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***Stability Advantages***

Training Turn

US Troops key to train afghan security forces – key to prevent meltdown
Rubin, 10. (Trudy Rubin, The Philadelphia Inquirer Worldview Columnist, Finalist for the Pulitzer prize, Edward Weintal prize for international reporting, “Worldview: Afghan army’s pivotal role; Developing a skilled national force is key to lasting stability after U.S. exit” Feb 2010. Date accesses, 07/22/10 from http://www.lexisnexis.com.proxy1.cl.msu.edu/us/lnacademic/results/docview/docview.do?docLinkInd=true&risb=21_T9793801981&format=GNBFI&sort=BOOLEAN&startDocNo=1&resultsUrlKey=29_T9793801984&cisb=22_T9793801983&treeMax=true&treeWidth=0&csi=247189&docNo=9)

It seems unlikely that the Afghan army can operate alone anytime soon. But President Obama has said U.S. troops will start a drawdown in 2011. So what does Marja tell us about whether that deadline is real?

The key to a responsible U.S. departure, says John Nagl, a coauthor of Gen. David Petraeus' counterinsurgency manual, is "the creation of some kind of Afghan force that can secure the country after we leave." He added, " We can reduce the effectiveness of a lot of Afghan Taliban, but we can't ultimately create a secure Afghanistan without training Afghan security forces." Yet it was not until late last year that the U.S. government got serious about training Afghan troops, says Nagl, now head of the Center for a New American Security.

My two visits last year to the Kabul Military Training Center, where U.S. and Afghan trainers work with Afghan recruits, gave me a feel for the daunting nature of the task. The Afghan army is on track to meet its goal of 134,000 troops by October, but quality - not quantity - is the issue. A graveyard of rusted Russian tanks strewn across one part of the vast training grounds, which were once used by the Soviets, reminded me of past military mistakes.
Ext – Training turn

Afghan security force key to government legitimacy – bigger internal link to instability than insurgency

Mulrine, ’09 (Anna Mulrine- journalist for US News and world Report, a leading online news source for international politics and national affairs. “U.S. Troops Train a Different Front Line in Afghanistan” October 15, 2009, http://politics.usnews.com/news/articles/2009/10/15/us-troops-train-a-different-front-line-in-afghanistan.html?PageNr=1 Date Cut: 7/26/10.)
As the United States embarks on its ninth year of war in Afghanistan, debate rages on about whether to send more combat troops to the region, even as a record number of Americans question whether U.S. forces should be in the country at all. But on one matter, there is rapidly growing agreement among senior officials: that the greatest threat to Afghanistan today is not the Taliban or al Qaeda but, rather, the lack of government legitimacy "at every level." Adm. Mike Mullen, chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, emphasized this point during a recent trip to Capitol Hill. U.S. officials add that if the weak Afghan government is to have a chance of tamping down the violence and curbing corrupt cops and bureaucrats who are regularly shaking down and enraging everyday Afghans, the country will need a more plentiful and professional array of security forces.

US forces key to training – vital internal to long- term stability 

Rubin, 10. (Trudy Rubin, The Philadelphia Inquirer Worldview Columnist, Finalist for the Pulitzer prize, Edward Weintal prize for international reporting, “Worldview: Afghan army’s pivotal role; Developing a skilled national force is key to lasting stability after U.S. exit” Feb 2010. Date accesses, 07/22/10 from http://www.lexisnexis.com.proxy1.cl.msu.edu/us/lnacademic/results/docview/docview.do?docLinkInd=true&risb=21_T9793801981&format=GNBFI&sort=BOOLEAN&startDocNo=1&resultsUrlKey=29_T9793801984&cisb=22_T9793801983&treeMax=true&treeWidth=0&csi=247189&docNo=9)
U.S. officers at the base spoke of another huge problem: a woeful shortage of Afghan trainers and a serious shortage of U.S. mentors to oversee them. Sometimes there are only two mentors to an Afghan battalion of 1,200. The U.S. commander, Gen. Stanley McChrystal, has urged the NATO allies to commit 2,000 new instructors, with little result so far. The uncertainties that dog the training program lead many to conclude that Afghan security must be sought elsewhere: with local militias, or with programs to woo away Taliban fighters. In the short term, both factors are key to shifting the battlefield momentum. But when it comes to long-term stability, the training of the Afghan army is still crucial. To understand why, it helps to look back at our training of Iraqi army troops. Something similar could happen in Afghanistan, with NATO troops and tribal forces turning the tide, and Afghan units playing a bigger role once the momentum shifts and U.S. troops begin to draw down. "This is going to take longer and be harder than anyone is saying right now," said Nagl, who thinks it will take five years for the Afghan army to jell, "but it is our exit strategy if we want to leave behind a stable Afghanistan." The time for NATO to cough up those 2,000 new trainers is now.  
US Troops key to training afghan forces – key to stability – majority of afghanis want us to stay

Osborn, 09 (Kris Osborn is a CNN new anchor specializing in military issues, “Experts: Security, Economy Key to Afghan Success” Sep 17, 2010. Accessed on July 26 from http://www.defensenews.com/story.php?i=4282384)
Rapidly strengthening the Afghan National Army and helping to stand up a strong local economy are key to success in the current war, lawmakers and witnesses said at a Sept. 17 hearing of the U.S. Senate Foreign Relations Committee. Witnesses at the hearing told committee members the Afghans are proud of their emerging Army. "I do believe with what we have seen thus far, with all the shortcomings in manpower and materials, is that the Afghans are capable of developing and fielding national forces - perhaps the Army more so than the police," Ryan Crocker, a former U.S. ambassador to Iraq and Pakistan, told the committee. "While Afghanistan does have a history of challenges to the government, they also have a history of a national military." Several witnesses said, by and large, that the Afghans want the U.S.-led coalition to remain until more stability is achieved. "While there are shades of narratives seeing the Americans as an occupation force, that is very much in the minority," said Clare Lockhart, co-founder and director of the Institute of State Effectiveness, a Washington-based foreign policy advisory center. "The majority of the population hopes very much that the U.S. commitment remains and the international partnership remains for the long-term stability of the country." ""That being said, on balance I think most Afghans know that if the security forces were to leave, it would be a whole lot worse," he said. "This is because they understand the Afghan institutions and the Afghan security forces are not strong enough to ensure the [security of the] country and its people." 
Ext – Training Turn

Quick exit fails- Afghan troops not stable enough to fight on their own 

Boone, 07/22 (Jon Boone, “Quick Afghanistan withdrawal ruled out” July 22, 2010. Accessed on 07/26/10 from http://www.theage.com.au/world/quick-afghanistan-withdrawal-ruled-out-20100721-10l3n.html?skin=text-only)
 THERE will be no quick exit for international forces from Afghanistan, the Secretary-General of NATO has warned at a high-level conference in Kabul. The comments came as plans to begin handing control of provinces in Afghanistan to the country's own security forces by the end of this year were quietly dropped amid European fears that General David Petraeus, the new US commander, is less committed to a speedy transfer of power. The change of tack reflects General Petraeus's concerns that security in Afghanistan is too weak for a transition of power to begin as quickly as originally planned. ''Transition will be done gradually - on the basis of a sober assessment of the political and security situation, so that it is irreversible,'' he said. 
US troop training presence required for long term Afghan stability

Xinhua, 10 (“Obama reaffirms US commitment to Afghanistan’s stability, China.org, May 13, 2010. Date accessed, o7/26/10 from http://www.china.org.cn/world/2010-05/13/content_20030944.htm)
"I have reaffirmed the commitment of the United States to an Afghanistan that is stable, strong and prosperous," Obama told reporters at the joint press conference with Afghan President Hamid Karzai in the White House. According to Obama, Karzai's visit is an opportunity for both sides to assess the progress of U.S. strategy in Afghanistan and to advance the strong partnership between the two countries which is based on mutual interest and respect. After 30 years of war, Afghanistan still faces daily challenges in delivering basic services and security to its people while confronting a brutal insurgency," said Obama. He reiterated that U.S. strategy in Afghanistan is centered at disrupting, dismantling and defeating al-Qaida and its extremist allies in Afghanistan and Pakistan and to prevent its capacity to threaten America and U.S. allies in the future. President Obama has urged the Karzai-led government to combat corruption and take good governance in order that a transfer of responsibility could be promoted and that the United States could begin to withdraw its troops since July of 2011. He told reporters that the two governments have deepened cooperation on training Afghan security forces so that they can begin to take the lead in security next year. "We're working with the Afghan government and our allies on a broader framework to guide the transition of responsibility for security, development and governance in Afghan provinces." Echoing Obama's remarks, President Karzai said that through the partnership with the United States, the progress of the past years the Afghanistan people have made are "numerous and great," adding that the country will "take the right steps in bringing a better government to Afghanistan for the benefit of the Afghan people." 
Ext – Training Turn – Solves Opposition to US presence

Troops key to training afghan security forces – key to stability and solve backlash to US Troop presence
Jim Michaels and Richard Wolf, 09 (reporters) “ U.S. general seeks more help in Afghan war; McKiernan: Training police is critical to anti-insurgent efforts”
More, more, more. That's the message President Obama will take to this weekend's NATO summit in France, where the need for the United States' allies to contribute more troops, funds and military training programs in Afghanistan will lebrations of the security organization's 60th anniversary. In an interview with USA TODAY on Thursday, the top coalition commander in Afghanistan called on NATO to expand its role there to include training Afghanistan's nascent police force, which has lagged its army in training and effectiveness. "I think if NATO and other military contributors to this campaign don't put an effort into working with the police the same as we put into working with the (Afghan) army, then I think we're short-sighted in our approach here," U.S. Gen. David McKiernan said in Kabul. McKiernan described Afghan police as "the critical link" in efforts to beat back a reinvigorated offensive by insurgents from the Taliban and al-Qaeda. Once an area is cleared of insurgents by NATO troops, the police are charged with holding the area, providing security and preventing the militants from returning. The official mission of NATO -- which encompasses the USA and 25 other, mostly European countries -- currently does not include police training in Afghanistan. That's because most member countries consider police training to be a function of law enforcement, and therefore outside their military responsibilities, McKiernan said. Several European countries have long placed tight restrictions on what their troops can do in Afghanistan, limiting them to humanitarian missions rather than combat operations, for example. U.S. forces have taken the lead in police training, and some other countries also participate outside the official NATO umbrella. Their efforts have not been enough. As of now, U.S. and allied countries are providing police mentor teams at 55 of Afghanistan's 365 districts, said U.S. Army Col. Stephen Yackley, an official at the U.S. command that oversees the training of Afghan security forces. McKiernan's request comes as Obama has announced plans to escalate the U.S. commitment by sending 21,000 additional servicemembers before the end of the year. The Taliban, which governed Afghanistan before the U.S. invasion in 2001, has expanded its influence in some areas of the country, aided by militants based across the border in Pakistan. McKiernan said he is confident the additional U.S. troops would "change the ... security balance in the south," where the Taliban has made gains. At a briefing Thursday in London, National Security Adviser James Jones said member countries were still "considering" how to provide reinforcements. "I expect there will be additional troop contributions," Jones said. Secretary of State Hillary Rodham Clinton said the renewed emphasis on training Afghan troops and police was part of a "shift of strategy" in the Afghanistan war that Obama announced last month. Clinton said that among U.S. allies, "there's a great deal of interest ... in participating in this training." Afghanistan's government is working on several initiatives to reform police, including an electronic payment system that cuts down on graft. The system is designed to eliminate a scam in which officers pocket the salaries of "ghost employees." U.S. and some NATO combat forces are also teaming up directly with police and army, living and working alongside them. "As we build (U.S. and NATO) forces up here we need to make sure we have Afghan forces both in the army and the police to partner with," said U.S. Marine Col. Julian Alford, a staff officer. "If we go into an area and we don't have our Afghan partners with us, then we're just another invading army," Alford said. Michaels reported from Kabul. Wolf reported from London.  
Ext- Training Turn – COIN link
US COIN Presence necessary to train Afghan forces – key to security
Report to Congress, 10. (“Report on Progress Toward Security and Stability in Afghanistan and United States Plan for Sustaining the Afghanistan National Security Forces, Report to Congress inaccordance with section 1231 of the National Defense Authorization Act for Fiscal Year 2008, April 2010 Date accessed- 07/24/10 from http://www.defense.gov/pubs/pdfs/Report_Final_SecDef_04_26_10.pdf)
NATO Allies and partners have noted that they are cautiously optimistic about the success of the ISAF mission. Many national leaders, however, express concerns over popular support within their countries, which has resulted in continued capability gaps in the Combined Joint Statement of Requirements (CJSOR) from unresourced requirements not filled by international partners. The most notable gap is the requirement for trainers and mentors to support development of the ANSF. U.S. Forces are taking on this mission, filling the requirements for training and partnering through a combination of embedded partnering of operational units, Embedded Training Teams (ETTs), and re-missioning of combat forces to conduct training. International force levels continue to grow at an approximately proportional rate to the U.S. force increase. Currently, the North Atlantic Treaty Organization (NATO) has accepted force increase offers from 38 countries with multiple capabilities for operations, tactics, and training. Offers totaling approximately 9,000 troops have been received from NATO and non-NATO partners since the President’s December speech. As of March 2010, approximately 40% of the offered increases of international partner troops have arrived in country.U.S. forces, deployed in conjunction with international forces, operate under a strategic framework based in large part on U.S. counterinsurgency (COIN) doctrine, focused on population security, while also conducting counterterror operations. This strategy focuses on protecting the population while simultaneously partnering with the ANSF in order to build ANSF capability and eventually transition lead for the security mission to the Afghans, a goal shared by the Afghan Government. A key part of establishing the environment for transition is implementing full partnering between Afghan and international forces. In his November 19 inauguration speech, President Karzai stated a goal of having the ANSF make a full transition to Afghan security lead within three to five years. 

Large troop presence key to training – that ensures success of COIN
Mulrine, ’09 (Anna Mulrine- journalist for US News and world Report, a leading online news source for international politics and national affairs. “U.S. Troops Train a Different Front Line in Afghanistan” October 15, 2009, http://politics.usnews.com/news/articles/2009/10/15/us-troops-train-a-different-front-line-in-afghanistan.html?PageNr=1 Date Cut: 7/26/10.)

Mindful of their constituents' skepticism about the war, there is a growing call among congressional leaders, including Levin, for the Pentagon to increase the number of Afghan security forces before sending more U.S. combat troops. Mullen noted in his own congressional testimony that success hinges on rapidly building up the Afghan Army and police. Training such forces will require more troops. "We cannot achieve these goals without recognizing that they are both manpower- and time-intensive," Mullen said. The current goal is to increase the number of Afghan security forces from roughly 68,000 to about 134,000 by 2011, with talk of a further expansion. 

A2:  Training fails

Training soldiers works

UPI, 7/06 (US upbeat on Afghan Army, upi.com, 07/06/10 date accessed- 07/26/10 from http://www.upi.com/Top_News/Special/2010/07/06/US-upbeat-on-Afghan-army/UPI-26951278434829/)
U.S. Army Brig. Gen. Gary Patton, a commander in charge of training operations in Afghanistan, said the goal of U.S. and NATO allies was to create a durable fighting force in the country. "What we do is generate and sustain and develop leaders for the Afghan national army," he said. He acknowledged that retention rates were a lingering problem for a military force that is mostly illiterate. The general said attrition during the summer months was particularly high but said obligations to the agricultural sector in Afghanistan were to blame for the recent spikes. "We have been banking extra recruits over some very successful months," the Pentagon quoted the general as saying. "As long as we keep the training seats filled, we'll be OK." The U.S. Defense Department said training programs in Afghanistan have led to an Afghan military that is better trained and better manned than in previous years. 

A2:  US Not Key
Even if other countries do some training – they have no ev that training will be effective or even continue at all in the absence of US presence
The rest of NATO obviously models – other countries won’t continue keeping troops in our war after we pullout our own troops
U.S control of training troops is key to effectiveness
Sara A. Carter (The Washington Examiner) 08 “ U.S. to unify training efforts; Troops report to McKiernan”          
About 20,000 U.S. troops in Afghanistan will be transferred from NATO to direct American command in a bid to improve the training and coordination of the Afghan military and police, Pentagon officials announced Monday. The troops will fall under the U.S. Forces-Afghanistan (USFOR-A) command, giving commander Gen. David McKiernan better control of all U.S. military assets in the country, defense officials in Washington and Kabul said. The remaining 13,000 U.S. troops in the country will continue to report directly to the U.S. Central Command, soon to be headed by Gen. David H. Petraeus. Gen. McKiernan is commander of both USFOR-A and the NATO force known as International Security Assistance Force (ISAF). A defense official in Washington, speaking on the condition that he not be named, said the reassignment would make Gen. McKiernan "completely" responsible for the training mission, which had been conducted in Afghanistan by both NATO and U.S. forces. Concerns over corruption in the Afghan police and army are jeopardizing the U.S.-led mission. The military is "counting on better training and coordination to root out any possible pitfalls that may have been missed when the training fell under two different chains of command," said a U.S. defense official in Kabul, who also spoke on the condition of anonymity.  
Instability Turn

Early Withdrawal causes terrorism, civil war, destabilization of Pakistan, nuclear use and collapse of NATO

 (The Times Newspaper,  Michael Evans is defence editor of The Times, Sam Coates is the Chief Political Correspondent for The Times, “ We'll stay till Afghan job is done, says Fox; Withdrawal a betrayal of British dead, We will stay until Afghan job is done, says Fox”, July, 1, 2010, date accessed: 7/26/10, Lexis)
To those back home urging a quicker withdrawal, worried by rising casualties (more than 300 killed), Dr Fox said that al-Qaeda and the Taleban still posed a real and significant threat in the region. "So the first reason we cannot bring our troops home immediately is that their mission is not yet completed," he said. "Were we to leave prematurely... we would probably see the return of the destructive forces of transnational terror. "Not only would we risk the return of civil war in Afghanistan, creating a security vacuum, but we would also risk the destabilisation of Pakistan with potentially unthinkable regional, and possibly nuclear, consequences." An early pullout, he said, would also damage the credibility of Nato and "be a betrayal of all the sacrifices made by our Armed Forces in life and limb". Dr Fox was echoing the views of Britain's top commanders in Afghanistan, who have remained adamant that despite the high casualty toll, the military wanted to stay and finish the job .  
Withdrawal turns Pakistan instability – causes afghan civil war resulting in refugees fleeing to Pakistan

 Steve Coll, president of New America Foundation, won award for outstanding foreign reporting, November 16th, 2009, “What if we fail in Afghanistan” Accessed 7/26/10, http://www.newyorker.com/online/blogs/stevecoll/2009/11/what-if-we-fail-in-afghanistan.html 

My scenarios here are intended analytically, as a first-draft straw-man forecast:  The Nineties Afghan Civil War on Steroids: Even if the international community gave up on Afghanistan and withdrew, as it did from Somalia during the early nineties, it is inconceivable that the Taliban could triumph in the country completely and provide a regime (however perverse) of stability. About half of Afghanistan’s population is Pashtun, from which the Taliban draw their strength. Much of the country’s non-Pashtun population ardently opposes the Taliban. In the humiliating circumstances that would attend American failure, those in the West who now promote “counterterrorism,” “realist,” and “cost-effective” strategies in the region would probably endorse, in effect, a nineties redux—which would amount to a prescription for more Afghan civil war. A rump “legitimate” Afghan government dominated by ethnic Tajiks and Uzbeks would find arms and money from India, Iran, and perhaps Russia, Europe and the United States. This would likely produce a long-running civil war between northern, Tajik-dominated ethnic militias and the Pashtun-dominated Taliban. Tens of thousands of Afghans would likely perish in this conflict and from the pervasive poverty it would produce; many more Afghans would return as refugees to Pakistan, contributing to that country’s instability. 

Instability Turn
Withdrawal creates safe haven for Pakistani insurgents – current counterinsurgency strategy is effective

Frederick W. Kagan, former professor of military history, September 5th, 2009, “A Stable Pakistan needs a stable Afghanistan” Wall Street Journal, Accessed 7/26/10, http://online.wsj.com/article/SB10001424052970204731804574386602057103982.html 

Critics of the war have suggested we should draw down our troops and force Pakistan to play a larger role in eliminating radical extremists. American concerns about al Qaeda and Taliban operating from Pakistani bases have led to the conventional wisdom that Pakistan matters to the U.S. because of what it could do to help—or hurt—in Afghanistan. The conventional wisdom is wrong as usual.  Pakistan is important because it is a country of 180 million Muslims with nuclear weapons and multiple terrorist groups engaged in a mini-arms race and periodic military encounters with India—the world's most populous state and one of America's most important economic and strategic partners. Pakistan has made remarkable progress over the last year in its efforts against Islamist insurgent groups that threatened to destroy it. But the fight against those groups takes place on both sides of the border. The debate over whether to commit the resources necessary to succeed in Afghanistan must recognize the extreme danger that a withdrawal or failure in Afghanistan would pose to the stability of Pakistan. Pakistan's ambivalence toward militant Islamist groups goes back decades. The growth of radical Islamism in Pakistan dates to the 1970s and '80s when the government encouraged radicalism both for domestic political reasons and to combat Soviet encroachment. The Pakistani government, with U.S. support, established bases in its territory for Afghan mujahedeen (religious warriors) fighting the Red Army.  When Afghanistan descended into chaos in the '90s following the Soviet withdrawal, Pakistan intervened by building the Taliban into an organization strong enough to establish its writ at least throughout the Pashtun lands. Links forged in the anti-Soviet war between Pashtun mujahedeen and Arabs from the Persian Gulf remained strong enough to bring Osama bin Laden to the territory controlled by mujahedeen hero and Taliban leader Jalalluddin Haqqani. The 9/11 attacks were planned and organized from those bases. The 9/11 attacks caught Pakistan by surprise and forced a radical, incoherent and unanticipated change in Pakistan's policies. Under intense pressure by the U.S., including an ultimatum from Secretary of State Colin Powell, Pakistani President Pervez Musharraf chose to ally with America against Pakistan's erstwhile Afghan and Arab partners. Mr. Musharraf long tried to channel his own and U.S operations narrowly against al Qaeda while diverting them from the remnants of the Taliban (whom elements of the Pakistani intelligence services continued to support).  But U.S. pressure to act in Pakistan's tribal areas and the inexorable logic of the conflict led Pakistan to take actions that brought it into open conflict with some insurgent groups. Those groups in turn came to see Pakistan itself as their main enemy. By 2004, Pakistan faced a serious and growing insurgency in its tribal areas. By 2008 that insurgency had spread beyond the tribal areas into more settled areas such as the Swat River Valley. By 2009 it had metastasized to the point where Punjabis and not just Pashtuns were fighting the Pakistani government. Pakistan turned an important—and little noticed—corner in its fight against its own Islamist insurgents this summer. The Pakistani military drove the Pakistani Taliban out of Swat and the surrounding areas, including much of the northern part of the tribal areas. Most recently, Pakistani military operations (with covert American support) decapitated the most dangerous Pakistani Taliban group based in Waziristan by killing its leader, Beitullah Mehsud. He was thought to be responsible for the assassination of Benazir Bhutto.  In contrast with previous such efforts, the current Pakistani government has retained significant military force in all of these areas and so far appears to be continuing the fight even after these successes. Remarkably, the combat divisions now holding Swat and other areas in the northwest of Pakistan are among those most critical to Pakistan's strategy to defend against the always-feared Indian attack. But as American and NATO forces in Afghanistan discovered, the fight against the Taliban must be pursued on both sides of the border. Pakistan's successes have been assisted by the deployment of American conventional forces along the Afghanistan border opposite the areas in which Pakistani forces were operating, particularly in Konar and Khowst Provinces.  Those forces have not so much interdicted the border crossings (almost impossible in such terrain) as they have created conditions unfavorable to the free movement of insurgents. They have conducted effective counterinsurgency operations in areas that might otherwise provide sanctuary to insurgents fleeing Pakistani operations (Nangarhar and Paktia provinces especially, in addition to Konar and Khowst). Without those operations, Pakistan's insurgents would likely have found new safe havens in those provinces, rendering the painful progress made by Pakistan's military irrelevant.  Pakistan's stability cannot be secured solely within its borders any more than can Afghanistan's. Militant Islam can be defeated only by waging a proper counterinsurgency campaign on both sides of the border.  
Instability Turn
Withdrawal causes Islamist to gain influence over Pakistani nuclear arsenal

Steve Coll, president of New America Foundation, won award for outstanding foreign reporting, November 16th, 2009, “What if we fail in Afghanistan” Accessed 7/26/10, http://www.newyorker.com/online/blogs/stevecoll/2009/11/what-if-we-fail-in-afghanistan.html 

Last week, I found myself at yet another think tank-type meeting about Afghan policy choices. Toward the end, one of the participants, who had long experience in government, asked a deceptively simple question: What would happen if we failed? Momentum for a Taliban Revolution in Pakistan: If the Quetta Shura (Mullah Omar’s outfit, the former Islamic Emirate of Afghanistan, now in exile in Pakistan) regained power in Kandahar or Kabul, it would undoubtedly interpret its triumph as a ticket to further ambition in Pakistan. Al Qaeda’s leaders, if they survived American drone attacks, would encourage this narrative and support it as best they could. The Pakistani Taliban would likely be energized, armed and financed by the Afghan Taliban as they pursued their own revolutionary ambitions in Islamabad. In response, the international community would undoubtedly fall back in defense of the Pakistani constitutional state, such as it is. However, the West would find the Pakistan Army and its allies in Riyadh and perhaps even Beijing even more skeptical than they are now about the American-led agenda. In this scenario, as in the past, Pakistan’s generals would be tempted to negotiate an accommodation with the Taliban, Afghan and Pakistani alike, to the greatest possible extent, in defiance of Washington’s preferences. The net result might well be an increase in Islamist influence over the Pakistani nuclear arsenal, if not an outright loss of control. 
Withdrawal creates a much larger probability of Indo-Pak war than the status quo
Steve Coll, president of New America Foundation, won award for outstanding foreign reporting, November 16th, 2009, “What if we fail in Afghanistan” Accessed 7/26/10, http://www.newyorker.com/online/blogs/stevecoll/2009/11/what-if-we-fail-in-afghanistan.html
Last week, I found myself at yet another think tank-type meeting about Afghan policy choices. Toward the end, one of the participants, who had long experience in government, asked a deceptively simple question: What would happen if we failed? Increased Islamist Violence Against India, Increasing the Likelihood of Indo-Pakistani War: The Taliban and Al Qaeda are anti-American, yes. But they are equally determined to wage war against India’s secular, Hindu-dominated democracy. The Pakistani Taliban, whose momentum would be increased by Taliban success in Afghanistan, consist in part of Punjab-based, ardently anti-Indian Islamist groups, such as Lashkar-e-Taiba, which carried out the spectacular raid on Mumbai a year ago. The probable knock-on effect of a second Taliban revolution Afghanistan would be to increase the likelihood of irregular Islamist attacks from Pakistan against Indian targets—not only the traditional target set in Indian-held Kashmir, but in New Delhi, Mumbai, and other cities, as has occurred periodically during the last decade. In time, democratic Indian governments would be pressed by their electorates to respond with military force. This in turn would present, repetitively, the problem of managing the role of nuclear weapons in a prospective fourth Indo-Pakistani war.  

Instability Turn

Withdrawal strengthens al qaeda – creates unique risk of major terror strike on US – lack capabilities now so only risk of a turn
Steve Coll, president of New America Foundation, won award for outstanding foreign reporting, November 16th, 2009, “What if we fail in Afghanistan” Accessed 7/26/10, http://www.newyorker.com/online/blogs/stevecoll/2009/11/what-if-we-fail-in-afghanistan.html 

Last week, I found myself at yet another think tank-type meeting about Afghan policy choices. Toward the end, one of the participants, who had long experience in government, asked a deceptively simple question: What would happen if we failed? Increased Al Qaeda Ambitions Against Britain and the United States: Deliberately, I would list this problem as fourth in severity in my initial straw-man forecast. Al Qaeda’s current capability to carry out disruptive attacks on American soil is very low. Still, it is absurd to think, as some in the Obama Adminsitration apparently have argued, that Al Qaeda would not be strengthened by a Taliban revolution in Afghanistan. Of course it would. Whether this strengthening would directly or quickly threaten the security of American civilians is another question. London might well be more vulnerable than New York during the ensuing five or ten years after an Afghan Taliban revolution. The Afghan Taliban are essentially inseparable from the Pakistani Taliban. Because of the size and character of the Pakistani diaspora in Britain, currently, there are about six hundred thousand annual visits by civilians between the two countries, a flow of individuals that is almost impossible to police effectively. Therefore, as recent terrorist-criminal cases in Britain document, bad guys periodically get through the border. By comparison, the post-9/11 American border is much harder for Pakistani- or Afghanistan-originated terrorists to penetrate. Still, in a civil war-ridden, Taliban-influenced Afghan state Al Qaeda’s playbook against the United States would expand. As 9/11 and the current creativity of the regionally focussed Taliban amply demonstrate, their potential should not be complacently underestimated. If they did get through and score another lucky goal, it is easy to imagine the prospective consequences for American politics and for the constitution.  

Stability Advantage – Surge Solving Now

Surge Solving Afghan stability now – several reasons

James Blitz June 13, 2010 (Financial Times, Http://Www.Ft.Com/Cms/S/0/E9511e06-7707-11df-Ba79-

00144feabdc0.Html Mcchrystal Squares Up To Big Challenges)

In a Financial Times interview last week, Gen McChrystal made clear that he has reason to be satisfied on several fronts. First, he now has sufficient troops on the ground to move forward. When he arrived in Kabul the alliance effort in Afghanistan was under-resourced and the insurgency growing. Now nearly all the 30,000 additional troops sought by Barack Obama, US president, last autumn have arrived. As a result, he says, the Nato operation is “much more effective”  and “we have built the foundation to move forward”. Second, there has been significant growth in the Afghan National Security Forces, essential if Nato is eventually to hand over security control and leave. The army and police have grown in size by some 50 per cent over the past year and may well reach growth targets for October ahead of schedule. There are still problems with the quality of personnel, especially in the police, but the general believes that this and the scale of
training are improving. Third, there is a more constructive relationship between the US and Hamid Karzai, Afghan president, than was the case a year ago. Last autumn Washington was openly hostile to Mr Karzai, indicating he was not a credible partner. It now realises that forging a good relationship is the only sensible way forward. Mr Karzai is still a difficult partner, as was shown earlier this month when he sacked two senior Afghan security ministers with whom Nato has worked closely. But Gen McChrystal is relaxed about this: “It shows it’s a government that actually works, that can find people and replace people, almost like a body breathing.”

Stability Advantage – US not key cause of insurgency

US presence isn’t the route cause of Pashtun resentment

William Dalrymple, award-winning Historian for International studies, July 6th, 2010, “India and Pakistan’s Proxy War” Accessed 7/26/10, http://despardes.com/?p=17049 

The problem remains that we continue to view the situation in Afghanistan through western eyes, as a battle between the US and Nato against al-Qaida and the Taliban – an impression William Hague’s speech yesterday underlined. But this has long ceased to be the main issue, and British troops are now caught up in a complex local and regional conflict that has completely changed the nature of the war. Internally, the war is viewed primarily as a Pashtun rebellion against a Tajik, Uzbek and Hazara-dominated regime, which has only a fig leaf of Pashtun window-dressing in the person of Karzai. For although Karzai is a Pashtun, under his watch Nato installed the Northern Alliance in Kabul and drove out of power Afghanistan’s Pashtun majority. In this way we unwittingly took sides in the Afghan civil war that began in the 1970s – siding with the north against the south, the town against the country, secularism against Islam, and the Tajiks against the Pashtuns. We installed a government and trained up an army that in many ways discriminated against the Pashtun majority, and whose top-down constitution allowed for little federalism or regional representation. No matter how much western liberals may dislike the Taliban, they are in many ways the authentic voice of rural Pashtun conservatism, whose wishes are ignored by the government in Kabul and who are largely excluded from power.  

