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Notes

I’m pretty sure the only thing wrong with this CP is that it extends troop presence (indefinitely) that the aff can generate offense on, but there are plenty of answers in the N/B section that takes care of that. 

You should characterize the change in doctrine as every troop stationed in Afghanistan can only kill a target when there is no chance of a civilian death. However, even if they call you out on the deaths, say the compensation fund and damage assessment announcements appease the public enough that they won’t join any terrorist organization (it’s kind of f’d up though. “I just killed your sister, but here’s a gift basket”).

The strat should be to out-internal link them and run the n/b on case.
The drones turn is highly strategic to run, especially with the collateral damage n/b because it proves that the CP is the only option that resolves stability in the region.

You should also run redeployment with the econ n/b because if they claim the troops won’t be moved but instead go back home, it strengthens the econ link.
Also, the economy advantage is sick.
It would be crazier if I was less lazy, but it’s still pretty good.
1NC
Text: The United States federal government should publically adopt a Zero-Civilian Casualty doctrine. It should coordinate selected military operations with the Afghan Ministry of Defense and the Afghan National Army. It should establish a Status of Forces Agreement with the Islamic Republic of Afghanistan to include a long-term presence agreement. It should allocate funds to a North Atlantic Treaty Organization collateral damage compensation fund.

A Zero-Civilian Casualty approach is the internal link to counterinsurgency without withdrawing troops

Karl F. Inderfurth, a professor at the Elliott School of International Affairs at George Washington University, served as U.S. assistant secretary of state for South Asian affairs from 1997 to 2001, May 29, 2007, “Losing the 'other war' in Afghanistan” http://www.nytimes.com/2007/05/29/opinion/29iht-edinderfurth.1.5912726.html TP

WASHINGTON — Controversy rages over the war in Iraq, but what about the so-called other war in Afghanistan, for which there is strong bipartisan support in the United States and in the international community? Is there a danger of losing in Afghanistan? The answer is yes. Almost six years after U.S.- led military forces removed the Taliban and its Qaeda support network from power, major challenges are seriously undermining popular support and trust in the government of Afghan President Hamid Karzai: A resurgent Taliban and a growing sense of insecurity throughout the country, including Kabul; rampant corruption, ineffective law enforcement and a weak judicial system; a failure to provide social services, lagging reconstruction and high unemployment; a booming drug trade and too many warlords. Now another challenge is rising to the top of that list - the increasing civilian death toll. Last year more than a thousand Afghans died. Three quarters were killed in Taliban attacks, many deliberately aimed at civilians. But some 230 innocent Afghans also died as a result of air strikes and ground operations by U.S. military and NATO forces. This year those numbers are on the rise. Since March there have been at least six incidents in which Western troops, mainly those under American command, have been accused of killing Afghan civilians, with more than 135 deaths reported and many more wounded. According to Red Cross, bombing by U.S. forces in western Afghanistan last month destroyed or badly damaged some 170 houses and left almost 2,000 people in four villages homeless. Mounting civilian casualties are turning Afghans against the nearly 45,000 U.S. and NATO troops in their country, provoking demonstrations and a motion in the upper house of Parliament to set a date for their withdrawal. These incidents also provide a propaganda windfall and new recruits for the Taliban. Karzai has told U.S. and NATO commanders that the patience of the Afghan people is wearing thin. He said civilian deaths and aggressive, arbitrary searches of people's houses have reached an unacceptable level, adding "Afghans cannot put up with it any longer." Several actions are needed to address this problem. First, the United States and NATO should publicly adopt the goal of "zero innocent civilian casualties," as recommended a year ago by retired General Barry McCaffrey after a trip to Afghanistan. To accomplish this, military tactics must change to limit casualties even where this means, in McCaffrey's words, "Taliban units escape destruction by hiding among the people." Second, more must be done to put "an Afghan face on operations," as called for by the former NATO commander in Afghanistan, General David Richards of Britain. This means closer coordination on military operations with the Afghan Ministry of Defense and the Afghan National Army. Afghan soldiers should also be included in U.S. and NATO military actions to act as a buffer, a longstanding demand of Karzai. It is also imperative to work more closely with the local authorities and do more to respect Afghan sensibilities. U.S. and NATO policies regarding house searches and detentions of residents should be reconsidered. Third, the United States should conclude a Status of Forces Agreement with Afghanistan. Such an agreement is intended to clarify the legal terms under which a foreign military is allowed to operate in a country, including locations of bases and access to facilities as well as matters affecting the relations between a military force and civilians. Nearly six years into the U.S. military campaign, a formal, binding understanding with the Afghan government is needed, in part to underscore the political message that the U.S. military is there at the invitation of the Afghan people, not as an "occupier" (which some Afghans are beginning to feel that it is). Finally, NATO should set up a compensation fund for civilian deaths, injuries or property damage resulting from its military operations in Afghanistan. Since 2002 the United States has appropriated more than $12 million to help Afghan civilians harmed by U.S. operations. The funds are used for medical, rehabilitation and reconstruction aid. But NATO, as a whole, does not have an equivalent program.
AT: Perm

1.  There is no characterization of the perm to delineate the counter-insurgency troops they withdraw to the troops that the CP converts means you assume the CP withdraws all troops necessary for solvency.

