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Iraq Stability FL

1. Alt cause and turn – political fragmentation and US withdrawal causes permanent instability.

Liberation, 09 (Interview with Pierre-Jean Luizard, an Iraq specialist at CNRS, da: 7/16/10, “Iraq faces permanent instability “at best” when US withdraws – French analyst,” 7/1/09, http://www.lexisnexis.com.proxy1.cl.msu.edu/us/lnacademic/results/docview/docview.do?docLinkInd=true&risb=21_T9758530072&format=GNBFI&sort=RELEVANCE&startDocNo=1&resultsUrlKey=29_T9758530075&cisb=22_T9758530074&treeMax=true&treeWidth=0&csi=10962&docNo=3)
As the Americans withdraw from Iraq's cities today, Pierre-Jean Luizard, Iraq specialist at the CNRS [National Scientific Research Council], believes that the fragmentation of the political landscape could lead to another period of instability. Today the US Army hands over to the Iraqis responsibility for security in the country's cities. Though the GIs will remain in bases on the outskirts of the cities, this decision is an initial stage prior to the US Army's complete withdrawal, which should be carried out by the end of 2011. But according to Pierre-Jean Luizard, CNRS research fellow and author of "How Modern Iraq Was Born" ["Comment est ne l'Iraq moderne"] (published by CNRS,) stability and security are far from having been restored. [Mouillard] US troops withdraw from Iraq's major cities today. What is the security situation in the country? [Luizard] As we have seen during the past year, there has been a very major decline in violent actions, whether attacks between the different communities or attacks on the security forces. This now makes it possible for everyone to go out into the streets. But it would be wrong to conclude that the war is over. Terrorism continues to cause its ravages, nihilistically and blindly, that is, without any hope of derailing the political process under way in the country. The major attacks perpetrated by the guerrilla in recent weeks show that the present system cannot be stabilized. [Mouillard] So has Nuri al-Maliki's governments not achieved anything for certain? [Luizard] The political system itself is a source of instability. Following the civil war of 2006-2007, which claimed hundreds of thousands of lives, the Americans achieved greater calm, but in a manner that posed obstacles to any political solution in the short and medium term. They returned power to the Iraqi authorities, in exchange for their support against Al-Qa'idah. But by creating multiple Iraqi interlocutors, the Americans have enormously fragmented the political landscape. These interlocutors are now in competition with each other. Al-Maliki's government will find it hard to satisfy these conflicting powers. This is why the Americans will maintain an arbitration role and remain an essential force in the country. [Mouillard] DO you fear a return of violence to Iraq? [Luizard] The Americans are withdrawing too much for the calm to be able to last. They are setting the various protagonists in direct confrontation. At best, there will be permanent instability. At worst, there will be a return to the violence that we saw in 2006-2007, but in a different form, with territorial rather than religious conflicts. In the areas that are currently the most dangerous (the Baghdad-Kirkuk road and Mosul,) there is a juxtaposition of tribal and community conflicts. I can see a number of time bombs, such as the Kurds' aspiration to include the city of Kirkuk in their autonomous region, or the city of Mosul, where there are two different nationalisms in conflict. There are also the permanent rivalries within the Shi'i context over the oil zones. It should also be noted that this system based on community solidarity has not succeeded in integrating the Sunnis. The Iraqi government is now dominated by the Shi'is and Kurds. [Mouillard] Do these difficulties call into question the commitment made by Barack Obama, who wants US forces to have left Iraq by the end of 2011? [Luizard] The stabilization promises to be difficult and will complicate the GIs' departure as planned. The Iraqis are still dependent. No ground operations are conducted without US Army involvement, whether intelligence or bombardments. Of course, the Iraqi security forces have grown considerably stronger, partly because the Americans have worked so hard on this. But they remain subject to community conflicts. In the Sunni Arab zone, for instance, they comprise former jihadis. Because of its break-up, the Iraqi Army cannot do without US help. After 2011 there will still be GIs, even if they are not there directly in their bases in the country. There are also the mercenaries of the private security firms (who were as numerous as regular army troops in 2007.)
Iraq Stability FL

2. Withdrawal destabilizes the region – overflow of refugees and other countries will be drawn-in. This is from their author.
Layne 2009. Christopher, Professor and Robert M. Gates Chair in Intelligence and National Security. “America’s Middle East grand strategy after Iraq: the moment for offshore balancing has arrived.” Review of International Studies. Volume 35. Pg. 5-25. Proquest. Accessed 7/12/2010.
The argument that US withdrawal from Iraq would result in wider regional instability cannot be dismissed out of hand. If US troops leave Iraq, bad things indeed could happen: violence in Iraq could worsen and, in addition to the bloodshed, Iraq refugees could ﬂee to neighbouring countries with de-stabilising consequences. Other nations in the region could be tempted to intervene in a re-intensiﬁed Iraqi civil war that causes Iraq to fracture along ethnic and sectarian fault lines. Indeed, Saudi Arabia already has indicated that in this case it would come to the aid of the Iraqi Sunnis, and Turkey has conducted attacks on PPK insurgents who are using bases in the Kurdish area of Iran to conduct attacks inside Turkey. In short, the Middle East could become even bloodier and more unstable. It is by no means certain that this will be the outcome, however. Iraq’s major neighbours – Turkey, Iran, and Saudi Arabia – have competing interests to be sure, but they also share one common interest: none of them wants to see the Iraqi state disintegrate. Moreover, the US also has leverage – military, economic, and political – that it can use to dissuade Iraq’s neighbours from involving themselves openly in Iraq’s civil war following an American pull-out. 

Iraq Stability FL

3. Alt cause – sectarianism hurt stability.

NO AUTHOR, May 4, 2010. [Iraq Vote Recount Won’t Solve Political Problems, http://english.ruvr.ru/2010/05/04/7293831.html, The Voice of Russia, DA: 7/14/10]

EPA  The Independent Election Commission of Iraq (IECI) has begun a manual vote recount, aiming to count the votes, cast by the Baghdad voters at the parliamentary elections on March 7th, in compliance with the urgent request of the current Iraqi Prime Minister Nouri al-Maliqi, who said that the electronic counting system is not reliable.   It is highly probable that as a result of the counting of ballot papers in the most densely-populated province of Iran, the victory of the bloc of the former Iraqi prime minister Ayad al-Allawi will be called in question. The electoral commission, including the representatives of all Iraqi parties and international observers, is recounting more than 2 million ballot papers, which are due to decide the fate of Iraq’s 68 parliamentary mandates. Taking into account that for the time being only two seats in Parliament make up the gap between the main rivals, it would be good to mention here that the final result of the elections may undergo changes. The lack of a visible leader developed into an acute political struggle around the formation of the government.  Though on the preliminary official results the bloc of the former prime minister Ayad al-Allawi, Al Iraqiya, won the elections, it failed to gain a parliamentary majority, required for the formation of the government unassisted. All attempts to create a coalition government have proved equally unsuccessful. The State of Law coalition, headed by the current Prime Minister Nouri al-Maliqi, which is the main rival of Al Iraqiya, refuses to play the role of secondary importance and prefers to speak about election rigging during voting and the summing up of the results. In such a situation the decree of Iraq’s President Talabani on the vote recount will be of no use at all, some experts say. Even if as a result of such labour-intensive work al-Maliqi gains the majority of votes, he will be unable to form a Cabinet unassisted just the same. He will face the necessity to form a coalition with the other blocs, and it is very hard to say how long this might last, Expert with the Institute of Oriental Studies of the Russian Academy of Sciences Boris Dolgov says.
This will not lead to stabilization in Iraq. The two groups seeking to seize power in the country, will continue their struggle. And there may occur new events, which will further complicate the situation in Iraq. There’re people who think differently though. There’s an opinion that the vote recount is the only correct step towards stabilization. At least, there will be no more talk that what will occur will be an undeserved victory. Hence, the authorities will be able to begin decisive action, Expert with International Security Centre at the Institute of World Economy and International Relations Vladimir Sotnikov says.     Vote recount offers proof that despite the American occupation of the country, Iraq is steadily following the path of democratization of the society. We should not forget here that the new Iraqi government will have to resolve issues of paramount importance for the country – such as the withdrawal of the U.S. troops from Iraq, safeguarding security, and the prevention of violence on religious grounds. Meanwhile, against the background of political uncertainty, the number of inter-confessional clashes is growing in Iraq, and militants have stepped up their activities. Dozens of peaceful civilians were killed in the terrorist attacks in Iraq in the past few weeks. 
Iraq Stability FL

4. Presence past 2011 is key – must continue military assistance to ensure stability.
 Anthony H. Cordesman, Adam Mausner , Center  For Strategic and International Studies,  May 12, 2010 http://csis.forumone.com/publication/us-withdrawal-and-iraqi-security-forces, DA:  July 14

Recent events in Iraq have made it all too clear that Iraq is not yet stable and secure, and it is unlikely to become so before US withdrawal at the end of 2011. At the same time, it is far from clear that the US could maintain a significant military presence there even if it desired to do. Iraqi politics may well be able to accept a strong strategic partnership with the US, but both Iraqi leaders and Iraqi public opinion still strongly support the current deadlines for US withdrawal. This raises two critical issues for US policy. The first is how ready Iraqi security forces are to assume sole responsibility for national security. The second is what level of US security assistance, and what kind of advisory missions, should be put in place as US forces leave. These are critical questions that directly affect vital US national security interests. A strong strategic partnership with Iraq is key to countering Iranian and Syrian pressure on Iraq, and ensuring the secure flow of Gulf oil to the global economy. The report show that Iraqi Security Forces are making progress, but still face major challenges that will affect their development  -- and every aspect of Iraqi and Gulf security and stability – long after US forces withdraw. It also shows that Iraq will face serious funding and force development problems regardless of what government emerges out of the recent national elections. It will take a major US effort to create the kind of military and police training and advisory program Iraq needs during the next five years. It will also require substantial US military assistance well beyond 2011 to allow Iraq to afford the equipment it needs to deal with both internal and external threats. The US country team in Iraq has developed preliminary plans, and aid requests, to deal with these issues. They require further development, and it is critical that US planning now focus more on the details of creating an effective strategic partnership, and look beyond “responsible withdrawal.” Such efforts will require an Iraqi government – and an Iraqi public – that want such support. They also, however, require a new level of understanding in the US executive branch, Congress, media, and voting public of just how critical continuing US support to the ISF will be. The US will not lose the war in Iraq. This is already won. However, if the US does not act to create a strong advisory effort, and does not provide Iraq with the military assistance it needs until it can generate its own funding, it will lose the peace. It will greatly strengthen Iran, increase the threat to Gulf states and Israel alike, and sharply increase the vulnerability of both Gulf oil exports and the global and US economy.
5. A lack of U.S. presence creates a regional void and leads to widespread pandemonium.
Goldman, David P. "Asia Times Online :: Middle East News, Iraq, Iran Current Affairs." Asia Times Online :: Asian News Hub Providing the Latest News and Analysis from Asia. 30 June 2009. Web. 14 July 2010. <http://www.atimes.com/atimes/Middle_East/KF30Ak02.html>

America remains the indispensable outsider in Asia. No one likes the United States, but everyone dislikes the United States less than they dislike their neighbors. India need not worry about China's role in Pakistan, for example, because America mediates Indian-Pakistani relations, and America has no interest in a radical change to the status quo. Neither does China, for that matter, but India is less sure of that. China does not trust Japan for historical reasons that will not quickly fade, but need not worry about it because America is the guarantor of Japan's security. The Seventh Fleet is the most disliked - and nonetheless the most welcome - entity in Asia. All of this may change drastically, quickly, and for the worse. Obama's policy reduces to empowering America's enemies in the hope that they will conform to American interests out of gratitude. Just the opposite result is likely to ensure: Iran, Pakistan and other regional powers are likely to take radical measures. Iran is threatened with a collapse of its Shi'ite program from Lebanon to Afghanistan, and Pakistan is threatened with a breakup into three or more states. Obama has not betrayed the interests of the United States to any foreign power, but he has done the next worst thing, namely to create a void in the region by withdrawing American power. The result is likely to be a species of pandemonium that will prompt the leading players in the region to learn to live without the United States. 
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6. Non-unique: Iraq is unstable now even with recent Iraq elections – sectarian conflict.
Nick Amies 07.07.2010 (http://www.dw-world.de/dw/article/0,,5767629,00.html) DA: July 16
Despite the country's Election Commission confirming that Iyad Allawi, a Shiite former premier, was the March 7 election's narrow victor, Iraq's political parties are still arguing over which of them has the right to try to form a government. In addition, the process is being further hampered by the struggle between party leaders to create a strong enough coalition to command a majority in parliament.

