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Thesis

The thesis of this case is that the United States is engaged in an unwise and counterproductive tactic in the war on terrorism:  the authorization of drone strikes.  Currently, the United States has ramped up Predator drone attacks throughout Afghanistan and Pakistan from bases stationed in Afghanistan.  The problem is that the strikes are imprecise, and have led to a great deal of innocent civilians dying in such attacks.  This has angered the Pakistani government, undermining US-Pakistani relations.  Additionally, such attacks create instability in Pakistan, risking a jihadi take-over of the government.  A wiser approach to the war on terrorism would eschew such remote attacks in favor of diplomatic efforts to end the Al-Qaeda threat.
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1AC - Drones

Contention I: Inherency: The US is ramping up drone strikes from bases in Afghanistan in the present system.

Peter Grier, (Staff), Christian Science Monitor, Dec. 11, 2009. www.csmonitor.com. 

The RQ-1 Predator drone is the primary unmanned aerial vehicle used for offensive operations in Afghanistan and the adjoining Pakistani tribal areas. Its endurance is such that it can fly 400 nautical miles to a target, loiter overhead for 14 hours, then return. US generals testifying before Congress in recent weeks about the new Afghanistan strategy declined to discuss the issue of missile strikes in public. Again, the program is supposed to be classified. But they freely discussed their appreciation for the intelligence and reconnaissance-gathering abilities of UAVs, which are the flip side of the technology’s abilities. “These programs are expensive, but they are extraordinarily effective and extraordinarily value-added,” Gen. Stanley McChrystal, commander of US forces in Afghanistan, told the Senate Armed Services Committee on Dec. 8. According to a recent think-tank report, armed drone strikes have dramatically increased under Mr. Obama – even before his recent decision to bulk up US forces there. There were 43 such attacks between January and October 2009, according to a New America Foundation report. The report draws on what it deems to be credible local and national media stories about the attacks. That compares with a total of 34 in all of 2008, President Bush’s last full year in office.

Plan: The Central Intelligence Agency should end all droning missions in Afghanistan.
Contention Two: US-Pakistani Relations

Drone strikes are radicalizing the population within Pakistan – civilian deaths is straining the relations with the United States
Landay 2010. (Jonathan S. “Do U.S drones kill Pakistani extremists or recruit them?” March 22, 2010. http://www.mcclatchydc.com/2009/04/07/v-print/65682/do-us-drones-kill-pakistani-extremists.html CH)

WASHINGTON — Even as the Obama administration launches new drone attacks into Pakistan's remote tribal areas, concerns are growing among U.S. intelligence and military officials that the strikes are bolstering the Islamic insurgency by prompting Islamist radicals to disperse into the country's heartland.   Al Qaida, Taliban and other militants who've been relocating to Pakistan's overcrowded and impoverished cities may be harder to find and stop from staging terrorist attacks, the officials said.  Moreover, they said, the strikes by the missile-firing drones are a recruiting boon for extremists because of the unintended civilian casualties that have prompted widespread anger against the U.S. "Putting these guys on the run forces a lot of good things to happen," said a senior U.S. defense official who requested anonymity because the drone operations, run by the CIA and the Air Force, are top-secret. "It gives you more targeting opportunities. The downside is that you get a much more dispersed target set and they go to places where we are not operating." U.S. drone attacks "may have hurt more than they have helped," said a U.S. military official who's been deeply involved in counterterrorism operations. The official, who requested anonymity because he wasn't authorized to speak publicly, called the drone operations a "recruiting windfall for the Pakistani Taliban."

These strikes are causing instability within Pakistan
Ahmad Ahmadani, June 30, 2010. [Staff, The Nation, http://www.nation.com.pk/pakistan-news-newspaper-daily-english-online/Politics/30-Jun-2010/Drone-hits-imperilling-Pak-stability-Imranv] 

ISLAMABAD – The illegal, unlawful and ill-conceived policy of targeting militants through remote-controlled drones is proving to be an unmitigated disaster with devastating consequences for peace, security and stability of Pakistan.
Imran Khan, Chairman of Pakistan Tehreek-e-Insaf, stated this in a statement issued here on Tuesday. He further denounced the latest wave of drone attacks across the tribal areas of Pakistan. He flayed the complicit attitude of the Pakistani Government towards flagrant violations of national sovereignty being perpetrated by USA through such drone attacks. He was of the view that instead of eliminating militants and curbing the menace of terrorism, these drone attacks have only fomented further violence, instability and unrest. He described as dismal the success rate of these drone attacks, in which a large number of innocent civilians have perished with marginal damage accruing to the militants. Imran was of the opinion that as many as 45 drones attacks have taken place so far since the beginning of last year with the death toll crossing the figure of 900. Most of them were innocent civilians. He again lamented that such colossal collateral damage is only instilling a sense of hopelessness and fuelling the fire of revenge among the affected Pakistanis and the most deplorable aspect of this affair is the non-institution of any legal or administrative inquiry in the aftermath of such attacks, whereby leaving the people of Pakistan on the mercy of USA. Imran Khan, Chairman, Pakistan Tehreek-e-Insaf further argues,” If militancy could have been controlled or curbed through drone attacks only. Then after such a massive and relentless exercise, the menace should have been eradicated by now but results to the contrary underline the abject failure and counter productivity of this ill-conceived policy”.
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The data is on our side – the number of terrorist attacks have increased since the Obama decision to use drone strikes in Afghanistan

The Guardian, July 2, 2010. http://www.guardian.co.uk/commentisfree/belief/2010/jul/02/lahore-shrine-bombings-pakistan
After last night's bombings in Lahore, an ancient sanctuary, which for centuries was a place for prayer and meditation, has been rudely introduced to Pakistan's very modern conflict. Nothing short of a shift in national culture will rescue the soul of Pakistan's Islamic traditions. In these troubled times of bombings, heatwaves and chronic power shortages, millions have flocked to the shrines of the mystic saints, trying to cajole good fortune out of arguably the most unfortunate period in our country's history. No saint is more venerated than Dhata Ganj Baksh, the great mystical Muslim saint of the 11th century, who is buried in Lahore. When twin blasts exploded in his mausoleum they destroyed more than just the lives of 43 people and their families. A Muslim believes his or her fate is already written. Many will now be wondering what they have done to deserve this punishment. Others, including the Taliban, have immediately blamed foreign powers. Many blame the US for bringing conflict to their region. This is not entirely misplaced – terrorism has increased, not abated, ever since the Obama administration escalated the "AfPak" conflict against al-Qaida and the Taliban by ramping up troop numbers and drone strikes.

The new move to increase drone attacks risks a train wreck for US-Pakistani relations:

Peter Goodspeed, (Staff). NATIONAL POST. Dec. 28, 2009. Retrieved Jan. 13, 2010 from http://www.nationalpost.com/news/world/story.html?id=2360054. 

Suggestions Washington might push its drone war into Baluchistan would open a contentious new front in the clandestine war, just as Pakistan's civilian government is undergoing renewed political turmoil. "Pakistani forces will continue their internal battle against their homegrown insurgency, but are unready to open a new front against the Afghan Taliban," said Shuja Nawaz, director of the Atlantic Council's South Asia Center. "This reluctance will likely provoke private and public pressure for Pakistan to ‘do more' or else risk U.S. drone attacks into Baluchistan and heightened strikes inside the Federally Administered Tribal Area. "If this happens, the U.S.-Pakistan relationship may be heading for a train wreck."

And our link is reverse-causal ending the droning missions restores US-Pakistan relations

Haider 2009 (Kamran ISLAMABAD-Reuters Wed Jan 13, 2010 9:31am EST “Pakistan says U.S. drone attacks could hurt ties”)

ISLAMABAD (Reuters) - Intensified U.S. drone aircraft attacks or ground operations against Islamist militants in Pakistan could endanger relations between the two allies, Pakistan's foreign minister said on Wednesday. Tension over pilot less drone aircraft attacks will likely deepen as the CIA hunts down enemies along the border after a suicide bomber crossed over Pakistan's border and killed seven of its employees in Afghanistan. Pakistan officially objects to the strikes against suspected al Qaeda and Taliban militants along its northwest, saying they violate its sovereignty. The attacks have also created fierce anti-American sentiment in Pakistan, a key ally Washington sees as a front-line state in its war on militancy. Pakistani Foreign Minister Shah Mehmood Qureshi said after meeting U.S. Special Representative for Afghanistan and Pakistan Richard Holbrooke that some very clear "red lines" were discussed. "I said despite the partnership that we enjoy, Pakistan cannot, and Pakistan feels that it will undermine our relationship, if there's expansion of drones and if there are operations on ground," he told a news conference. The United States has stepped up its drone attacks since the double agent blew himself up at a U.S. base in Afghanistan on December 30, killing seven CIA agents.


1AC - Drones

US-Pakistani relations are on the brink because of the drone program, Pakistan is ready to act

BBC 9 (British Broadcasting Channel “Pakistan TV show discusses "increase in hatred" towards US due to drone attacks.” March 26, 2009. P.LN
Mir says Sean D. Murphy, professor at Georgetown University's Law School, in his paper to US Naval War College says that US military's cross border actions from Afghanistan into Pakistan are illegal. Kaira says nobody is accepting the legality of Drone attacks, but superpowers do not act according to international law. Mir jumps in to ask why America is not able to impose its will on Iran or North Korea of Venezuela, why on Pakistan alone. Kaira says: superpowers impose their will on many states other than Pakistan. When Mir says Kaira should then say whether America is "Pakistan's friend or enemy," Kaira says all states are "friendly only to their own interests." Kaira adds: Pakistan's position is different from Iran because Iran is not "//harbouring//" [elements hostile to America], while Pakistan is on "//allegedly harboring//" [list]. When Mir says that Washington Post is reporting that attacks are being carried out with the Pakistan government's consent, Kaira asks why Washington Post's story should be believed. Roy says more than 250,000 children die in Pakistan every year by drinking contaminated water and if the government is not able to solve such minor problem of providing safe drinking water to children, how could it claim that it will succeed in this "//all difficult// and very dangerous war//" [against terror] even with outside help. Mir establishes telephonic contact with Raja Zafarul Haq, senior leader of Pakistan Muslim League-Nawaz Sharif [PML-N], to know his party's position on Drone attacks. Mir says it is publicly known that the PML-N condemns Drone attacks, but it is now being said that the PML-N is also ready to support the present government's policy on US-led war on terror and it is holding talks with high American officials in this connection. Haq says: this is mere speculation and there is no truth in reports that the PML-N will endorse Gen. Pervez Musharraf's policy, which is also being continued by the present government, on Drone attacks. Continuing, Haq says: Pakistan government officials themselves have state that Drone attacks are creating "hatred" toward America and affecting efforts against terrorism and extremism and that is why how could PML-N endorse a policy which directly violates Pakistan's sovereignty and the UN charter. Mir says the question is if the government cannot protect Pakistan's territory, how it could claim that it's the protector of Pakistan's security. Kaira says Parliament not Hamid Mir would decide whether Pakistan should go to war [with America on the issue of Drone attacks]. Mir says: but the day parliament approves a resolution against Drone attacks, America "shreds it to pieces" by carrying out more attacks on which all Pakistanis are in "terrible throe." Kaira says he is also in terrible throe, but what is the solution. Kaira adds: one solution is to make America understand the folly of its policy of Drone attacks and another solution is to "//straightaway go for a war//." Mir says he is not suggesting war, but Drones could be shot down because the Pakistan air chief has stated that Drones could be shot down. Roy joins in to say if Kaira is in terrible throe because of Drone attacks, he should resign as federal minister. Kaira says his resignation will not make any difference, the main point is how do we prevent Drone attacks and the government is working in this direction. Roy says Pakistan should take a stand like the one taken by Iran without worrying for consequences. Mir concludes the discussion by saying that the Parliament resolutions are not going to prevent Drone attacks because America does not care about Pakistan parliament's resolutions. Mir says: there is no justification in international law for repeated attacks on Pakistan's territory by a foreign power and if America claims that Drone attacks are killing Al-Qa'idah leaders, it should provide evidence to support its claim, and provide it before Pakistan’s government decides to act. Mir adds he himself has visited the tribal areas and himself saw only the "bodies of women and children and their graves" and this is not acceptable to him or any other Pakistani. Mir says: Pakistan's parliament now has to play a "decisive role" in this connection. Source: Geo TV, Karachi, in Urdu 1700gmt 25 Mar 09
Now is a uniquely key time-the Pakistani military is growing increasingly sympathetic towards extremists

