital resources, while a Swedish civil-military team serves in Balkh. As is the case throughout Afghanistan, each province must be understood in its own unique terms. Nonetheless, the challenges and opportunities found in Balkh and Nangarhar reflect deeper trends throughout the country, and there are lessons to be learned from the tenures of both governors. Atta and Sherzai were part of a clique of commanders who had the power to subvert or compete with the fledgling state in 2001. But these two individuals decided instead to join the new political project in Afghanistan. While both governors fought beside American soldiers as commanders, the nature of the informal power they leverage varies significantly and so, too, does their approach to governing. They have both been criticized for their brand of warlord politics, but each has delivered a variety of goods and services to the population, the central government, and the international community—a largely unprecedented achievement. I have chosen these two warlords-turned-governors because they have been more successful than most in governing their provinces. Their experience, furthermore, illustrates the enormous difficulty of developing provincial governments in Afghanistan and the mixture of informal local power and political skills required in relating to the central government and the international community. But before examining the specifics of each case, both cases must be considered in the larger context of provincial governance countrywide. The highly centralized 2004 constitution affords little autonomy to provincial governors. They operate at the critical interface between the center and the periphery, but have limited fiscal discretion and almost no formal authority to make provincial and district political and administrative appointments. Informal power matters, therefore, more than it might in a decentralized framework. To deliver progress on security, reconstruction, and counternarcotics as well as patronage to various clientele sometimes requires a capacity to leverage relationships, resources, and influence beyond the formal architecture of the state. Moreover, the absence of formal institutions at the provincial and district level gives greater value to this informal capital. The capacity to leverage informal power and deliver to the population is insufficient, however, in this “post-conflict” game. Governors are appointed by the president, not popularly elected. The key political game, therefore, is less within the province than between the provincial governor and the central government. A number of unsuccessful strongman-governors, most notably Ismail Khan of Herat, found their rule cut short by a failure to appease the center and its foreign supporters. In a number of provinces, competent and qualified “technocrat” governors have been appointed, but they must contend with local strongmen in addition to all of the other challenges involved in provincial governance. Governors Atta and Sherzai have found a balance between their assertion of informal power, their deference to the center, and their delivery of results to the government and the international community. It looks very different than conventional conceptions of “good governance,” but it represents one enduring formula in this challenging political environment.
A2: Consult Taliban

Engaging in negotiations with the Taliban undermines the legitimacy of Karzai’s government

Innocent & Carpenter, ’09 
(Malou Innocent, Foreign Policy Analyst @ Cato, Member of the International Institute of Strategic Studies, M.A. in IR from University of Chicago, Ted Galen Carpenter, Vice president for defense and Foreign Policy Studies @ Cato, Ph.D. in U.S. diplomatic history from the University of Texas, “Escaping the 'Graveyard of Empires,” September 14th 2009, http://www.cato.org/pubs/wtpapers/escaping-graveyard-empires-strategy-exit-afghanistan.pdf)
Tellis has a compelling point, but as an aside, the debate over whether the United States and NATO should engage the Taliban rests on a false premise: external actors often undermine the legitimacy of the host government when they insist on having a say about which tribes, groups, leaders, and individuals the host government engages. U.S. policymakers should not decide for the Afghan government whom to incorporate into a formal power-sharing deal or otherwise try to micromanage the country’s internal political system, as Washington did on the national level during Afghanistan’s 2004 presidential election. At the time, U.S. officials pressured a number of prominent candidates to drop out of the race to ensure Karzai’s victory. 50  

Negotiating before Mid-Terms will decimate Obama politcally

Dorronsoro, ’10

(Gilles Dorronsoro, Visiting scholar at the Carnegie Endowment for International Peace; Expert on Afghanistan, Turkey, and South Asia. Specializes in the security and political development in Afghanistan, particularly the role of the International Security Assistance Force, the necessary steps for a viable government in Kabul, and the conditions necessary for withdrawal scenario; Former professor of political science at the Sorbonne, Paris and the Institute of Political Studies of Renne; Former scientific coordinator at the French Institute of Anatolian Studies in Istanbul, “Karzai Comes to Washington,” May 11th 2010, http://www.carnegieendowment.org/publications/index.cfm?fa=view&id=40779&zoom_highlight=afghanistan+withdrawal#effective)