2. It links to the net benefit – there would still be a significant reduction in troops.

3. Only way for solvency is to keep troops there – that’s Inderfurth. Means perm severs out of troop reduction which is bad for debate because it makes them a moving target that kills all counterplan and kritik ground – allows them to shift out of our link arguments which destroys ALL negative ground and makes it impossible to win.

4. Counter-Insurgency requires troops

Max Boot is a senior fellow at the Council on Foreign Relations December 7, 2009, “Pro & Con: Is Obama’s troop surge the right policy in Afghanistan?” http://www.ajc.com/opinion/pro-s-troop-surge-230980.html TP
The Marines provided security, and the town sprang back to life, with schools opening, shops doing a bustling business and trucks bringing in goods. The residents of Nawa, like most Afghans, were happy to be free of the Taliban and their theocratic decrees. But McCollough cautioned that the progress was as fragile as an eggshell. In particular, he worried about the dark pull exerted by Marjah, less than 10 miles away. A city of 50,000 people, Marjah has long been a haven of opium smugglers and insurgents who terrorize the surrounding area. Commanders at Camp Leatherneck, the headquarters of 10,000 Marines operating in Helmand province, realize that it is essential to take Marjah, just as it was essential to take Fallujah and Ramadi in Iraq. But they also know — or rather they knew when I visited — that they didn’t have enough infantry to achieve that objective. They were spread thin just trying to consolidate gains in towns such as Nawa. Obama’s decision to send 30,000 more troops to Afghanistan changes the equation. The first reinforcements will be Marines headed for Helmand — and a likely showdown in Marjah. There will be hard fighting ahead, just as there was last summer when Marines entered Nawa and other Taliban strongholds. But with enough resources and enough patience, there is little doubt that American troops and their Afghan allies will be able to secure key areas of southern Afghanistan that have slipped out of the government’s grasp. The questions that remain unanswered after the president’s West Point address: Will the troops have the time and resources needed to win? “Win” is a word that Obama avoided. He cited his long-standing goal of “disrupting, dismantling and defeating al-Qaida and its extremist allies,” but he spoke merely of his desire to “break the Taliban’s momentum” rather than defeat it altogether. Nor did he endorse nation-building, even though the only way that Afghanistan will ever be secure is if we build a state capable of policing its own territory.

***CP Solvency***

Collateral Damage N/B
Only allowing pre-evaluated air strikes means no collateral damage

J Alexander Thier, senior rule of law advisor, and Azita Ranjbar, program assistant in the Rule of Law Center of Innovation at the United States Institute of Peace, July 2008, “Killing Friends, Making Enemies: The Impact and Avoidance of Civilian Casualties in Afghanistan” Pg. 2. TP

“Troops-in-Contact” Dilemma NATO and the U.S. military use both preplanned and spontaneous air strikes based on combat conditions. Largely due to increased intelligence, strikes planned in advance have caused zero civilian casualties in the past two years. Collateral damage mitigation procedures range from requiring positive identification to altering the angle, depth, and type of bomb used. Approximately two-thirds of bombs currently used are low-collateral munitions. A “pattern of life” analysis—an assessment of who lives in a particular structure or area—is also required prior to calling in an air strike. The daily activities of suspected militants are tracked and analyzed to ensure that civilians are not mistakenly targeted. The second type of air strike is a result of “troops-in-contact.” This generally occurs when a small number of troops confront militants and, after an initial exchange of fire, call in an air strike. During impromptu strikes, there is not sufficient time to complete a formal collateral damage assessment, resulting in property damage, injury, and death of innocent Afghans. In 2006 and 2007, almost every civilian casualty caused by NATO was a result of this type of incident. The increase of insurgent tactics that include firing from homes and other populated areas has significantly boosted civilian casualties. Instead of calling in troops-in-contact air strikes, soldiers are increasingly being encouraged to withdraw and disengage when confronted by overwhelming force.
Collateral damage assessments and condolence funds stop the insurgency accessing their impact

J Alexander Thier, senior rule of law advisor, and Azita Ranjbar, program assistant in the Rule of Law Center of Innovation at the United States Institute of Peace, July 2008, “Killing Friends, Making Enemies: The Impact and Avoidance of Civilian Casualties in Afghanistan” Pg. 2. TP