Jagadish, 2009, (Vikram JD Candidate Georgetown Texas Review of Law and Politics, Spring, 13 Tex. Rev. Law & Pol. 223, p. 252-3 CH)

Pakistani officers today, according to South Asia experts, are markedly more "Islamic" than their predecessors thirty years ago, and are more openly supportive of Islamic groups. n141 Ethnic group recruitment has stayed relatively constant over the years, with the Punjabis representing the dominant element in the army, followed by the Pashtuns who occupy approximately 25% of the ranks. n142 The Punjab province is thought to have escaped the influence of religious fanaticism. n143 Yet, there are indications that this is changing with the creeping radicalization of Pakistani society in general. n144 However, the same cannot be said of the Pashtun-populated Northwest Frontier Province, which is especially affected by Islamic extremism. n145 Sharif Shuja observed  [*245]  that the Pashtun element of the army is growing in influence. n146 Shuja noted that many of these officers are affected personally by counterterrorism operations against their kin in Afghanistan and Northwest Pakistan. n147 In fact, many Pashtun soldiers have been known to sympathize with their ethnic kin in Taliban ranks. n148 Thus, Shuja suggests that the decision to sign a peace deal with local tribes sheltering Islamic extremists was taken to keep this section of the army satisfied. n149 Hence, it is evident that Islamic extremists still have a powerful effect on the practices of the Pakistani army. Furthermore, Owen Bennett Jones states that there is a growing relationship of trust between Pakistani officers and Islamic extremists, with some officers allowing militant groups to carry out certain operations that would normally be undertaken by regular soldiers. n150 Stephen Cohen adds that many of these officers, increasingly drawn from rural Pakistan and poorer areas, often possess a distorted image of the West. n151 They often reflect the belief that the West has specifically singled out Muslims within its crosshairs under the guise of the "War on Terrorism." n152 Hence, the growth of radical Islam in the army has kept pace with the growth of radical Islam in Pakistan as a whole in the aftermath of the Zia era.
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Failure to alter U.S. policy at this critical juncture incites extremist takeover of the civilian government, resulting in nuclear catastrophe

Jagadish, 2009, (Vikram JD Candidate Georgetown Texas Review of Law and Politics, Spring, 13 Tex. Rev. Law & Pol. 223, p. 252-3 CH)

Islamic extremists salivate over the prospect of having access to Pakistan's nuclear weapons. A review of Pakistan's physical security measures allays many of the fears regarding loose nukes, unauthorized launches, and nuclear accidents in Pakistan.  [*280]  Pakistan has elaborate physical defenses for its facilities, including cutting-edge technology, natural physical barriers, and a comprehensive counterintelligence and personnel security program. Pakistan has arguably learned from the A.Q. Khan incident and for political, if not national security, reasons wishes to see no repeat of that incident. The key nuclear weapons jobs in the Pakistani security establishment are largely free of extremists. Therefore, it will be exceedingly difficult for terrorists to launch a direct assault to seize Pakistani weapons, stage a coup from the inside, or co-opt generals to launch an unauthorized strike. Hence, senior officials at the Pentagon, the White House, and the Washington Press Club can sleep at night knowing that Pakistan's weapons are secure in the short-term. However, U.S. officials should certainly not take this as a license to snore. The current power in the Pakistani army is in the hands of professional military officers who know better than to give nuclear weapons to terrorists. However, the Pakistani officer corps is not a monolithic bloc. Rather, significant differences in opinion do exist, from true-believing Islamic extremists on the one end to modernist and democratic-minded officers on the other. The tension among the officer corps, though not always visible, may come to a head as more officers become attracted to Islamic extremism as a religious imperative or they decide to support American adversaries for strategic purposes. A younger generation of officers may not be as sympathetic to American interests as many senior generals currently are, and signs already exist of fractures within the army. If radical Islam's political or religious appeal continues to grow in Pakistan, there may be little to stop radicals from gaining control of sensitive positions within the nuclear program and from ultimately compromising Pakistan's nuclear weapons from within. However, Washington still has a chance to stop this long-term threat from materializing. The United States and Pakistan are now at a critical juncture. While moderate strategic thinkers control Pakistan's military, the United States should seek to bring Pakistan (and, by implication, India) into the nuclear non-proliferation regime. By negotiating a regional non-proliferation treaty between India and Pakistan, a temporary bilateral test ban agreement, and a commitment to negotiate a fissile material cutoff treaty, Pakistan will enter into a regime through which the international community can collectively promote measures that  [*281]  reduce the danger of nuclear terrorism by denying Islamic extremists their target. It is equally critical that the United States defeat the long-term danger of Islamic extremism in Pakistan by fostering genuine economic and democratic growth. By promoting small capital projects, fostering competitiveness, and helping provide greater liberal educational opportunities in Pakistan, the United States can undermine the recruitment strategies and propaganda machines of Islamic extremist groups. By restructuring military aid to Pakistan, the United States can provide a powerful incentive for the army to invest in the people it serves. Most importantly, the United States has the opportunity to deal a powerful blow to Islamic extremism by investing in a genuine democratic process in Pakistan. If the failed policies of the past are eschewed and the United States stands behind parliamentary democracy, elections, and equal justice under the law, the Pakistani people will begin to shed their mistrust of the United States. This will generate the political capital to defeat extremist forces in the long-term. It is only by defeating such forces that the Pakistani army can remain free of dangerous threats to nuclear security. Only then can we collectively rest assured that the nightmare scenario will remain a nightmare and not become a reality.
We’ll isolate a few scenarios

First, Pakistan collapse leads to the acquisition of nukes by terrorist

Brooks, Senior Fellow at the Heritage Foundation, 2007
The fall of Musharraf's government might well lead to a takeover by pro-U.S. elements of the Pakistani military - but other possible outcomes are extremely unpleasant, including the ascendance of Islamist factions.  The last thing we need is for Islamabad to fall to the extremists. That would exacerbate the problem of those terrorist safe havens that Obama apparently thinks he could invade.  And it would also put Pakistan's nuclear arsenal into the wrong hands.  That could lead to a number of nightmarish scenarios - a nuclear war with India over Kashmir, say, or the use of nuclear weapons by a terrorist group against any number of targets, including the United States.  
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Unchecked terrorism will result in extinction
Yonah Alexander, professor and director of the Inter-University for Terrorism Studies in Israel and the United States. “Terrorism myths and realities,” The Washington Times, August 28, 2003
Unlike their historical counterparts, contemporary terrorists have introduced a new scale of violence in terms of conventional and unconventional threats and impact.  The internationalization and brutalization of current and future terrorism make it clear we have entered an Age of Super Terrorism [e.g. biological, chemical, radiological, nuclear and cyber] with its serious implications concerning national, regional and global security concerns. Two myths in particular must be debunked immediately if an effective counterterrorism "best practices" strategy can be developed [e.g., strengthening international cooperation].  The first illusion is that terrorism can be greatly reduced, if not eliminated completely, provided the root causes of conflicts - political, social and economic - are addressed.  The conventional illusion is that terrorism must be justified by oppressed people seeking to achieve their goals and consequently the argument advanced by "freedom fighters" anywhere, "give me liberty and I will give you death," should be tolerated if not glorified.  This traditional rationalization of "sacred" violence often conceals that the real purpose of terrorist groups is to gain political power through the barrel of the gun, in violation of fundamental human rights of the noncombatant segment of societies. For instance, Palestinians religious movements [e.g., Hamas, Islamic Jihad] and secular entities [such as Fatah's Tanzim and Aqsa Martyr Brigades]] wish not only to resolve national grievances [such as Jewish settlements, right of return, Jerusalem] but primarily to destroy the Jewish state.  Similarly, Osama bin Laden's international network not only opposes the presence of American military in the Arabian Peninsula and Iraq, but its stated objective is to "unite all Muslims and establish a government that follows the rule of the Caliphs."  The second myth is that strong action against terrorist infrastructure [leaders, recruitment, funding, propaganda, training, weapons, operational command and control] will only increase terrorism. The argument here is that law-enforcement efforts and military retaliation inevitably will fuel more brutal acts of violent revenge.  Clearly, if this perception continues to prevail, particularly in democratic societies, there is the danger it will paralyze governments and thereby encourage further terrorist attacks.  In sum, past experience provides useful lessons for a realistic future strategy. The prudent application of force has been demonstrated to be an effective tool for short- and long-term deterrence of terrorism. For example, Israel's targeted killing of Mohammed Sider, the Hebron commander of the Islamic Jihad, defused a "ticking bomb." The assassination of Ismail Abu Shanab - a top Hamas leader in the Gaza Strip who was directly responsible for several suicide bombings including the latest bus attack in Jerusalem - disrupted potential terrorist operations. Similarly, the U.S. military operation in Iraq eliminated Saddam Hussein's regime as a state sponsor of terror.  Thus, it behooves those countries victimized by terrorism to understand a cardinal message communicated by Winston Churchill to the House of Commons on May 13, 1940: "Victory at all costs, victory in spite of terror, victory however long and hard the road may be: For without victory, there is no survival."

Second is Indian conflict

This political chaos quickly escalates to regional nuclear conflict
Guthrie, 2000 (Grant, JD Candidate Nuclear Testing Rocks the Sub-Continent: Can International Law Halt the Impending Nuclear Conflict Between India and Pakistan?, , Spring / Summer 00, "NOTE: ", 23 Hastings Int'l & Comp. L. Rev. 495, lexis law CH)

There are strong political forces contending for control of Pakistan. n88 Pakistan has been ruled on and off by the military for half of its history. n89 In October of 1999, Pakistan's democratically elected government was overthrown and traded for a military regime. n90 If Pakistan's political climate does not eventually stabilize, Pakistan may become divided and compartmentalized, like a warlord-ridden, nuclear Somalia. Each faction would control nuclear weapons and a nuclear civil war could ensue. The world could be at the mercy of a rogue nuclear state. The effect on the world could be incredibly destabilizing.
This is the most likely cause of a nuclear war

Michael O’Hanlon, 6 Senior Fellow in Foreign Policy Studies and The Sydney Stein, Jr. Chair at the Brookings Institution. He is also a Visiting Lecturer of Public and International Affairs at the Wood, 2006. http://www.princeton.edu/~ppns/papers/ohanlon.pdf
Few dangers in the 21st century could compete with the altogether too plausible scenario in which a nuclear-armed state collapses, with the custody of its weapons immediately becoming a national security threat of the highest order to the United States and some of its allies. In fact, there is a strong case that in the post-Cold War and post-9/11 world, this danger is the single greatest existential threat to Western survival: the chances of nuclear war between the United States and Russia are now very low; those between the United States and China are nontrivial but limited; and the chances that al Qaeda or a related terrorist organization could develop its own nuclear arms are also very small. However, if a terrorist group somehow got its hands on one or more nuclear arms, it could pose an extraordinary risk to the United States and other internationally prominent Western countries with controversial foreign policies, such as the United Kingdom. The most likely path to such a situation may well be the collapse of a nuclear-armed country, in all likelihood Pakistan or North Korea given their fragile politics, and the subsequent purchase or confiscation of nuclear weapons by a terrorist group in the anarchical environment that ensued. 
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A collapse of Pakistan would be almost impossible to contain and risk nuclear war