Stability Advantage – Alt Causes

Ethnic tensions threaten to destabilize Afghanistan

Katherine Adeney, Senior Lecturer in Politics at the University of Sheffield, United Kingdom, Caliber, University of California Press, Septermber 4, 2008, “Constitutional Design and the Political Salience of “Community” and Identity in Afghanistan”,   d.a. July 21, 2010 available at:  http://caliber.ucpress.net.proxy1.cl.msu.edu/doi/pdf/10.1525/as.2008.48.4.535 

Although other issues such as security, opium production, economic development, and the prosecution of war criminals appear to be more prominent in Afghanistan’s political agenda at present, serious ethnic tensions could easily reassert themselves. They could especially emerge if it is perceived that progress, or the lack thereof, on these other issues discriminates between Afghanistan’s various communities. Thus, ethnic harmony within Afghanistan may, in reality, be much more precarious than is often assumed. 


Hoarded power will alienate ethnicities- lead to internal dissent

Katherine Adeney, Senior Lecturer in Politics at the University of Sheffield, United Kingdom, Caliber, University of California Press, Septermber 4, 2008, “Constitutional Design and the Political Salience of “Community” and Identity in Afghanistan”,   d.a. July 21, 2010 available at:  http://caliber.ucpress.net.proxy1.cl.msu.edu/doi/pdf/10.1525/as.2008.48.4.535 

Centralization without power-sharing at the center in ethnically divided societies has the potential to alienate ethnic communities, especially if they are territorially concentrated and a minority in the state as a whole. This is a very real danger in Afghanistan, particularly in regard to the Hazaras and Uzbeks, even though Afghan provinces are not all homogeneous along ethnic lines. Although Afghanistan is not in danger of de facto centralization —it is not for nothing that President Karzai has been described as being merely the mayor of Kabul—if the provincial councils are unable to be effective institutions of government, an ethnic backlash could further undermine the sense of national identity. This will be compounded if the center becomes paralyzed in the absence of strong political parties. The provincial councils realized this, and demanded “increased powers and resources through a resolution collectively adopted” on March 1, 2006.73 Yet, little progress has been made on this issue, portending center-periphery problems to come with possible ethnic dimensions as well. 

A2:  Pakistan – No Coup

Insurgents won’t take over Pakistan – multiple reasons.

Christian Science Monitor ’09 DA: 7/26/10, Ben Arnoldy, staff writer, “Why the Taliban Won’t Take Over Pakistan”, June 8, 2009
But experts note that, even if the current operation by the Pakistani military stalls, or the Taliban return to areas they've been ousted from, the insurgents may not significantly expand their footprint in the country anytime soon. For reasons of geography, ethnicity, military inferiority, and ancient rivalries, they represent neither the immediate threat that is often portrayed nor the inevitable victors that the West fears. "The Americans have become paranoid about Pakistan," says Talat Masood, a retired Pakistani military general. "They are losing their objectivity, and I think they need a reality check." 
Pakistan takeover claims are false- driven by ungrounded fear

Jonathan Paris, Islamic movement analyst, fellow at the Hudson Institute, 2010. D.a: July 26, 2010, http://www.li.com/attachments/ProspectsForPakistan.pdf 

One of the main drivers of the Pakistan policy analysis industry today is a palpable fear in the West that Pakistan is on the brink of a takeover by the Taliban or radical Islamic groups, and that such a takeover will not only destabilise the region and especially India with its large Muslim minority, but will also enable international terrorist networks to gain access to Pakistan’s nuclear weapons. This Report rejects this scenario. Such cases that envision a wholesale reconfiguration of state power and interests are relatively unlikely to occur – particularly over the next several years. It is, however, quite likely that Islamist groups will continue to play a significant and multifaceted role in Pakistan over this period.   
Electorate proves there’s no support for a mass movement- takes out their radical takeover internal link

Jonathan Paris, Islamic movement analyst, fellow at the Hudson Institute, 2010. D.a: July 26, 2010, http://www.li.com/attachments/ProspectsForPakistan.pdf 

There is little reason to expect that the religious parties will substantially increase their share of the electorate in the foreseeable future. The JUI’s electoral base is concentrated in the NWFP and a few small pockets of Punjab province. The factors which constrain its electoral growth have less to do with its rhetoric and policy positions than with the structure of the Pakistani party system, namely, • the presence of a credible, aggregating right-of-centre mainstream party, the Pakistan Muslim League led by Nawaz Sharif; • the JUI’s close association with Pashtun leaders and ethnic issues; and • the party’s madrassa-based platform. The more extroverted JI, with its ideological relations to the Muslim Brotherhood, has greater potential to expand its voter base over the long-term as it is less bound to specific geographic or ethnic constituencies. JI has proven it can build support among new ethnic and social groups. But it too is likely to encounter trouble breaking out of its role as a niche/swing player in the Pakistani party system. Whilst it has shown time and time again that it is able to shape the public debate on issues of Islam and national security, it has not shown that it can attract a mass following. Participation in the JI requires high commitment, and many sympathisers choose instead to join right-of-centre parties such as the PML-N which have a better chance of electoral success and follow-on benefits from patronage. To summarise, the fortunes of the religious parties in the political space will likely continue to wax and wane, but not approach anything like a takeover of the government, much less the state.  
Rising Pakistan Democracy will solve extremism now

Farrukh Khan Pitafi, a columnist for middle east issues, July 22nd, 2010, “A letter to Mrs. Sonia Ghandi”, Accessed 7/26/10,  http://www.dailytimes.com.pk/default.asp?page=2010%5C07%5C22%5Cstory_22-7-2010_pg3_5 

Respected ma’am, the absence of a stable democracy in Pakistan is the reason why extremists were allowed to grow in Pakistan. Today, there is a democratic government in Islamabad. If the democratic process continues, I am sure the country will grow in pluralism and extremists will find no place to hide. However, there is need to stress one point here. India too has its own brand of hardliners. You will also have to give no audience to them. India and Pakistan have tried to destroy each other but the two countries still exist. Let us come to terms with this reality and build peace.  
A2:  Pakistan – alt causes
No solvency- too many alt causes to instability

Paavan, Cozay Africa, 2010. “Major problems facing Pakistan today.” D.a. July 22, 2010, http://cozay.com/PROBLEMS-FACING-PAKISTAN-TODAY.php
Pakistan was established in 1947 and since its inception, it has been surrounded by countless issues including but not limited to ill-formed/missing infrastructure, insufficient refined resources, barren or obsolete factories and technologies, imposed conflicts at Kashmir and other fronts and an ever-ready enemy to underscore all the efforts towards progress. Despite it being rich on raw resources thus far Pakistan is a developing country with limited development in every era due to the problems it faces. In the following text we will shed some light on some of the major problems faced today by Pakistan as a country.  According to an analysis conducted by the government of Pakistan and published at hec. Gov .pk(the higher education commission of Pakistan) shows that the poverty has increased roughly from 30% to 40% during the past decade. Consider that if 40%of a country’s population is earning their life below the poverty-line in which the people are deprived of basic necessities of life such as clothing, shelter,food, education and medication, such families and their children will be forced to think of their survival only. Literacy is defined as persons aged 15 or above who can “read” and “write”.According to this definition, Pakistanis officially reported to have 50% literacy rate. Which means half of its population is illiterate. With such family backgrounds, inflation, poverty and child labor this rate is expected to increase in future. Even for those who are termed as “Literate” are only able to read and write, which in today’s technology oriented world is still considered as illiteracy. Majority of the people forming the top controlling tier is almost unaware of technologies and technical mindset. Thus, causing the country to adopt the new technologies at a snail’s speed.     Pakistan is suffering from a fatal problem known as “Establishment”. Every vital department in Pakistan is controlled by the so called “Establishment”. Establishment is a network of key positions in almost all the departments in the country. This network provides support and safe backing to their “touts” to ensure that they remain in control. The roots of this establishment may very well be deep inside underworld and secret agencies of the dominating nations. It is interesting to note that due to the international interference and manipulation the very same people that we label as corrupt just sometime ago, blame and rebuke, come back to govern us after a couple of years again and people welcome them with open arms. A common English saying goes as “fool me once, shame on you, fool me twice, shame on me”. This is probably also the main reason why the political process in Pakistan is not let to prosper. Soon after its inception the sincere and loyal politicians were removed from the main stream and only dummy agents and rubber stamps are put in place, while all the decisions are made outside the country.    
Environmental degradation leads to all instability in Pakistan

Dawn Media Group, by Ardeshir Cowasjee, “Environmental ‘Strategic Depth’” Feb 14, 2010, d.a. July 22, 2010 at: http://www.dawn.com/wps/wcm/connect/dawn-content-library/dawn/the-newspaper/columnists/12-environmental-strategic-depth-420--bi-06
Those who can comprehend the title, read on. A news item, ‘Pakistan most vulnerable to climate change’ (Dawn, Feb 5) probably escaped the attention of many. It told us: “It was bad news all around when environment experts on Thursday reiterated before the parliamentarians that Pakistan was the most vulnerable country to the impacts of climate change.  “In the first meeting of the Climate Change Sub-Committee of the National Assembly Standing Committee on Environment, the experts warned that melting rate of glaciers would increase in Pakistan’s mountain ranges such as Karakoram and Hindukush, resulting in flash floods. ... ‘Crops will be affected resulting in lower productivity and production. Outbreak and spread of diseases, shifting in cropping patterns, soil erosion, salinity and water logging, increased trans-boundary movement of pests and disease are some of the serious challenges,’ said a participant.”  We in Pakistan are perhaps just beginning to comprehend that there exist phenomena called ‘climate change’ and ‘environment’. Nothing serious is being done by parliament, the environment ministry, the protection agencies, the industrial associations (who are among the worst polluters), or the urban municipal bodies, despite the World Bank’s 2006 assessment that Pakistan’s environmental degradation is equivalent to six per cent of GDP.   Some indicators of local significance accorded to these critical issues are: (a) the government’s task force on climate change has not met in two years; (b) President Asif Zardari, who led our UN delegation in September 2009, was too busy with personal matters to attend Ban Ki-Moon’s environment summit for 100 heads of countries and instead sent his then advisor on petroleum affairs Dr Asim Hussain; (c) at the Copenhagen Conference on Climate Change in November 2009, almost every national delegation was led by a head of state or government, but again Asim Hussain was sent.  One observation must be repeated: to appreciate the intimate connection between Pakistan’s political/economic woes and climate change, “many of the tensions and conflicts that exist in Pakistan are related to environmental problems generated by ‘islands of prosperity’ in ‘oceans of poverty’.”   As is being increasingly perceived around the world, climate change, brought about by destruction of the environment and use of fossil fuels is no longer merely an economic or environmental issue.  Margaret Beckett, once the UK’s first woman foreign secretary, recently stated: “Anyone wanting to trace the links between what science is telling us about physical impacts and the broader ramifications for our security would do well to read a startling report…. The Military Advisory Board is a group of the most respected retired admirals and generals in the United States.  “…They are about as far as you can get from the old stereotype of a tree-hugging environmentalist. And yet in that report they state, categorically, that projected climate change poses a serious threat to America’s national security. It is, they say ‘a threat multiplier for instability in some of the most volatile regions of the world’. In other words, an unstable climate will make the very kinds of tensions and conflicts that the Security Council deals with, day in day-out, yet more frequent and even more severe.”  
A2:  Pakistan – alt causes

Water disputes destabilize Indo/Pak- Militants use any grievance to recruit
The International Herald Tribune, by Lydia Polgreen and Sabrina Tavernise July 21, 2010. Lexis, d.a. 7-26-10. “Kashmir dam raises tensions; Pakistan fears India will gain new power over a limited war supply”

In this high Himalayan valley on the Indian-controlled side of Kashmir, the latest battle line between India and Pakistan has been drawn. This time it is not the ground underfoot, which has been disputed since the bloody partition of British India in 1947, but the water hurtling from mountain glaciers to farmers' parched fields in the agricultural heartland of Pakistan.  Indian workers here are racing to construct an expensive hydroelectric dam in a remote valley near here, one of several it plans to build over the next decade to feed the rapidly growing but power-starved economy in India.  In Pakistan, the project raises fears that India, its archrival and the upriver nation, would have the power to manipulate the water flowing to its agriculture industry - a quarter of its economy and employer of half its population. It recently filed a case with the international arbitration court to stop it.  Water has become a growing source of tension in many parts of the world between nations striving for growth. Several African countries have fought over water rights to the Nile. Israel and Jordan have competing claims to the Jordan River. Across the Himalayas, China's own dam projects have piqued India, a rival for regional and perhaps, one day, even global power.  But the fight here is adding a new layer of volatility at a critical moment to one of the most fraught relationships anywhere, one between mutually distrustful, nuclear-armed nations that have already fought three wars.  The dispute threatens to upset delicate negotiations to renew peace talks, which have been stalled since Pakistani militants killed more than 160 people in attacks in Mumbai in 2008. The United States has been particularly keen to ease tensions so that Pakistan can divert troops and matériel from its border with India to its frontier with Afghanistan to fight Taliban insurgents.   Jamaat-u-Dawa, the charity wing of Lashkar-e-Taiba, the militant group behind the Mumbai attacks, has retooled its public relations effort around the water dispute; it once focused almost entirely on land claims to Kashmir. Hafiz Saeed, Jamaat's leader, now uses the issue in his Friday sermons to whip up fresh anger.  There is no doubt that the water is critical to both nations. The agricultural heartland in Pakistan contains the world's largest contiguous irrigation system, water experts say. It has also become an increasingly fertile recruiting ground for militant groups, who play on a lack of opportunity and abundant anti-India sentiment.  
Baluchistan instability crushes Indo/Pak relations- withdrawal can’t solve

Radio Free Europe, July 20, 2010, “Unrest in Baluchistan Contributes to Regional Tensions”, lexis, d.a. July 21, 2010, contributor Abdul Hai Kakar
Extremist groups, secessionist movements, and grinding poverty and oppression are all contributing to instability in Baluchistan, a vast desert region spanning Pakistan, Afghanistan, and Iran along the Arabian Sea shoreline. Islamabad and Tehran face active insurgencies in their parts of Baluchistan. Developments in the region affect relations between Pakistan, India, Iran, and Afghanistan, delaying plans for economic and energy cooperation.  It was not surprising, then, when a much-anticipated meeting on July 15 between the Indian and Pakistani foreign ministers ended without progress. The meeting -- the first high-level Indian visit to Islamabad since the deadly Mumbai attacks in November 2008 -- fell victim to public accusations over Baluchistan, proving that this remote and impoverished province may have superseded even Kashmir as the biggest thorn in bilateral relations.   
Alt Cause - Baluuchi insurgents make Pakistan instability inevitable
Radio Free Europe, July 20, 2010, “Unrest in Baluchistan Contributes to Regional Tensions”, lexis, d.a. July 21, 2010, contributor Abdul Hai Kakar
Instability in Baluchistan has stalled economic cooperation.  After 10 years of negotiations, Tehran and Islamabad signed a $7 billion gas-pipeline project last month that will provide gas to energy-starved Pakistan for 25 years beginning in 2015. Another pipeline project -- the Turkmenistan-Afghanistan-Pakistan-India route -- even has support from the Asian Development Bank. But both might become targets for Baluchi insurgents, who have long targeted domestic gas pipelines.  Islamabad looks askance at a New Delhi-financed road network which links Afghanistan to the southeastern Iranian port of Chabahar. Tehran hopes the free-trade zone will attract business from across Central Asia. China has bankrolled a rival port in Gawadar along Pakistan's southwestern Arabian Sea shores. Islamabad and Beijing want to turn it into a major industrial and transport hub with links to Central Asia and western China.  The nearly million-square-kilometer Baluchi territories spark intense competition among states who see the region as prized real estate in the heart of Asia.  "Baluch lands span South Asia, Central Asia, and South Asia," says veteran journalist Siddiq Baloch, who is based in Quetta, the capital of Pakistan's Baluchistan Province. "Thus, its presence in these regions makes it important for regional states, and whoever controls it also dominates these regions."  But the more than 8 million predominantly pastoral Baluchis are an impoverished lot. They face state discrimination in Iran and Pakistan and wait for a day when their lives will be more important to regional states than the mineral resources and trade routes in their lands.  
A2:  Indo Pak War – Impact D

India and Pakistan have no incentive to fight – Kashmir is no longer an escalation point and army prevents insecurity in Afghanistan from spilling over

Schofield ’08 Victoria Schofield, “Kashmiri separatism and Pakistan in the current global environment”, Contemporary South Asia, 16 (1), (March, 2008) 83-92, Senior Member, Lady Margaret Hall, Routledge Taylor & Francis Group, DA: 7/21/10
Nonetheless, two decades since militancy began in the region, the focus has shifted away from Kashmir to the west and what is happening in Afghanistan and Pakistan’s untamed Federally-Administered Tribal Areas. As a result, the pressure is already off India to make any compromises and the conversion of the Line of Control into the international frontier still remains the most probable outcome of the 60-year dispute (with perhaps several more points of entry and exit in addition to the Srinagar – Muzaffarabad bus route opened in 2005). Pakistan’s re-evaluation of its policy also indicates that, like India, its citizens recognise there is far more to be gained economically and socially from resolving their differences than from continued hostility. Much as the Pakistan Government may want to keep its options open, it is unlikely that the Kashmir issue will be, as was previously believed, a nuclear flashpoint or cause the two countries to go to war again. It was at one time thought that the Pakistan Army would never permit a resolution of the Kashmir issue because its importance (and budget) would be reduced. However, the situation both internally and in relation to Afghanistan and the tribal territories is so explosive that the army seems assured of continuing to play a leading role in safeguarding the country’s security, regardless of what happens in Kashmir. Until there is an actual resolution of the issue, its significant presence in the Northern Areas, bordering Ladakh and the Valley of Kashmir can also be rationalised. 
No chance of war or nuclear use

Enders ’02 “Experts say nuclear war still unlikely,”, David Enders, Daily News Editor, January 30th 2002, DA: 7/26/10, http://www.michigandaily.com/content/experts-say-nuclear-war-still-unlikely?page=0,0

University political science Prof. Ashutosh Varshney becomes animated when asked about the likelihood of nuclear war between India and Pakistan. "Odds are close to zero," Varshney said forcefully, standing up to pace a little bit in his office. "The assumption that India and Pakistan cannot manage their nuclear arsenals as well as the U.S.S.R. and U.S. or Russia and China concedes less to the intellect of leaders in both India and Pakistan than would be warranted.” The world"s two youngest nuclear powers first tested weapons in 1998, sparking fear of subcontinental nuclear war a fear Varshney finds ridiculous. "The decision makers are aware of what nuclear weapons are, even if the masses are not," he said. "Watching the evening news, CNN, I think they have vastly overstated the threat of nuclear war," political science Prof. Paul Huth said. Varshney added that there are numerous factors working against the possibility of nuclear war. "India is committed to a no-first-strike policy," Varshney said. "It is virtually impossible for Pakistan to go for a first strike, because the retaliation would be gravely dangerous." Political science Prof. Kenneth Lieberthal, a former special assistant to President Clinton at the National Security Council, agreed. "Usually a country that is in the position that Pakistan is in would not shift to a level that would ensure their total destruction," Lieberthal said, making note of India"s considerably larger nuclear arsenal. "American intervention is another reason not to expect nuclear war," Varshney said. "If anything has happened since September 11, it is that the command control system has strengthened. The trigger is in very safe hands." 
Conflict has reached a stalemate – no escalation

Jaishankar & Mukherjee ’09 http://www.brookings.edu/opinions/2009/0115_kashmir.aspx, DA: 7/26/10, “The Limits of US Diplomacy in Kashmir, Dhruva Jaishankar, Research Assistant, Foreign Policy, Anit Mukherjee, PhD candidate, SAIS, JHU
Over the last four years, an India-Pakistan peace process has made steady steps towards a mutually acceptable settlement. The so-called ‘composite dialogue’ between the two states, reinforced by back-channel talks between representatives of both countries’ leaders, made significant, albeit slow-moving, progress before it was derailed by domestic political turbulence in Pakistan and recurring terrorist attacks in India, Mumbai being but the latest – and most high profile – example. Despite these setbacks, most Indian and Pakistani policymakers still believe that their two countries have reached a mutually hurting stalemate, which cannot end without a lasting bilateral settlement. Indian strategists have made sustained calls for a 'grand bargain’ with Pakistan, and Pakistani President Asif Ali Zardari has followed Pervez Musharraf in making conciliatory statements regarding India. The two countries have moved towards lowering trade barriers (including in Kashmir) and greater regional cooperation. Yet for four reasons, active American engagement on Kashmir by the incoming administration risks reversing such positive developments. 
A2:  Indo Pak War – Dialogue solving now

Indo Pak dialogue coming now – Pakistan is pushing – solves regional stability

Right Vision News, 10 (“Pakistan: Peace, stability in region linked to good relations with India: Nawaz”, 6/2/10, Lexis)
Lahore, June 02 -- PML-N Chief Mian Nawaz Sharif has linked peace and stability in the region with good ties with India and termed resumption of composite dialogues between India and Pakistan as need of time in the longer interest of both the countries. PML-N Chief Mian Nawaz Sharif held meeting with Indian High Commissioner in Pakistan Sharat Sabarwal in Raiwind House on Monday and pointed out that despite facing menace of terrorism from forefront Pakistan has been playing a key role for restoration of peace in the region. He also emphasized that Pakistan has been committed to purge the region from the menaces of terrorism and extremism adding that for restoration of peace and stability in the region both India and Pakistan should resume composite dialogue process to address their prevailing controversies on Kashmir issue, Water and SirCreek. PML-N Chief also hoped that the courage and persistence that Pakistani nation has been demonstrating against menace of terrorism, the day is not been far away when Pakistanis will emerge as developed and progressive nation of the world.
That solves tensions and conflict
Farzand Ahmed, Author on International Relations, February 6th, 2010, India Today, “Indo-Pak talk will stabilize the region” Accessed 7/26/10, http://indiatoday.intoday.in/site/Story/82764/Indo-Pak+talk+will+stabilise+region:+US+.html 
Meanwhile Dawn and The News reported from Washington that the United States have described the dialogue as key to progress towards regional stability. It has been encouraging steps by both India and Pakistan to reduce tension and increase cooperation.  "We certainly have been encouraging steps that both Pakistan and India could take to address mutual concerns and to take appropriate measures so that tensions can be reduced, cooperation can be increased, and as a result, you have a more stable region that is focused on threats - both interests that they share and threats that they share," a senior State Department spokesman said. Assistant Secretary of State Philip J Crowley said the Obama Administration believes that dialogue between India, Pakistan and Afghanistan is vitally important. "We are supportive of dialogue among India, Pakistan, and Afghanistan as a key component of moving ahead and achieving a stable region." Crowley spoke at the daily briefing as prospects brightened for resumption of Indo-Pak talks stalled since November 2008 terrorist attacks in Mumbai. Officials from the South Asian nuclear powers indicated that they would be willing to put the dialogue process back on track.  

A2:  Indo Pak War – Nuclear Arsenals Secure/no accidents

India doesn’t fear Pakistani nukes – its perceived as defensive, new agreement solves accidents and arsenal stability and spills over to reliable arms control
Pyotr Goncharov. 01/25/08. “Is Nuclear Pakistan Really Dangerous?” Russian News and Information Agency. Moscow. Accessed 7/26/10 http://en.rian.ru/analysis/20080125/97772224.htm  

A Muslim state with nuclear weapons and extremists is also testing missiles? But this criticism is hardly justified. What should Pakistan do if it has nuclear warheads? It couldn't possibly carry them by aircraft.  Needless to say, there are some risks for the world in the Pakistani nuclear potential, but they are not much more serious than those involved in the nuclear potentials of India or Israel, the United States or Russia. Everything depends on which capital looks at these risks.  Islamabad has never concealed that its nuclear weapons are meant exclusively for India, or, to be more precise, for deterring its aggression. India is fully aware of this and, judging by all, is not too worried. Moreover, since 2005, the sides have been developing their missile potentials without creating problems for each other.  Early last year,  Pakistan and India resumed the discussion of problems in their relations. Last February, they signed an agreement on preventing the risk of accidents with nuclear weapons. It is aimed at removing the threat of nuclear confrontation and the development of reliable nuclear arms control systems.

A2:  Indo Pak War – Tensions Good

Turn: war won’t escalate – indo pak escalation will stay limited and is key to success of war on terror, Pakistan stability and solving insurgency in afghanistan

Young ’09 David H. Young, Dawn.com, DA: 7/26/10, “Indo-Pak tensions and US options,”
IN the wake of the terrorist attacks in Mumbai, Pakistan’s government is scrambling to show grief-stricken Indians and the world that Pakistan is actually able and eager to mount successful counterterrorist operations. In the meantime, India is still considering its military options, and the US is finding itself in the awkward position of biased mediator, but a mediator with options, nonetheless. Indian ire in the immediate aftermath of the attacks was so unmistakable that it prompted Islamabad to sound the loudest alarm bell in its arsenal: insisting that it could only fight one war at a time, Pakistan warned Washington that a vengeful India would compel Islamabad to redeploy the 100,000 troops currently assisting the US war on terror in northwest Pakistan to its eastern border. Hearing the message, President Bush dispatched Secretary of State Condoleezza Rice to Delhi to calm the Indians to ensure that Pakistan has the resources and flexibility to fight the militants. Yet from Washington’s perspective, both the political and military implications of heightened tensions between India and Pakistan — especially the kind that involves Pakistani troop movements — open many new doors to a war on terror that appears increasingly bleak. First, India is not alone in its profuse criticism of Pakistan’s failure to fight the very terrorists it bred during the anti-Soviet Afghan jihad in the 1980s. Seven long years into the war on terror, Washington remains convinced that Pakistan is still unwilling and/or unable to make good on its counterterrorism commitments. It was difficult enough to compel Islamabad to deploy 20 per cent of its roughly half-million-man army to the northwestern border during President Bush’s first term, and that contribution only led to a steadfast resurgence of the Afghan Taliban and the near-steroidal growth of the Pakistani Taliban. Facing dim prospects, over the last 18 months the Americans have begun taking matters into their own hands and dispatched much-resented unmanned aerial vehicles to kill senior Taliban and Al Qaeda leaders with greater frequency. With president-elect Barack Obama insisting that he will allocate more US soldiers and resources to the ‘real’ war on terror in Afghanistan and Pakistan, Washington’s relationship with Islamabad has nowhere to go but down, especially as the Pakistani Taliban rip the country apart. It is in this context that a redeployment of Pakistani troops frightens Washington. But according to a flood of recent press reports, if India seems likely to attack Pakistan, then both the Pakistan Army and the militants they are supposed to destroy could find themselves facing the same grave threat in India. Various militant factions and supporters of the Taliban — all the way from South Waziristan to the Swat Valley — could put their wars with Nato and Islamabad on hold and find their way to Kashmir or the Indian border. In the meantime, US and Nato forces in Afghanistan would be in the unfamiliar position of having neither friends nor foes on the other side of the Afghan/Pakistan border. And this would present Washington with equally unfamiliar flexibility. The US presidential transition could alter this dynamic, but under these circumstances, the most likely benefit to the US would manifest in southern Afghanistan, where the resurgent Afghan Taliban would face potentially crippled supply lines of weapons and equipment, which are currently flowing from the Pakistani Taliban and the tribal clans loyal to them in the NWFP and especially Fata. If those middlemen are busy at Pakistan’s eastern border, there will be fewer available at the western border. Another possibility is that, like their Pakistani counterparts, the Afghan Taliban might also flock to the Indian border or LoC to fight the Indians. Numerous Taliban leaders and foot soldiers are foreign-born and tied to the militant Pakhtun world by marriage and lifestyle; but many are jihadists at heart and would drool at the prospect of a glorious war on numerous fronts. Though less likely, in either scenario, the Afghan Taliban would be stretched uncharacteristically thin without support from across the border, and the US/Nato/Afghan forces would be less hindered to improve security and perhaps earn a little loyalty from local Pakhtun tribes in southern Afghanistan. At the very least, there would be fewer obstacles to US intelligence gathering and infiltration, which is always in desperate need of a boost. Either way, however, a substantive contingent of the Pakistani Taliban and their supporters will probably remain in the NWFP/Fata and continue supporting the Afghan Taliban. In the end, Pakhtuns are notoriously territorial, and some will not be interested in repelling the Indians from the land of their ethnic rivals in Pakistan’s eastern provinces. In this case, Washington would be able to test Pakistan’s claim that — as limited as Islamabad’s assistance has been since 2001 — the war on terror would be in a far worse state without Pakistan’s help. Wilfully testing this claim has always been too risky for the US because the price of being wrong could be frightfully high. But if Islamabad refuses to keep its contingent of soldiers on Pakistan’s western border anyway, then as a silver lining, Washington might be able to test this notion and use it as a basis for strengthening or drastically altering the US-Pakistan relationship. After all, even if every observant western official already knows that little will change on the ground without the Pakistani soldiers, then mounds of supporting evidence for such assertions would be critical for the Obama administration to justify greater and deeper incursions into northwestern Pakistan to eliminate Al Qaeda and its support structure. Naturally, Washington will have to test these waters more before diving in, but the situation in Pakistan is likely to get much worse before it gets any better. Given the presidential transition in Washington, it is still unclear if the US will be in a position to improvise its military approach to southern Afghanistan, at least in the near term. Nevertheless, if tensions remain high between India and Pakistan, the US might benefit in the long term from the internal solidarity in Pakistan and the decreased intensity of conflict in the tribal regions on both sides of the Afghan-Pakistan border. Obviously, a calamitous war between the two South Asian rivals is far too high a price to pay to obtain a temporary calm in western Pakistan that may or may not benefit anyone. But if escalation is the path that India chooses — despite Washington’s calls for restraint — then high-octane sabre-rattling on both sides of the Indo-Pak border (especially if it lasts for many months) could actually suit Washington rather well. 
A2:  Indo Pak War – alt causes
US troops not key- hostile Pakistan government policies and extremist attacks short of a coup make the impact inevitable
Vipin Narang,  former research fellow at the Harvard Kennedy School, Belfer Center for International Affairs “Pakistan’s Nuclear Posture: Implications for South Asian Stability” January 2010 d.a. 7/26/10 http://belfercenter.ksg.harvard.edu/files/Pakistans_Nuclear_Posture_policy_brief.pdf
Since Pakistan’s adoption of an asymmetric escalation posture, South Asia has barreled toward increasing instability. Elements within Pakistan—whether explicitly or implicitly backed by the state—can now provoke India even in its metropolitan heart with virtual impunity, shielded by Pakistan’s nuclear posture. While India’s assured retaliation nuclear posture has not deterred these provocations, Pakistan’s nuclear posture has neutralized India’s conventional options for now; limited retaliation would be militarily futile, and more significant conventional retaliation is simply off the table. Pakistan’s deterrence success comes at a significant price to its security and the region’s. To ensure the credibility of the asymmetric escalation nuclear posture, Pakistan faces an unholy deterrence. In particular, the Army is forced to cede both nuclear assets and some degree of authority to lower-level officers to ensure that its nuclear weapons are usable if necessary. Many of the risks to Pakistan’s nuclear assets are well known: insider-facilitated theft, risks during transportation, and risks during crises. Especially in a crisis, the emphasis on usability may shift so severely for deterrence purposes that the risk of theft and unauthorized or accidental nuclear use may rise significantly. Perhaps the scariest implication of these arrangements is that extremist elements in Pakistan have a clear incentive to precipitate a crisis between India and Pakistan, so that Pakistan’s nuclear assets become more exposed and vulnerable to theft. Terrorist organizations in the region with nuclear ambitions, such as al-Qaida, may find no easier route to obtaining fissile material or a fully functional nuclear weapon than to attack India, thereby triggering a crisis between India and Pakistan and forcing Pakistan to ready and disperse nuclear assets—with few, if any, negative controls—and then attempting to steal the nuclear material when it is being moved or in the field, where it is less secure than in peacetime locations. 