U.S. strategy in Afghanistan is at an impasse—tactical successes will not defeat the Taliban while Pakistan offers sanctuary, nor can security be “Afghanized” by a government that lacks legitimacy and is irreparably unpopular. Because a military solution is infeasible, negotiating with the Taliban is the only option left. A negotiated agreement can pave the way for a unity government and hopefully stabilize the country. While a political solution is the only exit strategy, the problem will be the domestic political environment in the United States. President Obama is in a difficult situation as there remains strong support for U.S. involvement and many people think the war can still be won. Given these circumstances, direct talks with the Taliban are impossible until after the midterm elections in November—President Obama would pay a high price for negotiations. The United States, however, should use the major policy review in December to rethink its strategy, declare a ceasefire, and begin talking with the Taliban.

A2: Consult/Condition CP’s

The U.S. must unilaterally withdraw from Afghanistan to decrease instability in the region

Dorronsoro, ’09


(Gilles Dorronsoro, Visiting scholar at the Carnegie Endowment for International Peace; Expert on Afghanistan, Turkey, and South Asia. Specializes in the security and political development in Afghanistan, particularly the role of the International Security Assistance Force, the necessary steps for a viable government in Kabul, and the conditions necessary for withdrawal scenario; Former professor of political science at the Sorbonne, Paris and the Institute of Political Studies of Renne; Former scientific coordinator at the French Institute of Anatolian Studies in Istanbul, “Focus and Exit: an alternative Strategy for the afghan war,” Carnegie Endowment for International Peace: Foreign Policy for the Next President, January 2009)

The key idea is to lower the level of conflict (i.e., to reverse the current trend of ever increasing violence). The only way to weaken, and perhaps divide, the armed opposition is to reduce military confrontations. The United States must define three areas: strategic zones (under total allied control), buffer areas (around the strategic ones), and opposition territory. Policies would be very different in each area; the resources allocated to institution building would be mostly concentrated in the strategic areas. 4) The only meaningful way to halt the insurgency’s momentum is to start withdrawing troops. The presence of foreign troops is the most important element driving the resurgence of the Taliban. Combat troop reduction should not be a consequence of an elusive “stabilization”; rather, it should constitute an essential part of a political-military strategy. The withdrawal must be conducted on U.S. terms only, not through negotiations, because negotiations with the armed opposition would weaken the Afghan government. Negotiations between the Afghan government and the Taliban cannot bring positive results until the Taliban recognize that the government in Kabul is going to survive after the withdrawal.  5) Withdrawal would allow the United States to focus on the central security problems in the region: al-Qaeda and the instability in Pakistan. The withdrawal would allow Pakistan to define common interests with the United States instead of playing the constant double game we have witnessed in recent decades. 
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Multiple factors make hegemony sustainable in the status quo – Only a risk the plan helps hegemony

Innocent & Carpenter, ’09 

(Malou Innocent, Foreign Policy Analyst @ Cato, Member of the International Institute of Strategic Studies, M.A. in IR from University of Chicago, Ted Galen Carpenter, Vice president for defense and Foreign Policy Studies @ Cato, Ph.D. in U.S. diplomatic history from the University of Texas, “Escaping the 'Graveyard of Empires,” September 14th 2009, http://www.cato.org/pubs/wtpapers/escaping-graveyard-empires-strategy-exit-afghanistan.pdf)