It is critical that international forces continue to develop collateral damage mitigation procedures in order to prevent civilian casualties. International forces should avoid calling in air strikes whenever possible until thorough collateral damage assessments are completed. It is also necessary for forces to conduct thorough evaluations following each air strike to evaluate the effectiveness of preventative techniques and intelligence sources. In order to decrease the frequency of close air support strikes, long-term strategies must be developed, including an increase in the number of ground troops engaged in offensive and defensive operations to decreased reliance on air power. Such an increase in ground forces should prevent troops-in-contact incidences, which typically occur when militants outnumber NATO troops patrolling the ground. Recent announcements by the U.S., Germany, Britain, and France for planned troop increases are a step in the right direction, but these forces must also be equipped with sufficient maneuverability to get to less accessible areas.5 Collateral damage assessments require greater transparency, and investigations of alleged civilian deaths should be carried out in conjunction with the government of Afghanistan. Partnering with the Afghan government will increase the legitimacy of these evaluations and 4 demonstrate international commitment to preventing future causalities. International forces must also become more effective at communicating openly with the media and Afghan people to counter Taliban propaganda. Therefore, results of collateral damage assessments should be published and provided to the general public in a timely manner, and families impacted by U.S. and NATO actions should be offered condolence payments, as well as reparations for property damage. This is a critical time for NATO to reevaluate its strategy in Afghanistan. International forces face challenges, particularly the growing insurgency and mounting instability along the Afghanistan-Pakistan border. If NATO hopes to successfully counter these challenges it must retain the support of the Afghan population by preventing further injury to innocent civilians.

Radicalism N/B – No clear victory

Without a clear terrorist defeat, withdrawal increases radicalism in the region making their impacts inevitable

Conn Carroll, the Assistant Director for The Heritage Foundation's Strategic Communications and he serves as editor of The Foundry, 10/2/09, The Heritage Foundation , “19 Reasons To Win In Afghanistan”  http://blog.heritage.org/2009/10/02/19-reasons-to-win-in-afghanistan/ TP

1. Afghanistan and Pakistan – This Region is Ground Zero for Anti-U.S. Radical Islamic Violence. As the host nations for the primary terrorist organization that successfully conducted multiple attacks against the U.S. personnel and facilities, this region, by definition, is important to U.S. national security interests. Between Pakistan and Afghanistan, the preponderance of radical Islamic combatants, their recruitment base, and Al Qaeda central headquarters are current adversaries. Allowing the Taliban and Al Qaeda to return to power in Afghanistan, without their proper acceptance of a clear political defeat, can only: 1) embolden other U.S. adversaries, 2) increase radical Islamic recruitment, 3) undermine those Afghan civilians who supported the U.S., and 4) set back the notion of moderate Muslim governance for decades to come. This is not just a conflict to terminate Bin Laden but to ultimately diminish the future recruiting base of radical Islam. With realistic projections for a significant youth bulge Afghanistan and Pakistan, the potential for future violence is high for the near future.
Credibility N/B – Heg

The plan collapses NATO’s ability for security assistance and the United State’s credibility – turns heg

Conn Carroll, the Assistant Director for The Heritage Foundation's Strategic Communications and he serves as editor of The Foundry, 10/2/09, The Heritage Foundation , “19 Reasons To Win In Afghanistan”  http://blog.heritage.org/2009/10/02/19-reasons-to-win-in-afghanistan/ TP

2. U.S. Credibility is at stake. The North Atlantic Treaty Organization (NATO) and the United Nations support the U.S.-led war effort in Afghanistan. Over 500 coalition soldiers from countries other than the U.S. have died in Afghanistan. Abandoning Afghanistan could lead to significant weakening of NATO cohesion/structure and undermine potential future requests for security assistance. The Fallout from a Afghanistan withdrawal can potentially be far worse than remaining. Following the Fall of Vietnam, U.S. experienced setbacks in Cambodia, Philippines, Fall of Iran, Soviet invasion of Afghanistan, Egypt-Israeli conflict, Angola, Lebanon, Libya, El Salvador, Colombia, and Nicaragua due to the loss of U.S. credibility.

US credibility is at stake – a loss in Afghanistan either accesses their heg impacts or results in nuclear conflict
Conn Carroll, the Assistant Director for The Heritage Foundation's Strategic Communications and he serves as editor of The Foundry, 10/2/09, The Heritage Foundation , “19 Reasons To Win In Afghanistan”  http://blog.heritage.org/2009/10/02/19-reasons-to-win-in-afghanistan/ TP

 In Summary, multiple threats are being addressed by the U.S. presence in Afghanistan. They include: dealing with the primary threats of Al Qaeda and the Taliban, preparing for a destabilized Pakistan with nuclear weapons, posturing for a future hostile Iran, and reducing the long-term recruitment of radical Islamic terrorists from this region. At the center of debate, however, is the question of whether the average U.S. voter truly believes that Al Qaeda and Taliban can seriously pose a threat to U.S. national security interests at home and abroad? If yes, then it becomes questionable for a decision to willfully deliver strategic victory to a weakened terrorist network by pulling out of Afghanistan. There are significant ramifications for U.S. credibility abroad to our detriment. When the first nuclear device explodes in a heavily populated U.S. city, who will be held responsible for this incident?
Cross Border N/B – Pakistan