At the heart of this potentially damaging impasse is the rivalry between Allawi and incumbent Prime Minister Nuri al Maliki. Allawi's Iraqiya coalition narrowly beat the Shiite bloc formed from a merger between al Maliki's Shiite-led State of Law party and the Iran-friendly Iraqi National Alliance into second place in the election, but the prime minister is continuing to fight for a second term in charge.

Both Iraqiya and the State of Law alliance claim the right to have a first stab at forming the government.

"Immature new politicians and those who aspire to political power are a major problem," Hazhir Teimourian, an expert on Middle Eastern affairs at the Limehouse Group of International Analysts in London, told Deutsche Welle. "They point out what needs to be improved and they claim that the problems should have been solved long ago. Then there are those who have allied themselves with such neighbours as Iran, Saudi Arabia and Turkey who whip up public agitation knowing that the government and parliament notice them in the hope of appeasing their masters. The failure to form a new government coalition is equally the fault of politicians at the very centre, in parliament."

While the personal clashes and prolonged political jostling rumble on, the Iraqi people are becoming increasingly angry at their politicians inability to form a government and are concerned that the power vacuum could plunge Iraq back into sectarian war while continuing to struggle with a stubborn insurgency.

Ext – Alt Causes

Iran is a bigger threat to Middle Eastern stability. 
George Friedman Stratfor. "Here's How Instability In Iraq Could Force The U.S.' Hand In Iran." Business Insider. 21 Apr. 2010. Web. 14 July 2010. <http://www.businessinsider.com/stratfor-iraq-us-iran-2010-4>.

Therefore, logic tells us that the United States must have a Plan B. This could be a plan to halt withdrawals. The problem with that plan is that there is no assurance that in three months or a year the core divisions of Iraq could be solved. The United States could be left without forces for a strategic reserve without any guarantee that time would solve the problem. A strategy of delay calls for some clear idea of what delay would bring. Or the United States could complete the withdrawal on the assumption that the Iranians would not dare attack Iraq directly while the residual U.S. force remained. The problem with this strategy is that it is built on an assumption. This assumption is not unreasonable, but it is still an assumption, not a certainty. Moreover, Iran could covertly destabilize Iraq, putting U.S. forces without sufficient combat capability in harm’s way from Iranian-supplied forces. Finally, Iran’s major audience consists of the oil powers of the Arabian Peninsula. Tehran wants to show the Gulf Arabs that the United States will withdraw from Iraq regardless of potential consequences to them, reducing their confidence in the United States and forcing them to contemplate an accommodation with Iran. Halting the withdrawal therefore poses substantial challenges, and completing the withdrawal poses even more. This is particularly the case if the United States completes the withdrawal without reaching some accommodation with Iran. But negotiating with the Iranians from a position of weakness is not an attractive option. The Iranians’ price would be higher than the United States wants to pay. Therefore, the United States would have to make some show of power to the Iranians that will convince the Iranians that they are at risk. Bombing Iran’s nuclear facilities could fit the bill, but it has two drawbacks. First, the attacks might fail. Second, even if they succeeded, they would not have addressed the conventional problem. Washington’s way forward depends upon what the American government believes the probabilities are at this point for a viable Iraqi government and security force able to suppress insurgencies, including those fomented by Iran. If the Americans believe a viable Iraqi government is a possibility, they should roll the dice and withdraw. But it is not clear from our point of view what Washington is seeing. If it believes the probability is low, the United States not only will have to halt the withdrawal, it will have to reverse it to convince the Iranians that the Americans are hypercommitted to Iraq. This might cause Tehran to recalculate, opening the door for discussion. It is now April, meaning we are four months from the deadline for the completion of the withdrawal of U.S. combat forces from Iraq. In the balance is not only Iraq, but also the Iranian situation. What happens next all comes down to whether the mass of parties in Baghdad share a common foundation on which to build a nation — and whether the police and military would be loyal enough to this government to die for it. If not, then the entire edifice of U.S. policy in the region — going back to the surge — is not merely at risk, but untenable. If it is untenable, then the United States must craft a new strategy in the region, redefining relationships radically — beginning with Iran. As with many things in life, it is not a matter of what the United States might want, or what it might think to be fair. Power is like money — you either have it or you don’t. And if you don’t, you can’t afford to indulge your appetites. If things in Baghdad work themselves out, all of this is moot. If things don’t work out, the Obama administration will be forced to make its first truly difficult foreign policy decisions. 

Ext – Withdrawal ( Instability 1/2

Pulling out of Iraq too quickly destroys any previous progress and leads to Iraqi instability

Engelhardt, Tom. "Asia Times Online :: Middle East News, Iraq, Iran Current Affairs." Asia Times Online :: Asian News Hub Providing the Latest News and Analysis from Asia. 12 Mar. 2010. Web. 14 July 2010. <http://www.atimes.com/atimes/Middle_East/LC12Ak01.html>.

We've now been at war with, or in, Iraq for almost 20 years, and intermittently at war in Afghanistan for 30 years. Think of it as nearly half a century of experience, all bad. And what is it that Washington seems to have concluded? That in Afghanistan, where one disaster after another has occurred, we Americans can finally do more of the same, somewhat differently calibrated, and so much better. And in Iraq, we seemed to have decided that enough was enough and we should simply depart. Yet the calls from a familiar crew for us to stay in Iraq are growing louder by the week. The Iraqis, so the argument goes, need us. After all, who would leave them alone, trusting them not to do what they've done best in recent years: cut one another's throats? Modesty in Washington? Humility? The ability to draw new lessons from long-term experience? None of the above is evidently appropriate for “the indispensable nation”, as former secretary of state Madeleine Albright once called the United States, and to whose leaders she attributed the ability to "see further into the future". None of the above is part of the American arsenal, not when Washington's weapon of choice, repeatedly consigned to the scrapheap of history and repeatedly rescued, remains a deep conviction that nothing is going to go anything but truly, deeply, madly badly without us, even if, as in Iraq, things have for years gone truly, deeply, madly badly with us.  An expanding crew of Washington-based opiners is now calling for the Barack Obama administration to alter its plans, negotiated in the last months of the George W Bush administration, for the departure of all American troops from Iraq by the end of 2011. They seem to have taken Albright's belief in American foresight - even prophesy - to heart and so are basing their arguments on their ability to divine the future. The problem, it seems, is that, whatever may be happening in the present, Iraq's future prospects are terrifying, making leaving, if not inconceivable, then as massively irresponsible (as former Washington Post correspondent and bestselling author Tom Ricks wrote recently in a New York Times op-ed) as invading in the first place. Without the US military on hand, we're told, the Iraqis will almost certainly deep-six democracy, while devolving into major civil violence and ethnic bloodletting, possibly of the sort that convulsed their country in 2005-2006 when, by the way, the US military was present in force. The various partial winners of Iraq's much delayed March 7 election will, we were assured beforehand, jockey for power for months trying to cobble together a functioning national government. During that period, violence, it's said, will surely escalate, potentially endangering the marginal gains made thanks to the US military "surge" of 2007. The possibilities remain endless and, according to these doomsayers, none of them are encouraging: Shi'ite militias could use our withdrawal to stage a violence-filled comeback. Iranian interference in Iraqi affairs is likely to increase and violently so, while al-Qaeda could move into any post-election power void with its own destructive agenda. The warrior-pundits occupy the future.

Such predictions are now dribbling out of the world of punditry and into the world of news reporting where the future threatens to become fact long before it makes it onto the scene. Already it's reported that the anxious US commander in Iraq, General Ray Odierno, "citing the prospects for political instability and increased violence", is talking about "plan Bs" to delay the agreed on withdrawal of all "combat troops" from the country this August. He has, Ricks reported on Foreign Policy's website, officially requested that a combat brigade remain in or near the troubled northern city of Kirkuk after the deadline. As 2009 ended, Secretary of Defense Robert Gates was suggesting that new negotiations might extend the US position into the post-2011 years. ("I wouldn't be a bit surprised to see agreements between ourselves and the Iraqis that continue a train, equip and advise beyond the end of 2011.") Central Command chief General David Petraeus agrees. More recently, Gates added that a "pretty considerable deterioration" in the country's security situation might lead to a delay in withdrawal plans (and Iraqi Prime Minister Nuri al-Maliki has agreed that this is a possibility). Vice President Joe Biden is already talking about relabeling "combat troops" not sent home in August because, as he put it in an interview with Helene Cooper and Mark Landler of the New York Times, "We're not leaving behind cooks and quartermasters." The bulk of the troops remaining, he insisted, "will still be guys who can shoot straight and go get bad guys." And a chorus of the usual suspects, Washington's warrior-pundits and "warrior journalists" (as Tom Hayden calls them), are singing ever-louder versions of a song warning of that greatest of all dangers: premature withdrawal. Ricks, for instance, recommended in the Times that, having scuttled the "grandiose original vision" of the George W Bush invasion, the Obama administration should still "find a way" to keep a "relatively small, tailored force" of 30,000-50,000 troops in Iraq "for many years to come". (Those numbers, oddly enough, bring to mind the 34,000 US troops that, according to Ricks in his 2006 bestseller Fiasco, deputy secretary of defense Paul Wolfowitz projected as the future US garrison in Iraq in the weeks before the invasion of 2003.) Kenneth Pollack, a drumbeater for that invasion, is now wary of removing "the cast" - his metaphor for the US military presence - on the "broken arm" of Iraq too soon since states that have "undergone a major inter-communal civil war have a terrifying rate of recidivism". For Kimberley and Frederick Kagan, drumbeaters extraordinaires, writing for the Wall Street Journal, the US must start discussing "a long-term military partnership with Iraq beyond 2011", especially since that country will not be able 
...continued on next page…
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…continued from previous page…

to defend itself by then. Why, you might well ask, must we stay in Iraq, given our abysmal record there? Well, say these experts, we are the only force all Iraqis now accept, however grudgingly. We are, according to Pollack, the "peacemakers, the lev[ee] holding back violence ... Iraq's security blanket, and .. the broker of political deals ... we enforce the rules." According to Ricks, we are the only "honest brokers" around. According to the Kagans, we were the "guarantor" of the recent elections and have a kind of "continuing leverage" not available to any other group in that country, "should we choose to use it". Today, Iraq is admittedly a mess. On our watch, the country crashed and burned. No one claims that we've put it back together. Multi-billions of dollars in reconstruction funds later, the US has been incapable of delivering the simplest things like reliable electricity or potable water to significant parts of the country. Now, the future sits empty and threatening before us. So much time in which so many things could happen, and all of them horrifying, all calling out for us to remain because they just can't be trusted, they just don't deliver. 