For decades, the fear of America losing the world’s respect after withdrawing from a conflict has been instrumental in selling the American public bad foreign policy. Perhaps most troubling about the reflexively “stay the course” mentality of some Americans is the widespread insensitivity about the thousands of people—civilian and military, domestic and foreign—killed, maimed, and traumatized in war. But when the stakes seem unrelated to vital national interests, the American public rightly resents their country’s interference in third party problems, and is extremely skeptical of nation building. History shows that, sooner or later, disenchantment will manifest in public and congressional opposition. After nearly a decade in Afghanistan, even the memory of 9/11 might not be sufficient to outweigh the sacrifice in blood and treasure. Perhaps the most important argument against the “withdrawal is weak-kneed” meme is that America’s military roams the planet, controls the skies and space, faces no peer competitor, and wields one of the planet’s largest nuclear arsenals. America is responsible for almost half of the world’s military spending and can project its power around the globe. Thus, the contention that America would appear “weak” after withdrawing from Afghanistan is ludicrous. Unfortunately, bureaucratic inertia and a misplaced conception of Washington’s moral obligations (an argument that more often than not legitimizes America’s military occupation of a foreign people) threaten to trap the United States in Afghanistan for decades. Overall, remaining in Afghanistan is more likely to tarnish America’s reputation and undermine U.S. security than would withdrawal. 
Independently, the war in Afghanistan leads to dangerous overstretch in our military

Mulrine, ’09

(Anna Mulrine, Writer for U.S. News & World Reports, “Obama to Confront Limits of America’s Overstretched Military,” January 16th 2009, http://politics.usnews.com/news/world/articles/2009/01/16/obama-to-confront-limits-of-americas-overstretched-military_print.html)
With progress in Iraq still precarious and the war in Afghanistan growing ever more violent, the American military remains overburdened and, U.S. officials repeatedly point out, dangerously overstretched. Troops are also exhausted, after back-to-back tours that are leaving a growing number of military families in shambles.  
  It's hardly an alluring recruiting scenario. But top U.S. military leaders warn that if the Pentagon is to continue to meet its responsibilities around the world, it will need more troops.  "You can't do what we've been asked to do with the number of people we have," Undersecretary of the Army Nelson Ford noted in a recent interview, driving home what has long been conventional wisdom within the halls of the Pentagon: Shortages in the military ranks will be one of the chief national security challenges of the Barack Obama administration.  Indeed, those demands will likely only grow greater under Obama's watch, particularly after his anticipated approval of plans to send 30,000 additional forces to Afghanistan. There, troops will not only be called upon to fight hard against increasingly sophisticated Taliban forces, but they will also need to put expert-level logisticians in place to figure out how to supply this influx of soldiers and marines—what amounts to a doubling of current U.S. force levels.  And even as troops leave Iraq for Afghanistan on the heels of greater stability in Baghdad, the U.S. military will need considerable forces to support the Iraqi military, including supply specialists, aviators, and intelligence officers. "As the [brigade combat teams] draw down, it means you have more people spread thin," Ford noted. "You need more logistics, more aviation, controls, and communication.  "You can see a point," he added, "where it's going to be very difficult to cope."  
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Empirically overstretch leads to the collapse of primacy

Layne, ’09 

(Christopher Layne, Robert M. Gates Chair in Intelligence and National Security @ The George Bush School of Government and Public Service of Texas A&M University, International Security, Vol. 34 No. 1, Summer 2009)

U.S. strategic retrenchment would enable rising powers to significantly narrow the current military gap between them and the United States. Brooks and Wohlforth argue that the rise of a single peer competitor capable of challenging the United States globally is unlikely. They overlook, however, other geopolitical mechanisms that can bring U.S. primacy to an end. At the turn of the twentieth century, Britain’s hegemony ended because London lacked the resources to cope with the simultaneous challenges mounted by regional great powers to its interests in Europe, Asia, and North America and also to deal with wars of empire such as the Boer War—not because it was challenged by a single great power globally. In coming years, there is a good chance that an increasingly overstretched United States could see its hegemony overthrown by a similar process. On Britain’s decline, see Aaron Friedberg, Weary Titan: Britain and the Experience of Relative Decline, 1895–1905 (Princeton, N.J.: Princeton University Press, 1988); Kennedy, The Rise and Fall of British Naval Mastery; C.J. Lowe and M.L. Dockrill, The Mirage of Power, Vol. 1: British Foreign Policy, 1902–1914 (London: Routledge, 1972); and Correlli Barnett, The Collapse of British Power (New York: William Morrow, 1972).
We’re never going to win in Afghanistan – Getting out now is best for our credibility

