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TAPI construction will happen – despite geopolitical and religious tension, there is support and cooperation now
Foster ‘10
John Foster, energy economist with worldwide experience in energy and development. He has held posts with the World Bank, the Inter-American Development Bank, British Petroleum and Petro-Canada, “Afghanistan, Energy Geopolitics and the TAPI Pipeline,” Global Research, March 25, 2010, http://www.globalresearch.ca/index.php?context=va&aid=18329
At the time, the Taliban controlled 90 percent of Afghanistan but not the area held by the Afghan Northern Alliance. Unocal testified to Congress that the pipeline "cannot begin construction until an internationally recognized Afghanistan government is in place. For the project to advance, it must have international financing, government-to-government agreements and government-to-consortium agreements." The Bush Administration urged the Taliban regime to form a government of national unity that would include the northern tribes. Bridas took a different approach—they negotiated separately with different tribes. The president of Bridas spent eight months visiting tribes along the pipeline route and reportedly had secured their cooperation for the venture.
Negotiations with the Taliban broke down in July 2001, just before the attacks of September 11. In October, the US ousted the Taliban, with the assistance of the Northern Alliance. The Pashtun—roughly 40 percent of the population—are a major source of Taliban insurgents, and the pipeline route goes through the Pashtun area in both Afghanistan and Pakistan. There are about 30 million Pashtuns on both sides of the Afghan-Pakistan border. It’s an artificial border—the so-called Durand Line that was imposed by British India in 1893. It was drawn intentionally to break up the Pashtun tribes. In fact, Pashtuns in Kandahar were independent from Kabul for ages, and, until recently, Pashtuns in Pakistan were relatively independent from Islamabad. After the 2001 invasion, planning of the pipeline continued. Interim President Karzai met with President Musharraf in Islamabad in February 2002, where they announced their agreement to cooperate on the proposed pipeline. In May 2002, the heads of state of Turkmenistan, Afghanistan and Pakistan agreed to cooperate on the project, and a steering committee of oil and gas ministers was established to oversee project development.

US military presence ensures TAPI construction which is key to offset Iranian resource expansion
Sullivan ‘09
Corwin Sullivan, “America, a Gas Pipeline Called TAPI, and Afghanistan,” August 14, 2009, The Canada’s World Blog, http://canadasworld.wordpress.com/2009/08/14/america-a-gas-pipeline-called-tapi-and-afghanistan/
In the early days of the current conflict in Afghanistan, there was a fair bit of talk around the fringes to the effect that the whole invasion was some sort of play for Central Asia’s oil and gas reserves. I was a graduate student in the Boston area at the time, and I remember reading an analysis in the local “alternative” weekly (available online here) that persuaded me it was all half-informed conspiracy mongering. So imagine my surprise when I came across a piece in the Toronto Star arguing that the planned Turkmenistan-Afghanistan-Pakistan-India (TAPI) natural gas pipeline is a major influence on US policy towards Afghanistan. The author was someone called John Foster, and it turns out that John Foster is not some random conspiracy nut hiding out in his grandmother’s basement. Cambridge-educated, former lead economist of Petro-Canada, five decades’ and thirty countries’ worth of experience in energy policy and the oil industry – let’s just say it’s an impressive resume. With that said, his article in the Star didn’t entirely make sense to me on a first reading. Foster certainly posed suitably dramatic questions: With the U.S. surge underway and the British ambassador to Washington predicting a decades-long commitment, it’s reasonable to ask: Why are the U.S. and NATO in Afghanistan? Could the motivation be power, a permanent military bridgehead, access to energy resources? But the TAPI pipeline, as the name implies, is supposed to transport gas originating in Turkmenistan to Afghanistan, Pakistan and India – not to America or any other NATO country. Why should “the U.S. and NATO” be so excited about the project? Although it’s less clear from Foster’s Star article than from a report he wrote for the Canadian Centre for Policy alternatives (PDF here), he clearly believes that the answer relates to a rival planned project called the Iran-Pakistan-India (IPI) pipeline. (These projects certainly do have imaginative names.) The US has an open interest in economically isolating Iran if possible, and a pipeline transporting Iranian gas to Pakistan and India would compromise that isolation. If the Americans can persuade Pakistan and India to buy their gas from Turkmenistan instead, Iran will be frozen out. Just a routine case, then, of a great power trying to inflict economic damage on an enemy.
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IPI solidifies Iranian leverage over Central Asia, emboldening Iran to proliferate and crushes Middle East stability
Cohen, Curtis, and Graham ‘08
Ariel Cohen, Ph.D., is Senior Research Fellow in Russian and Eurasian Studies and International Energy Security in the Douglas and Sarah Allison Center for Foreign Policy Studies, a division of the Kathryn and Shelby Cullom Davis Institute for International Studies; Lisa Curtis is Senior Research Fellow for South Asia in the Asian Studies Center; and Owen Graham is a Research Assistant in the Allison Center at The Heritage Foundation, No. 2139, May 30, 2008, “The Proposed Iran–Pakistan–India Gas Pipeline: An Unacceptable Risk to Regional Security,” Executive Summary Backgrounder – Heritage Foundation, http://www.gees.org/documentos/Documen-03020.pdf 
Iran’s support of terrorism, hostile policies in the Middle East, pursuit of nuclear weapons, and mismanagement of its economy make it a dangerous and unreliable business partner and call into question its capacity to supply natural gas to Pakistan and India through the IPI. Potential transit problems in Baluchistan also make this project inherently risky. As major energy consumers, the U.S. and India share strategic interests in the Persian Gulf and Central Asia. Building the IPI would be contrary to these interests, would destabilize the Persian Gulf, and would strengthen Russia’s grip over Central Asia, decreasing both regional and global energy security. Accordingly, the U.S. should fully back TAPI to increase India’s and Pakistan’s energy security and reduce Russia’s leverage in Central Asia. India and Pakistan would benefit from an increase in LNG contracts and capacity. This would also strengthen India’s ties to the Middle East. Finally, blocking Iran’s overland export option might also increase Iran’s interest in promoting stability in the Strait of Hormuz. The U.S., India, and Pakistan should expand their energy cooperation to ensure security and economic prosperity in the region. The foreign policies of India and Pakistan are driven increasingly by energy security. To sustain their booming economies and growing populations amid tight oil and gas markets, Indian and Pakistani policymakers are turning to energy deals with unsavory regimes, such as Iran’s. At the same time, energyproducing states including Iran and Russia are attempting to tap new markets, drive up oil prices, and secure their own interests by locking in demand. In 1993, Pakistan and Iran announced a plan to build a gas pipeline, which Iran later proposed extending into India. Dubbed the “peace pipeline,” the Iran–Pakistan–India (IPI) gas pipeline would traverse over 2,775 kilometers (1,724 miles) from Iran’s South Pars gas field in the Persian Gulf through the Pakistani city of Khuzdar, with one branch going on to Karachi and a second branch extending to Multan and then on to India.1 This pipeline would give Iran an economic lifeline and increase its leverage and influence in South Asia. U.S. policymakers argue that allowing the IPI pipeline to proceed would encourage the Iranian regime to defy the will of the international community, develop nuclear weapons, and support terrorism. Furthermore, inadequate investment in Iran’s oil and gas industry and increasing domestic demand could render Iran incapable of supplying natural gas through the IPI.

Iranian proliferation causes Middle East proliferation and war
Nye ‘06
Professor of International Politics at Harvard [Joseph S. Nye, a former Assistant US Secretary of Defense under President Clinton, “Should Iran Be Attacked?,” Monday , 29 May 2006, pg. http://www.turkishweekly.net/comments.php?id=2105
<<Would an Iranian bomb really be so bad? Some argue that it could become the basis of stable nuclear deterrence in the region, analogous to the nuclear standoff between the United States and the Soviet Union during the Cold War. But statements by Iranian leaders denying the Holocaust and urging the destruction of Israel have not only cost Iran support in Europe, but are unlikely to make Israel willing to gamble its existence on the prospect of stable deterrence. Nor is it likely that Saudi Arabia, Egypt, and others will sit passively while the Persian Shia gain the bomb. They will likely follow suit, and the more weapons proliferate in the volatile Middle East, the more likely it is that accidents and miscalculations could lead to their use. Moreover, there are genuine fears that rogue elements in a divided Iranian government might leak weapons technology to terrorist groups.>>
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Middle East war leads to extinction
Steinbach ‘02
John, March 3, Center for research on Globalization, http://www.wagingpeace.org/articles/2002/03/00_steinbach_israeli-wmd.htm 
As Israeli society becomes more and more polarized, the influence of the radical right becomes stronger. According to Shahak, "The prospect of Gush Emunim, or some secular right-wing Israeli fanatics, or some some of the delerious Israeli Army generals, seizing control of Israeli nuclear weapons...cannot be precluded. ...while israeli jewish society undergoes a steady polarization, the Israeli security system increasingly relies on the recruitment of cohorts from the ranks of the extreme right."(39) The Arab states, long aware of Israel's nuclear program, bitterly resent its coercive intent, and perceive its existence as the paramount threat to peace in the region, requiring their own weapons of mass destruction. During a future Middle Eastern war (a distinct possibility given the ascension of Ariel Sharon, an unindicted war criminal with a bloody record stretching from the massacre of Palestinian civilians at Quibya in 1953, to the massacre of Palestinian civilians at Sabra and Shatila in 1982 and beyond) the possible Israeli use of nuclear weapons should not be discounted. According to Shahak, "In Israeli terminology, the launching of missiles on to Israeli territory is regarded as 'nonconventional' regardless of whether they are equipped with explosives or poison gas."(40) (Which requires a "nonconventional" response, a perhaps unique exception being the Iraqi SCUD attacks during the Gulf War.) 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)

Independently, proliferation causes extinction
Utgoff ‘02
Victor Utgoff, Deputy Director for Strategy, Forces, and Resources Division, Institute for Defense Analysis, Summer 2002 (Survival) p. OUP Journals - http://survival.oupjournals.org
Widespread proliferation is likely to lead to an occasional shoot-out with nuclear weapons and that such shoot-outs will have a substantial probability of escalating to the maximum destruction possible with the weapons at hand.  Unless nuclear proliferation is stopped, we are headed toward a world that will mirror the American Wild West of the late 1800s.  With most, if not all, nations wearing nuclear “six-shooters” on their hips, the world may even be a more polite place than it is today, but every once in a while we will all gather on a hill to bury the bodies of dead cities or even whole nations.
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TAPI construction coming now – only stability issues are in the way
Yang et. al ‘10
Director of Henry M. Jackson School of International Studies, Ph.D. in History From the University of Washington, Editor of Journal of Asian Studies and Peasant Studies (2010, Anand, Task Force “U.S. Next Steps In Afghanistan,” https://dlib.lib.washington.edu/dspace/bitstream/handle/1773/15596/TF_SIS495B_2010.pdf?sequence=1
Transit revenue from the project is estimated to generate up to US$160 million per year,44 as well as create construction jobs and support funding for further development and infrastructure projects. The Gas Pipeline Framework Agreement was signed by the TAPI nations in April of 2008 and is largely sponsored by the Asian Development Bank (ADB). Construction is due to begin in 2010, with a projected completion date by 2015. However, progress has been hindered due to the war in Afghanistan, especially since part of the pipeline goes through the conflict-ridden southern provinces, including Helmand and Kandahar. As a result, construction costs have doubled.45

US is pushing TAPI now but instability can derail it
Alexeev ‘10
Gheorghe Alexeev, April 1, 2010, “The Trans-Afghanistan Pipeline,” http://gheorghealexeev.wordpress.com/2010/04/01/trans-afghanistan-pipeline/
Since the US-led offensive that ousted the Taliban from power, reported Forbes in 2005, “the project has been revived and drawn strong US support” as it would allow the Central Asian republics to export energy to Western markets “without relying on Russian routes”. Then-US Ambassador to Turkmenistan Ann Jacobsen noted that: “We are seriously looking at the project, and it is quite possible that American companies will join it.” Due to increasing instability, the project has essentially stalled; construction of the Turkmen part was supposed to start in 2006, but the overall feasibility is questionable since the southern part of the Afghan section runs through territory which continues to be under de facto Taliban control.
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Petraus will use the military to ensure construction of TAPI
LeVine ‘10
Steve LeVine, June 29, 2010, FOREIGN POLICY, “An Afghan trade route: What could possibly go wrong with that?” http://oilandglory.foreignpolicy.com/posts/2010/06/29/an_afghan_trade_route_what_could_possibly_go_wrong_with_that
The U.S. military is studying a plan to solve Afghanistan's problems by turning it into a superhighway of roads, railroads, electricity lines and energy pipelines connected to the entire Eurasian landmass. According to a piece in the National Journal by Sydney Freedberg, the proposal has the ear of Gen. David Petraeus, whose confirmation hearings to be the new U.S. and NATO commander in Afghanistan start today in the Senate Armed Services Committee. 
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Cooperation now over TAPI by member countries now
Daily News and Analysis ‘06
CORRESPONDENT DAILY NEWS AND ANALYSIS (DNA) (INDIAN NEWS SERVICE), November 21, 2006, “Boost for TAPI gas pipeline project,” http://www.dancewithshadows.com/business/tapi-gas-pipeline-project.asp
Work on the Turkmenistan-Afghanistan-Pakistan-India (TAPI) gas pipeline is to be accelerated and the dedicated efforts to develop a technically and commercially viable project are currently on. This was agreed upon by the second regional economic cooperation conference on Afghanistan. A New Delhi declaration, which was issued at the end of the two-day conference, said the regional countries would work towards concluding or broadening existing preferential trading agreements, including preferential tariffs for Afghanistan. These nations have also agreed to work towards revising and updating the existing bilateral, trilateral and multilateral trade and transit conventions and agreements, select the most promising inter-regional routes, and prioritise investments. As per the declaration, Afghanistan's development is set to gain in strength in order to remain a central factor in assuring the growth, stability and prosperity of the region. The governments in the region will take practical steps in adopting the necessary policies in this direction. The participant nations also agreed that there would be better information sharing, through prioritisation of issues.
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Foreign pipelines are inevitable including ones from Russia, China, and Iran
Foster ‘10
John Foster, energy economist with worldwide experience in energy and development. He has held posts with the World Bank, the Inter-American Development Bank, British Petroleum and Petro-Canada, “Afghanistan, Energy Geopolitics and the TAPI Pipeline,” Global Research, March 25, 2010, http://www.globalresearch.ca/index.php?context=va&aid=18329
Turkmenistan is far from the world’s oceans, so it must rely on pipelines to get its gas to market. Like railway lines in the 19th century, pipeline routes are important because they connect trading partners and influence the regional balance of power. Until recently, Turkmenistan’s gas flowed only north through Russia. With the collapse of the Soviet Union, competing world powers have vied to move the gas in other directions. The rivalry is sometimes called the New Great Game, an update of the 19th century Great Game in Central Asia between the Russian and British Empires. Turkmenistan offers a hub for pipelines to export natural gas in all directions. President Berdimuhamedov is committed to multiple export routes: north to Russia, east to China, south to Pakistan and India via Afghanistan, and possibly west to Europe via the Caspian Sea. Significantly, in April 2008 at the NATO Summit in Bucharest, Romania, he met with President Bush to discuss gas export policy, and with President Karzai to review the TAPI project.   Turkmenistan is concerned about pipeline security. It co-sponsored a Resolution on Reliable Energy Transit (63/210) that was passed by the UN General Assembly on December 19, 2008. The Resolution recognized the need for international cooperation to ensure “the reliable transportation of energy to international markets through pipelines and other transportation systems.”  In April 2009, Turkmenistan convened a high-level conference on the topic, where President Berdimuhamedov re-iterated his position on multiple export routes. Russia remains a key player today. In 2007, it signed an agreement with Turkmenistan and Kazakhstan to build a new gas pipeline that would parallel an older one and add to its pipeline network. Russia is the world’s largest producer of natural gas and is a major supplier of gas to Europe. Currently, Russia is building pipelines (South Stream and North Stream) that would link its network to various points in Europe. From Russia’s viewpoint, they provide diversity, adding to the existing pipeline through Ukraine. In December 2009, China tapped into Turkmenistan’s gas reserves, opening a new pipeline from Turkmenistan that travels 1,833 km through Uzbekistan and Kazakhstan to reach western China. There it connects with the Chinese line east to Shanghai. Pipelines allow Turkmenistan’s gas to flow all the way to western Europe via Russia and east across China to Shanghai—enormous distances.   The US and European Union support Turkmenistan’s policy of multiple export routes. They promote a pipeline project under the Caspian Sea to bring Turkmen gas west to Azerbaijan, where it would connect with the recently-built South Caucasus pipeline to Turkey. In Turkey, it would link with Nabucco, a planned pipeline to Austria. Russia, a littoral country on the Caspian Sea, objects to construction of the trans-Caspian link. Since Azerbaijan doesn’t have enough gas to fill the Nabucco pipeline, Turkey is exploring alternatives, including gas from Iran. The US objects to supplies from Iran. Iran has its own interest in gas from Turkmenistan. It imports Turkmen gas into northern Iran to supply local markets that are far from its own gas fields. In 2009, a second pipeline was completed to augment existing imports. That raises the question: Could this pipeline be used to route gas from Turkmenistan to Turkey—and on to Europe through the Nabucco line?
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India and Pakistan are negotiating an Iranian pipeline now if TAPI falls through
Foster ‘10
John Foster, energy economist with worldwide experience in energy and development. He has held posts with the World Bank, the Inter-American Development Bank, British Petroleum and Petro-Canada, “Afghanistan, Energy Geopolitics and the TAPI Pipeline,” Global Research, March 25, 2010, http://www.globalresearch.ca/index.php?context=va&aid=18329
For several years, India and Pakistan have been negotiating with Iran for another pipeline project to bring Iranian gas to their countries. With an estimated capital cost of $7.5 billion, the pipeline would be similar in cost to the TAPI project. Petroleum ministers of India and Pakistan met in Islamabad in April 2008 (just after the TAPI meeting) to resolve a pricing issue and clear the way for signing agreements; and President Ahmadinejad of Iran visited Islamabad and New Delhi the following week for talks on the pipeline. Since then, India has oscillated on the project and has stayed largely on the sidelines following a period of tense India-Pakistan relations. However, in December 2009, India’s petroleum minister, Murli Deora, said his country was discussing important issues relating to the pipeline with other participating countries. In May 2009, Iran and Pakistan went ahead and signed an initial agreement, without India. Russia’s Gazprom expressed willingness to help build the line, most recently in January 2010. The same month, US Special Envoy Richard Holbrooke met with Pakistan’s petroleum minister Syed Naveed Qamar, and, according to a Pakistani newspaper, he offered incentives to Pakistan to abandon the Iranian project. Subsequently, the petroleum minister told journalists that Pakistan and Iran would sign a technical agreement soon; he had met with the US ambassador and officials of US Overseas Private Investment Corporation who had expressed no objection to the project. In 2008, Iran and Pakistan proposed that China join the project. The foreign minister of China, Yong Jiechi, informed Pakistan’s foreign minister, Shah Mahmood Qureshi, that China was seriously studying this proposal. Iran’s foreign minister, Manouchehr Mottaki, affirmed in February 2010 that China is keen to join the project. The demand for energy imports is strong and the stakes are high. Moves by various countries to gain access or control are closely watched—The Grand Chessboard, as Zbigniew Brzezinski called it.
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TAPI construction has been accelerated
Alexander ‘06
Alexander Gas and Oil: News Trends in Central Asia, “Work on TAPI gas pipeline to be accelerated,” 26-11-06, http://www.gasandoil.com/goc/news/ntc65139.htm
Turkmenistan, Afghanistan, Pakistan and India, the four partners of a proposed $ 3.3 bn pipeline, have vowed to accelerate work on the four-nation project to bring natural gas from Turkmenistan to India. 
The declaration was adopted in New Delhi at a two-day regional economic cooperation forum on Afghanistan, which was attended by Afghan President Hamid Karzai. The partners of the so-called TAPI pipeline also committed to help Afghanistan become an energy bridge in the region. India's Foreign Minister Pranab Mukherjee appealed to member countries to resolve all disputes pertaining to the project so work can be complete on time. 
"Work will be accelerated on the TAPI gas pipeline to develop a technically and commercially viable project," said the declaration. The federal Indian Cabinet in its meeting May 19 gave its formal approval for India to join the pipeline though it had not formally been invited to become a part of the US- and Asian Development Bank-backed project. India also suggested that a working group on electricity, trade and energy development for TAPI be formed and the meeting of the group be held regularly so progress on the project can be monitored. The other three members of the project agreed to the suggestion. "The pipeline project has the potential to meet natural gas requirements of the region contributing to stability in the South Asian region," said Jayanto Roychowdhury, a senior energy analyst. India has asked Pakistan for transit facility as a part of the strategy for the development of Afghanistan. Initially, New Delhi expressed concern over the security of the pipeline, as half of it would pass through restive parts of Afghanistan and Pakistan. Following assurances from the member countries and the United States, however, India decided to join the joint venture. "The US has also been pushing for the development of closer ties between Central Asia and South Asia and has supported the TAPI project as opposed to the Iran-Pakistan-India has pipeline," said Rangin Dadfar Sapanta, foreign minister of Afghanistan, who accompanied Karzai to the conference.
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Construction of TAPI begins this year – operational within 5 years
Maken ‘08
Aftab Maken, April 25, 2008, The News – International, “TAPI gas pipeline finalized,” http://www.thenews.com.pk/top_story_detail.asp?Id=14300
ISLAMABAD: The 10th steering committee of oil ministers from Turkmenistan, Afghanistan, Pakistan and India on Thursday agreed to start construction work on the much-delayed TAPI (Turkmenistan-Afghanistan-Pakistan-India) pipeline project in 2010. This was stated at a joint press conference by Minister for Petroleum and Natural Resources Khwaja Muhammad Asif, Turkmen Minister for Oil and Gas Industry Dr Baymurad Hojamuhamedov, Afghan Minister of Mines Mohammad Ibrahim Adel and Indian Minister for Petroleum and Natural Gas Shri Murli Deora here after the conclusion of the steering committee meeting. The second meeting of the technical working group (TWG) of the four countries was also held the same day. The gas pipeline project, to be completed at the cost of $7.6 billion, will start supplying 3.2 billion cubic feet gas per day through 56-inch diameter pipeline. The pipeline will start from Dauletabad field in Turkmenistan to Fazilka at the Pakistan-India border, passing through Herat and Kandahar in Afghanistan and Multan in Pakistan. The project cost estimate was $3.3 billion in 2004, which has now been updated to $7.6 billion. The price increase was due to sharp increase in the price of steel, construction cost and the cost of compressor stations. Key principles for future gas sales and purchase agreement will be agreed bilaterally between the buyer and sellers under the heads of agreement discussions. However, any issue that remains unresolved will be left for GSPA (Gas Sales Purchase Agreement), the The Turkmen side informed the meeting that it would submit before Sept 2008 whereas the gas specification would be supplied within one-month time, says the announcement. The Asian Development Bank (ADB) that is facilitating the talks will take up the issue for a comprehensive review of the feasibility study to move forward to the next phase of inviting investors’ interest in the project, the announcement added. The parties have also agreed to form a consortium of investors to undertake a detailed feasibility study and further action, it said. The project would be completed to achieve first gas flow in 2015.
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LeVine ‘10
Steve LeVine, June 29, 2010, FOREIGN POLICY, “An Afghan trade route: What could possibly go wrong with that?” http://oilandglory.foreignpolicy.com/posts/2010/06/29/an_afghan_trade_route_what_could_possibly_go_wrong_with_that
The plan is heavy on ringing optimism. I have my doubts. They are rooted in the last time this was tried, in the 1990s, when Unocal -- now part of Chevron -- sought to build an $8 billion oil-and-natural gas pipeline network from Turkmenistan to Pakistan via Afghanistan. The plan -- which Unocal saw as so potentially lucrative that it could catapult the company into the big leagues of the industry -- attracted much attention, hoopla and hopes for peace after years of war and chaos in the country.  Then it fell apart. There were just a few reasons:  1. The country was at war;  2. The Taliban were not the usual pipeline-negotiating types;  3. The Taliban kept beating Afghan women in the streets, which aggravated American human-rights advocates;  4. Osama bin Laden kept attacking U.S. targets like embassies, which aggravated the U.S. military. So in 1998, three years after first launching the venture, Unocal withdrew. Taking stock of the affair a few years later, Unocal executive Marty Miller told me he felt like "a team sent on a suicide mission. If it worked out, we would be heroes. But there was a good chance we would be slaughtered." What he said at his Austin, TX., golf club reminded me of nighttime talks I had back in 1996 in the northern Afghan city of Mazar-i-Sharif with Charlie Santos, the on-the-ground pipeline representative for Unocal's partner in the deal, a Saudi company called Delta. Santos was a bit secretive, but he'd talk to you if you asked, and were patient. Much maligned by his colleagues, Santos saw what they didn't. "There isn't going to be any pipeline deal with the Taliban, no freaking way," Santos would repeat. It wasn't that the pipeline idea wasn't technically great -- it was. What Santos meant was that the tribal reality wouldn't allow for such an infrastructure to be built. There was also the matter of funding sources: They weren't going to pony up billions of dollars for an energy network with a 30-year life if it was built across a war zone. The authors of the new report -- S. Frederick Starr over at Johns Hopkins, and Andrew Kuchins at the Center for Strategic and International Studies -- do not suggest that the problems presented by the Taliban in the 1990s are over. Instead, they argue that those focused on security are using "flawed" analysis. David Ignatius wrote about it over at The Washington Post.
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US troops are key to support construction of the TAPI pipeline
Foster and Morton ‘10
John Foster is an energy economist (World Bank, Inter-American Development Bank, British Petroleum, Petro-Canada). Millie Morton is a sociologist. Both have extensive experience in international development, “Afghanistan, the Pipeline, and Politics,” PEACE Magazine, April-June, 2010, http://www.peacemagazine.org/archive/v26n2p16.htm
One clue to the Big Picture came in 2006, when donors met in New Delhi for a major conference on Afghanistan. At the end of the conference, donors, including Canada, promised to help Afghanistan become an energy bridge — a transit corridor for a natural gas pipeline originating in Turkmenistan. Turkmenistan, a Central Asian country that borders Afghanistan to the northwest, is rarely in our news. Yet it has the fourth (possibly third) largest natural gas reserves in the world. (Iran is number two; Russia is number one). The planned pipeline is called TAPI, after the initials of the four participating countries — Turkmenistan, Afghanistan, Pakistan and India. Turkmenistan was part of the Soviet Union until 1991 and became an independent country when the Soviet Union broke up. Since 1991, there has been rivalry among great and regional powers for access to Turkmenistan’s natural gas. It can only get to market through pipelines. The Russians have a pipeline north to connect with a network serving Europe. The Chinese have just completed a pipeline east, to connect with their network and go all the way to Shanghai. The US and European Union have proposed a pipeline west to link up with a network of existing and planned pipelines to Europe (bypassing Russia and Iran). And since the mid-1990s, the US has actively promoted the TAPI pipeline south through Afghanistan to Pakistan and India, and possibly Gwadar, Pakistan’s deep-sea port. Afghanistan’s National Development Strategy (2009-2013) mentions planning for the TAPI pipeline and Afghanistan’s central role as a land bridge connecting energy-rich Central Asia to energy-deficient South Asia. For Afghanistan, the pipeline is significant. It could be the country’s largest development project. Transit revenue could be US$300 million — about one-third of Afghanistan’s current domestic revenue for development. Pipelines are geopolitically important; they connect trading partners and influence the regional balance of power. Moves by various countries to gain access or control of Central Asia’s energy resources are closely watched. The Grand Chessboard is what Zbigniew Brzezinski called it.1 US Goals. In US strategy, Afghanistan plays a vital role. Although official reasons for being in Afghanistan relate to terrorism, the US has other goals too. It wants to ensure that countries in the region and worldwide have access to Turkmenistan’s natural gas. Richard Boucher, US Assistant Secretary of State, said in 2007: “One of our goals is to stabilize Afghanistan,” and to link South and Central Asia “so that energy can flow to the south.”2 In 2009, George Krol, Deputy Assistant Secretary of State, told Congress that one US priority in Central Asia is “to increase development and diversification of the region’s energy resources and supply routes.” In addition to its military bases in the Middle East, the US now has numerous bases in Afghanistan. Together they provide the United States with a military bridgehead close to the energy resources of the region. Kazakhstan, in Central Asia, has enormous reserves of oil. Iran, a nation that shares a long border with Afghanistan, has the world’s second largest reserves of both oil and gas. Iran has offered Pakistan and India an alternative to the gas pipeline through Afghanistan. Iran and Pakistan expect to sign an agreement shortly. India’s interest has been on-again off-again, though it has participated in various meetings. The US position is clear. It supports the TAPI pipeline through Afghanistan; it objects to the pipeline from Iran. The United States is highly dependent on oil imports — 60 percent of consumption. This dependence on foreign imports is an undercurrent of US foreign policy. The Middle East, where most of the world’s oil is located, is of predominant concern. The United States has acknowledged its vital interest in Saudi Arabia since the 1940s. It affirms it will use military force to defend its national interests in the Persian Gulf region. That’s the Carter Doctrine of 1980. Now Afghanistan has become a “war of necessity.” The phrases — vital interest, national interest — keep recurring. They are clues to US concern about petroleum. 
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Military presence and pipeline development are linked – US blessings are key, we are the largest investor in TAPI
Foster and Morton ‘10
John Foster is an energy economist (World Bank, Inter-American Development Bank, British Petroleum, Petro-Canada). Millie Morton is a sociologist. Both have extensive experience in international development, “Afghanistan, the Pipeline, and Politics,” PEACE Magazine, April-June, 2010, http://www.peacemagazine.org/archive/v26n2p16.htm
One has to listen carefully these days. Lots of public statements are technically accurate but misleading. Take, for example, the assertion that Afghanistan is not about oil. That’s literally true; the pipeline planned through Afghanistan is for natural gas. Both oil and gas are hydrocarbons and the term “oil” is sometimes loosely used to represent both. TAPI is a natural gas pipeline. In 2008, the Afghan Ambassador to Canada insisted that TAPI is a project of the four participating countries and is not within the framework of the Canadian mission to his country. His statement ignores the reality that several countries with troops in Afghanistan — including the United States, Britain, Canada, France, Germany, Italy, Netherlands and Norway — are also active members of the Asian Development Bank, the sponsor of the TAPI project. Any Bank financing for the project would require the approval of member countries. As well, a project as sensitive as this would require the early blessing of the United States and Japan, the two major shareholders. With such a heavy military presence, US/NATO influence on Kabul is obvious. Thus discussions of NATO support for TAPI pipeline security raise questions about the links between military and development decisions.