Indo-Pak instability inevitable- India’s Cold Start policy proves

Vipin Narang,  former research fellow at the Harvard Kennedy School, Belfer Center for International Affairs “Pakistan’s Nuclear Posture: Implications for South Asian Stability” January 2010 d.a. 7/26/10 http://belfercenter.ksg.harvard.edu/files/Pakistans_Nuclear_Posture_policy_brief.pdf
India’s revisions to its conventional doctrine also pose significant future risks. To redress its perceived inability to retaliate against Pakistan-backed conventional and subconventional attacks, India’s military is moving toward its much-vaunted “Cold Start” doctrine, which envisions prepositioning holding and armored units closer to the international border to enable surprise offensives against Pakistan from a “cold start.” The aim is to reduce Indian mobilization times to enable the Indian military to rapidly achieve limited objectives below Pakistan’s nuclear threshold and before international pressure forces Indian offensives to halt. Although Cold Start is still several years away from being fully in place, there are two worrisome implications of India’s move to this revised conventional posture. First, the pressure and ability for India to act quickly once Cold Start is in place could allow military logic to outpace political deliberation. One of the key features of Indian restraint in Kargil and Operation Parakram, as well as after the Mumbai attacks, was that the political leadership had time to deliberate and, in some cases, override the military. In a Cold Start world, the emphasis on maintaining the element of surprise could result in the Indian military quickly dragging India’s political leadership into a conflict, ceding escalation control to the Indian and Pakistani militaries with potentially catastrophic consequences. Second, India’s move toward Cold Start fails to appreciate the dynamic coupling of Pakistan’s nuclear posture to India’s conventional posture. The Pakistan Army is obviously not sanguine about a conventional posture whose sole aim is to enable surprise offensives against Pakistan. Given Pakistan’s fears that any Indian military operations may threaten the existence of the state, there is little distinction between limited and total war. Thus, to deter Indian surprise offensives, Pakistan could be forced to move to a ready nuclear deterrent on near hair-trigger alert. In such a scenario, Pakistan’s asymmetric escalation nuclear posture would move to a permanent crisis footing, where the overriding emphasis on rapid usability would result in Pakistan’s nuclear weapons being highly exposed and even more vulnerable to theft and unauthorized or accidental use. This could be an intolerable risk for regional and international security.  
A2:  Terrorism = Indo Pak War

Terrorism won’t escalate indo pak conflict - Empirically proven – India won’t retaliate even with conventional weapons.
Narang ’09 “Posturing for Peace? Pakistan’s Nuclear Postures and South Asian Stability”, DA: 7/26/10, Vipin Narang is a Ph.D. candidate in the Department of Government at Harvard University and a research fellow at Harvard's Belfer Center for Science and International Affairs, Vol. 34, No. 3, pages 38-78
On November 26, 2008, terrorists from Lashkar-e-Taiba—a group historically supported by the Pakistani state—launched a daring sea assault from Karachi, Pakistan, and laid siege to India’s economic hub, Mumbai, crippling the city for three days a nd taking at least 163 lives. The world sat on edge as yet another crisis between South Asia’s two nuclear-armed states erupted with the looming risk of armed conoict. But India’s response was restrained; it did not mobilize its military forces to retaliate against either Pakistan or Lashkar camps operating there. A former Indian chief of Army Staff, Gen. Shankar Roychowdhury, bluntly stated that Pakistan’s threat of nuclear use deterred India from seriously considering conventional military strikes.1 Yet, India’s nuclear weapons capability failed to deter subconventional attacks in Mumbai and Delhi, as well as Pakistan’s conventional aggression in the 1999 Kargil War. Why are these two neighbors able to achieve such different levels of deterrence with their nuclear weapons capabilities? Do differences in how these states operationalize their nuclear capabilities—their nuclear postures—have differential effects on dispute dynamics?
A2:  Indo Pak Proxy War

No Proxy War – India won’t compete for influence or engage in hostile competition in afghanistan

Mohan ’09 C. Raja, “How Obama Can Get South Asia Right,” The Washington Quarterly, 32: 2, 173 – 189, DA: 7/26/10 http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/01636600902775656,
The proposition on ‘‘west for east’’ on Pakistan’s security has been further accentuated by an uncritical acceptance of the now fashionable notion of an Indo-Pak rivalry in Afghanistan. Although there is deep discomfort in Pakistan at India’s post 2001 economic profile in Afghanistan, it is incredulous to suggest that India is an important, let alone the principal, threat to Islamabad on its western borders. A number of factors, however, suggest that competition between India and Pakistan in Afghanistan is a mere sideshow. For one, the lack of geographic access prevents India from emerging as a significant strategic force in Afghanistan. Even the India-friendly Bush administration was never eager to see India expand its security role in Afghanistan and constantly reminded New Delhi of Islamabad’s concerns, making it quite clear that India should limit itself to economic reconstruction. Even a modest U.S. interest in New Delhi’s security role in Afghanistan would have seen significant Indian contributions over the last few years in the training and equipping of the Afghan National Army and the police. Nor is India unaware of its own limitations in protecting various economic projects in Afghanistan that have come under repeated attacks from the Taliban, most notably the July 2008 bombing of the Indian embassy in Kabul, apparently with support from Pakistan’s ISI.21 That bombing was about reminding India of its vulnerabilities in Afghanistan. To be sure, India could play a powerful role in Afghanistan, though that would only be possible if India acts in concert with the United States and in partnership with Pakistan.22 On its own, there is no way India can neutralize Pakistan’s geographic access to Afghanistan. 
AT: Central Asia War Impact

Withdrawal  sends signal of overwhelming US weakness and causes conflict to spread throughout central asia

Rashid 9  (Ahmed, the National Interest, former Pakistani revolutionary and journalist, author of “Descent into Chaos”, 10/27/09, http://www.nationalinterest.org/Article.aspx?id=22352)

SOUTHERN REGIONS of Muslim central Asia are now at risk. The situation will only get worse if the Taliban offensives continue. The regions bordering Afghanistan, including southern Tajikistan, Uzbekistan, Kyrgyzstan and eastern Turkmenistan, are facing pauperization of their populations, the collapse of Soviet-era services like health and education, and growing joblessness. Their regimes remain dictatorial, corrupt, and deny political or economic reforms. Vast numbers of poverty-stricken workers migrate to Russia looking for work. Uzbekistan is the largest of these states with some 27 million people and a history of Islamic revolt. Harsh policies and vicious crackdowns against anyone overzealously practicing Islam have led to a strong Islamist underground. After the massacre in Andijan in May 2005, when security forces killed up to eight hundred protesting citizens, hundreds of young dissidents have fled to join the two major Islamic groups operating from Pakistan’s tribal areas—the Islamic Movement of Uzbekistan (IMU) and the Islamic Jihad Union (IJU). Both these groups fight for and model themselves on the Taliban, work closely with al-Qaeda and help fund the extremist terrorist network by transporting drugs through central Asia to Europe. Both the IMU and the IJU recruit widely from central Asia, the Caucasus, Russia, and most recently from Turkey and Turks living in Germany. This summer, for the first time since 2001, allegedly under the auspices of al-Qaeda, the IMU and the IJU carried out suicide bombings and other small attacks against security forces in Uzbekistan and Kyrgyzstan. Such attacks will certainly increase; both the Taliban and al-Qaeda would like to see central Asia in turmoil, perhaps eventually offering a safe haven to their leaders. Until recently, both Russia and the United States have ignored the impending crisis in the broader region. The United States thought of central Asia only in terms of the military bases the states there provided, while Russia put front and center maintaining a sphere of influence in its near abroad. However in the past few months, for the first time, Russia has started pressing the United States to cooperate with it more closely on Afghan policy, and Moscow has given the United States and NATO permission to transport supplies to Afghanistan by land. Moscow finally appears to understand the threat of Islamic militancy radiating from Afghanistan into central Asia and perhaps even into Russia itself. Any U.S. retreat from Afghanistan at this moment would certainly send an overwhelming message of U.S. weakness to Russia and the central Asian states. It would encourage extremism to grow and persuade the Afghan Taliban to step up support for its allies in central Asia.  
No Central Asian war – SCO multilateral framework for security solves

Maksutov in ‘6 (Ruslan, Stockholm International Peace Research Institute, “The Shanghai Cooperation Organization: A Central Asian Perspective”, August, http://www.sipri.org/contents/worldsec/Ruslan.SCO.pdf/download)

As a starting point, it is fair to say that all Central Asian countries—as well as China and Russia—are interested in security cooperation within a multilateral framework, such as the SCO provides. For Central Asia this issue ranks in importance with that of economic development, given the explosive environment created locally by a mixture of external and internal threats. Central Asia is encircled by four of the world’s eight known nuclear weapon states (China, India, Russia and Pakistan), of which Pakistan has a poor nuclear non-proliferation profile and Afghanistan is a haven for terrorism and extremism. Socio-economic degradation in Central Asian states adds to the reasons for concern and makes obvious the interdependence between progress in security and in development. Some scholars argue that currently concealed tendencies evolving in various states of Central Asia—such as the wide-ranging social discontent with oppressive regimes in the region, and the growing risks of state collapse and economic decline—all conducive to the quick growth of radical religious movements, could have far-reaching implications for regional stability once they come more into the light. 41 At first sight, the instruments established by the SCO to fulfil its declared security- building objectives seem to match the needs that Central Asian states have defined against this background. While the existence of the SCO further reduces the already remote threat of conventional interstate war in the region, 42 it allows for a major and direct focus on the non-state, non-traditional and transnational threats that now loom so large by comparison.
AT:  Central Asia War Impact

No escalation—no vital interests for great power war in Central Asia. 

Richard Weitz, senior fellow and associate director of the Center for Future Security Strategies at the Hudson Institute, Summer 2006. The Washington Quarterly, lexis.

Central Asian security affairs have become much more complex than during the original nineteenth-century great game between czarist Russia and the United Kingdom. At that time, these two governments could largely dominate local affairs, but today a variety of influential actors are involved in the region. The early 1990s witnessed a vigorous competition between Turkey and Iran for influence in Central Asia. More recently, India and Pakistan have pursued a mixture of cooperative and competitive policies in the region that have influenced and been affected by their broader relationship. The now independent Central Asian countries also invariably affect the region's international relations as they seek to maneuver among the major powers without compromising their newfound autonomy. Although Russia, China, and the United States substantially affect regional security issues, they cannot dictate outcomes the way imperial governments frequently did a century ago. Concerns about a renewed great game are thus exaggerated. The contest for influence in the region does not directly challenge the vital national interests of China, Russia, or the United States, the most important extraregional countries in Central Asian security affairs. Unless restrained, however, competitive pressures risk impeding opportunities for beneficial cooperation among these countries. The three external great powers have incentives to compete for local allies, energy resources, and military advantage, but they also share substantial interests, especially in reducing terrorism and drug trafficking. If properly aligned, the major multilateral security organizations active in Central Asia could provide opportunities for cooperative diplomacy in a region where bilateral ties traditionally have predominated.

Multiple alt causes to central Asian war 

Smith 1996 (Dianne L. Smith, “CENTRAL ASIA: A NEW GREAT GAME?,” Milnet, June 17, 1996, http://www.milnet.com/pentagon/centasia/cenasap1.htm)

The greatest threats to Central Asian security are internal. The painstaking process of nation-building, the legitimacy crisis, rapid social and economic transformation, decolonization, ethnic diversity, border disputes, and a catalogue of other issues are all sources of instability in the post-Soviet republics.4

A2:  Terrorism

Occupation empirically doesn’t cause terrorism- Israeli conflict proves

 Alan Dershowitz is a professor of law at Harvard  August 11, 2006 “Terrorism Causes Occupation, Not vice versa” http://www.huffingtonpost.com/alan-dershowitz/terrorism-causes-occupati_b_27057.html DA: 7/26/10

The oft-reported mantra that "occupation causes terrorism" has been disproved over and over again by history and contemporary experience. Just this week, the old myth was once again uncut by the arrests in Britain of two-dozen suspects in a plot to blow up ten commercial airliners. There is no British occupation about which the suspects care. Britain, of course, is one of the freest countries on Earth. The suspects do not live--and apparently have not lived--under occupation (unless they consider the entire Christian world to be occupied by "crusaders." And yet the same slogan--that occupation causes terrorism--will persist. Consider some of these examples as well: • First, Palestinian terrorism began well before there was any occupation. It began in 1929 when the Grand Mufti of Jerusalem ordered a terrorist attack against Jewish residents of Hebron, whose families had lived in that Jewish holy city for generations. • Second, other occupied people, for example the Tibetans, have never resorted to terrorism against innocent Chinese civilians, though their occupation has been longer and more brutal than anything experienced by the Palestinians. • Third, terrorism against Israel got worse after Israel ended its occupation of southern Lebanon and Gaza, as these unoccupied lands became launching pads for rockets, missiles and kidnappings. • Fourth, while it may be that a brutal occupation may increase the number of people willing to become suicide bombers, it is also true that no suicide bomber ever sent himself. They are sent by well educated, affluent leaders like Osama bin Laden, who do not live in occupied areas but who have terrorized the U.S., Australia, Great Britain and Spain, which do not occupy any Arab lands. • Fifth, Islamic terrorists have sworn to continue terrorism even if Israel were to end its occupation of the West Bank, as it did of the Gaza Strip and Southern Lebanon. They regard all of Israel as occupied. Even if there were no Israel, terrorism would persist as long as any part of the world is not under Islamic control. Accordingly, occupation does not cause terrorism. Terrorism is caused by the culture of death preached by radical Islamic clerics and by the world's reaction to it--namely making concessions and blaming the victims of terrorism who fight back. Terrorism persists because it is rewarded--because it works. Occupation does not cause terrorism, but terrorism does cause occupation and reoccupation. Israel would have left Gaza and much of the West Bank long ago if not for the fear of terrorism from that area. It never would have gone into southern Lebanon in 1982 were that area not being used as a base for terrorism. Now Israel has once again entered southern Lebanon to stop rocket attacks and try to retrieve its kidnapped soldiers. If the international community cannot or will not protect Israel citizens against cross-border rocket attacks, kidnappings and suicide bombings, Israel will have no choice other than some limited and hopefully temporary form of reoccupation to protect itself. Nor will it leave the West Bank unless it can be assured that the areas it leaves will not become launching pads for increased terrorism. Israel is willing to give land for peace, but it is not willing to give land for terrorism. No nation would be willing to be so suicidal. 

***Iran Advantage***
A2:  Iran Drugs Advantage – Status Quo Solves Anti Narcotics Coop
Status Quo solves--Iran will cooperate with the US on stopping narcotics trade

Afrasiabi 09 ( Kaveh L. PhD, is the author of After Khomeini: New Directions in Iran's Foreign Policy, Professor of Political science at Boston University, “US, Iran seek to stop Afghan narco-traffic”,  Asia Times, http://www.atimes.com/atimes/Middle_East/KC10Ak02.html, (7/19/10)
United States Secretary of State Hillary Clinton has urged Iran to attend a "big tent" conference on Afghanistan at the end of the month. And with characteristic candor, she has cited Tehran's problems with the Afghan drugs smuggled into Iran as one of several reasons why the Iranians should participate in the United Nations-sponsored event. The ministerial-level conference is likely to take place in the Netherlands and involve the countries and organizations with stakes in Afghanistan's future. "If we move forward with such a meeting, it is expected that Iran will be invited as a neighbor of Afghanistan," Clinton said last week. "It is a way of bringing all       the stakeholders and interested parties together."   The narrow focus on select dimensions of the Afghanistan crisis and the hope to enlist Iran's cooperation mark a smart move by the administration of President Barack Obama in its new (yet to be fully determined) Afghanistan policy.   Preliminary signs from Iran indicate that it is inching toward accepting the invitation, assuming that it has been officially relayed, or will be shortly. This week's trip to Tehran by Afghanistan President Hamid Karzai, to attend the annual summit of the Economic Cooperation Organization (ECO), will give Tehran and Kabul a unique opportunity to discuss the UN conference's modalities and will likely help to melt any Iranian hesitation to participate.  
Even if they won’t coop with the US – they will coop directly with Afghanistan which solves the impact

People’s Daily 09 (Iran, Afghanistan to bolster cooperation against drug trafficking, http://english.peopledaily.com.cn/90001/90777/90854/6852220.html, 7/19/10)
Iran and Afghanistan underlined the necessity to bolster their cooperation against drug trafficking, the semi-official Fars news agency reported on Thursday.   The agreements were reached at a meeting in Tehran on Wednesday between Iran's Prosecutor General Gholam-Hossein Mohseni-Ejei and an Afghan judiciary delegation headed by the country's anti-drug prosecutor, the report said.   During the meeting, the two sides stressed the need for bilateral judicial contacts and the importance to cooperate against illicit drugs, said the report.   According to Fars, Iran alone makes 85 percent of the world's total opium seizures. During the past Iranian year which ended on March 20, 2009, Iran seized more than 1,000 tons of opium smuggled from Afghanistan.   Iran is located at the crossroad of international drug smuggling from Afghanistan, the world's top opium producer, to Europe.   Iranian officials have warned the West, especially European states, against the devastating outcomes of the ongoing growth in the production of illicit drugs in Afghanistan. 
A2:  Iran Drugs Advantage – Solving Afghan drugs Now

Afghan drug trade falling in the SQ—robust counternarcotics efforts and Afghan government policies

UNODC 9 (United Nations Office on Drugs and Crime, http://www.unodc.org/unodc/en/frontpage/2009/September/afghan-opium-production-in-significant--decline.html, 7/26/10)
2 September 2009 - Opium poppy cultivation in Afghanistan is down 22 per cent, opium production is down 10 per cent, while prices are at a 10-year low. The number of opium poppy-free provinces has increased from 18 to 20 out of a total number of 34, and more drugs are being seized as a result of more robust counter-narcotics operations by Afghan and NATO forces. These are the findings contained in the summary findings of the Afghan Opium Survey 2009, released in Kabul today by UNODC Executive Director Antonio Maria Costa. This annual survey covers the planting cycle from May 2008 to June 2009. "At a time of pessimism about the situation in Afghanistan, these results are a welcome piece of good news and demonstrate that progress is possible", said Mr. Costa. Cultivation and production decrease Opium poppy cultivation has fallen to 123,000 hectares, down from a peak of 193,000 hectares in 2007. This year, the most significant decrease was recorded in Helmand Province, where cultivation declined by a third to 69,833 hectares from 103,590 hectares in 2008. The dramatic turnaround in one of Afghanistan's most unstable provinces can be attributed to an effective mix of sticks and carrots: strong leadership by the governor; a more aggressive counter-narcotics offensive; terms of trade that are more favourable to legal crops; and the successful introduction of "food zones" to promote licit farming. Opium production in Afghanistan, although falling 10 per cent to 6,900 tons from last year, has not fallen as dramatically as cultivation because farmers are extracting more opium per bulb. This year, Afghan poppies yielded 56 kg of opium per hectare, which is a 15 per cent increase over 2008 and five times more than farmers yield in the opium poppy growing countries in South-East Asia (who yield 10 kg/ha). World demand for opium remains stable (at around 5,000 tons), which is several thousand tons lower than is produced in Afghanistan every year. Yet, prices are not crashing, which suggests that a large amount of opium is being withheld from the market. "Stockpiles of illicit opium now probably exceed 10,000 tons - enough to satisfy two years of world (heroin) addiction, or three years of medical (morphine) prescription", says Mr. Costa. "Where is it, who is hoarding it and why? Intelligence agencies should defuse the ticking-bomb of opium stockpiles before these become the source of potential sinister scenarios", warned Mr. Costa. Drop in prices explained Oversupply at the source in Afghanistan and lower market penetration in Europe are pushing opium prices down. Farm-gate prices have fallen by a third in the past year: from $70/kg to $48/kg for fresh opium and from $95/kg to $64/kg for the dry variety. In Afghanistan, opium values have not been this low since the late 1990s, when the Taliban were in power. This year, opium farmers saw their (gross) earnings per hectare shrink by one quarter, to $3,562/ha down from $4,662/ha in 2008. Falling prices and lower cultivation this year caused a 40 per cent collapse in the total farm-gate value of opium production in Afghanistan, which is valued at $438 million. This is equivalent to 4 per cent of the country's gross domestic product, down from 12 per cent in 2007, and an unprecedented 27 per cent in 2002. This year, 800,000 fewer people are involved in opium production compared with 2008. Counter-narcotics operations Afghan and NATO forces are now compounding the pressure caused by market forces. "The link between drugs and insurgency, now recognized, is being attacked militarily", said Mr. Costa. Until recently, interdiction had been largely ineffective. Although 90 per cent of the world's opium comes from Afghanistan, less than 2 per cent is seized there (by comparison, more than 20 per cent of global cocaine supply is seized by its main producer, Colombia). Lately, counter-narcotics operations have become more frequent and more robust. In the first half of 2009, military operations destroyed over 90 tons of chemicals used in the production of illicit drugs, 450 tons of opium poppy seeds, 50 tons of opium, 7 tons of morphine, 1.5 tons of heroin, 19 tons of hashish and 27 laboratories.
A2:  Iran Drugs Advantage – Iran Anti Drug Coop Fails
Zero solvency—Structural problems mean Iran can never solve drug trafficking

A. WILLIAM SAMII  is a Senior Regional Analyst at Radio Free Europe/ Radio Liberty Inc. 03
http://www.watsoninstitute.org/bjwa/archive/9.2/Iran/Samii.pdf 7/25/10
Hindrances to Counter-Narcotics Success Bureaucratic disputes over funding and strategy, corruption, and ethnic/regional problems hinder Iranian counter-narcotics efforts. The 1989 law created a new Drug Control Headquarters (DCHQ) to centralize counter-narcotics efforts. Iran’s president is the acting chairman, and the secretary of the DCHQ serves as the country’s “Drug Czar.” Other members of the DCHQ are the Ministry of the Interior, Ministry of Intelligence and Security, Ministry of Education, Ministry of Health, Ministry of Islamic Culture and Guidance, the Prosecutor General, the chief of the Law Enforcement Forces, the Prisons Organization, Islamic Republic of Iran Broadcasting, the head of the Tehran Courts, and the Basij. There also are DCHQ offices in the country’s 28 provinces. Until November 2001 the DCHQ depended on revenues secured through the confiscation and auctioning of smugglers assets and the fines levied against them.59 After that date the Management and Planning Organization was tasked with funding the DCHQ. 292 This unwieldy structure has led to difficulties. The DCHQ chief complained about the lack of cooperation he received from other branches of the government because his was not a cabinet-level organization, while they complained about him and the counter-narcotics strategy. This situation peaked in February 2001, when British Cabinet member Mo Mowlam visited Iran to attend a counter-narcotics event, sign a memorandum of understanding, and pledge money to the DCHQ. DCHQ chief Mohammad Fallah was supposed to be Mowlam’s host, but Vice-President Mohammad Hashemi had to escort her because Fallah had just resigned due to policy differences.60 President Mohammad Khatami had to persuade him later to resume his post. Complaints related to the lack of institutional cooperation continued after Fallah got back to work. The official in charge of the police counternarcotics effort said that state broadcasting, the prisons organization, and the Ministries of Islamic Culture and Guidance and of Education had not made a contribution to the state’s efforts.61 Fallah himself said that just trying to seal the borders was superficial, that highly-publicized drug sweeps were ineffective, and the law gives judges too much leeway in sentencing addicts to prison, whereas imprisonment should be the last resort.62  

Anti Narcotics Efforts inevitably fail – economics mean only reducing demand can solve and smuggling routes will just shift to africa

Bill Samii 2006, (World: Narcotics Supply Reduced, But Iran And Afghanistan Still Suffering)
 (http://www.rferl.org/content/article/1069462.html) DA: 7/26/2010
Reducing Demand Also Important-  But Costa says it is not enough to interdict drugs or even to eliminate opium crops. Costa recommended aggressive measures be made to reduce demand for narcotics.  "We can consider drugs as an addiction problem and therefore a behavioral problem," he said. "We can consider drugs as a cultivation [and] an economic problem; but by and large it's a market, with a demand and a supply. An illicit market -- an 'evil' market, if you wish -- but still it has a demand and a supply. Like for any other product, if you cut the supply the demand persists. Something is going to happen. First of all the price will skyrocket."  Costa added that more people will enter the drug business as it becomes more lucrative, and therefore more land will be devoted to drug production. It is also possible that heroin addicts will turn to other drugs that could be more dangerous.  "Therefore, my plea is indeed to forcefully act on curbing the cultivation, and also, and perhaps even more forcefully, acting on reducing demand, namely abuse, namely consumption."  According to the UN report, narcotics trafficking to Central Asia and Pakistan has decreased, whereas trafficking towards Iran has increased. Almost 60 percent of Afghan opiates go to or through Iran and, according to the UNODC, this figure will rise.  But UNODC chief Costa also pointed out that Africa is playing an increasingly important role in drug trafficking as interdiction efforts make it more difficult for traffickers to use traditional routes.  "Africa is under threat. Nobody suspects transhipment of narcotics from Africa into Europe," Costa said. "Therefore, traffickers are using Africa to tranship cocaine coming from Colombia and the [Andes mountain region] and heroin coming from South Asia and Afghanistan, in particular  
A2:  Iran Drugs Advantage – Smugglers Shift Routes

Traffickers will shift to smuggling routes through Turkmenistan – Turkmen rejects all border security coop
BBC Monitoring Central Asia Unit, 2008 (Paper looks at drugs problem in Turkmenistan) 

DA: 7/21/2010 Lexis Nexis Academic
Drug trafficking on Afghan border- Asgabat maintained that drugs were entering the country not from the Afghan and Iranian borders but through passages in the Dasoguz area from Uzbekistan. They suggested that drugs there were delivered from Tajikistan and via the Hayraton-Termiz channel from Afghanistan. That is why [late Turkmen President] Saparmyrat Nyyazow ordered strengthening the Turkmen-Uzbek border by reducing the number of crossing points and blocking those segments which could be used for illegal border crossing. There were people who played into Nyyazow's hands and Nyyazow suggested that residents of Uzbekistan's border areas gave drugs to Turkmen smugglers as a payment for contraband goods, including petrol. Of course nobody questioned this suggestion. At the same time, the 850-km border with Afghanistan had remained calm over all the years of Turkmenistan's independence, both during the Taleban rule and after their fall. Asgabat explained it by "neighbourly relations with the Afghan government". However, well organized and unimpeded trafficking in drugs was behind this "calmness". Shortly after the Turkmen side's announcement in May 1999 that it unilaterally stops the agreement of unlimited duration between the governments of Russia and Turkmenistan on joint protection of the state border of Turkmenistan, there was in fact no control on the Turkmen-Afghan border. An answer to the question as to why the presence of Russian border guards became unnecessary to the Turkmen side can be found, among other things, in the fact that there was a need to get rid of unnecessary witnesses in [Turkmenistan's] "special relations" with suppliers of the "white death" [i.e. heroin].   
A2:  Iran Drugs Advantage – Econ Internal is Backwards
A bad Iranian economy leads to drug trade—not the other way around

CFR 06 (Council on Foreign Relations, Lionel Beehner term member and former senior writer at the Council on Foreign Relations, “Afghanistan's Role in Iran's Drug Problem”, http://www.cfr.org/publication/11457/afghanistans_role_in_irans_drug_problem.html, 7/19/10)
Unemployment in Iran is somewhere between 11 percent (the official level) and 25 percent (the estimate given by some outside economists). One in four Iranians lives in poverty, despite high oil prices. Experts say because of these dire economic conditions—particularly among those under thirty, who comprise 70 percent of Iran’s population—people turn to drugs. “This grievance combines with general boredom and a lack of options,” writes Bill Samii of RFE/RL in the Brown Journal of World Affairs(PDF). A government poll shows almost 80 percent of Iranians detect a direct link between unemployment and drug addiction, reports the Washington Post. Further, according to the UK-based Beckley Foundation, because of Iran's poor economy "[t]here has been a rise in internal migration, urbanization, crime, and social problems, providing a breeding ground (PDF) for the development and spread of drug problems."
Iran drug advantage – afghan stability = vital internal link

***NOTE – This card can be used 2 ways  1) your turns to afghan stability turn the drugs advantage  2)  if you have a CP that solves afghan stability you can use this card to prove your CP solves the drug advantage too
Afghani instability is the vital internal link to drug trade

Trend  News 6/6 (Iran Blames Instability in Afghanistan, Pakistan for Increasing Drug Trafficking, http://en.trend.az/regions/iran/1700181.html, 7/19/10)
Iran's Police Chief Esmail Ahmadi Moqaddam reiterated that instability and insecurity in the neighboring countries of Afghanistan and Pakistan should be viewed as the main cause of the hike in drug trafficking to Iran, Fars reported.   Ahmadi Moqaddam made the remarks in a meeting with President of the International Criminal Police Organization (Interpol) Khoo Boon Hui here in Tehran, noting, "The existence of unstable Afghanistan and Pakistan has paved the way for over 100 organized groups to produce and smuggle drugs."  "Iran shares 2,000 kilometers common border with Afghanistan, Pakistan and Iraq and due to the countries' lack of security, drugs are smuggled into Iran," he said.  He also added Islamic Republic of Iran welcomes cooperation with Interpol, adding "Iran was introduced as a pioneer country for fighting drugs due to its constructive cooperation with the United Nations Office on Drugs and Crime (UNODC) in 2009, and it was elected as the Commission on Narcotic Drugs (CND) Head in 2010."  Hui, for his part, lauded Iran for its effective efforts in fighting the smuggling of the narcotic drugs, and reiterated that all countries around the world use Iran's experiences in fighting drug smuggling and organized crimes.  Iran leads international efforts in fighting drug networks and narcotic traffickers.  According to the statistical figures released by the UN, Iran ranks first among the world countries in preventing entry of drugs and decreasing demand for narcotics. The United Nations credits Iran with the seizure of 80 percent of the opium netted around the world.  
Ext – Iran Coop on Drugs Now 
Iran is cooperating with the US now

The Guardian 09 (“Iran's offer of help to rebuild Afghanistan heralds new age of diplomacy with the US,” http://www.guardian.co.uk/world/2009/apr/01/us-iran-afganistan-foreign-policy, 7/20/10)
Senior western officials yesterday heralded a new spring in relations with Iran, after the Islamic regime made an historic offer to help US-led efforts in Afghanistan.  For the first time since Barack Obama came to office, US and Iranian officials met at an international conference in The Hague, with diplomats saying a possible turning point may have been reached between the US and the country it labelled part of the axis of evil seven years ago.  Washington's special envoy to Afghanistan and Pakistan, Richard Holbrooke, had an informal meeting with the Iranian delegate, Mohammad Mehdi Akhundzadeh. The US secretary of state, Hillary Clinton, later described the exchange as "unplanned but cordial", adding that they had agreed to "stay in touch".  Mark Malloch Brown, Britain's foreign office minister for Africa, Asia and the United Nations, said Iranian offers of help could mark a new "spring in the relationship" between the west and Iran.  He was responding to Akhundzadeh's public pledge at the conference of Iranian co-operation in counter-narcotics and development efforts in Afghanistan.  "I did think the Iranian intervention this morning was promising. The issue of counter-narcotics is a worry that we share. We will look for ways to co-operate with them on that," Clinton said. "This is a promising sign that there will be future co-operation."  Clinton had pressed for Iranian participation in The Hague conference, stressing the importance of finding a regional solution to the insurgency in Afghanistan and Pakistan, and western officials were encouraged that Akhundzadeh, a deputy foreign minister and former charge d'affaires in London, was sent by Tehran.  Akhundzadeh told ministers from more than 70 countries at the meeting: "Welcoming the proposals for joint co-operation offered by the countries contributing to Afghanistan, the Islamic Republic of Iran is fully prepared to participate in the projects aimed at combating drug trafficking and plans in line with developing and reconstructing Afghanistan."  
Iran and the US will cooperate on drug trade in the squo