Innocent & Carpenter, ’09 
(Malou Innocent, Foreign Policy Analyst @ Cato, Member of the International Institute of Strategic Studies, M.A. in IR from University of Chicago, Ted Galen Carpenter, Vice president for defense and Foreign Policy Studies @ Cato, Ph.D. in U.S. diplomatic history from the University of Texas, “Escaping the 'Graveyard of Empires,” September 14th 2009, http://www.cato.org/pubs/wtpapers/escaping-graveyard-empires-strategy-exit-afghanistan.pdf)
Former national security adviser Henry Kissinger, Council on Foreign Relations scholar Stephen Biddle, and many others, concede that the war in Central Asia will be long, expensive, and risky, yet they claim it is ultimately worth waging because a withdrawal would boost jihadism globally and make America look weak. 26 But what we’ve invested in the Afghanistan mission could all fall apart whether we withdraw tomorrow or 20 years from now. In fact, if leaving would make America look weak, trying to stay indefinitely while accomplishing little would appear even worse. If the issue is preventing U.S. soldiers from having died in vain, pursuing a losing strategy would not vindicate their sacrifice. And trying to pacify all of Afghanistan, much less hoping to do so on a permanent basis, is a losing strategy. 

Central Asia holds no strategic value to the U.S. – Staying in the country only risks hurting our hegemony

Innocent & Carpenter, ’09 
(Malou Innocent, Foreign Policy Analyst @ Cato, Member of the International Institute of Strategic Studies, M.A. in IR from University of Chicago, Ted Galen Carpenter, Vice president for defense and Foreign Policy Studies @ Cato, Ph.D. in U.S. diplomatic history from the University of Texas, “Escaping the 'Graveyard of Empires,” September 14th 2009, http://www.cato.org/pubs/wtpapers/escaping-graveyard-empires-strategy-exit-afghanistan.pdf)

Central Asia holds little intrinsic strategic value to the United States, and America’s security will not be endangered even if an oppressive regime takes over a contiguous fraction of Afghan territory. America’s objective has been to neutralize the parties responsible for the atrocities committed on 9/11. The United States should not go beyond that objective by combating a regional insurgency or drifting into an open-ended occupation and nation-building mission. Most important, Afghanistan serves as the crossroads of Central Asia. From its invasion by Genghis Khan and his two-million strong Mongol hordes to the superpower proxy war between the United States and the Soviet Union, Afghanistan’s trade routes and land-locked position in the middle of the region have for centuries rendered it vulnerable to invasion by external powers. Although Afghanistan has endured successive waves of Persian, Greek, Arab, Turk, Mongol, British, and Soviet invaders, no occupying power has ever successfully conquered it. There’s a reason why it has been described as the “graveyard of empires,” and unless America scales down its objectives, it risks meeting a similar fate. 

A2: Afghanistan Instability Turn

Instability is inherent in the region, U.S. presence makes instability escalate by increasing terrorism in the region

Innocent & Carpenter, ’09 
(Malou Innocent, Foreign Policy Analyst @ Cato, Member of the International Institute of Strategic Studies, M.A. in IR from University of Chicago, Ted Galen Carpenter, Vice president for defense and Foreign Policy Studies @ Cato, Ph.D. in U.S. diplomatic history from the University of Texas, “Escaping the 'Graveyard of Empires,” September 14th 2009, http://www.cato.org/pubs/wtpapers/escaping-graveyard-empires-strategy-exit-afghanistan.pdf)
Some analysts, including Carnegie Endowment senior associate Robert Kagan, insist that were the United States to evacuate Afghanistan, the political and military vacuum left by our departure would lead to serious instability throughout the region. 19 But instability, in the sense of a perpetually anarchic state of nature dominated by tribal warlords and pervasive bloodshed, has characterized the region for decades—even centuries. Thus, the claim that Afghanistan would be destabilized if the United States were to decrease its presence is misleading, since Afghanistan will be chronically unstable regardless. Most Americans are simply oblivious to the region’s history. Numerous tribes along the border of northwest Pakistan and southern and eastern Afghanistan have a long history of war-making and rebellion, now erroneously branded as “Talibanism.” 20 King’s College London professor Christian Tripodi, an expert on British colonial-era tribal policy, explains what British administrators confronted when dealing with Pashtun tribes along what is today the frontier between Afghanistan and Pakistan: What the British refused to grasp was that tribal raiding and violence was not necessarily a product of poverty or lack of opportunity. The tribes viewed raiding as honourable and possibly quite fun, an activity that was centuries old, rooted in their culture and one of those things that defined a man in a society that placed a premium upon independence and aggression. 21 Contrary to the claims that we should use the U.S. military to stabilize the region and reduce the threat of terrorism, a 2008 study by the RAND Corporation found that U.S. policies emphasizing the use of force tend to create new terrorists. In “How Terrorist Groups End: Lessons for Countering al Qai’da,” Seth Jones and Martin Libicki argue that the U.S. military “should generally resist being drawn into combat operations in Muslim societies, since [a U.S. military] presence is likely to increase terrorist recruitment.” 22 