Ext – Withdrawal ( Instability

Current withdrawal by the end of 2010 is asking for immense danger for US troops, leaving is the only way to obtain Iraqi security as well as to secure our future interests and relations. 

Axe 09, David, “Army Colonel: U.S. Should Leave Iraq, ASAP” http://www.wired.com/ dangerroom/2009/07/army-colonel-us-should-leave-iraq-asap/, date accessed: July 14, 2010
The U.S. military should withdraw combat forces from Iraq by August 2010, according to one colonel’s internal memo, penned in July and obtained by The Washington Independent and The New York Times. “As the old saying goes, ‘Guests, like fish, begin to smell after three days,’” wrote Col. Timothy R. Reese, an adviser to Iraqi forces in Baghdad. “Since the signing of the 2009 Security Agreement, we are guests in Iraq, and after six years in Iraq, we now smell bad to the Iraqi nose.”Staying until the current December 2011 withdrawal date will endanger U.S. troops, Reese argued. He cited the Iraqi army’s “sudden coolness” to American advisers and the recent “forcible takeover” of a U.S. checkpoint, the Times said. A major violent clash between U.S. and Iraqi forces “would force an unplanned early departure that would harm our long term interests in Iraq and potentially unraveling the great good that has been done since 2003,” Reese wrote. Besides, he added, the Iraqis are ready to defend themselves. “Today the Iraqi Security Forces … are good enough to keep the Government of Iraq … from being overthrown.” As for the Iraqi government, “the general lack of progress in essential services and good governance is now so broad that it ought to be clear that we no longer are moving the Iraqis ‘forward.’” Keeping American soldiers around longer won’t improve Baghdad’s bad habits. As Spencer Ackerman notes, “Reese is known in the Army as a historian as well an armor officer. In 2008, he and a colleague published a well-regarded study of the Army’s experiences in Iraq following the fall of Baghdad until January 2005, titled ‘On Point II.’The e-mail reflects one person’s personal view at the time we were first implementing the Security Agreement post-30 June. It does not reflect the official views of U.S. Forces in Iraq,” an Army spokesperson told the Times.But Secretary of Defense Gates seems to agree somewhat with Reese’s recommended early departure. “I think there is at least a chance of a modest acceleration” in the drawdown, Gates said on Wednesday. Under current plans, there will be just 50,000 U.S. troops in Iraq at the end of 2010.
Ext – Sectarianism ( Violence

Withdrawal causes sectarian violence.
Islam Online No date. (http://www.islamonline.net/english/In_Depth/Iraq_Aftermath/topic_15.shtml#7) DA: July 14

If US and coalition troops left Iraq, there is a high probability that the country would fall into civil war. Iraq is made up of three distinct ethnic groups: Kurds in the north, Sunni Muslims in the center, and Shiite Muslims in the south. This strange national makeup can be blamed on post-WWI British manipulation of the three Ottoman Empire provinces that now make up modern-day Iraq. Throughout Iraq’s modern history, the only leaders that have been able to keep these three disparate groups from fighting have been powerful authoritarian leaders, such as Saddam Hussein. It is not clear whether such a leader would immediately rise following a pullout of US and coalition troops. If no strong leader immediately came to power, the three ethnic groups would likely end up fighting each other in hopes of filling the power vacuum. 
Ext – Power Vacuum
Iraq power vacuum is inevitable; Iran will fill the gap

Dareini 09 (Ali Akbar Dareini, Associated press writer, Iran Prepared to Fill Iraq Power Vacuum August 28, 2009, http://www.breitbart.com/article.php?id=D8RA3C100&show_article=1, DA:7/15/10)

TEHRAN, Iran (AP) - President Mahmoud Ahmadinejad warned Tuesday that a power vacuum is imminent in Iraq and said that Iran was ready to help fill the gap. "The political power of the occupiers is collapsing rapidly," Ahmadinejad said at a press conference in Tehran, referring to U.S. troops in Iraq. "Soon, we will see a huge power vacuum in the region. Of course, we are prepared to fill the gap, with the help of neighbors and regional friends like Saudi Arabia, and with the help of the Iraqi nation." Although Ahmadinejad did not elaborate how Iran could fill a power gap, his bold remarks reflected what may be perceived as Iran's eagerness for an increasing role on its neighbor's political scene. Earlier this month, during a visit here by Iraqi Prime Minister Nouri al-Maliki, Iranian leaders said that only a U.S. pullout would bring peace to Iraq and pledged their government would do its best to help stabilize the country. Ahmadinejad accused the United States of interfering in Iraq's internal affairs, and dismissed U.S. criticism of al-Maliki's unsuccessful efforts to reconcile the country's Sunnis, Shiites and Kurds. "They rudely say (the Iraqi) prime minister and the constitution must change," Ahmadinejad said. "Who are you? Who has given you the right" to ask for such a change, he added, addressing the U.S. critics of al- Maliki, who is also a Shiite. Ahmadinejad dismissed the possibility of any U.S. military action against Iran. "I tell you resolutely that there is no possibility, whatsoever, of such a decision in the U.S.," Ahmadinejad told reporters. "Even, if they were to decide to do so, they would be unable to carry it out." U.S. has accused Iran of being behind attacks on U.S. troops in Iraq— a claim the Iraqi government has only partially backed, saying Iran could have a role in the attacks. Iran has denied the accusations. 

Terrorism FL

1. Islamic terrorists can’t acquire nuclear weapons from Pakistan – too many safeguards.

Chapman 08 [Steven Chapman, columnist and editorial writer for the Chicago Tribune, 2/8/2008, Who’s Still Afraid of Osama?, p. http://reason.com/news/show/124874.html]

Ever since Sept. 11, 2001, Americans have had to live with the knowledge that the next time the terrorists strike, it could be not with airplanes capable of killing thousands but atomic bombs capable of killing hundreds of thousands. The prospect has created a sense of profound vulnerability. It has shaped our view of government policies aimed at combating terrorism (filtered through Jack Bauer). It helped mobilize support for the Iraq war. Why are we worried? Bomb designs can be found on the Internet. Fissile material may be smuggled out of Russia. Iran, a longtime sponsor of terrorist groups, is trying to acquire nuclear weapons. A layperson may figure it's only a matter of time before the unimaginable comes to pass. Harvard's Graham Allison, in his book Nuclear Terrorism: The Ultimate Preventable Catastrophe, concludes, "On the current course, nuclear terrorism is inevitable." But remember: After Sept. 11, 2001, we all thought more attacks were a certainty. Yet Al Qaeda and its ideological kin have proved unable to mount a second strike. Given their inability to do something simple—say, shoot up a shopping mall or set off a truck bomb—it's reasonable to ask if they have a chance at something much more ambitious. Far from being plausible, argued Ohio State University professor John Mueller in a recent presentation at the University of Chicago, "the likelihood that a terrorist group will come up with an atomic bomb seems to be vanishingly small." (http://polisci.osu.edu/faculty/jmueller/ APSACHGO.PDF) The events required to make that happen include a multitude of herculean tasks. First, a terrorist group has to get a bomb or fissile material, perhaps from Russia's inventory of decommissioned warheads. If that were easy, one would have already gone missing. Besides, those devices are probably no longer a danger, since weapons that are not scrupulously maintained (as those have not been) quickly become what one expert calls "radioactive scrap metal." If terrorists were able to steal a Pakistani bomb, they would still have to defeat the arming codes and other safeguards designed to prevent unauthorized use. As for Iran, no nuclear state has ever given a bomb to an ally—for reasons even the Iranians can grasp. Stealing some 100 pounds of bomb fuel would require help from rogue individuals inside some government who are prepared to jeopardize their own lives. The terrorists, notes Mueller, would then have to spirit it "hundreds of miles out of the country over unfamiliar terrain, and probably while being pursued by security forces." Then comes the task of building a bomb. It's not something you can gin up with spare parts and power tools in your garage. It requires millions of dollars, a safe haven and advanced equipment—plus people with specialized skills, lots of time and a willingness to die for the cause. And if Al Qaeda could make a prototype, another obstacle would emerge: There is no guarantee it would work, and there is no way to test it. Assuming the jihadists vault over those Himalayas, they would have to deliver the weapon onto American soil. Sure, drug smugglers bring in contraband all the time—but seeking their help would confront the plotters with possible exposure or extortion. This, like every other step in the entire process, means expanding the circle of people who know what's going on, multiplying the chance someone will blab, back out or screw up. Mueller recalls that after the Irish Republican Army failed in an attempt to blow up British Prime Minister Margaret Thatcher, it said, "We only have to be lucky once. You will have to be lucky always." Al Qaeda, he says, faces a very different challenge: For it to carry out a nuclear attack, everything has to go right. For us to escape, only one thing has to go wrong. That has heartening implications. If Osama bin Laden embarks on the project, he has only a minuscule chance of seeing it bear fruit. Given the formidable odds, he probably won't bother. None of this means we should stop trying to minimize the risk by securing nuclear stockpiles, monitoring terrorist communications and improving port screening. But it offers good reason to think that in this war, it appears, the worst eventuality is one that will never happen.
Terrorism FL
2. Although withdrawal is happening now, Petraeus states that a return will be inevitable – can’t solve advantages.
Story 10, June 24, Raw, “Surge replacing pullout? Lawmakers rush to confirm Petraeus anyway” http://rawstory.

com/rs/2010/0624/surge-replacing-pullout-lawmakers-rush-confirm-petraeus/ date accessed: July 16, 2010