US force presence is key to securing the region’s energy resources
Foster ‘10
John Foster, energy economist with worldwide experience in energy and development. He has held posts with the World Bank, the Inter-American Development Bank, British Petroleum and Petro-Canada, “Afghanistan, Energy Geopolitics and the TAPI Pipeline,” Global Research, March 25, 2010, http://www.globalresearch.ca/index.php?context=va&aid=18329
US policy recognizes the importance of Central Asia’s energy resources and the economic possibilities they offer in world markets and in the region itself. Richard Boucher, US Assistant Secretary of State for South and Central Asia, said in 2007: “One of our goals is to stabilize Afghanistan,” and to link South and Central Asia “so that energy can flow to the south.” In December 2009, George Krol, Deputy Assistant Secretary of State for South and Central Asia, told Congress that one US priority in Central Asia is “to increase development and diversification of the region’s energy resources and supply routes.” He said, “Central Asia plays a vital role in our Afghanistan strategy.”
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U.S. presence and stability to the region is vital to beginning construction
Shah ‘03
Baber Shah, PhD and Research Fellow at the Institute of Strategic Studies, Islamabad, “REVIVAL OF TRANS AFGHANISTAN GAS PIPELINE PROJECT”, Institute of Strategic Studies, Islamabad
There would hardly be any mega project in the present days, that could compare of having become hostage to the extremely complex geo-political conditions of the states of the region, as is the construction of the Turkmenistan-Afghanistan-Pakistan (TAP) oil and gas pipeline. Hopes and efforts, to turn the dream of constructing this pipeline into a reality, have been reviving and dying with the changing geo-political affairs of the region, especially the dicey Afghan situation. The viability of the project is linked directly with the restoration of a permanent, peaceful and stable politico-administrative environment in Afghanistan. Following the withdrawal of the US oil company, Unocal, from the Central Asia Gas Pipeline Limited (CentGas, a six-company consortium formed for the construction of the TAP pipeline) in December 1998, it was widely believed that without having a comprehensive peace and legitimate central authority in control in Afghanistan this project would remain non-viable. The project’s feasibility ensured an ongoing interest in its realisation. Of the various proposed pipelines from the newly-independent oil-rich states of Central Asia, the TAP pipeline is considered the most feasible both in terms of cost and revenues. A Vice-President of the Unocal Oil Company told the US House Committee on International Relations in 1998 that the best market for the Caspian oil and gas was in south and Southeast Asia.  From the Pakistani coast, oil and gas could be shipped easily and cheaply to other countries, and investment in the Asian energy markets and industry would thus pay off.1 The US-led coalition’s military campaign in Afghanistan, which started on 7 October 2001, has drastically changed the geo-strategic landscape of the region. Prominent developments include the arrival of the US troops to the region and securing military bases in Afghanistan and Central Asia; the ouster of the hard-line Taliban regime; the installation of a pro-US government in Kabul; the destruction of the al-Qaeda network in the country; and the US military presence ensuring a deep American influence over the Afghan affairs.   Parallel to these developments in Afghanistan, international efforts were also revived for resuming negotiations on the abandoned TAP pipeline project. For example, within days of the start of the US bombing in Afghanistan in October 2001, the US Ambassador to Pakistan, Wendy Chamberlain and Pakistani Federal Minister for Petroleum and Natural Resources held a meeting in Islamabad to discuss the revival of the TAP pipeline and the prospects of the US companies investment in oil and gas sector of Pakistan.2   Many believe that apart from fighting terrorism in the region, the US also wants to access, control and regulate the energy resources of Central Asia and the 9/11 incidents in America provided it with just that opportunity to move towards this goal. The most recent development with regard to the revival of the project was the signing of a Pak-Afghan-Turkmen agreement in the Turkmen Capital Ashkabad on December 27, 2002. This agreement provided the framework and final go-ahead nod from the heads of the governments of the three countries.3 The rapid revival of efforts for the construction of TAP pipeline (after the creation a relatively peaceful environment in Afghanistan), the Asian Development Bank’s (ADB) financing of the feasibility study, the extensive consultations among the three concerned countries, and the interest of some international companies in the project show the readiness to implement the practical work on the project, which could and would begin if the relatively peaceful environment in Afghanistan persists and improves. However, given the prevailing ground realities in Afghanistan in particular, as well as in the region in general, there is a cautious optimism about the future of the project. This study is an attempt to evaluate the TAP pipeline project in the light of the present Afghan affairs, which remain in flux. With an overview of the past efforts for the construction of the pipeline project and with special reference to the role of the Unocal, the study will try to explore whether the US war on terror is also focussed on getting the control of energy resources of Central Asia. If so, what prospects does the new Afghan politico-administrative environment offer in this regard? What are the Afghan irritants and what are the political and economic benefits accruing to the concerned countries and the international oil companies? What are the probable US policies and likely actions in this regard?
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U.S. military presence enable MNC’s to lay claim to the region’s oil reserves
Smith ’07
David Michael Smith, Professor of Government @ The College of Mainlan, “Professor says America seeks Afghanistan Oil Deal,” 2007, http://www.agoracosmopolitan.com/home/Frontpage/2007/01/18/01326.html
After the Taliban regime collapsed, the Bush Administration hand-picked Hamid Karzai to head the new Afghan government and named Zalmay Khalilzad, an Afghan-American, as its new special envoy to the Karzai government. As Richard Neville pointed out in the Australian Sydney Morning Herald ("Beyond Good and Evil," April 15, 2002), both Karzai and Khalilzad are former consultants to UNOCAL. Eric Margolis has disclosed in the Toronto Sun ("America's New War: A Progress Report," Dec. 9, 2001) that Karzai is also a former "asset" for the U.S. Central Intelligence Agency. As Salim Muwakkil wrote in the Chicago Tribune ("Pipeline Politics Taint U.S. War," March 18, 2002), the "rise to power" of these two former UNOCAL employees will "make things even smoother" for the resumption of the pipeline project in Afghanistan. As Daniel Fisher reported in Forbes Magazine (Feb. 4, 2002), "It has been called the pipeline from hell, to hell, through hell" but "now, with the collapse of the Taliban, oil executives are suddenly talking again about building it." To be sure, the giant U.S. energy corporations are unlikely to make major investments in the project until the new Afghan regime proves able to suppress the outbreaks of violence among the various warlords' forces and any military challenge from resurgent Taliban fighters. This is certainly one reason why U.S. and British troops in Afghanistan are struggling to piece together a viable Afghan national army that can defend the new regime. In the meantime, Karzai has already made clear that his government fully intends to work closely with neighboring countries and U.S. oil companies to reap the immense profits from the transport of Caspian Basin oil and natural gas. On Feb. 8, 2002, Karzai visited Pakistan and joined with General Pervez Musharraf in pledging "mutual brotherly relations" and cooperation "in all spheres of activity." As the Irish Times reported on Feb. 11, 2002, Karzai announced that he and Musharraf had discussed the proposed Central Asian pipeline project "and agreed that it was in the interest of both countries." The mounting U.S. military presence in Afghanistan and other Central Asian countries may enable Chevron, Exxon-Mobil, UNOCAL, and other giant corporations to lay claim to "the number-one prize in world oil." 
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U.S. presence in Afghanistan is meant to secure the interest of multi-national oil companies
Marshal ’09
Adrew Gavin Marshall, Writer for Global Research, “An Imperial Strategy for a New World Order: The Origins of World War III,” October 16th 2009, http://www.globalresearch.ca/index.php?aid=15686&context=va
NATO undertook its first ground invasion of any nation in its entire history, with the October 2001 invasion and occupation of Afghanistan. The Afghan war was in fact, planned prior to the events of 9/11, with the breakdown of major pipeline deals between major western oil companies and the Taliban. The war itself was planned over the summer of 2001 with the operational plan to go to war by mid-October.[41]   Afghanistan is extremely significant in geopolitical terms, as, “Transporting all the Caspian basin's fossil fuel through Russia or Azerbaijan would greatly enhance Russia's political and economic control over the central Asian republics, which is precisely what the west has spent 10 years trying to prevent. Piping it through Iran would enrich a regime which the US has been seeking to isolate. Sending it the long way round through China, quite aside from the strategic considerations, would be prohibitively expensive. But pipelines through Afghanistan would allow the US both to pursue its aim of ‘diversifying energy supply’ and to penetrate the world's most lucrative markets.”[42]   As the San Francisco Chronicle pointed out a mere two weeks following the 9/11 attacks, “Beyond American determination to hit back against the perpetrators of the Sept. 11 attacks, beyond the likelihood of longer, drawn-out battles producing more civilian casualties in the months and years ahead, the hidden stakes in the war against terrorism can be summed up in a single word: oil.” Explaining further, “The map of terrorist sanctuaries and targets in the Middle East and Central Asia is also, to an extraordinary degree, a map of the world's principal energy sources in the 21st century. The defense of these energy resources -- rather than a simple confrontation between Islam and the West -- will be the primary flash point of global conflict for decades to come.”   Among the many notable states where there is a crossover between terrorism and oil and gas reserves of vital importance to the United States and the West, are Saudi Arabia, Libya, Bahrain, the Gulf Emirates, Iran, Iraq, Egypt, Sudan and Algeria, Turkmenistan, Kazakhstan, Azerbaijan, Chechnya, Georgia and eastern Turkey. Importantly, “this region accounts for more than 65 percent of the world's oil and natural gas production.” Further, “It is inevitable that the war against terrorism will be seen by many as a war on behalf of America's Chevron, ExxonMobil and Arco; France's TotalFinaElf; British Petroleum; Royal Dutch Shell and other multinational giants, which have hundreds of billions of dollars of investment in the region.”[43]  
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We keep our military presence in Central Asia to protect pipeline workers
Viviano ’01
Frank Viviano, Named Journalist of the year four times, Nominated for the Pulitzer Prize eight times, Staff Writer for the San Francisco Gate, “Energy future rides on U.S. war / Conflict centered in world's oil patch,” September 26th 2001, http://articles.sfgate.com/2001-09-26/news/17617336_1_energy-resources-world-energy-world-s-energy-center
They also are active in areas -- such as Chechnya, Georgia and eastern Turkey -- where major pipelines carry energy resources to markets worldwide. Altogether this region accounts for more than 65 percent of the world's oil and natural gas production, according to the Statistical Review of World Energy. By 2050, it will account for more than 80 percent, according to forecasts. The combined total of proven and estimated reserves in the region stands at more than 800 billion barrels of crude petroleum and its equivalent in natural gas. By contrast, the combined total of oil reserves in the Americas and Europe is less than 160 billion barrels, most of which, energy experts say, will have been exhausted in the next 25 years. It is inevitable that the war against terrorism will be seen by many as a war on behalf of America's Chevron, ExxonMobil and Arco; France's TotalFinaElf; British Petroleum; Royal Dutch Shell and other multinational giants, which have hundreds of billions of dollars of investment in the region. There is no avoiding such a linkage or the rising tide of anger it will produce in developing nations already convinced they are victims of a conspiratorial collaboration between global capital and U.S. military might. Nowhere is that alleged collaboration more reviled than on the Arabian Peninsula, where U.S. armed forces have been present at six military bases since the Gulf War and where more than 30,000 Americans work for multinational oil giants. 