Troop withdrawal means Al Qaeda proceeds with cross-border retaliation operations drawing in Pakistan and triggering their war impacts

Conn Carroll, the Assistant Director for The Heritage Foundation's Strategic Communications and he serves as editor of The Foundry, 10/2/09, The Heritage Foundation , “19 Reasons To Win In Afghanistan”  http://blog.heritage.org/2009/10/02/19-reasons-to-win-in-afghanistan/ TP

3. U.S. Presence in Afghanistan has served as a proximity deterrent for Al Qaeda. From a severely weakened position, Al Qaeda has been forced to accept the condition of awaiting more opportune circumstances before relaunching its campaign against the U.S. Having U.S. soldiers on the border of Waziristan, is a realistic deterrent from initiating offense operations that are so close to cross-border retaliation. Crossing the border into Pakistan is only one nuclear incident away. If, on the other hand, U.S. soldiers are ordered to abandoned Afghanistan, Al Qaeda will then have the freedom of action to recommence operations. 4. Counterterrorist campaigns cannot be waged from a distance. Critics of the U.S. force presence claim that there are alternatives to holding Al Qaeda at bay such as intensive intelligence, Predator drones, cruise missiles, Special Operations raids, and monetary payments to Warlords to deny safe havens. However, most specialists on counterinsurgency and counterterrorism claim terrorists cannot be confronted at a distance.

Economy N/B – Siiiiccckkk
Withdrawal moves the terrorist fight back to CONUS

Conn Carroll, the Assistant Director for The Heritage Foundation's Strategic Communications and he serves as editor of The Foundry, 10/2/09, The Heritage Foundation , “19 Reasons To Win In Afghanistan”  http://blog.heritage.org/2009/10/02/19-reasons-to-win-in-afghanistan/ TP

5. Abandoning Afghanistan will move the War’s Frontline from Overseas to the Homeland. U.S. military forces in Afghanistan are essentially hardened targets that can easily kill far more Taliban than can be similarly inflicted on U.S. troops. Moving the frontlines from overseas to CONUS will expose the soft underbelly of the U.S. civilian population to potentially horrific casualties. While one American casualty is too many; the scope and scale of potential casualties would remain far less in relative comparison by continuing the fight overseas.

This collapses the economy

Conn Carroll, the Assistant Director for The Heritage Foundation's Strategic Communications and he serves as editor of The Foundry, 10/2/09, The Heritage Foundation , “19 Reasons To Win In Afghanistan”  http://blog.heritage.org/2009/10/02/19-reasons-to-win-in-afghanistan/ TP

6. Cost-Benefit Analysis favors Forward Presence. Alan Greenspan recently claimed that the long term repercussions of the 9/11 attack contributed to the making of the 2008 global economic crisis, large federal government deficit spending, and the current recession. Greenspan indicated that to stimulate the economy immediately after the 9/11 attack the Federal Reserve needed to cut interest rates dramatically to spur domestic spending. Rates quickly moved from 3.5% to 1%. This reduced Federal Reserve rate helped to fuel speculative borrowing to homeowners who would not normally qualify for home mortgages. Post 9/11 interest rates were also a contributing factor leading to the real estate bubble that burst in 2007. The recent economic crisis has cost the global economy over $11.9 trillion dollars. Can the U.S. taxpayer afford another 9/11 type of attack, which coupled with nuclear devices, could have far worse second and third order effects? Spending $60 billion annually is a far less expense than a potential $11.9 trillion dollar impact related to another 9/11 incident.

Stability Precedent N/B – Key to Iraq/Credibility

Troop presence is the only scenario for an Afghan win against terrorist recruitment. Success against terrorist networks sets a precedent of successful stability that spills credibility over to countries like Iraq

Conn Carroll, the Assistant Director for The Heritage Foundation's Strategic Communications and he serves as editor of The Foundry, 10/2/09, The Heritage Foundation , “19 Reasons To Win In Afghanistan”  http://blog.heritage.org/2009/10/02/19-reasons-to-win-in-afghanistan/ TP