A2: Pakistan Instability Turn

Our presence in Afghanistan destabilizes Pakistan

Innocent & Carpenter, ’09 
(Malou Innocent, Foreign Policy Analyst @ Cato, Member of the International Institute of Strategic Studies, M.A. in IR from University of Chicago, Ted Galen Carpenter, Vice president for defense and Foreign Policy Studies @ Cato, Ph.D. in U.S. diplomatic history from the University of Texas, “Escaping the 'Graveyard of Empires,” September 14th 2009, http://www.cato.org/pubs/wtpapers/escaping-graveyard-empires-strategy-exit-afghanistan.pdf)
Some policymakers claim the war is worth waging because terrorists flourish in failed states. But that argument cannot account for terrorists who thrive in centralized states that have the sovereignty to reject external interference. 23 That is one reason why militants find sanctuary in neighboring, nuclear-armed Pakistan. In this respect, and perhaps most important, is the belief that our presence in the region helps Pakistan, when in fact the seemingly open-ended U.S. presence in Afghanistan risks creating worse problems for Pakistan. Amassing troops in Afghanistan feeds the perception of a foreign occupation, spawning more terrorist recruits for Pakistani militias and thus placing undue stress on an already weakened nation. Christian Science Monitor correspondent Anand Gopal finds, “In late 2007, as many as 27 groups merged to form an umbrella Taliban movement, the Tehreek-e-Taliban, under guerrilla leader Baitullah Mehsud.” He continues, “Three of the most powerful, once-feuding commanders—Mr. Mehsud and Maulavi Nazeer of South Waziristan and Hafiz Gul Behadur of North Waziristan—formed an alliance in response to US airstrikes.” 24 America’s presence has already caused major problems for the government in Islamabad, which is deeply unpopular for many reasons, including its alignment with U.S. policies. 25 There are also indications that it has raised tensions in Uzbekistan and other Central Asian countries. For Islamic militants throughout the region, the U.S. occupation of Afghanistan— like the occupation of Iraq—is an increasingly potent recruiting tool. Only by prolonging our military presence do we allow the Taliban, Gulbuddin Hekmatyar’s Hizb-e Islami, the Haqqani network, and even Pakistani Taliban militants to reframe the conflict and their position within it as a legitimate defense against a foreign occupation. 
A2: Presence K2 Pakistan Aid/Riedel & O’Hanlon

Even a small force of counter intelligence would receive support from Pakistan
Long, ’10

(Austin Long, Assistant Professor @ Columbia’s School of International and Public Affairs, “Small is Beautiful: The Counterterrorism Option in Afghanistan,” December 2009, http://www.sciencedirect.com/science?_ob=PublicationURL&_tockey=%23TOC%236580%232010%23999459997%231783665%23FLA%23&_cdi=6580&_pubType=J&_auth=y&_acct=C000050221&_version=1&_urlVersion=0&_userid=10&md5=9e8747fc0f2822c5b1b415d651979c24)