[bookmark: _Toc267682660]Link – US Presence
U.S. presence in Afghanistan is meant to secure the interest of multi-national oil companies
Marshal, ’09
(Adrew Gavin Marshall, Writer for Global Research, “An Imperial Strategy for a New World Order: The Origins of World War III,” October 16th 2009, http://www.globalresearch.ca/index.php?aid=15686&context=va)
NATO undertook its first ground invasion of any nation in its entire history, with the October 2001 invasion and occupation of Afghanistan. The Afghan war was in fact, planned prior to the events of 9/11, with the breakdown of major pipeline deals between major western oil companies and the Taliban. The war itself was planned over the summer of 2001 with the operational plan to go to war by mid-October.[41]   Afghanistan is extremely significant in geopolitical terms, as, “Transporting all the Caspian basin's fossil fuel through Russia or Azerbaijan would greatly enhance Russia's political and economic control over the central Asian republics, which is precisely what the west has spent 10 years trying to prevent. Piping it through Iran would enrich a regime which the US has been seeking to isolate. Sending it the long way round through China, quite aside from the strategic considerations, would be prohibitively expensive. But pipelines through Afghanistan would allow the US both to pursue its aim of ‘diversifying energy supply’ and to penetrate the world's most lucrative markets.”[42]   As the San Francisco Chronicle pointed out a mere two weeks following the 9/11 attacks, “Beyond American determination to hit back against the perpetrators of the Sept. 11 attacks, beyond the likelihood of longer, drawn-out battles producing more civilian casualties in the months and years ahead, the hidden stakes in the war against terrorism can be summed up in a single word: oil.” Explaining further, “The map of terrorist sanctuaries and targets in the Middle East and Central Asia is also, to an extraordinary degree, a map of the world's principal energy sources in the 21st century. The defense of these energy resources -- rather than a simple confrontation between Islam and the West -- will be the primary flash point of global conflict for decades to come.”   Among the many notable states where there is a crossover between terrorism and oil and gas reserves of vital importance to the United States and the West, are Saudi Arabia, Libya, Bahrain, the Gulf Emirates, Iran, Iraq, Egypt, Sudan and Algeria, Turkmenistan, Kazakhstan, Azerbaijan, Chechnya, Georgia and eastern Turkey. Importantly, “this region accounts for more than 65 percent of the world's oil and natural gas production.” Further, “It is inevitable that the war against terrorism will be seen by many as a war on behalf of America's Chevron, ExxonMobil and Arco; France's TotalFinaElf; British Petroleum; Royal Dutch Shell and other multinational giants, which have hundreds of billions of dollars of investment in the region.”[43]  
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The key reason for invading Afghanistan is to secure routes for oil pipelines
Devraj, ’01
(Ranjit Devraj, Writer for the Asia Times, “The oil behind Bush and Son’s campaigns,” October 6th 2001, http://www.atimes.com/global-econ/CJ06Dj01.html)
Just as the Gulf War in 1991 was all about oil, the new conflict in South and Central Asia is no less about access to the region's abundant petroleum resources, according to Indian analysts.   "US influence and military presence in Afghanistan and the Central Asian states, not unlike that over the oil-rich Gulf states, would be a major strategic gain," said V R Raghavan, a strategic analyst and former general in the Indian army. Raghavan believes that the prospect of a western military presence in a region extending from Turkey to Tajikistan could not have escaped strategists who are now readying a military campaign aimed at changing the political order in Afghanistan, accused by the United States of harboring Osama bin Laden.   Where the "great game" in Afghanistan was once about czars and commissars seeking access to the warm water ports of the Persian Gulf, today it is about laying oil and gas pipelines to the untapped petroleum reserves of Central Asia. According to testimony before the US House of Representatives in March 1999 by the conservative think tank Heritage Foundation, Azerbaijan, Kazakhstan, Turkmenistan and Uzbekistan together have 15 billion barrels of proven oil reserves. The same countries also have proven gas deposits totaling not less than nine trillion cubic meters. Another study by the Institute for Afghan Studies placed the total worth of oil and gas reserves in the Central Asian republics at around US$3 trillion at last year's prices.   Not only can Afghanistan play a role in hosting pipelines connecting Central Asia to international markets, but the country itself has significant oil and gas deposits. During the Soviets' decade-long occupation of Afghanistan, Moscow estimated Afghanistan's proven and probable natural gas reserves at around five trillion cubic feet and production reached 275 million cubic feet per day in the mid-1970s. But sabotage by anti-Soviet mujahideen (freedom fighters) and by rival groups in the civil war that followed Soviet withdrawal in 1989 virtually closed down gas production and ended deals for the supply of gas to several European countries.   Major Afghan natural gas fields awaiting exploitation include Jorqaduq, Khowaja, Gogerdak, and Yatimtaq, all of which are located within 9 kilometers of the town of Sheberghan in northrern Jowzjan province.   Natural gas production and distribution under Afghanistan's Taliban rulers is the responsibility of the Afghan Gas Enterprise which, in 1999, began repair of a pipeline to Mazar-i-Sharif city. Afghanistan's proven and probable oil and condensate reserves were placed at 95 million barrels by the Soviets. So far, attempts to exploit Afghanistan's petroleum reserves or take advantage of its unique geographical location as a crossroads to markets in Europe and South Asia have been thwarted by the continuing civil strife.   In 1998, the California-based UNOCAL, which held 46.5 percent stakes in Central Asia Gas (CentGas), a consortium that planned an ambitious gas pipeline across Afghanistan, withdrew in frustration after several fruitless years. The pipeline was to stretch 1,271km from Turkmenistan's Dauletabad fields to Multan in Pakistan at an estimated cost of $1.9 billion. An additional $600 million would have brought the pipeline to energy-hungry India.   Energy experts in India, such as R K Pachauri, who heads the Tata Energy Research Institute (TERI), have long been urging the country's planners to ensure access to petroleum products from the Central Asian republics, with which New Delhi has traditionally maintained good relations. Other partners in CentGas included the Saudi Arabian Delta Oil Company, the Government of Turkmenistan, Indonesia Petroleum (INPEX), the Japanese ITOCHU, Korean Hyundai and Pakistan's Crescent Group.  
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We’re in Afghanistan to get oil
Barnes ’09
Lee John Barnes, Prominent British National Party Writer, “Afghanistan – A War for Oil and Natural Gas,” August 5th 2009, http://leejohnbarnes.blogspot.com/2009/08/afghanistan-war-for-gas-and-oil.html
Since the 2001 invasion and occupation of Afghanistan, the US has a military presence on China's Western frontier, in Afghanistan and Pakistan. The U.S. is intent upon establishing permanent military bases in Afghanistan, which occupies a strategic position bordering on the former Soviet republics, China and Iran.   Moreover, the US and NATO have also established since 1996, military ties with several former Soviet republics under GUUAM (Georgia, Ukraine, Uzbekistan, Azerbaijan and Moldava). In the post 9/11 era, Washington has used the pretext of the "global war against terrorism" to further develop a U.S. military presence in GUUAM countries. Uzbekistan withdrew from GUUAM in 2002.(The organization is now referred to as GUAM).   China has oil interests in Eurasia as well as in sub-Saharan Africa, which encroach upon Anglo-American oil interests.   What is at stake is the geopolitical control over the Eurasian corridor.   In March 1999, the U.S. Congress adopted the Silk Road Strategy Act, which defined America’s broad economic and strategic interests in a region extending from the Eastern Mediterranean to Central Asia. The Silk Road Strategy (SRS) outlines a framework for the development of America’s business empire along an extensive geographical corridor.   The successful implementation of the SRS requires the concurrent "militarization" of the entire Eurasian corridor as a means to securing control over extensive oil and gas reserves, as well as "protecting" pipeline routes and trading corridors. This militarization is largely directed against China, Russia and Iran.   Take a look at the maps above - then note how the army bases are in prime positions to protect the oil and gas pipelines.  That is what this 'war' is about.  The Afghanistan war is about securing the territory through which the oil and gas pipelines will have to pass through in order to ensure Russia, China and Iran are outmanouvered in the last great wars for the last of the global oil supplies on the planet.  Only yesterday the Independent reported that the Peak Oil process is even close than the 'experts' have been so far admitting.
 
U.S. forces are needed to enforce law around pipelines
Rall, ’02
(Ted Rall,  Syndicated columnist, Twice winner of the Robert F. Kennedy Journalism Award and finalist for the Pulitzer Prize, “My Government Went to Afghanistan And All I Got Was This Stupid Pipeline,” http://citypaper.net/pipeline/)
Experts say that a trans-Afghan pipeline would be subject to continuous threats of sabotage committed by local warlords in the sectors through which it ran, and immense amounts of ever-increasing protection fees would have to be paid to safeguard the steady flow of fossil fuels. In addition, a large foreign -- read, American -- occupation force would be required for many years to enforce comparative law and order, and it remains to be seen whether the Bush Administration -- much less future American presidents -- will be inclined to devote substantial financial and military resources to the aftermath of our 2001 Afghan adventure. If pragmatism triumphs over ideology, it seems likely that the oil companies involved, reported to be led once again by the California-based Unocal Corporation (27), will reconsider their decision to bypass the shorter, cheaper and infinitely more workable Iranian proposal. For the time being, however, the Bush Administration and its puppet regime in Kabul are working furiously to make this highly dubious scheme become reality. And various parties -- Russia, Japan and the Asian Development Bank -- are already committing millions of dollars to the job. 
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We’re in Afghanistan to bully the Taliban into handing us control of their oil fields
Godoy ’01
Julio Godoy, Writer for OneWorld.net, Cites Brisard – Former French Secret Service Member and Dasquie an investigative 
journalist and publisher of Intelligence Online, “U.S. Policy Towards Taliban Influenced by Oil – Say Authors,” November 15th 2001, http://makethemaccountable.com/articles/U_S_Policy_Towards_Taliban_Influenced_by_Oil_Say_Authors.htm
Under the influence of U.S. oil companies, the government of George W. Bush initially blocked U.S. secret service investigations on terrorism, while it bargained with the Taliban the delivery of Osama bin Laden (news -web sites) in exchange for political recognition and economic aid, two French intelligence analysts claim. In the book ''Bin Laden, la verite interdite'' (''Bin Laden, the forbidden truth''), that appeared in Paris on Wednesday, the authors, Jean-Charles Brisard and Guillaume Dasquie, reveal that the Federal Bureau of Investigation's deputy director John O'Neill resigned in July in protest over the obstruction. Brisard claim O'Neill told them that ''the main obstacles to investigate Islamic terrorism were U.S. oil corporate interests and the role played by Saudi Arabia in it''. The two claim the U.S. government's main objective in Afghanistan (news - web sites) was to consolidate the position of the Taliban regime to obtain access to the oil and gas reserves in Central Asia. They affirm that until August, the U.S. government saw the Taliban regime ''as a source of stability in Central Asia that would enable the construction of an oil pipeline across Central Asia'', from the rich oilfields in Turkmenistan, Uzbekistan, and Kazakhstan, through Afghanistan and Pakistan, to the Indian Ocean. Until now, says the book, ''the oil and gas reserves of Central Asia have been controlled by Russia. The Bush government wanted to change all that''. But, confronted with Taliban's refusal to accept U.S. conditions, ''this rationale of energy security changed into a military one'', the authors claim. ''At one moment during the negotiations, the U.S. representatives told the Taliban, 'either you accept our offer of a carpet of gold, or we bury you under a carpet of bombs','' Brisard said in an interview in Paris. According to the book, the government of Bush began to negotiate with the Taliban immediately after coming into power in February. U.S. and Taliban diplomatic representatives met several times in Washington, Berlin and Islamabad. To polish their image in the United States, the Taliban even employed a U.S. expert on public relations, Laila Helms. The authors claim that Helms is also an expert in the works of U.S. secret services, for her uncle, Richard Helms, is a former director of the Central Intelligence Agency (news - web sites) (CIA (news - web sites)). The last meeting between U.S. and Taliban representatives took place in August, five weeks before the attacks on New York and Washington, the analysts maintain. On that occasion, Christina Rocca, in charge of Central Asian affairs for the U.S. government, met the Taliban ambassador to Pakistan in Islamabad. Brisard and Dasquie have long experience in intelligence analysis. Brisard was until the late 1990s director of economic analysis and strategy for Vivendi, a French company. He also worked for French secret services, and wrote for them in 1997 a report on the now famous Al Qaeda network, headed by bin Laden. Dasquie is an investigative journalist and publisher of Intelligence Online, a respected newsletter on diplomacy, economic analysis and strategy, available through the Internet. 
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We keep our military presence in Central Asia near pipeline workers
Viviano ’01
Frank Viviano, Named Journalist of the year four times, Nominated for the Pulitzer Prize eight times, Staff Writer for the San Francisco Gate, “Energy future rides on U.S. war / Conflict centered in world's oil patch,” September 26th 2001, http://articles.sfgate.com/2001-09-26/news/17617336_1_energy-resources-world-energy-world-s-energy-center
Beyond American determination to hit back against the perpetrators of the Sept. 11 attacks, beyond the likelihood of longer, drawn-out battles producing more civilian casualties in the months and years ahead, the hidden stakes in the war against terrorism can be summed up in a single word: oil. The map of terrorist sanctuaries and targets in the Middle East and Central Asia is also, to an extraordinary degree, a map of the world's principal energy sources in the 21st century. The defense of these energy resources -- rather than a simple confrontation between Islam and the West -- will be the primary flash point of global conflict for decades to come, say observers in the region. "You cannot discuss the violence of this region outside the context of oil, " says Vakhtang Kolbaya, deputy chairman of the parliament in the republic of Georgia. "It's at the heart of the problem." WORLD'S ENERGY CENTER The terrain of the globe's energy future ranges along a swath of mountain and desert with resource-poor Afghanistan and Pakistan at its volatile eastern end. Outside of this core, where suspected terrorist leader Osama bin Laden and many of his supporters are located, terrorist groups are active in Saudi Arabia, Libya, Bahrain, the Gulf Emirates, Iran, Iraq, Egypt, Sudan and Algeria. Their operations also threaten to destabilize regimes in Turkmenistan, Kazakstan and Azerbaijan. They also are active in areas -- such as Chechnya, Georgia and eastern Turkey -- where major pipelines carry energy resources to markets worldwide. Altogether this region accounts for more than 65 percent of the world's oil and natural gas production, according to the Statistical Review of World Energy. By 2050, it will account for more than 80 percent, according to forecasts. The combined total of proven and estimated reserves in the region stands at more than 800 billion barrels of crude petroleum and its equivalent in natural gas. By contrast, the combined total of oil reserves in the Americas and Europe is less than 160 billion barrels, most of which, energy experts say, will have been exhausted in the next 25 years. It is inevitable that the war against terrorism will be seen by many as a war on behalf of America's Chevron, ExxonMobil and Arco; France's TotalFinaElf; British Petroleum; Royal Dutch Shell and other multinational giants, which have hundreds of billions of dollars of investment in the region. There is no avoiding such a linkage or the rising tide of anger it will produce in developing nations already convinced they are victims of a conspiratorial collaboration between global capital and U.S. military might. Nowhere is that alleged collaboration more reviled than on the Arabian Peninsula, where U.S. armed forces have been present at six military bases since the Gulf War and where more than 30,000 Americans work for multinational oil giants. 
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Afghanistan is the only route for an effective supply line – Our key motivation for staying in the region is oil
Monbiot ’01
George Monbiot, Syndicated columnist on Foreign Affairs, Weekly columnist for The Guardian, “America’s pipe dream,” October 23rd 2001, http://www.guardian.co.uk/world/2001/oct/23/afghanistan.terrorism11
The invasion of Afghanistan is certainly a campaign against terrorism, but it may also be a late colonial adventure. British ministers have warned MPs that opposing the war is the moral equivalent of appeasing Hitler, but in some respects our moral choices are closer to those of 1956 than those of 1938. Afghanistan is as indispensable to the regional control and transport of oil in central Asia as Egypt was in the Middle East. Afghanistan has some oil and gas of its own, but not enough to qualify as a major strategic concern. Its northern neighbours, by contrast, contain reserves which could be critical to future global supply. In 1998, Dick Cheney, now US vice-president but then chief executive of a major oil services company, remarked: "I cannot think of a time when we have had a region emerge as suddenly to become as strategically significant as the Caspian." But the oil and gas there is worthless until it is moved. The only route which makes both political and economic sense is through Afghanistan. Transporting all the Caspian basin's fossil fuel through Russia or Azerbaijan would greatly enhance Russia's political and economic control over the central Asian republics, which is precisely what the west has spent 10 years trying to prevent. Piping it through Iran would enrich a regime which the US has been seeking to isolate. Sending it the long way round through China, quite aside from the strategic considerations, would be prohibitively expensive. But pipelines through Afghanistan would allow the US both to pursue its aim of "diversifying energy supply" and to penetrate the world's most lucrative markets. Growth in European oil consumption is slow and competition is intense. In south Asia, by contrast, demand is booming and competitors are scarce. Pumping oil south and selling it in Pakistan and India, in other words, is far more profitable than pumping it west and selling it in Europe. As the author Ahmed Rashid has documented, in 1995 the US oil company Unocal started negotiating to build oil and gas pipelines from Turkmenistan, through Afghanistan and into Pakistani ports on the Arabian sea. The company's scheme required a single administration in Afghanistan, which would guarantee safe passage for its goods. Soon after the Taliban took Kabul in September 1996, the Telegraph reported that "oil industry insiders say the dream of securing a pipeline across Afghanistan is the main reason why Pakistan, a close political ally of America's, has been so supportive of the Taliban, and why America has quietly acquiesced in its conquest of Afghanistan". Unocal invited some of the leaders of the Taliban to Houston, where they were royally entertained. The company suggested paying these barbarians 15 cents for every thousand cubic feet of gas it pumped through the land they had conquered. For the first year of Taliban rule, US policy towards the regime appears to have been determined principally by Unocal's interests. In 1997 a US diplomat told Rashid "the Taliban will probably develop like the Saudis did. There will be Aramco [the former US oil consortium in Saudi Arabia] pipelines, an emir, no parliament and lots of Sharia law. We can live with that." US policy began to change only when feminists and greens started campaigning against both Unocal's plans and the government's covert backing for Kabul. Even so, as a transcript of a congress hearing now circulating among war resisters shows, Unocal failed to get the message. In February 1998, John Maresca, its head of international relations, told representatives that the growth in demand for energy in Asia and sanctions against Iran determined that Afghanistan remained "the only other possible route" for Caspian oil. The company, once the Afghan government was recognised by foreign diplomats and banks, still hoped to build a 1,000-mile pipeline, which would carry a million barrels a day. Only in December 1998, four months after the embassy bombings in east Africa, did Unocal drop its plans. But Afghanistan's strategic importance has not changed. In September, a few days before the attack on New York, the US energy information administration reported that "Afghanistan's significance from an energy standpoint stems from its geographical position as a potential transit route for oil and natural gas exports from central Asia to the Arabian sea. This potential includes the possible construction of oil and natural gas export pipelines through Afghanistan". Given that the US government is dominated by former oil industry executives, we would be foolish to suppose that such plans no longer figure in its strategic thinking. As the researcher Keith Fisher has pointed out, the possible economic outcomes of the war in Afghanistan mirror the possible economic outcomes of the war in the Balkans, where the development of "Corridor 8", an economic zone built around a pipeline carrying oil and gas from the Caspian to Europe, is a critical allied concern. 
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We’re in Afghanistan to get oil
Barnes ’09
Lee John Barnes, Prominent British National Party Writer, 
“Afghanistan – A War for Oil and Natural Gas,” August 5th 2009, http://leejohnbarnes.blogspot.com/2009/08/afghanistan-war-for-gas-and-oil.html
Since the 2001 invasion and occupation of Afghanistan, the US has a military presence on China's Western frontier, in Afghanistan and Pakistan. The U.S. is intent upon establishing permanent military bases in Afghanistan, which occupies a strategic position bordering on the former Soviet republics, China and Iran.   Moreover, the US and NATO have also established since 1996, military ties with several former Soviet republics under GUUAM (Georgia, Ukraine, Uzbekistan, Azerbaijan and Moldava). In the post 9/11 era, Washington has used the pretext of the "global war against terrorism" to further develop a U.S. military presence in GUUAM countries. Uzbekistan withdrew from GUUAM in 2002.(The organization is now referred to as GUAM).   China has oil interests in Eurasia as well as in sub-Saharan Africa, which encroach upon Anglo-American oil interests.   What is at stake is the geopolitical control over the Eurasian corridor.   In March 1999, the U.S. Congress adopted the Silk Road Strategy Act, which defined America’s broad economic and strategic interests in a region extending from the Eastern Mediterranean to Central Asia. The Silk Road Strategy (SRS) outlines a framework for the development of America’s business empire along an extensive geographical corridor.   The successful implementation of the SRS requires the concurrent "militarization" of the entire Eurasian corridor as a means to securing control over extensive oil and gas reserves, as well as "protecting" pipeline routes and trading corridors. This militarization is largely directed against China, Russia and Iran.   Take a look at the maps above - then note how the army bases are in prime positions to protect the oil and gas pipelines.  That is what this 'war' is about.  The Afghanistan war is about securing the territory through which the oil and gas pipelines will have to pass through in order to ensure Russia, China and Iran are outmanouvered in the last great wars for the last of the global oil supplies on the planet.  Only yesterday the Independent reported that the Peak Oil process is even close than the 'experts' have been so far admitting.
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Our Marines in Afghanistan are being deployed to secure pipelines
Salhani ’10
Claude Salhani, Editor of the Middle East Times, “Oil for Blood in Afghanistan,” March 24th 2010, http://oilprice.com/Geo-Politics/Middle-East/Oil-for-Blood-in-Afghanistan.html
So when told to deploy in an uninhabited part of Afghanistan to secure a portion of desolate desert terrain for the sake of ensuring that oil pipelines are built and kept safe from rebel hands, the Marines take on the job. The Marines might look at this deployment as just another mission that happens to involve oil. This is not the first time, nor is it likely to be the last time the US military gets in a fight over oil. The reason the United States went to war against Saddam Hussein a first time in 1990-91 was to get him out of Kuwait because Kuwait has oil, and because it placed Iraq far too close to Saudi Arabia. There is no question as to the crucial role oil plays when it comes to the national security of the United States. Oil is vital to keeping our cars running, our airplanes flying, our homes heated and our tanks, ships, helicopters and other military vehicles operating. According to a recent report published in The Washington Post military operations in Delaram, in the southwest of Afghanistan, where some 3,000 Marines are to be deployed is "far from a strategic priority for senior officers at the international military headquarters in Kabul.'' Yet, continues the report, ''the U.S. Marines are deployed and are fighting in that part of the country." The report states that Delaram is a day's drive from the nearest city and refers to it as 'the end of the Earth.' The Marines are trained to fight to hell and back, but shouldn’t the politicians back home think twice before placing the leathernecks in such great numbers in a single area? 

Our troops are in Afghanistan to maintain nation building operations to secure TAPI pipeline passage
Gatto, ’10
(Timothy V. Gatto, Former Chairman of the Liberal Party of America, Retired Army Sergeant, “Why Afghanistan?” June 22nd 2010, http://www.opednews.com/articles/Why-Afghanistan-by-Timothy-V-Gatto-100722-382.html)
The true nature of our involvement in Afghanistan is something that has yet to be defined. The obvious question is why are we there? What makes this nation (and I use the term loosely), so important that we need 150,000 troops from the U.S. (and almost as many mercenaries), and tens of thousands of troops from NATO as well as Mongolia, South Korea and other non-NATO countries, to perform the task of "nation-building"? Is it because of the TAPI petroleum pipeline that will run from the Caucuses to ports in India, thus bringing oil from the Caucuses without having to go through Russia, and insuring petroleum to Western Europe without the inconvenience of having it controlled by Russia and thus holding Western Europe hostage?