Even though the changing of the top guard might bring an enormous shift to Afghanistan war policies, lawmakers are rushing to confirm the new commander of the war effort chosen by President Obama to replace his "runaway general."  US General David Petraeus will appear early next week before a key US Senate panel in a hearing on his confirmation to lead the flagging Afghan war effort, the committee announced Thursday.  Petraeus was to come before the US Senate Armed Services Committee on Tuesday at 9:30 am (1330 GMT) for what lawmakers were predicting would be the quickest, easiest confirmation process in a long time.  Democratic Senator Carl Levin, who chairs the panel, said Wednesday he had a "high degree of confidence" that it could refer the nomination "the same day that we have the hearing" to the full Senate for a final confirmation vote.  "The hearing for General Petraeus's confirmation will probably be the fastest in the history of the Armed Services Committee," agreed the panel's top Republican, Senator John McCain. But Petraeus could face tough questioning from lawmakers, including McCain, uneasy or outright irate about President Barack Obama's July 2011 date for beginning the US withdrawal from Afghanistan.  Petraeus told the committee last week that he viewed the date as "etched in stone" but carefully described it as "a date at which a process begins that is based on conditions" in the strife-torn country.  "That is not the date when we look for the door and try to turn off the light, but rather a date at which a process begins," he said.  And Petraeus, hailed in Washington as the hero of the Iraq "surge" strategy widely credited here as pulling that country back from the brink of civil war, refused to rule out calling for an increase in US forces in Afghanistan.  "As a commander, as a military commander who owes the commander in chief and our troops in the field my best, I owe the president my best professional military advice," he said.  "I would never rule out coming back and asking for something more. I think that would be irresponsible," the general said.  "Gen. David Petraeus told CNN on Thursday that he supports President Barack Obama's July 2011 deadline to start withdrawing U.S. troops from Afghanistan, a key point of contention between the president and many of his Republican critics in Congress," CNN reports.  The decision to replace McChrystal with Petraeus was hotly debated by top administration officials. Defense Secretary Robert Gates backed keeping McChrystal on the job because he was vital to the war effort in Afghanistan, but he was overruled, a senior Pentagon official told CNN. The official has direct knowledge of the events but declined to be identified because of the internal administration discussions. The country's top U.S. military official - Joint Chiefs Chairman Adm. Mike Mullen - said Thursday he backs the president's decision to remove McChrystal from the Afghan command post. "I'm very supportive of the president's decision," he said. Military officers on the ground in Afghanistan, meanwhile, are stressing Obama's assertion that the switch in leadership does not represent a change in policy. "We remain absolutely focused on our tasks and the operational tempo will not miss a beat," Lt. Gen. Sir Nick Parker said Thursday. Parker, who is British, has assumed command pending approval of Petraeus' nomination by Congress. At Wired's Danger Room, Noah Shachtman writes,  General David Petraeus may have been the editor-in-chief of the military’s counterinsurgency manual. But it was General Stanley McChrystal who put in place some of the book’s most radical precepts about limiting the use of force. Now that Petraeus has replaced McChrystal as the front-line commander in Afghanistan, we’ll see if he rolls back McChrystal-style counterinsurgency in favor of something more like what Petraeus practiced in Iraq. When McChrystal took over as Afghanistan’s top general, he put limits on night raids, and curbed pursuits into populated villages. Most famously and dramatically, McChrystal severely restricted the use of air power — America’s biggest technological advantage in the war. .... McChrystal’s strict guidelines triggered all kinds of grumbling from frontline troops, who felt hampered in their ability to fight the Taliban. Whether or not Petraeus eases those restrictions is one of many questions to be answered, as McChrystal’s version of COIN gives way to the Petraeus practice. 
Terrorism FL
3. Iran will continue to sponsor Islamic terrorists.

Roggio 10, July 13, Bill, writer for the Long War Journal “Iranian-backed Shia terror group remains a threat in Iraq: General Odierno”, http://www.longwarjournal.org/archives/2010/07/iranianbacked_shia_t_1.php, date accessed: July 14, 2010

An Iranian-backed Shia terror group continues to remain a threat to US forces in Iraq, the top US general in Iraq said. Fighters and leaders from Hezbollah Brigades, a Shia terror group supported by Iran's Islamic Revolutionary Guard Corps, or IRGC, have conducted training inside Iran and are now returning to step up attacks on US forces, General Ray Odierno, the commander of US Forces-Iraq told reporters in Baghdad. He also said that Iranian trainers have begun to infiltrate Iraq to aid in operations. "In the last couple weeks there's been an increased threat," from Hezbollah Brigades, Odierno said, "and so we've increased our security on some of our bases." "This is another attempt by Iran and others to influence the US role here," Odierno continued, while acknowledging the debate whether Iranian support of Hezbollah Brigades and other Shia terror groups in Iraq includes backing by the highest levels of Iran's government. "Whether that's connected directly to the Iranian government -- we can argue about that," Odierno said. "But they are clearly connected to Iranian IRGC." The IRGC reports directly to the top of Iran's government: Supreme Leader Ayatollah Ali Khamenei. The IRGC is tasked with defending the Islamic Revolution inside Iran while exporting the radical ideology to neighboring countries and worldwide. From 2008 and until early 2010, Iraqi and US forces heavily targeted the Hezbollah Brigades, but operations against the group have tapered off since a raid against the terror group on Feb. 12 in the village of Duwayjat, north of the city of Amarah in Maysan province, and near the border with Iran. A combined US and Iraqi force killed 10 Hezbollah Brigades fighters and detained 22 more during heavy fighting in the region. Following the Feb. 12 raid this year, there have been four operations against the Hezbollah Brigades, up until the beginning of July. But since July 6, there have already been two raids. On July 6, security forces detained a Hezbollah Brigades operative in Baghdad. Two more were arrested in Baghdad on July 10. Background on the Hezbollah Brigades The Hezbollah Brigades, or Kata'ib Hezbollah, is a Shia terror group that receives funding, training, logistics, guidance, and material support from the Qods Force, the IRGC's external special operations branch. Since 2007, the Hezbollah Brigades has been active in and around Baghdad. The group has a strong presence in Sadr City and in Shia strongholds in northeastern Baghdad. Over the past few years, the Hezbollah Brigades has increased its profile by conducting attacks against US and Iraqi forces, using the deadly explosively-formed penetrator roadside bombs, whose molten metal warheads cut through inches of armor, and the improvised rocket-assisted mortars, which have been described as flying improvised explosive devices. The Hezbollah Brigades has posted videos of these attacks on the Internet. In July 2009, the US Treasury Department designated the Hezbollah Brigades as an insurgent and militia entity that threatens to destabilize the security of Iraq. The Treasury also designated Abu Mahdi al Muhandis under Executive Order 13438 for his support of the Shia terror groups. Muhandis is an adviser to Brigadier General Qassem Suleimani, the commander of Iran's Qods Force. Qods Force backs terror groups such Hezbollah in Lebanon, the Mahdi Army and the assortment of Special Groups in Iraq, and Hamas and Islamic Jihad in the Palestinian Territories. As a senior Qods Force operative, Muhandis created a group of trainers to support the Mahdi Army Special Groups, such as the Asaib al Haq, or the League of the Righteous. "The groups received training in guerilla warfare, handling bombs and explosives, and employing weapons--to include missiles, mortars, and sniper rifles," according to the Treasury press release. Both the Iraqi government and the US military have stated that Iran has backed various Shia terror groups inside Iraq, including elements of the Mahdi Army. While the Iranian government has denied the charges, Iraqi and US forces have detained dozens of Iranian Qods Force officers and operatives, captured numerous Shia terrorist leaders under Iranian command, and found ample documentation as well as Iranian-made and Iranian-supplied weapons. Since late 2006, US and Iraqi forces have captured or killed several high-level Qods Force officers inside Iraq. Among those captured were Mahmud Farhadi, one of the three Iranian regional commanders in the Ramazan Corps; Ali Mussa Daqduq, a senior Lebanese Hezbollah operative; and Qais Qazali, the leader of the Qazali Network, which is better known as the Asaib al Haq or the League of the Righteous. Azhar al Dulaimi, one of Qazali's senior tactical commanders, was killed in Iraq in early 2007. Iran denies the charges, but captive Shia terrorists admit to having been recruited by Iranian agents and then transported into Iran for training. US intelligence and the finds of new Iranian caches "lead us to believe that Iranian support activity is still ongoing," Austin warned. In July 2009, General David Petraeus, then the commanding officer of US Central Command, said during an interview at the World Affairs Council Global Leadership Series that Iran continues to back the Special Groups. "There is no question that Iran continues to fund, train, equip, and direct to varying degrees some of the groups still active in Iraq," Petraeus said. As recently as March 16 of this year, Petraeus described Iran as "the major state-level threat to regional stability," and said that Iran is still backing terror groups inside Iraq. 
Terrorism FL

4. Even with US military presence abroad, terrorist attacks are highly improbable.
Eland 07 Senior Fellow and director of the Center on Peace & Liberty @ Independent Institute, Ivan, “The Terror Threat in Perspective” http://antiwar.com/eland/?articleid=10702

U.S. State Department statistics show that historically, North America has had the lowest incidence of terrorism worldwide. The American public's shocked reaction to the catastrophic 9/11 attacks was due, in part, to the infrequency of past terrorist attacks on U.S. soil. After the unique events of 9/11, terrorism in North America has resumed its historical modest trajectory. North America has been a relative safe haven from terrorism for several reasons. The United States is far away from the world's centers of conflict. Although the United States is roundly hated in the world because of its unneeded meddling in faraway conflicts, most anti-U.S. terrorism is perpetrated on U.S. embassies and military facilities overseas – not on the American homeland. Terrorists, like conventional armies, have trouble operating in the United States because it is so far from their bases. In addition, the United States does not have many militant foreign populations that could provide sanctuary and support for imported terrorists of the same ilk. According to Ohio State political scientist John Mueller, the lifetime probability that international terrorists will kill any one American is a minuscule one in 80,000 – about the same as the same person being killed by a comet. Of course, the chances are even lower if you are an American living in America (instead of overseas) and not residing in New York, Washington, Chicago, or Los Angeles. But the average American, especially after the luck that the hijackers benefited from on 9/11, should not be blamed for overestimating the danger of terrorism. The U.S. security agencies, to get more funds and authority for their bureaucracies, have constantly used color-coded warnings and other techniques of fearmongering to keep the anxiety generated by 9/11 alive in the public consciousness. The U.S. media, getting high ratings from sensational reporting on terrorism, has been a willing accomplice to the administration effort. 
Terrorism FL

5. Low-risk of terrorism – limited capabilities, inevitable mistakes and conservative tactics.

Michael Levi 08, fellow at the Council on Foreign Relations, January/February, 2008, Stopping Nuclear Terrorism, Foreign Affairs, p. lexis