Wall Street Journal 9 (JAY SOLOMON and YOCHI J. DREAZEN, “U.S. to Enlist Iran in Combating Afghan Drug Trade”, http://online.wsj.com/article/SB123413060680861197.html 7/20/10)

MUNICH -- Richard Holbrooke, the Obama administration's new point man on Afghanistan and Pakistan, is expected to engage Iran as part of a broad effort to stabilize Afghanistan and combat the country's growing drug trade, according to officials briefed on the special representative's plans.   AFP/Getty Images Richard Holbrooke, right, at the Munich Security Conference on Sunday with Wolfgang Ischinger, the conference chairman.  Many in the Obama administration believe that Iran and the U.S. share common interests when it comes to Afghanistan, these officials said. Tehran has been among the largest suppliers of financial and economic aid to Kabul since the overthrow of the Taliban in 2001, and these officials said they believe Iran may be willing to work with the U.S. to strengthen the fragile government of Afghan President Hamid Karzai.  Mr. Holbrooke is expected to seek Iran's support for a renewed international effort to combat Afghanistan's growing drug trade. Iran has one of the highest opium-addiction rates in the world, and Iranian authorities have long pushed U.S. and North Atlantic Treaty Organization forces in Afghanistan to take stronger measures to combat opium production and trafficking there. (Meanwhile, former Iranian President Mohammad Khatami said he would contest Iran's presidential elections this summer. Article on page A8.)  "Holbrooke will deal with Iran through [the issue of] Afghanistan," said an official who has spoken in recent days with Mr. Holbrooke, a former U.S. ambassador to the United Nations.  A spokeswoman for Mr. Holbrooke said the envoy wouldn't comment about his plans until he returns from a 10-day visit to Afghanistan, Pakistan and India that kicks off Monday in Islamabad.  President Barack Obama has entrusted the conduct of the U.S.-led war in Afghanistan to two men: Gen. David Petraeus, who runs the military's Central Command and oversees the military aspects of the conflict; and Mr. Holbrooke, charged with managing the diplomatic, economic and political facets of the war.  The pair made their first joint appearance Sunday at a security conference in Munich, and called for reshaping the entire U.S.-led mission in Afghanistan.  Gen. Petraeus said the U.S. would begin using tactics in Afghanistan that were closely modeled on those developed in Iraq. He called for expanding outreach to moderate members of the Taliban and said the U.S. would build new outposts in residential areas of Afghanistan so American troops could live and work among ordinary Afghans. The American commander pressed European allies to contribute more troops.  Mr. Holbrooke, who is best known for negotiating the accords that ended the war in Bosnia in the 1990s, was blunt. "I have never seen anything remotely resembling the mess we've inherited," he said. "In my view, it's going to be much tougher than Iraq."  Mr. Holbrooke called for making a single, U.N. special envoy responsible for the nonmilitary aspects of the conflict. He said the international community was "dribbling away" scant resources by failing to better coordinate each country's reconstruction efforts in Afghanistan.  Mr. Holbrooke didn't discuss Iran in his public comments in Munich, but some U.S. officials said they believed outreach to Tehran through Afghanistan could be part of a broader U.S. engagement strategy toward Iran, a top priority of Mr. Obama's.  Mr. Holbrooke recently hired Vali Nasr, a preeminent scholar on Iran and Shiite Islam, according to U.S. officials briefed on the decision. Christopher Hill, who had worked closely with Mr. Holbrooke in forging a peace agreement in the Balkans, meanwhile, is expected to be named U.S. ambassador to Iraq. Mr. Hill's appointment would facilitate any efforts by Mr. Holbrooke to coordinate talks with Iran from both sides of Tehran's borders. 
Ext – Iran Coop on Drugs Now
Iran will cooperate with the US in the status quo

Ahmadi-Moqaddam 10 ( March 9 Iran's Police Chief and Head of the Anti-Narcotics Headquarters, “Iran seeks world cooperation in war on drugs”, Report by PressTV, http://www.presstv.ir/detail.aspx?id=120441, 7/20/10)
 Ahmadi-Moqaddam: Naturally, since Afghanistan, the center of the world's narcotics production lies next to Iran and remains occupied by foreigners, the US, NATO and the British forces are tasked with fighting narcotics in Afghanistan, this situation has multiple adverse effects on Iran and directly impacts our country.   In addition to hosting a large domestic consumption market for narcotics, Iran is the shortest drug trafficking rout from Afghanistan to the world. Opium-based products such as morphine and heroin are usually transported to European countries and other products such as Hashish are trafficked to other countries such as the Persian Gulf littoral countries. Given all of this, naturally Iran is the country suffering here.   And with over 3600 martyrs over the past 30 years and 60 martyrs this year alone who fought on behalf of all the people of the world, it is naturally expected of Iran to pursue an enhanced role by international organizations in support of fighting narcotic drugs in Afghanistan as well as their support for those neighboring Afghanistan in fighting drug-trafficking, however, we should not have very high expectations from international organizations since decision-making in these organizations is a very complicated process based on consensus, only a handful of dissenting member states can veto any decision, even when decision is made the implementation process is very slow and uncertain.   It is now three years that we have had a joint effort by Iran, Afghanistan, Pakistan and UNODC, where barring a few achievements, all we do is get together and find common points of view, practical steps are sluggish and hard to come by.   And given the political situation in both Afghanistan and Pakistan we can't achieve our set goals and targets so we should not expect any miracle from such sessions. Nonetheless as long as these meetings and sessions serve as a step forward in the fight against narcotics, this I believe is fair enough and so we try our best to take another step forward 
Iran will cooperate on the Afghan drug trade in the squo

NYT 09 (“Obama Administration Has First Face-to-Face Contact with Iran”, March 31, 2009, http://www.nytimes.com/2009/04/01/world/middleeast/01diplo.html, 7/22/10)
THE HAGUE — It was brief, it was unscheduled and it was not substantive, but a meeting Tuesday between Richard C. Holbrooke, a presidential envoy, and an Iranian diplomat marked the first face-to-face encounter between the Obama administration and the government of Iran.  Secretary of State Hillary Rodham Clinton confirmed that Mr. Holbrooke, the administration’s special representative for Afghanistan and Pakistan, greeted Iran’s deputy foreign minister, Mohammad Mehdi Akhondzadeh, on the sidelines of a major conference here devoted to Afghanistan.  “It was cordial, unplanned and they agreed to stay in touch,” Mrs. Clinton said to reporters at the end of the conference. “I myself did not have any direct contact with the Iranian delegation.”  Mrs. Clinton also said the United States handed the Iranian delegation a letter requesting its intercession in the cases of two American citizens who are being held in Iran and another who is missing.  These two American contacts with Iran are another step in the Obama administration’s policy of engagement. It is a tentative process, in which the White House makes symbolic gestures, like President Obama’s recent video greeting to the Iranian people and government for their New Year, while continuing to formulate its longer-term strategy.  Some officials, including Mrs. Clinton, are skeptical that Iran’s leaders will ever embrace the American overtures. But reaching out, analysts say, keeps Iran on the defensive by demonstrating to the Europeans, the Russians and others that the United States is sincerely trying. And talking about Afghanistan is easier than confronting more divisive issues, especially Iran’s nuclear ambitions.  For weeks, American officials regarded this conference as a good place to make a move. The delivery of the letter, along with Mr. Holbrooke’s greeting during a lunch break, suggested that the encounter was less than pure serendipity.  Mrs. Clinton also reacted warmly to remarks delivered by Mr. Akhondzadeh about what Iran would do to aid reconstruction in Afghanistan and to cooperate in regional efforts to crack down on the booming Afghan drug trade, which is spilling across the Iranian border.  “The fact that they came today, that they intervened today, is a promising sign that there will be future cooperation,” she said. “The Iranian representative set forth some very clear ideas that we will all be pursuing together.”  The rise of Afghanistan’s drug trade with Iran gives Tehran a natural role to play, Mrs. Clinton said. “The questions of border security, and in particular the transit of narcotics across the border from Afghanistan to Iran is a worry that the Iranians have, which we share,” she said.  
Ext – Iran Coop on Drugs Now

Recent meetings prove—Iran will cooperate with the US in the status quo

Reuters 2K10 (http://www.reuters.com/article/idUSLDE6272347/25/10 )
The United States and Iran, whose relations are fraught over Tehran's nuclear programme, have held a rare meeting where Washington said it was happy to work with Tehran on fighting drugs.  U.S. envoy Glyn Davies said he had met on Friday with Ali Asghar Soltanieh of Iran, which is chairing the week-long U.N. Commission on Narcotic Drugs (CND) meeting in Vienna.  "It is in our interest to participate with the CND," Davies told reporters on Monday. "We are very happy to work with the chair even if he is from a country which we have differences with."  Soltanieh confirmed he had met with Davies but said it was only in his capacity as CND chairman and said it did not constitute a bilateral meeting.  "I will meet with all members of the commission, my office is open to all members," he told Reuters. "This week I am not in the capacity of my delegation."   Soltanieh is Iran's ambassador to international organisations in Vienna, including the U.N. nuclear watchdog.  He said he did not expect the delegation sent from Tehran would meet with U.S. officials in Vienna.  Washington and Tehran are locked in a bitter dispute over the Iranian nuclear programme, which the West suspects is aimed at producing atomic weapons and which Iran says is purely for civilian uses such as generating power.  The two countries have had no diplomatic relations since the Islamic Revolution three decades ago.  Big Western powers, including the United States, are urging Russia and China to back a new round of sanctions against Iran after the breakdown of a U.N.-brokered fuel deal with Tehran aimed at easing nuclear tensions.  But the United States said on Monday it was prepared to work with Iran on tackling global drug flows at the Vienna meeting.  "We had a very brief organisational meeting where I indicated to him that we look forward to working with him to get some accomplishments, some achievements, together in this area," Davies said in a briefing.    AFGHANISTAN  Tehran and Washington could try to work together on tackling the trafficking of drugs from Afghanistan, said Gil Kerlikowske, director of the U.S. Office of National Drug Control Policy.  "There are certainly those areas of mutual cooperation and mutual support," he said.  Soltanieh touched on the theme earlier on Monday, saying that the United States and Europe should help to bolster a regional effort to tackle drug trafficking from Afghanistan.  He said Iran's efforts to fight the flow of heroin from its eastern neighbour with Afghan and Pakistani authorities had been successful and that wider cooperation would be welcomed.  "Those countries which have been directly or indirectly affected by this (problem), including European, the United States or other countries, they have to exercise and show maximum cooperation and feel the shared responsibility."  Afghan-grown poppies fuel a $65 billion heroin and opium market that supplies millions of addicts.   Europe, Russia and Iran consume half the supply while U.S.-backed efforts have struggled to tackle opium production which helps to fund Taliban insurgents.  U.N. crime agency chief Antonio Maria Costa said it was important to have countries outside the region cooperate with regional drug-tackling efforts. "I hope that this (cooperation) is indeed in the making," he said. 

Ext – Int’l Coop on Iran Drug Trafficking Now

International Coop on Drug Trafficking through Iran Now
Lionel Beehner, 2006 (Afghanistan's Role in Iran's Drug Problem) DA: 7/21/2010 (http://www.cfr.org/publication/11457/afghanistans_role_in_irans_drug_problem.html#)
What international efforts has Iran pursued to address its drug problem? The bulk of the country’s drug control and interdiction efforts are conducted between the Drug Control Headquarters and the Interior Ministry. However, because Iran lies on a popular transit corridor between opium producers in Afghanistan and opium consumers in Europe, the country faces added pressure to secure its borders and seize more incoming drug shipments. European countries like France, Spain, and Britain have provided some financial support, as well as counter-narcotics equipment like drug-sniffing dogs, but Iranians complain it is not enough. “Iranians repeatedly complain they are at the forefront of the battle on narcotics traffickers and they’re the ones whose young people are druggies,” Samii says. Iran has counter-narcotics agreements with several European, Asian, and Central Asian states. In addition, Tehran participates in a number of multilateral agencies involved in controlling drug abuse, including the Drug Control Coordination Unit of the Economic Cooperation Organization and the 6+2 group (comprising six Central Asian states plus Russia and the United States). Iran is a party to two UN treaties aimed at counter narcotics.
Iran is working with Afghanistan to counter drugs already.

Xinhua 2009 (Iran, Afghanistan to bolster cooperation against drug trafficking) (http://english.peopledaily.com.cn/90001/90777/90854/6852220.html) DA: 7/26/10
Iran and Afghanistan underlined the necessity to bolster their cooperation against drug trafficking, the semi-official Fars news agency reported on Thursday.   The agreements were reached at a meeting in Tehran on Wednesday between Iran's Prosecutor General Gholam-Hossein Mohseni-Ejei and an Afghan judiciary delegation headed by the country's anti-drug prosecutor, the report said.   During the meeting, the two sides stressed the need for bilateral judicial contacts and the importance to cooperate against illicit drugs, said the report.   According to Fars, Iran alone makes 85 percent of the world's total opium seizures. During the past Iranian year which ended on March 20, 2009, Iran seized more than 1,000 tons of opium smuggled from Afghanistan.   Iran is located at the crossroad of international drug smuggling from Afghanistan, the world's top opium producer, to Europe.   Iranian officials have warned the West, especially European states, against the devastating outcomes of the ongoing growth in the production of illicit drugs in Afghanistan.  
Ext – Iran Counter Narcotics Fail

Iran drug control fails—corruption

A. WILLIAM SAMII  is a Senior Regional Analyst at Radio Free Europe/ Radio Liberty Inc. 03
http://www.watsoninstitute.org/bjwa/archive/9.2/Iran/Samii.pdf 7/25/10
Corruption has hampered the Iranian counter-narcotics effort at all levels. Real estate deals are used in a remittance system similar to the hawala system and could be used for money laundering disguised as legitimate remittances.77 The real estate transactions would be made in Iran but the funds would be exchanged overseas. Former DCHQ official Seyyed Mahmud Alizadeh-Tabatabai said that his first encounter with drug-related corruption occurred in 1986, when he was with the Plan and Budget Organization and was tasked with allocating a budget for the Revolutionary Committee’s drug control activities.78 Alizadeh-Tabatabai said, “We were quite aware of the existence of underground and Mafia organizations that had part of their activities here [in Iran] and were at the same time connected with outside organizations,” and a colleague told him that, “the profits that accrued from the sale of narcotics went to certain places that were connected with sources of power, and we were unable to deal with them.” People purchased rugs with the profits from selling narcotics, and they smuggled the rugs overseas. 

Iran drug control fails—ethnic differences hinder counter-narcotics efforts

A. WILLIAM SAMII  is a Senior Regional Analyst at Radio Free Europe/ Radio Liberty Inc. 03
http://www.watsoninstitute.org/bjwa/archive/9.2/Iran/Samii.pdf 7/25/10
The ethnic mix of the Iranian population also hinders counter-narcotics efforts. Many of the people in southeastern Sistan va Baluchistan Province, which borders Pakistani Baluchistan, and some of the population in the Khorasan Province, which borders Afghanistan, are ethnic Baluchis who practice Sunni Islam, whereas Shia Islam is the state religion and is practiced by the Persian majority.85 The provincial people, therefore, may have more in common with co-religionists and co-ethnics from across the border than they do with the state leadership. An indication of this situation appeared when a police official had to ask the locals not to give incorrect information about the “bandits” they were pursuing: “People’s non-cooperation leads to the failure of the operations and even martyrdom of the security forces’ members.”86 Sistan va Baluchistan Province is the least developed in the country, and a long-running drought has made the situation worse. Earning a living through smuggling has a long tradition, as locals do not have many other options. In the words of a street dealer from the provincial city of Zahedan, “Life here is a disaster. Only smuggling is worthwhile. The rest is useless. We can’t do anything else.”87 

Ext – Iran Counter Narcotics Fail

Empirically proven--the drug war is cruel and futile

Carpenter 09 (Ted Galen, Cato institute,  http://www.cato.org/pub_display.php?pub_id=9893, 7/26/10)
The final rotting policy carcass is America's drug war—both its domestic and international phases. U.S. leaders have adhered to a prohibitionist policy since the enactment of the Harrison Act in 1914, and they have pursued an intensified effort to stamp out drug trafficking and drug use since Richard Nixon declared a "war" on drugs at the beginning of the 1970s.  Drug prohibition is yet another long-standing policy that has produced few positive results. Despite the expenditure of hundreds of billions of dollars and the creation of a vast drug-war bureaucracy at the federal, state and local levels, the rates of illegal drug use are higher now than when Nixon launched his crusade. Meanwhile, we have filled our prisons with drug-law violators, at an enormous cost to taxpayers. More than 60 percent of inmates in federal prisons and roughly a third of inmates in state prisons are in for drug offenses. The huge black-market profit resulting from prohibition has led to violent turf fights between rival drug gangs in numerous American cities.  The international component of the drug war has produced equally perverse results. Washington both bribes and pressures the governments of drug-source nations—especially Colombia and the other Andean countries, Mexico and Afghanistan—to wage war on the drug trade. As on the domestic front, the lucrative black-market premium guarantees that the trade will be dominated by ruthless criminal elements, who use their vast resources to corrupt or intimidate government officials. Washington's effort to stem the supply is now in its fourth decade of failure. For example, despite spending more than $5 billion over eight years on Plan Colombia—the program to eradicate drugs in the Andean region—a recent GAO report confirmed that the amount of cocaine, the region's principal drug export, has actually increased. The same is true for a variety of drugs coming out of Mexico.  The drug war is both cruel and futile. Prohibition did not work with regard to alcohol in the 1920s and early 1930s, and that strategy is not working with regard to marijuana, cocaine and other illegal drugs today. President Obama should order a comprehensive policy reassessment.  It is hard to cast off the heavy carcass of dead policies. But one of the virtues of a presidential election and the start of a new administration is that it creates the opportunity for fresh ideas. Instead of being burdened by policies that have failed for decades and show no realistic prospects of succeeding in the future, President Obama should conduct some long overdue burials. 

Counter-narcotics efforts fail—bureaucratic differences

A. WILLIAM SAMII  is a Senior Regional Analyst at Radio Free Europe/ Radio Liberty Inc. 03
http://www.watsoninstitute.org/bjwa/archive/9.2/Iran/Samii.pdf 7/25/10
Parliamentary observers also registered their unhappiness with the official approach to drug control. In March 2001 the parliament summoned the Ministers of Intelligence and Security, of Foreign Affairs, of the Interior, and of Defense so they could explain the reasons for increased insecurity along the country’s eastern borders.69 One parliamentarian said that “limiting the campaign to military campaigns against the bandits is not sufficient and to better secure the border, there should be political, economic, and even diplomatic efforts.”70 A member of parliament from Kashmar, an area where many smuggling-related incidents occur, also called for a clear-cut counter-narcotics strategy, because, “Under the present circumstances, each of our security, law enforcement, and military forces are acting in their own separate and independent ways.”71 The same parliament, however, is at times reluctant to provide the necessary funding. In January 2001 the parliament slashed the proposed 200 billion rial (about $25 million at the market rate) budget for eastern security measures to only 50 billion rials, which led to complaints from the Khorasan Province police commander.72 A parliamentarian from Khorasan Province suggested that money was not the solution, because only 3 billion of the 200 billion rials allocated in 2000 for security in Khorasan were spent, and if anything, the security situation worsened.73 Eastern villagers pressed into service in Basij units demanded financial compensation, too, because participation in military activities prevented them from farming.74 In May 2002 the legislature again approved a 200 billion-rial budget for controlling the eastern borders.75 

Ext – Economy internal link is backwards

A bad Iranian economy leads to drug trafficking—not the other way around

A. WILLIAM SAMII  is a Senior Regional Analyst at Radio Free Europe/ Radio Liberty Inc. 03
http://www.watsoninstitute.org/bjwa/archive/9.2/Iran/Samii.pdf 7/25/10

 The economy, and especially the high rate of joblessness, tops the list of reasons given by Iranians for drug abuse. Unemployment stands at 14 percent officially and is estimated by outside experts to be in the 25 percent range.34 This grievance combines with general boredom and a lack of options. A young man in the town of Islamshahr explained, “We’re all jobless. We have nothing to do. We try to do a little bit of business here and there and we get arrested as troublemakers. That’s why there are so many drug addicts here. It’s the despair.”35 Another addict said that he had been in combat for forty months during the Iran-Iraq War, but when he returned the regime abandoned him.36 He supported his drug habit with odd jobs and charity, and he warned, “The youth are becoming drug addicts. We have no freedom, no jobs, nowhere to go and have fun. So we are all addicts.”    
***Democracy Promotion/Antiamericanism***
AT:  Democracy Advantage

Counterinsurgency strategy will boost leadership and democracy – US withdrawal crushes credibility, spurs counterbalancing and collapses global democracy

Twining, 9 (Dan, Senior Fellow for Asia at the German Marshall Fund of the United States 

http://shadow.foreignpolicy.com/posts/2009/09/30/the_stakes_of_afghanistan_go_well_beyond_afghanistan)

And that is the point: the debate over whether to prevail in Afghanistan is about so much more. An American recommitment to a sustained counterinsurgency strategy that turned around the conflict would demonstrate that the United States and its democratic allies remain the principal providers of public goods -- in this case, the security and stability of a strategically vital region that threatens the global export of violent extremism -- in the international system. A new and sustained victory strategy for Afghanistan would show that Washington is singularly positioned to convene effective coalitions and deliver solutions to intractable international problems in ways that shore up the stability of an international economic and political order that has provided greater degrees of human freedom and prosperity than any other. By contrast, a U.S. decision to wash its hands of Afghanistan would send a different message to friends and competitors alike. It would hasten the emergence of a different kind of international order, one in which history no longer appeared to be on the side of the United States and its friends. Islamic extremism, rather than continuing to lose ground to the universal promise of democratic modernity, would gain new legs -- after all, Afghan Islamists would have defeated their second superpower in a generation. Rival states that contest Western leadership of the international order and reject the principles of open society would increase their influence at America's expense. Just as most Afghans are not prepared to live under a new Taliban regime, so most Americans are surely not prepared to live in a world in which the United States voluntarily cedes its influence, power, and moral example to others who share neither our interests nor our values. 
Democratic peace theory is a farce

Layne 7
Christopher, Professor @ TX A&M, American Empire: A Debate, pg. 94

﻿Wilsonian ideology drives the American Empire because its proponents posit that the United States must use its military power to extend democracy abroad. Here, the ideology of Empire rests on assumptions that are not supported by the facts. One reason the architects of Empire champion democracy promotion is because they believe in the so-called democratic peace theory, which holds that democratic states do not fight other democracies. Or as President George W. Bush put it with his customary eloquence, "democracies don't war; democracies are peaceful."136 The democratic peace theory is the probably the most overhyped and undersupported "theory" ever to be concocted by American academics. In fact, it is not a theory at all. Rather it is a theology that suits the conceits of Wilsonian true believers-especially the neoconservatives who have been advocating American Empire since the early 1990s. As serious scholars have shown, however, the historical record does not support the democratic peace theory.131 On the contrary, it shows that democracies do not act differently toward other democracies than they do toward nondemocratic states. When important national interests are at stake, democracies not only have threatened to use force against other democracies, but, in fact, democracies have gone to war with other democracies.
AT:  Democracy Advantage

Afghan democracy impossible – history and culture

The Local, 12/26/09  (Quoting guttenberg, Germany’s defense minister,   http://www.thelocal.de/national/20091226-24187.html)
Defence Minister Karl-Theodor zu Guttenberg told the Sunday edition of the tabloid Bild newspaper that Afghanistan was simply not suited to democracy, and that any realistic government in the country had to include the Taliban. "I have long since become convinced that because of its history and its cultural orientation Afghanistan is not suited to being a model democracy, measured by our standards," said Guttenberg, who has come under intense pressure over his ministry's public relations disaster following a deadly air strike in Kunduz in which up to 142 people were killed. 
Our stability turns all turn this advantage – if Afghanistan escalates or collapses it obvi.gov crushes it as an effective model of democracy

Counter Terror Strategy Crushes Human Rights in Afghanistan

Kretkowski 2010

Mr. Paul D. Kretkowski is a consultant and journalist based in San Francisco who writes on a range of topics including soft power, U.S. foreign policy, Middle Eastern politics and information warfare. His writing credits include, among others, Mother Jones, Wired, Business For Diplomatic Action and SFGate.com. Beacon, Mr. Kretkowski's blog, is devoted to exploring the concept and applications of " Soft Power" as articulated by political scientist Joseph Nye.
Beacon: “Against COIN, for CT in Afghanistan and Elsewhere” January 7, 2010
http://softpowerbeacon.blogspot.com/2010/01/against-coin-for-ct-in-afghanistan-and.html date accessed 7/26/2010
A pure CT focus has substantial drawbacks, particularly for those who favor a foreign policy oriented toward human rights. The U.S. will move from the current twin focus on winning civilian hearts and minds while killing insurgent leaders toward a pure assassination model—not a morally pleasing choice. Lots of Afghans who have worked with the U.S. will flee or else die when their areas revert to warlord or Taliban control. Women's rights will vanish almost completely, almost overnight. Afghan opium will continue to utterly dominate world markets. Only the B-52 Effect will prevent a resumption of frank civil war along ethnic lines, but myriad "incidents" will occur at the cost of thousands of lives. Brain drain will resume and quickly accelerate. 
Bailing on military protection of Afghan government prevents coming Iran democracy and emboldens Iranian nuclearization and aggression

Twining, 9 (Dan, Senior Fellow for Asia at the German Marshall Fund of the United States 

http://shadow.foreignpolicy.com/posts/2009/09/30/the_stakes_of_afghanistan_go_well_beyond_afghanistan)

The strategic implications of a Western defeat in Afghanistan for American relations with other major powers are similarly troubling. The biggest game-changer in the nuclear standoff with Iran is not new sanctions or military action but a popular uprising by the Iranian people that changes the character of the radical regime in Tehran -- a prospect one would expect to be meaningfully diminished by the usurpation through violence of the Afghan government, against the will of a majority of Afghans, by the religious extremists of the Taliban. And despite welcome new unity in the West on a tougher approach to Iran's development of nuclear weapons following revelations of a new nuclear complex in Qum, how can Washington, London, Paris, and Berlin stare down the leaders of Iran -- a potentially hegemonic Middle Eastern state with an advanced conventional and near-nuclear arsenal and a vast national resource base -- if they can't even hold their own against the cave-dwelling, Kalashnikov-wielding despots of the Taliban?