Michael O’Hanlon, 6 Senior Fellow in Foreign Policy Studies and The Sydney Stein, Jr. Chair at the Brookings Institution. He is also a Visiting Lecturer of Public and International Affairs at the Wood, 2006. http://www.princeton.edu/~ppns/papers/ohanlon.pdf
Were Pakistan to collapse, it is unclear what the United States and like-minded states would or should do. As with North Korea, it is highly unlikely that “surgical strikes” to destroy the nuclear weapons could be conducted before extremists could make a grab at them. The United States probably would not know their location – at a minimum, scores of sites controlled by Special Forces or elite Army units would be presumed candidates – and no Pakistani government would likely help external forces with targeting information. The chances of learning the locations would probably be greater than in the North Korean case, given the greater openness of Pakistani society and its ties with the outside world; but U.S.-Pakistani military cooperation, cut off for a decade in the 1990s, is still quite modest, and the likelihood that Washington would be provided such information or otherwise obtain it should be considered small. If a surgical strike, series of surgical strikes, or commando-style raids were not possible, the only option would be to try to restore order before the weapons could be taken by extremists and transferred to terrorists. The United States and other outside powers might, for example, respond to a request by the Pakistani government to help restore order. Given the embarrassment associated with requesting such outside help, the Pakistani government might delay asking until quite late, thus complicating an already challenging operation. If the international community could act fast enough, it might help defeat an insurrection. Another option would be to protect Pakistan’s borders, therefore making it harder to sneak nuclear weapons out of the country, while only providing technical support to the Pakistani armed forces as they tried to quell the insurrection. Given the enormous stakes, the United States would literally have to do anything it could to prevent nuclear weapons from getting into the wrong hands. India would, of course, have a strong incentive to ensure the security of Pakistan’s nuclear weapons. It also would have the advantage of proximity; it could undoubtedly mount a large response within a week, but its role would be complicated to say the least. In the case of a dissolved Pakistani state, India likely would not hesitate to intervene; however, in the more probable scenario in which Pakistan were fraying but not yet collapsed, India’s intervention could unify Pakistan’s factions against the invader, even leading to the deliberate use of Pakistani weapons against India. In such a scenario, with Pakistan’s territorial integrity and sovereignty on the line and its weapons put into a “use or lose” state by the approach of the Indian Army, nuclear dangers have long been considered to run very high. Should the immediate crisis somehow be resolved and stabilization efforts then required, the undertaking would be breathtaking in scale. Pakistan is a very large country: its population is over one hundred fifty million, or six times Iraq’s; its land area is roughly twice that of Iraq; its perimeter is about fifty percent longer in total. Stabilizing a country of this size could easily require several times as many troops as the Iraq mission, and a figure of up to one million is plausible. India has that many ground troops in its military, but they are deployed widely throughout the country with limited capacity for quick movement, even within India. Furthermore, as noted, the politics of Indian intervention, even in a collapse scenario, could be quite incendiary.
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And, this would rip a hole in the ozone layer, starting nuclear winter and extinction
Fox, 2008 (Maggie India Pakistan Nuclear War Would Cause Ozone Hole, Planet Ark, 8 April http://www.planetark.com/dailynewsstory.cfm/newsid/47829/story.htm CH) 

Fires from burning cities would send 5 million metric tonnes of soot or more into the lowest part of Earth's atmosphere known as the troposphere, and heat from the sun would carry these blackened particles into the stratosphere, the team at the University of Colorado reported. "The sunlight really heats it up and sends it up to the top of the stratosphere," said Michael Mills of the Laboratory for Atmospheric and Space Physics, who chose India and Pakistan as one of several possible examples. Up there, the soot would absorb radiation from the sun and heat surrounding gases, causing chemical reactions that break down ozone. "We find column ozone losses in excess of 20 percent globally, 25 percent to 45 percent at midlatitudes, and 50 percent to 70 percent at northern high latitudes persisting for five years, with substantial losses continuing for five additional years," Mills' team wrote in the Proceedings of the National Academy of Sciences. This would let in enough ultraviolet radiation to cause cancer, damage eyes and skin, damage crops and other plants and injure animals. Mills and colleagues based their computer model on other research on how much fire would be produced by a regional nuclear conflict. "Certainly there is a growing number of large nuclear-armed states that have a growing number of weapons. This could be typical of what you might see," Mills said in a telephone interview. SMOKE IS KEY Eight nations are known to have nuclear weapons, and Pakistan and India are believed to have at least 50 weapons apiece, each with the power of the weapon the United States used to destroy Hiroshima in 1945. Mills said the study added a new factor to the worries about what might damage the world's ozone layer, as well as to research about the effects of even a limited nuclear exchange. "The smoke is the key and it is coming from these firestorms that build up actually several hours after the explosions," he said. "We are talking about modern megacities that have a lot of material in them that would burn. We saw these kinds of megafires in World War Two in Dresden and Tokyo. The difference is we are talking about a large number of cities that would be bombed within a few days." Nothing natural could create this much black smoke in the same way, Mills noted. Volcanic ash, dust and smoke is of a different nature, for example, and forest fires are not big or hot enough. The University of Colorado's Brian Toon, who also worked on the study, said the damage to the ozone layer would be worse than what has been predicted by "nuclear winter" and "ultraviolet spring" scenarios. "The big surprise is that this study demonstrates that a small-scale, regional nuclear conflict is capable of triggering ozone losses even larger than losses that were predicted following a full-scale nuclear war," Toon said in a statement.
Independently, ozone depletion shatters DNA – making survival impossible. 
Earth & Society 98 (A Project out of the University of Michigan -- THE OZONE LAYER: IMPORTANT COMPONENTS OF OZONE EDUCATION – http://www.umich.edu/~gs265/society/ozone.htm CH) 
The ozone found in our atmosphere is formed by an interaction between oxygen molecules (composed of two oxygen atoms) and ultraviolet light. When ultraviolet light hits these oxygen molecules, the reaction causes the molecules to break apart into single atoms of oxygen (UV light + O2 --> O + O).  These single atoms of oxygen are very reactive, and a single atom combines with a molecule of oxygen to form ozone (O3), which is composed of three atoms of oxygen (2O + 2O2 --> 2O3).  The ozone layer is essential for human life.  It is able to absorb much harmful ultraviolet radiation, preventing penetration to the earth’s surface.  Ultraviolet radiation (UV) is defined as radiation with wavelengths between 290-320 nanometers, which are harmful to life because this radiation can enter cells and destroy the deoxyribonucleic acid (DNA) of many life forms on planet earth.  In a sense, the ozone layer can be thought of as a UV filter or our planet’s built in sunscreen (Geocities.com, 1998).  Without the ozone layer, UV radiation would not be filtered as it reached the surface of the earth.  If this happened, cancer would break out and all of the living civilizations, and all species on earth would be in jeopardy (Geocities.com, 1998).  Thus, the ozone layer essentially allows life, as we know it, to exist. 

Scientific consensus is on our side

Greenpeace, 1995, Full of Holes: Montreal Protocol and the Continuing Destruction of the Ozone Layer, http://archive.greenpeace.org/ozone/holes/holebg.html

When chemists Sherwood Rowland and Mario Molina first postulated a link between chlorofluorocarbons and ozone layer depletion in 1974, the news was greeted with scepticism, but taken seriously nonetheless. The vast majority of credible scientists have since confirmed this hypothesis.  The ozone layer around the Earth shields us all from harmful ultraviolet radiation from the sun. Without the ozone layer, life on earth would not exist. Exposure to increased levels of ultraviolet radiation can cause cataracts, skin cancer, and immune system suppression in humans as well as innumerable effects on other living systems. This is why Rowland's and Molina's theory was taken so seriously, so quickly - the stakes are literally the continuation of life on earth. 
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Contention III: Afghanistan Instability: The recent increase in violence indicates that instability in Afghanistan is on the rise

Daily Mail July 1. http://www.dailymail.co.uk/news/worldnews/article-1291080/Taliban-rule-talks-Nato-Why-winning.html?ito=feeds-newsxml#
The Taliban in Afghanistan have declared there is no question of them entering into negotiations with Nato forces. The news came in a defiant statement, which added that they believe they are winning the war.  The statement, released to the BBC’s John Simpson, said: ‘We do not want to talk to anyone - not to [President Hamid] Karzai, nor to any foreigners - till the foreign forces withdraw from Afghanistan. ‘We are certain that we are winning. Why should we talk if we have the upper hand, and the foreign troops are considering withdrawal, and there are differences in the ranks of our enemies?’ It comes as Nato forces suffered their biggest loss in the country so far, with 102 deaths in the month of June.  Withdrawal strategies have been announced with British troops to be among the last to leave Afghanistan, Defence Secretary Liam Fox announced this week. In a major speech in Washington, Dr Fox said Prime Minister David Cameron and U.S. President Barack Obama must 'see the job through' and resist succumbing to a 'natural impatience' to get the troops home. In an interview he then conceded that the British armed forces would be among the last home, because they are stationed in a 'difficult' area that is likely to be 'one of the last parts to transition to Afghan security'. American’s new commander for Afghanistan has warned that the fighting will continue and even escalate as it prepares its own withdrawal plans. General David Petraeus said the 'industrial strength insurgency' would intensify in the coming months and admitted a previously agreed date to get out by July 2011 represented only the 'beginning of the process'. His comments to a Senate committee in Washington came days after he replaced General Stanley McChrystal, who was fired last week over disparaging remarks he made about President Barack Obama and his advisers in the magazine Rolling Stone. Gen Petraeus said he backed Mr Obama's policy to put 30,000 more US troops into Afghanistan and begin a withdrawal next summer, but any pull-outs would be based on how the war was going.

Furthermore, recent terrorist attacks confirm drone strikes are a critical factor for motivating terrorist activities
Deen 6/30/10 (by Thalif Deen June 30, 2010 by Inter Press Service Unmanned Drones - Targeted Killing vs. "Collateral Murder" http://www.commondreams.org/headline/2010/06/30-6) 

UNITED NATIONS - When a Pakistani-U.S. national pleaded guilty last week to a failed attempt to detonate explosives packed in a vehicle in the heart of New York City, he admitted that one of the reasons he targeted the busy Times Square neighbourhood was to "injure and kill" as many people as possible.   The presiding judge, Miriam Goldman Cedarbaum, asked the suspect, Faisal Shahzad, 30, whether he was conscious of the fact he would have killed dozens of civilians, including women and children.  "Well, the (U.S.) drone-hits in Afghanistan and Iraq don't see children; they don't see anybody. They kill women, they kill children. They kill everybody. And it's war," he said, at his arraignment last week.  Describing himself as a "Muslim soldier", Shahzad also told the judge one of the reasons for his abortive act of terrorism was his anger at the U.S. military for recklessly using drones, which have claimed the lives of scores of innocent civilians, along with suspected insurgents, in Iraq, Afghanistan, Somalia, Yemen and in the tribal areas of Pakistan.  The United States calls the inadvertent killing of civilians "collateral damage" while critics describe it as "collateral murder".  A New York Times columnist last week quoted the outgoing U.S. military commander in Kabul, Gen. Stanley McChrystal, as defining the "insurgent math" in Afghanistan: for each innocent you kill, you make 10 enemies.  But whether they needlessly kill civilians or not, the remote-controlled drones, being guided mostly by computers located at the far-away headquarters of the Central Intelligence Agency (CIA) in Langley, Virginia, are the weapons of the future, say military analysts
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Civilian causalities are the number one issue that cause resurgence – every civilian death means more Taliban recruits and support – U.S. troops are using restraint now