WHEN STRATEGIES for preventing nuclear terrorism rely on silver bullets, less dramatic--but nonetheless crucial--measures are neglected. The search for a perfect defense is partly driven by outsized fears of terrorists' capabilities and the assumption that a worst-case, or "perfect storm," scenario will occur. But terrorists do not have superhuman powers; their plots are imperfect, contingent, and can be derailed. Consider the analogy of a police department seeking to prevent bank robberies. If the department assumes that all thieves have cars that travel 200 miles per hour, the department will give up on planning carefully for car chases and focus almost entirely on guarding the banks. If it instead realizes that many thieves will have cars that travel only 100 miles per hour, it will also carefully develop tactics for chasing down robbers. Realistically assessing the full spectrum of possible threats--in this case, from Ferraris to Ford Escorts--spurs broader and more careful planning by the police department. The same would be true of the U.S. government's homeland security and counterterrorism policies if Washington adopted a more nuanced view of the nuclear terrorist threat.  Moving away from worst-case assessments of the capabilities of nuclear terrorists will require strategists to rethink many basic assumptions. Terrorist groups are limited in their capabilities. Some terrorist groups, for example, lack expert personnel but have extensive resources. Analysts generally assume that wealthy groups will use their resources, whether money or connections, to recruit the right people. But the case of Aum Shinrikyo, an apocalyptic Japanese cult, reveals that this logic is not always correct. The cult was both wealthy and well connected in the Russian bioweapons world, but it decided that expanding its circle of experts would threaten its cover and failed to pull off a successful anthrax attack. Defenses that might work against groups with limited capabilities should not be dismissed, even if they are likely to fail against others. Terrorist groups also make mistakes. In the typical portrait of nuclear terrorists, if they see an opportunity to succeed, they will manage to seize it. But things do not always go as planned. A group skilled enough to acquire a nuclear weapon will not, for example, necessarily succeed in the simpler task of hiding it from authorities. In June 2007, a group of highly educated Britons attempted to build and detonate two car bombs in London. They succeeded in building the bombs, but their education and intelligence did not stop them from leaving their cars in a no-parking zone, a seemingly avoidable mistake that led to their capture. It is impossible to predict where groups will err, but defenses should be devised so that they are ready to exploit the mistakes that terrorists will almost inevitably make.  Another common misperception is that apocalyptic terrorist groups care little about risk or failure. Flashes of creativity, such as al Qaeda's use of airliners as missiles, have convinced many observers that such groups are invariably nimble and innovative. But many ambitious and successful terrorist groups are conservative and averse to failure--and thus stick to bread-and-butter tactics whenever possible, even when a new approach seems promising. Although 9/11 has convinced many that al Qaeda is innovative, it also provides evidence for the opposite conclusion: the group used battle-tested techniques for financing and travel. Defensive measures that target the most obvious terrorist tactics should not be dismissed simply because analysts can dream up ways in which those measures might theoretically be evaded.  
Terrorism FL

6. The costs are too high for terrorists to use nuclear weapons.

Mueller 08 [John Mueller, department of political science at Ohio State University, The Atomic Terrorist, 1/1/2008, http://polisci.osu.edu/faculty/jmueller/APSACHGO.PDF]

Assessing the financial costs. The discussion so far has neglected to consider the financial costs of the extended operation in all its cumulating, or cascading, entirely, but these could easily become monumental. There would be expensive equipment to buy, smuggle, and set up, and people to pay--or pay off. Some operatives might work for free out of utter dedication to The Cause, but the vast conspiracy requires in addition the subversion of a considerable array of criminals and opportunists, each of whom has every incentive to push the price for cooperation as high as possible. Alarmists Zimmerman and Lewis (2006) suggest the entire caper could be pulled off for $10 million. The conspirators would be lucky to buy off three people with such a paltry sum. Moreover, the terrorists would be required to expose their ultimate goals to at least some of the corrupted, and at that point (if not earlier) they would become potential extortion victims. They could not afford to abandon unreliable people who know their goals (though they could attempt to kill them), and such people would now enjoy essentially monopoly powers ever to escalate their price. The cost of the operation in bribes alone could easily become ten times the sum suggested by Zimmerman and Lewis. And even at that, there would be, of course, a considerable risk that those so purchased would, at an exquisitely opportune moment of their choosing, decide to take the money and run--perhaps to the authorities representing desperate governments with essentially bottomless bankrolls and an overwhelming incentive to expend resources to arrest the atomic plot and to capture or kill the scheming perpetrators.

Ext – No Attack

Terrorists won’t use—self-survival means they’d fear it

Maerli 00 [Morten Bremer Maerli, Science Program fellow at the Center for International Security and Cooperation at Stanford University, Summer, 2000, Relearning the ABCs: Terrorists and “Weapons of Mass Destruction,” The Nonproliferation Review, p. 108-119]

Furthermore, a group’s interest in ABC weaponry is not the same as obtaining such capabilities.  Before any decision to deploy either conventional or non-conventional weapons, a terrorist group will have to judge its competence to use the weapon effectively.  This will involve practical assessments of the level of training, skills, and technical and logistical capabilities requires. Terrorists are dependent on success, as failure could threaten the cohesiveness or the very existence of the group.  This creates an environment of risk aversion where known and proven tactics will be preferred. Surely, if the stakes are high, terrorists , as others, can accept further risks.  But there have always been enormous gaps between the potential of a weapon and the abilities and/or will to employ it by terrorists.  Most terrorist groups, even those pursuing suicidal ends, protect their resources.  Wasting personnel and money will inevitably harm the group and its long-term goals.  Consequently, new means and methods of violence with unknown outcomes would be less appealing.

Ext – No Attack

Terrorist groups are too afraid of potential backlash to attempt large-scale attacks.

Mueller 06 Professor of Political Science at Ohio State University [John “Is There Still A Terrorist Threat?” Foreign Affairs, September/October (http://www.foreignaffairs.org/20060901facomment85501/john-mueller/is-there-still-a-terrorist-threat.html?mode=print)]

One reason al Qaeda and "al Qaeda types" seem not to be trying very hard to repeat 9/11 may be that that dramatic act of destruction itself proved counterproductive by massively heightening concerns about terrorism around the world. No matter how much they might disagree on other issues (most notably on the war in Iraq), there is a compelling incentive for states -- even ones such as Iran, Libya, Sudan, and Syria -- to cooperate in cracking down on al Qaeda, because they know that they could easily be among its victims. The FBI may not have uncovered much of anything within the United States since 9/11, but thousands of apparent terrorists have been rounded, or rolled, up overseas with U.S. aid and encouragement. Although some Arabs and Muslims took pleasure in the suffering inflicted on 9/11 -- Schadenfreude in German, shamateh in Arabic -- the most common response among jihadists and religious nationalists was a vehement rejection of al Qaeda's strategy and methods. When Soviet troops invaded Afghanistan in 1979, there were calls for jihad everywhere in Arab and Muslim lands, and tens of thousands flocked to the country to fight the invaders. In stark contrast, when the U.S. military invaded in 2001 to topple an Islamist regime, there was, as the political scientist Fawaz Gerges points out, a "deafening silence" from the Muslim world, and only a trickle of jihadists went to fight the Americans. Other jihadists publicly blamed al Qaeda for their post-9/11 problems and held the attacks to be shortsighted and hugely miscalculated. The post-9/11 willingness of governments around the world to take on international terrorists has been much reinforced and amplified by subsequent, if scattered, terrorist activity outside the United States. Thus, a terrorist bombing in Bali in 2002 galvanized the Indonesian government into action. Extensive arrests and convictions -- including of leaders who had previously enjoyed some degree of local fame and political popularity -- seem to have severely degraded the capacity of the chief jihadist group in Indonesia, Jemaah Islamiyah. After terrorists attacked Saudis in Saudi Arabia in 2003, that country, very much for self-interested reasons, became considerably more serious about dealing with domestic terrorism; it soon clamped down on radical clerics and preachers. Some rather inept terrorist bombings in Casablanca in 2003 inspired a similarly determined crackdown by Moroccan authorities. And the 2005 bombing in Jordan of a wedding at a hotel (an unbelievably stupid target for the terrorists) succeeded mainly in outraging the Jordanians: according to a Pew poll, the percentage of the population expressing a lot of confidence in bin Laden to "do the right thing" dropped from 25 percent to less than one percent after the attack. 
Offshore Balancing FL

1. Withdrawal alone fails – must include a fuller policy including Iran and Iraq.
Layne (Julia and George R. Jordan prof. of international affairs at Texas A&M) 2007
Christopher, World Policy Journal, Fall, p. 38-52

Rather than seeking regime change in Iran, Washington should attempt to reach a diplomatic modus vivendi with Tehran. In Iraq, the United States should disengage its troops from combat operations and withdraw all of its forces as expeditiously as logistical constraints permit. To the extent it is necessary to prevent foreign jihadists from entering Iraq, or pursue terrorist targets there, Washington should rely on airpower based over-the-horizon, not on ground troops. If the Democratic-controlled Congress and public opinion fail to force the

Bush administration to reverse its course the next administration must move swiftly to extricate the United States from Iraq. On its own, however, withdrawal is not a sufficient prescription for U.S. policy. Iraq and Iran need to be integrated into a broader framework: a new regional U.S. strategy based on offshore balancing.
2. The plan doesn’t solve – an offshore balancing strategy includes ending demo-promo efforts and diplomacy.
Layne (Julia and George R. Jordan prof. of international affairs at Texas A&M) 2007
Christopher, World Policy Journal, Fall, p. 38-52

Not only would an offshore balancing strategy break sharply with the current approach to the Middle East, but it would likely garner much needed domestic support as well.38 By adopting such a strategy, the United States would redefine its regional interests, revamp its military role, and adopt a new diplomatic posture. Offshore balancing must also incorporate a new approach to energy security. It would seek to dampen the terrorist threat by removing the on-the ground U.S. military presence in the region, and to quell rampant anti-Americanism in the Islamic world by pushing hard for a resolution of the Israeli/Palestinian conflict. It would seek a diplomatic accommodation of

its differences with Iran. Most importantly, the strategy would avoid further destabilization of the Middle East by abandoning the project of democratic transformation.
3. Offshore balancing fails – theory is too sophisticated in practice.
Schmitt (Resident scholar and the director of the Program on Advanced Strategic Studies at AEI) 2007
Gary, AEI National Security Outlook, June

http://libertyparkusafd.org/lp/Hale/Special%20Reports%5CAmerican%20Empire%5CTo%20Be%20or%20Not%20to%20Be%20--%20An%20Empire.pdf DA: 7/19/10

If the former, a key problem with the strategy is that it requires a far more calculating style of statecraft than the United States has ever had. And even if we had Henry Kissinger upon Henry Kissinger to carry it out, would the American people really let their government play this particular game of international politics, shifting partners based on power relations rather than on the character of the states themselves? The disappearance of the United States as a security guarantor is likely to lead to more competition among states and to the creation of a more chaotic and fluid international environment. Britain had a hard enough time playing this role in its day, finding itself in numerous conflicts regardless.
Offshore Balancing FL

4. No solvency – Layne’s theories won’t work in practice
Taliaferro (Associate Professor of Political Science at Tufts) 2007
Jeffrey, The Fletcher Forum of World Affairs, Summer, Vol. 31:2

Second, many of Layne’s arguments about the feasibility of an offshore balancing strategy today seem disconnected from political reality. He devotes only five pages in a 290-page book to a discussion of how the United States ought to go about implementing his preferred strategy. He never grapples with the tremendous sunk costs of U.S. forward deployment in Europe and East Asia, nor does he consider the lack of support for such a radically different grand strategy among officials in Washington or the American people. It is also difficult to imagine Washington’s allies in the Persian Gulf, East Asia, and even Western Europe openly advocating the withdrawal of all U.S. forces in the near future, if for no other reason than that the American military presence dampens the security dilemma in those three regions.

5. Turn - Hands off policy of offshore balancing causes a power vacuum increasing the risk of more dangerous conflict and increase Iran’s hegemonic desires – history is on our side.

Schmitt (Resident scholar and the director of the Program on Advanced Strategic Studies at AEI) 2007
Gary, AEI National Security Outlook, June

http://libertyparkusafd.org/lp/Hale/Special%20Reports%5CAmerican%20Empire%5CTo%20Be%20or%20Not%20to%20Be%20--%20An%20Empire.pdf DA: 7/19/10

If the latter, the passive offshore balancing approach leads to the question of whether such a strategy results in putting off a security challenge until it may be far more difficult to deal with. Layne’s bet, at least in the case of Iran and China today, is that if the United States would only get out of the way, other powers would naturally begin to meet the challenge. It is possible, but doing so might create even more destabilizing competition among other regional powers or lead those same powers to acquiesce to China or Iran’s new hegemony, fueling their ambitions rather than lessening them.