AT:  Democracy Advantage

No impact timeframe-- It takes at least a generation to foster new democracies

Mandelbaum 7 – foreign affairs prof  (Michael, Professor and Director of the American Foreign Policy program at the Johns Hopkins University, School of Advanced International Studies, September/ October, “Democracy Without America”, http://www.foreignaffairs.com/articles/62833/michael-mandelbaum/democracy-without-america?page=show, DA: 7/21/10, ZBurdette)
What the world of the twenty-first century calls democracy is in fact the fusion of two distinct political traditions. One is liberty -- that is, individual freedom. The other is popular sovereignty: rule by the people. Popular sovereignty made its debut on the world stage with the French Revolution, whose architects asserted that the right to govern belonged not to hereditary monarchs, who had ruled in most places at most times since the beginning of recorded history, but rather to the people they governed.  Liberty has a much longer pedigree, dating back to ancient Greece and Rome. It consists of a series of political zoning ordinances that fence off and thus protect sectors of social, political, and economic life from government interference. The oldest form of liberty is the inviolability of private property, which was part of the life of the Roman Republic. Religious liberty arose from the split in Christendom provoked by the Protestant Reformation of the sixteenth century. Political liberty emerged later than the other two forms but is the one to which twenty-first-century uses of the word "freedom" usually refer. It connotes the absence of government control of speech, assembly, and political participation.  Well into the nineteenth century, the term "democracy" commonly referred to popular sovereignty alone, and a regime based on popular sovereignty was considered certain to suppress liberty. The rule of the people, it was believed, would lead to corruption, disorder, mob violence, and ultimately tyranny. In particular, it was widely thought that those without property would, out of greed and envy, move to seize it from its owners if the public took control of the government.  At the end of the nineteenth century and the beginning of the twentieth, liberty and popular sovereignty were successfully merged in a few countries in western Europe and North America. This fusion succeeded in no small part due to the expansion of the welfare state in the wake of the Great Depression and World War II, which broadened the commitment to private property by giving everyone in society a form of it and prevented mass poverty by providing a minimum standard of living to all. Even then, however, the democratic form of government did not spread either far or wide.  Popular sovereignty, or at least a form of it, became all but universal by the second half of the twentieth century. The procedure for implementing this political principle -- holding an election -- was and remains easy. In the first three-quarters of the twentieth century, most countries did not choose their governments through free and fair elections. However, most governments could claim to be democratic at least in the sense that they differed from the traditional forms of governance -- monarchy and empire. The leaders did not inherit their positions, and they came from the same national groups as the people they governed. These governments embodied popular sovereignty in that the people controlling them were neither hereditary monarchs nor foreigners.  If popular sovereignty is relatively easy to establish, the other component of democracy, liberty, is far more difficult to secure. This accounts for both the delay in democracy's spread around the world in the twentieth century and the continuing difficulties in establishing it in the twenty-first. Putting the principle of liberty into practice requires institutions: functioning legislatures, government bureaucracies, and full-fledged legal systems with police, lawyers, prosecutors, and impartial judges. Operating such institutions requires skills, some of them highly specialized. And the relevant institutions must be firmly anchored in values: people must believe in the importance of protecting these zones of social and civic life from state interference.The institutions, skills, and values that liberty requires cannot be called into existence by fiat any more than it is possible for an individual to master the techniques of basketball or ballet without extensive training. The relevant unit of time for creating the social conditions conducive to liberty is, at a minimum, a generation. Not only does the apparatus of liberty take time to develop, it must be developed independently and domestically; it cannot be sent from elsewhere and implanted, ready-made. The requisite skills and values can be neither imported nor outsourced. 
Ext – Demo Peace Theory Flawed

Pro democratic peace studies are flawed

Henderson 2
Errol Henderson, Assistant Professor, Dept. of Political Science at the University of Florida, 2002, Democracy and War The End of an Illusion?, p. 14-15

To my mind, the empirical evidence in support of both the dyadic and the nomadic DPP is problematic for several reasons. The most recent studies alluded to earlier, which indicate that democracies are less likely to fight each other and are more peaceful, in general, than non-democracies, are beset by research design problems that severely hinder their reliability (e.g., Oneal and Russett, 1997; Oneal and Ray, 1997; Russett and Oneal, 2001). For example, many of them rely on a questionable operationalization of joint democracy that conflates the level of democracy of two states with their political dissimilarity. Only by teasing out the effects of each factor are we in a position to confi​dently argue that shared democracy, rather than other factors, is actually the motivating force driving democratic states toward their alleged​ly more peaceful international relations. In addition, the findings used to support monadic DPP claims also rely on questionable research designs that exclude whole categories of international war—namely, extrastate wars, which are usually imperialist and colonial wars. The exclusion of these wars from recent tests of the DPP leaves us unable to determine the actual applicability of the DPP to the full range of international war. In addition, given that some scholars suggest that the DPP is applicable to civil wars (Krain and Myers, 1997; Rummel, 1997), it is important to determine to what extent we observe a “domes​tic democratic peace” for the most civil war prone states—the post​colonial, or third world, states. Previous work has not tested the DPP for this specific group of states, and it is important that our research design address this omission.  
Democratic peace theory flawed- free markets are key

 Doug Bandow is a senior fellow at the Cato Institute. He served as a special assistant to President Reagan. November 10, 2005. “Spreading Capitalism is good for peace” http://www.cato.org/pub_display.php?pub_id=5193 DA 7/26/10)

In a world that seems constantly aflame, one naturally asks: What causes peace? Many people, including U.S. President George W. Bush, hope that spreading democracy will discourage war. But new research suggests that expanding free markets is a far more important factor, leading to what Columbia University's Erik Gartzke calls a "capitalist peace." It's a reason for even the left to support free markets. The capitalist peace theory isn't new: Montesquieu and Adam Smith believed in it. Many of Britain's classical liberals, such as Richard Cobden, pushed free markets while opposing imperialism. But World War I demonstrated that increased trade was not enough. The prospect of economic ruin did not prevent rampant nationalism, ethnic hatred, and security fears from trumping the power of markets. An even greater conflict followed a generation later. Thankfully, World War II left war essentially unthinkable among leading industrialized - and democratic - states. Support grew for the argument, going back to Immanual Kant, that republics are less warlike than other systems. Today's corollary is that creating democracies out of dictatorships will reduce conflict. This contention animated some support outside as well as inside the United States for the invasion of Iraq. But Gartzke argues that "the 'democratic peace' is a mirage created by the overlap between economic and political freedom." That is, democracies typically have freer economies than do authoritarian states. Thus, while "democracy is desirable for many reasons," he notes in a chapter in the latest volume of Economic Freedom in the World, created by the Fraser Institute, "representative governments are unlikely to contribute directly to international peace." Capitalism is by far the more important factor. The shift from statist mercantilism to high-tech capitalism has transformed the economics behind war. Markets generate economic opportunities that make war less desirable. Territorial aggrandizement no longer provides the best path to riches. Free-flowing capital markets and other aspects of globalization simultaneously draw nations together and raise the economic price of military conflict. Moreover, sanctions, which interfere with economic prosperity, provides a coercive step short of war to achieve foreign policy ends. Positive economic trends are not enough to prevent war, but then, neither is democracy. It long has been obvious that democracies are willing to fight, just usually not each other. Contends Gartzke, "liberal political systems, in and of themselves, have no impact on whether states fight." In particular, poorer democracies perform like non-democracies. He explains: "Democracy does not have a measurable impact, while nations with very low levels of economic freedom are 14 times more prone to conflict than those with very high levels." Gartzke considers other variables, including alliance memberships, nuclear deterrence, and regional differences. Although the causes of conflict vary, the relationship between economic liberty and peace remains. His conclusion hasn't gone unchallenged. Author R.J. Rummel, an avid proponent of the democratic peace theory, challenges Gartzke's methodology and worries that it "may well lead intelligent and policy-wise analysts and commentators to draw the wrong conclusions about the importance of democratization." Gartzke responds in detail, noting that he relied on the same data as most democratic peace theorists. If it is true that democratic states don't go to war, then it also is true that "states with advanced free market economies never go to war with each other, either." The point is not that democracy is valueless. Free political systems naturally entail free elections and are more likely to protect other forms of liberty - civil and economic, for instance. However, democracy alone doesn't yield peace. To believe is does is dangerous: There's no panacea for creating a conflict-free world. That doesn't mean that nothing can be done. But promoting open international markets - that is, spreading capitalism - is the best means to encourage peace as well as prosperity. Notes Gartzke: "Warfare among developing nations will remain unaffected by the capitalist peace as long as the economies of many developing countries remain fettered by governmental control." Freeing those economies is critical. It's a particularly important lesson for the anti-capitalist left. For the most part, the enemies of economic liberty also most stridently denounce war, often in near-pacifist terms. Yet they oppose the very economic policies most likely to encourage peace. If market critics don't realize the obvious economic and philosophical value of markets - prosperity and freedom - they should appreciate the unintended peace dividend. Trade encourages prosperity and stability; technological innovation reduces the financial value of conquest; globalization creates economic interdependence, increasing the cost of war. Nothing is certain in life, and people are motivated by far more than economics. But it turns out that peace is good business. And capitalism is good for peace.
Ext – Iran Turn – Key Global Democracy

The turn outweighs and solves the aff – Iran is the vital internal link to global democracy

Milani, Research fellow and co-director of the Iran Democracy Project at the Hoover Institution, 07

(Abbas, “Understanding the Iran Crisis,” Testimony before the House Committee on Foreign Affairs, January 31, http://www.hoover.org/research/iran/essays/5947546.html)

Such negotiations, if they take place, are ultimately temporary cures for the problem of Iran and its nuclear adventurism. The regime in Tehran might in fact negotiate but it is sure to break its promise—as it has done so often in the past—and proceed with its nuclear program even more covertly. Only with the advent of democracy in Iran can a strategic solution to Iran’s nuclear problem be found. Democracy in Iran is also likely to have a democratic domino effect in the region. In Iran, an often silent majority wants democracy, normalized relations with the world, and avoid nuclear adventurism. Any policy that curtails the contributes to the continuous silence of this majority, derails or delays their democratic aspirations is detrimental to the long term interests of both the US and Iran. Moreover, if it is true that the war in Iraq and the confrontation with Iran are both parts of the international war on terror, and if it is true, that Iran is a bellwether state for the entire Muslim Middle East, then it is also true that US policy on Iran will have serious ramifications for that war and for the entire region. The war on terror, like Iran’s nuclear problem, does not have a military solution. Both require military might and the credible resolution to use it, but both ultimately have a political solution. Only a large, active coalition of Muslim moderates, Shiite and Sunni—who in spite of recent bloodshed amongst them have for centuries shown they can live together in relative harmony and amity--can defeat radical Islam and its Jihadist terrorist arm. The battle for the soul of Islam is less between reviving Shiite and a frightened Sunnis, but between the hitherto silent majority of Muslims, keen on a spiritual reading of Islam and Jihadists who want to turn Islam into an ideology for terror. That silent majority, in Iran as well as the rest of the Muslim world, is the natural ally of America and of the West, and a foe of the kind of dogma, intransigence and nuclear adventurism Ahmadinejad and his allies promote. Prudent American policy must strengthen the position of these majorities. Dogs of war with Iran, or even the howls of such dogs helps the likes of Ahmadinejad, and in spite of what results such tactics might bear in the short run, they will in the long run reap nothing but calamity and a nuclear, entrenched and despotic Iran.

Ext – Iran Turn – Iran Demo Coming Now

Iran democratic movement is succeeding --- Western Support key

Milani ’09 


(Abbas,- director of Iranian Studies at Stanford University where he is also a research fellow at the Hoover Institution, December, “The Tipping Point in Iran” http://www.stanford.edu/~amilani/12-29-09%20The%20Tipping%20Point%20in%20Iran%20-%20WSJ.pdf Accessed 7.31.10) 

When millions of peaceful demonstrators took to the streets of big Iranian cities in June to protest what was widely assumed to be a stolen election, many in the West wondered whether the movement had the will and vision to sustain itself. Apologists for the regime here in America and in Iran dismissed the democratic protests as the angst of a small minority of Westernized yuppies or discontented academics. Clerics loyal to the regime used the incendiary language of class warfare. They dismissed the opposition as accomplices of the Great Satan and a small minority composed of wealthy urbanites fighting to reverse the gains the poor—mustazaf—have made around the country. Over the past six months the regime has killed dozens of demonstrators, arrested hundreds of activists, and forced hundreds of others into exile. It took false comfort in the belief that it had defeated what it self-deludingly claimed had been nothing but an American-concocted velvet revolution. This weekend's bloody protests during the holiday of Ashura culminate a pattern of persistence and perseverance on the part of the opposition. There can now be little doubt about the movement's staying power. Western countries dealing with Iran must now recognize that the specter of this democratic movement hovers over every negotiation. Sunday's protests might have even ended the regime's delusions that it can once again cow the population into submission. In cities big and small, people have continued to engage in large and small acts of civil disobedience. In the city of Rafsanjan, demonstrators freed two prisoners about to be hung by the regime. And in Tehran, those unwilling to come into the streets and brave the baton-wielding basijis and gun-toting policemen astride motorcycles, go to their rooftops under the cover of the night and shout "Death to the dictator!" Even the mostly dormant but economically successful Iranian-American diaspora is beginning to show signs of eagerness to help those fighting on the front lines of democracy inside Iran. There are increasing numbers of solidarity demonstrations, efforts to lobby politicians, and aggressive fund-raising effort to provide support for Iranians being pressured by the regime. Those who, for so long, have implicitly apologized for the regime by claiming that the only problem with it is that it is not afforded enough respect by the world, particularly by the U.S., must now see the poverty of their argument. The last six months have shown unequivocally that the problem with the Iranian regime is the regime itself. Much has been written about the fact that Iran's democratic movement today combines the three characteristics of a velvet revolution—nonviolent, nonutopian and populist in nature—with the nimble organizational skills and communication opportunities afforded by the Web. Less discussed has been the significance of the youthfulness and Internet- savvy nature of the Iranian population. Seventy percent of Iranians are under the age of 30. And in a population of 75 million, 22 million are Internet users. In spite of the nominal leadership of reformists like Medhi Karroubi, Mir Hossein Mousavi and Mohammad Khatami, the real leaders of the movement have been the thousands of groups and individuals who work autonomously, and whose structure replicates the Internet. Until now, this lack of structure has given the movement its power. But the democratic movement has reached its own hour of reckoning. As Supreme Leader Ayatollah Ali Khamenei and his cohorts come nearer to a crisis, as rifts within the regime deepen in coming weeks, as the regime ratchets up its ruthlessness against the democrats, and as the world, with anxious eyes on the nuclear issue, carefully watches the domestic situation in Iran, the democratic movement must develop a more coherent plan of action and a more disciplined leadership. And the world, particularly the West, must also let the regime know that it will not stand by idly as the people of Iran are brutalized by the regime.

Ext – Iran Turn – Iran Demo Coming Now

Iran’s democratic movement is succeeding --- Government control over the populace is waning 

Milani ’09 


(Abbas,- director of Iranian Studies at Stanford University where he is also a research fellow at the Hoover Institution, December, “The Tipping Point in Iran” http://www.stanford.edu/~amilani/12-29-09%20The%20Tipping%20Point%20in%20Iran%20-%20WSJ.pdf Accessed 7.31.10)

To many in the outside world, the regime's brashness—its willingness to murder peaceful demonstrators in broad daylight and its adventurism in the nuclear arena—have been shocking. But to the people of Iran, who have long suffered the consequences of the regime's political despotism, its ideological sclerosis, and its economic incompetence and corruption, recent events are only egregious manifestations of what they have endured for three decades. It is the slow, sinister grind of this structural violence that has now turned nearly every strata of Iranian society—save those who owe their fortunes to the status quo—into the de facto foe of the regime. According to Transparency International, Iran is today one of the most corrupt economies in the world. It also has the ignominy of topping the list of all countries in terms of brain drain. Each year, between 150,000 and 180,000 of the country's best and brightest leave the country. The yearly cost to Iran for this brain drain alone is estimated to be almost equal to the yearly cost of the Iran-Iraq War, according to the World Bank. Falling oil prices are now forcing the regime to reduce the almost $100 billion of subsidies it pays to keep quiet a discontent population. The reserves it accumulated when oil prices were $150 per barrel have long been squandered by Ahmadinejad on harebrained schemes like carelessly making loans to start businesses that ended up fueling a real estate bubble, rather than creating jobs. But this inevitable reduction of subsidies is sure to further reduce the standards of living for the poor and middle classes. This will make the horizon grim for the triumvirate of Revolutionary Guard commanders, Khamenei and Ahmadinejad who now rule Iran. A politically discontent population forced to experience an unexpected economic downturn was a key element of the recipe that overthrew the Shah from the Peacock Throne in 1979. Poetic justice that the same sudden change in the country's economic fortune—and even the same use of religious rites and rituals for political purposes that brought the clerics to power 30 years ago—is now coming back to haunt them.
Ext – Long Time Frame

The timeframe for democratization is too long—the US won’t continue to support it
GAUSE 5--- pol sci prof (F. GREGORY III, Associate Professor of Political Science at the University of Vermont and Director of its Middle East Studies Program, September/October 2005, http://www.foreignaffairs.com/articles/61021/f-gregory-gause-iii/can-democracy-stop-terrorism, DA: 7/23, “Can Democracy Stop Terrorism”, ZBurdette)

Administration officials, including President Bush, have often stated that the transition to democracy in the Arab world will be difficult and that Americans should not expect quick results. Yet whenever the Bush administration publicly defends democratization, it cites a familiar litany of Muslim-world elections -- those in Afghanistan, Iraq, Lebanon, the Palestinian territories, and Saudi Arabia -- as evidence that the policy is working. It will take years, however, for non-Islamist political forces to be ready to compete for power in these elections, and it is doubtful that this or any other U.S. administration will have the patience to see the process through. If it cannot show that patience, Washington must realize that its democratization policy will lead to Islamist domination of Arab politics. It is not only the focus on elections that is troubling in the administration's democracy initiative in the Arab world. Also problematic is the unjustified confidence that Washington has in its ability to predict, and even direct, the course of politics in other countries. No administration official would sign on, at least not in public, to the naive view that Arab democracy will produce governments that will always cooperate with the United States. Yet Washington's democracy advocates seem to assume that Arab democratic transitions, like the recent democratic transitions in eastern Europe, Latin America, and East Asia, will lead to regimes that support, or at least do not impede, the broad range of U.S. foreign policy interests. They do not appreciate that in those regimes, liberalism prevailed because its great ideological competitor, communism, was thoroughly discredited, whereas the Arab world offers a real ideological alternative to liberal democracy: the movement that claims as its motto "Islam is the solution." Washington's hubris should have been crushed in Iraq, where even the presence of 140,000 American troops has not allowed politics to proceed according to the U.S. plan. Yet the Bush administration displays little of the humility or the patience that such a daunting task demands. If the United States really does see the democracy-promotion initiative in the Arab world as a "generational challenge," the entire nation will have to learn these traits.
Econ Turns Democracy

Economic decline collapses democratization

Halperin 5
Morton Halperin et al, Senior Vice President of the Center for American Progress and Director of the Open Society Policy Center, 2005, The Democracy Advantage, p. 90

This chapter has made the case that economic stagnation is a threat to de​mocratization. Over 70 percent of democratic backtrackers experienced economic stagnation in the years preceding their political contraction. Moreover, democratizers with more prolonged recessions had a greater tendency to revert to authoritarianism. Backtracking under economic duress has been primarily concentrated in parts of Latin America, Africa, and the former Soviet Union. Nonetheless, democracy has amazing staying power. In more than 95 percent of the cases of sustained economic con​traction, democratizing states did not backtrack. Furthermore, even for those that eventually did backtrack, 60 percent regained their democratic course after a several-year interval.
Economic Collapse tanks democracy

Petrou 9 

Michael, PhD in History from Oxford, Maclean’s, March 9, Proquest
History suggests the results will be damaging. Political freedom rarely advances during a worldwide recession. "The current downturn, if it continues for some period of time, is likely to be very unhelpful for hope that democracy will spread around the world," says Benjamin M. Friedman, a Harvard University economist and the author of The Moral Consequences of Economic Growth, in an interview with Maclean's. Friedman argues that political freedom expands during prolonged periods of prosperity, and contracts during regression or stagnation. It's a thesis echoed by Freedom House's Puddington. "Democracy moves ahead when diings are flush," he says. "The history of democracy in times of real economic pain and crisis- it's not very good. I'm certainly hopeful that we're not going to end up like we did in the late 1920s and 1930s. That was a terrible time for world politics."

Heg Turns Democracy

US leadership is key to the spread of democracy

McFaul and Bings 5
Michael McFaul, Helen and Peter Bing Senior Fellow at the Hoover Institution, Winter 2004-2005, THE WASHINGTON QUARTERLY, p. 158.

There is a genuine correlation between the advance of democracy as well as democratic norms worldwide and the growth of U.S. power. No country has done more to strengthen the norms and practices of democracy around the world than the United States. If Adolf Hitler had prevailed in World War II, democratic values would have survived, but few democratic regimes would have remained. Similarly, if the Cold War had ended with U.S. disintegration, rather than Soviet dissolution, command economies run by one-party dictatorships would be the norm and democracy the exception. Thus, even good ideas need powerful actors to defend and advance them.
A2:  Anti Americanism
The Arab-Israeli conflict makes anti-Americanism inevitable *and mid-east democracy impossible
Ottaway and Carothers 4 (Marina— Ph.D, Direcotr of Mid East Program at the Carnegie Endowment for International Peace, and Thomas-- “Middle East Democracy”, M.Sc., London School of Economics; J.D., VICE PRESIDENT FOR STUDIES at the Carnegie Endowment for International Peace, DA: 7/21, http://www.jstor.org/stable/4152940?seq=1, Foreign Policy, No. 145 (Nov. - Dec., 2004), pp. 22-24+26-28, ZBurdette)
Yet failure to resolve the Arab-Israeli conflict prevents the United States from gaining credibility as an advocate of democracy in the Middle East. Liberal Arabs perceive claims by the United States that it wants democracy in the Middle East as hypocritical, pointing to what they see as American indifference to the rights of the Palestinians and unconditional support for Israel. For their part, many Arab governments do not take U.S. pressure to democratize their region seriously, believing that the need for oil and fear of upsetting regimes that recognize Israel will trump Washington’s desire for democratic change. U.S. credibility in the Middle East will not be restored—and the unprecedented level of anti-Americanism resentment will not abate—until the United States makes a serious, balanced effort to tackle the conflict. Without such credibility, Washington’s effort to stimulate democratization in the region will severely be constrained.

Antiamericanism is irreversible – too entrenched and cant change historical sources
Smith 4 (Lee, “Democracy Inaction Understanding Arab anti-Americanism.”, April 23, 2004, DA: 7/26, http://www.slate.com/id/2099413,  ZBurdette)
Probably the most egregiously sinister policy the United States pursued in the Middle East was engineering the 1953 coup that replaced Iran's Prime Minister Mohammad Mossadegh with the shah. The Middle East is important because of oil, and at the time it was yet another Cold War battlefield where we could exercise our influence against the Soviets. So, after the CIA supported the 1952 coup that eventually brought Gamal Abdel Nasser to power in Egypt, U.S. enthusiasm for the colonel cooled when he bought weapons from the Soviets in 1955. Nonetheless, in 1956 the United States handed Nasser his greatest—indeed only—unqualified triumph at Suez.

After Nasser nationalized the Suez Canal, the Israelis, along with the French and British, attacked Egypt. Nasser would have lost the war and almost certainly his life had President Eisenhower not ordered those three American allies to back down. Arranging a victory of that order for Nasser—a victory that made him the Arab world's greatest modern hero—would seem to be about as pro-Arab as you can get, and yet only two years later, Eisenhower was wondering why the Arabs hated us so much. One obvious reason is that by chasing out the two Western powers that had been the region's hate targets for over a century, the United States became a kind of surrogate for anticolonial sentiment, regardless of whether or not it had the same imperial ambitions as France and Britain. In other words, pro-Arab U.S. policies don't seem to put much of a dent in Arab anti-Americanism.
Alt causes—Iraq and Israel

Smith 4 (Lee, “Democracy Inaction Understanding Arab anti-Americanism.”, April 23, 2004, DA: 7/26, http://www.slate.com/id/2099413,  ZBurdette)
According to a Wednesday Associated Press story on growing anti-U.S. sentiment in the Arab world, Egyptian President Hosni Mubarak believes that "because of the war in Iraq and Washington's continued support of Israel, hatred of Americans in the Arab world had reached new heights."
Alt cause—American support of egypt

Smith 4 (Lee, “Democracy Inaction Understanding Arab anti-Americanism.”, April 23, 2004, DA: 7/26, http://www.slate.com/id/2099413,  ZBurdette)
So, what drives anti-Americanism? The Arab world complains that the United States supports corrupt and oppressive Arab regimes. This is true. For example, the United States gives $2 billion a year to Egypt. While U.S. policymakers should definitely tie aid to democratic reforms, it is far from clear that Egypt would be less oppressive or corrupt without that money. After all, Syria and Iran oppress their populations without U.S. assistance. Yasser Arafat's corrupt and oppressive Palestinian Authority enjoys the patronage of the United States, but there are very few Arabs who will publicly say that the United States should stop supporting Arafat. In fact, we know that Arabs were very angry when Washington demanded that Arafat appoint a prime minister. And, of course, the United States famously supported Saddam Hussein. However, once Washington got the United Nations to impose sanctions against Iraq, Arabs held the United States, rather than Saddam, responsible for starving Iraqis to death. And as President Mubarak is likely to remind us, when the United States deposes a corrupt and oppressive leader like Saddam, it only makes Arabs hate the United States.
A2:  Anti Americanism

State propaganda ensures anti-Americanism – they always control the spin
Rubin 2  (Barry,  professor at the Interdisciplinary Center, the Director of the Global Research in International Affairs Center of the IDC, and a senior fellow at the Interdisciplinary Center's International Policy Institute for Counter-Terrorism, “The Real Roots of Arab Anti-Americanism”, November/December 2002, DA: 7/26, http://www.foreignaffairs.com/articles/58434/barry-rubin/the-real-roots-of-arab-anti-americanism?page=show, ZBurdette) 

For years now, anti-Americanism has served as a means of last resort by which failed political systems and movements in the Middle East try to improve their standing. The United States is blamed for much that is bad in the Arab world, and it is used as an excuse for political and social oppression and economic stagnation. By assigning responsibility for their own shortcomings to Washington, Arab leaders distract their subjects' attention from the internal weaknesses that are their real problems. And thus rather than pushing for greater privatization, equality for women, democracy, civil society, freedom of speech, due process of law, or other similar developments sorely needed in the Arab world, the public focuses instead on hating the United States. What makes this strategy remarkable, however, is the reality of past U.S. policy toward the region. Obviously, the United States, like all countries, has tried to pursue a foreign policy that accords with its own interests. But the fact remains that these interests have generally coincided with those of Arab leaders and peoples. For example, the United States may have had its own reasons for saving Kuwait from annexation by Iraq's secular dictatorship in 1991 -- mainly to preserve cheap oil. But U.S. policy was still, in effect, pro-Kuwaiti, pro-Muslim, and pro-Arab. After all, Washington could have used the war as a pretext to seize Kuwait's oil fields for itself or demand lower prices or political concessions in exchange for fighting off Iraq. Instead, U.S. leaders did none of these things and sought the widest possible support for their actions among Arabs and Muslims. When the United States has involved itself in conflicts in the region, furthermore, it has usually been during fights pitting moderates against either secular Arab forces or radical Islamist groups that even most Muslims consider deviant, if not heretical. And in such conflicts, the United States has generally backed parties with a strong claim to Arab or Islamic legitimacy. This trend can be traced back to the 1950s, when Egypt, Syria, and later Iraq became dictatorships friendly to Moscow and menaced Jordan, Lebanon, and Saudi Arabia. Even then, the United States, hoping to demonstrate its sympathy for Arab nationalism, sought good relations with Egypt's president, Gamal Abdel Nasser, and prevented his overthrow by the United Kingdom, France, and Israel in the 1956 Suez war. Washington maintained its pro-Arab policy throughout the Cold War, worried that if it antagonized Arab regimes they would side with the Soviet Union. For this reason, the United States wooed Egypt, accepted Syria's hegemony over Lebanon, and did little to punish states that sponsored terrorism. The United States also became Islam's political patron in the region, since traditionalist Islam, then threatened by radical Arab nationalism, was seen as a bulwark against avowedly secular communism. Nonetheless, during the Cold War it became popular to portray U.S. policy as anti-Arab -- despite the evidence to the contrary. Such rhetoric became a convenient way for radical regimes to establish their own legitimacy and to brand their moderate opponents as Western puppets. Radical Arab regimes (whether nationalist or Islamist) also accused U.S.-backed moderate governments of being antidemocratic or of ignoring human rights, even though the radical regimes -- such as Libya, Syria, Iraq, and revolutionary Iran -- had far worse records themselves. Indeed, internal conflicts in the Arab world have posed impossible dilemmas for U.S. policymakers. When the United States helps friendly governments such as Egypt's or Saudi Arabia's, it is accused of sabotaging revolutionary movements against them. As soon as Washington starts to pressure Arab governments into improving their positions on democracy or human rights, however, it is accused of acting in an imperialist manner -- as happened this summer, when the White House threatened to block any increase in aid to Cairo after Egypt jailed Saad Eddin Ibrahim, a prominent human rights advocate. If Washington did nothing and friendly regimes were overthrown, the radical conquerors would be unlikely to show any gratitude for U.S. neutrality.
Their claim that withdrawal solves is naïve—there was anti-Americanism 60 years before the war
Smith 4 (Lee, “Democracy Inaction Understanding Arab anti-Americanism.”, April 23, 2004, DA: 7/26, http://www.slate.com/id/2099413,  ZBurdette)
Actually, as many Arabs will tell you, they like Americans; they just don't like the current government's foreign policies. Of course, Arab displeasure with U.S. leaders hardly started with the Bush White House. As Noam Chomsky pointed out two years ago—or well before anti-Americanism reached its current heights—President Eisenhower talked about the "hatred against us [in the Arab world]" way back in 1958. That's a long time to be hated. The last time the United States was unequivocally loved was in 1919 when Woodrow Wilson spoke about the right to national self-determination. The Arabs saw in that very American principle the prospects of their freedom from colonial rule. As the century wore on, it became clear that the United States supported—albeit very ambivalently at first—the Jews' as well as the Arabs' right to national self-determination in Palestine. As we know, this didn't sit well with many Arabs.
A2:  Anti Americanism
Alt cause—peer pressure
Smith 4 (Lee, “Democracy Inaction Understanding Arab anti-Americanism.”, April 23, 2004, DA: 7/26, http://www.slate.com/id/2099413,  ZBurdette)
Anti-Americanism is how Arab leaders play the Arab people and the United States against each other to preserve their own hides. There is no incentive to be anything but anti-American, and it is very dangerous not to follow the pack. In Iraq, Arabs who work with Americans to rebuild their country are targeted for death. Anti-Americanism is the coin of the realm and has been for many years now. It is not growing. When Americans talk about rising Arab anti-Americanism, we are saying we do not understand how Arab regimes work. In effect, we are collaborating with dictators who will not allow Arabs a voice in their own governance. 

US nationalist attitudes are root cause of anti-Americanism – and it won’t cause terrorism or undermine coop with US

BBC News 6/6/03
(Steve Schifferes, extensive background in business and finance journalism and economics correspondent for BBC News online and attended Harvard and Warwick Universities, “The roots of anti-Americanism”, Washington: BBC News Online, DA: 7/26/10, http://news.bbc.co.uk/2/hi/americas/2970424.stm)
The growing anti-Americanism around the world can be explained by the special character of American nationalism. Bush and Chirac after talks The US and the rest of the world do not always see eye-to-eye In the wake of the Iraq war, the image of the United States among many nations around the world has plummeted. A new survey from the Pew Research Center found that the number of people with a favourable view of the US has dropped sharply in the last two years, especially in the Muslim world. Now a scholar at an influential think tank argues that it is American nationalism itself that is to blame. Minxin Pei of the Carnegie Endowment for International Peace says that American nationalism, because it is based on the appeal of its supposedly universal democratic institutions, does not appreciate the power of nationalism abroad.  Mr. Pei argues that in other countries national pride is based on history, ties to the land, or religious, ethnic and religious links. in contrast, America prides itself as a "melting pot" of diversity, but asserts that its political institutions are the unique repository of universal values like democracy and the rule of law. Mr Pei argues that US nationalism is based on grass-roots civic activism, and the private use of symbols like the flag, the national anthem, and pledge of allegiance has no parallel in other countries where the government itself promotes nationalism. And US nationalism is forward-looking and triumphalist, deriving its meaning from victories and with a short collective memory. Hypocrisy As a result, Mr Pei argues that the US has difficulty understanding why other countries feel nationalistic. [Some] reject American nationalism as merely the expression of an overbearing, self-righteous and misguided bully Minxin Pei Carnegie Endowment for International Peace And its idealism appears to others as hypocrisy. "Many admire its idealism, universalism and optimism... others reject American nationalism as merely the expression of an overbearing, self-righteous and misguided bully." In a lively debate, Professor Francis Fukuyama, former head of the state department's policy planning staff, argued that hypocrisy was necessary for the conduct of foreign policy. But, he said, American idealism had played a crucial role in creating the world institutions that were now under question, such as the UN, the World Bank, and the World Trade Organisation. And he argued that the US foreign policy elites were no more parochial or moralistic than other countries. According to Mr Fukuyama, the moral message was needed to convince domestic audiences to accept US foreign policy goals. He suggested that this was the price of democracy, and a function of the greater scrutiny of the executive by democratic institutions in the US. Patriotic not nationalistic Mr Pei points out that only one in five Americans have been abroad, and that nationalism is viewed with disdain, in contrast to patriotism. And he said there was a deeper contradiction, which was that, for Americans, a commitment to the rule of law stopped at their national borders. Mr Fukuyama agreed that the US was reluctant to delegate sovereignty to other organisations which lacked democratic legitimacy in the case of national security - as in the often-heard comment, "who elected the UN?" But he argued that Europe's desire to share sovereignty was just a much a product of its history, and a desire not to repeat the wars of the 20th Century. And he said that the US was, in practice, the only country that could supply the "global public good" of security which Europe was not prepared to pay for - even if he would prefer it was done in a more multilateral framework. Deep-rooted split The differences between Mr Pei and Mr Fukuyama reflect differing evaluations of how deep-seated the split is between the US and much of the rest of the world over how to conduct foreign policy. If Mr Pei is right, the more successful US foreign policy is, the deeper the split in perception will become - and the growing misunderstanding will be a real problem in international politics. For Professor Fukuyama, such differences are inevitable but not fundamentally as serious. The US does not have an empire, and the rest of the world will choose voluntarily to support, if not embrace, US efforts to curtail global terrorism. And the doctrine of "pre-emption"- which Mr Fukuyama argues was introduced solely to deal with the case of Iraq - will not become the ruling principle in US foreign policy. It will probably not be until the next crisis is resolved - whether it is Iran, Syria or North Korea - that it will become clear who was right.  
A2:  Anti Americanism

Alt Cause – Prior Sanctions

Jack A. Smith, Global Research at the Global Realm, May 29, 2010 “Terrorism- Causes and Consequences” http://theglobalrealm.com/2010/05/30/terrorism-causes-and-consequences/ DA: 7/26/10
The fourth U.S. decision that contributed substantially to the unpopularity of the American government was to impose cruel sanctions against the Iraqi people in the aftermath of the 1991 Gulf War. The war itself, resulting in the mortification of Iraq for occupying Kuwait, was intended to compensate for the Pentagon’s humiliating defeat in Vietnam 15 years earlier. The U.S. launched what has been called one of the “most devastating air assaults in history” against Iraq in mid-January 1991. It was all over in a couple of months. Overwhelming power succeeded: The U.S. lost 147 troops. The Iraqis lost 200,000, troops and civilians in the brief war and its immediate aftermath. Ultimately up to 1.5 million Iraqis died as a result of a dozen years of draconian U.S./UN economic, trade and materials sanctions that accompanied the war, and which ended only after the U.S. invasion in March 2003. The UN suggests that half these civilian dead were children. Former U.S. Attorney General Ramsey Clark, a defender of the Iraqi people, said of the sanctions, “The goal was to cripple Iraq’s infrastructure and make civilian life unsustainable.” (His 1992 book, “The Fire This Time — U.S. War Crimes in the Gulf,” remains a classic account of the real causes and effects of the Gulf War.) Most Americans were and remain indifferent to the terrible pain visited upon the Iraqi people by the sanctions. Secretary of State Madeline Albright famously said of the civilian deaths, “we think the price is worth it.” To the Arab people, Muslims in general, humanitarians, and anti-imperialists throughout the world, it was a cruel and vindictive act of genocidal proportions

Ext – Alt Cause - Israel
We control causality—the US support of Israel is the most important issue

Rubin 2  (Barry,  professor at the Interdisciplinary Center, the Director of the Global Research in International Affairs Center of the IDC, and a senior fellow at the Interdisciplinary Center's International Policy Institute for Counter-Terrorism, “The Real Roots of Arab Anti-Americanism”, November/December 2002, DA: 7/26, http://www.foreignaffairs.com/articles/58434/barry-rubin/the-real-roots-of-arab-anti-americanism?page=show, ZBurdette) 
Finally, there is the attempt to reduce all American policy to a single issue: U.S. support for Israel. Israel's true nature and policies are also distorted as part of this picture. This latter element is critical to the salience of the first in anti-American rhetoric, for if one believes that Israel is an evil force seeking to dominate the Middle East, kill Arabs, and destroy Islam, it would follow that one would view American aid to Israel as a supreme evil. The truth, however, is that the United States has merely helped Israel survive efforts from Arab neighbors to remove it from the map. The U.S.-Israel relationship was in fact quite ambivalent for most of Israel's first quarter-century of existence, with the United States generally refusing to supply arms or other aid. The link only intensified in the face of hostile actions by Arab states, which aligned themselves with the Soviet Union and sponsored anti-American terrorism. And despite such hostility, the U.S. goal has always remained a mutually acceptable peace agreement between the Arabs and Israel that would ensure good American relations with both sides.
Support of Israel ensures antiamericanism
Jack A. Smith, Global Research at the Global Realm, May 29, 2010 “Terrorism- Causes and Consequences” http://theglobalrealm.com/2010/05/30/terrorism-causes-and-consequences/ DA: 7/26/10
The second decision that contributed principally to creating Arab and Muslim antipathy toward the U.S. was Washington’s total support of Israel to the detriment of the people of Palestine, particularly following the June 1967 war, when Israel invaded and occupied large swaths of Palestinian territory, where it remains today in utter violation of several key international laws. “In Palestine,” according to British writer/filmmaker John Pilger, “the enduring illegal occupation by Israel would have collapsed long ago were it not for U.S. backing. Far from being the terrorists of the world, the Islamic peoples have been its victims…. It is only a few years ago that the Islamic fundamentalist groups, willing to blow themselves up in Israel and New York, were formed, and only after Israel and the U.S. had rejected outright the hope of a Palestinian state, and justice for a people scarred by imperialism.” Today, the Arab world agrees to normalize relations with Israel if the Tel Aviv government allows the establishment of two sovereign states, one being Palestinian. Israel refuses, and not only continues to illegally occupy Palestinian lands but to oppress the masses of people — the most gruesome recent example being the vicious attack on Gaza followed by blockading the territory to deprive its inhabitants of the basic necessities of life. It is well understood that only U.S. military, economic and political support makes it possible for Israel to continuously subjugate the Palestinians. Israel often claims it is surrounded by “existential” threats of one kind or another, the latest being from Iran, but the only real threat it faces is that of losing Washington’s sponsorship, protection and economic support.