Our troops in Afghanistan are there to protect workers building pipelines
Blum ’09
William Blum, Critic of United States Foreign Policy, “America’s Other Glorious War,” January 7th 2009, http://www.counterpunch.org/blum01072009.html
Since the dissolution of the Soviet Union, US oil companies have been vying with Russia, Iran and other energy interests for the massive, untapped oil and natural gas reserves in the former Soviet republics of Central Asia. The building and protection of oil and gas pipelines in Afghanistan, to continue farther to Pakistan, India, and elsewhere, has been a key objective of US policy since before the 2001 American invasion and occupation of the country, although the subsequent turmoil there has presented serious obstacles to such plans. A planned Turkmenistan-Afghanistan-Pakistan-India pipeline has strong support from Washington because, amongst other reasons, the US is eager to block a competing pipeline that would bring gas to Pakistan and India from Iran. But security for such projects remains daunting, and that's where the US and NATO forces come in to play. In the late 1990s, the American oil company, Unocal, met with Taliban officials in Texas to discuss the pipelines.[6] Zalmay Khalilzad, later chosen to be the US ambassador to Afghanistan, worked for Unocal[7]; Hamid Karzai, later chosen by Washington to be the Afghan president, also reportedly worked for Unocal, although the company denies this. Unocal's talks with the Taliban, conducted with the full knowledge of the Clinton administration, and undeterred by the extreme repression of Taliban society, continued as late as 2000 or 2001. 
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U.S. bases are deployed near oil pipelines as “energy protection forces”
Margolis ’08
Eric Margolis, Foreign editor for Sun National Media Canada, “At Last, Some Truth About Iraq and Afghanistan,” http://www.lewrockwell.com/margolis/margolis114.html
Meanwhile, according to Pakistani and Indian sources, Afghanistan just signed a major deal to launch a long-planned, 1680 km long pipeline project expected to cost $ 8 billion. If completed, the Turkmenistan-Afghanistan-Pakistan-India pipeline (TAPI) will export gas and, later, oil from the Caspian Basin to Pakistan’s coast where tankers will transport it to the west. The Caspian Basin located under the Central Asian states of Turkmenistan, Uzbekistan and Kazakkstan, holds an estimated 300 trillion cubic feet of gas and 100–200 billion barrels of oil. Securing the world’s last remaining known energy Eldorado is strategic priority for the western powers. China can only look on with envy. But there are only two practical ways to get gas and oil out of landlocked Central Asia to the sea: through Iran, or through Afghanistan to Pakistan. For Washington, Iran is tabu. That leaves Pakistan, but to get there, the planned pipeline must cross western Afghanistan, including the cities of Herat and Kandahar. In 1998, the Afghan anti-Communist movement Taliban and a western oil consortium led by the US firm UNOCAL signed a major pipeline deal. UNOCAL lavished money and attention on Taliban, flew a senior delegation to Texas, and also hired an minor Afghan official, one Hamid Karzai. Enter Osama bin Laden. He advised the unworldly Taliban leaders to reject the US deal and got them to accept a better offer from an Argentine consortium, Bridas. Washington was furious and, according to some accounts, threatened Taliban with war. In early 2001, six or seven months before 9/11, Washington made the decision to invade Afghanistan, overthrow Taliban, and install a client regime that would build the energy pipelines. But Washington still kept up sending money to Taliban until four months before 9/11 in an effort to keep it "on side" for possible use in a war or strikes against Iran. The 9/11 attacks, about which Taliban knew nothing, supplied the pretext to invade Afghanistan. The initial US operation had the legitimate objective of wiping out Osama bin Laden’s al-Qaida. But after its 300 members fled to Pakistan, the US stayed on, built bases – which just happened to be adjacent to the planned pipeline route – and installed former UNOCAL"consultant" Hamid Karzai as leader. Washington disguised its energy geopolitics by claiming the Afghan occupation was to fight "Islamic terrorism," liberate women, build schools, and promote democracy. Ironically, the Soviets made exactly the same claims when they occupied Afghanistan from 1979-1989. The cover story for Iraq was weapons of mass destruction, Saddam’s supposed links to 9/11, and promoting democracy. Work will begin on the TAPI once Taliban forces are cleared from the pipeline route by US, Canadian and NATO forces. As American analyst Kevin Phillips writes, the US military and its allies have become an "energy protection force." From Washington’s viewpoint, the TAPI deal has the added benefit of scuttling another proposed pipeline project that would have delivered Iranian gas and oil to Pakistan and India. India’s energy needs are expected to triple over the next decade to 8 billion barrels of oil and 80 million cubic meters of gas daily. Delhi, which has its own designs on Afghanistan and has been stirring the pot there, is cock-a-hoop over the new pipeline plan. Russia, by contrast, is grumpy, having hoped to monopolize Central Asian energy exports. Energy is more important than blood in our modern world. The US is a great power with massive energy needs. Domination of oil is a pillar of America’s world power. Afghanistan and Iraq are all about control of oil.
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Our troops are in Afghanistan are there to protect the workers building oil pipelines
Blum ’09
William Blum, Critic of United States Foreign Policy, “America’s Other Glorious War,” January 7th 2009, http://www.counterpunch.org/blum01072009.html
Since the dissolution of the Soviet Union, US oil companies have been vying with Russia, Iran and other energy interests for the massive, untapped oil and natural gas reserves in the former Soviet republics of Central Asia. The building and protection of oil and gas pipelines in Afghanistan, to continue farther to Pakistan, India, and elsewhere, has been a key objective of US policy since before the 2001 American invasion and occupation of the country, although the subsequent turmoil there has presented serious obstacles to such plans. A planned Turkmenistan-Afghanistan-Pakistan-India pipeline has strong support from Washington because, amongst other reasons, the US is eager to block a competing pipeline that would bring gas to Pakistan and India from Iran. But security for such projects remains daunting, and that's where the US and NATO forces come in to play. In the late 1990s, the American oil company, Unocal, met with Taliban officials in Texas to discuss the pipelines.[6] Zalmay Khalilzad, later chosen to be the US ambassador to Afghanistan, worked for Unocal[7]; Hamid Karzai, later chosen by Washington to be the Afghan president, also reportedly worked for Unocal, although the company denies this. Unocal's talks with the Taliban, conducted with the full knowledge of the Clinton administration, and undeterred by the extreme repression of Taliban society, continued as late as 2000 or 2001. As for NATO, it has no reason to be fighting in Afghanistan. Indeed, NATO has no legitimate reason for existence at all. Their biggest fear is that "failure" in Afghanistan would make this thought more present in the world's mind. If NATO hadn’t begun to intervene outside of Europe it would have highlighted its uselessness and lack of mission. “Out of area or out of business” it was said. In June, the Canadian Center for Policy Alternatives published a report saying Taliban and insurgent activity against the US-NATO presence in Kandahar province puts the feasibility of the pipeline project in doubt. The report says southern regions in Afghanistan, including Kandahar, would have to be cleared of insurgent activity and land mines in two years to meet construction and investment schedules. "Nobody is going to start putting pipe in the ground unless they are satisfied that there is some reasonable insurance that the workers for the pipeline are going to be safe," said Howard Brown, the Canadian representative for the Asian Development Bank, the major funding agency for the pipeline. 
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Perception of stability is a key prerequisite to TAPI construction in Afghanistan
Daly ‘10
John CK Daly, UPI International Correspondent, “Afghanistan and Central Asian Oil,” May 7, 2010, The OSINT Group, http://www.isaintel.com/?p=418
The hopes in turn have revived one of the Western energy community’s most cherished and longstanding projects, the proposed Trans-Afghanistan Pipeline (initially “TAP,” now “TAPI” with the inclusion of Pakistan and India) pipeline to bring Turkmenistan’s gas to the burgeoning southern Asian markets of Pakistan and India. TAPI was under development even before the Taliban captured Kabul, as in 1995 Turkmenistan and Pakistan initialed a memorandum of understanding. TAPI, with a carrying capacity of 33 bcm of Turkmen natural gas a year, was projected to run from Turkmenistan’s Dauletabad gas field across Afghanistan and Pakistan and terminate at the northwestern Indian town of Fazilka. As TAPI would require the assent of the Taliban, in 1997 TAPI’s initiators, the Central Asia Gas Pipeline Ltd. consortium, led by U.S. company Unocal, flew a Taliban delegation to Unocal headquarters in Houston, where the Taliban signed off on the project. It is a minor point of history but a telling one that Afghanistan’s President Hamid Karzai at the time worked for Unocal. But then the Taliban made the fatal mistake of offering sanctuary to Osama bin Laden and two months after 9-11 were driven from power for their misguided hospitality. Despite Karzai’s fervent support for the project, security of TAPI’s route through Afghanistan remains an “impediment” to the project’s realization, though in 2008 the Afghan government made several pledges to relieve those concerns. Given the Bush administration policy, inherited by the Obama regime, of dual containment and isolation of both Russia and Iran, TAPI remains the sole significant undeveloped southern output for Central Asian natural gas and oil. Afghanistan remains one of the world’s poorest and least developed countries, where two-thirds of the population lives on less than $2 a day, producing unrest that the insurgency feeds upon. Nevertheless, in the wake of Karzai’s recent resounding electoral victory TAPI has received a new lease on life as visions of transit fee riches from his former employers becloud Karzai’s eyes, which in turn requires defeat of the Taliban, which in turn requires more troops, according to General Stanley A. McChrystal, current Commander, International Security Assistance Force (ISAF) and Commander, U.S. Forces Afghanistan (USFOR-A). The bankruptcy of the Bush administration’s policies in occupying countries to corral their energy resources and pacify transit corridors is now evident. Invading Iraq in 2003 because of the threat of non-existent weapons of mass destruction, administration hawks predicted that rising Iraqi oil output would soon cover the cost of military operations, but six years later Baghdad is struggling to reach pre-war levels of output. In Afghanistan, 2009 is proving to be the deadliest year since Operation Enduring Freedom began in 2001. 
[bookmark: _Toc267084288]

[bookmark: _Toc267682671]Link – Stability
TAPI construction will not happen in an unstable Afghanistan
Shah ‘03
Baber Shah, PhD and Research Fellow at the Institute of Strategic Studies, Islamabad, “REVIVAL OF TRANS AFGHANISTAN GAS PIPELINE PROJECT”, Institute of Strategic Studies, Islamabad
The Question of Peace and Security in Afghanistan  The biggest question is that of a permanent, effective, and countrywide security system in the country. In the absence of a well-trained and well-equipped national army and police, the maintenance of security in the country has become a great challenge for the Karzai administration whose writ, it appears, is confined to the capital, Kabul, which is presently considered as the most secure city in the country, where 4,800 International Security Assistance Force (ISAF) is responsible for maintaining security. However, the murder of Haji Qadeer, assassination attempts on President Karzai and Defence Minister Fahim, frequent bomb blasts and attacks on the ISAF show how difficult security arrangements are even within the capital. Elsewhere in the country, warlordism holds sway.  The work on the formation of the new national army and police is very slow. The country has got divided into various military zones, with each zone headed and controlled by a regional warlord with the support of his tribe. These warlords have sought legitimacy by accepting the Karzai administration. However, within their respective regions they follow an independent line of action. As matters presently stand, for maintaining security in the respective regions, the central government is relying, and will continue to rely, on these warlord militias, until the new security arrangements have taken shape in the country. Meanwhile, these militias remain engaged in loot and plunder, and frequently clash with each other. Furthermore, ethnic frictions remain high and reportedly prevail in the Karzai cabinet as well. The ongoing US-war against al-Qaeda and the dispersed Taliban cadres in the country is another factor of tension. Small scale search operations and occasional encounters with the Taliban and al-Qaeda remnants occur frequently.  Resistance against the US troops and the Karzai administration seems to be turning into the traditional Afghan guerrilla warfare. Recently news of meetings between Hikmatyar and Mulla Omar have also reported the emergence of a new group calling itself ‘the Secret Army of Muslim Mujahideen’ that has claimed responsibility of fifty raids against the US troops and their allies, including the attacks on the US embassy and the ISAF in Kabul.30 To date, most of the guerrilla activities have been taking place in the southern and southeastern parts of the country, which is considered to be one of the probable routes of the TAP pipeline. At the same time, an anti-US and anti-Kabul radio station has started its broadcasts in the eastern provinces of the country.31 Resentment and anger of the common Afghan towards the loss of civilian lives and property is also increasing. If all of these factors of resistance collectively gain momentum, it might create serious problems for the US troops as well as for the administration in Kabul. The most crucial aspect of the post 9/11 Afghanistan, following the arrival of the US troops and their securing military bases in the country as well as in the neighbouring Central Asian states, are the concerns of the neighbouring and regional countries, regarding the long-term goals of the US in the region, especially the oil and gas-rich and geo-strategically important Central Asian States. If the uncertain state of affairs in Afghanistan continue to prolong and the regional countries find that the US-long-term goals conflict with their own national interests in the region, they might extend covert support to the Afghan resistance elements to frustrate the US plans. A strong military, political and financial infrastructure as the backbone of an effective central authority in Afghanistan would remain a crucial factor. Presently the lack of internal political cohesion, the ongoing US military operations, the unabated resistance activities and the slow pace of the reconstruction process all collectively point towards the highly uncertain prevailing state of affairs in the country. The absence of an environment of security directly impacts on the viability of the TAP pipeline project that involves huge multi-national investments. Will any investor agree to invest in the pipeline project, of which over 830 km will pass through a war-prone Afghan territory? So far, only Japan has expressed its willingness to invest.32  For the TAP pipeline to materialise, the Afghan situation demands an effective international role if the country is to act as a transit for energy supplies to the outside world.



[bookmark: _Toc267682672]Link – Stability
Stability is the key determinant of TAPI construction
Akbari ‘10
Nazneen Akbari, freelance writer, B.A. in Mass Communication, pursuing M.A. in International Journalism, “The Oil Game in Central Asia and Afghanistan,” Suite101, 2/8/10, http://www.suite101.com/profile.cfm/naz22
Afghanistan occupies a strategic position between the Middle East, Central Asia and the Indian Subcontinent and lies squarely between Turkmenistan and the lucrative, desirable and growing markets of India, China and Japan. According to the Organisation Project Underground, Oct 31, 2001 “How Oil Interest Play Out in the U.S. bombing of Afghanistan”, “Afghanistan’s significance from an energy standpoint stems from its geographical location as a potential transit root for oil and natural gas exports from Central Asia to the Arabian sea. This potential includes a multi billion dollar oil and gas export pipelines through Afghanistan” Political Stability for Oil trade in Afghanistan Secondly, to play the game of oil, regional stability is necessary, and for a time the U.S. believed the Taliban could provide just that. 

Stability is the number one threat to TAPI construction
Bhutta ‘08
Zafar, 2/6/08, Daily Times: “TAP gas pipeline project talks likely from Feb 23 in Islamabad,” http://www.dailytimes.com.pk/default.asp?page=2008\02\06\story_6-2-2008_pg5_5
ISLAMABAD: Ministerial level talks on Turkmenistan-Afghanistan-Pakistan (TAP) gas pipeline project are likely to be held on February 23-24 in Islamabad to make further development on the agreement, sources told Daily Times here on Tuesday. Sources in Petroleum Ministry said that Asian Development Bank (ADB) that is sponsoring the gas pipeline project has called for a ministerial level meeting on the project on February 23-24. Earlier, ADB had called the meeting on November 27-28, 2007 in Islamabad but due to political instability followed by imposition of emergency rule in Pakistan, other partners of the project stayed away to join talks. Official said that during the talks the availability of adequate gas reserves in Turkmenistan, third party certification of reserves, project structure and security and gas pricing would be presented to discuss that still remained unresolved to materialize the project
Security problem in Afghanistan is a big issue that may hamper the building of gas pipeline and during the talks Afghanistan would be asked to ensure the security to materialize the billion dollars gas pipeline project. Official also noted that the proposed gas project cost has been estimated at $6 to $7 billion and though Asian Development Bank (ADB) is sponsoring the gas project, other investors would also be invited to carryout the gas pipeline project. The investors would also arrange the financing from different international financial institutions. “Oil companies like Shell and many others would also be invited to carry out the project,” the official said adding the tender would be floated to hire investors for carrying out the project. They said the investors that would carry out the project would receive that transport fee. Though India, reportedly under pressure from the US to scrap the Iran gas pipeline project and has stayed away from the Iran-Pakistan-India gas pipeline project talks held about four times in Tehran and Islamabad respectively, is taking interest to participate TAP project,” the official said. India had earlier been formally invited to join the talks as fourth stakeholder of Turkmenistan-Afghanistan-Pakistan gas pipeline project but it wanted to hold talks on TAP project in politically stabilised environment. Sources said that earlier India had the status of observer and at has been participating the talks between three countries Turkmenistan, Afghanistan and Pakistan but now the project would become four nations project after the participation of India in the talks.
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Afghan stability key to TAPI
Pant ‘10
Harsh V. Pant, lecturer at King's College London, vsitng fellow at CASI, University of Pennsylvania, June 2010, Contemporary South Asia: “India in Afghanistan: a Test Case for a Rising Power”)
India has used Tajikistan as a base for ferrying humanitarian and reconstruction aid to Afghanistan. India's base in Ayni in Tajikistan represents a major element in India's effort to promote stability in Afghanistan and to enhance New Delhi's ability to contain Islamic terrorism both in South Asia and Central Asia. Afghanistan's leaders have also expressed an interest in acting as a 'land bridge' between India and Central Asia. India's interest in the Turkmenistan-Afghanistan-Pakistan-India gas pipeline is also predicated upon stability and security in Afghanistan. Moreover, India has to keep an eye on various other states that have started expanding their own influence in and around Afghanistan.

Stability is a pre-requisite for TAPI
Cole, 09
Richard E Mitchell Professor of Middle Eastern and South Asian History at the University of Michigan, (2009, Juan. Political Science Quarterly: “Pakistan and Afghanistan: beyond the Taliban,” Academic Onefile
Although competition for political influence in Afghanistan sets its neighbors and the great powers against one another, one key energy project brings some of these actors together. India and Pakistan are hoping that a stable government in Kabul might give them access to Central Asia's natural gas. In late April 2008, Turkmenistan, Afghanistan, Pakistan, and India signed off on a deal that would involve spending an estimated $8 billion to build the aforementioned TAPI pipeline, with construction slated to begin in 2010. The United States strongly backs the project, which would likely make the rival Iranian pipeline plan a dead letter and would reduce Russia's leverage on the natural gas market. Canadian energy economist John Foster rang the alarm soon after the deal was initialed, warning that the Canadian NATO contingent in the Qandahar region would likely be drawn into defending the pipeline from "massive" terrorist attacks. He said Canadians were being drawn into a "geopolitical game in Central Asia" and were "babes in the wood." (35) Because of continued instability in southern Afghanistan, the prospects for the TAPI pipeline are deeply uncertain, and it seems increasingly likely that Turkmenistan will pipe its gas north to Moscow for sale to Western Europe. 
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IPI and TAPI are mutually exclusive – TAPI blocks the IPI
Foster ‘08s
International energy economist and an expert on the world oil scene, 6/19/08, Canadian Centre for Policy Alternatives’ Foreign Policy Series: “A Pipeline Through a Troubled Land: Afghanistan, Canada, And The Great Energy Game”
Meanwhile, Iran has separately offered an alternative to the route through Afghanistan – a pipeline to supply Iranian gas to Pakistan and India. The Rival Pipeline: Iran-Pakistan-India Pipeline Iran is negotiating with Pakistan and India for a pipeline (called IPI after the names of the three countries) to supply Iranian gas along a relatively secure route. With an estimated capital cost of $7.5 billion, IPI is similar in cost to the TAPI project, and is seen as a potential rival to TAPI. The IPI pipeline would move Iranian natural gas to neighbouring Pakistan and on to India. The route would avoid strife-torn Afghanistan altogether. The IPI pipeline would be 2,670 kilometres long, with about 1,115 kilometres in Iran, 705 kilometres in Pakistan, and 850 kilometres in India, and would take four years to build. It would be constructed by the three nations separately, rather than by a single, co-operative venture along the lines that the TAPI partners propose.34 The purpose of this separate approach is reportedly to avoid raising the United States’ ire and potential sanctions for co-operating with Iran.35 Russia’s Gazprom has expressed willingness to help build the IPI line.36 Pakistan is considering inviting bids by oil and gas companies to build the section in its territory, and BP has publicly expressed interest.37 In 2007, a senior State Department official, Steven Mann, stated that the United States is unequivocally against the deal. “The U.S. government supports multiple pipelines from the Caspian region but remains absolutely opposed to pipelines involving Iran.” Washington fears the IPI pipeline deal would be a blow to its efforts to isolate Iran. The Bush administration has been trying to pressure both Pakistan and India to back off from the pipeline.38 Map3. The Iran-Pakistan-India (IPI) Gas Pipeline This has resulted in the TAPI pipeline being viewed as a U.S.-backed initiative to aid in its isolation of Iran. Local leaders are sensitive to this accusation, given widespread popular aversion to the Bush administration. In response to a reporter’s question this April, Pakistan’s petroleum minister categorically denied that talks on TAPI were held in Islamabad under U.S. pressure to block the Iran-PakistanIndia deal.39


[bookmark: _Toc267682677]Impact [I/L] – Iran – TAPI/IPI Tradeoff
Failure to construct TAPI means the success of the IPI Iranian pipeline – negotiations now
Cohen, Curtis, and Graham ‘08
Ariel Cohen, Ph.D., is Senior Research Fellow in Russian and Eurasian Studies and International Energy Security in the Douglas and Sarah Allison Center for Foreign Policy Studies, a division of the Kathryn and Shelby Cullom Davis Institute for International Studies; Lisa Curtis is Senior Research Fellow for South Asia in the Asian Studies Center; and Owen Graham is a Research Assistant in the Allison Center at The Heritage Foundation, No. 2139, May 30, 2008, “The Proposed Iran–Pakistan–India Gas Pipeline: An Unacceptable Risk to Regional Security,” Executive Summary Backgrounder – Heritage Foundation, http://www.gees.org/documentos/Documen-03020.pdf 
The foreign policies of India and Pakistan are driven increasingly by energy security. To sustain their booming economies and growing populations amid tight oil and gas markets, Indian and Pakistani policymakers are turning to energy deals with unsavory regimes, such as Iran’s. At the same time, energy-producing states including Iran and Russia are attempting to tap new markets, drive up oil prices, and secure their own interests by locking in demand. In 1993, Pakistan and Iran announced a plan to build a gas pipeline, which Iran later proposed extending into India. Dubbed the “peace pipeline,” the Iran–Pakistan–India (IPI) gas pipeline would traverse over 2,775 kilometers (1,724 miles) from Iran’s South Pars gas field in the Persian Gulf through the Pakistani city of Khuzdar, with one branch going on to Karachi and a second branch extending to Multan and then on to India. This pipeline would give Iran an economic lifeline and increase its leverage and influence in South Asia. U.S. policymakers argue that allowing the IPI pipeline to proceed would encourage the Iranian regime to defy the will of the international community, develop nuclear weapons, and support terrorism. Furthermore, inadequate investment in Iran’s oil and gas industry and increasing domestic demand could render Iran incapable of supplying natural gas through the IPI. The Energy Chess Game. Although Iran possesses the second-largest gas reserves in the world, inadequate investment and other deficiencies in its hydrocarbon sector call into question Iran’s ability to supply gas to Pakistan and India through the IPI pipeline. In addition, 475 miles of the IPI pipeline will run through the Pakistani province of Baluchistan. This remote region is home to separatist tribes that employ private militias that fight over territory and resources—conditions that are hardly conducive to secure energy transportation. The Kremlin is also seeking to influence Iran to send its gas east through the IPI instead of west through the proposed Nabucco gas pipeline, which would undermine Russia’s supplier dominance over European gas markets. Russia also hopes that the IPI will undercut plans for the proposed Turkmenistan–Afghanistan–Pakistan–India (TAPI) pipeline. Russia is interested in developing the Russia- proposed north–south energy and trade corridor. Both Iran and India have expressed interest in participating in this undertaking, which would connect them to Europe by way of Russia. China views Iran as an important node in its energy security and in its strategy to develop more overland energy transport routes to reduce its dependence on U.S.-dominated sea-lanes.