Burns/Flaherty 2010 (Thursday, May. 13, 2010 06:03 PM US war aim: protect civilians first, then troops By ROBERT BURNS and ANNE FLAHERTY - Associated Press Writers http://www.lakewyliepilot.com/2010/05/13/724894/us-war-aim-protect-civilians-first.html CH)
A key to the U.S. approach to fighting the Taliban insurgency in Afghanistan is this seemingly backward logic: The more aggressively you protect your own troops, the less secure they may be.  The idea is that troops who put themselves at risk to protect innocents will ultimately help decrease violence against Americans. That's because every time U.S. forces inadvertently kill or wound a noncombatant, it outrages the families and communities of the victims and erodes support for the battle against militants, strategists say.  So protecting civilians isn't only moral, it's considered good strategy.  The idea is enshrined in the 2006 U.S. Army and Marine Corps field manual on counterinsurgency, or COIN, which says: "Ultimate success in COIN is gained by protecting the populace, not the COIN force."  That partly explains why the U.S.-led NATO command in Afghanistan is considering recognizing soldiers for "courageous restraint" if they avoid using force that could endanger innocent lives - a proposal drawing fire in some military quarters.  It also shows why President Barack Obama, at his news conference Wednesday with Afghan President Hamid Karzai, emphasized the importance - and the complications - of avoiding civilian deaths and injuries. Sometimes the strategy puts troops at greater immediate risk, he noted, but "that's a burden that we're willing to bear."  The specific rules for when troops may use deadly force in Afghanistan are classified, but commanders over the past year have publicly announced stricter guidelines limiting the use of airstrikes and night raids.  Although the policy is meant to advance the U.S. and NATO cause by building Afghan support at the grass roots, many soldiers and their families worry that by emphasizing restraint, the Pentagon is showing too much concern for the safety of foreign civilians and tying the hands of its own fighting force.  Some lawmakers also have expressed alarm.  North Carolina Republican Rep. Walter Jones, who opposes U.S. involvement in the war, said he is unconvinced after being briefed last week on the specific rules about when U.S. troops can use deadly force.  "You see these kids with their legs blown off and you just hope they were given a chance," he said. "They are too restricted. ... If you're going to send the U.S. military to fight, then let them fight."  The complicating factor, however, is that the final outcome of this fight will depend less on arms than on ideas, in the view of Gen. Stanley McChrystal, the top U.S. and NATO commander in Afghanistan, and others who say that military force alone cannot defeat the Taliban or stabilize the country.  Iraq war veteran John Nagl, who helped write the 2006 counterinsurgency manual and is now president of the Center for a New American Security, acknowledges opinion is divided on the wisdom of making protection of civilians the first priority.  "This issue is at the heart of counterinsurgency and of the difficulty that soldiers have in conducting counterinsurgency," he said in a telephone interview Wednesday. "It's one of the fundamental dilemmas we dealt with in writing the counterinsurgency manual. The fact is that to achieve the mission, individual soldiers have to accept more risk."  Obama on Wednesday spelled it out in stark terms.  "Oftentimes they're holding fire, they're hesitating," he said of U.S. troops seeking to avoid civilian casualties. "They're being cautious about how they operate, even though it would be safer for them to go ahead and just take these locations out."  This carefulness, Obama said, is what the U.S. military stands for.  "And that puts us more at risk, and it makes it more difficult. But that's a burden that we're willing to bear."  Troops doing the fighting, as well as their families, can see it differently, as Defense Secretary Robert Gates heard when he appeared before a couple of hundred soldiers' spouses at Fort Riley, Kan., last Saturday.  One spouse told him that she was troubled that soldiers are being asked to think twice before shooting - "in my opinion, to second-guess a spur of the moment decision" in the face of danger.  "The first thing I'll tell you," Gates replied, "is that it is clear to every soldier in Afghanistan that he has every right to do whatever is necessary to protect himself. So if a soldier is under threat, he can do the appropriate thing," while keeping in mind the consequences of killing or hurting bystanders.  "If we kill an innocent civilian, we recruit a family for the Taliban," he said.  Gates said McChrystal, who devised stricter guidelines for avoiding civilian casualties when he assumed command last June, does not dispute that his approach means greater risks for U.S. soldiers in the short run.  But he argues that if the Afghan population is protected more reliably, there will be less sympathy and support for the Taliban. That, in turn, will weaken the insurgency.  "As you become more successful in winning over the local population ... over time the soldiers are actually safer," Gates said.  This has become conventional wisdom in today's U.S. military, a product in part of its experience in the early years of the Iraq war, where aggressive tactics only angered Iraqis and generated support for insurgents.  In Afghanistan, the enemy doesn't wear a uniform, leaving the U.S. trying to balance protecting its troops and winning the support of a local population that already complains of a menacing foreign presence.  During the February U.S.-led offensive in Marjah, for example, troops were told they could not fire on unarmed people, even if they emerged from Taliban hideouts after shooting erupted.  Some troops said that meant a militant could fire at them, set aside his weapon and walk away, possibly toward a weapons cache in another location.  "I understand the reason behind it, but it's so hard to fight a war like this," Lance Cpl. Travis Anderson, 20, of Altoona, Iowa, told The Associated Press at the time.  Army Col. Wayne Shanks, a U.S. military spokesman in Afghanistan, said Wednesday, "We absolutely support the right of our forces to defend themselves. Valuing restraint in a potentially dangerous situation is not the same thing as denying troops the right to employ lethal force when they determine that it is necessary."  Following the Marjah fight, McChrystal said the operation could have been over in one night but took three weeks because troops were so careful to avoid civilian casualties
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Getting local Afghanis on board– who oppose civilian causalities – is critical to cut off the Taliban’s support base, preventing resurgence

Jones 7 (Seth G. Jones, Ph.D. and M.A. in political science, University of Chicago; A.B., Bowdoin College, “Afghanistan's Local Insurgency”, 1-31, http://www.rand.org/commentary/013107IHT.html CH)

The rising violence and the near certainty of a Taliban spring offensive have triggered calls for an increase in U.S. military forces in Afghanistan. But a military strategy is not likely to succeed. Counterinsurgencies are almost always won by establishing a viable and legitimate government at the local level that can win popular support. In Afghanistan, all politics is local. The country's history is littered with empires that failed to understand this reality, from Alexander the Great more than 2,000 ago to the British and Soviet empires more recently. The Taliban and its allies certainly understand the importance of local politics. They have successfully re-emerged by co-opting or threatening local villagers, and promising better governance and security than the current Afghan government. On my most recent trip to southern Afghanistan in January, I saw that the message of the Taliban clearly resonated with a growing number of locals in southern and eastern parts of the country.  Afghans are frustrated by the lack of development over the past five years, and unhappy with widespread government corruption. This makes the Taliban's threat real and significant. The Taliban and its allies have a strong presence in local villages throughout such provinces as Kandahar and Helmand, and are preparing sustained operations. It is telling that the Taliban's primary target is not U.S. or NATO forces, but local Afghans. This reflects the understanding that the local population represents the center of gravity, as Mao Zedong famously wrote. The lesson for the United States and NATO is stark. They will win or lose Afghanistan in the rural villages and districts of the country, not in the capital city of Kabul. And if they are to win, they must begin by understanding the local nature of the insurgency.

Taliban resurgence dooms the whole Afghanistan mission and undermines neighboring countries stability
Morgan 2007, (Former British Labour Party Exectutive Committee Member, Political Psychologist, 3/4/ Stephen, ""Better another Taliban Afghanistan, than a Taliban NUCLEAR Pakistan!?"," http://www.electricarticles.com/display.aspx?id=639 CH)

However events may prove him sorely wrong. Indeed, his policy could completely backfire upon him. As the war intensifies, he has no guarantees that the current autonomy may yet burgeon into a separatist movement. Appetite comes with eating, as they say. Moreover, should the Taliban fail to re-conquer al of Afghanistan, as looks likely, but captures at least half of the country, then a Taliban Pashtun caliphate could be established which would act as a magnet to separatist Pashtuns in Pakistan. Then, the likely break up of Afghanistan along ethnic lines, could, indeed, lead the way to the break up of Pakistan, as well.  Strong centrifugal forces have always bedevilled the stability and unity of Pakistan, and, in the context of the new world situation, the country could be faced with civil wars and popular fundamentalist uprisings, probably including a military-fundamentalist coup d'état.  Fundamentalism is deeply rooted in Pakistan society. The fact that in the year following 9/11, the most popular name given to male children born that year was "Osama" (not a Pakistani name) is a small indication of the mood. Given the weakening base of the traditional, secular opposition parties, conditions would be ripe for a coup d'état by the fundamentalist wing of the Army and ISI, leaning on the radicalised masses to take power. Some form of radical, military Islamic regime, where legal powers would shift to Islamic courts and forms of shira law would be likely. Although, even then, this might not take place outside of a protracted crisis of upheaval and civil war conditions, mixing fundamentalist movements with nationalist uprisings and sectarian violence between the Sunni and minority Shia populations.  The nightmare that is now Iraq would take on gothic proportions across the continent. The prophesy of an arc of civil war over Lebanon, Palestine and Iraq would spread to south Asia, stretching from Pakistan to Palestine, through Afghanistan into Iraq and up to the Mediterranean coast.  Undoubtedly, this would also spill over into India both with regards to the Muslim community and Kashmir. Border clashes, terrorist attacks, sectarian pogroms and insurgency would break out. A new war, and possibly nuclear war, between Pakistan and India could no be ruled out.   Atomic Al Qaeda Should Pakistan break down completely, a Taliban-style government with strong Al Qaeda influence is a real possibility. Such deep chaos would, of course, open a "Pandora's box" for the region and the world. With the possibility of unstable clerical and military fundamentalist elements being in control of the Pakistan nuclear arsenal, not only their use against India, but Israel becomes a possibility, as well as the acquisition of nuclear and other deadly weapons secrets by Al Qaeda.  Invading Pakistan would not be an option for America. Therefore a nuclear war would now again become a real strategic possibility. This would bring a shift in the tectonic plates of global relations. It could usher in a new Cold War with China and Russia pitted against the US.
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Failure in Afghanistan leads to spurs of radical instability throughout Central Asia

Szayna and Oliker 5 - senior international policy analyst at the RAND Corporation and policy analyst at RAND Corporation (Olga and Thomas, Faultlines of Conflict in Central Asia and the South Caucasus: Implications for the U.S. Army, http://www.rand.org/pubs/monograph_reports/2005/RAND_MR1598.sum.pdf)

The situation in Afghanistan and Pakistan, as well as the troop presence of U.S., Russian, and other forces in the region may serve to catalyze state failure in a number of ways, perhaps making significant conflict more proximate than it might otherwise have been. Refugee flows into the region could strain the treasuries and stretch the capacities of states to deal with the influx. They can also potentially be a mechanism for countergovernment forces to acquire new recruits and assistance. This is of particular concern given the history of Al Qaeda and Taliban support to insurgent groups in Central Asia, as well as the ethnic links and overlaps between Afghanistan and the Central Asian states. To date, the rise of insurgencies linked to radical Islam has either caused or provided an excuse for the leadership in several states to become increasingly authoritarian, in many ways aggravating rather than alleviating the risk of social unrest, and it is entirely plausible that this trend will continue. Moreover, if the U.S.-Russian relationship improves, Russian officials may take advantage of the opportunity, combined with U.S. preoccupation with its counterterror campaign, to take actions in Georgia and Azerbaijan that these states will perceive as aggressive. Meanwhile, U.S. forces in the region may be viewed as targets by combatants in the Afghanistan war and by insurgent efforts against the Central Asian governments. The situation in Afghanistan will almost certainly have an impact on the faultlines in Central Asia and possibly those in the South Caucasus. While it remains too early to predict just what that impact might be, regardless of the situation in Afghanistan, there remains excellent reason to believe that over the next 15 years separatists will continue to strive to attain independence (as in Georgia) and insurgency forces to take power (as in Uzbekistan, Kyrgyzstan, and Tajikistan).  This could spread from the countries where we see it currently to possibly affect Kazakhstan, Turkmenistan, and Azerbaijan. It could also result in responses by states that see a neighboring insurgency as a threat, and by others that pursue insurgents beyond their own borders. Insofar as U.S. forces stay involved in the region, it could draw the United States into these Central Asian and South Caucasus conflicts. 