Ext – Alt Cause – Iraq

Iraq War 

Ken Pollack is an expert on national security, military affairs and the Persian Gulf. He was Director for Persian Gulf affairs at the National Security Council. He also spent seven years in the CIA as a Persian Gulf military analyst. He is the author of A Path Out of the Desert: A Grand Strategy for America in the Middle East.   SEPTEMBER 09, 2008 “The impact of the Iraq War on Jihad Terrorism” http://www.brookings.edu/interviews/2008/0909_terrorism_pollack.aspx?p=1 DA: 7/26/10
Trudy Rubin: Ken, I would like to start by talking a little about the impact of the Iraq war on al Qaeda in the past five years. In early 2003, you wrote in The Annals that al Qaeda was on the ropes. So what was the impact of the invasion of Iraq on al Qaeda’s strength? Kenneth Pollack: I think that in the early days of the reconstruction of Iraq, the problems, almost all of which were self-inflicted wounds by the United States of America, were an enormous shot in the arm for al Qaeda. Here was the United States manifesting every one of the traits that al Qaeda had been warning the people of the Muslim world about. An aggressive United States imposing itself on an Arab country, making war on an Arab government, no matter how illegitimate, attempting to impose its rule, what it called an occupation, in the heart of the Arab world. There are not too many things that the United States could have done that would have been more helpful to al Qaeda, especially given how incompetently the United States handled the reconstruction of Iraq, creating an absolute mess and enormous security vacuum that created the perfect playing field for an organization like al Qaeda to move in, set up shop, begin to have a new impact on the Middle East and on Iraq in particular, begin to demonstrate to the rest of the Arab world that it remained relevant to the goals and aspirations of the people of the Arab world, generate new recruits and once again demonstrate that it could be a major player in the Middle East. 

Ext – Support for Middle East Monarchs

US support for middle east monarchies ensures anti-Americanism, extremism and failure of middle east democracy
Jack A. Smith, Global Research at the Global Realm, May 29, 2010 “Terrorism- Causes and Consequences” http://theglobalrealm.com/2010/05/30/terrorism-causes-and-consequences/ DA: 7/26/10
The first of these decisions took place immediately following the end of World War II in 1945, when the U.S. chose to extend its hegemony throughout the Middle East, and thus prevent its essential wartime ally, the Soviet Union, from gaining a foothold. Washington’s goal ever since that time — including the last two decades after the implosion of the socialist camp and the 16 months since Obama took office — has been directed toward establishing dominion over this petroleum-rich region to insure America’s global preeminence. To accomplish this objective, the U.S. made deals with ultra-conservative monarchies in the region, offering them military protection and secure dynastic longevity in return for loyalty and concessions on oil supplies. Royal houses, such as exist in Saudi Arabia, Jordan, and elsewhere, could have been swept away decades ago by their own people had they not been in America’s protective custody. Washington’s prolongation of monarchical rule has been a major impediment to democracy in the region. When the people prevailed, as in Iran in 1951 after an elected democratic government gained power, nationalized the country’s substantial petroleum reserves, and replaced the monarchy with a republic, the U.S. and Britain launched a campaign for bloody regime change that by 1953 crushed democracy and restored the brutal Shah of Iran to power. Washington also continually interfered with republics, not just monarchies, supporting, protecting and enriching those which destroyed their political left wing and bent the knee to U.S. hegemony, such as Egypt, while subverting those leaning left, as in Iran in the early 1950s, or who simply insisted upon maintaining independence from American domination, such as Syria. This, too, stifled democracy and social progress. After 65 years of interference, Washington either controls or has considerable influence over virtually all the governments of the Middle East, with the exception of Iran, today’s imperial target par excellence. Syria remains in the middle. Turkey, which is sometimes not geographically included in the Middle East, is a member of U.S.-dominated NATO and seeks Washington’s support to enter the European Union, but has lately taken two positions totally opposed by the Obama Administration: It has sharply criticized Israel, which was considered Turkey’s ally, over its invasion and imprisonment of Gaza, and this month joined with Brazil in a move calculated to head off harsh sanctions against Iran. In the process of gaining dominance over most Mideast regimes — the majority of which have remained undemocratic as a consequence — the United States has alienated the masses of people throughout the region. In response, given that the U.S. has demanded of its Arab protectorates that the political left and progressive secular forces be weakened or crushed in country after country, it has been the Islamic resistance which has filled the vacuum and taken up the national struggle against American domination and undemocratic rule. A relatively small portion of this movement is influenced by extreme fundamentalist ideology, and a still smaller sector have joined the jihad (struggle) initiated by Osama bin-Laden’s al-Qaeda.

Ext– hostile govs control spin

Middle eastern regimes control the spin – can’t solve antiamericanism

Rubin 2  (Barry,  professor at the Interdisciplinary Center, the Director of the Global Research in International Affairs Center of the IDC, and a senior fellow at the Interdisciplinary Center's International Policy Institute for Counter-Terrorism, “The Real Roots of Arab Anti-Americanism”, November/December 2002, DA: 7/26, http://www.foreignaffairs.com/articles/58434/barry-rubin/the-real-roots-of-arab-anti-americanism?page=show, ZBurdette) 

Why has the real record been so disregarded in the Middle East? There are several explanations. First, whatever the extent of Americans' failure to understand the region, Middle Easterners' inability to understand the United States has been greater. Throughout the region, leaders and movements have always expected Washington to try to conquer them and wipe out its enemies -- since, after all, this is what the locals would do if they controlled the world's most powerful country. Second, it is important to remember how tightly information is controlled in the Middle East. It is hardly surprising that the masses, shut off from accurate data and constantly fed antagonistic views, have grown hostile to the United States. Those who could present a more accurate picture of America are discouraged from doing so by peer pressure, censorship, and fear of being labeled U.S. agents. Third, Washington's real record is constantly distorted. The United States, for example, is blamed for the suffering of Muslims whom it protected in Kosovo and Bosnia. U.S. humanitarian efforts in Somalia are portrayed as part of an imperialistic, anti-Muslim campaign defeated by heroic local resistance. Fourth, the real nature of the threats from which the United States protected Arabs is downplayed. Take, for example, Saddam Hussein, who has started two wars, killed hundreds of thousands of Muslims and Arabs, looted and vandalized Kuwait, threatened his neighbors, tortured and repressed his own people, used chemical weapons against opponents and civilians, fired missiles against population centers, and tried to develop nuclear arms so as to dominate the region. Despite his record, Arabs throughout the Middle East are constantly told by their leaders that the United States is the party responsible for Iraq's problems, and that Washington is the one seeking to dominate the Persian Gulf.
Middle East Democracy impossible

Alt causes prevent Mid-East democracy—oil profits and ethnic divisions

Mandelbaum 7 – foreign affairs prof  (Michael, Professor and Director of the American Foreign Policy program at the Johns Hopkins University, School of Advanced International Studies, September/ October, “Democracy Without America”, http://www.foreignaffairs.com/articles/62833/michael-mandelbaum/democracy-without-america?page=show, DA: 7/21/10, ZBurdette)
The prospects for democracy in the Arab countries are poor. A number of features of Arab society and political life work against it. None is exclusive to the Middle East, but nowhere else are all of them present in such strength. One of them is oil. The largest reserves of readily accessible oil on the planet are located in the region. Countries that become wealthy through the extraction and sale of oil, often called petro-states, rarely conform to the political standards of modern democracy. These countries do not need the social institutions and individual skills that, transferred to the realm of politics, promote democracy. All that is required for them to become rich is the extraction and sale of oil, and a small number of people can do this. They do not even have to be citizens of the country itself.  Furthermore, because the governments own the oil fields and collect all the petroleum export revenues, they tend to be large and powerful. In petro-states, the incentives for rulers to maintain control of the government are therefore unusually strong, as are the disincentives to relinquish power voluntarily. In these countries, the private economies, which elsewhere counterbalance state power, tend to be small and weak, and civil society is underdeveloped. Finally, the nondemocratic governments of petro-states, particularly the monarchies of the Middle East, where oil is plentiful and populations are relatively small, use the wealth at their disposal to resist pressures for more democratic governance. In effect, they bribe the people they rule, persuading these citizens to forgo political liberty and the right to decide who governs them.  Arab countries are also unlikely candidates for democracy because their populations are often sharply divided along tribal, ethnic, or religious lines. Where more than one tribal, ethnic, or religious group inhabits a sovereign state in appreciable numbers, democracy has proved difficult to establish. In a stable democracy, people must be willing to be part of the minority. But people will accept minority status only if they feel confident that the majority will respect their liberty. In countries composed of several groups, such confidence is not always present, and there is little reason to believe it exists in Arab countries. The evidence of its absence in Iraq is all too clear. 

Democracy in the Middle East would fail or bring militants to power- culture and Hamas proves

 Ted Galen Carpenter, vice president for defense and foreign policy studies at the Cato Institute  August 13, 2007  “Democracy and Demagoguery in the Middle East” http://www.cato.org/pub_display.php?pub_id=8641 DA 7/26/10

Bush's view is not merely simplistic, it is profoundly dangerous. The president assumes that when people in the Middle East and people in the West speak of freedom, they have the same concept in mind. There is virtually no evidence to support that belief. For all too many people in the Middle East, freedom means the ability to live the way the local mullah tells them that they ought to. The foundation of an effective democracy is not some subjective desire of a person to live in freedom (however defined)—it is the willingness to allow fellow citizens, who may have different values and lifestyles, to live in freedom. That crucial spirit of tolerance is tragically underdeveloped in Middle Eastern societies. So is a pervasive attitude that political, economic and religious disputes must be settled solely by peaceful means. Without those two pillars—the essence of a vibrant civil society—prospects for even quasi-liberal democracies in the foreseeable future are extremely dim. Even in Turkey, where these conditions are markedly stronger than in Arab countries, the political system is, at best, a shaky, rather illiberal democracy. Putting in place the mechanisms of electoral democracy before the necessary cultural conditions are strong (as the United States has done in Iraq) is likely to make bad situations even worse. Pushing for democracy without those crucial preconditions is akin to trying to build a house from the roof down. Elections in such an environment will merely empower political demagogues and religious extremists. It is no accident that voters in Iraq spurned the more tolerant, secular parties who sought to reach across the Sunni-Shi'a-Kurdish divides and instead supported blatantly sectarian parties. The fallacy of assuming that democracy is a panacea for the Middle East was even more graphically confirmed by the elections in the Palestinian territories, when Hamas routed the more moderate (though hardly tolerant) Fatah. That is not to say that Middle Eastern societies will never be ready to implement Western-style liberal democracy. There is no anti-democracy gene in human DNA. Societies change over time, and the emergence of stable, liberal democratic systems in the Middle East might well occur at some point in the future. But it's not likely to happen in the next generation or two, and for the president to base U.S. policy in the region on the expectation that it will is irresponsible. It was unfortunate, but perhaps understandable, that President Bush held naive beliefs about the inevitability and imminence of a regional democratic tsunami in 2003 when he launched the Iraq War. Given the bruising experiences of the past four years, however, clinging to such assumptions is simply inexcusable. We need a far more prudent and realistic Middle East policy. Let us hope that the next president will embrace one.

Middle East Democracy Impossible

US influence in Middle East empirically has prevented democracy

Jack A. Smith, Global Research at the Global Realm, May 29, 2010 “Terrorism- Causes and Consequences” http://theglobalrealm.com/2010/05/30/terrorism-causes-and-consequences/ DA: 7/26/10
The first of these decisions took place immediately following the end of World War II in 1945, when the U.S. chose to extend its hegemony throughout the Middle East, and thus prevent its essential wartime ally, the Soviet Union, from gaining a foothold. Washington’s goal ever since that time — including the last two decades after the implosion of the socialist camp and the 16 months since Obama took office — has been directed toward establishing dominion over this petroleum-rich region to insure America’s global preeminence. To accomplish this objective, the U.S. made deals with ultra-conservative monarchies in the region, offering them military protection and secure dynastic longevity in return for loyalty and concessions on oil supplies. Royal houses, such as exist in Saudi Arabia, Jordan, and elsewhere, could have been swept away decades ago by their own people had they not been in America’s protective custody. Washington’s prolongation of monarchical rule has been a major impediment to democracy in the region. When the people prevailed, as in Iran in 1951 after an elected democratic government gained power, nationalized the country’s substantial petroleum reserves, and replaced the monarchy with a republic, the U.S. and Britain launched a campaign for bloody regime change that by 1953 crushed democracy and restored the brutal Shah of Iran to power. Washington also continually interfered with republics, not just monarchies, supporting, protecting and enriching those which destroyed their political left wing and bent the knee to U.S. hegemony, such as Egypt, while subverting those leaning left, as in Iran in the early 1950s, or who simply insisted upon maintaining independence from American domination, such as Syria. This, too, stifled democracy and social progress. After 65 years of interference, Washington either controls or has considerable influence over virtually all the governments of the Middle East, with the exception of Iran, today’s imperial target par excellence. Syria remains in the middle. Turkey, which is sometimes not geographically included in the Middle East, is a member of U.S.-dominated NATO and seeks Washington’s support to enter the European Union, but has lately taken two positions totally opposed by the Obama Administration: It has sharply criticized Israel, which was considered Turkey’s ally, over its invasion and imprisonment of Gaza, and this month joined with Brazil in a move calculated to head off harsh sanctions against Iran. In the process of gaining dominance over most Mideast regimes — the majority of which have remained undemocratic as a consequence — the United States has alienated the masses of people throughout the region. In response, given that the U.S. has demanded of its Arab protectorates that the political left and progressive secular forces be weakened or crushed in country after country, it has been the Islamic resistance which has filled the vacuum and taken up the national struggle against American domination and undemocratic rule. A relatively small portion of this movement is influenced by extreme fundamentalist ideology, and a still smaller sector have joined the jihad (struggle) initiated by Osama bin-Laden’s al-Qaeda.

No mid-east democracy—they see it as a political tool of the West
GERGES 5—Middle Eastern Politics and International Relations prof at the London School of Economics and Political Science (FAWAZ, “Is Democracy Possible in the Middle East?”, April 30, 2005, http://abcnews.go.com/International/story?id=707625&page=1, DA: 7/21, ZBurdette) 

Still, in the minds of many Arabs and Muslims, liberal democracy remains synonymous with Western political hegemony and domination. Democracy tends to be seen as a manipulative tool wielded by Western powers to intervene in Arab/Muslim internal affairs and to divide and conquer.
Alt cause—historical religious conflict and lack of popular support block middle east democracy
Mandelbaum 7 – foreign affairs prof  (Michael, Professor and Director of the American Foreign Policy program at the Johns Hopkins University, School of Advanced International Studies, September/ October, “Democracy Without America”, http://www.foreignaffairs.com/articles/62833/michael-mandelbaum/democracy-without-america?page=show, DA: 7/21/10, ZBurdette)
For the purpose of developing democratic governments, Arab countries labor under yet another handicap. For much of their history, Arab Muslims saw themselves as engaged in an epic battle for global supremacy against the Christian West. The historical memory of that rivalry still resonates in the Arab Middle East today and fuels popular resentment of the West. This, in turn, casts a shadow over anything of Western origin, including the West's dominant form of government. For this reason, liberty and free elections have less favorable reputations in the Arab Middle East than elsewhere. In view of all these obstacles, whatever else may be said about the Bush administration, in aiming its democracy promotion efforts at the Arab world it cannot be accused of picking an easy target.
Ext – US Support of Monarchs Blocks

No chance of mid-east democracy—US will intervene to prop up dictators
GERGES 5—Middle Eastern Politics and International Relations prof at the London School of Economics and Political Science (FAWAZ, “Is Democracy Possible in the Middle East?”, April 30, 2005, http://abcnews.go.com/International/story?id=707625&page=1, DA: 7/21, ZBurdette) 

Most Arabs and Muslims in the Middle East are fed up with their ruling autocrats who had promised heaven but delivered dust and tyranny. These sentiments clearly show that there is nothing unique or intrinsic about Arab and Islamic culture that inhibits democratic governance. Like their counterparts elsewhere, Arabs and Muslims have struggled to free themselves from the shackles of political authoritarianism without much success, thanks partly to the support given by the West, particularly the United States, to powerful dictators.
A2 Mid East Demo Solves Terror

Mid east democracy can’t solve terrorism
GAUSE 5--- pol sci prof (F. GREGORY III, Associate Professor of Political Science at the University of Vermont and Director of its Middle East Studies Program, September/October 2005, http://www.foreignaffairs.com/articles/61021/f-gregory-gause-iii/can-democracy-stop-terrorism, DA: 7/23, “Can Democracy Stop Terrorism”, ZBurdette)

But this begs a fundamental question: Is it true that the more democratic a country becomes, the less likely it is to produce terrorists and terrorist groups? In other words, is the security rationale for promoting democracy in the Arab world based on a sound premise? Unfortunately, the answer appears to be no. Although what is known about terrorism is admittedly incomplete, the data available do not show a strong relationship between democracy and an absence of or a reduction in terrorism. Terrorism appears to stem from factors much more specific than regime type. Nor is it likely that democratization would end the current campaign against the United States. Al Qaeda and like-minded groups are not fighting for democracy in the Muslim world; they are fighting to impose their vision of an Islamic state. Nor is there any evidence that democracy in the Arab world would "drain the swamp," eliminating soft support for terrorist organizations among the Arab public and reducing the number of potential recruits for them. Even if democracy were achieved in the Middle East, what kind of governments would it produce? Would they cooperate with the United States on important policy objectives besides curbing terrorism, such as advancing the Arab-Israeli peace process, maintaining security in the Persian Gulf, and ensuring steady supplies of oil? No one can predict the course a new democracy will take, but based on public opinion surveys and recent elections in the Arab world, the advent of democracy there seems likely to produce new Islamist governments that would be much less willing to cooperate with the United States than are the current authoritarian rulers. 
A2:  African Democracy

The Economist 7/22/10

(The Economist, Highly reputable news publication that discusses global issues, “The democracy big is fitfully catching on Africa”, The Economist Newspaper Unlimited, DA: 7/26/10, http://www.economist.com/node/16640325?story_id=16640325)

BURUNDI has just had one, as has Guinea. That came hot on the heels of the semi-autonomous region of Somaliland’s, which followed Ethiopia’s. Rwanda is bracing itself for one at the beginning of next month, and after that Tanzania, Chad and several others are due to follow. By the end of December a score of sub-Saharan Africa’s 48 countries should have gone to the polls for an assortment of local, regional and national elections. Kenya is also holding a vital constitutional referendum on August 4th. This is a big year for African voters. The electoral calendar has never been so crowded. Indeed, elections have become a normal occurrence on a continent once better known for the frequency and violence of its coups and civil wars. Since the late 1990s the number of coups has fallen sharply (see chart), whereas the number of elections has increased, sometimes in the unlikeliest of places. The west African country of Guinea is an encouraging example of a possible new trend. After two decades of dictatorial rule by Lansana Conté, the army seized power after his death two years ago. So far, so predictable. But the story took a new twist. The coup leader was attacked and injured by one of his aides, enabling other members of the junta to promise a return to civilian rule after elections they vowed not to contest. The first round of a presidential poll was held peacefully on June 27th; a run-off is expected soon. Related items * Burundi's election: Pretty squalidJul 22nd 2010 Several factors explain this surge in enthusiasm for the ballot box. Would-be voters, anxious to make their often corrupt and arrogant politicians more accountable, are exerting fiercer pressure. For example, Nigerians expressed fury at the way the ruling People’s Democratic Party conducted the charade of an election in 2007. As a result, the government has had to make concessions over the running of the election due next year. The recent appointment of Professor Attahiru Jega as head of the Independent National Electoral Commission has raised hopes that his organisation will be truly independent of political control, rather than just a cog in the ruling party’s re-election machine. Nigeria’s coming election will be scrutinised across the continent. Pressure for improvement comes from beyond the continent, too. Gone are the days of the cold war when West and East propped up their favoured dictators for geostrategic reasons. Nowadays a lot of aid money and diplomatic support are tied to progress in governance and democracy. Sudan’s President Omar al-Bashir, for example, held the country’s recent election as part of a peace deal with the country’s southern rebels, brokered largely by the United States in 2005. Countries such as Ghana and Mali have every incentive to stay democratic to get billions of dollars of aid from America’s Millennium Challenge Account, started in 2002. This requires countries to prove a commitment to good governance and elections if they are to get the money. Africa’s own regional groupings, notably the Economic Community of West African States (ECOWAS), have also started punishing member states that fall prey to coups. But the news is by no means all good. A cursory look at several recent polls shows that too often they are travesties. In Burundi the incumbent, Pierre Nkurunziza, won unopposed with 92% of the vote (see article). In Ethiopia those opposed to Meles Zenawi’s ruling party won just two of parliament’s 547 seats. And in Sudan’s election Mr Bashir won against an opposition that had largely boycotted the event. In the language of international election observers, many of these elections fall “below international standards”; in plain English, they are rigged to ensure that the incumbent or his ruling party cannot be ejected by the voters. Moreover, though even the nastiest leaders now feel obliged to hold elections, they are also getting more adept at fixing them. In Sudan, for instance, the regime manipulated every stage of the electoral process long before the actual voting, from the census in 2008 to keeping the opposition off the television screens just before the vote. Mr Zenawi has become similarly expert, passing laws before the poll to muzzle dissenting voices and hamper opposition. This is part of an older problem: the refusal of a defeated incumbent to accept defeat and bow out. Refreshingly, it does sometimes happen, as in Somaliland earlier this month and in Ghana in the past decade. But President Robert Mugabe refused to go in Zimbabwe after a clear verdict in an election in 2008 and President Mwai Kibaki refused to go after the elections in Kenya in 2007. Both leaders sparked widespread violence in their countries, thanks to their determination to cling to office; both eventually had to accept power-sharing agreements with the opposition. Moreover, elections are often a poor guide to a country’s overall state of democracy and civil liberties. The mere number of elections can be deceptive. Our accompanying map of Africa shows how countries rank in terms of democracy, initially measured in 2008 on a broad range of criteria by the Economist Intelligence Unit, a sister organisation of The Economist, but updated to include more recent data from a variety of sources. The number of coming elections is cause for hope. But the advance of African democracy remains patchy. Too often the big men still find a way to stay put, whatever the voters may want.  
***Dip Cap Trade Off Add Ons***
A2: Dip Cap (General)

No link --- Middle East policy doesn’t trade-off 

Arkedis ’10 

(Jim,- director of the National Security Project at the Progressive Policy Institute 4-19 “On Mideast Policy, We Can Walk and Chew Gum at the Same Time” http://www.progressivefix.com/in-the-mideast-we-can-walk-and-chew-gum-at-the-same-time Accessed 7.31.10) 

But as a consequence, Diehl believes that the Obama administration should set aside the larger Israeli-Palestinian peace plan that the Obama administration is cooking up to focus on Egypt. The former is an excellent initiative and should be pursued despite America’s tricky, decades-long relationship with Egypt that has centered far more on regional military hegemony and diplomatic stability than democracy promotion. But Diehl treats Middle East policy as a zero-sum game, with Israel-Palestine being thrown by the wayside. According to Diehl, rather than focusing on Egypt: Obama has focused most of his personal energy and diplomatic capital on the Arab-Israeli conundrum — where, for a variety of reasons, there is no immediate opportunity. …[T]he big challenge for the president is to set aside his preconceived notions about what big thing he can or should accomplish in the region — and seize the opportunity that is actually before him. I ran this by my friend Andrew Albertson, executive director of the Project on Middle East Democracy, and he dismissed the notion that we can’t walk and chew gum at the same time. In an email, he responded: I certainly agree that the U.S. can and should be doing more in response to events in Egypt. Egyptians view this year as an opportunity to push for important political reforms in their country, and I think we need to support that. But no — I don’t think this is an either-or proposition. In fact, on the contrary, I think we will be more credible — and more effective — if we convey our support for the region’s people and basic issues of human dignity across the board. The point is that both democracy and Egypt and big initiatives on Israel-Palestine are worthy endeavors. The former seizes on the opportunity available, and the latter attempts to create a bit of opportunity over the long run. So how is the Obama administration doing on promoting democracy? Albertson’s POMED has just put out a new report by Stephen McInerney that takes a hard look at the Middle East democracy budget. McInerney finds that “total funding for democracy and governance is up” with important programs that promote Internet freedom, as well as aid to Afghanistan/Pakistan and Yemen, emphasized. 

Alt Cause --- Peace Process drains diplomatic capital 

Diehl ’10 

(Jackson,- deputy editorial page editor for The Washington Post 4-20 “Obama's Mideast initiative isn't well timed” Lexis Accessed 7.31.10) 

In the Middle East, the conditions on the ground make a comprehensive Arab-Israeli peace settlement impossible to accomplish in the short term. They make anything more than delay and containment of Iran's nuclear ambitions similarly far-fetched, unless military force is used or a domestic revolution takes place. But they offer what may be a golden opportunity for democratization. The Obama administration is pressing ahead on the first two issues, setting impossibly ambitious goals and ignoring the unfavourable conditions. And it has put on a distant back burner the one place where opportunity beckons.  That would be Egypt, the region's bellwether - where an 81-year-old strongman, Hosni Mubarak, is ailing; where a grassroots pro-democracy movement has gained hundreds of thousands of supporters; and where a credible reform leader has suddenly appeared, in the form of the Nobel Prize-winning former nuclear inspector Mohamed ElBaradei. The movement he leads is pressing Mubarak to lift an emergency law - imposed 28 years ago - that blocks political organizing and freedom of assembly, and to change the constitution so that next year's presidential election can be genuinely democratic.  Here is a real chance for groundbreaking change in the homeland of Mohamed Atta and Ayman al-Zawahiri. As happened before democratic transitions in other countries, there is a strong public movement with responsible leadership making reasonable demands. American leverage, including $2 billion in annual aid, is powerful - as George W. Bush demonstrated in 2005, when he induced Mubarak to change the constitution before the last presidential election so that opponents could run against him.  There are some in the administration who can see the opportunity. But Obama and Secretary of State Hillary Rodham Clinton have shown almost no interest. Officials tell me that Obama has raised the democracy issue with Mubarak in private. But there have been no public statements; no special envoys; no angry phone calls in which demands have been conveyed to the recalcitrant leader.  Instead, Obama has focused most of his personal energy and diplomatic capital on the Arab-Israeli conundrum - where, for a variety of reasons, there is no immediate opportunity.  The administration knows it, or should: The current Israeli government is not disposed toward peacemaking; the Palestinians are hopelessly divided into two hostile camps; Arab states are reluctant at best to make their own concessions - and Iran, via its proxies in Lebanon and Gaza, can trigger paralyzing violence at any time.  Yet the president has persisted; he arrived in office imbued with a passion to promote an Israeli-Palestinian settlement and so disregards the bad timing.  Obama suggested at his news conference last week that he understands his problem. "I know that even if we are applying all of our political capital," he said, Israelis, Palestinians and Arab states "may say to themselves, we are not prepared to resolve this - these issues - no matter how much pressure the United States brings to bear." He went on to quote the famous maxim of former secretary of state James Baker: "We can't want it more than they do."

A2: US-Japan 

Their evidence just says the DPJ wants to “reevaluate” the relationship --- this won’t hurt cooperation at all 

Tanaka ’09 

(Hitoshi,- Senior Fellow at the Japan Center for International Exchange www.jcie.org/researchpdfs/EAI/4-3.pdf Accessed 7.31.10) 

How will the DPJ’s rise to power affect the US-Japan relationship? In a meeting with its likely coalition partners ear- lier this month, DPJ leaders cited an “equal US- Japan alliance” as the top priority on the national security agenda. Similar phrasing, namely “more equal-footed relations with the United States,” also appears in the DPJ manifesto. Such a statement is not particularly surprising; after all, opposition political parties in many countries allied with the United States often criticize the ruling party for being excessively accommodating to Washington. However, several key items on the DPJ’s foreign policy agenda suggest that Japan’s policy toward the United States may be in for a substantive, though not necessarily negative, change. First, the DPJ has called for a renegotiation of the Status of Forces Agreement and a review of programs related to the relocation of US forces (e.g. Futenma Air Base).* Second, the DPJ has said that it will review the Maritime SDF’s refueling activities in the Indian Ocean, which are widely seen overseas as a major contribution on the part of Japan to the fight against terrorism. Third, it has repeatedly stressed the importance of maintain- ing the “three non-nuclear principles”—i.e., not to manufacture, possess, or allow the introduc- tion onto Japanese soil of nuclear weapons—while at the same time recognizing the need for the US nuclear umbrella, in particular to deter a possible nuclear attack from North Korea. It is abundantly clear that the DPJ government will seek to reexamine the US-Japan security relationship in light of the changing security environ- ment in the region. However, this is not necessarily a threat to US interests or the greater US-Japan relationship. Rather, it presents a great opportunity. In the context of a rapidly changing security environment in East Asia and with the 50th anni- versary of the US-Japan Security Treaty coming in 2010, it seems reasonable for the new governments in Washington and Tokyo to sit down together be- fore the end of next year and conduct an in-depth review of how the US-Japan alliance has evolved over the past decade and jointly explore ways to strengthen and expand it in the future. 