[bookmark: _Toc267682678]Impact [I/L] – Iran – TAPI/IPI Tradeoff
U.S. opposition of IPI in favor of TAPI undermines IPI success
Jafri ‘08
Safdar Jafri, 4/29/2008, “Choosing The Future of Gas Pipelines in South Asia: IPI or TAPI,” Global Politician, http://www.globalpolitician.com/24636-south-asia
However, the above two are only the economic considerations connected to this project. There are also political considerations that are equally significant. US is strongly opposed to the IPI project and has instead insisted that both Pakistan and India pursue the TAPI project instead. Indeed, the objective is to isolate Iran and deny it any economic expansion in the region. This is no small consideration for the sort of influence that the US exerts in both Pakistan and India. While it is offering a lucrative civil nuclear deal to India, to Pakistan it continues to offer substantial amount of economic assistance. This brings us to the second project, namely TAPI. TAPI pipeline is planned to start from Daulatabad gasfield in Turkmenistan and end in India via Afghanistan and Pakistan. The project can complete in 2011-12 and will include a 56-inch diameter pipeline with at least 30 billion cubic meters of gas a year. The pipeline will b 2000 kilometers long and will pass through Multan in Pakistan. The project is expected to cost in the region of 6-7 billion dollars and is expected to carry 2 billion cubic feet of gas per day (20 billion cubic meters per year). India alone would be recieving half of the total gas transferred through this proposed pipeline. Although the parties involved, particularly India, did not seem very impressed with the project initially, a number of developments and studies have changed the mindset. These developments and studies indicate that not only TAPI is politically a more viable project, particularly the fact that the US is opposed to IPI and supports TAPI, it is also economically comparable with IPI project. Furthermore, the ADB(Asian Development Bank), which is actively engaged in a number of development programs in both India and Pakistan, has expressed its interest in financing the TAPI project. It has not shown the same interest in the IPI project.
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TAPI isolates Iran and independently checks Iran hegemony
Kazakova and Komissin ‘01
Marina Kazakov and Irina Komissina, oth are scientific fellows at the Russian Strategic Research Institute, “Pakistan:  Geo-Economic Interests in Central Asia,” Central Asia and the Caucasus, http://dlib.eastview.com/searchresults/article.jsp?art=13&id=4576897
Nevertheless, the decision to build this pipeline aroused noticeable anxiety in Moscow, Delhi, Beijing, and Tehran. As the Indian newspaper Indian Express wrote, the selected route "entirely meets the U.S.'s political, economic and strategic interests in Central Asia, which is striving to stimulate the export of energy resources by the region's countries, hook up, primarily and most importantly, American business to this process, isolate Iran, and make Pakistan the main transit junction for delivering this raw material to other countries." 14 Director of the Paris National Strategic Research Center Oliver Roy gave a similar assessment of the project, noting that construction of the gas pipeline meets two of America's priorities-to ensure direct transportation of petroleum products from Central Asia and the Caspian Region and intensify Iran's isolation. This is particularly important in light of the fact that Iran has a natural claim to the gas pipeline passing through its territory, since it already has the appropriate infrastructures and is close to the production site. 15 
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TAPI is beating the rival IPI pipeline now
Pannier ‘09
Bruce Pannier, May 25, 2009, “What Are The Prospects For Iran-Pakistan 'Pipeline Of Peace'?” http://www.rferl.org/content/What_Are_The_Prospects_For_IranPakistan_Pipeline_Of_Peace/1739236.html
The signing of a 25-year deal under which Iran aims to export some 150 million cubic meters of gas to Pakistan per day has resurrected a moribund pipeline project known as the "Pipeline of Peace." Not much has been heard about the Iran-Pakistan-India (IPI) pipeline for some time, but that all changed on the sidelines of a regional summit that brought together Iranian President Mahmud Ahmadinejad and Pakistani President Asif Ali Zardari in Tehran on May 24. At a signing ceremony, the two leaders hailed the prospects of a pipeline that would start in the Iranian city of Asalouyeh, travel to Pakistan, and could eventually end in India. But there are some major obstacles to overcome before any Iranian gas actually crosses the border into Pakistan -- and even more before that gas can be routed to India. The first major question is where the money will come from. The first leg of the plan is to build a 2,100-kilometer long pipeline from Iran's South Pars gas field into Pakistan -- at an estimated $7.5 billion. The next step would be to build a 600-kilometer extension that would go on to India. But while a rival gas-pipeline project -- the Turkmenistan-Afghanistan-Pakistan-India (TAPI) -- is supported by the Asian Development Bank, the IPI does not have any backing from international financial institutions. Furthermore, TAPI is not as vulnerable to the financial or political opposition that IPI could experience due to the involvement of Iran, whose nuclear program has made it a pariah in the international community.  Complicating matters for both projects is that they are to be routed through Baluchistan. Considering that Baluch nationalists have already blown up domestic gas pipelines on the Pakistani side of the border in their fight for greater autonomy from Islamabad, their stance on a new pipeline from Iran (or Afghanistan) could be easily guessed.
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Iranian power forms the basis for a Shia revolution in the Middle East
Leigh and Vukovic ‘10
James and Predrag, Izvorni naučni rad, Professor at the University of Nicosia AND **Research Assistant at the University of Nicosia February 2010, “POTENTIAL IRANIAN HEGEMONY IN OIL PRODUCING ISLAMIC COUNTRIES –IMPLICATIONS FOR OIL GEOPOLITICS,” http://www.diplomacy.bg.ac.rs/pdf/IP_2010_1_J_Leigh.pdf 
In all of this we could expect to see a greater voice of political Islamism coming from the Shia populations of the Gulf states. When that begins to appear, it may herald a growing and accelerating influence of Iranian Islamism over Shia populations, in the Gulf states, to influence their countries’ foreign oil policy. The following quote from Stratfor highlights the growing concern, in the Gulf nations, about the ascendancy of Iran as a regional power: “Despite recent efforts on the part of the Gulf Cooperation Council member countries to engage Iran in a positive manner, countries like Saudi Arabia and Bahrain remain only too aware of Iran’s increasing ability to inflame internal sectarian tensions in their countries as its influence continues to rise…”23 Iranian Islamism’s influence may also extend to other Islamic Arab states, for example, across North Africa. This potential Iranian international Islamist power bloc, as a bulwark against the West, may greatly influence OPEC oil policy, and steer its decision making, and so exacerbate these oil producers’ relations with the Western Christian world. Oil could become much more expensive for the west and even difficult to obtain, and particularly so if oil scarcity becomes an increasing and reoccurring problem in the looming world. Growing Shia power and influence coincides with the spread of Islamism at all levels of society in many Arab states. Not only in Iran is there a Shia government but as Juan Cole says, “The Shia now also have an Arab champion. This is a new thing. Baghdad has emerged as a centre of Arab Shiite power”.24 David Hirst comments further, “For the first time in centuries, Shias are about to come into their own as the rulers – or at least the politically dominant community – in a key Arab country, Iraq.”25 Jordan’s King Abdulla is anxious about the Iranian peril which is beginning to appear as the leader of Shia in the Gulf and the wider region. King Abdulla has warned that with Iranian success to establish Iraq as an Islamic Shia Republic, Iran will not stop there. He has warned of a Shia “crescent” stretching from Iran into Iraq, Syria and Lebanon.26 It is not an exaggeration to say that several Arab leaders watch with anxiety as they suspect Shia emancipation looms large. Arab regimes with a majority, or at least a significant minority of Shia, could begin to feel the pressure of Political Shia as it aggressively pursues a more dominant role in several nations across the Gulf region: Iran, Bahrain, Yemen and Iraq, with majorities, and in Kuwait, Qatar, Saudi Arabia and the UAE, with minorities. Further afield there could also be a swelling of Shia influence with their majority in Azerbaijan, and minorities in Turkey, Pakistan, Syria and Afghanistan. As Bernard Lewis says, “Iranians have plans going far beyond the Gulf and Middle East extending eastward to South and Southeast Asia and westwards into Africa.”27 Further, growing Iranian Shia influence in other nations’ own populations, through inciting revolutionary groups even where the group is Sunni like the Moslem Brotherhood, Hezbollah which is Shia and Hamas, we would add these three areas of Egypt, Lebanon and Palestine into the fold of the Islamist bloc. Already Iran has vassal bases in the Eastern Mediterranean with Hezbollah in Lebanon and Hamas in Gaza, and this is bound to be of growing concern to Europe. So in total we could expect to see Shia power appear in an array of nations, to a significant level, of course giving Iran access to much political power, in and across these nations, through their proxies or vassals. The map shows the impressive regional expanse of nations across the Middle East, the Gulf, and well into South Asia, from Turkey to Pakistan, from Azerbaijan to Yemen, where Shia political power is well established, or soon by proxy, could be significant.
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Shia weapons leads to nuclear exchange
Leigh and Vukovic ‘10
James and Predrag, Izvorni naučni rad, Professor at the University of Nicosia AND **Research Assistant at the University of Nicosia February 2010, “POTENTIAL IRANIAN HEGEMONY IN OIL PRODUCING ISLAMIC COUNTRIES –IMPLICATIONS FOR OIL GEOPOLITICS,” http://www.diplomacy.bg.ac.rs/pdf/IP_2010_1_J_Leigh.pdf 
The potential and looming nuclear proliferation in the Persian Gulf Arab states could play out to eventually increase the hegemony of a potential Iranian league. Amir Tahiri’s chilling assessment of the proliferation of nuclear weapons, in the Middle East and Persian Gulf, is foreboding of the great likelihood of conflict with mass destruction weapons in the near future.43 Tahiri records that Iran has “triggered the nuclear race” and many Arab countries are considering, or actively seeking, to have nuclear weapons. Various agreements and cooperation with France, China, Pakistan, and even the US, could enable several nations to acquire nuclear capability: Iran, Syria, Saudi Arabia, Egypt, Qatar, Iraq and Turkey.44 Also at the regional level, the six nations in the (Persian) Gulf Cooperation Council (GCC) are working on joint nuclear cooperation for a potentially massive project which could have far reaching possibilities for military development: “The Persian Gulf Cooperation Council has set up a study group to find a fast track to nuclear power. Having spent more than $140 billion on arms purchases in the past decade, the oil-rich Arab monarchies that make up the council – Saudi Arabia, Kuwait, Bahrain, the United Arab Emirates, Qatar and Oman – and allies such as Egypt and Jordan would have little difficulty financing a massive nuclear project.”45 The six nations of the GCC, along with Iraq, which is presently suspended, have a total of 50% of world oil reserves, and just under 22 million Shia, making up 32% of these Gulf countries’ total populations. So any nuclear proliferation could eventually be subject to growing Iranian hegemonic influence either through the Shia or sympathetic Sunnis, or a combination of both. This would tremendously empower a bold Iranian league, and so the likelihood of nuclear force in armed conflict, would increase manifold from what it is at the moment.
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IPI undermines US economic sanctions on Iran – causes Iranian prolif
Cohen, Curtis, and Graham ‘08
Ariel Cohen, Ph.D., is Senior Research Fellow in Russian and Eurasian Studies and International Energy Security in the Douglas and Sarah Allison Center for Foreign Policy Studies, a division of the Kathryn and Shelby Cullom Davis Institute for International Studies; Lisa Curtis is Senior Research Fellow for South Asia in the Asian Studies Center; and Owen Graham is a Research Assistant in the Allison Center at The Heritage Foundation, No. 2139, May 30, 2008, “The Proposed Iran–Pakistan–India Gas Pipeline: An Unacceptable Risk to Regional Security,” Executive Summary Backgrounder – Heritage Foundation, http://www.gees.org/documentos/Documen-03020.pdf 
The United States has been firm in its opposition to the proposed Iran–Pakistan–India pipeline since negotiations started to gain traction in 2005. In 2006, U.S. Ambassador Steven Mann reiterated that “[t]he U.S. government supports multiple pipelines from the Caspian region but remains absolutely opposed to pipelines involving Iran.”29 U.S. officials also continually remind India and Pakistan that U.S. legislation sanctions any company investing more than $20 million annually in Iran’s oil and gas industry. Indian support for the IPI undercuts U.S. efforts to isolate Iran economically by challenging U.S. sanctions against Iran’s oil and gas industry. Over the long term, pursuing the IPI will increase Iranian influence in South Asia, which could contribute to greater instability in the region, especially if Iran develops a nuclear weapons capability and continues to support international terrorism. Iran continues to flout international pressure to cease its uranium-enrichment efforts and discontinue its nuclear program. In March 2008, the U.N. Security Council took notice and passed Resolution 1803, the third round of sanctions on Iran, adding to the sanctions adopted in 2006 and 2007.30 

Iranian proliferation sparks a Middle East proliferation cascade that sparks a nuclear war
Allison ‘06
Graham Allison, Harvard Government Professor, 2006, “The Will to Prevent”, Fall, Harvard International Law Review, L/N, Accessed 7/16/10
Meanwhile, Iran is testing the line in the Middle East. On its current trajectory, the Islamic Republic will become a nuclear weapons state before the end of the decade. According to the leadership in Tehran, Iran is exercising its “inalienable right” to build Iranian enrichment plants and make fuel for its peaceful civilian nuclear power generators. These same facilities, however, can continue enriching uranium to 90 percent U-235, which is the ideal core of a nuclear bomb. No one in the international community doubts that Iran’s hidden objective in building enrichment facilities is to build nuclear bombs. If Iran crosses its nuclear finish line, a Middle Eastern cascade of new nuclear weapons states could trigger the first multi-party nuclear arms race, far more volatile than the Cold War competition between the United States and the Soviet Union. Given Egypt’s historic role as the leader of the Arab Middle East, the prospects of it living unarmed alongside a nuclear Persia are very low. The IAEA’s reports of clandestine nuclear experiments hint that Cairo may have considered this possibility. Were Saudi Arabia to buy a dozen nuclear warheads that could be mated to the Chinese medium-range ballistic missiles it purchased secretly in the 1980s, few in the US intelligence community would be surprised. Given Saudi Arabia’s role as the major financier of Pakistan’s clandestine nuclear program in the 1980s, it is not out of the question that Riyadh and Islamabad have made secret arrangements for this contingency. Such a multi-party nuclear arms race in the Middle East would be like playing Russian roulette—dramatically increasing the likelihood of a regional nuclear war. Other nightmare scenarios for the region include an accidental or unauthorized nuclear launch from Iran, theft of nuclear warheads from an unstable regime in Tehran, and possible Israeli preemption against Iran’s nuclear facilities, which Israeli Prime Minister Ehud Olmert has implied, threatening, “Under no circumstances, and at no point, can Israel allow anyone with these kinds of malicious designs against us to have control of weapons of destruction that can threaten our existence.”
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Not inevitable – IPI negotiations are based on a tenuous relationship between India and Pakistan and many obstacles still need to be resolved
Jafri ‘08
Safdar Jafri, 4/29/2008, “Choosing The Future of Gas Pipelines in South Asia: IPI or TAPI,” Global Politician, http://www.globalpolitician.com/24636-south-asia
The IPI project was conceptualized in 1989 when both India and Iran enjoyed relatively better terms with a democratic set up in Pakistan. The proposed project involves a gas pipeline from Assalouyeh in southern Iran through Baluchistan and Sindh provinces of Pakistan to India. The deal however received several set backs over wide ranging issues including the gas price and security of the pipeline from Pakistan. India and Pakistan finally agreed in February 2007 to pay Iran $4.93 per million British thermal units ($4.67/GJ) but some details relating to price ajustment remained open to further negotiation. The more than 1700 miles of pipeline would send 3.2 billion cubi feet per day of Iranian gas to Pakistan and 2.1 billion cubic feet per day to India by 2011. The project is presently expected to cost in the region of 7-8 billion dollars. Originally, Pakistan was to get a totla of 2.1 BCFD and India 3.2 BCFD, making a total gas supply of 5.3 BCFD. However, if India pulls out of the deal, then the pipeline's length would come down to 1600 kms and the gas volume to Pakistan would increase to 3.2 BCFD. The pipeline would initially transport 60 million cubi meters per day of gas, which would be equally shared between India and Pakistan. Since mid-2007 however India has been reluctant to participate in the meetings, which critics allege has been primarily due to the US pressure on India for not becoming a part of the deal to punish and isolate Iran over its nuclear enrichment and political hostilities with the US; the US has instead offered India a civil nuclear deal as a compensatory olive branch. Indian officials however argued that the real reason behind their foot dragging has been their concern for security of the pipeline through Pakistan and its restive province of Baluchistan as well as Iran's insistence that a clause for the revision of gas price every three years be incorporated into the agreement, which both India and Pakistan disagreed with.
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Negotiations are happening now but IPI construction is not assured – many obstacles remain
Cutler ‘09
Robert M Cutler, educated at the Massachusetts Institute of Technology and the University of Michigan, senior research fellow in the Institute of European, Russian and Eurasian Studies, Carleton University, Canada, “Iran-Pakistan pipeline not a done deal,” Jun 26, 2009, Asia Times – Online, http://www.atimes.com/atimes/Middle_East/KF26Ak03.html
MONTREAL - Some small fanfare was given to the signature on May 24 between the presidents of Iran and Pakistan of an agreement for the construction of a gas pipeline running from the former's South Pars gas field through the latter's unstable Balochistan province to population centers in the east of the country, notably Lahore. This is the rump result of Iran's inability to come to terms with India for the Iran-Pakistan-India (IPI) pipeline, as it was originally proposed. The most widely known reason for that failure is Iran's poor negotiating strategy over the pricing scheme (for background, seeDelhi's options beyond Iran, Asia Times Online, March 28, 2006 ). However, another contributing reason was the Indian government's concern over the pipeline's security in transiting Balochistan in western Pakistan. There has long been popular discontent there over the central government's failure to take the local population into its confidence in the development process of previous projects, provide significant social or development assistance to them, or even provide them gas resources from the deposits drilled in their territory. Roughly 450 of the Iran-Pakistan pipeline's 1,300 miles would pass through Balochistan. A third reason why the original IPI pipeline project failed was the November 26, 2008, terrorist attack in Mumbai. With reports of the indirect involvement of Pakistan security services personnel, Indian opinion, always hesitant, rapidly shifted against the prospect of a pipeline giving Pakistan the capacity to shut offIndia's energy supplies by turning a tap. In the Indian view, nothing would stop the Pakistani government from producing or fabricating an incident in Balochistan where a pipeline attack could diminish or cut off gas to India. China looks forward to replacing India as a third partner to receive gas transiting Pakistan. This could be delivered either as liquefied natural gas (LNG) exported from the Chinese-financed Pakistan port of Gwadar or overland through a pipeline parallel to the Karakoram Highway, also financed by China, which runs through the north of the country into the Xinjiang region in western China. Russian companies would also like to assist the project's completion, as this would diminish if not eliminate Iranian competition for European markets, the prospect of which is a card that the European Union (EU) has been trying to play against Gazprom. Although gas for the Nabucco pipeline would be slated at least in the first instance to come from Turkmenistan, Iran has never been ruled out and has been in the EU's strategic view for years. However, it is not clear that prospects for the Iran-Pakistan pipeline are much better than those for the IPI, despite its reduced scale and despite the signed document. When India was in negotiations with Iran over the price of eventual imports, it also had in mind the Turkish experience with Iran. (There is a gas pipeline between the latter two countries that has never really operated at full capacity) In that instance, Iran has unilaterally and repeatedly altered its interpretation of established agreements concerning prices and quantities as well as the quality of the product. This experience and others have created a widespread perception in the industry that the Iranian government regards such signed agreements as starting-points for subsequent negotiations. Moreover, Iran's constitution explicitly forbids its government to recognize international judicial or arbitration mechanisms; as a result, the only recourse is Iran's judicial system (for background, see Another trans-Caspian pipedream, Asia Times Online, October 24, 2007). The bilateral Iran-Pakistan project is projected to cost US$7.5 billion, but there is no indication where the funds for this will come from. The Asian Development Bank does not support the project. Also Russia's Gazprom does not have the deep pockets it once might have had. Further, it is not clear that China's banks or its parastatal companies, which still have to pay their own way on a commercial basis, would be interested to sponsor the pipeline financially, in view of the fact that the prospect of China receiving any gas is so distant and contingent. In this respect, the Turkmenistan-Uzbekistan-Kazakhstan-China gas pipeline is a much better bet (for background, see Gas pipeline gigantism, Asia Times Online, July 17, 2008). 
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TAPI solves Afghanistan instability
Rakhimov, ’10
(Dr. Mirzokhid Rakhimov, Head of Contemporary history and international relations department of the Institute of History of the Academy of Sciences, “Internal and external dynamics of regional cooperation in Central Asia,” May 15th 2010, 
http://www.sciencedirect.com/science?_ob=ArticleURL&_udi=B9HC2-5032NPX-2&_user=961290&_coverDate=07/31/2010&_rdoc=1&_fmt=high&_orig=search&_sort=d&_docanchor=&view=c&_acct=C000049422&_version=
1&_urlVersion=0&_userid=961290&md5=17c6ebf636de385ff223968dadd20333)
It is also grooving interest from Central Asia and outside to alternative pipelines. In December 2005 the construction of a 988 km Kazakhstan–China oil pipeline from Atasu in West Kazakhstan to the Chinese bonder town Alashankou was completed and it enable Kazakhstan to export up to 10 million barrel of oil a year. In May 2006, the Indian government also officially approved its participation in the $5 billion US Turkmenistan–Afghanistan–Pakistan–India (TAPI) gas pipeline project. In the perspective Central Asian countries could also participate at different international energy projects, including EU’s NABUCCO project and in July 2009 Turkmen President Berdimuhamedov expressed that his country could participate at the NABUCCO projects. Stabilization and positive changes in Afghanistan grant new opportunities for Central Asian cooperation. Improvement of transport connection between Central Asia and Afghanistan would be a significant contribution toward future economic recovery and political stabilization of Afghanistan and also development of transport communications of Central Asia countries with the South and East Asia.
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Revenue from the TAPI Pipeline boosts the Afghani economy and cases stability
Foster ‘10
John Foster, energy economist with worldwide experience in energy and development. He has held posts with the World Bank, the Inter-American Development Bank, British Petroleum and Petro-Canada, “Afghanistan, Energy Geopolitics and the TAPI Pipeline,” Global Research, March 25, 2010, http://www.globalresearch.ca/index.php?context=va&aid=18329
Several bilateral meetings took place in 2009. In April, a Pakistani delegation visiting Ashgabat, Turkmenistan, suggested a new TAPI route that would skirt the war-torn area and add a spur to Gwadar, a Pakistani deep-water port. Turkmen officials stated they would offer gas from the Yasrak field, instead of the planned  Dauletabad field, and they provided a reserves certification for Yasrak. In September 2009, the foreign minister of India, S M Krishna, visited President Berdimuhamedov of Turkmenistan for discussions that included terms of the TAPI pipeline project. If the pipeline goes ahead successfully, it could be Afghanistan's largest development project. According to the Ambassador of Afghanistan to Canada, transit revenue could amount to US$300 million per year. That would represent about one-third of the domestic revenue (US$887 million in 2008/09) budgeted for development efforts. Transit fees could help pay for teachers and infrastructure. Even so, Afghanistan's domestic revenue is dwarfed by aid. Foreign donors contribute about 90 percent of total funding for the development budget, and they call the shots.   TAPI is expected to boost the economies of all four countries. In 2008, Pakistan's Prime Minister described the pipeline as a vital project for the development and progress of the region. Further, pipelines are potentially good for peace. As President Berdimuhamedov of Turkmenistan said: “The pipeline between Turkmenistan, Afghanistan, Pakistan and India will be a weighty contribution to the positive cooperation on this continent.”