This results in nuclear conflict
Starr, Central Asia-Caucasus Institute @ Johns Hopkins, 2001
(S. Frederick, The war against terrorism and u.s. bilateral relations with the nations of central asia, December 13, online,)
However, this does not mean that US actions are without risk to the Central Asian states. Quite the contrary. For a decade they have faced not only the  dangers arising from Afghanistan but also the constant threat posed by certain groups in Russia, notably the military and security forces, who are not yet reconciled to the loss of empire. This imperial hangover is not unique to Russia. France exhibited the same tendencies in Algeria, the Spanish in  Cuba and Chile, and the British when they burned the White House in 1812.  This imperial hangover will eventually pass, but for the time being it remains a threat. It means that the Central Asians, after cooperating with the US, will inevitably face redoubled pressure from Russia if we leave abruptly and without attending to the long-term security needs of the region. That we have looked kindly into Mr. Putins soul does not change this reality.     The Central Asians face a similar danger with respect to our efforts in Afghanistan. Some Americans hold that we should destroy Bin Laden, Al Queda, and the Taliban and then leave the post-war stabilization and reconstruction to others. Such a course runs the danger of condemning all Central Asia to further waves of instability from the South. But in the next round it will not only be Russia that is tempted to throw its weight around in the region but possibly China, or even Iran or India. All have as much right to claim Central Asia as their backyard as Russia has had until now. Central Asia may be a distant region but when these nuclear powers begin bumping heads there it will create terrifying threats to world peace that the U.S. cannot ignore.
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Contention IV: Preemption. 

Drone Strikes Encourages Use Of The Bush Doctrine Style Pre-Emptive War Measures By The Us And Other Countries.

Jerome Armstrong, 2009 (staff writer).  “The Bush Doctrine's Drone War.”  http://mydd.com/2009/12/4/the-bush-doctrines-drone-war.  Online.  Internet.  Accessed April 12, 2010. GPG)

In the months after the Sept. 11, 2001, attacks, C.I.A. officials were not eager to embrace killing terrorists from afar with video-game controls, said one former intelligence official. "There was also a lot of reluctance at Langley to get into a lethal program like this," the official said. But officers grew comfortable with the program as they checked off their hit list more than a dozen notorious figures...The drone warfare pioneered by the C.I.A. in Pakistan and the Air Force in Iraq and Afghanistan is the leading edge of a wave of push-button combat that will raise legal, moral and political questions around the world, said P. W. Singer, a scholar at the Brookings Institution and author of the book "Wired for War."  Forty-four countries have unmanned aircraft for surveillance, Mr. Singer said. So far, only the United States and Israel have used the planes for strikes, but that number will grow.  "We're talking about a technology that's not going away," he said.  The Bush Doctrine, perhaps the most radical un-American legacy of George Bush, is not going away. Yea, right now, its pretty easy to celebrate that the "warheads on foreheads" is military technology which only the CIA holds, and is only being used by the US against terrorists in Pakistan.  But how long do you think it will be until that utopian use of military technology is bought or attained by aggressive military forces which have their own design on using the Drone technology toward their own ends?  [Ellipses in original].
The Doctrine Of Pre-Emptive Self-Defense Encourages War And Nuclear Proliferation

Eric Schwartz, 2008 (Attorney, Office of the General Counsel-Sempra Energy), Loyola of Los Angeles International & Comparative Law Review, Winter 2008.  “U.S. Security Strategy:  Empowering Kim Jong-il?”  Lexis/Nexis.  Accessed April 1, 2010.GPG)

Arguably, the Bush Doctrine could inspire other nuclear states to take their own preemptive military action. In turn, non-nuclear states are provoked to acquire nuclear weapons secretly, hoping to discourage preemptive military actions against them. This counter-effect is exemplified by the North Korean Foreign Ministry's response to the escalation of rhetoric following Bush's "axis of evil" speech: "The United States says that after Iraq, we are next . . . but we have our own counter-measures. Preemptive attacks are not the exclusive right of the U.S." n234
Proliferation causes nuclear war

Victor Utgoff, Summer 2002, Survival, vol 44, no. 2, ProQuest

In sum, 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 to 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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Contention V Solvency: Ending the Drone Strikes Is The Best Way To Bolster Pakistani Relations While Effectively Fighting The War On Terrorism

Noah Shachtman, 2009.  (staff writer).  “Call Off Drone War, Influential U.S. Adviser Says.” Online.  Internet.  Accessed April 12, 2010 at http://www.wired.com/dangerroom/2009/02/kilcullen-says/
For months, Pakistani leaders have complained, loudly, about American drone strikes on their territory. Now, an influential adviser to American policymakers is raising his voice against the unmanned attacks, too.  "If we want to strengthen our friends and weaken our enemies in Pakistan, bombing Pakistani villages with unmanned drones is totally counterproductive," Dr. David Kilcullen tells Danger Room. Kilcullen, a former Australian colonel, is considered one of the leading thinkers on counterinsurgency, providing advice to both U.S. Central Command chief Gen. David Petraeus and former Secretary of State Condolleeza Rice.  Unmanned aerial vehicles, or UAVs, have struck targets in Pakistan at least 40 times in the last year. The most recent attack came just days after President Obama was sworn in. Twenty-two people were reportedly killed in the strike.  U.S. officials say the drones have taken out dozens of militants who were undermining American efforts in the region. Perhaps so, Kilcullen acknowledges. But using drones to attack those militants "increase the number and radicalism of Pakistanis who support extremism, and thus undermine the key strategic program of building a willing and capable partner in Pakistan," he writes in Monday’s Small Wars Journal blog. Kilcullen gave much the same message, in testimony last week before the Senate Foreign Relations Committee.

Drone strikes fail- increases terrorist propaganda and drives them into Pakistan where were they will attack the Pakistan government- our evidence cites top military personnel 

Landay 2010. (Jonathan S. “Do U.S drones kill Pakistani extremists or recruit them?” March 22, 2010. http://www.mcclatchydc.com/2009/04/07/v-print/65682/do-us-drones-kill-pakistani-extremists.html CH)

A U.S. intelligence official who's been deeply involved in the counter-terrorism campaigns in Afghanistan and Pakistan, however, called the drone operations "a major catalyst" for the movement.  "The UAV strikes have had two unintended consequences," said the U.S. intelligence official, who requested anonymity because he isn't authorized to speak publicly and because much of the information is classified. "First, al Qaida and the Taliban have used our use of unmanned aircraft in their propaganda to portray Americans as cowards who are afraid to face their enemies and risk death. In their culture, and in the context of what they portray as a war between Western religions and Islam, that can be a powerful argument," he said. "Second and not surprisingly," he continued, "rather than sit around in the (tribal region) waiting for the next strike, some of the jihadis have moved into Pakistan proper, into Karachi and even into Punjab, where we can't target them and where they're in a better position to attack the Pakistani government."

***INH Extension***
Drone Attacks are on the rise in tribal areas

Peter Grier, (Staff), Christian Science Monitor, Dec. 11, 2009. Retrieved Jan. 13, 2010 from www.csmonitor.com. 

The RQ-1 Predator drone is the primary unmanned aerial vehicle used for offensive operations in Afghanistan and the adjoining Pakistani tribal areas. Its endurance is such that it can fly 400 nautical miles to a target, loiter overhead for 14 hours, then return. US generals testifying before Congress in recent weeks about the new Afghanistan strategy declined to discuss the issue of missile strikes in public. Again, the program is supposed to be classified. But they freely discussed their appreciation for the intelligence and reconnaissance-gathering abilities of UAVs, which are the flip side of the technology’s abilities. “These programs are expensive, but they are extraordinarily effective and extraordinarily value-added,” Gen. Stanley McChrystal, commander of US forces in Afghanistan, told the Senate Armed Services Committee on Dec. 8. According to a recent think-tank report, armed drone strikes have dramatically increased under Mr. Obama – even before his recent decision to bulk up US forces there. There were 43 such attacks between January and October 2009, according to a New America Foundation report. The report draws on what it deems to be credible local and national media stories about the attacks. That compares with a total of 34 in all of 2008, President Bush’s last full year in office.

***Extra Scenarios***
Terrorism

Drone strikes can’t solve terrorism- each strike increase retaliation and recruitment 

Landay 2010. (Jonathan S. “Do U.S drones kill Pakistani extremists or recruit them?” March 22, 2010. http://www.mcclatchydc.com/2009/04/07/v-print/65682/do-us-drones-kill-pakistani-extremists.html CH)

There've been dozens of drone strikes in the past year, the most recent killing 13 people in the tribal region of North Waziristan on Saturday. The next day, a top Pakistani Taliban leader threatened to launch two suicide attacks every week unless the strikes stop. His threat followed a series of suicide bombings in the heartland province of Punjab. A senior Pakistani official reiterated the government's opposition to the drone operations after talks Tuesday in Islamabad with Richard Holbrooke, the special U.S. representative to Pakistan and Afghanistan, and Adm. Mike Mullen, the chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff. "They (drone strikes) are counterproductive," said Foreign Minister Shah Mehmood Qureshi. "My view is they are causing collateral damage, my view is that they are alienating people, my view is that they are working to the advantage of the extremists. We (Pakistan and the U.S.) have agreed to disagree on this." CIA and the Air Force operators remotely pilot the missile-firing Predator and Reaper drones, known as Unmanned Aerial Vehicles or UAVs, from the U.S. But the aircraft fly from an airbase in Baluchistan, according to some experts, with the permission of Pakistani military officials who privately back the operations and want U.S. approval to buy drones of their own.
Drone strikes fail- increases terrorist propaganda and drives them into Pakistan where were they will attack the Pakistan government- our evidence cites top military personnel 

Landay 2010. (Jonathan S. “Do U.S drones kill Pakistani extremists or recruit them?” March 22, 2010. http://www.mcclatchydc.com/2009/04/07/v-print/65682/do-us-drones-kill-pakistani-extremists.html CH)

A U.S. intelligence official who's been deeply involved in the counter-terrorism campaigns in Afghanistan and Pakistan, however, called the drone operations "a major catalyst" for the movement.  "The UAV strikes have had two unintended consequences," said the U.S. intelligence official, who requested anonymity because he isn't authorized to speak publicly and because much of the information is classified. "First, al Qaida and the Taliban have used our use of unmanned aircraft in their propaganda to portray Americans as cowards who are afraid to face their enemies and risk death. In their culture, and in the context of what they portray as a war between Western religions and Islam, that can be a powerful argument," he said. "Second and not surprisingly," he continued, "rather than sit around in the (tribal region) waiting for the next strike, some of the jihadis have moved into Pakistan proper, into Karachi and even into Punjab, where we can't target them and where they're in a better position to attack the Pakistani government."