8. Today’s U.S. All Volunteer force is qualitatively a more capable military force than Vietnam predecessor. Despite the challenges of facing multiple deployments to both Iraq and Afghanistan, the All Volunteer force still retains advantages in education, training, hard-won experience, superior leadership and proven equipment compared to its Vietnam counterparts. Joint, Interagency and multi-national coordination has improved. 9. U.S. Precedent for Bringing Stability in Iraq and Kosovo. The U.S. government has experienced recent successes against hostile adversaries during transition phase of war. Although skeptics denounced the potential for U.S. success in these recent conflicts, the track record for success resides with the U.S. government. 10. Afghanistan provides the venue to Learn about the Long Term Adversary. If observers believe that Al Qaeda is a long term enemy of the United States, where is the best location to study the threat than in the actual region? Residing in Afghanistan provides the opportunity to develop language skills, foster culture apperception, discern tribal networks, study vulnerabilities, learn weaknesses, and to recruit the next generation of informants to eventually penetrate Islamic networks. The intelligence preparation of the battlefield (IPB) begins with cultural appreciation that can be gained first-hand by living in the region. 11. U.S. Presence Denies Sanctuary of the Adversary within Ungoverned Spaces. The Al Qaeda selection of Afghanistan is no accident. Terrorist networks have managed to find the ungoverned spaces in Somalia and Afghanistan to construct training camps for future terrorists. Remaining in Afghanistan denies this remote country from becoming a host for terrorist training activities. 12. U.S. Presence, if managed properly, can serve to Drain the Terrorist Recruitment Swamp. This is a delicate balance. Merely occupying a country, does not guaranteed setting the conditions to diminish hostile recruitment. Nonetheless, if presence can be performed in a manner which engenders hope, fosters rule of law, exhibits benefits of governance and development, then the seeds of peace can be sown into a war torn region.

Fence Sitters N/B – Wars

Long term presence appeases fence sitters and solves an Al Qaeda revival and Iran war

Conn Carroll, the Assistant Director for The Heritage Foundation's Strategic Communications and he serves as editor of The Foundry, 10/2/09, The Heritage Foundation , “19 Reasons To Win In Afghanistan”  http://blog.heritage.org/2009/10/02/19-reasons-to-win-in-afghanistan/ TP

13. The Germany Precedent. Unless a determined adversary is convinced of defeat, the second war becomes much more pronounced, highly probable, and devastating. World Wars I and II were the same war. Germany merely brought about a strategic pause to regroup and refine its war winning strategy. The Peace treaty of 1918 was nothing more a temporary cessation of conflict. Germany convinced the world that it was militarily weakened. A strategic deception plan was underway that only became apparent in 1939. The Wehrmacht’s “stab in the back” thesis led by WWI veterans kept the interwar sentiments strong and thriving. Similarly, Al Qaeda must be taught that it has been defeated to prevent a far worst catastrophy. If, as a decentralized network, it cannot be made to accept defeat, then a generational strategy to await the natural death of key Al Qaeda leadership may be a more thorough and calculating approach.14. Loss of Superior Force and Infrastructure Posture against Iran. If Iran is truly one of the most likely and most dangerous near-term adversaries of the United States, it makes little sense to abandon a mature base infrastructure and a means for a Second Front against a potential War with Iran. Multiple Lines of Communications complicates Iranian defense planning, splits their leadership focus, undermines soldier morale, and can lead to a much shorter Iran war with superior U.S. force posture. 15. Strategic rhetoric of an early withdrawal prolongs any conflict. During later phases of a war (Phases 4 and 5), one of the greatest challenges is to cause the mid-level managerial “fence sitters” to choose sides. The Fence sitters are the local leaders who will eventually make a support decision, encourage the reporting of concealed identification of Taliban adversaries, and buttress a regime when it becomes apparent that the presence is for the long term. The irony is that public indecision and senior official debate weakens the U.S. position. A firm strategic communications plan to express long-term presence will speed the commitment of mid-level managerial fence-sitters to align with U.S. supporters. 16. Other Models of U.S. Occupation Beyond Vietnam. Although Vietnam resulted in a failed U.S. position, there are other examples of successful U.S. presence with a much smaller footprint. Following the Spanish-American War, U.S. military presence existed in the Philippines from 1899 through the 1980s. A violent insurgency existed but was able to be overcome. General Blackjack Pershing, General Arthur MacArthur and others were participants in this long term presence. The strategic key is to minimize the Army’s footprint and scale of presence to be capable of sustaining posture for the long term. Still other examples include Kosovo, Germany, Japan and Liberia. Liberia is particularly interesting. LURD and MODEL combatants remained fence sitters for nearly two years after the Civil War ended in 2003. When they became convinced that U.S. and U.N. presence was for the long term, their leaders accepted political positions working for the central Monrovian government.

Taliban N/B

Building up the security capacity to integrate Afghanistan stops the Taliban

Conn Carroll, the Assistant Director for The Heritage Foundation's Strategic Communications and he serves as editor of The Foundry, 10/2/09, The Heritage Foundation , “19 Reasons To Win In Afghanistan”  http://blog.heritage.org/2009/10/02/19-reasons-to-win-in-afghanistan/ TP

19. The Taliban is largely unpopular and can be defeated. While the Taliban have some following among their Pashtun co-ethnics, especially in the southern part of the country, the Taliban are generally hated by the Uzbeks, Tajiks, Hazarra and other non-Pashtun groups that together make up a numerical majority in Afghanistan. The memory of Taliban persecution is fresh and motivational for all the non-Pashtun groups. Wherever they have gone since 2004, the Taliban have used barbaric tactics to win the obedience of the local populations. They win “hearts and minds” by murder, violence and coercion. Nearly all opinion polls indicate very little support for the Taliban. The Taliban can be defeated and blocked by strategies that protect the population and build up the security capacity of the Afghan state, its provinces and its districts. Counter-sanctuary activities by Pakistani forces could easily disrupt their base areas and training grounds. Better coordination with Persian Gulf allies and stronger counternarcotics efforts could dry up their financial base. The Taliban cannot win unless the West quits.