Afghan instability sparks conflict in Central Asia 
Lal, ’06 
[Rollie, Rand Corporation, "Central Asia and Its Asian Neighbors. Security and Commerce at the Crossroads,"http://stinet.dtic.mil/cgi-bin/GetTRDoc?AD=A450305&Location=U2&doc=GetTRDoc.pdf]
Afghanistan remains critical to the future of Central Asia and its neighbors, as instability in Afghanistan has the potential to destabilize the region (pp. 19–20). A potent combination of drugs, weapons, and militants traverse Afghanistan and cross into Central Asia and beyond. Uzbekistan, Tajikistan, and Kyrgyzstan fear that Islamic militants trained in Afghanistan may slip back across their borders (p.20). Iran remains apprehensive that hostile, anti-Shia elements may take control of Afghanistan, putting Iranian security at risk (p. 12). And Pakistan and India both compete to ensure that the Afghan regime in power is friendly to their interests (pp. 26, 29). Although the countries across Asia do not agree on how to secure Afghanistan against threats, unanimous agreement exists on the fact that a stable Afghanistan is critical to their own security interests.
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Rapidly escalates to uncontrolled, nuclear conflict 
Blank, 2k 
(Stephen, June, pg. http://www.milnet.com/pentagon/Russia-2000-assessment-SSI.pdf)
In 1993 Moscow even threatened World War III to deter Turkish intervention on behalf of Azerbaijan. Yet the new Russo-Armenian Treaty and Azeri-Turkish treaty suggest that Russia and Turkey could be dragged into a confrontation to rescue their allies from defeat. 72 Thus many of the conditions for conventional war or protracted ethnic conflict in which third parties intervene are present in the Transcaucasus. For example, many Third World conflicts generated by local structural factors have a great potential for unintended escalation. Big powers often feel obliged to rescue their lesser proteges and proxies. One or another big power may fail to grasp the other side’s stakes since interests here are not as clear as in Europe. Hence commitments involving the use of nuclear weapons to prevent a client’s defeat are not as well established or apparent. Clarity about the nature of the threat could prevent the kind of rapid and almost uncontrolled escalation we saw in 1993 when Turkish noises about intervening on behalf of Azerbaijan led Russian leaders to threaten a nuclear war in that case.73 Precisely because Turkey is a NATO ally, Russian nuclear threats could trigger a potential nuclear blow (not a small possibility given the erratic nature of Russia’s declared nuclear strategies). The real threat of a Russian nuclear strike against Turkey to defend Moscow’s interests and forces in the Transcaucasus makes the danger of major war there higher than almost everywhere else. As Richard Betts has observed, The greatest danger lies in areas where (1) the potential for serious instability is high; (2) both superpowers perceive vital interests; (3) neither recognizes that the other’s perceived interest or commitment is as great as its own; (4) both have the capability to inject conventional forces; and, (5) neither has willing proxies capable of settling the situation.74
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TAPI would save the Pakistan economy – and solves India-Pakistan conflict
Shah ‘03
Baber Shah, PhD and Research Fellow at the Institute of Strategic Studies, Islamabad, “REVIVAL OF TRANS AFGHANISTAN GAS PIPELINE PROJECT”, Institute of Strategic Studies, Islamabad
At present, Pakistan is self-sufficient in its gas reserves and caters well to the domestic requirements. The estimated recoverable reserves of natural gas in Pakistan stand at 17.39 billion cubic feet. If further exploration is not done by 2010, a sizeable shortfall is expected of around 7 billion cubic feet, given the increase in the demand for domestic and industrial consumption. Through the TAP project, Pakistan will diversify its own energy supply sources that would help it in the overall strengthening of its energy sector. It would not only help to meet any energy shortfalls in the country but offer attractive pricing both at the domestic and industrial levels as well. Pakistan would also be able to earn huge foreign exchange through export of liquefied gas to international markets.34 Apart from an estimated $700m royalty from the transit facility, Pakistan would also be allowed to purchase $200m worth of gas at a cheaper rate. With the availability of sufficient cheaper gas, Pakistan can convert its industries currently using electricity and furnace oil to natural gas. The availability of more natural gas would also reduce reliance on firewood for domestic use, especially in the far-flung and marginalised areas, that in turn would help stop the rapid deforestation in the country. Similarly, Pakistan spends $3b annually on the import of oil for industrial and transportation purposes. A significant saving could be made in that regard. Overall, on an immediate basis, Pakistan would benefit to the tune of $6bn, which would give a tremendous boost to its economic growth rate.35 The TAP project could also act as a strong non-military confidence building measure between India and Pakistan. According to planners and analysts, India is the potential major market for the Turkmen gas. Analysts are of the view that the future of the project largely depends upon India’s readiness to buy gas through the pipeline.36 Several international think-tanks, including the Washington-based Henry Stimson Centre, in their reports have suggested the viability of the TAP pipeline in the context of the Indian need for gas for its domestic and industrial needs. Technically also, TAP is a most feasible project, as there are no major topographical constraints along the proposed transit route to India and even beyond. However, Indo-Pak tensions, as well as the law and order conditions within Afghanistan cause apprehensions regarding the project’s viability in the face of disruptive elements that could sabotage the pipeline, once it is in place.37

The TAPI pipeline increases Pakistan and India cooperation
Kazakova and Komissin ‘01
Marina Kazakov and Irina Komissina, oth are scientific fellows at the Russian Strategic Research Institute, “Pakistan:  Geo-Economic Interests in Central Asia,” Central Asia and the Caucasus, http://dlib.eastview.com/searchresults/article.jsp?art=13&id=4576897
The gas pipeline may be extended to Delhi (the length of this section would be 600 km, and the construction cost approximately $600 million), but India has still not made a final decision on this issue. As some Indian politicians and experts believe, the delivery of Turkmenian gas would help to meet the country's energy needs, while participation in the construction would serve a good basis for establishing cooperation with Pakistan. At the same time, fears are expressed in Delhi that in the event of a deterioration in interrelations, Islamabad could close the pipeline. 9 In addition, the possibility is being discussed of extending the gas pipeline to China.


[bookmark: _Toc267682690]Impact – 2NC India-Pakistan Shell 
Pipeline between India and Pakistan encourages more stable relations solves potential conflicts
Cohen, Curtis, and Graham ‘08
Ariel Cohen, Ph.D., is Senior Research Fellow in Russian and Eurasian Studies and International Energy Security in the Douglas and Sarah Allison Center for Foreign Policy Studies, a division of the Kathryn and Shelby Cullom Davis Institute for International Studies; Lisa Curtis is Senior Research Fellow for South Asia in the Asian Studies Center; and Owen Graham is a Research Assistant in the Allison Center at The Heritage Foundation, No. 2139, May 30, 2008, “The Proposed Iran–Pakistan–India Gas Pipeline: An Unacceptable Risk to Regional Security,” Executive Summary Backgrounder – Heritage Foundation, http://www.gees.org/documentos/Documen-03020.pdf 
The pipeline has been referred to as the “peace pipeline” because creating economic linkages between India and Pakistan would likely encourage more stable relations between the two historical foes, which have fought three wars since their independence in 1947 and experienced two military crises in the past nine years. In fact, the Clinton Administration was relatively supportive of the pipeline idea in the late 1990s, when the “moderates” were in ascendancy in Teheran, as a way to defuse Indo–Pakistani tensions, but the Bush Administration has backed away from supporting the proposed Iran–Pakistan–India pipeline in recent years because of increased Iranian belligerence on the nuclear issue.

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


[bookmark: _Toc267682691]Impact [I/L] – China – Will Join IPI [1/2]
Bilateral consensus now – China will join IPI project
Blank ‘10
Stephen Blank, Research Professor of National Security Affairs, March 5, 2010, China Brief Volume: 10 Issue: 5, “Will China Join the Iran-Pakistan-India Pipeline?” Jamestown Foundation, Ph.D. in History from the University of Chicago, .http://www.jamestown.org/programs/chinabrief/single/?tx_ttnews[tt_news]=36122&tx_ttnews[backPid]=25&cHash=0e88d5e465
Perhaps the most interesting aspect of Iran’s most recent announcement is that China has yet to comment publicly on the pipeline except that it is studying the Pakistani proposal. And that was in 2008. Chinese foreign minister, Yang Jiechi said at that time: “We are seriously studying Pakistan’s proposal to participate in the IPI gas pipeline project” (Steelguru.com, May 3, 2008; Asia Times Online, March 6, 2008). Pakistan clearly wants China to join the pipeline for many reasons. Islamabad desperately needs the gas that might not come otherwise if there is no third party to make the deal profitable to Iran. Second, it would gain much revenue from the transit fees for the gas going to China and benefit considerably from the ensuing construction of infrastructure within Pakistan. Third, it would further solidify its “all-weather” relations with China. Those goals have always been part of Pakistan’s foreign policy and explain not only its interest in the original pipeline plan but also its previous invitations to China to join the project. The prospect of an invitation to China was also used in the past to galvanize India’s decision-making process regarding the pipeline (Steelguru.com, May 3, 2008; Asia Times Online, March 6, 2008). Throughout the spring of 2008, former Pakistani President General Pervez Musharraf and his government frequently courted Chinese leaders to join the pipeline project, a pitch that Musharraf also tied to an earlier proposal of establishing a corridor linking Pakistan to China through rail, road and fiber optics. At that time, China promised to consider the proposal and then asked for more information, but did nothing else, leaving the issue in abeyance (Indian Express, April 15, 2008; The Indian, June 19, 2008). Subsequently, Pakistani media reports claimed that China was keen on joining the pipeline and would send a delegation to negotiate the deal, but clearly, nothing came of it (The Indian, June 26, 2008). In 2009, Iran’s ambassador to India, Seyid Mehdi Nabizadeh, told Indian journalists that China was interested in the pipeline, but he too refused to confirm if talks with China were taking place (The Indian, September 15, 2009). Based on this precedent, it may be possible that these Pakistani and Iranian gambits were spurious to begin with and its purpose was to pressure India or entice China into joining the pipeline project. There is considerable interest among external observers in the pipeline and from Chinese officials have sporadically expressed an interest in it For example, China’s ambassador to India in 2006, Sun Yuxi, said that China has no objections to the IPI, while India’s minister for State Planning M.V. Rajashekaran, also said that once the pipeline is completed it could be extended to China [1]. Gazprom and the Russian government have long since indicated a desire to participate in sending oil and/or gas to the subcontinent through the IPI (ITAR-TASS, April 17, 2007). Indeed, one Russian official, Gazprom’s man in Tehran, Abubakir Shomuzov, has even advocated extending the IPI pipeline to China to tie Russia, China, India, Pakistan and Iran together in a very big project having major strategic implications as well as a huge number of consumers. Presumably, such statements—if not plans—are intended to mollify Chinese concerns about the possibility of Russian energy being diverted from it to India (The Hindu [Internet Version], May 7, 2007). Nevertheless, if one correlates China’s recent maneuvers in Central Asia concerning pipelines with its deals with Iran, it is clear that China is contemplating a pipeline network running from Iran either through Central Asia, or prospectively through Pakistan and/or India to China (Central Asia Caucasus Analyst, September 19, 2007).
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China is looking to become a party in the IPI pipeline now
Najeeb ‘08
Muhammad Najeeb, “China keen on joining Iran-Pakistan-India pipeline project,” Thu Jun 26 2008, Thaiindian News, http://www.thaindian.com/newsportal/business/china-keen-on-joining-iran-pakistan-india-pipeline-project_10064600.html
Islamabad, June 26 (IANS) China is keen on joining the $7.5 billion Iran-Pakistan-India (IPI) gas pipeline project and will send a delegation here for negotiations on the deal, a Pakistan petroleum ministry official said Thursday. “We had sent a formal proposal to China to join the project earlier this month and have received a positive response,” the official told IANS on condition of anonymity. He said a Chinese delegation will soon visit Pakistan for initial talks and may also undertake a trip to Iran. The IPI pipeline is a proposed 2,775-km-long pipeline to deliver natural gas from Iran to Pakistan and India. The official said China has asked for some more information about the project, which Pakistan would be furnishing “very soon”. When asked if Iran was willing to supply gas to China, the official said: “We invited China after seeking Iran’s consent.” The project was mooted in 1990 with expectations that it will benefit both India and Pakistan, who do not have sufficient natural gas to meet their rapidly increasing domestic demand for energy. However, it was delayed due to several reasons, including New Delhi’s security concerns. Pakistan, which is keen on buying gas because of its own diminishing gas reserves, is looking at China to make the project a reality if India decides to pull out. During his last visit to China, President Pervez Musharraf had tried to convince his counterpart Hu Jintao to join the project. The petroleum ministry official said Pakistan had also asked the Chinese government to conduct a detailed feasibility study of the gas pipeline. There has been no progress on the project since a dialogue was held between Pakistan and India in Islamabad in April. “We are very keen to undertake the project with India but we are no more getting any positive signals from Delhi,” said the official.
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Having a pipeline in the region is critical to check the reemergence of China
Monbiot ’01
George Monbiot, Syndicated columnist on Foreign Affairs, Weekly columnist for The Guardian, “America’s pipe dream,” October 23rd 2001, http://www.guardian.co.uk/world/2001/oct/23/afghanistan.terrorism11
American foreign policy is governed by the doctrine of "full-spectrum dominance", which means that the US should control military, economic and political development worldwide. China has responded by seeking to expand its interests in central Asia. The defence white paper Beijing published last year argued that "China's fundamental interests lie in ... the establishment and maintenance of a new regional security order". In June, China and Russia pulled four central Asian republics into a "Shanghai cooperation organisation". Its purpose, according to Jiang Zemin, is to "foster world multi-polarisation", by which he means contesting US full-spectrum dominance. If the US succeeds in overthrowing the Taliban and replacing them with a stable and grateful pro-western government and if the US then binds the economies of central Asia to that of its ally Pakistan, it will have crushed not only terrorism, but also the growing ambitions of both Russia and China. Afghanistan, as ever, is the key to the western domination of Asia. 

Securing oil interests cuts off oil to china
Barnes ’09
Lee John Barnes, Prominent British National Party Writer, “Afghanistan – A War for Oil and Natural Gas,” August 5th 2009, http://leejohnbarnes.blogspot.com/2009/08/afghanistan-war-for-gas-and-oil.html
The successful implementation of the SRS requires the concurrent "militarization" of the entire Eurasian corridor as a means to securing control over extensive oil and gas reserves, as well as "protecting" pipeline routes and trading corridors. This militarization is largely directed against China, Russia and Iran.   Take a look at the maps above - then note how the army bases are in prime positions to protect the oil and gas pipelines.  That is what this 'war' is about.  The Afghanistan war is about securing the territory through which the oil and gas pipelines will have to pass through in order to ensure Russia, China and Iran are outmanouvered in the last great wars for the last of the global oil supplies on the planet.  Only yesterday the Independent reported that the Peak Oil process is even close than the 'experts' have been so far admitting.
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Oil is key to rapid Chinese economic 
States News Service ’09
11/15/09
Another thing is the way we're discussing with the Chinese authorities on the right policy to implement and the view we have on the Chinese economy. I'm very happy to see that maybe as part of a result of this discussion, or almost partly as a result of those discussions, the recent shift from the Chinese authorities from an export-led growth model to a more domestic-consumption-led growth model is exactly what the IMF was arguing for months. So in this respect we're very happy with this new evolution, with this shift in the policy and I think that it will be very useful both for the Chinese economy and for the influence of China in the world economy.

That prevents large-scale U.S.-China war
Mearsheimer ’05 
John J. Mearsheimer, political science professor U of Chicago, Jan-Feb 2005, Foreign policy special report: China Rising , “Better to Be Godzilla than Bambi”, www.carnegieendowment.org/publications/index.cfm?fa=view&id=16565
China cannot rise peacefully, and if it continues its dramatic economic growth over the next few decades, the United States and China are likely to engage in an intense security competition with considerable potential for war. Most of China’s neighbors, including India, Japan, Singapore, South Korea, Russia, and Vietnam, will likely join with the United States to contain China’s power.

Extinction
Straits Times 2K
“Regional Fallout: No one gains in war over Taiwan,” Jun 25, LN
THE high-intensity scenario postulates a cross-strait war escalating into a full-scale war between the US and China. If Washington were to conclude that splitting China would better serve its national interests, then a full-scale war becomes unavoidable. Conflict on such a scale would embroil other countries far and near and -- horror of horrors -- raise the possibility of a nuclear war. Beijing has already told the US and Japan privately that it considers any country providing bases and logistics support to any US forces attacking China as belligerent parties open to its retaliation. In the region, this means South Korea, Japan, the Philippines and, to a lesser extent, Singapore. If China were to retaliate, East Asia will be set on fire. And the conflagration may not end there as opportunistic powers elsewhere may try to overturn the existing world order. With the US distracted, Russia may seek to redefine Europe's political landscape. The balance of power in the Middle East may be similarly upset by the likes of Iraq. In south Asia, hostilities between India and Pakistan, each armed with its own nuclear arsenal, could enter a new and dangerous phase. Will a full-scale Sino-US war lead to a nuclear war? According to General Matthew Ridgeway, commander of the US Eighth Army which fought against the Chinese in the Korean War, the US had at the time thought of using nuclear weapons against China to save the US from military defeat. In his book The Korean War, a personal account of the military and political aspects of the conflict and its implications on future US foreign policy, Gen Ridgeway said that US was confronted with two choices in Korea -- truce or a broadened war, which could have led to the use of nuclear weapons. If the US had to resort to nuclear weaponry to defeat China long before the latter acquired a similar capability, there is little hope of winning a war against China 50 years later, short of using nuclear weapons. The US estimates that China possesses about 20 nuclear warheads that can destroy major American cities. Beijing also seems prepared to go for the nuclear option. A Chinese military officer disclosed recently that Beijing was considering a review of its "non first use" principle regarding nuclear weapons. Major-General Pan Zhangqiang, president of the military-funded Institute for Strategic Studies, told a gathering at the Woodrow Wilson International Centre for Scholars in Washington that although the government still abided by that principle, there were strong pressures from the military to drop it. He said military leaders considered the use of nuclear weapons mandatory if the country risked dismemberment as a result of foreign intervention. Gen Ridgeway said that should that come to pass, we would see the destruction of civilization. There would be no victors in such a war. While the prospect of a nuclear Armageddon over Taiwan might seem inconceivable, it cannot be ruled out entirely, for China puts sovereignty above everything else. 
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Chinese inclusion in IPI sparks Chinese geopolitical expansion
Blank ‘10
Stephen Blank, Research Professor of National Security Affairs, March 5, 2010, China Brief Volume: 10 Issue: 5, “Will China Join the Iran-Pakistan-India Pipeline?” Jamestown Foundation, Ph.D. in History from the University of Chicago, .http://www.jamestown.org/programs/chinabrief/single/?tx_ttnews[tt_news]=36122&tx_ttnews[backPid]=25&cHash=0e88d5e465
At the same time, if China did become a full partner in the IPI pipeline that would offer it another opportunity to build on Beijing’s so-called strategy of building what has been called a “string of pearls” across the Indian Ocean. Chinese officials have publicly stated their desire to turn the Chinese-built Pakistani port of Gwadar into an energy hub. China also has substantial interests in overland transport links in Pakistan through the Karakorum Highway and participation in the IP pipeline would extend those interests deeper. Indeed, many observers in New Delhi and Washington view Sino-Pakistani collaborations to build naval facilities and oil refineries at Gwadar as a prelude to the establishment of a Chinese naval base there. Whether this is true or not, if China joins the IPI project, then the odds of China supporting American efforts to isolate Iran would effectively be reduced to zero because it would depend too much on Iranian gas, in addition to its recent oil contracts to antagonize Iran by siding with Washington [4]. While we wait to see how China decides to play this issue, the United States needs to understand that Beijing's decision to join or stand aloof from this pipeline will have major geopolitical repercussions and comparable geo-economic repercussions across Asia, another sign not only of the integration of south and southwest Asia with East Asia, but also of China’s rising importance as the nexus of the Asian continent.
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TAPI and IPI are fighting over Chinese involvement – Chinese partnership in IPI sparks Chinese expansionism into the Middle East
Fillingham ‘09
Zachary Fillingham - Nov 05, 09, Geopolitical Monitor, “India, China & the IPI pipeline,” http://www.geopoliticalmonitor.com/india-china-the-ipi-pipeline-1
The 2,700 kilometer pipeline originally sought to transport natural gas from Iran’s South Pars field through Pakistan and into the thirsty Indian market. At every turn, the IPI pipeline has had to compete with the U.S.-championed Turkmenistan-Afghanistan-Pakistan-India (TAPI) pipeline that has hitherto been thwarted by the resilience of the Taliban insurgency in Afghanistan.  Since the IPI pipeline's inception, the Indian government has had to carefully balance energy considerations with the project’s many potential strategic drawbacks.  In the end, it’s more likely that New Delhi will choose to nurture the nascent U.S.-Indian strategic engagement and pull out of the project. India’s decision will no doubt be made easier by Iran’s hard bargaining on gas prices, recent energy discoveries within India, and New Delhi’s reluctance to allow Pakistan any strategic levers in the wake of the 2008 Mumbai terrorist attacks. In what is becoming a re-occurring theme in the regional competition between these two BRIC countries, India’s withdrawal from the project could open a door for China. Politicians in New Delhi will be watching intently to see if Beijing swoops up yet another energy prize, and in doing so deepens the Chinese strategic encirclement of India. The IPI pipeline poses several possible risks and rewards for the Chinese government. With India out of play, Iran has less leverage to drive a hard bargain on gas prices, and a new over-land energy link would help further China’s energy diversification strategy. However, the project faces several political and logistical difficulties that could scuttle Chinese participation. The pipeline’s path is set to traverse some very difficult terrain in Pakistan’s Gilgit region, increasing the costs and time required to eventually connect to Xinjiang. Moreover, the massive investment required to link China would be imperiled in the event of an American attack on Iran or mass civil upheaval in Pakistan.  Given the geopolitics and the harsh terrain involved, Beijing might just be feigning interest in the IPI pipeline to get a better deal in negotiations with Russia on relatively safer Siberia-China gas pipelines. If China does become a full partner in the IPI pipeline, however, it will provide another opportunity to build on Beijing’s string of pearls.  Chinese officials have made public their desire to turn the Chinese-built Pakistani port of Gwadar into an energy hub. A link to the IPI pipeline, and over-land transport links in the form of the Karakoram Highway represent substantial Chinese interests in Pakistan. As such, Sino-Pakistani collaborations to build naval facilities and oil refineries at Gwadar are being interpreted by Washington and New Delhi as a prelude to the establishment of a Chinese naval base there. Whether this is true or not, if China joins the IPI project, then the odds of China supporting American efforts to isolate Iran would effectively be reduced to zero.