Specifically, the Alliance is unbreakable

Okamoto ‘02


(Yukio, President – Okamoto Associates, Washington Quarterly, Spring, Lexis)

Given the magnitude of the danger that an end of the alliance would pose to both Japan and the United States, both sides will likely want to maintain their security relationship for many years to come. A completely new world would have to emerge for Japan and the United States to no longer need each other. Despite frictions over trade, supposed Japanese passivity, purported U.S. arrogance, and the myriad overwrought "threats to the alliance," the truth is that this military alliance between two democratic states is well-nigh unbreakable -- because there are no acceptable alternatives.
Alt Cause and No Link --- Basing rights and domestic gridlock outweigh external variables  

Kyodo News ’10 

(7-12 “FOCUS: DPJ loss could complicate Japan-U.S. cooperation on Futenma” http://www.istockanalyst.com/article/viewiStockNews/articleid/4301265 Accessed 7.31.10) 

The setback of Japan's ruling party in Sunday's upper house election may complicate attempts by Japan and the United States to ''reset'' their political relationship strained over the relocation of a key Marine base in Okinawa, according to U.S. experts on the politics of the two countries. ''The Japanese are going to be embroiled in their own domestic politics for quite a while to come, and there's not going to be a lot of bandwidth'' for dealing with the United States, said Dan Sneider, a Japan expert at Stanford University's Freeman Spigoli Institute. The replacement of Yukio Hatoyama by Naoto Kan as Japan's prime minister seemed to provide the opportunity for the Democratic Party of Japan-led government to reset relations with the United States, which had gotten off to a rough start following the DPJ's landslide victory over the long-reigning Liberal Democratic Party in a general election last August. Whereas conventional wisdom in Washington said that the U.S. administration of President Barack Obama disliked Hatoyama and viewed him as a political lightweight, Obama's political and personal relationships with Kan seemed to have gotten off on the right foot on issues ranging from the relocation of the U.S. Marine Corps' Futenma Air Station in Okinawa to their mutual fondness for green tea ice cream. The DPJ's lackluster performance in the Sunday election, however, raises serious questions about whether Kan will be able to resolve troublesome issues in the bilateral relationship such as the implementation of a bilateral accord in late May on the base relocation.
A2: US-Japan

Non-unique ---unprecedented diplomatic attention now 

AFP ’10

(Agence France Presse, “Obama reviving US clout in Asia as China stumbles: experts” 7.31 http://www.google.com/hostednews/afp/article/ALeqM5iL4tUcnEN8EO7T1Yb1w0uBqQsOfw Accessed 7/31/10) 
The Obama administration is now reviving much of Washington's old clout in Asia as missteps by rising giant China prompt its smaller neighbors to turn to the US as a counterweight, analysts say. Experts said the United States, China as well as the rest of Asia -- whether it's South Korea and Japan in the northeast or Indonesia, Singapore, Vietnam and Laos in the southeast -- all seek and stand to gain from cooperation. "I don't see this as a contest. It's not a zero-sum game," said Kenneth Lieberthal, a top Brookings Institution analyst in Washington who served on former president Bill Clinton's National Security Council. Nonetheless Lieberthal told AFP that Washington's return to its traditional robust role in the Pacific could irk China to the point that it harms bilateral relations, a situation where both nations would lose. "The concern obviously is whether this is having a serious negative impact on our ties with China, or whether these are kind of bumps in the road," Lieberthal said. He suspects some in Beijing's leadership believe that the Obama administration will boost the confidence of China's smaller neighbors to the point it becomes harder for the Asian power to have its way in the region. The US-China balance, experts said, has shifted since President Barack Obama took office last year promising to "re-engage" with a region which predecessor George W. Bush's administration had neglected as it focused on the war on terror. The Asia-Pacific has since seen a flurry of visits by not only Secretary of State Hillary Clinton, Defense Secretary Robert Gates and other cabinet members but also senior officials from various government agencies. Obama, who calls himself the first "Pacific" US president as he was born and raised in Hawaii, has also visited the region although he has twice postponed plans to travel to Indonesia, where he spent part of his childhood. "We haven't seen this kind of diplomatic attention by the United States to the region at senior levels, where it counts, for a long time," said Douglas Paal, who has served in previous US administrations.

Status quo solves relations
AP 6/6/10 http://www.google.com/hostednews/ap/article/ALeqM5hlQO-kyvIEyrc0I90V5l0LFN7JTwD9G5L9EO0
TOKYO — Japan's new prime minister made his diplomatic debut Sunday in a telephone call with President Barack Obama, reaffirming his country's alliance with Washington and promising to work hard on an agreement to relocate a contentious U.S. Marine base. Naoto Kan, a straight-talking populist, was elected prime minister Friday, replacing Yukio Hatoyama who stepped down last week after breaking a campaign promise to move the Marine base off the southern island of Okinawa. Kan told Obama that relations with Washington are a "cornerstone" of Japan's diplomacy and vowed to "further deepen and develop the Japan-U.S. alliance to tackle global and regional challenges," Japan's Foreign Ministry said. He also promised Obama to "make a strenuous effort" to tackle the relocation of Marine Air Station Futenma, it said. Under an agreement signed last month between the two governments, the base is to be moved to a less-crowded part of Okinawa, but Kan faces intense opposition from island residents who want it moved off Okinawa completely, as Hatoyama had promised. Because their opposition is so intense, some analysts have questioned whether the plan can actually be carried out. A White House statement did not mention Futenma, saying "the two leaders agreed to work very closely together" and consult on the nuclear programs in North Korea and Iran. An administration official added the leaders "hit it off well on a personal level." The Futenma issue is just one of many tough challenges facing Kan, whose foremost mission is to win back voters disgusted by Hatoyama's broken promise and the corrupt image instilled by party heavyweight Ichiro Ozawa, who also resigned last week from the party's No. 2 post. 

A2: US-Turkey

Alt cause --- Domestic politics 

A. Turkey 

Cook ’10 

(Steven,- senior fellow for Middle Eastern studies at the Council on Foreign Relations.  “How Do You Say "Frenemy" in Turkish?” June 1st, http://www.foreignpolicy.com/articles/2010/06/01/how_do_you_say_frenemy_in_Turkish?page=0,1) 
The Obama administration has yet to grapple with the ways the structural changes in the international system have affected U.S.-Turkey relations. All the talk about strategic cooperation, model partnership, and strategic importance cannot mask the fundamental shift at hand. The stark reality is that while Turkey and the United States are not enemies in the Middle East, they are fast becoming competitors. Whereas the United States seeks to remain the predominant power in the region and, as such, wants to maintain a political order that makes it easier for Washington to achieve its goals, Turkey clearly sees things differently. The Turks are willing to bend the regional rules of the game to serve Ankara's own interests. If the resulting policies serve U.S. goals at the same time, good. If not, so be it. Moreover, Ankara's approach has proved enormously popular in Turkey and among average Arabs. This is why Erdogan seems all too willing to discuss Turkey's newly influential role in the Middle East at even the most mundane ribbon-cutting events, from Istanbul to the Armenian border.  Indeed, it is abundantly clear that Erdogan and his party believe they benefit domestically from the position Turkey has staked out in the Middle East. Yet, it is lost on Washington that the demands of domestic Turkish politics now trump the need to maintain good relations with the United States.
B. U.S. Congress

Tanir ’10 

(Llhan,- analyst for Allbaugh International Group, a emergency, security, and anti-terrorism planning group “Anti-Turkey climate in the US congress” June 30th, http://www.hurriyetdailynews.com/n.php?n=anti-turkey-climate-in-the-us-congress-2010-07-30 Accessed 7.31.10)
The hearing was only the latest testimony about how bad the anti-Turkey or anti-AKP climate in the U.S. Congress is following a host of issues in recent months. The committee’s leader, Howard Berman, does not have a good reputation among Turks, especially since the management style he displayed during the Armenian genocide resolution vote in early April, at the same committee. The New York Times’ columnist Thomas Friedman told a group of Turkish journalists and experts in Washington last week that he also has some real issues with some of the Turkey’s foreign policies, such as “zero problems” following an interview for the Studyo Washington. Friedman argued that North Korea’s dictator or China’s foreign policy makers, too, can deliver the zero problem policy. Friedman stated while elaborating his analysis that, Turkey should promote a set of values in its neighborhood as a Capitalist Democracy and invite its neighbors to join Turkey on the same road instead of letting anyone do whatever it wants and giving away roses. Along the difference over the Iran nuclear policy, Turkey’s strained relations with Israel has been the second biggest crack in the relations between the U.S. and Turkish administrations. Following the flotilla raid, various protests and condemnations proved that the Israeli government has been isolated further in Europe and many other corners in the world, and it felt compelled to ease the blockade on the Gazan people. And the AKP government has been isolated further in the halls of the American Congress and snubbed by the leaders of both parties. When one looks at the power balance of the current U.S. Congress, it can be safely noted that the AKP government has lost its PR war against Israel badly. President Obama learned his limits when it comes to the tough love policy against Israel in recent weeks. It remains to be seen whether the AKP administration will change its Israel policy, following a long pandering period of the U.S. Congress through signed letters which have urged Turkey to repair the relations with Israel repeatedly and given stark statements that Turkey has had to endure. Since the flotilla crisis, it is the Republican opposition party leaders and members who have reacted the most fervently against the Turkish foreign policies, a party that has been traditionally enjoying more comfortable relations with Turkey. Therefore, it seems that the problem will not be disappearing anytime soon with the November elections when one considers it is not only the Democrat Party ranks that the Turkish administration is going through a sour relationship episode. For example, the Jerusalem Post reported on Thursday that Rep. Ileana Ros-Lehtinen, the Florida lawmaker who could become the next chair of the House Foreign Affairs Committee if Republicans win in November, quickly issued a press release declaring, “Instead of giving more undeserved gifts to the PLO, it’s time for us to kick the PLO out of the U.S. once and for all, and move our embassy in Israel to Jerusalem, where it belongs,” as a reaction when the State Department announced it was upgrading the Palestinian Authority’s Washington office to a “general delegation” as a symbolic gesture, a similar status as in Europe. “The unrepentant, unchanged PLO deserves no U.S. concessions,” such as flying “the so-called ‘Palestinian flag,’” Ros-Lehtinen added. One wonders how would such strong right-wing rhetoric of her chairwomanship at the committee fare when it comes to the relations with Turkey in the future. 


A2: US-Turkey

And the Armenian Genocide resolution irreversibly power-bombed relations 

Fisher ’10 

(Max,- political analyst for the Atlantic Wire 3-5 “Are U.S.-Turkey Relations in Trouble?” http://www.theatlanticwire.com/opinions/view/opinion/Are-US-Turkey-Relations-in-Trouble-2749 Accessed 7.31.10) 

On Thursday we explored the politically controversial measure before the U.S. House Foreign Affairs Committee to formally recognize as genocide the Turkish government's 1915 killing of up to a million Armenian civilians. The committee has since passed the measure, leading a furious Turkish government to recall its ambassador. The White House urged the committee not to proceed, and the entire House would have to approve the measure for it to become formal, which is unlikely. But is the diplomatic damage already done? Who Wins Today  The Washington Note's Steve Clemons says it's the diaspora of Armenian refugees, who fled in masses during the genocide and many of whom arrived in the U.S. "It is difficult to fathom how today's developments will help Turkey and Armenia move forward. Rather, today's vote is the triumph of diaspora politics over serious foreign policy." Stupid and Short-Sighted  The Wall Street Journal scoffs, "So much for the new era of U.S. appreciation for the sensitivities and cultural nuances of America's allies." They write, "Turkey is one of the few NATO allies that has substantially increased its troop presence in Afghanistan, and has responsibility for security in Kabul. Turkey also has an important influence over events in Iraq, which this weekend holds national elections that will affect the pace and ease of American withdrawal." Bad For Everyone  The Guardian's Bulent Aras fumes, "The genocide bill simultaneously harms Turkish-Armenian normalisation and the intensified peace attempts to solve the Karabakh problem. It is for the benefit of the US, Turkey and Armenia to pursue constructive policies for the normalisation process." Non-Recognition Has Consequences  The Weekly Standard's Philip Terzian dissents, "as a half-Armenian American with paternal family members who perished in the Genocide, permit me to make a few observations." While U.S. recognition is bad politics, "it must be acknowledged that the persistent Turkish attitude of denial, denigration, and outright misrepresentation about the systematic Ottoman massacre of Christian Armenians... has had the inevitable effect of infuriating Armenians and hardening their determination to force Turkey to come to terms with its historic past. The fact that governments which should know better--notably our own, and Israel's--have been willing to accede to Turkish threats and intimidation has only deepened the resolve of Armenians to force the issue." Childishness On Both Sides  The New Atlanticist's James Joyner sighs, "It's difficult to gauge who's being sillier here: The Turks for being unable to admit that which has been obvious to everyone else for decades or the U.S. Congress for banging this drum every year over an incident that transpired nearly a century ago and that has zero bearing on the United States except that bringing it up alienates an important ally." Israel Lobby At Work  That's Media Matters' MJ Rosenberg's theory. "That battle is now being carried to Washington. The Israelis are trying to teach the Turks a lesson. If the Armenian resolution passes both houses and goes into effect, it will not be out of some newfound compassion for the victims of the Armenian genocide and their descendants, but to send a message to Turkey: if you mess with Israel, its lobby will make Turkey pay a price in Washington."

A2: US-Turkey

Obama focusing on Turkish Ties now
Aras, 9 (Bulent, A golden era for US-Turkey relations? Turkey's relationship with Iran, Syria and Hamas is crucial to the Obama camp's efforts to secure peace in the Middle East, April 4, http://www.guardian.co.uk/commentisfree/cifamerica/2009/apr/03/obama-administration-usa) 
After back-to-back visits to Turkey by US Middle East envoy George Mitchell and secretary of state Hillary Clinton, Ahmet Davutoglu, a top adviser to Turkey's prime minister, predicted that Turkish-American relations were about to enter a golden era. This prediction was based on converging developments in Turkey and America's approach to the Middle East in particular and foreign policy in general. President Obama's visit to Turkey on the 6 April signals that this new golden era has indeed begun.  Several key developments in Turkish foreign policy occurred in the first few months of 2009. The accusatory tone adopted by Turkey towards Israel, condemning the latter's assault on Gaza, was reaffirmed in the most recent World Economic Forum summit in Davos when its prime minister, Recep Tayipp Erdogan, stormed out of a panel discussion, lambasting the Israeli president, Shimon Peres, for his government's actions. Meanwhile, Turkey constructed close ties with the Arab world and Iran – closer than at any previous moment in the history of the republic. Middle Eastern countries hosted more Turkish politicians in the last three months than in the last decade. Erdogan is now viewed favourably as a leader by the peoples of the Arab world. Turkey emerged in the Middle East as the sort of power with which international and regional actors were not familiar.   It can be inferred from Clinton's remarks during her delegation's stay in Turkey that the US regards Turkey as an effective negotiator in the region. Turkey's relationship with Iran, Syria and Hamas is critical to the enactment of foreign policy through diplomacy approach of the Obama administration, as Turkey could act as a conduit through which America would communicate with these countries and actors. Despite outspoken critics in Washington, the Obama camp regards Turkey's relationship of open dialogue with Iran, Syria and Hamas as positive.   Several issues are expected to mark the agenda during the Obama administration's visit: the US military's exit from Iraq; the establishment of security in Afghanistan; normalisation of relations with Iran and Iran's nuclear enrichment capacity; the Caucasus and Turkish-Armenian relations; east-west energy routes and energy security; Turkey's bid for EU membership; and the settlement of the Cyprus problem. Regardless of whether military bases in Turkey are employed, America needs Turkey's full logistical support during the eventual US withdrawal from Iraq.   There are more similarities between Turkish and American foreign policy visions today than ever before. Previously, during the Clinton presidency, American policy emphasised human rights and democracy while Turkish foreign policy was preoccupied with security. As the US mended its global image, Turkey was taken hostage to troubled relations with its neighbours, Iran and Syria. Later, under the Bush administration, American foreign policy priorities became tied to security, while Turkey's agenda was determined by its plea for full membership in the EU and the consequent political reform and democratisation process. America's global image was toppled during this period while Turkey improved its relationship with its neighbours and became an influential actor in their affairs.   Today, America's foreign policy vision converges with Turkey's on democracy, human rights, peace, and international legitimacy. The Obama administration needs regional allies to implement its foreign policy through multilateral diplomacy. A review of the Obama delegation's agenda for his visit to Turkey reveals that the president will present some proposals to address Turkey's foreign policy problems, such as Iraqi Kurdistan and Turkish-Armenian relations. US support for Turkey's democratisation and EU membership will anchor Turkey on this path. This perception will contribute to the democratisation of the polity in Turkey. Turkey's civilian elite is currently spending a great deal of energy to put an end to the cold war-style illegal apparatus deep rooted within the state (known popularly as Ergenekon).   The Obama administration's efforts at engagement will not be in vain. The current Turkish administration promotes a domestic and foreign policy orientation that accommodates co-operation, demonstrated by Turkey's recent peace brokering in the region. It is only a matter of time before we witness the positive effects that a possible Turkish-American relationship will have on the Middle East and the rest of the Muslim world. 

A2: US-Brazil

Relations high now --- Defense agreement 

Cárdenas  ’10 

(Mauricio Cárdenas, Director, Latin America Initiative João Augusto de Castro Neves, Political Analyst, CAC Political Consultancy August 1st, “Brazil and the United States: A New Beginning?” http://www.brookings.edu/opinions/2010/0419_us_brazil_cardenas.aspx Accessed 7.31.10)

On April 12, Brazil and the United States signed in Washington, DC, a bilateral defense agreement, the first between both countries since 1977. The main goal of the agreement is to promote cooperation in research and development, logistics support, technology security, acquisition of defense products and services, and engagement in combined military training and joint military exercises.  While the treaty does not entail major practical shifts in the military relationship, it may pave the way for a significant increase in negotiations between both countries' arms industries. At the moment, Boeing is competing with French and Swedish companies in a $4 billion deal to sell fighters jets to the Brazilian Air Force. Likewise, Brazilian Embraer is vying to offer training planes to the U.S. Air Force. The timing of the agreement has some political significance. After a short honeymoon, Presidents Obama and Lula have drifted apart after disagreements on a number of issues, ranging from Brazil’s lack of condemnation of the situation of political prisoners in Cuba, to the solution to the crisis in Honduras, and the talks on a new round of sanctions on Iran at the U.N. Security Council. Even the initial rescue efforts by the U.S. after the earthquake in Haiti in January were seen with a mild feeling of mistrust by Brazil, which leads the U.N. mission in that country. The bilateral defense agreement is not likely to alter the stances that the two countries hold on these issues, but it does send three important political signals: First, the agreement will help dampen the anti-American rhetoric that is present in portions of the Lula administration, mainly those controlled by his party, the PT, by reestablishing a much needed framework of cooperation between Brazil and the U.S. In light of the upcoming Brazilian presidential election in October, when controversies on foreign policy are most likely to surface, the agreement may be used as a litmus test on any candidate's foreign policy platform. Second, the deal is part of an effort by Brazil to show neighboring countries that it is possible to engage with the U.S. in a cordial and strategic way while maintaining regional agreements such as the UNASUR and the South American Defense Council. The Brazilian government, when announcing the defense agreement with the U.S., explicitly mentioned the regional bloc's charter as the cornerstone of any future negotiations. By doing this, Brazil is trying to avoid criticism for having called an emergency meeting of the UNASUR when Colombia signed a military agreement with the U.S., which granted American military aircrafts access to a few of its air force bases. Although this agreement was seen with suspicion by many South American countries –and blatantly opposed by Venezuela—it was Brazil who took the lead in promoting the discussion. Brazil claims that it would be much easier to avoid future disagreements in the region if every bilateral agreement between the U.S. and South American countries abided by the UNASUR charter. In practice this means that in the future countries will have to look to Brasilia on these matters. However, for many countries, such as Chile, this will not be acceptable. The third motivation behind the deal has to do with a more fundamental and long-term goal of Brazilian diplomacy. By reaching an important agreement with the U.S., Brazil is trying to move away from the general belief that its role as an emerging power and a frequent challenger of the post-Cold War global order is nothing more than revamped anti-American rhetoric. Despite the presence of elements of anti-Americanism in Brazilian politics, there are important areas in which Brazil and the U.S. can find common ground. Will the deal end future disagreements between both countries? Certainly not. For example, the talks on the Iranian nuclear program will likely create more tension between Brazil and the U.S. in the following weeks. Moreover, there are many unresolved issues in the bilateral agenda that still need to be addressed, like trade disputes and cooperation on biofuels. Nevertheless, this agreement between Brazil and the U.S. has a symbolic weight. It is the first since 1977 and it may well pave the way for more cooperation between the two largest democracies in the western hemisphere.


A2: US-Brazil

Multiple alt causes --- Obama can’t solve because they require legislative concessions 

SAIIA ’10 

(South African Institute of International Affairs, March 1st, “Brazil as an Emerging Power: The View from the United States” http://www.latintelligence.com/2010/03/01/brazil-as-an-emerging-power-the-view-from-the-united-states/)

On a practical level, the US-Latin America policy community has historically been biased toward Spanish-speaking Latin America. Few in Washington know Brazil well or speak Portuguese. The lack of a dedicated group of experts – both inside and outside of government – limits the constant pressure needed to keep Brazil firmly on the US foreign policy agenda. Adding to this, due to US domestic political battles it took nearly a year for President Obama to confirm his new Ambassador to Brazil. To date, this gap has severely hampered the administration’s ability to create a more dynamic engagement with Brazil.

Beyond these logistical challenges, it is still unclear how best to promote the two countries’ common interests. While they share many concerns in principle, priorities and policies are often not aligned, and at times even in conflict. In the realm of security, the United States prioritizes counterterrorism, which sits low on the list of Brazilian concerns. Regarding drug trafficking, US counter-narcotics assistance to the region often focuses on military responses, while Brazil has tended toward policing and law enforcement solutions. Add to this long-standing suspicion over US military involvement in the region, which recently resurfaced with the Colombian base agreement that granted the US military access to seven Colombian bases to combat drug trafficking and the guerrillas, or US concerns about Iranian President Mahmoud Ahmadinejad’s official visit to Brasilia in November 2009, and these differences may make it difficult to find a middle ground for deeper partnership around security issues in the hemisphere – while highlighting the need for Washington to more openly communicate with its regional partners.

The debate over free trade poses similar dilemmas. While both the US and Brazil rhetorically support the expansion of global free trade through the World Trade Organization’s Doha round and other mechanisms, their fundamental interests often diverge. Brazil wants the reduction and/or elimination of extensive US agricultural subsidies and protections, as well as tariffs on products such as ethanol. The vagaries of US domestic politics will make it difficult to deliver on these demands. The US, in turn, is suspicious of Brazilian protection of its industrial sector, and of what it sees as a weak intellectual property rights regime, and hopes Brazil is willing to change its position on services and market access.
Self-interest makes relations resilient

Woodrow Wilson International Center for Scholars 2007
The Future of US Brazilian Relations, http://www.wilsoncenter.org/index.cfm?topic_id=1419&fuseaction=topics.event_summary&event_id=213989
Not a single action taken or decision made by the United States in the last three years has negatively affected Brazilian interests, claimed Ambassador Roberto Abdenur, before a packed conference room in what was his last public appearance as Brazil’s ambassador in Washington. When he took the position in 2004, Brazilian indignation with Iraq and over onerous visa procedures and poor treatment of visiting nationals had caused a temporary strain in the relationship. Other potential obstacles to strengthening the relationship that were successfully avoided include possible trade sanctions against Brazil over intellectual piracy, Brazil’s refusal to exempt U.S. troops and officials from the jurisdiction of the International Criminal Court, mutual charges of dumping, and U.S. threat to removes its General System of Preferences for Brazil (which would have negatively affected approximately four billion dollars of Brazilian exports to the United States). Despite these challenges, Abdenur argued that the bilateral relationship has reached an unprecedented level of mutual understanding and deference to the other country’s positions and opinions, facilitated in no small part by President Lula’s pragmatism. Despite the existence of differences, Brazil-U.S. relations are on a productive platform to foster positive developments in the future. Lula has put aside his misgivings about some U.S. policies and embraced the fact that it is in Brazil’s best interests to foster strong relations with the United States, argued Abdenur. Much to the disdain of Brazil, the United States has mistakenly withdrawn from certain international discussions and scenarios and erroneously engaged in others, such as climate change and the Middle East. Additionally, Latin America is overlooked by its Northern neighbor. However, if and when the United States decides to refocus its energies upon the region, Abdenur is assured that Brazil would be its natural ally in such an endeavor. Brazil has good relations with all of its neighbors and strategically occupies a moderate space between the region’s divergent interests and trajectories, as illustrated by its leading role in the current international efforts to stabilize Haiti and by its contribution to the resolution of the conflict between Peru and Ecuador in the 1990s—in both cases in close cooperation with the United States. Abdenur argued that the United States is not the only actor that must take decisive steps towards a convergence of interests between the two countries: Brazil must stop fearing the United States and instead embrace it as a partner.  
A2: US-Brazil

Cooperation will continue – regional security, terrorism and human rights initiatives 
Ribando 2007 (Clare, analyst in Latin American Affiars, Foreign Affiars, Defense, and Trade Division, February 28, Brazil-US Relations, http://www.wilsoncenter.org/news/docs/RL33456.pdf)

As a result of its significant political and economic clout, Brazil’s leaders have  traditionally preferred to cooperate with the United States on specific issues rather  than seeking to develop an all-encompassing, privileged relationship with the United  States. The United States, in turn, has increasingly regarded Brazil as a stabilizing  force and skillful interlocutor in the hemisphere.  While the two nations may disagree  on trade issues, they agree on the importance of maintaining regional stability and  security, fighting terrorism, and combating narcotics, arms, and human trafficking.30 

***Drones Neg***
Ext – Pakistan Alt Cause

Alt cause --- Satellite images and government sources proves drones are in Pakistan

Alvi ’09 

(Dr. Awab Alvi,- Pakistani political writer and author of the blog Teeth Maestro, “Drones parked in our own backyard, to Bomb our own People” http://teeth.com.pk/blog/2009/02/18/drones-parked-in-pakistan Accessed 7.31.10) 

In a shocking discovery reports have emerged from simply Google Earth images evidence of three drones parked on an airfield in some remote destination within Baluchistan, the images were captured by orbiting satellites and archived within Google Earth data warehouse to suddenly be discovered recently. Though there is no denying that during the Musharraf regime bases were rented out to the American army costing them a massive deficit to the tune of $10 Billion. But what probably irks the nation is that the Pakistani government have categorically denied that the Pakistani bases are being used to launch drones-  Omar Qureshi who writes for The News broke this discovery locally in Pakistan The picture of the drones on the Pakistani soil, taken in 2006, has three drones, all Global Hawks. The picture has coordinates and they can be vaguely read as 27 degrees, 51 minutes North; 65 degrees, 10 minutes East. These coordinates place the strip not far from the nearby Jacobabad airbase which is around 28 degrees north, 68 degrees east. One can easily verify the authenticity of the picture taken in 2006 with the 2009 image found online on Google Maps by merely inserting the above coordinates [or follow this LINK] in satellite mode The Times Online also carried the report The CIA is secretly using an airbase in southern Pakistan to launch the Predator drones that observe and attack al-Qaeda and Taleban militants on the Pakistani side of the border with Afghanistan, a Times investigation has found. The Pakistani and US governments have repeatedly denied that Washington is running military operations, covert or otherwise, on Pakistani territory — a hugely sensitive issue in the predominantly Muslim country. The Pakistani Government has also repeatedly demanded that the US halt drone attacks on northern tribal areas that it says have caused hundreds of civilian casualties and fuelled anti-American sentiment. But The Times has discovered that the CIA has been using the Shamsi airfield — originally built by Arab sheikhs for falconry expeditions in the southwestern province of Baluchistan — for at least a year. The strip, which is about 30 miles from the Afghan border, allows US forces to launch a Drone within minutes of receiving actionable intelligence as well as allowing them to attack targets further afield  But it all started a few days earlier when Sen. Dianne Feinstein (D-Calif.), chairwoman of the Senate Intelligence Committee commented on 13th of February that unmanned CIA Predator aircraft operating in Pakistan are flown from an air base in Pakistan. The disclosure also marked the first time a U.S. official had publicly commented on where the Predator aircraft patrolling Pakistan take off and land. The CIA declined to comment, but former U.S. intelligence officials, speaking on condition of anonymity because of the sensitivity of the information, confirmed that Feinstein’s account was accurate. While Bruce Hoffman, a terrorism expert at Georgetown University, said Feinstein’s comments put Pakistan’s government on the spot. If accurate, what this says is that Pakistani involvement, or at least acquiescence, has been much more extensive than has previously been known,” he said. “It puts the Pakistani government in a far more difficult position [in terms of] its credibility with its own people. Unfortunately it also has the potential to threaten Pakistani-American relations. Chowrangi very rightly sums up the dilemma facing the people of Pakistan But now the cat is out of the bag. So that is once more proved that how much regard American and our own government has for the people who reside in Pakistan. Their lives are of no value and our own government is involved in the killings. What a shame and what a sorry state of affairs. Another lie of our president has been caught and nobody knows how many more are on the way For now the Government of Pakistan has a lot of explaining to do and just mere diversion tactics towards Musharraf might alone not help their case.