The history of international relations suggests that most great crises result from neglecting to address more minor ones early on. As Thayer argues, it is probably less costly to nip these threats in the bud to than wait for them to become full-blown security crises.
Offshore Balancing FL

6. No internal link to the impact – Layne’s budget/overstretch arguments fail

Schmitt (Resident scholar and the director of the Program on Advanced Strategic Studies at AEI) 2007
Gary, AEI National Security Outlook, June 2007
http://libertyparkusafd.org/lp/Hale/Special%20Reports%5CAmerican%20Empire%5CTo%20Be%20or%20Not%20to%20Be%20--%20An%20Empire.pdf DA: 7/19/10

And speaking of money, Layne’s argument about looming imperial overstretch is itself a stretch. Even

with all the problems in Iraq, a war in Afghanistan, and an emerging hedging strategy vis-à-vis China, the defense burden is still barely over 4 percent of the U.S. gross domestic product. The United States has had far higher defense burdens in the past while still retaining its status as the world’s economic juggernaut. There may be plenty of reasons to worry about the U.S. economy, but “guns over butter” is not one of them. Moreover, while pulling back from a forward-leaning defense strategy would undoubtedly save money, offshore balancing would still require the United States to have a major military establishment in reserve if it wanted to be capable of being a decisive player in a game of great power balancing. Is the $100 billion or so saved—or, rather, spent by Congress on “bridges to nowhere”— really worth the loss in global influence that comes from adopting Layne’s strategy?

***Pakistan CP***

Pakistan CP 1NC 1/2
Text: The United States federal government should update the State Department’s state sponsorship list to include Pakistan, should forge an international consensus on a broad definition of what constitutes state sponsorship, should create a list of passive sponsors and their activities using as a model the “transparency index,” and should institute economic and other penalties over time, tailored to the circumstances of each particular case and with care taken to ensure that both sides understand what, exactly, the sanctions are linked to and what will be required to have them lifted.

CP solves nuclear terrorism and Afghan instability – Pakistan breeds the most dangerous terrorists and attacks on the US and its allies are likely.

Byman 4/20/2009. (Daniel, Senior Fellow, Foreign Policy, Saban Center for Middle East Policy. Listing our Terror Problems. Brookings Institute.)

Pakistan’s newly elected leaders are negotiating a truce with radical tribal groups in the country that have long been in bed with the Taliban and various jihadist groups. The leaders’ proposals, in essence, allow the groups a respite from the government’s on-again, off-again counterterrorist campaign in exchange for the radicals halting attacks throughout Pakistan. Unspoken but very much part of the deal is that the factions will be able to organize, sponsor, and conduct cross-border attacks on Afghan government troops and their U.S. and Western allies. Under the deal, the best that the United States can hope for is that the situation in Afghanistan only becomes worse, as opposed to disastrous. An even greater risk is that the radicals simply use the respite to grow stronger, resume attacks that eventually destabilize Pakistan as well as Afghanistan, and plot more dramatic terrorist attacks on the United States and its allies outside the region.

As the problems in Pakistan suggest, the United States must recognize that some of the most important forms of state support for terrorism consist of passivity or nonaggression and that the costs of this inaction often harm the sponsor as well as other states. Unfortunately, the U.S. approach rests on a flawed understanding of the problem and an even more flawed policy response. The U.S. Department of State’s current formal list of state sponsors includes Cuba, Iran, North Korea, Sudan, and Syria. But Cuba and North Korea have done almost nothing in this area in recent years, and Sudan has changed its ways enough that elsewhere the Bush administration credits Sudan as a “strong partner in the War on Terror.” Of those on the list, only Syria and Iran remain problems, and in both cases their involvement in traditional international terrorism is down considerably from their peaks in the 1980s.

What seems like a brilliant policy success, however, is really an artifact of bad list management, because much of the problem of state sponsorship today involves countries that are not on the list at all. Pakistan, for example, has long aided a range of terrorist groups fighting against India in Kashmir and is a major sponsor of Taliban forces fighting the U.S.-backed government in Afghanistan. Hugo Chavez’s government in Venezuela is a major supporter of the FARC. And several other governments, such as those in Iraq, Yemen and the Palestinian territories, create problems by deliberately looking the other way when their citizens back terrorist groups.
These new state sponsors are actually more dangerous to the United States and its interests than the remaining traditional state sponsors, because some of them are tied to Sunni jihadist groups such as al-Qaeda—currently the greatest terrorist threat facing the United States. The nightmare of a terrorist group acquiring nuclear weapons is far more likely to involve Pakistan than it is Iran or North Korea.

The new state sponsors can also be harder to deal with than the old ones, not least because they often have a more complicated relationship with terrorists. In many cases, the government in question does not actively train or arm the terrorist group, but rather lets it act with relative impunity —an approach that, in practice, allows the government to claim ignorance or incapacity. Thus it can be hard to distinguish between Yemen’s willful inaction and cases like Jordan, where terrorist cells also operate but do so despite a fierce regime counterterrorism campaign. Many of the new sponsors are also U.S. allies. And some cooperate, albeit fitfully, with the U.S. war on terrorism even as they surreptitiously allow terrorists to operate from their soil.

Because of this complexity, the answer to the problem does not lie only in updating the State Department’s state sponsorship list to reflect current relationships—swapping out Cuba for Venezuela, say, or replacing North Korea with Pakistan. The very concept of a binary list, with countries either on it or off, is flawed and often does more harm to U.S. interests than good. Once a country is listed it is hard to remove even if it does not support terrorism (as Sudan has found out), and the list provides little incentive for partial or incomplete counterterrorism cooperation (which is all several countries are realistically likely to give).
So what Washington should really do is adopt a new approach that recognizes the complex nature of state sponsorship today. The first step should be to forge an international consensus on a broad definition of what constitutes state sponsorship—a definition that encompasses not only errors of commission, such as arming and training groups, but also errors of omission, such as unwillingness to stop terrorist fundraising and recruitment. A good precedent to follow here is the effort to stop money laundering: by forging an agreement among key states on financial accounting standards, the United States and its allies have been able to make considerable progress on improving compliance and reducing the number of countries with lax enforcement.
…continued on next page…
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At a bilateral level, moreover, simple embarrassment has proven surprisingly effective as a tool against some countries. The spotlight held on Saudi Arabia after September 11 humiliated the kingdom’s royal family, making it scramble to at least appear cooperative. The United States should consider creating a list of passive sponsors and

their activities in an attempt to “name and shame” them into better behavior, using as a model the “transparency index” that measures the level of corruption in countries around the world.

If diplomatic pressure has little impact, political and economic penalties should then be introduced. Initially, such penalties should be mostly symbolic at first, embarrassing a regime in front of elites and signaling to foreign investors and others that more harsh penalties are on their way. (Travel bans for regime leaders fall into this category.) If those don’t work, more serious economic and other penalties should come into play over time, tailored to the circumstances of each particular case and with care taken to ensure that both sides understand what, exactly, the sanctions are linked to and what will be required to have them lifted.

Together, such a package of measures would do much more to combat the real problems of state sponsorship of terror that currently exist than does the crude and outdated approach Washington employs today.

And, the CP solves the impact to Iraq stability – Afghan instability causes global nuclear war.

Morgan 2007 (Stephen J., Political Writer and Former Member of the British Labour Party Executive Committee, “Better another Taliban Afghanistan, than a Taliban NUCLEAR Pakistan!?”, 9-23, http://www.yoursdaily.com/different_views/better_another_taliban_afghanistan_than_a_taliban_nuclear_pakistan

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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1. Extend the Byman and Morgan ev – the status quo is destabilizing and terrorists are likely to acquire nuclear weapons through Pakistan – only the CP solves. CP also solves the impact to Iraq stability – Afghan instability destabilizes the region and causes global nuclear war.
2. The aff is only a short-term fix – absent the CP, terrorism and global nuclear war are inevitable – Pakistan is the critical internal link.

3. Here’s more ev that the CP is key to solve all terrorism.

Chang 2/8/2009. (Gordon, staff writer.  “Pakistan and China as “Terrorist States” http://www.commentarymagazine.com/blogs/index.php/chang/53841)

Yesterday, India’s Congress Party, part of the ruling coalition, suggested that Pakistan be declared a terror state due to the release of Dr. Abdul Qadeer Khan.  On Friday, Islamabad set the ringleader of a nuclear proliferation gang free after five years of house arrest that followed a hastily arranged confession and pardon.
Khan sold nuclear technology to terrorist states Libya, North Korea, and Iran.  Yet that does not necessarily make him a terrorist, nor does it make his country a terrorist state.  What does, however, is Islamabad’s support for the ongoing series of attacks against India.  It appears, for instance, that the November raid on Mumbai was planned at the highest levels  of the Pakistani intelligence services, specifically the ISI, the Directorate for Inter-Services Intelligence.  Islamabad has long supported and protected Lashkar-e-Taiba, which carried out the horrific attack, and Lashkar’s front organization, Jammat-ud-Dawa.  Pakistan is also behind terrorism in India’s Kashmir and in other parts of its rival.  Yet Pakistan is not one of the four nations-Cuba, Iran, Sudan and Syria-currently on the State Department’s list of terrorism-sponsoring states.

Nor is China, which has continually backed both Iran’s campaign of terror against Israel and Pakistan’s campaign against India.  The terrorists attacking Mumbai used Chinese equipment — the distinctively blue Type 86 grenades, manufactured by China’s state-owned Norinco, which has continually supplied terrorists operating inside India.  China has given Pakistan most of the ordinance that the ISI gives to terrorists.  Almost all of the sophisticated communications equipment used by terrorists in India, especially Kashmir, is Chinese-made and was routed through the Pakistani army, which acted as a conduit.  Training the Chinese give to Pakistani personnel is leached to terrorists-with Beijing’s knowledge.  Furthermore, China blocked U.N. sanctions against and censure of Lashkar and Jammat in April and May 2006, May 2007, and August 2008.  And Beijing has worked with terrorist groups, including the Taliban, outside South Asia.

If we are serious about fighting all terrorism, then we need to add Pakistan and China to the State Department list.  And if we’re not serious, we will surely lose the global struggle.  How can we prevail if we cannot even identify our adversaries?

And Al Qaeda is fighting for Afghanistan now but troops have been winning – instability destabilizes the region – biggest internal link.