Pakistani Terrorism Outweighs it is the most perilous threat to global security

Jagadish 9 (Vikram Jagadish ((with honors), University of Miami, 2006; J.D. (with high honors), Georgetown University Law Center.  “kistan's Ultimate Nightmare Scenario: Preventing Islamic Extremists from Acquiring Nuclear Weapons” “Texas Review of Law & Politics”. March 26, 2009.  Lexis nexis. GPG)

The burning embers of the World Trade Center had barely settled over the lower Manhattan skyline when Washington insiders were already convinced that the next terrorist attack would be nuclear. For many, it was not a question of if, but when. n1 The nightmare of nuclear terrorism is a rare unifying force in Washington, as most policymakers agree that nuclear terrorism is the most perilous global security threat of them all. n2 Preventing nuclear terrorism is thus a vital strategic imperative. Despite the popular lore about "loose nukes" in Russia, many surmise that Islamic extremists n3 need look no further than their own backyard, in Pakistan. n4 In many respects, Pakistan appears to be an ideal target for Islamic extremists shopping in the nuclear market. Pakistan has a new nuclear arsenal; n5 it is ravaged by instability and is a sanctuary for many terrorist groups. n6 After September 11, 2001, many feared rogue elements in the Pakistani army might provide nuclear weapons or fissile material  [*226]  to Islamic extremists. n7 This paper discusses the like-lihood of this scenario occurring by reviewing Pakistan's existing nuclear security protocols and investigating any connections between the Pakistani army and Islamic extremists. Afterwards, this paper argues that preventing Islamic extremists from acquiring a Pakistani nuclear weapon requires (1) bringing Pakistan (and India) into the non-proliferation regime; (2) sustained economic programs to promote development in areas of Pakistan affected by Islamic extremism; and (3) investment in a genuine democratic process in Pakistan to serve as a bulwark against Is-lamic extremism.

AT: Kill Em Too Quickly

These terrorists are hiding – there is no way to interrogate them

Reuter, May 2010. "DRONE WARFARE IN PAKISTAN". http://brecorder.com/pdf/Drones.pdf
A former U.s. intelligence official, who was involved in the process until recently, said: “i got the sense: ‘What the hell do we do with this guy if we get him?’ it’s not the primary consideration but it has to be a consideration.” there are other reasons behind the expansion of the drone program, including improvements in drone technology. “Many of the highest priority terrorists are in some of the remotest, most inaccessible, parts of our planet,” one U.s. official said of why targeted killing has gained favor. “since they’re actively plotting against us and our allies, you’ve got two choices -- kill or capture. When these people are where they are, and are doing what they’re doing, it’s just not a tough decision.”

Pakistan Instability
Expanded Drone Strikes Are Undermining Pakistani Stability While Encouraging Extremism In The Country.

Peter Goodspeed, (Staff). NATIONAL POST. Dec. 28, 2009. Retrieved Jan. 13, 2010 from http://www.nationalpost.com/news/world/story.html?id=2360054. 

A recent study by the New America Foundation, a policy group in Washington, estimates at least 500 rebels and 250 civilians have been killed in U.S. drone attacks since 2006. A separate estimate by the Long War Journal counted 885 rebel and 94 civilian deaths. Nevertheless, many Pakistani politicians claim the attacks violate international law and undermine their nation's sovereignty. They also threaten to deepen public resentment at the United States in the world's second-largest Islamic country. "The strikes are now exciting visceral opposition across a broad spectrum of Pakistani opinion," said David Kilcullen, a counter-insurgency expert who has advised U.S. generals in Iraq and Afghanistan. "We need to be extremely careful about undermining the longer-term objective -- a stable Pakistan, where elected politicians control their own national-security establishment, and extremism is diminishing -- for the sake of collecting scalps."
Over 90 percent of casualties are civilians

Weinberger 5/19(Sharon.  “Pakistani Scholar Disputes US Drone Death Tallies” May 19 2010. http://www.aolnews.com/world/article/pakistani-scholar-usmani-says-90-percent-of-drone-strike-victims-are-civilians/19483888 GPG) 

(May 19) -- When it comes to measuring casualties and death rates, Pakistani computer scientist Zeeshan-ul-hassan Usmani is a world-class expert. His Ph.D. thesis looked at complex simulations calculating blast waves from suicide bombings, with an eye toward preventing mass casualties from such attacks.   Now Usmani, an assistant professor at Ghulam Ishaq Khan Institute in Pakistan's North-West Frontier Province who recently completed five years as a Fulbright scholar in the U.S., is applying that expertise to the contentious debate over drone strikes. And his website, Pakistan Body Count, draws a striking conclusion about the unacknowledged CIA drone strikes in Pakistan: More than 90 percent of the reported casualties are civilians.  Hasbunallah Khan, AP Pakistani children gather near a bloodstained wall after suspected U.S. drones struck a home in Mohammadkhel, Pakistan, last year.  Since the beginning of the drone attacks, Usmani estimates that over 1,200 civilians have been killed by the strikes, compared to only 30 members of al-Qaida. 

Pakistani Instability Risks A Nuclear War Between India And Pakistan.

Thomas E. Ricks, 2001.  (staff, Washington Post).  October 21, 2001.  Online.  Internet.  Accessed April 12, 2010 at http://cndyorks.gn.apc.org/news/articles/warconsequences.htmGPG)

The prospect of Pakistan being taken over by Islamic extremists is especially worrisome because it possesses nuclear weapons. The betting among military strategists is that India, another nuclear power, would not stand idly by, if it appeared that the Pakistani nuclear arsenal were about to fall into the hands of extremists.  A preemptive action by India to destroy Pakistan's nuclear stockpile could provoke a new war on the subcontinent. The U.S. military has conducted more than 25 war games involving a confrontation between a nuclear-armed India and Pakistan, and each has resulted in nuclear war, said retired Air Force Col. Sam Gardiner, an expert on strategic games.
Drone attacks are enraging Pakistan: causing citizens to increasingly view the United States with fear and resentment.

Jerome Armstrong, 2009 (staff writer).  “The Bush Doctrine's Drone War.”  http://mydd.com/2009/12/4/the-bush-doctrines-drone-war.  Online.  Internet.  Accessed April 12, 2010.

Though Pakistanis in the regions of the strikes are more supportive of the drones, overall:  ...the drones are unpopular with many Pakistanis, who see them as a violation of their country's sovereignty -- one reason the United States refuses to officially acknowledge the attacks. A poll by Gallup Pakistan last summer found only 9 percent of Pakistanis in favor of the attacks and 67 percent against, with a majority ranking the United States as a greater threat to Pakistan than its archrival, India, or the Pakistani Taliban.  There's no question that it works, and that its effective, but you really have to wonder about what's been unleashed with such a preemptive doctrine.
Pakistan Coup

Pakistani Coup is likley

Chosky 9 (Jamsheed K Choksy for RFE/RL “Another Military Coup for Pakistan?’23 October, 2009. http://www.isn.ethz.ch/isn/Current-Affairs/Security-Watch/Detail/?lng=en&id=108832) 

Quite understandably, the civilian regime's unpopularity is rising. Similar conditions in the past have triggered three military coups in that nation's 62-year modern history. Pakistan has had four military leaders, who together ran the country for 33 years, more than half its postindependence existence. Many social groups - including entrepreneurs, the burgeoning middle class, and the Westernized upper class - have long viewed the military as the only stable and functional national institution. Essentially, Pakistan's armed forces remain the administration of last resort - one frequently called upon to lead that nation out of chaos. In recent weeks, the Pakistani Taliban and its allies - much weakened and pushed back by the military - have resorted to desperate acts of public savagery. Militant attacks have included female suicide bombers (a tactic pioneered by the Liberation Tigers of Tamil Eelam in nearby Sri Lanka), many of whom were educated in fundamentalist madrasas. The civilian government can neither head off the bomb blasts that are claiming the lives of innocent Pakistanis nor tame the fundamentalist militants. Zardari and his ministers are left with hollow, patriotic words as substitutes for bold, effective actions. True, Taliban fighters penetrated the military's general headquarters in Rawalpindi and in so doing provided a psychological boost for militancy. But their plan was not a total success, since they did not get adequately inside nor were they particularly destructive. Moreover, by targeting the military's center of prestige, the Taliban may very well have severed the few remaining ties they once had to the armed forces and the Inter-Services Intelligence (ISI) - which helped create and foster the Islamist groups that have now turned against their former patrons. Far from being intimidated by the militants, the Pakistani military promptly began air strikes, followed by ground action, against Taliban strongholds in the Federally Administered Tribal Areas (FATA) and the Northwest Frontier Province (NWFP). Once again the soldiers, rather than the politicians, are presenting themselves as Pakistan's saviors. The Islamic militancy has demonstrated the administrative ineffectiveness of the current elected government.
There’s a growing risk of extremist takeover in Pakistan, their military -US pressure on Pakistan empirically stokes it

Vikram Jagadish, 2009, (JD Candidate Georgetown Texas Review of Law and Politics, Spring, 13 Tex. Rev. Law & Pol. 223, p. 252-3 CH)

Although Cohen's analysis is telling, other factors also influence the outlook of the cadets. Chiefly, these include official Pakistani policies of the past and present, as well as firsthand operational experiences. Official Pakistani policies of the past have facilitated sympathy for Islamic extremism. n220 Hussain Haqqani surmises that the years of religious rhetoric resulting from associations between the army and Islamic extremist groups have already influenced the younger generation of officers. n221 Owen Bennett Jones agrees, reasoning that these young officers are "caught up by the romance of the  [*253]  Mujahideen's struggle," fostering a great sense of pride in such holy warriors among the officer corps. n222 Firsthand experience also has deeply influenced younger officers. Specifically, the enactment of sanctions against Pakistan under the Pressler Amendment in 1990 fueled the growth of anti-Americanism among many younger officers, as the sanctions disproportionately affected new cadets. n223 To make up for the lack of new American technology, senior officers relied upon ideological motivation to boost morale. n224 Consequently, General (Ret.) Talat Masood notes that "[younger] officers were more prone to listen to the shrill anti-American rhetoric coming from the religious right." n225 Unfortunately, reports suggest that many of these officers have allowed this resentment to fester. n226 Indeed, younger officers up to the rank of colonel are deeply resentful of operations against Taliban and al Qaeda fighters on the Afghan border, reasoning that there is no incentive for Pakistan to adhere blindly to the needs of the United States. n227 Many officers reportedly asked their superiors "what about all that we struggled for?", referring to historic Pakistani support for the Taliban and Islamic extremist groups in Kashmir. n228 In an attempt at damage control, senior officers supportive of the coalition have actively tried to assure these officers that counterterrorism operations are in Pakistan's best interest. n229 However, many lower ranked officers quietly or even openly disobey orders, n230 suggesting that greater work remains to be done on this front. If the trend continues and nothing is done, these officers may grow in number to the point where coherence in the military may be threatened.

Pakistan Impact

Military coup or collapse leads to nuclear war with India

Seth Cropsy, senior fellow Hoover Institute, Stanford, Foreign Policy, 12.11.09

http://www.foreignpolicy.com/articles/2009/12/15/will_there_always_be_a_pakistan?page=0,0

In Pakistan, all this means more than just a troubled fighting force. The Army is rightly seen as the country's strongest institution -- the glue that holds the state together. Though not officially in power, the military has a strong hold over the civilian government and retains de facto veto power over much that gets done. If infighting weakens or shatters the military's cohesion, the implications for the future of the state itself are dire.  First, such events would be great news to Islamists looking to get their hands on nuclear weapons. Pakistan's nukes are even more likely to see action if a military officer seized power and invaded Indian-held Kashmir, the territory that both Islamabad and New Delhi claim as their own. Such aggression might lead to a nuclear exchange with India, the country's long-time rival and fellow nuclear state. The fallout, both literal and political, would be felt deep into Central Asia; indeed much of the region would be destabilized. India's economic progress would be set back significantly, perhaps by decades, and the nuclear threshold will have been crossed.  