Another argument against the small footprint is that U.S. ground forces in substantial numbers in Afghanistan have given the United States more leverage over Pakistan. According to this explanation, the increase in troops in Afghanistan provides the rationale for Pakistani offensive operations against militants in 2009 and also why U.S. drone targeting has been more successful in the same period. Yet the timing suggests that this change in behavior has more to do with Pakistani perceptions of the militants’ threat. Pakistani operations began when in April 2009 militants broke a ceasefire that was only a few weeks old and sought to expand their control towards the Punjabi heartland of Pakistan. 50 This timing seems significant in explaining Pakistan’s offensives. In contrast, U.S. drone strikes increased in tempo beginning in late 2008, months before a decision to send more troops to Afghanistan was made. 51 Even if troops do give leverage over Pakistan, how much is that leverage worth in U.S. blood and treasure? There is no sign that additional troops will cause Pakistan to stop supporting its proxies. In terms of the strategic goal of disrupting, dismantling, and defeating al Qaeda, Pakistan was aiding U.S. intelligence collection and began allowing drone strikes in June 2004 when there were less than 18,000 U.S. troops in Afghanistan. Thus, it seems likely they will not simply stop it with 13,000 there. 52 

A2: Conventional Force K2 Counterintelligence/Riedel & O’Hanlon

Even without a large conventional force in the region – Intelligence forces can still work effectively
Long, ’10

(Austin Long, Assistant Professor @ Columbia’s School of International and Public Affairs, “Small is Beautiful: The Counterterrorism Option in Afghanistan,” December 2009, http://www.sciencedirect.com/science?_ob=PublicationURL&_tockey=%23TOC%236580%232010%23999459997%231783665%23FLA%23&_cdi=6580&_pubType=J&_auth=y&_acct=C000050221&_version=1&_urlVersion=0&_userid=10&md5=9e8747fc0f2822c5b1b415d651979c24)

More generally, Riedel and O’Hanlon claim this small footprint posture will be ineffective because actionable intelligence will not be obtained without a substantial conventional force ground presence. Yet this is belied by the fact that the United States gains actionable intelligence against targets in even very dangerous areas in which it has essentially no ground forces. In Somalia in 1993, a small U.S. task force, supported by a small conventional force, was able to collect intelligence on the Habr Gidr clan. 43 CIA and special operations personnel were also able to collect intelligence in Iraq before the 2003 invasion. 44 The United States also has a good track record of gaining actionable intelligence specifically against al Qaeda in hostile environments without conventional forces. At least three times in 2007-2009, the United States collected sufficient intelligence to enable strikes on al Qaeda affiliates in Somalia, where there are no conventional U.S. forces. 45 A similar strike was launched in Yemen in 2002, another country lacking U.S. conventional forces. 46 Across the border from Afghanistan in Pakistan it has struck even more targets (according to one source at least thirty eight from September 2008 to March 2009) despite having no conventional presence. 47 Some will protest that the Pakistanis serve as the ground presence in Pakistan, but they do not have a substantial security force (or in some cases any at all) presence in many areas where the United States has targeted al Qaeda. For example, in the militant redoubt of South Waziristan, where the United States has launched multiple drone strikes, Pakistan had no significant conventional ground force presence until October 2009. 48 Others argue Somalia and Yemen are poor comparisons because they are mostly flat and on the coast, making offshore intelligence collection easy. While true, this argument stresses access, not ground force presence, which enables collection. Yet with the posture recommended in this article, the United States is assured vastly greater access than it has in either Somalia or Yemen. In the period immediately after September 11, 2001, even with essentially no conventional ground presence in Afghanistan, small teams of U.S. intelligence and special operations forces worked with local allies to gain substantial intelligence on al Qaeda in an environment filled with hostile Taliban. A poorly executed operation at Tora Bora enabled Osama bin Laden to escape, but this was not because intelligence was unavailable. Even this failure resulted in the deaths of many al Qaeda associates and forced its leadership to flee the country. 49 It seems implausible that a vastly more robust presence in Afghanistan would be significantly less capable of collecting intelligence than these small teams, or similar U.S. efforts in Somalia and Pakistan. At best, large numbers of U.S. troops make the work of intelligence collectors easier. Their presence helps prevent militants from massing forces to attack small units and provides readily available quick reaction forces, allowing collectors to assume more risk in collection. Conventional forces also collect some intelligence organically via patrols and engagements. With a reduced force posture, collectors will have to be more circumspect and work harder. Yet as the above examples of collection in hostile environment demonstrate, this will not prevent them from operating. 
A2: Interdiction PIC