Chinese expansionism sparks nuclear war
Copley News Service ’05
7/25/05 (“Daily Editorials Bombs and Butter,” lexis nexis
As China gains economic clout, its government's brand of touchy, saber-rattling nationalism becomes more worrisome. That touchiness is rooted in the memory of humiliation inflicted by foreigners, from the Western colonial concessions of the 19th century, and it is rooted in the more recent memory of Japanese atrocities during the World War II occupation.  That wounded pride explains the orchestrated national spleen-venting over Japanese textbooks, the 2001 U.S. spy plane collision and the mistaken U.S. bombing of China's embassy during the Kosovo campaign. It has much to do with China's oft-repeated threats to attack Taiwan, which seem extreme to everyone except the Chinese.  As China gains power, that nationalism becomes more worrisome. China's authoritarian government lacks the natural restraint of voters or of dissenters free to challenge government assumptions that can lead to war.  The Pentagon recently reported that China is rapidly building its military with a goal of extending its influence across Asia. In the future, its leaders "may be tempted to resort to force or coercion more quickly to press diplomatic advantage, advance security interests or resolve disputes," the report concluded. If more muscle combined with nationalist passions tempt Chinese leaders to attack Taiwan, the United States and the world would be faced with a crisis more serious than any since at least the 1962 Cuban missile crisis with the Soviet Union. The United States would feel compelled to come to Taiwan's aid, resulting in a war between heavily armed countries that possess nuclear arsenals.
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Having a pipeline in the region is critical to check the emergence of Russia and China
Monbiot ’01
George Monbiot, Syndicated columnist on Foreign Affairs, Weekly columnist for The Guardian, “America’s pipe dream,” October 23rd 2001, http://www.guardian.co.uk/world/2001/oct/23/afghanistan.terrorism11
American foreign policy is governed by the doctrine of "full-spectrum dominance", which means that the US should control military, economic and political development worldwide. China has responded by seeking to expand its interests in central Asia. The defence white paper Beijing published last year argued that "China's fundamental interests lie in ... the establishment and maintenance of a new regional security order". In June, China and Russia pulled four central Asian republics into a "Shanghai cooperation organisation". Its purpose, according to Jiang Zemin, is to "foster world multi-polarisation", by which he means contesting US full-spectrum dominance. If the US succeeds in overthrowing the Taliban and replacing them with a stable and grateful pro-western government and if the US then binds the economies of central Asia to that of its ally Pakistan, it will have crushed not only terrorism, but also the growing ambitions of both Russia and China. Afghanistan, as ever, is the key to the western domination of Asia. 

Securing oil interests beats back Russia’s interests in the region
Barnes ’09
Lee John Barnes, Prominent British National Party Writer, “Afghanistan – A War for Oil and Natural Gas,” August 5th 2009, http://leejohnbarnes.blogspot.com/2009/08/afghanistan-war-for-gas-and-oil.html
The successful implementation of the SRS requires the concurrent "militarization" of the entire Eurasian corridor as a means to securing control over extensive oil and gas reserves, as well as "protecting" pipeline routes and trading corridors. This militarization is largely directed against China, Russia and Iran.   Take a look at the maps above - then note how the army bases are in prime positions to protect the oil and gas pipelines.  That is what this 'war' is about.  The Afghanistan war is about securing the territory through which the oil and gas pipelines will have to pass through in order to ensure Russia, China and Iran are outmanouvered in the last great wars for the last of the global oil supplies on the planet.  Only yesterday the Independent reported that the Peak Oil process is even close than the 'experts' have been so far admitting.

Central Asia key to Russian Influence
Rakhimov, ’10
(Dr. Mirzokhid Rakhimov, Head of Contemporary history and international relations department of the Institute of History of the Academy of Sciences, “Internal and external dynamics of regional cooperation in Central Asia,” May 15th 2010, 
http://www.sciencedirect.com/science?_ob=ArticleURL&_udi=B9HC2-5032NPX-2&_user=961290&_coverDate=07/31/2010&_rdoc=1&_fmt=high&_orig=search&_sort=d&_docanchor=&view=c&_acct=C000049422&_version=
1&_urlVersion=0&_userid=961290&md5=17c6ebf636de385ff223968dadd20333)
It is well known that Russia, US and China declared their support peace and stability in Central Asia and support regional cooperation and these declaration of course is welcomed in Central Asian countries. But, there are some contradictions between them. Russia traditionally view the Central Asia states as being within its sphere of influence and does not wish to see nether China or US become deeply involved there; China expresses understanding of Russia’s strong role in the region and at the same time like Russian against US strong military presence in the region, because it considers this as endangering the safety of its own north-west region.
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Other energy pipelines will decimate Russia’s energy superpower
Wishnick, ’09
(Elizabeth Wishnick, Research Associate at the Weatherhead East Asian Institute, Columbia University, Visiting Professor in the Department of Political Science, New School University, Fulbright Visiting Scholar at Lingnan University, “Russia, China, And the United State In Central Asia: Prospects for Great Power Power Competition And Cooperation In the Shadow of the Georgian Crisis,” February 2009, http://www.dtic.mil/cgi-bin/GetTRDoc?AD=ADA494509&Location=U2&doc=GetTRDoc.pdf)
In Alexei Malashenko’s view, alternative energy pipeline routes are “the Kremlin’s worst nightmare. . . .” because they will reduce Russian leverage over Central Asia as well as making it less likely for Russia to become an energy superpower.100 Indeed, Russia is facing rebellion in two directions and is seeing its monopoly over Central Asian gas exports increasingly challenged. The most heated competition is centered on 33 control over gas exports from Turkmenistan to Europe, which now flows through Russian pipelines. The EU and the United States have been trying to convince Turkmenistan to participate in the trans-Caspian and Nabucco gas pipeline projects which would connect Europe to Caspian resources, bypassing Russia. In response, Gazprom announced in September 2008 that it was prepared to offer Turkmenistan (as well as Kazakhstan and Uzbekistan) “European” prices for contracts beginning in 2009, possibly as much as $400/ thousand cubic meters (tcm), and more than double the current rate of $150/tcm.101 
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Impact – Russia – 2NC Expansionism Shell [1/2]
Russian pipelines would dramatically increase Russia’s geopolitical influence
Monbiot, ’01
(George Monbiot, Syndicated columnist on Foreign Affairs, Weekly columnist for The Guardian, “America’s pipe dream,” October 23rd 2001, http://www.guardian.co.uk/world/2001/oct/23/afghanistan.terrorism11)
The invasion of Afghanistan is certainly a campaign against terrorism, but it may also be a late colonial adventure. British ministers have warned MPs that opposing the war is the moral equivalent of appeasing Hitler, but in some respects our moral choices are closer to those of 1956 than those of 1938. Afghanistan is as indispensable to the regional control and transport of oil in central Asia as Egypt was in the Middle East. Afghanistan has some oil and gas of its own, but not enough to qualify as a major strategic concern. Its northern neighbours, by contrast, contain reserves which could be critical to future global supply. In 1998, Dick Cheney, now US vice-president but then chief executive of a major oil services company, remarked: "I cannot think of a time when we have had a region emerge as suddenly to become as strategically significant as the Caspian." But the oil and gas there is worthless until it is moved. The only route which makes both political and economic sense is through Afghanistan. Transporting all the Caspian basin's fossil fuel through Russia or Azerbaijan would greatly enhance Russia's political and economic control over the central Asian republics, which is precisely what the west has spent 10 years trying to prevent. Piping it through Iran would enrich a regime which the US has been seeking to isolate. Sending it the long way round through China, quite aside from the strategic considerations, would be prohibitively expensive.

Russian expansionism causes nuclear war with the US
Cohen ‘96
Cohen, Research Fellow in the Kathryn and Shelby Cullom Davis Institute for International Studies at The Heritage Foundation, 1996 http://www.heritage.org/Research/RussiaandEurasia/BG1065.cfm
The main threat to the equitable development of Eurasian oil is the Russian attempt to dominate the region in a de facto alliance with the radical Islamic regime in Tehran.8 Russia benefits from instability in the Caucasus, where wars and conflicts undermine independence and economic development while hindering the export of oil from the region's states. Moscow has gone beyond words to establish its power in the Caucasus. The Russians are setting up military bases in the region in order to gain exclusive control over all future pipelines. Georgia now has four Russian bases and Armenia has three, while Azerbaijan is still holding out under severe pressure from Moscow. In addition, members of the Commonwealth of Independent States are required to police their borders jointly with Russian border guards, and thus are denied effective control over their own territory. Attempts to Reintegrate the South The struggle to reestablish a Russian sphere of influence in the Caucasus and Central Asia started in early 1992. While not a full-scale war, this struggle employs a broad spectrum of military, covert, diplomatic, and economic measures. The southern tier of the former Soviet Union is a zone of feverish Russian activity aimed at tightening Moscow's grip in the aftermath of the Soviet collapse. The entire southern rim of Russia is a turbulent frontier, a highly unstable environment in which metropolitan civilian and military elites, local players, and mid-level officers and bureaucrats drive the process of reintegration.10 With the collapse of the Soviet Union, President Boris Yeltsin called for a re-examination of Russia's borders to the detriment of her neighbors, especially Ukraine and Kazakhstan. For example, upon his return from a state visit to the U.S. in September 1994, Yeltsin reiterated Russia's "right" to conduct "peacemaking" in the "near abroad," to protect Russian speakers and to exercise freedom of action in its sphere of influence.11 These statements were echoed on numerous occasions by former Russian Foreign Minister Andrey Kozyrev and other key policymakers in Moscow. In his September 1995 Decree "On Approval of the Strategic Policy of the Russian Federation Toward CIS Member States,"12 Yeltsin outlined plans to create a CIS military and economic union. Some observers have termed this design an informal empire "on the cheap," a "sustainable empire" which is less centralized than the old Soviet Union.13 The aim of such an arrangement would be to ensure Russia's control of the oil and gas reserves in Eurasia. Competing political interests inside Russia's neighbors often prompt local elites to challenge the faction in power and to seek Moscow's support. For example, Russian oil chieftains in Kazakhstan and military commanders who are still in place in Moldova and Georgia naturally maintain close links with Moscow. Where it lacks troops on the ground, Moscow supports the most pro-Russian faction in the conflict, such as Trans-Dniestrian ethnic Russians in Moldova, the separatist Abkhazs in Georgia, warlords and former communist leaders in Azerbaijan, and pro-communist clans in Tajikistan. This is a classic scenario for imperial expansion. What is common to these conflicts is that without Russian support, the pro-Moscow factions (regardless of their ethnicity) could not have dominated their respective regions, and would be forced to seek negotiated and peaceful solutions. In each case, appeals by the legitimate governments of the Newly Independent States to restore their territorial integrity were ignored by Moscow. Russian political elites have not overcome the imperialist ideology that inspired both pre-1917 and Soviet expansionism. For today's Moscow bureaucrats and generals, as for their predecessors in St. Petersburg prior to 1917, the turbulent southern periphery is a potential source of political fortunes, promotions, and careers. For Russian politicians in search of a grand cause, re-establishing the empire and paying for it with Eurasian oil revenues is a winning proposition, especially in the murky environment in the aftermath of imperial collapse.  Key Russian Players in the Great Oil Game The Russian military and security services are by far the most resolute driving force behind the restoration of a Russian-dominated CIS. They are playing a key role in ensuring Moscow's control over the pipeline routes. The end of the Cold War and the collapse of the Berlin Wall terminated, at least temporarily, confrontation with the West, leaving the Red Army's General Staff, the Russian military intelligence (GRU), and the former KGB desperately seeking new missions. The biggest of these new missions is to establish control over Caucasus and Central Asian oil, establishing a Russian sphere of influence in the process. The Russian army and security services seek to deny foreign companies the right to export oil without their control. Russian military activities over the last four years indicate an attempt to consolidate strategic control of oil sources and export routes in Eurasia.


[bookmark: _Toc267682700]Impact – Russia – 2NC Expansionism Shell [2/2]
For example, the war in Chechnya blocked an important pipeline from Azerbaijan through Grozny, and the victory of the Abkhaz separatists, supported by the Russian military, further secured the Russian oil terminals in the ports of Novorossiysk and Tuapse. In order to obtain an oil route in the region, Western exporters may be pressured to reach accomodations with the Russian generals. The Russian intelligence services are also involved. The successor to the KGB's First Chief Directorate, now known as the Foreign Intelligence Service of Russia (SVRR) and led until January 1996 by KGB general and now Foreign Minister Evgenii Primakov, published an important document in 1994 on Russia's policies in the "near abroad," called "Russia-CIS: Does the Western Position Require Correction?"14 General Primakov's staff argued that any attempt to integrate the CIS states into the global economy without Moscow's cooperation is doomed to fail. Russia already has effectively stopped Kazakhstani and Azerbaijani joint oil exporting ventures in their tracks. The states of the CIS's southern tier were coerced by Russia even before they declared their independence from the USSR. Moscow incited local pro-Russian factions, such as Abkhazians in Georgia, Armenians in Karabakh, and hard-line communist pro-Russian clans in Tajikistan, to challenge the independence and territorial  integrity of these nascent states. The Russian military provided advisers, hardware, training, planning, and coordination for the military activities in these areas. As a result, hundreds of thousands have been left dead, wounded, or homeless. In addition, these violent conflicts blocked the transit routes to the West for Caspian and Central Asian oil. The U.S. Role in the Great Game Much is at stake in Eurasia for the U.S. and its allies. Attempts to restore its empire will doom Russia's transition to a democracy and free-market economy. The ongoing war in Chechnya alone has cost Russia $6 billion to date (equal to Russia's IMF and World Bank loans for 1995). Moreover, it has extracted a tremendous price from Russian society. The wars which would be required to restore the Russian empire would prove much more costly not just for Russia and the region, but for peace, world stability, and security. As the former Soviet arsenals are spread throughout the NIS, these conflicts may escalate to include the use of weapons of mass destruction. Scenarios including unauthorized missile launches are especially threatening. Moreover, if successful, a reconstituted Russian empire would become a major destabilizing influence both in Eurasia and throughout the world. It would endanger not only Russia's neighbors, but also the U.S. and its allies in Europe and the Middle East. And, of course, a neo-imperialist Russia could imperil the oil reserves of the Persian Gulf.15 Domination of the Caucasus would bring Russia closer to the Balkans, the Mediterranean Sea, and the Middle East. 

Only scenario for extinction
Bostrom ‘02
Nick Bostrum, PhD faculty of philosophy at Oxford, “Existential Risks Analyzing Human Extinction Scenarios and Related Hazards,” Published in the Journal of Evolution and Technology, Vol. 9, March 2002
The US and Russia still have huge stockpiles of nuclear weapons. But would an all-out nuclear war really exterminate humankind? Note that: (i) For there to be an existential risk it suffices that we can’t be sure that it wouldn’t. (ii) The climatic effects of a large nuclear war are not well known (there is the possibility of a nuclear winter). (iii) Future arms races between other nations cannot be ruled out and these could lead to even greater arsenals than those present at the height of the Cold War. The world’s supply of plutonium has been increasing steadily to about two thousand tons, some ten times as much as remains tied up in warheads ([9], p. 26). (iv) Even if some humans survive the short-term effects of a nuclear war, it could lead to the collapse of civilization. A human race living under stone-age conditions may or may not be more resilient to extinction than other animal species.


[bookmark: _Toc267682701]Impact – Russia – 2NC Relations Shell
Russian pipelines would dramatically increase Russia’s geopolitical influence
Monbiot, ’01
(George Monbiot, Syndicated columnist on Foreign Affairs, Weekly columnist for The Guardian, “America’s pipe dream,” October 23rd 2001, http://www.guardian.co.uk/world/2001/oct/23/afghanistan.terrorism11)
The invasion of Afghanistan is certainly a campaign against terrorism, but it may also be a late colonial adventure. British ministers have warned MPs that opposing the war is the moral equivalent of appeasing Hitler, but in some respects our moral choices are closer to those of 1956 than those of 1938. Afghanistan is as indispensable to the regional control and transport of oil in central Asia as Egypt was in the Middle East. Afghanistan has some oil and gas of its own, but not enough to qualify as a major strategic concern. Its northern neighbours, by contrast, contain reserves which could be critical to future global supply. In 1998, Dick Cheney, now US vice-president but then chief executive of a major oil services company, remarked: "I cannot think of a time when we have had a region emerge as suddenly to become as strategically significant as the Caspian." But the oil and gas there is worthless until it is moved. The only route which makes both political and economic sense is through Afghanistan. Transporting all the Caspian basin's fossil fuel through Russia or Azerbaijan would greatly enhance Russia's political and economic control over the central Asian republics, which is precisely what the west has spent 10 years trying to prevent. Piping it through Iran would enrich a regime which the US has been seeking to isolate. Sending it the long way round through China, quite aside from the strategic considerations, would be prohibitively expensive.

Russian energy hegemony creates anti-Americanism killing US-Russia relations
Cohen and Ericson ‘09
Ariel, Senior Research Fellow, The Kathryn and Shelby Cullom Davis Institute for International Studies, and Robert, Chair of the Department of Economics at the East Carolina University and former Director of the Harriman Institute at Columbia University (11/7/09, Heritage foundation, “Russia's Economic Crisis and U.S.-Russia Relations: Troubled Times Ahead,” http://www.heritage.org/Research/Reports/2009/11/Russias-Economic-Crisis-and-US-Russia-Relations-Troubled-Times-Ahead
An economic model based on natural resources would tend to perpetuate authoritarianism, nationalism, and corruption, and it would require Russia to follow a neo-imperial policy throughout the Commonwealth of Independent States (CIS) to support Russian domination of the pipeline system. In a way, the petrostate model and the associated militarized foreign policy require Russia to label the U.S. as an enemy. A more open and diversified economy would be more compatible with democratization and the rule of law.Russia's falling economic performance has dampened some aspects of the revisionist rhetoric, but has not drastically changed Russia's foreign policy narrative, which remains decidedly anti-status quo and implicitly anti-American. Recent increases in oil prices ensure the continuation of this policy. Even during the current crisis, Russia has continued to voice strong grievances against the West and made revisionist demands to change key international economic and European security institutions for its benefit. Unless the Kremlin significantly reorients its foreign and security policy priorities, the Obama Administration's attempt to "reset" U.S.-Russian relations may fail. Only a coherent policy by the Obama Administration and Congress can force the Russian leadership to realize that they would be better served by cooperating with the U.S. and the West than by subverting it.

Relations key to solve all global problems
Taylor, ’08
(Jeffrey Taylor, Atlantic correspondent living in Moscow, November 2008, Medvedev Spoils the Party, http://www.theatlantic.com/doc/200811u/medvedev-obama)
Like it or not, the United States cannot solve crucial global problems without Russian participation. Russia commands the largest landmass on earth; possesses vast reserves of oil, natural gas, and other natural resources; owns huge stockpiles of weapons and plutonium; and still wields a potent brain trust. Given its influence in Iran and North Korea, to say nothing of its potential as a spoiler of international equilibrium elsewhere, Russia is one country with which the United States would do well to reestablish a strong working relationship—a strategic partnership, even—regardless of its feelings about the current Kremlin government. The need to do so trumps expanding NATO or pursuing “full-spectrum dominance.” Once the world financial crisis passes, we will find ourselves returning to worries about resource depletion, environmental degradation, and global warming – the greatest challenges facing humanity. No country can confront these problems alone. For the United States, Russia may just prove the “indispensable nation” with which to face a volatile future arm in arm.
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[bookmark: _Toc267682704]AFF – TAPI Inevitable
TAPI is inevitable, investments now – stability is not an important factor
Daily News and Analysis ‘06
CORRESPONDENT DAILY NEWS AND ANALYSIS (DNA) (INDIAN NEWS SERVICE), November 21, 2006, “Boost for TAPI gas pipeline project,” http://www.dancewithshadows.com/business/tapi-gas-pipeline-project.asp
The summit has also agreed that the current conditions in Afghanistan, despite security and other constraints, still represented a good opportunity to improve the welfare of the people. Peace and stability in the region is dependent in large measure on the progress made in stabilising the security situation in southern and eastern Afghanistan, the declaration added. The Asian Development Bank has also agreed to set up soon a Centre for Regional Cooperation in Kabul to pursue specific initiatives for regional development. With regard to Taliban’s threat against India’s participation in the matter, New Delhi has categorically stated that it will not pull out its personnel, engaged in reconstruction work, from Afghanistan.