Biddle, Senior Fellow at the Council on Foreign Relations. From June 2001-July of 2006, he was a Professor of National Security Studies at the U.S. Army War College Strategic Studies Institute (SSI), Aug 2009(Stephan, “Is It Worth It? The Difficult Case for War in Afghanistan” The American Interest Online http://www.the-american-interest.com/article.cfm?piece=617)
The Stakes: The United States has two primary national interests in this conflict: that Afghanistan never again become a haven for terrorism against the United States, and that chaos in Afghanistan not destabilize its neighbors, especially Pakistan. Neither interest can be dismissed, but both have limits as casus belli.  The first interest is the most discussed—and the weakest argument for waging the kind of war we are now waging. The United States invaded Afghanistan in the first place to destroy the al-Qaeda safe haven there—actions clearly justified by the 9/11 attacks. But al-Qaeda is no longer based in Afghanistan, nor has it been since early 2002. By all accounts, bin Laden and his core operation are now based across the border in Pakistan’s Federally Administered Tribal Areas (FATA). The Taliban movement in Afghanistan is clearly linked with al-Qaeda and sympathetic to it, but there is little evidence of al-Qaeda infrastructure within Afghanistan today that could directly threaten the U.S. homeland. If the current Afghan government collapsed and were replaced with a neo-Taliban regime, or if the Taliban were able to secure political control over some major contiguous fraction of Afghan territory, then perhaps al-Qaeda could re-establish a real haven there.  But the risk that al-Qaeda might succeed in doing this isn’t much different than the same happening in a wide range of weak states throughout the world, from Yemen to Somalia to Djibouti to Eritrea to Sudan to the Philippines to Uzbekistan, or even parts of Latin America or southern Africa. And of course Iraq and Pakistan could soon host regimes willing to put the state’s resources behind al-Qaeda if their current leaderships collapse under pressure. 
Ext – Solves Nuclear Terrorism
Terrorists will acquire nuclear weapons in Pakistan.

Rayment 4/12/2009. (Sean, security correspondent. “Pakistan: the epicentre of Islamist terror.” Telgraph.)

MI5 are convinced that the current lack of so-called "late-stage plots" – in which "cells" of terrorists are close to launching attacks – is partly down to the Reaper strikes in the Pakistan/Afghanistan border regions.

Pakistan, however, remains a country on the brink of catastrophe.
The ‘Talibanisation’ of the Swat Valley in the tribal areas of the northwest frontier province serves to illustrate how the central government is beginning to lose control in certain areas.

It is in this region that more than 75,000 soldiers of its Frontier Corps are waging a bitter counter-insurgency war against the Taliban and al-Qaeda.

The war has reached a stalemate and is causing deep divides within the Pakistani Army. While the officer class support the war, the rank and file see little honour in killing fellow Muslims. The potential for revolt within the Army is very real.

The economy is also in freefall, with some estimates suggesting that Pakistan will be bankrupt within six months, a position which will play further into the hands of the militants, who already recruit the majority of their foot soldiers from the poorest areas.

Pakistan is a country of 150 million people, many of whom are trapped in poverty. It is in desperate need of help, probably more so than neighbouring Afghanistan.

If the economy implodes, the Army revolts and the Islamists gain power – a sequence of events that is entirely possible – the problems for the West will dwarf anything seen in Iraq or Afghanistan and will take international terrorism to a new infinitely more dangerous level.

For the first time since the Cold War, the West would have an enemy with a nuclear capability.

Ext – Solves Nuclear Terrorism
Pakistan is the epicenter for Islamist terrorism in the world – bigger internal link than the aff.
Rayment 4/12/2009. (Sean, security correspondent. “Pakistan: the epicentre of Islamist terror.” Telgraph.)

Virtually all of the al-Qaeda terrorists convicted in Britain since 2001, including the 7/7 bombers and Dhiren Barot – the so-called "Dirty Bomber" – received training in Pakistan.

Gordon Brown recently stated that three quarters of all British terror plots originate from within the state.

However, monitoring everyone visiting or returning from Pakistan is an impossible task for Britain’s police and MI5.

Up to 400,000 British Pakistanis visit the country every year, the vast majority for completely legitimate reasons. Up to 10,000 young Pakistanis enter the UK every year on student visas.

It is also believed that some of the 12 terrorist suspects arrested in Wednesday’s Operation Pathway may have been trained to form a covert cell in Pakistan before entering Britain.

LeT is a hardcore terrorist organisation committed to using extreme violence to achieve its aim of forcing India to leave the disputed area of Kashmir.

But in the 18 years since its creation, the movement has forged links with other terror groups, most notably al-Qaeda, and has become a major threat to many western countries.

After the Mumbai attacks, it emerged that the group had compiled a worldwide hit list of 320 targets. Yet despite being banned by most western countries, the Pakistani authorities stand accused of effectively having turned a blind eye to its operations.

And the organisation is not alone. Another militant group, Lashkar-e-Janghvi is believed to have been behind the attack on the Sri Lankan cricket team in Lahore last month, also operates openly, while other groups such as Jaish-e-Mohammed and Harkat-ul-Mujahideen are understood to be expanding their influence in Punjab, an area with strong British connections.

In one area of Kashmir roughly the size of the West Midlands, 25 militant groups are known to operate with impunity.

Many of their volunteers sign up here for jihad – or ‘holy war’ – before taking the next step of joining other organisations committed to attacking the West.

It is against this backdrop that Pakistan has now acquired the dubious distinction of being epicentre for Islamist terrorism in the world.

At the same time, MI5 and the CIA are becoming increasingly worried by the country’s inability to clamp down on militants.

Pakistan is now a very dangerous country for Westerners to live and work. The Foreign and Commonwealth Office only allows its diplomats to work in the country unaccompanied, meaning partners, wives and children must remain behind in the UK.

As far as the FCO is concerned, Pakistan is as dangerous as Afghanistan, which is currently in the grips of a full-blown insurgency.

The rise of militant Islamist groups in Pakistan began in the early 1980s under the country’s then leader General Muhammad Zia-ul-Huq, largely in response to the growth of Shia fundamentalism in Iran and in a bid to support the Mujahideen who were fighting the Soviets in neighbouring Afghanistan.

Over the last 30 years, the country’s leaders have been content for various Islamist groups to train and recruit in Pakistan, and to wage a proxy war with India over the disputed Kashmir region. During the Soviet occupation of Afghanistan, the Inter-Services Agency (ISI), the intelligence wing of the Pakistan army, funded the Mujahideen and, later, the Taliban in the mid-Nineties.

Ext – Solves Nuclear Terrorism
Every major act of terrorism passes through Pakistan – it’s state sponsored.

SATP 2001. (“Pakistan Terrorist Groups Terrorist Outfits: An Overview.” http://www.satp.org/satporgtp/countries/pakistan/terroristoutfits/index.html)

Of the various ideological streams that currently inspire and provoke political violence and terrorism in South Asia, the most destabilizing and lethal, and the one with the greatest extra-regional impact, is Islamist terrorism. A multiplicity of sub-sets and a complex, sometimes conflicting scheme of inter-linkages, has been documented in connection with the extended range of Islamist terrorist groups operating in the region.
Various shades of radical political Islam colour, indeed define, the Pakistani identity and nation, even as the country is positioned at the heart of contemporary Islamist terrorism. Extremist Islam is, and has long been, the state’s principal tool of internal political mobilisation and of external projection in an extraordinary and audacious enterprise of strategic overextension. Crucially, the footprint of almost every major act of international Islamist terrorism, for some time before 9/11 and continuously thereafter, invariably passes through Pakistan. After 9/11, the U.S. campaign in Afghanistan, and the stark choice given to the Pakistani leadership, the dynamics of the Islamist terrorist enterprise in South Asia have undergone dramatic adaptive adjustments and modifications. Essentially, however, this dynamic, its underlying ideologies, and its motivational and institutional structures, remain intact.
There is strong and cumulative evidence that the Pakistani power elite, located in the regressive military-mullah-feudal combine, is yet to abandon terrorism as a tactical and strategic tool to secure what it perceives as the country’s quest for ‘strategic depth’ in the region. This remains the case despite the increasing ‘blowback’ of Islamist terrorist violence within the country, and the progressive erosion of the Army’s status and control in expanding areas of the country. While the Pakistani Army has taken selective action against particular groups of Islamist terrorists – particularly those who have turned against the state, who have attacked President Musharraf and senior Army and Government functionaries, who have engaged in sectarian terrorism within the country, or who are targeted specifically on behalf of, and under pressure from, the US – it is the case that Pakistan continues to support and encourage the activities of a wide range of terrorist and Islamist extremist organisations. This is particularly the case with organisations that are active in Afghanistan – including remnants of the Taliban – and in India.

Despite cosmetic policy changes and some tokenism – including formal bans on a number of terrorist organisations – many prominent Islamist terrorist organisations continue to operate with a high measure of freedom in and from Pakistan.

Ext – Solves Nuclear Terrorism
Pakistan is a safe haven for terrorists.

Alberts 3/28/2009. (Sheldon, staff writer. “Obama rolls out his own war on terror.” Canada.com)

Unveiling a sweeping new strategy to confront the Taliban and al-Qaeda in both Afghanistan and Pakistan, Obama described the security situation as "increasingly perilous," with the Taliban in effective control of some areas of Afghanistan and al-Qaeda enjoying a safe haven along Pakistan's lawless frontier.
"Let me be clear: al-Qaeda and its allies -- the terrorists who planned and supported the 9/11 attacks -- are in Pakistan and Afghanistan," Obama said at the White House.

"Multiple intelligence estimates have warned that al-Qaeda is actively planning attacks on the U.S. homeland from its safe haven in Pakistan. And if the Afghan government falls to the Taliban -- or allows al-Qaeda to go unchallenged -- that country will again be a base for terrorists who want to kill as many of our people as they possibly can."

Ext – Solves Nuclear Terrorism
Pakistan is supporting terrorism in the squo – causes Afghan instability.

Carpenter 2001. (Ted, vice president for defense and foreign policy studies at the Cato Institute and is the author or editor of 13 books on international affairs. “Terrorist Sponsors: Saudi Arabia, Pakistan, China” Cato Institute.)

The United States has assembled a superficially impressive international coalition against the threat of terrorism. Many countries in that coalition, however, contribute little of significance to the fight. Even worse, the willingness of some members of the coalition to actually combat terrorism is doubtful. Indeed, given their record, some of those countries appear to be part of the problem, not part of the solution. That concern is especially acute with respect to Saudi Arabia, Pakistan, and China.

Saudi Arabia enlisted in the fight against terrorism only in response to intense pressure from the United States following the Sept. 11 attacks on the World Trade Center and the Pentagon. Even then, its cooperation has been minimal and grudging. For example, Riyadh has resisted Washington's requests to use its bases in Saudi Arabia for military operations against Osama bin Laden's terrorist facilities in Afghanistan.

Even that belated, tepid participation is an improvement on Saudi Arabia's previous conduct. The U.S. government has warned that it will treat regimes that harbor or assist terrorist organizations the same way that it treats the organizations themselves. Yet if Washington is serious about that policy, it ought to regard Saudi Arabia as a prime sponsor of international terrorism. Indeed, that country should have been included for years on the U.S. State Department's annual list of governments guilty of sponsoring terrorism.

The Saudi government has been the principal financial backer of Afghanistan' s odious Taliban movement since at least 1996. It has also channeled funds to Hamas and other groups that have committed terrorist acts in Israel and other portions of the Middle East.

Worst of all, the Saudi monarchy has funded dubious schools and "charities" throughout the Islamic world. Those organizations have been hotbeds of anti-Western, and especially, anti-American, indoctrination. The schools, for example, not only indoctrinate students in a virulent and extreme form of Islam, but also teach them to hate secular Western values.

They are also taught that the United States is the center of infidel power in the world and is the enemy of Islam. Graduates of those schools are frequently recruits for Bin Laden's Al-Qaeda terror network as well as other extremist groups.