Instability – Drones Link

Drones are threatening instability within Pakistan – they creates mistrust

Pakistan Observer, July 3, 2010. http://pakobserver.net/detailnews.asp?id=39156
Being used as a mere tool for the interest of the US led war, Pak has been unable, either to strike a nuclear deal, similar to the one signed with India or made the US change its Pakistan policy that should contrive for a stable Pakistan. Superficial praises and applause that holds no concrete significance is useless for the Pakistanis who have gone through decades of turmoil and instability due to an increased US presence in the region that has disrupted the entire balance structure. The discriminatory US attitude can be distinguished by the constant and vehement denial of the US in supplying drone technology despite continuous and repetitive demands from president Zardari based on allegations on Pakistan for being susceptible to leak precious information to the Taliban by warning them prior to the attacks. These unmanned aircrafts were indigenously produced, later on, by the collaboration of an Italian company. The paradoxical US stance towards Pakistan, in which it trusts the Pakistan army only to fight against the insurgents and a simultaneous mistrust by accusing them of helping and funding the Taliban gives rise to a whole new range of ambivalent feelings. Again, the much sought after civil nuclear deal with the US has been brushed aside with a bunch of allegations by the Obama administration, despite making claims of investing in the power sector in order to alleviate the power shortage, which had been promised in the strategic dialogue that took place earlier this year. The international community and especially the US and India have not been able to accept this deal as statements issued from Washington reveal their mistrust of it, conveying a reservation over the fact that nuclear energy from this deal would be used by the Pakistanis for defence and military purposes instead of using it for peaceful reasons.


Pakistan Stability 

India would be forced to retaliate-escalates to nuclear war
Albright 2002 (David, President and Founder of the Institute for Science and International Security, http://www.isis-online.org/publications/terrorism/stanleypaper.html CH) 

Although such responses appear possible in theory, their implementation could be extremely difficult and dangerous. A U.S. military action to seize or cripple Pakistan's strategic nuclear assets may encourage India to take similar action, in essence to finish the job. Even if India does nothing, a new Pakistani government may launch any remaining nuclear weapons at U.S. forces or against India. In addition, removing the nuclear weapons would not be enough. The new government would inherit the facilities to make nuclear weapons. Extensive bombing would thus be required at several nuclear sites, including the relatively large Khushab reactor and New Labs reprocessing plant. These types of attacks risk the release of a large amount of radiation if they are to ensure that the facility is not relatively quickly restored to operation. For example, bombing the facility so as to bring the roof down on the reactor core or hot cells is unlikely to be sufficient. Such harsh contingencies may be important to consider in order to protect the vital interests of the United States and its allies.
Impact Cacl for Aghanistan Stability

Magnitude- even a 1% risk is bigger than the neg.

Art ’03 (Robert J., Prof IR – Brandeis U., A Grand Strategy for America, p. 212-3)
Fourth and finally, great-power wars are highly destructive, not only to the participants and their immediate neighbors, but also to world order and stability. Today, they may be low-probability events, but their costs may be extremely high. In this regard, we should treat Eurasian great-power wars the same way we do NBC terrorism, and the same way we treated the possibility of a general nuclear war between the United States and the Soviet Union during the Cold War: we should take multiple measures to prevent them and to limite them if they should break out. Great-power wars are potentially too destructive not to do everything possible to avert them; great-power peace should be over-determined, not left to chance.

Pakistan War
Drone attacks set the precedent for preemptive war against pakistan

BBC 9 (British Broadcasting Channel “Pakistan TV show discusses "increase in hatred" towards US due to drone attacks.” March 26, 2009. Lexis GPG.) 

Hamid Mir begins the discussion by saying that as soon as one crisis ends in Pakistan, another crisis emerges and Pakistanis have now learned to live with these crises. Mir adds: a day after the judiciary crisis ended on 16th March, New York Times reported that America is now thinking about extending scope of Drone attacks to Baluchistan and David Kilcullen, adviser to CENTCOM Chief David Petraeus, told Washington Post on 24th March that "Pakistan can break up in next 6 months" and that "Army and Police do not listen to the government in Pakistan" and that "continuation of war on terror is in Pakistan's interest." Continuing, Mir says: yet another Drone attack has taken place in South Waziristan today. Mir adds: although America says that Drone attacks have many benefits, but "most Pakistani observers and a large majority of people believe that the so-called war on terror and Drone attacks have increased and not reduced terrorism in world." Mir says: there were 36 Drone attacks during Gen Pervez Musharraf's rule, 38 in 2008 and 9 so far this year in which about 500 people have been killed. Mir adds: America claims that many top Al-Qa'idah leaders have been killed in Drone attacks, but it has not provided any evidence of killing of Al-Qa'idah leaders. Continuing, Mir says: everybody knows that terrorism and "hatred against America" has increased in Pakistan due to the American policies. Mir says: if Drone attacks are continued, some other country will also find some excuse to carry out similar attacks on Pakistan. Mir asks Kaira whether Drone attacks will resolve issues faced by Pakistan or not. Kaira says the government has condemned Drone attacks from very first day it came to power and it has made it clear to the American administration that it will not be able to achieve its desirable objectives through these attacks. Kaira adds: this is true that "hatred toward America is increasing" throughout Pakistan, especially in tribal areas, due to Drone attacks. Continuing, Kaira says: it should be understood that unless foreign terrorists and extremists are not "isolated" from the local population, successes will not be achieved, and Drone attacks are not proving helpful in this context. Kaira adds: Pakistani troops are still operating in tribal areas and if a credible information is provided to them, they will act against terrorists and extremists because this is in Pakistan's own interest. Continuing, Kaira says: terrorists and extremists want to destabilize the government and political and financial institution of Pakistan and political forces should join hands to foil their agenda. Mir plays part of the latest song of Shahzad Roy in which the singer calling for change of system in Pakistan is killed in a symbolic Drone attack at the end.
Pakistan Relations
B. Us-Pakistani Relations Are Essential To Combatting The Worldwide Terrorist Threat.

Richard A. Boucher, 2007 (Assistant Secretary of State for South and Central Asian Affairs).  DISAM Journal, Dec, 2007.  Online.  Internet.  Accessed April 12, 2010 at http://findarticles.com/p/articles/mi_m0IAJ/is_4_29/ai_n24261650/


Mr. Chairman, thank you for this opportunity to appear before the Committee. As you know, Mr. Chairman, Pakistan plays a key role in some of our most critical foreign policy goals, such as creating a regional environment inhospitable to Taliban extremism and terrorism and building a modern society. Pakistan is also critical to Operation Enduring Freedom in Afghanistan. Without Pakistani support and cooperation, we would face severe difficulties in supplying, reinforcing, and protecting our troops and those of our allies who are defending the democratically elected Afghan government. A successful Pakistan-a prosperous, moderate democracy-would also be a stable and stellar example throughout the Muslim world. Helping Pakistan succeed in becoming a prosperous, moderate, and democratic nation is a critical part of all our policy goals for Pakistan. A stable, prosperous Pakistan is key to the stability and prosperity of the whole region. Pakistan links the landlocked, energy-laden nations of Central Asia to the dynamic markets of South Asia. Therefore, our goal is to forge a long-term strategic partnership between the United States and Pakistan that is strong, multi-dimensional, and enduring. Furthermore, a successful transformation of Pakistan would bring the benefits of prosperity, good governance, and justice to 160 million people, undercutting the appeal of violent extremism and helping to provide an important example of modernity and moderation in the Muslim world.

C.  Terrorism Threatens A Global Nuclear War.

1. Terrorists will use nuclear weapons triggering a global nuclear war and threatening all life on the planet.

Mohamed Sid-Ahmed, 2004.  “Extinction!”  Online.  Internet.  Accessed April 12, 2010 at http://weekly.ahram.org.eg/2004/705/op5.htm.

What would be the consequences of a nuclear attack by terrorists? Even if it fails, it would further exacerbate the negative features of the new and frightening world in which we are now living. Societies would close in on themselves, police measures would be stepped up at the expense of human rights, tensions between civilisations and religions would rise and ethnic conflicts would proliferate. It would also speed up the arms race and develop the awareness that a different type of world order is imperative if humankind is to survive.  But the still more critical scenario is if the attack succeeds. This could lead to a third world war, from which no one will emerge victorious. Unlike a conventional war which ends when one side triumphs over another, this war will be without winners and losers. When nuclear pollution infects the whole planet, we will all be losers.
2.  Future terrorism will be nuclear in nature—multiple sources allow terrorists to acquire nuclear weapons:

Marvin Cetron, 2007 (president of Forecasting International).  May 1, 2007.  The Futurist.   Online.  Internet.  Accessed April 12, 2010 at http://www.nsaww.com/media_publications_2007-05.html.

2. Terrorists will gain weapons of mass destruction. The elite among tomorrow's terrorists will have more than plastic explosives with which to make their point. They will have nuclear weapons. Pakistani engineer Abdul Qadeer Khan ensured that when he gave Pakistan what most extremists regard as an "Islamic bomb" and then spread the plans far and wide. If terrorists cannot lay hands on a stolen weapon from the former Soviet Union, they soon may be able to obtain them from either Islamabad or Tehran.
Democracy

A Pakistan coup would destroy democracy
Chosky 9 (Jamsheed K Choksy for RFE/RL “Another Military Coup for Pakistan?’23 October, 2009. http://www.isn.ethz.ch/isn/Current-Affairs/Security-Watch/Detail/?lng=en&id=108832) 

Those conditions alone would not prompt the military to launch another coup d'etat. But this is not the extent of Pakistan's problems. Corruption has returned with a vengeance to Pakistanis' daily lives. The economy is in a downward spiral -- and would have collapsed if not for the billions of dollars poured in by the United States, the European Union, and international agencies. Tensions are so high that even minor breaches of public etiquette - like kissing in public - enrage panicky constituencies locked in struggles over Pakistan's social, religious, economic, and political future. Simultaneously, the civilian administration has come to be seen by many Pakistani citizens as too deferential to the United States. Pakistani nationalists, anti-Western politicians, and Muslim fundamentalists have found common cause in challenging the Zardari regime's cooperation with Washington - implausibly claiming that Pakistan's sovereignty is being undermined and the country could end up as a U.S. neo-colony. Pakistan's military has benefited enormously from U.S. financial and technological assistance over the past three decades and surely will receive even more support in the near future as it targets Taliban strongholds. Therefore conditions placed by the U.S. Congress on $7.5 billion in economic aid to Pakistan (through the Enhanced Partnership with Pakistan Act of 2009, also known as the Kerry-Lugar Bill, signed by President Barack Obama on October 15) over the next five years should not have been of major consequence to Pakistani generals. Indeed, both counterinsurgency operations and civil-society reconstruction have been going well of late in the NWFP and the FATA, shoring up public goodwill toward the armed forces. Yet the generals too flexed their muscles, weakening the civilian government further by publically denouncing the oversight stipulations required by the United States. Largely in response to displeasure expressed by the world's sixth-largest armed forces' Joint Chiefs of Staff - especially the army chief, General Ashfaq Parvez Kayani - Washington swiftly dispatched Senator John Kerry and special envoy Richard Holbrooke to Islamabad to allay local concerns and provide reassurances. Likewise, Zardari's office was quick to reject calls from members of his Pakistan People's Party to remove the dissenting generals from office for publically questioning the civilian leadership's decision to accept the aid. Kayani and his comrades may feel compelled to impose their will in seeking to restabilize Pakistan soon. Such action, no matter how seemingly necessary in the short run, will be a great setback for democracy, which, despite its major problems, is the only long-term, viable basis for Pakistan.

International Cred Ext.

US Drone Violations of International Law encourage other countries to violate as well

BBC 9 (British Broadcasting Channel “Pakistan TV show discusses "increase in hatred" towards US due to drone attacks.” March 26, 2009. Lexis nexis GPG.) 