***Drones Turn***

Drones 1NC

Decreased troop presence increases drone presence

Thomas Hegghammer, senior research fellow at the Norwegian Defence Research Establishment (FFI) and an associate of the Initiative on Religion in International Affairs at Harvard Kennedy School's Belfer Center for Science and International Affairs. November 11, 2009, “The big impact of small footprints” http://afpak.foreignpolicy.com/posts/2009/11/11/the_big_impact_of_small_footprints TP
Last but not least, the Taliban will be better placed to exploit the attacks politically. Surgical strikes can work, provided the government on whose territory they occur is a relatively friendly one. The killing of al Qaeda operative Abu Ali al-Harithi by a CIA drone in Yemen in 2002 was certainly controversial, but it did not become a major symbol of Muslim suffering, because there was no civilian collateral damage and no images of the incident. Likewise, drone strikes in Pakistan have been unpopular, but Islamabad's complicity gives Pakistani officials an incentive to keep photographers away from the aftermath. By contrast, a future Taliban-dominated government would do everything in its power to amplify the visual impact and exaggerate the collateral damage of American operations. It would use diplomatic and other channels to build international political pressure on the U.S. stop its attacks. There would be calls on Washington to offer concrete evidence and justification for each major attack, which would be hard to do without sharing sensitive intelligence. Meanwhile, al Qaeda would hide among civilians. For the Taliban, plausible deniability would be easy to establish: after all, Kabul cannot prevent Arab tourists, charity workers and preachers from entering the country. With the small footprint approach, al Qaeda will have a safe haven in Afghanistan, albeit a somewhat less open one than in the late 1990s. So what if al Qaeda has a few more safe houses? Hasn't the Internet rendered physical safe havens less important? Actually, no. This is a misconception based on inverse technological optimism and a superficial understanding of online jihadism today. Cyberspace can admittedly be a place to meet, indoctrinate, and teach weapons techniques. But websites do not allow organizations to desensitize recruits and break down their natural human barriers to the use of violence. It is one thing to rant online about killing infidels, it is something else to slit their throats (which is why the 9/11 operatives practiced on sheep and camels in the camps). Moreover, websites cannot build deep personal trust between recruits in the same way camp life does. A strong esprit de corps dramatically increases a group's fighting capability (which is why our own militaries spend so much time cultivating it). Moreover, the Internet has recently become much less hospitable to individuals wishing to do more than access jihadi propaganda. Advances in intelligence gathering have increased the risk of detection for inexperienced internet users. Around the world, hundreds of people have been arrested for terrorism-related online activities. During the eight years that I have followed the jihadi Internet, forum participants have become much more paranoid and considerably less likely to volunteer personal information. The Internet is a formidable propaganda tool, but no safe haven. It is ironic that many proponents of troop reduction in Afghanistan are also critical of drone strikes in Pakistan. What they do not seem to realize is that the small footprint approach will increase our reliance on drone strikes in Afghanistan. Without a major ground presence, airstrikes will be our principal tool for keeping al Qaaeda on the run and deterring the Taliban from hosting them. Such intermittent strikes may well create more anti-Americanism outside Afghanistan than the current occupation. For these reasons, the small footprint approach will almost certainly produce more terrorism in the West. However, this argument should not end the discussion. Given the enormous cost of the alternative strategies (status quo, a moderate troop reduction, or a surge), the small footprint approach is worth considering. How we weigh the cost of war in Afghanistan against the cost terrorism at home is a political question. Unfortunately, however, we cannot have it both ways.

Pakistan Scenario

Taliban propaganda projects Pakistan’s drone policy as US puppets – leads to instability

Jane Mayer, Staff writer for The New Yorker, 10/26/2009 http://www.newyorker.com/reporting/2009/10/26/091026fa_fact_mayer
After such attacks, the Taliban, attempting to stir up anti-American sentiment in the region, routinely claims, falsely, that the victims are all innocent civilians. In several Pakistani cities, large protests have been held to decry the drone program. And, in the past year, perpetrators of terrorist bombings in Pakistan have begun presenting their acts as “revenge for the drone attacks.” In recent weeks, a rash of bloody assaults on Pakistani government strongholds has raised the spectre that formerly unaligned militant groups have joined together against the Zardari Administration. David Kilcullen, a counter-insurgency warfare expert who has advised General David Petraeus in Iraq, has said that the propaganda costs of drone attacks have been disastrously high. Militants have used the drone strikes to denounce the Zardari government—a shaky and unpopular regime—as little more than an American puppet. A study that Kilcullen co-wrote for the Center for New American Security, a think tank, argues, “Every one of these dead non-combatants represents an alienated family, a new revenge feud, and more recruits for a militant movement that has grown exponentially even as drone strikes have increased.” His co-writer, Andrew Exum, a former Army Ranger who has advised General Stanley McChrystal in Afghanistan, told me, “Neither Kilcullen nor I is a fundamentalist—we’re not saying drones are not part of the strategy. But we are saying that right now they are part of the problem. If we use tactics that are killing people’s brothers and sons, not to mention their sisters and wives, we can work at cross-purposes with insuring that the tribal population doesn’t side with the militants. Using the Predator is a tactic, not a strategy.