[bookmark: _Toc267682705]AFF – Link Turn – Withdraw
Troop withdrawal facilitates TAPI construction
Blum ’09
William Blum, Critic of United States Foreign Policy, “America’s Other Glorious War,” January 7th 2009, http://www.counterpunch.org/blum01072009.html
"Stability", it should be noted, is a code word used regularly by the United States since at least the 1950s to mean that the regime in power is willing and able to behave the way Washington would like it to behave. It is remarkable, and scary, to read the US military writing about how it goes around the world bringing "stability" to (often ungrateful) people. This past October the Army published a manual called "Stability Operations". It discusses numerous American interventions all over the world since the 1890s, one example after another of bringing "stability" to benighted peoples. One can picture the young American service members reading it, or having it fed to them in lectures, full of pride to be a member of such an altruistic fighting force. For those members of the US military in Afghanistan the most enlightening lesson they could receive is that their government's plans for that land of sadness have little or nothing to do with the welfare of the Afghan people. In the late 1970s through much of the 1980s, the country had a government that was relatively progressive, with full rights for women; even a Pentagon report of the time testified to the actuality of women's rights in the country. And what happened to that government? The United States was instrumental in overthrowing it. It was replaced by the Taliban. Since the dissolution of the Soviet Union, US oil companies have been vying with Russia, Iran and other energy interests for the massive, untapped oil and natural gas reserves in the former Soviet republics of Central Asia. The building and protection of oil and gas pipelines in Afghanistan, to continue farther to Pakistan, India, and elsewhere, has been a key objective of US policy since before the 2001 American invasion and occupation of the country, although the subsequent turmoil there has presented serious obstacles to such plans. A planned Turkmenistan-Afghanistan-Pakistan-India pipeline has strong support from Washington because, amongst other reasons, the US is eager to block a competing pipeline that would bring gas to Pakistan and India from Iran. But security for such projects remains daunting, and that's where the US and NATO forces come in to play.  In the late 1990s, the American oil company, Unocal, met with Taliban officials in Texas to discuss the pipelines.[6] Zalmay Khalilzad, later chosen to be the US ambassador to Afghanistan, worked for Unocal[7]; Hamid Karzai, later chosen by Washington to be the Afghan president, also reportedly worked for Unocal, although the company denies this. Unocal's talks with the Taliban, conducted with the full knowledge of the Clinton administration, and undeterred by the extreme repression of Taliban society, continued as late as 2000 or 2001.  As for NATO, it has no reason to be fighting in Afghanistan. Indeed, NATO has no legitimate reason for existence at all. Their biggest fear is that "failure" in Afghanistan would make this thought more present in the world's mind. If NATO hadn’t begun to intervene outside of Europe it would have highlighted its uselessness and lack of mission. “Out of area or out of business” it was said.  In June, the Canadian Center for Policy Alternatives published a report saying Taliban and insurgent activity against the US-NATO presence in Kandahar province puts the feasibility of the pipeline project in doubt. The report says southern regions in Afghanistan, including Kandahar, would have to be cleared of insurgent activity and land mines in two years to meet construction and investment schedules.  "Nobody is going to start putting pipe in the ground unless they are satisfied that there is some reasonable insurance that the workers for the pipeline are going to be safe," said Howard Brown, the Canadian representative for the Asian Development Bank, the major funding agency for the pipeline.  If Americans were asked what they think their country is doing in Afghanistan, their answers would likely be one variation or another of "fighting terrorism", with some kind of connection to 9-11. But what does that mean? Of the tens of thousands of Afghans killed by American/NATO bombs over the course of seven years, how many can it be said had any kind of linkage to any kind of anti-American terrorist act, other than in Afghanistan itself during this period? Not one, as far as we know. The so-called "terrorist training camps" in Afghanistan were set up largely by the Taliban to provide fighters for their civil conflict with the Northern Alliance (minimally less religious fanatics and misogynists than the Taliban, but represented in the present Afghan government).  As everyone knows, none of the alleged 9-11 hijackers was an Afghan; 15 of the 19 were from Saudi Arabia; and most of the planning for the attacks appears to have been carried out in Germany and the United States. So, of course, bomb Afghanistan. And keep bombing Afghanistan. And bomb Pakistan. Especially wedding parties (at least six so far).


[bookmark: _Toc267682706]AFF – Link Turn – Instability
Instability incentivizes TAPI construction – they perceive it as a necessity to solve
Georgian Daily ‘10
Roman Muzalevsky, JUNE 17, 2010, “TAPI and the Prospects of an Indian-Turkmen Strategic Partnership,” http://georgiandaily.com/index.php?option=com_content&task=view&id=18941&Itemid=132
Difficult security conditions in Afghanistan and unresolved issues between India and Pakistan may serve to encourage the launch of the TAPI rather than cause its failure. Moreover, providing its parties with diversified energy imports, the project would assist with the reconstruction of Afghanistan by providing twelve thousand jobs to the Afghans and $400 million in annual transit fees to the country (www.islamnews.ru, April 3). The planned withdrawal of coalition forces only reinforces this imperative as the operation of the pipeline will ensure a steady stream of financial flows, with local and regional actors gradually developing a lasting stake in the emerging economic links. The TAPI will also contribute to a more competitive economic and political environment in Central Asia, providing Ashgabat with more room to maneuver vis-à-vis Russia, the West, China, India and Iran –the players that either have, or plan, a significant presence in Turkmenistan’s energy sector. 


[bookmark: _Toc267682707]AFF – No TAPI Construction – Taliban
Pipeline won’t be build – the Taliban will sabotage it
Ibrahimi and Nasrat ‘06
Sayed Yaqub Ibrahimi and Amanullah Nasrat are journalists, April 17, 2006ll “Afghanistan's New Pipeline Deal May Be Just Another Pipe Dream,” http://www.ens-newswire.com/ens/apr2006/2006-04-17-05.asp
This argument does not sway those observers who maintain that the Taleban and the Baluchistan rebels have no interest in improving the situation - quite the reverse, in fact.  “The Taleban are now fighting the Afghan government and the insurgents in Baluchistan are fighting the government of Pakistan. These groups will never allow their enemies to reap the benefits of this project,” said Babak.  Given the security situation in the southern Afghan provinces, where government convoys come under almost daily attack, Babak describes the proposed pipeline route as “hilarious.”  “Building a valuable pipeline through insecure deserts and regions is impossible and absurd,” said political analyst Mohammad Hassan Wolesmal. “Even if it were built, it would be destroyed immediately.”


[bookmark: _Toc267682708]AFF – No TAPI Construction – Weather/Building Condition
Pipeline impossible – weather and building conditions 
Ibrahimov ‘09
Rovshan Ibrahimov, PhD, Ankara University, Institute of Social Sciences, Department of International Relations, October 31, 2009, “Trans-Afghan Pipeline: Will Ambitions Convert into the Reality,” http://www.energyresearches.org/articles/articles/85-articles/186-trans-afghan-pipeline-will-ambitions-convert-into-the-reality.html
[bookmark: _Toc267084348]In addition to the problems of political nature, there are a number of technical difficulties. In particular, some 400 km pipeline will be held on mountainous terrain that will complicate construction, and subsequent control over the pipeline, especially in the winter seasons. In addition, in Afghanistan could complicate the transportation of pipes because of the lack of a railway that will also lead to costs of works. Still is question about source of financing for the project. None of the known financial institutions will agree to invest capital in such a costly and risky project. But the greatest problem could be that even after the construction of a pipeline from Turkmenistan could simply not have the necessary amount of natural gas for export in this direction. It is not a secret that virtually the entire export gas, which is about 50 billion cubic meters of gas sold by Russia. Moreover, Russia wants to increase imports from Turkmenistan. In addition, Turkmenistan signed a treaty on its gas deliveries to China and Iran, and also promised to export a certain amount of gas in a westerly direction to the European Union. Turkmenistan currently produces 60 billion cubic meters of gas, and if in the short term fails to drastically increase gas production, it will serve as the main reason that the draft would remain on paper.


[bookmark: _Toc267682709]AFF – NO TAPI Construction – Security/Diplomacy
TAPI project will fail and IPI construction is inevitable – security and diplomatic factors
UPI Energy ‘09
[bookmark: ORIGHIT_1][bookmark: HIT_1]UPI Energy, June 18, 2009, “Progress on TAPI pipeline in doubt,” nexis
[bookmark: ORIGHIT_2][bookmark: HIT_2][bookmark: ORIGHIT_3][bookmark: HIT_3][bookmark: ORIGHIT_4][bookmark: HIT_4][bookmark: ORIGHIT_5][bookmark: HIT_5][bookmark: ORIGHIT_6][bookmark: HIT_6][bookmark: ORIGHIT_7][bookmark: HIT_7]Plans for the Turkmenistan-Afghanistan-Pakistan-India pipeline to move forward seem unlikely because of security and diplomatic concerns. Officials have raised repeated concerns that the security risks for the $7.8 billion TAPI project along the planned route through Afghanistan are far too high, Pakistan's news service, Online International News Network, reports. Meanwhile, Turkmenistan has failed to come forward with audits of its overall gas reserves while a U.S.-backed civilian nuclear energy program in India puts New Delhi's role in doubt. The 1,044-mile TAPI pipeline is seen as a rival to the long-delayed Iran-Pakistan-India natural gas pipeline from the Iranian South Pars gas field. Security of the TAPI route through Afghanistan is an impediment, though in 2008 the Afghan government made several pledges to relieve those concerns. Asim Hussain, a top energy negotiator from Pakistan, had led a delegation to Ashgabat, Turkmenistan, in April to discuss TAPI. Agreements with Iran were reached earlier in the year onIPI, though reports Wednesday said the partners were at odds over feasibility contracts for the pipeline. Pakistan is struggling to overcome a looming energy crisis with either project, though progress on both TAPI and IPI is slow. 


[bookmark: _Toc267682710]AFF – TAPI Bad – Russian Economy
TAPI destroys Russia’s economy
Torbakov ‘01
Igor Torbakov, freelance journalist who specializes in CIS political affairs, holds an MA in History from Moscow State University and a PhD from the Ukrainian Academy of Sciences, was a Regional Exchange Scholar at the Kennan Institute, Woodrow Wilson International Center for Scholars, 12/21/2001, “TALIBAN DEFEAT REVIVES DEBATE ON TRANS-AFGHAN PIPELINE,” Eurasianet, http://www.eurasianet.org/departments/business/articles/eav121201.shtml
The country most likely to suffer from the possible construction of pipelines in Afghanistan is Russia, currently a leading member of the anti-terrorism coalition, and a long-time sponsor of the Northern Alliance. Moscow has long been wary about the development of new Central Asian oil and gas export routes that do not go through Russian territory. There are some indirect signs that the idea of a trans-Afghan gas project is being revived. The United States and Great Britain have recently lifted economic sanctions against Afghanistan. This move, apprehensively notes Moscow economic publication Rossiiskaya Biznes-Gazeta, "can be the first harbinger of the US companies' intentions to re-join the trans-Afghan gas consortium."  In late October, Turkmenistan's president, Saparmurat Niyazov, sent a letter to the UN leaders advocating construction of a pipeline bringing Turkmen gas to Pakistan's Arabian Sea ports across the Afghan territory. Seeking UN support for the project, Niyazov contended that this pipeline "will help rebuild this country [Afghanistan], normalize peaceful life and work of the Afghan people, and also accelerate socio-economic development of the entire adjacent region."  Speaking at the newly refurbished Turkmen embassy in Moscow on November 30, Niyazov elaborated on his intentions. "We could sell to foreign markets about 120 billion cubic meters of gas annually, but we can not do this due to the lack of pipelines," he said. Niyazov went on to take a swipe at Russia: In reciting foreign investment statistics for 2001, the Turkmen strongman noted the lack of Russian investment.  "Russia is nowhere to be seen not because they do not want to take part, but because they have problems, they themselves are looking for investments," Niyazov said.  If the trans-Afghan gas project is realized, Moscow experts say, the Russian economy will face two unpleasant consequences. Firstly, Russian energy sector will lose Turkmen gas that is now being delivered to Russia and, in the long-term perspective, also Uzbek gas. That could amount to 25 billion cubic meters annually. Secondly, if Central Asian gas exports are directed south, across Afghanistan to the Indian Ocean, Russia will lose transit revenue.  Russian experts reluctantly acknowledged the existence of a price incentive for Central Asia states to seek alternates to Russian routes. According to Rossiiskaya Biznes-Gazeta, Russia can pay maximum $38 per thousand cubic meters of Turkmen and Uzbek gas. At the same time, the potential importers of Central Asian gas in South Asia have recently confirmed that their minimal price per thousand cubic meters is up to $60, notes the newspaper. Even the most liberal Russian experts are ambiguous about a trans-Afghan pipeline. It "will surely give a substantial boost to the country's [Afghanistan's] development," concedes Alexei Malashenko, a leading Central Asia analyst. "However, in this case Turkmenbashi will gain too much leverage for control over the situation," adds Malashenko. "No one knows how he [Niyazov] might behave". According to Unocal officials, the company doesn't plan to get involved into Afghanistan again and has shifted its resources to other world regions. However, Moscow is suspicious that Unocal "tries to hide its true intentions," according to an editorial in the Russian daily Izvestia. A number of Russian observers tend to interpret the current US troop deployment and basing agreements with the Central Asian nations within the context of energy geopolitics. "The United States does not conceal the plans to establish its [military] bases in the region to secure the safety of energy transit routes," writes the Kommersant daily. Another detail adds to the Kremlin's worries. Zalmay Khalilzad, an Afghan-American academic, recently was appointed in June as special assistant to President George W. Bush and senior director at the National Security Council for the Persian Gulf and southwest Asia and other issues. According to Philip Smith, director of the Center for Public Policy Analysis, "Zalmay is immensely influential in driving US policy toward Afghanistan." Four years ago, Khalilzad served as a liaison for Unocal in the trans-Afghan pipeline project. Moscow is likely to try to thwart the building of what the international oilmen call the "new Silk Road." There are two ways Russia may do this: by increasing its on-the-ground military presence in Afghanistan, and by wooing Niyazov. Russia seems to be already undertaking steps in both these directions. The Kremlin reportedly is offering Niyazov a 10-year deal covering Russian purchases of Turkmen gas and its export to third countries. Moscow analysts say that Russia may also offer Turkmenistan special quotas for deliveries of natural resources through the Russian transit network. In the military sphere, Defense Ministry officials are expanding Russian military participation in Afghanistan. Sources in Russia's defense ministry argue that there is a danger of "military-political vacuum" in Afghanistan that might "create conditions for the breaking of civil war." 


[bookmark: _Toc267682711]AFF – TAPI Bad – Russian Economy
That leads to global nuclear war
David ‘99
Steven David, Professor of Political Science at The Johns Hopkins University, Foreign Affairs, Jan/Feb, 1999
If internal war does strike Russia, economic deterioration will be a prime cause.  From 1989 to the present, the GDP has fallen by 50 percent.  In a society where, ten years ago, unemployment scarcely existed, it reached 9.5 percent in 1997 with many economists declaring the true figure to be much higher.  Twenty-two percent of Russians live below the official poverty line (earning less than $ 70 a month).  Modern Russia can neither collect taxes (it gathers only half the revenue it is due) nor significantly cut spending. Reformers tout privatization as the country's cure-all, but in a land without well-defined property rights or contract law and where subsidies remain a way of life, the prospects for transition to an American-style capitalist economy look  remote at best.  As the massive devaluation of the ruble and the current political crisis show, Russia's condition is even worse than most analysts feared.  If conditions get worse, even the stoic Russian people will soon run out of patience.    A future conflict would quickly draw in Russia's military.  In the Soviet days civilian rule kept the powerful armed forces in check.  But with the Communist Party out of office, what little civilian control remains relies on an exceedingly fragile foundation -- personal friendships between government leaders and military commanders.  Meanwhile, the morale of Russian soldiers has  fallen to a dangerous low.  Drastic cuts in spending mean inadequate pay, housing, and medical care.  A new emphasis on domestic missions has created an ideological split between the old and new guard in the military leadership, increasing the risk that disgruntled generals may enter the political fray and feeding the resentment of soldiers who dislike being used as a national police force.  Newly enhanced ties between military units and local authorities pose another danger.  Soldiers grow ever more dependent on local governments for housing, food, and wages.  Draftees serve closer to home, and new laws have increased local control over the armed forces.  Were a conflict to emerge between a regional power and Moscow, it is not at all clear which side the military would support.    Divining the military's allegiance is crucial, however, since the structure of the Russian Federation makes it virtually certain that regional conflicts will continue to erupt.  Russia's 89 republics, krais, and oblasts grow ever more independent in a system that does little to keep them together.  As the central government finds itself unable to force its will beyond Moscow (if even  that far), power devolves to the periphery.  With the economy collapsing, republics feel less and less incentive to pay taxes to Moscow when they receive  so little in return.  Three-quarters of them already have their own constitutions, nearly all of which make some claim to sovereignty.  Strong ethnic bonds promoted by shortsighted Soviet policies may motivate non-Russians  to secede from the Federation.  Chechnya's successful revolt against Russian control inspired similar movements for autonomy and independence throughout the  country.  If these rebellions spread and Moscow responds with force, civil war is likely.    Should Russia succumb to internal war, the consequences for the United States and Europe will be severe.  A major power like Russia -- even though in decline  -- does not suffer civil war quietly or alone.  An embattled Russian Federation  might provoke opportunistic attacks from enemies such as China.  Massive flows of refugees would pour into central and western Europe.  Armed struggles in Russia could easily spill into its neighbors.  Damage from the fighting, particularly attacks on nuclear plants, would poison the environment of much of  Europe and Asia.  Within Russia, the consequences would be even worse.  Just as  the sheer brutality of the last Russian civil war laid the basis for the privations of Soviet communism, a second civil war might produce another horrific regime.    Most alarming is the real possibility that the violent disintegration of Russia could lead to loss of control over its nuclear arsenal.  No nuclear state has ever fallen victim to civil war, but even without a clear precedent the grim consequences can be foreseen.  Russia retains some 20,000 nuclear weapons and the raw material for tens of thousands more, in scores of sites scattered throughout the country.  So far, the government has managed to prevent the loss  of any weapons or much material.  If war erupts, however, Moscow's already weak  grip on nuclear sites will slacken, making weapons and supplies available to a wide range of anti-American groups and states.  Such dispersal of nuclear weapons represents the greatest physical threat America now faces.  And it is hard to think of anything that would increase this threat more than the chaos that would follow a Russian civil war.


[bookmark: _Toc267682712]AFF – IPI Good – India-Pakistan
The IPI is crucial to solve Indo-Pak relations through economic dependency
Verma ‘07
Shiv Kumar Verma, Political Geography Division, Center for International Politics in New Delhi, “Energy geopolitics and Iran-Pakistan-India gas pipeline,” Energy Policy, Volume 35, Issue 6, June 2007
[bookmark: bbib45]As far as the IPI gas pipeline project is concerned, the Indian government is committed to favor this project in the current situation in the aftermath of the Indo-US nuclear deal and the prevailing nuclear scenario in Iran. The impetus is India's long-term energy demand. The Indo-Iran pipeline project has such broad geopolitical ramifications that it would be prefer or favor this project. 1. It would be a financially viable alternative. 2. India and Pakistan will experience the necessary burden of mutual dependency for the first time in decades. Iran will get to develop a stable and secure export market for its natural gas. 3. The IPI pipeline might become the catalyst for a wider network of pipelines crisscrossing the Asian heartland and connecting areas of supply with areas of demand in a manner unmediated by outside influence. 4. The involvement of Pakistan in this project is not a problem. But an opportunity for India because involving Pakistan in a trilateral or even multilateral energy grid is an excellent way of raising the level of economic interactions between the two neighbors who have traditionally been at loggerheads with each other (Varadarajan, 2006). 
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TAPI won’t tradeoff with the IPI – demand is high enough for both
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Doubts on Iranian route have been relatively lessened in recent months. In his South Asian tour [mainly India and Pakistan] US President George Bush okayed the $7.2 billion project linking Iran, Pakistan and India [IPI].14 But Pakistan’s questionable ability to protect the pipeline, as it passes through sensitive Baluchistan , creates doubts in New Delhi. An alternative is being considered by New Delhi in the shape of the Turkmenistan –Afghanistan-Pakistan[TAP] pipeline project, which already has the backing of Asian Development Bank] (ADB)15 and the US. India has reportedly decided to join the $3.5 billion TAP project for fetching gas from Turkmenistan. This will also help unlock gas from Uzbekistan, Kazakistan and Azerbaijan.16 Further TAP is also key ingredient of Washington’s Afghan rehabilitation plan as it will earn substantial transit fee. The economic benefit alone is expected to ensure the safety of the pipeline.17 During his visit to Afghanistan, August 28, 2005 Indian Prime Minister Manmohan Singh said that both pipeline projects needed to be realized in order for New Delhi to achieve the energy security that it seeks. “It is not a question of preferring one [pipeline] over the other,” Singh said during a joint news conference with Afghan President Hamid Karzai. “We need both pipelines. ... India’s needs for commercial energy are increasing at an explosive rate”, he reiterated, 18
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IPI construction is inevitable – its three times cheaper than TAPI
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Dubai, Sep 6 (UNI) Iran has offered gas to India at a one-third price than Turkmenistan's offer. Iran's price of gas via Iran-Pakistan-India (IPI) pipeline to India would be at a one-third price than of Turkmenistan offer for the gas to be sold to India via Turkmenistan-Afghanistan- Pakistan-India (TAPI) pipeline, an Iranian News Agency (IRNA) report said. Turkmenistan reportedly wants to charge 400-450 dollars per thousand cubic meters (12.5 dollars per million British thermal unit, MBTU) for the gas from its Dauletabad fields it wants to sell to India through TAPI pipeline. After adding transportation costs and transit fee payable to Afghanistan and Pakistan, the price of imported gas for India through TAPI will be close to 18 dollars per MBTU compared to 5.56 dollars per MBTU for the gas it can import from the rival IPI pipeline. The Iranian Fars News Agency quoting a former Iranian Deputy Oil Minister Mohammad Hadi Nejad Hossenian said Iran was concerned that the agreed price of exported gas to India might be too low and in case of implementation of IPI project Iran would suffer a heavy loss. Gas producers are increasingly base the gas price to the oil price, arguing cleaner energy source, natural gas, should have 16 per cent higher price than the prevailing oil price. He said the price formula agreed between the two countries is two or three times lower than the current international gas price. Turkmenistan has agreed to sell 50 billion meter gas to Iran and Russia and 40 billion to China.
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