Interdiction operations trade off with our counter-terrorism efforts and hurt our relations with local warlords

Brown, ’05 

(Vanda Felbab-Brown, Pol. Sci. Ph.D. Candidate @ MIT, Fellow @ Harvard’s Belfer Center for Science and International Affairs, August 2005, The Washington Quarterly, 28:4 pp. 55–72)

Interdiction, lab busting, and the prosecution of traffickers carry fewer negative consequences than eradication, as they do not directly harm the local population. Nevertheless, interdiction and lab busting are problematic in Afghanistan. First, in the absence of larger economic development, interdiction, like eradication, is only marginally effective in reducing drug production. The adaptability of traffickers, coupled with the vast territory and difficult terrain in which interdiction teams must operate, make it very difficult to catch any substantial portion of drugs. A complicating factor in Afghanistan is the counterterrorism/counterinsurgency objectives of the U.S. and Afghan governments. Both counterterrorism and counterinsurgency efforts require good, local human intelligence. The local warlords are unlikely to provide such intelligence to those who are destroying their business. This was one reason why the U.S. military had been only a reluctant participant in counternarcotics operations in Afghanistan until 2004 and why, for several years after the fall of the Taliban, it failed to destroy many of the heroin labs and stashes it uncovered. For example, a prominent warlord and the chief of police in Jalalabad, Hazrat Ali, despite being a key drug trafficker, was on the U.S. military’s payroll after the September 11 attacks to help fight Al Qaeda. Ali’s cooperation facilitated U.S. troop operations in the area under his control. As Major James Hawver, a reservist in Jalalabad in 2002, commented, “He was sort of our benefactor. He let it be known that if anybody messed with us, he’d deal with them.” 33 Although interdiction tends to be a much more sensible counternarcotics policy in the context of active insurgency and has worked well, for example, in Peru, it has been a problematic strategy in Afghanistan because of the nature of U.S. counterterrorism and counterinsurgency policy there. Unlike eradication, interdiction does not alienate the overall population and hence feed insurgency and terrorism by losing the hearts and minds of the people, but it alienates the local strongmen on whom the United States has come to rely for intelligence and support for anti–Al Qaeda and anti-Taliban operations. If the United States ended this reliance, it could undertake serious interdiction efforts. 

Interdiction operations cause Taliban resurgence

Teasedale, ’09

(Jeanna Teasedale, BA (Hons) International Relations, “An Assessment of the Strategic Compatibility of the War on Terror & the War on Drugs in the Case of Afghanistan,” POLIS (Politics and International Studies) Journal Vol.1 (1) Summer 09, University of Leeds, http://www.polis.leeds.ac.uk/about/student-life/student-journal/polis-student-journal-summer-09.php)

In its place, greater interdiction was introduced by 2004, in an attempt to target large traffickers (many of whom were warlords) and processing laboratories. Previously the U.K. and U.S. had used these warlords for support and to gain information on the Taliban. At this point however, it was assumed by many policy makers that as the Taliban had been largely defeated, greater focus should be on reduction of opium production. As soon as interdiction efforts began, local strongmen began to manipulate the situation in order to eliminate competition. The majority of these interdiction campaigns were carried out against small scale traders who did not have the resources to bribe or intimidate the interdiction teams, rather than those higher up in the drug trade. As these small scale traders were removed at regional levels, larger traffickers who had significant political control or power were able to consolidate their control over the industry. 80 Another undesirable effect that the process of interdiction has had is that it to some extent allowed the Taliban to reintegrate back into the Afghan drug trade. Following its initial defeat at the beginning of the insurgency, the Taliban was able to regroup in Pakistan, and on returning to Afghanistan began offering protection to drug traffickers. With this the Taliban was able to gain both support from these individuals and finances. 81 
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