Even an attempted insurgency destabilizes Pakistan into war

Frederick W. Kagan, and Michael O'Hanlon, Resident Scholars, New York Times, November 18, 2007, “Pakistan’s Collapse, Our Problem,” http://www.aei.org/article/27122 TP

We do not intend to be fear mongers. Pakistan's officer corps and ruling elites remain largely moderate and more interested in building a strong, modern state than in exporting terrorism or nuclear weapons to the highest bidder. But then again, Americans felt similarly about the shah's regime in Iran until it was too late. Moreover, Pakistan's intelligence services contain enough sympathizers and supporters of the Afghan Taliban, and enough nationalists bent on seizing the disputed province of Kashmir from India, that there are grounds for real worries. Fortunately, given the longstanding effectiveness of Pakistan's security forces, any process of state decline probably would be gradual, giving us the time to act. The most likely possible dangers are these: a complete collapse of Pakistani government rule that allows an extreme Islamist movement to fill the vacuum; a total loss of federal control over outlying provinces, which splinter along ethnic and tribal lines; or a struggle within the Pakistani military in which the minority sympathetic to the Taliban and Al Qaeda try to establish Pakistan as a state sponsor of terrorism. All possible military initiatives to avoid those possibilities are daunting. With 160 million people, Pakistan is more than five times the size of Iraq. It would take a long time to move large numbers of American forces halfway across the world. And unless we had precise information about the location of all of Pakistan's nuclear weapons and materials, we could not rely on bombing or using Special Forces to destroy them. The task of stabilizing a collapsed Pakistan is beyond the means of the United States and its allies. Rule-of-thumb estimates suggest that a force of more than a million troops would be required for a country of this size. Thus, if we have any hope of success, we would have to act before a complete government collapse, and we would need the cooperation of moderate Pakistani forces. One possible plan would be a Special Forces operation with the limited goal of preventing Pakistan's nuclear materials and warheads from getting into the wrong hands. Given the degree to which Pakistani nationalists cherish these assets, it is unlikely the United States would get permission to destroy them. Somehow, American forces would have to team with Pakistanis to secure critical sites and possibly to move the material to a safer place. 

It’ll go nuclear
Stephen John Morgan, a political psychologist, researcher into Chaos/Complexity Theory, March 5, 2007, "Better another Taliban Afghanistan, than a Taliban NUCLEAR Pakistan!?"  http://www.electricarticles.com/display.aspx?id=639 TP

Should Pakistan break down completely, a Taliban-style government with strong Al Qaeda influence is a real possibility. Such deep chaos would, of course, open a “Pandora's box” for the region and the world. With the possibility of unstable clerical and military fundamentalist elements being in control of the Pakistan nuclear arsenal, not only their use against India, but Israel becomes a possibility, as well as the acquisition of nuclear and other deadly weapons secrets by Al Qaeda. Invading Pakistan would not be an option for America. Therefore a nuclear war would now again become a real strategic possibility. This would bring a shift in the tectonic plates of global relations. It could usher in a new Cold War with China and Russia pitted against the US

Racism Scenario

Increased drone warfare create racist and sexist evaluations of Afghan civilians

Jutta Weber, Guest Professor at the Centre for Interdisciplinary Studies at the University of Duisburg-Essen, 2009 [“Robotic Warfare, Human Rights and the Rhetoric of Ethical Machines”, www.gender.uu.se/filedownload.php?id=311, BBQ]
The Price of New Warfare Scenarios: On Racism, Sexism, & Cost-Efficiency Given this background, military forces proceed to rely increasingly on UCAVs in their ‘war on terror’ in Afghanistan, Pakistan, Iraq and Gaza (Mellenthin 2009). With nationalist rhetoric these systems are praised as the remedy to save the lives of one’s own soldiers. For example, Lin et al. 2009 (in this volume) write: “Instead of our soldiers returning home in flag-draped caskets to heartbroken parents, autonomous robots […] can replace the human soldier in an increasing range of dangerous missions.” This approach relies on a problematic ontological stance. Obviously, the priority is to save the lives of one’s own soldiers. There is less or no concern for the humanitarian costs of these new technologies with regard to the non-combatants of other (low-tech) nations from the South. Despite the common rhetoric of ‘precision air strikes’ by the military and media, the deployment of UCAVs using bombs and missiles for targeted killing costs the lives of a growing number of civilians. There seems to be an underlying racism and partially sexism that takes it as obvious that US (or NATO) soldiers are of much higher value than Afghan or Iraqi civilians – which means women, children or elderly people. Despite the fact that the attacks affect also some men and boys as well and US militaries include female soldiers, the sexism of this warfare politics lies in the structural effects of military politics and the politics of international relations (Tickner 2004). Both ignore to a wide extent the different situation and needs of women and children which leads to much more severe effects of war and conflict on women (Moore 2007) There are still astonishingly few discussions of the racist and sexist implications of the different valuation of the lives of Western troops and non-Westerns combatants as well as civilians (Butler 2008, Herold 2008). Sometimes, also the illusion is evoked that the coming wars will be robot wars only.