Mir establishes video link with Ahmer Bilal Sufi, prominent international law expert, and asks him whether there are other examples of Drone attacks and whether international law allows Drone attacks. Sufi says there are one or two examples of Drone attacks somewhere else than Pakistan and there was a Drone attack in Yemen to target some alleged terrorists traveling in a van and there have been some Drone attacks in Gaza, but these attacks are most frequent on Pakistan and that is why international law experts are viewing Pakistan as a case study to find out whether there is any legal basis for these attacks. Continuing, Sufi says: Article 24 of the UN Charter that there should be no air and ground intervention in any state and, so, Drone's entry into any country's airspace itself tantamount to intervention and it is the violation of UN principle of non-intervention and if it fires anything to cause loss of life or property, it obviously mans that the international law is being violated. Continuing, Sufi says: US Congress passed a resolution in 2001 authorizing military action anywhere in the world against those terrorists who were involved in 9/11, but that authorization is of US domestic law and there is no such authorization in international law. Mir asks whether any other country could also find encouragement in US Drone attacks to carry out similar attacks on Pakistan. Sufi says: international experts are also studying the Pakistani government's reaction and they believe that this reaction is "//muted//" and it is not "//categorical//" and "//clear//" and this lack of clarity is casting a shadow on the question of legality because it is being said that if the home state where Drone attacks are being carried out openly expresses its consent, these attacks will get legal cover. Sufi adds: there is "//ambiguity//" in Pakistan's position and its advantage is going to the debate of legality of Drone attacks and that is why Drone attacks are being expanded. Sufi says: if Pakistan does not take a categorical stand against Drone attacks, other countries like India will be encouraged to plan similar attacks on Pakistan.
A2 Accuracy

US Justification for Drones is in defiance of I- Law
Horton 10 (Scott Horton  “Rules for Drone Wars: Six Questions for Philip Alston” June 9, 2010. http://harpers.org/archive/2010/06/hbc-90007190 accessed on June 28, 2010. GPG)

The official is right in underscoring the accuracy of the drone missiles. I don’t contest that, and I understand why the administration wants to be able to use them. If they are used correctly, and in the context of an armed conflict, I don’t have a problem. My concerns are (i) they are sometimes used, unjustifiably, outside conflict zones; (ii) when they are used by the CIA they violate the rules relating to international accountability that the U.S. has very often demanded be observed by other governments; and (iii) the U.S. government has put forward legal rationales, such as the doctrine of self-defense, which are self-serving and unsupported by international law.  In terms of legal rationales, it is symptomatic that the U.S. pointedly refused to provide any response to my report to the UN Human Rights Council beyond the equivalent of “interesting report, look forward to reading it one day.” But at the same time Secretary of Defense Gates and anonymous government officials have been busy providing the media with unverifiable assertions of legality and accountability.  You are right that the administration has put forward a “law of 9/11” self-defense justification, which would permit it to use force in the territory of other countries on the basis that it is in an armed conflict with al-Qaeda, the Taliban, and “associated forces.” The latter group, of course, is undefined and open-ended. This interpretation of the right to self-defence is so malleable and expansive that it threatens to destroy the prohibition on the use of armed force contained in the United Nations Charter. If other states were to use this justification for the killing of those they deemed to be terrorists, the result would be chaos.
Drones represent a violation of I Law because the attacks are neither necessary nor proportionate
Horton 10 (Scott Horton  “Rules for Drone Wars: Six Questions for Philip Alston” June 9, 2010. http://harpers.org/archive/2010/06/hbc-90007190 accessed on June 28, 2010. GPG)
States can, of course, defend themselves. They can do so in response to an armed attack or one that is real and imminent. That use of force has to be both necessary and proportionate. But the U.S. position is, in essence, that nine years after 9/11 it is still responding to a real and imminent attack and will probably continue to do so for years to come. Even if we were to accept that the U.S. is able to do whatever, whenever, because it is responding to somewhat distant armed attacks (which I don’t accept), that doesn’t give the U.S. a carte blanche to target and kill whomever it deems to be a terrorist or an enemy. Even if it is acting in self-defense, the targeting of a particular person still needs to comply with the requirements of the laws of war and human rights law. The United States seems to want to marginalize or even eliminate the relevance of human rights law and the laws of war in situations that it claims are governed by the self-defence rationale.
*****Negative Evidence*****
Drones Good

Drone strikes key to stop al-Qaida

Simon and Stevenson ‘9 [Steven Simon - Adjunct Senior Fellow for Middle Eastern Studies at CFR; Jonathan

Stevenson- Professor of Strategic Studies at the US Naval War College; Survival, Volume 51, Issue 5 October 2009 , pages

47 —  67 GPG]

Accordingly, Washington might continue its current policy of eliminating al-Qaeda's leadership through targeted killing. Although it is a controversial policy, the Obama administration's position in the freighted domestic policy debate on the nature of counter-terrorism is entirely consistent with it. Despite its declared post-11 September national security policy, which acknowledged roles for both law enforcement and military force in combating terrorism, in practice the Bush administration gave short shrift to law enforcement and strongly favoured military measures. Obama, both during the presidential campaign and after assuming office, decried what he and others viewed as the excessive militarisation of counter-terrorism in practice, and endorsed a more fluid, open-minded and pragmatic approach. While he would prefer to fight transnational terrorists with law-enforcement tools, he understood that that could not always be done effectively. In particular, he realised that the United States could not, practically speaking, dispatch FBI special agents to Pakistan's anarchical tribal areas and other ungoverned spaces in an unmarked Ford Crown Victoria to arrest al-Qaeda suspects and bring them back to federal district court in Washington for trial, so measures like targeted killing from drones were needed. Thus, Obama continued and in fact ramped up the targetedkilling policy when he became president. The new president confirmed his instrumental view of counter-terrorism in an impassioned but grounded May 2009 speech, in which he stated for the record that the counter-terrorism tool chosen should fit the particular circumstances. Though he nodded clearly to the preferred status of the lawenforcement approach in focusing on closing the Guantanamo Bay detention facility and ending the use of so-called enhanced interrogation techniques, he also argued more generally for 'strategically applying our power' as well as our principles, and doing so 'pragmatically'. The president further noted that 'absolutists' on the 'national security' and the 'law enforcement' side of the counter-terrorism debate were both wrong, and endorsed a middle course of 'common sense'.12 One key implication of the speech was that re-orientating American counter-terrorism policy away from the use of military force would render Islamist militancy more containable by demonstrating US restraint and emphasising American respect for the rule of law. The other, though, was that military force remained indispensable in certain circumstances. It does appear that targeted killing, while only an operational tool and not a strategic solution in itself, can help manage a terrorist threat.13 Open-source information indicates  that the recent US campaign in Pakistan, in particular, has been effective. Over the past 18 months or so, the United States has used two related types of unmanned aerial vehicles, the Predator and the faster, higheraltitude Reaper, which is capable of carrying two Hellfire anti-tank missiles and precision-guided bombs, to attack individuals and safe houses, eliminating about a dozen key al-Qaeda operatives and dozens more other militants. There were 36 such attacks in 2008 and about 20 in the first eight months of 2009. As of the end of August 2009, they had eliminated Abu Jihad al-Masri, al-Qaeda's intelligence chief; Khalid Habib, head of its Pakistan operations and fourth in the chain of command overall; Abu Khabab al-Masri, the group's ranking explosives expert; and Abu Laith al-Libi, al-Qaeda's commander in Afghanistan. One of the missiles killed Pakistan Taliban leader Baitullah Mehsud in August.14 The success of the air-strikes has resulted from improved technical and human intelligence on al-Qaeda operations in the border area. The logic of the strategy is to make it increasingly difficult for al-Qaeda to repopulate its command structure, and US officials believe the programme has produced the broadest and deepest impact on al-Qaeda senior leadership in several years. Continued success could yield the practical neutralisation of al-Qaeda in Pakistan. Bureaucratically, the Obama administration has already set the table for adopting this strategy: for FY 2010, it has requested $79.7m for Hellfire missiles and $489.4m for 24 Reapers, nearly doubling the 2009 number

Drones Good

Be skeptical of affirmative evidence. Recent interviews prove afghan officials like the drones

Dawn 1/19/10 (Karachi Dawn.  “Pakistan TV show discusses execution of drone attacks” January 19, 2010. http://www.lexisnexis.com.ezproxy.samford.edu/us/lnacademic/results/docview/docview.do?docLinkInd=true&risb=21_T9650321072&format=GNBFI&sort=RELEVANCE&startDocNo=1&resultsUrlKey=29_T9650321078&cisb=22_T9650321077&treeMax=true&treeWidth=0&csi=10962&docNo=8 GPG) 

Mohsin opens the program by saying "there are reports that the new TTP (Tehrik-i-Taleban Pakistan) chief Hakimullah Mehsud may have been killed in a drone strike in South Waziristan. The Taleban claim that the attack missed him by minutes. A senior security official has told Dawn at least 10 people have been killed, among them three militant commanders. There have a series of drone attacks in this area over the past weeks. A TTP spokesman says Mehsud is alive and he was not in the TTP compound, which he confirmed had been hit. The United States has vowed to hunt down those responsible for the deadly attack on a CIA post in Afghanistan." Mohsin speaks with Ismail Khan, resident editor of Dawn newspaper in Peshawar, and discusses the relative success of drone attacks. Khan says "our government has been an opponent of drone attacks policy-wise, and has always termed them counterproductive. But privately, the officials admit the efficacy and accuracy of these drone strikes in taking out their targets, including Baitullah Mehsud [former Taleban chief] and scores of other Al-Qa'idah operatives. So far, we have not been able to gather any official count of the civilians that have been killed in drone attacks. It is not confirmed yet whether Hakimullah Mehsud has indeed been killed in the latest drone strike, but intelligence and security officials say they are sure that since the Americans were looking for Mehsud to avenge the Khost attack and he was indeed the target of the recent attack, the Americans might have succeeded in taking him out." Mohsin speaks with Terry Pattar, expert for Jane's Strategic Advisory Services, and discusses the execution of a typical drone attack. Pattar says "normally, the drones employed in Afghanistan are used to support on-the-ground deployments by troops, so they are used to spot where IEDs (Improvised Explosive Devices) are planted, but in case of drones that are armed with missiles to carry out a strikes, it is unclear where exactly the intelligence comes from. It would probably be a combination of human intelligence on the ground and electronic surveillance of communication devices used by the Taleban. It is unlikely for the target to know ahead of time of an approaching drone and therefore escape. Drones can go up to 50,000 feet and therefore cannot be seen or heard, but if it is hovering over an area for a long time, then that could alert the targets. In case where a target is missed, that may only be because the target has left the area by chance before the attack commences. The drones are usually remotely operated from air force bases in the US by trained ground pilots, but there are currently not enough trained pilots to operate as many of the drones they would like. Even the amount of information that the drones send back to them is quite immense. The US is trying to improve the level of coverage they have within their ground stations. "The drones also provide surveillance of the immediate aftermath of the attack, with any bodies potentially visible, so it is possible to make an account of the casualties. But in cases where the attack is on a building, we have to rely on the ground sources to confirm the number of casualties. Drones are certainly capable of carrying thermal imaging cameras to detect body heat signatures and know where people are. Drones can be very precise with missile strikes; it depends on the quality of intelligence that is provided and how crucial the target is, but the missiles themselves cover a very small area." Segment II Mohsin says "three-year old Imanae Malik died in Lahore at the Doctor's Hospital when she received a fatal dose of drugs. Two people have been charged with murder without intent, including the doctor who treated her, but the doctor who prescribed the doze of the drug has been missing since the incident. Imanae was taken to the hospital for minor burns, but she was given a dose of a sedative too strong for her body to bear. Imanae's parents have launched a high profile media campaign for justice." Mohsin speaks with Imanae's father Aqil Malik and Dr Akhter Rashid, Pakistan Medical Association (PMA) general secretary, and discusses the issue of negligence in medical practices and to what extent doctors are covered by the law. Mohsin also mentions the catastrophic earthquake that hit the Caribbean island of Haiti, saying worldwide relief operations are underway as thousands of people are buried under the rubble. More than 100,000 people are feared dead, the existing infrastructure has been crushed, and the presidential palace collapsed along with schools and other buildings. The US President has pledged full support for the quake-stricken people. Mohsin speaks with Jamshed Marker, former ambassador for Pakistan to 10 different countries including the United States, and discusses his experiences during his career as a diplomat.
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