Pakistan's guilt is nearly as great as Saudi Arabia's. Without the active support of the government in Islamabad, it is doubtful whether the Taliban could ever have come to power in Afghanistan. Pakistani authorities helped fund the militia and equip it with military hardware during the mid-1990s when the Taliban was merely one of several competing factions in Afghanistan's civil war. Only when the United States exerted enormous diplomatic pressure after the Sept. 11 attacks did Islamabad begin to sever its political and financial ties with the Taliban. Even now it is not certain that key members of Pakistan's intelligence service have repudiated their Taliban clients.
Afghanistan is not the only place where Pakistani leaders have flirted with terrorist clients. Pakistan has also assisted rebel forces in Kashmir even though those groups have committed terrorist acts against civilians. And it should be noted that a disproportionate number of the extremist madrasas schools funded by the Saudis operate in Pakistan.
Ext – Solves Afghan Stability
Pakistan is a safe haven for terrorists and causes attacks, extremism and Afghan instability.

Tellis 2008. (Ashley, senior associate at the Carnegie Endowment for International Peace. “Pakistan and the 

War on Terror: Conﬂicted Goals, Compromised Performance.” Carnegie Endowment.)

Pakistan’s failure to target the Taliban and especially its leadership since 2001 has, there- fore, had several deleterious consequences. To begin with, it has resulted in the creation of a safe haven for various terrorist elements in the FATA, whence the Taliban war against the Karzai regime can be prosecuted and the  al- Qaeda leadership protected and regenerated as it plans more catastrophic attacks on the West and on the United States in particular. It has also permitted the Taliban to nurture their indigenous bases of support within southern and 
eastern Afghanistan itself, whence they can slowly evolve into a tumorous state within a state. Further, it has bred a cancerous nest of violent extremism inside Pakistan resulting in the rise of new Islamist militant groups, sometimes labeled the Pakistani Taliban, that are either sym- pathetic to or afﬁliated with  al- Qaeda and committed to waging a holy war against the Pakistani government, the liberal elements in Pakistani politics, as well as other foreign adversaries such as India, Israel, and the United States. The invigoration of these indigenous rad- ical outﬁts has in the process produced a new generation of foot soldiers available to differ- ent extremist entities throughout the country and strengthened the social bases of support for the otherwise marginal Islamist parties in Pakistani politics. Finally, it has added to the already long and intractable list of problems confronting Pakistan as it struggles to transform itself into a moderate and successful Muslim state: in particular, it has condemned the Pakistani lead- ership, including acknowledged moderate leaders like Musharraf, to prosecute antiterrorism operations under highly disadvantageous conditions and in an area that by history and tradi- tion has long been lawless, has been bereft of any concentrated state penetration, and that had no regular military presence worth the name until recently, yet is dominated by those very groups that have strong ethnic and increasingly ideological ties to the same terrorist elements sought by the Pakistani state.57 
Ext – Solves Afghan Stability
Pakistan is the home base for al Qaeda - CP key.

Mora 4/6/2009. (Edwin, staff writer. “U.S. Must Work with Pakistan to Stop al Qaeda, Gen. Petraeus Says.” CNS News.)

Gen. David H. Petraeus, who heads the Army’s Central Command, advised members of the Senate Armed Services Committee that Pakistan is now home base for al Qaeda and should be the focus of U.S. attention.

“It is in Pakistan that al-Qaeda senior leadership and other transnational extremist elements are located,” Petraeus testified before the Senate panel Wednesday. 

Petraeus, who serves as the overall commander for troops in Iraq and Afghanistan, said the additional forces made available by President Obama’s strategy to deal with Afghanistan “will not by themselves be sufficient to achieve our objectives.” 

He suggested that “civilian requirements” in Afghanistan and Pakistan must be fully met, as well. 

 “Operations there are imperative, and we need to provide the support and assistance to the Pakistani military that can enable them to confront the extremists who pose a truly existential threat to their country,” he added.

The general testified alongside Michele Flournoy, undersecretary of defense for policy, and Adm. Eric Olson, special operations commander – both of whom echoed Petraeus’ concerns about Pakistan. 

Flournoy said that to dismantle and defeat al Qaeda and “its extremist allies,” we must eliminate their “safe haven” in Pakistan – and “ensure that such safe-havens do not return to Afghanistan.” 

She added: “Pakistan’s ability to dismantle the safe havens on its territory and defeat terror and insurgent networks within its borders are absolutely critical to the security and stability of that nuclear-armed state.”

Ext – Afghan Stability Key to Regional Stability

Afghanistan instability spills over – CP solves the impact to Iraq stability.
BBC Monitoring South Asia, 4/26/06 (Afghan paper says major problems "impossible to resolve" without foreign help, ln)

John Reid once again underscored that stability in Afghanistan was important for the world. He said, "We will continue the war on terror in Afghanistan to save not only the people of Afghanistan, but our own people as well." These comments show that Afghanistan is still one of the international community's top priorities. The world once tasted the bitter experience of turning away from Afghanistan. After the former Soviet Union's defeat, the world forgot Afghanistan and left it at the mercy of power lunatics and selfish circles in the region. As a result, although Afghanistan defended itself against foreign aggression, it fell into a civil war immediately afterwards. This war was even more devastating than the one before. The administration collapsed and gun-lords and warlords took power. Militias tightened their grip on the government, imposing their will on the innocent and oppressed people of Afghanistan. Consequently, Afghanistan became a major drug-producing country and a safe haven and training centre for terrorists.

Ext – Afghan Stability to Regional Stability

Afghan stability key to regional stability – Taliban restoration bolsters Al Qaeda.
Biddle, Senior Fellow at the Council on Foreign Relations. From June 2001-July of 2006, he was a Professor of National Security Studies at the U.S. Army War College Strategic Studies Institute (SSI), Aug 2009(Stephan, “Is It Worth It? The Difficult Case for War in Afghanistan” The American Interest Online http://www.the-american-interest.com/article.cfm?piece=617)
The Taliban’s weaknesses make it hard for them to overthrow a U.S.-supported government while large Western military forces defend it. But without those Western troops, the Afghan state would offer a much easier target. Even with more than 50,000 Western troops in its defense, the Karzai government has proven unable to contain Taliban influence and prevent insurgents from expanding their presence. If abandoned to its fate the government would almost surely fare much worse. Nor would an orphaned Karzai regime be in any position to negotiate a compromise settlement that could deny the Taliban full control. With outright victory in their grasp, it is hard to see why the Taliban would settle for anything less than a complete restoration.  A Taliban restoration, as noted, could restore to al-Qaeda a sanctuary for attacking the United States. And even if a Taliban 2.0 regime vetoed al-Qaeda attacks on the United States, it would almost certainly provide Pashtun militants and their allies in Pakistan a massive launching pad for efforts to destabilize the regime in Islamabad. Even without a haven in Afghanistan, Pakistani insurgents might ultimately topple the government, but that threat clearly grows with the additional resources of an openly sympathetic state across the Durand Line. And this raises the specter of Pakistani nuclear weapons falling into al-Qaeda’s hands in Pakistan.  The danger of a nuclear al-Qaeda should not be exaggerated, however. For a U.S. withdrawal to lead to that result would require a networked chain of multiple events: a Taliban restoration in Kabul, a collapse of secular government in Islamabad, and a loss of control over the Pakistani nuclear arsenal (or deliberate transfer of weapons by sympathetic Pakistanis). These events are far from certain, and the compound probability of all of them happening is inherently lower than the odds of any one step alone. But a U.S. withdrawal would increase all the probabilities at each stage, and the consequences for U.S. security if the chain did play itself out could be severe. During the Cold War, the United States devoted vast resources to diminishing an already-small risk that the USSR would launch a nuclear attack on America. Today, the odds of U.S. withdrawal from Afghanistan yielding an al-Qaeda nuclear weapon next door in Pakistan may be relatively low, but the low risk of a grave result has been judged intolerable in the past and perhaps ought to be again. On balance, the gravity of the risks involved in withdrawal narrowly make a renewed effort in Afghanistan the least-bad option we have.  

Obama Bad Links – CP = Popular
CP is popular with key Congressmen.

Khana 4/7/2009. (Ravi, staff writer. “US Congress Evaluates President Obama's Regional Approach to Afghanistan.” VOA.)

President Obama's regional approach to Afghanistan also includes a multi-billion dollar civilian development aid package. The money is designated for Pakistan's tribal regions where locals often sympathize with the Taliban.

But lately, U.S. lawmakers have been expressing concern over sending financial and military assistance to Pakistan because of its continued inability to fight the militants.

Senate Armed Services Committee chairman Carl Levin says he does not believe the United States can buy stability in Pakistan, that Pakistan must first prove it is willing to take on extremists within its own borders.

Aid and engaging Pakistan is unpopular – CP’s hardline stance proves it would be popular.

Johnson 4/19. Bridget, staff writer. “More questions than answers as Pakistan bill debuts.” TheHill.com)

Lawmakers will be faced this week with the Senate version of a bill granting massive amounts of aid to Pakistan -- and more questions than answers about whether the billions will make a dent in the extremist threat.

The Kerry-Lugar bill advancing President Obama's plan to grant Pakistan $1.5 billion a year for five years was getting its final touch-ups late last week and could be introduced this week. It advocates an additional five years of aid, for a total of $15 billion over a decade, provided benchmarks are met.

But what will Congress do if Pakistan continues to pan the placement of any conditions on the money?

The aid tussle is likely to vex lawmakers in the days to come after a recess full of outreach and soundbites that paint a troubling conundrum.

Obama Good Links – CP = Unpopular
CP is unpopular – there’s bipartisan support for increasing aid to Pakistan.

Fell and Wales 2/6/2009. (Brigitte and Lake, staff writers. When Funding Nations, Put United States Before Pakistan. The Ledger.)

President Barack Obama called on Congress in March 27 to pass a bipartisan bill co-sponsored by Sens. John Kerry and Richard Lugar, authorizing "1.5 billion in direct support to the Pakistani people every year over the next five years - resources that will build schools, road, and hospitals and strengthen Pakistan's democracy."
Since the attacks of Sept. 11, the Pakistani Army deployed into the Federally Administered Tribal Areas near the border with Afghanistan at the request of the United States to support Operation Enduring Freedom in Afghanistan. The United States has spent billions of dollars supporting Pakistan.

Bipartisan support for increasing aid to Pakistan.

Times of India 4/4/2009. “US bill to triple non-military aid to Pakistan introduced.”

WASHINGTON: A bill has been introduced in the US House of Representatives to triple non-military aid to Pakistan, amounting to a whopping USD 1.5 billion as part of the new Af-Pak policy. 

Planned for the next five years, the aid can be extended for another five years. However, the bill puts conditions on Pak military, linking the aid with their success in fighting against terrorism. 

The US President Barack Obama announced the Af-Pak policy last Friday, in which he had asked the US Congress to support his Administration's endeavor to provide massive non-military aid to Pakistan, which he termed as "down payment" and "investment" into America's future and security. 

The bill, carrying bi-partisan support, was introduced by Howard L Berman, Chairman of the powerful House Foreign Affairs Committee. An identical bill is scheduled to be tabled in the US Senate anytime now.