Afghanistan Scenario

Drone operations embolden the insurgency and destablizes the Afghan people 
Dressler 9/1/09 (Jeff, Research Analyst at the Institute for the Study of War. “Surge in Afghanistan: A Response to George Will,” The Compass  http://www.realclearworld.com/blog/2009/09/surge_in_afghanistan_a_respons.html#more)

What’s really surprising about Will’s commentary is his trumpeting of a counterterrorism strategy as the new “revised” policy. This failed Rumsfeldian approach is one of the most glaring reasons for the strategic failures of the past several years. Will contends that this can be done alone from “offshore” drones, intelligence and missiles. Unfortunately, effective counterterrorism is predicated on effective intelligence, that which can only been garnered through an effective counterinsurgency strategy. Some would argue that “offshore counterterrorism” would have serious unintended consequences, some of which we have been privy to over the past several years. Collateral damage (the death of innocent civilians) is perhaps the surest way to turn the population against Afghan and coalition efforts. In short, we become the enemy while the real enemy, the Taliban, capitalize on local discontent. For this very reason, one of General McChrystal’s first orders was to restrict the use of airstrikes, “air power contains the seeds of our own destruction if we do not use it responsibly,” he said.

Afghanistan instability draws in Taliban rule – the best case scenario is a split Afghanistan

Stephen John Morgan, a political psychologist, researcher into Chaos/Complexity Theory, March 5, 2007, "Better another Taliban Afghanistan, than a Taliban NUCLEAR Pakistan!?"  http://www.electricarticles.com/display.aspx?id=639 TP

They are low on adequate resources and relegated in importance. The former British Commander of NATO forces admitted that last year they came close to losing Kandahar, the second city. It is not ruled out that much of the south and east could fall into Taliban hands this year, paving the way for the fall of Kabul, the year after. The Taliban are ferocious fighters, with a messianic fervour to fight to the death. They bring with them the experience of veterans of the brutal Soviet war and the civil war which followed. Now regrouped, rearmed, their forces are prepared both for unfavourable open combat of almost suicidal proportions. Furthermore they are opportunistically changing tactics, both in order to create maximum urban destabilization and to win local support in the countryside. Boasting of more than 1,000 suicide volunteer bombers,they have also renounced their former policy against heroin cultivation, thus allowing them to win support among the rural population and gain support from local tribes, warlords and criminal gangs, who have been alienated by NATO policies of poppy field destruction. Although disliked and despised in many quarters, the Taliban could not advance without the support or acquiescence of parts of the population, especially in the south. In particular, the Taliban is drawing on backing from the Pashtun tribes from whom they originate. The southern and eastern areas have been totally out of government control since 2001. Moreover, not only have they not benefited at all from the Allied occupation, but it is increasingly clear that with a few small centres of exception, all of the country outside Kabul has seen little improvement in its circumstances. The conditions for unrest are ripe and the Taliban is filling the vacuum. The Break-Up of Afghanistan? However, the Taliban is unlikely to win much support outside of the powerful Pashtun tribes. Although they make up a majority of the nation, they are concentrated in the south and east. Among the other key minorities, such as Tajiks and Uzbeks, who control the north they have no chance of making new inroads. They will fight the Taliban and fight hard, but their loyalty to the NATO and US forces is tenuous to say the least. The Northern Alliance originally liberated Kabul from the Taliban without Allied ground support. The Northern Alliance are fierce fighters, veterans of the war of liberation against the Soviets and the Afghanistan civil war. Mobilized they count for a much stronger adversary than the NATO and US forces. It is possible that, while they won’t fight for the current government or coalition forces, they will certainly resist any new Taliban rule. They may decide to withdraw to their areas in the north and west of the country. This would leave the Allied forces with few social reserves, excepting a frightened and unstable urban population in Kabul, much like what happened to the Soviets. Squeezed by facing fierce fighting in Helmund and other provinces, and, at the same time, harried by a complementary tactic of Al Qaeda-style urban terrorism in Kabul, sooner or later, a “Saigon-style” evacuation of US and Allied forces could be on the cards. The net result could be the break-up and partition of Afghanistan into a northern and western area and a southern and eastern area, which would include the two key cities of Kandahar and, the capital Kabul. 
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