Ext – Other Drones 

No hope for solvency --- offensive drone use will dominate every facet of military operations in the near future 

Singer ’09 

(P.W. ,- director of the 21st Century Defense Initiative at the Brookings Institution, Winter, http://www.wilsonquarterly.com/article.cfm?aid=1313 Accessed 7.31.10) 

The PackBot is only one of the many new unmanned systems operating in the wars in Iraq and Afghanistan today. When U.S. forces went into Iraq in 2003, they had zero robotic units on the ground. By the end of 2004, the number was up to 150. By the end of 2005 it was 2,400, and it more than doubled the next year. By the end of 2008, it was projected to reach as high as 12,000. And these weapons are just the first generation. Already in the prototype stage are varieties of unmanned weapons and exotic technologies, from automated machine guns and roboticstretcherbearers to tiny but lethal robots the size of insects, which look like they are straight out of the wildest science fiction. Pentagon planners are having to figure out not only how to use machines such as the PackBot in the wars of today, but also how they should plan for battlefields in the near future that will be, as one officer put it, “largely robotic.” The most apt historical parallel to the current period in the development of robotics may well turn out to be World War I. Back then, strange, exciting new technologies that had been the stuff of science fiction just years earlier were introduced and used in increasing numbers on the battlefield. Indeed, it was H. G. Wells’s 1903 short story “Land Ironclads” that inspired Winston Churchill to champion the development of the tank. Another story, by A. A. Milne, creator of the beloved Winnie the Pooh series, was among the first to raise the prospect of using airplanes in war, while Arthur Conan Doyle (in “Danger”) and Jules Verne (in Twenty Thousand Leagues Under the Sea) pioneered the notion of using submarines in war. These new technologies didn’t really change the fundamentals of war. But even the earliest models quickly proved useful enough to make it clear that they weren’t going to be relegated to the realm of fiction again anytime soon. More important, they raised questions not only about how best to use them in battle, but also about an array of new political, moral, and legal issues. For instance, the United States’ and Germany’s differing interpretations of how submarine warfare should be conducted helped draw America into a world war. Similarly, airplanes proved useful for spotting and attacking troops at greater distances, but also allowed for strategic bombing of cities and other sites, which extended the battlefield to the home front. Much the same sort of recalibration of thinking about war is starting to happen as a result of robotics today. On the civilian side, experts such as Microsoft’s Bill Gates describe robotics as being close to where computers were in the early 1980s—still rare, but poised for a breakout. On the military side, unmanned systems are rapidly coming into use in almost every realm of war, moving more and more soldiers out of danger, and allowing their enemies to be targeted with increasingprecision. And they are changing the experience of war itself. This is leading some of the first generation of soldiers working with robots to worry that war waged by remote control will come to seem too easy, too tempting. More than a century ago, General Robert E. Lee famously observed, “It is good that we find war so horrible, or else we would become fond of it.” He didn’t contemplate a time when a pilot could “go to war” by commuting to work each morning in his Toyota to a cubicle where he could shoot missiles at an enemy thousands of miles away and then make it home in time for his kid’s soccerpractice. As our weapons are designed to have ever more autonomy, deeper questions arise. Can the new armaments reliably separate friend from foe? What laws and ethical codes apply? What are we saying when we send out unmanned machines to fight for us? What is the “message” that those on the other side receive? Ultimately, how will humans remain masters of weapons that are immeasurably faster and more “intelligent” than theyare?   The unmanned systems that have already been deployed to Iraq come in many shapes and sizes. All told, some 22 different robot systems are now operating on the ground. One retired Army officer speaks of these new forces as “the Army of the Grand Robotic.” One of the PackBot’s fellowrobo-soldiers in Iraq is the TALON, made by Foster-Miller Inc., whose offices are a few miles from iRobot’s.Foster-Miller builds an EOD version of the TALON, but it has also remodeled the machine into a “killer app,” the Special Weapons Observation Reconnaissance Detection System, or SWORDS. The new design allows users to mount different weapons on the robot—including an M-16 rifle, a machine gun, and a grenade or rocket launcher—and easily swap them out. Anotherrobo-soldier is the MARCBOT (Multi-Function Agile Remote-Controlled Robot). One of the smallest but most commonly used robots in Iraq, the MARCBOT looks like a toy truck with a video camera mounted on a tiny,antenna-like mast. Costing only $5,000, this miniscule bot is used to scout for enemies and to search under cars for hidden explosives. The MARCBOT isn’t just notable for its small size; it was the first ground robot to draw blood in Iraq. One unit of U.S. soldiersjury-rigged their MARCBOTs to carry Claymoreanti-personnel mines. If they thought an insurgent was hiding in an alley, they would send a MARCBOT down first and, if they found someone waiting in ambush, take him out with the Claymore. Of course, each insurgent killed in this fashion has meant $5,000 worth ofblown-up robot parts, but so far the Army hasn’t billed thesoldiers. The world of unmanned systems at war isn’t confined to the ground. One of the most familiar unmanned aerial vehicles (UAVs) is the Predator. At 27 feet in length, thepropeller-powered drone is just a bit smaller than a Cessna plane. Perhaps its most useful feature is that it can spend up to 24 hours in the air, at heights up to 26,000 feet. Predators are flown by what are called “reach-back” or“remote-split” operations. While the drone flies out of bases in the war zone, the human pilot and sensor operator are 7,500 miles away, flying the planes via satellite from a set of convertedsingle-wide trailers located mostly at Nellis and Creech Air Force bases in Nevada. Such operations have created the novel situation of pilots experiencing the psychological disconnect of being “at war” while still dealing with the pressures of home. In the words of one Predator pilot, “You see Americans killed in front of your eyes and then have to go to a PTA meeting.” Says another, “You are going to war for 12 hours, shooting weapons at targets, directing kills on enemy combatants, and then you get in the car, drive home, and within 20 minutes you are sitting at the dinner table talking to your kids about their homework.”   

[Card Continues – No Text Removed]

Ext – Other Drones

[Card Continues – No Text Removed]
Each Predator costs just under $4.5 million, which sounds like a lot until you compare it to the costs of other military aircraft. Indeed, for the price of one new F-35, the Pentagon’snext-generation manned fighter jet (which hasn’t even taken flight yet), you can buy 30 Predators. More important, the low price and lack of a human pilot mean that the Predator can be used for missions in which there is a high risk of being shot down, such as traveling low and slow over enemy territory. Predators originally were designed for reconnaissance and surveillance, but now some are armed withlaser-guided Hellfire missiles. In addition to its deployments in Iraq and Afghanistan, the Predator, along with its larger, more heavilyarmed sibling, the Reaper, has been used with increasing frequency to attack suspected terrorists in Pakistan. According to news media reports, the drones are carrying outcross-border strikes at the rate of one every other day, operations that the Pakistani prime minister describes as the biggest point of contention between his country and the UnitedStates. In addition to the Predator and Reaper, a veritable menagerie of drones now circle in the skies over war zones. Small UAVs such as the Raven, which is just over three feet long, or the even smaller Wasp (which carries a camera the size of a peanut) are tossed into the air by individual soldiers and fly just above the rooftops, transmitting video images of what’s down the street or on the other side of the hill.Medium-sized drones such as the Shadow circle over entire neighborhoods, at heights above 1,500 feet, to monitor for anything suspicious. The larger Predators and Reapers roam over entire cities at 5,000 to 15,000 feet, hunting for targets to strike. Finally, sight unseen, 44-foot-longjet-powered Global Hawks zoom across much larger landscapes at 60,000 feet, monitoring electronic signals and capturing reams of detailed imagery for intelligence teams to sift through. Each Global Hawk can stay in the air as long as 35 hours. In other words, a Global Hawk could fly from San Francisco, spend a day hunting for terrorists throughout the entire state of Maine, then fly back to the WestCoast. A massive change has thus occurred in the airspace above wars. Only a handful of drones were used in the 2003 invasion of Iraq, with just one supporting all of V Corps, the primary U.S. Army combat force. Today there are more than 5,300 drones in the U.S. military’s total inventory, and not a mission happens without them. One Air Force lieutenant general forecasts that “given the growth trends, it is not unreasonable to postulate future conflicts involving tens of thousands.” Between 2002 and 2008, the U.S. defense budget rose by 74 percent to $515 billion, not including the several hundred billions more spent on operations in Afghanistan and Iraq. With the defense budget at its highest level in real terms since 1946 (though it is still far lower as a percentage of gross domestic product), spending on military robotics research and development and subsequent procurement has boomed. The amount spent on ground robots, for example, has roughly doubled each year since 2001. “Make ’em as fast as you can” is what one robotics executive says he was told by his Pentagon buyers after9/11. The result is that a significant military robotics industry is beginning to emerge. The World War I parallel is again instructive. As a report by the Pentagon’s Defense Advanced Research Projects Agency (DARPA) noted, only 239 Ford Model T cars were sold in 1908. Ten years later, more than a millionwere.

Offensive Drone use is inevitable --- U.S. will increase it’s role across the board and 10 years of use empirically denies their impact 

Zenko ’10 

(Micah,- fellow at the Center for Preventive Action at the Council of Foreign Relations http://www.isn.ethz.ch/isn/Current-Affairs/Special-Reports/Drones-War-from-Afar/Analysis/ Accessed 7.31.10) 

Since late 2001, the US has used unmanned aerial systems (UAS) for offensive military operations in Afghanistan, Iraq, Yemen, and in the tribal areas of Pakistan, where the tempo and scope of strikes against suspected al-Qaida and Taliban operatives have increased under President Barack Obama. The effectiveness of UAS offensive operations is difficult to evaluate since many of them are covert – meaning they are unacknowledged by American or host-nation officials – and occur beyond the watch of journalists or civil-society groups. Nevertheless, in off-the-record settings, senior civilian and military officials in the George W Bush and Obama administrations have praised the role of UAS in Pakistan, where over one hundred strikes have killed hundreds of al-Qaida and Taliban operatives and civilians. As Central Intelligence Agency (CIA) Director, Leon Panetta, declared in May 2009, the airstrikes in Pakistan have been "very effective" and "frankly, it's the only game in town in terms of confronting or trying to disrupt the al-Qaida leadership." The apparent and largely unquestioned success of UAS in conducting offensive operations deserves a closer look, especially as the Pentagon plans to vastly expand their use against a range of targets. Consider three notable facts. First, in 2009, for the first time, more controllers of UAS were trained than pilots of manned aircraft. Second, whereas the US military can presently support 34 around-the-clock UAS strike orbits in the US Central Command's area of operations, within two years military officials want at least 50. Third, while it took Predator drones 12 years to fly their first 250,000 hours, that amount was doubled in the following 20 months. As the Defense Secretary Robert Gates noted in congressional testimony last summer, the best solution against projected future threats, "is not something that has a pilot in it." Nevertheless, there are several potential downsides to the unchecked use of UAS in offensive operations that citizens and policymakers should consider.

A2: Owned by Pakistan

Drones are operated by the CIA --- Pakistan green lights every attack 

Mahadevan ’10 

(Prem,- senior researcher at the Center for Security Studies in Zurich, CSS Analysis “THE MILITARY UTILITY OF DRONES” Accessed 7.31.10) 

However, unlike drone operations elsewhere, which are controlled by the US military, those in Pakistan are controlled by the Cen- tral Intelligence Agency. CIA officials are not subject to the same degree of oversight as military ones, raising doubts about the rig- our of their targeting procedures. In the ab- sence of radical changes to US secrecy laws, these doubts are likely to persist. This is par- ticularly so owing to concerns over the legal- ity of targeted killings outside warzones. Finally, although drones are depicted as undermining Pakistani sovereignty, the fact remains that Islamabad is happy to countenance their use. 80 % of drone strikes have been concentrated in the Waziristan region, which constitutes the home base of the Pakistani Taliban, a group opposed to Islamabad. Although publicly, Pakistani officials denounce these strikes, in private some officials criticise their American counterparts for not carry- ing out more strikes.
***Civilian Casualities CP***
Solves Insurgency

Studies prove civilian casualities are the vital internal link to insurgent recruiting
Condra et al 10

Luke N. Condra is a Stanford economist, Joseph H. Felter is the Director of the Combating Terrorism Center at West Point and an Assistant Professor in the international relations and terrorism studies program at the US Military Academy, Radha K. Iyengar is an assistant lecturer at the Department of Economics at the London School of Economics, and Jacob N. Shapiro is Assistant Professor of Politics and International Affairs at Princeton University. His primary research interests include political violence, aid, and security policy, “The Effect of Civilian Casualties in Afghanistan and Iraq” available at:  http://www.nber.org/papers/w16152.pdf?new_window=1  DA: 7-21-10

While we find a robust relationship between civilian casualties and long-run trends in IED incidents, there is little evidence of a short-run effect, suggesting the information and capacity mechanisms are not substantial drivers of the response to civilian casualties in Afghanistan. Instead, the data are consistent with the claim that civilian casualties are affecting future violence through increased recruitment into insurgent groups after a civilian casualty incident. Local exposure to violence from ISAF appears to be the primary driver of this effect.  
Counterplan solves the vital internal link – even if mere presence causes some backlash - Civilian casualties are the main cause 

 Dr. Christopher J. Lamb is the director at the Center for Strategic Research Institute for National Strategic Studies and Martin Cinnamond trains the Afghan Special Investigation team, “Unity of Effort: Key to Success in Afghanistan” available at: http://www.dtic.mil/cgi-bin/GetTRDoc?Location=U2&doc=GetTRDoc.pdf&AD=ADA508628 D.A.: 7-26-10  

U.S. Government policy statements at the time emphasized counterinsurgency and close cooperation with allies. However, the Embassy turned its attention to other matters, and General Karl Eikenberry, USA, who succeeded General Barno, returned the military emphasis to kill/capture operations. The result was an increasing number of incidents producing civilian casualties, which led to a steep decline in popular support.21 Civilian casualties are not the only factor alienating the Afghan population, 22 but they are the main one.      
Civilian casualties cause Pashtun resentment—CP solves the internal link

Condra et al 10

Luke N. Condra is a Stanford economist, Joseph H. Felter is the Director of the Combating Terrorism Center at West Point and an Assistant Professor in the international relations and terrorism studies program at the US Military Academy, Radha K. Iyengar is an assistant lecturer at the Department of Economics at the London School of Economics, and Jacob N. Shapiro is Assistant Professor of Politics and International Affairs at Princeton University researching political violence, aid, and security policy, “The Effect of Civilian Casualties in Afghanistan and Iraq” available at:  http://www.nber.org/papers/w16152.pdf?new_window=1  DA: 7-21-10
First, civilians might be driven to participate in violence after Coalition/ISAF civilian casualties out of a desire to avenge specific harm to family, friends, or neighbors; what we call the ‘revenge effect’. Our findings buttress arguments that the social traditions of the Pashtun ethnic group, which dominates the Taliban and other Islamic extremist groups in the Afghanistan-Pakistan border region, are a key factor in supporting the insurgency. Johnson and Mason (2008) argue, for example, that the Pashtun social code (Pashtunwali) places a high value on personal revenge. If a Pashtun man is dishonored, he must avenge that dishonor “or he will lose face and social status to the point of becoming an outcast” (Johnson and Mason 2008, 63).5 This revenge mechanism predicts that civilian casualties should lead to increasing long-run trends in violence as individuals take up the fight in response to specific slights, but that the effects should be highly localized.  
Solves Insurgency

Civilian casualties fuel insurgencies—CP solves the internal link

Condra et al 10

Luke N. Condra is a Stanford economist, Joseph H. Felter is the Director of the Combating Terrorism Center at West Point and an Assistant Professor in the international relations and terrorism studies program at the US Military Academy, Radha K. Iyengar is an assistant lecturer at the Department of Economics at the London School of Economics, and Jacob N. Shapiro is Assistant Professor of Politics and International Affairs at Princeton University researching political violence, aid, and security policy, “The Effect of Civilian Casualties in Afghanistan and Iraq” available at:  http://www.nber.org/papers/w16152.pdf?new_window=1  DA: 7-21-10
Second, we could see heightened violence in areas that sustain civilian casualties if casualties make people angrier and more easily recruited by insurgent groups, what we call the ‘recruiting effect’. This is a commonly cited concern and matches the conventional wisdom among journalists, soldiers, and policymakers that civilian casualties are used by insurgent groups as a recruitment tool.6 During his June 2009 testimony before the U.S. Senate Armed Services Committee prior to being confirmed as Commander of ISAF and US Forces in Afghanistan, General Stanley McChrystal talked about how civilian casualties affect popular perception and behavior. “I would emphasize that how we conduct operations is vital to success….This is a struggle for the support of the Afghan people. Our willingness to operate in ways that minimize casualties or damage, even when doing so makes our task more difficult, is essential to our credibility.”7 U.S. Secretary of Defense, Robert Gates, expressed the same opinion before Congress. “But I will tell you that I believe that the civilian casualties are doing us enormous harm in Afghanistan, and we have got to do better in terms of avoiding casualties. And I say that knowing full well that the Taliban mingle among the people, use them as barriers. But when we go ahead and attack, we play right into their hands.”8 The recruiting mechanism differs from the revenge one in that it does not require local exposure to civilian casualties in order to boost insurgent recruitment. Instead, recruitment increases because civilian casualties create a feeling of antipathy toward the national government and Coalition/ISAF forces, which prompts involvement in insurgent organizations. Thus the recruiting mechanism suggests civilian casualties elsewhere should lead to increased insurgent violence.  

Polls prove Civilian casualties are the main cause of popular resentment

Dr. Christopher J. Lamb is the director at the Center for Strategic Research Institute for National Strategic Studies and Martin Cinnamond trains the Afghan Special Investigation team, “Unity of Effort: Key to Success in Afghanistan” available at: http://www.dtic.mil/cgi-bin/GetTRDoc?Location=U2&doc=GetTRDoc.pdf&AD=ADA508628 D.A.: 7-26-10  

General McChrystal’s recent report on the situation in Afghanistan also concluded that “civilian casualties and collateral damage to homes and property . . . have severely damaged ISAF’s legitimacy in the eyes of the Afghan people.” This contention is supported by early 2009 polls, which indicate that the number of Afghans who say the United States has performed well in Afghanistan was cut in half, from 68 percent in 2005 to 32 percent— and ratings of NATO/ISAF forces were just as bad. Civilian casualties are a key irritant: “77% of Afghans call such strikes unacceptable, saying the risk to civilians outweighs the value of these raids in fighting the Taliban.” Ominously, 25 percent of poll respondents now say attacks on U.S. or NATO/ISAF forces can be justified—twice the level in 2006.31 Even though international forces are aware of these trends and want to avoid civilian casualties, the number of civilian casualties produced by coalition operations nevertheless continued to climb throughout 2008, increasing somewhere between 39 and 54 percent.32    
Minimizing civilian casualties is best to stop violence—statistics prove
Condra et al 10

Luke N. Condra is a Stanford economist, Joseph H. Felter is the Director of the Combating Terrorism Center at West Point and an Assistant Professor in the international relations and terrorism studies program at the US Military Academy, Radha K. Iyengar is an assistant lecturer at the Department of Economics at the London School of Economics, and Jacob N. Shapiro is Assistant Professor of Politics and International Affairs at Princeton University researching political violence, aid, and security policy, “The Effect of Civilian Casualties in Afghanistan and Iraq” available at:  http://www.nber.org/papers/w16152.pdf?new_window=1  DA: 7-22-10
This paper contributes to the existing literature on this issue in four ways. First, we use fixed effects and a more nuanced matching strategy to estimate the causal effect of civilian casualties on violence. We find that if the average ISAF-caused incident (which resulted in 2 civilian casualties) was eliminated, then in an average-sized Afghan district there would be 6 fewer insurgent attacks over the next 6 weeks. This evidence supports the contention that in order to reduce violence to ISAF forces, units should seek to minimize civilian casualties during operations.   
Solves Insurgency

Current US tactics cause civilian casualties—CP key to solve animosity
Ali A. Jalali 2009 is a researcher at the Institute for National Strategic Studies and the former Interior Minister of Afghanistan who specializes in Afghan stability, “Winning in Afghanistan” available at: http://www.eariana.com/ariana/eariana.nsf/332e90e13633691287256f75004dbf8e/e7bb629556403fe2872575b700631d77/$FILE/winning-in-Afgh_jalali.pdf  D.A.: 7-26-10
Military forces alone—whether Afghan or international—are not the panacea to all of Afghanistan’s ills and, in fact, have the potential for worsening the current situation. Air strikes have been more common in Afghanistan than they ever were in Iraq, resulting in numerous civilian casualties, mainly due to the fact that the Taliban embeds itself inside communities. The relative dearth of ground forces makes air support necessary but dangerous, because Afghan and international forces lack the intelligence and support necessary. Surge forces operating with heavy firepower and aggressive tactics also run the risk of killing innocents and spurring greater public animosity in urban and rural areas. The Afghan government and international leaders need to revitalize a command structure that is fractured, a civil-military interface that is broken down, and a strategic planning operation that is disjointed if they are to minimize potential civilian casualties and the growing animosity of the Afghan public. There is currently no unified military leadership capable of integrating the efforts of 41 international troop-contributing countries with the civilian representative from the United Nations. Unless leaders are capable of streamlining the military command structure and establishing effective leadership over those responsible for civil-military coordination, disjointed efforts will continue to undermine the international community’s tactical efforts and the strategic goals they are designed to support.  
Reduced civilian casualities key to success of current COIN strategy – solves opposition and recuitment
Their 8 (J Alexander, 6/2008, “Killing Friends Making Enemies, The Impact and Avoidance of Civilian Casualties in Afghanistan, United States Institute of Peace, http://www.usip.org/resources/killing-friends-making-enemies-impact-and-avoidance-civilian-casualties-afghanistan, D.A. 7-26)

Synopsis This USIPeace Briefing discusses the enormous problem of civilian casualties in Afghanistan; the “troops-in-contact” dilemma regarding air power; challenges in intelligence gathering; losses in the information war with Taliban forces; and policy recommendations to mitigate this trend. Background The inadvertent killing of Afghans by U.S. and NATO forces undermines the international community’s efforts to stabilize Afghanistan and has resulted in a decline in approval and support for international military forces in the country. While the U.S. is in its seventh year of intervention in Afghanistan, the insurgency continues to grow. From 2002 to 2006, insurgent-initiated attacks increased by 400 percent and deaths resulting from these attacks jumped by 800 percent.1 The low number of ground troops stationed in Afghanistan, combined with an increase in insurgent attacks, has resulted in a dramatic increase in the use of air power from an average of 5,000 pounds of munitions per month in 2005 to an average of 80,000 pounds per month since June 2006, peaking at 168,000 pounds in December 2007. As a result, civilian casualties increased by 62% in 2008, compared to figures from the first six months of 2007.2 According to the Afghan government, an air strike by international forces on July 4 in Nangrahar province allegedly killed 47 civilians, including 39 women and children, although NATO has claimed that those killed in the strike were insurgents.3 This incident came just 1 day before a terrorist car bomb in Kabul killed 41 and injured 130, mostly civilians.4 Reducing civilian casualties is a moral and strategic issue. The overall effectiveness of air strikes in a counter-insurgency environment is debatable, as a large number of civilian deaths undermines battlefield successes. In order to win the confidence of the Afghan people and to counter the growing insurgency, it is critical that civilian casualties be minimized. USIP’s Afghanistan Working Group hosted three experts to discuss this important and timely issue: Elizabeth Rubin, The New York Times; Nader Nadery, Afghanistan Independent Human Rights Commission; and Marc Garlasco, Human Rights Watch. The Cause of Civilian Casualties Map of Afghanistan(Map courtesy of University of Texas Libraries) Stabilizing Afghanistan requires the support of the Afghan people. This presents a fundamental dilemma in that stability requires security, and security requires targeting insurgents, which, in turn invariably leads to civilian deaths. These civilian casualties have led to the erosion of civilian support for the counter-insurgency. Troop levels in Afghanistan have been insufficient given the geographic and demographic scope of the challenge, resulting in increased reliance on air power as a substitute for ground forces. In early 2004, prior to the resurgence of the Taliban, the total combined International Security Assistance Force (ISAF) was 6,500 troops, with an additional 12,000 troops in the U.S.-led Operation Enduring Freedom (OEF). Overall troop levels have tripled since then, with approximately 65,000 foreign troops in Afghanistan, including 30,000 non-U.S. soldiers in the NATO-led International Security Assistance Forces (ISAF), 23,000 U.S. ISAF troops, and an additional 12,000 mostly U.S. forces under Operation Enduring Freedom command. The U.S. continues to lobby NATO allies for a greater commitment of troops and military assets for Afghanistan. Although air strikes have somewhat successfully targeted militants, they have also significantly increased the number of innocent deaths. The correlation between the increase in insurgent attacks and air strikes parallels the relationship between utilizing aerial munitions and civilian casualties.
Solves Insurgency

Civilian casualties drive recruitment and violence— military agrees

Condra et al 10

Luke N. Condra is a Stanford economist, Joseph H. Felter is the Director of the Combating Terrorism Center at West Point and an Assistant Professor in the international relations and terrorism studies program at the US Military Academy, Radha K. Iyengar is an assistant lecturer at the Department of Economics at the London School of Economics, and Jacob N. Shapiro is Assistant Professor of Politics and International Affairs at Princeton University researching political violence, aid, and security policy, “The Effect of Civilian Casualties in Afghanistan and Iraq” available at:  http://www.nber.org/papers/w16152.pdf?new_window=1  DA: 7-21-10
Pundits routinely associate civilian casualties with higher Taliban recruitment and violence.4 Some commanders and those responsible for formulating rules of engagement (ROE) feel that reducing harm to civilians during battlefield operations, while risky, is nevertheless necessary for purposes of gaining the support of the local population. Despite the current support for the need to limit violence against civilians, there has been relatively little systematic thinking about exactly how civilian casualties influence insurgent violence. The existing policy and academic literatures identify three mechanisms that could explain the relationship between civilian casualties and violence. We term these effects: “revenge”, “recruitment”, and “information” effects. A fourth mechanism that has not been much discussed complicates efforts to study the issue, what we call the “capacity” effect. We discuss each of these in turn. 
Civilian casualties give insurgents a foothold
Dr. Christopher J. Lamb is the director at the Center for Strategic Research Institute for National Strategic Studies and Martin Cinnamond trains the Afghan Special Investigation team, “Unity of Effort: Key to Success in Afghanistan” available at: http://www.dtic.mil/cgi-bin/GetTRDoc?Location=U2&doc=GetTRDoc.pdf&AD=ADA508628 D.A.: 7-26-10  

Most Afghans’ experience with bombing is “strongly correlated with negative attitudes towards the U.S., towards the Afghan central and provincial governments, and regarding Afghanistan’s direction.”23 The Taliban are working hard to exploit this popular resentment in order to counter the tactical advantage that international forces enjoy. Insurgents quickly capitalize on the issue of civilian casualties with a more agile and dynamic communications capacity than the international military forces. They sometimes succeed in pressuring local officials to inflate estimates of civilian casualties. However, it is also evident that international military estimates of civilian casualties can err. Afghan public resentment is compounded when international military forces resort to blanket statements denying or contesting the number of civilian casualties without an adequate investigation. The emergence of video footage showing dead civilians prompted a review of initial findings that just seven civilians were killed during August 2008 airstrikes in Shindand District, Herat Province. The investigation determined that at least 33 civilians were killed during the operation.24      
Solves Insurgency

Reducing civilian casualties key to solve insurgency recruitment and afghan government legitimacy

Dr. Christopher J. Lamb is the director at the Center for Strategic Research Institute for National Strategic Studies and Martin Cinnamond trains the Afghan Special Investigation team, “Unity of Effort: Key to Success in Afghanistan” available at: http://www.dtic.mil/cgi-bin/GetTRDoc?Location=U2&doc=GetTRDoc.pdf&AD=ADA508628 D.A.: 7-26-10  

Karzai has long been extremely critical of airstrikes and house raids. In July 2002, following an American airstrike by a SOF AC–130 that killed scores of people celebrating a wedding, Karzai stressed the importance of procedures to prevent future tragedies. He has repeatedly called for an end to airstrikes and to international forces entering Afghan homes without permission from Afghan authorities, and his rhetoric has escalated over the years. He has lamented the inability to stop “the coalition from killing our children” and accused foreign forces of “extreme” and “disproportionate” use of force. In September 2008, Karzai protested the continued killing of Afghan civilians before the UN General Assembly. Shortly thereafter, he announced: “This is my first demand of the new president of the United States—to put an end to civilian casualties.” More recently, Karzai has campaigned on the promise of bringing international military forces under control. Karzai’s stridency may be calculated to garner popular support, but it also reflects the public mood. An increasing number of mass demonstrations against civilian casualties testify to serious public discontent, and evidence suggests civilian casualties are one reason some Afghans take up arms against international military forces.28 In Herat Province in April 2007, villagers reportedly took up arms against SOF in response to a series of raids that resulted in the deaths of several civilians.29 General Barno has summarized the dilemma posed by SOF operations that alienate Afghans: the tolerance of the Afghan population for foreign military forces [can be described as] a bag of capital that has to be spent very slowly. . . . every time we kick down doors in the middle of the night, every time we create some offense to Afghan cultural sensibilities, we spend that bag of capital— that toleration for foreign forces—more and more quickly. And we’ve been spending that bag of capital at an extraordinarily fearsome rate, here, in the last two years, in part because of civilian casualties and in part because of, simply, the tactics that we’ve been using.30      
Reducing civilian casualties is key to the whole operation

Dr. Christopher J. Lamb is the director at the Center for Strategic Research Institute for National Strategic Studies and Martin Cinnamond trains the Afghan Special Investigation team, “Unity of Effort: Key to Success in Afghanistan” available at: http://www.dtic.mil/cgi-bin/GetTRDoc?Location=U2&doc=GetTRDoc.pdf&AD=ADA508628 D.A.: 7-26-10

  In OEF, civilian casualties resulting from operations may not be viewed as detrimental to the core mission of destroying terrorist organizations. However, civilian casualties are a critical issue for ISAF and its counterinsurgency mission. Most Afghans cannot distinguish between OEF and ISAF forces, and relationships painstakingly developed by ISAF are adversely affected when OEF kill/capture operations incur civilian casualties. Despite procedures to deconflict missions, lack of coordination between SOF and conventional forces is all too common. For example, in Nangarhar Province, the Army brigade commander who ostensibly controlled the battle space was aware of only 5 of the 30 operations conducted by a SOF unit in the area and had no knowledge of the one in which 17 civilians were killed and 50 injured.43     

Civilian casualties increase resentment – counterplan lets US win hearts and minds

Dr. Christopher J. Lamb is the director at the Center for Strategic Research Institute for National Strategic Studies and Martin Cinnamond trains the Afghan Special Investigation team, “Unity of Effort: Key to Success in Afghanistan” available at: http://www.dtic.mil/cgi-bin/GetTRDoc?Location=U2&doc=GetTRDoc.pdf&AD=ADA508628 D.A.: 7-26-10 

Theoretically, the two missions can complement one another. Counterterrorist kill/capture operations can disrupt insurgent operations, produce intelligence on the insurgency, and buy time for other population- centric counterinsurgency efforts to bear fruit. Similarly, counterinsurgency efforts can generate good intelligence for targeting terrorists and alienate them from sympathizers who otherwise would provide support for their activities. In practice, however, counterterrorism and counterinsurgency missions tend to clash. With their emphasis on nighttime raids, counterterrorist operations can produce inadvertent civilian casualties that anger the population and complicate attempts by counterinsurgents to win popular support. Resentment runs even higher when counterterrorist operations are carried out by foreign forces that appear insensitive to local communities. Counterinsurgents working with Afghan authorities and forces may compromise a counterterrorist operation if the Afghan counterparts warn the enemy, or if those operations are carried out less skillfully than otherwise would be the case if conducted by international forces.  
Solves Insurgency

Counterplan solves radicalization in afghanistan

Ackerman ’10 (6/6/2010, Spencer, “Civilian Casualties Create New Enemies, Study Confirms,” Wired, http://www.wired.com/dangerroom/2010/07/civilian-casualties-create-new-enemies-study-confirms, D.A. 7/26)

A new working paper published by the National Bureau of Economic Research finds “strong evidence for a revenge effect” when examining the relationship between civilian casualties caused by the U.S.-led military coalition in Afghanistan and radicalization after such incidents occur. The paper even estimates of how many insurgent attacks to expect after each civilian death. Those findings, however intuitive, might resolve an internal military debate about the counter-productivity of civilian casualties — and possibly fuel calls for withdrawal. “When ISAF units kill civilians,” the research team finds, referring to the U.S.-led coalition in Afghanistan, “this increases the number of willing combatants, leading to an increase in insurgent attacks.” According to their model, every innocent civilian killed by ISAF predicts an “additional 0.03 attacks per 1,000 population in the next 6-week period.” In a district of 83,000 people, then, the average of two civilian casualties killed in ISAF-initiated military action leads to six additional insurgent attacks in the following six weeks. The team doesn’t examine the effect of CIA drone strikes in neighboring Pakistan, the subject of fierce debate concerning both the level of civilian deaths the strikes generate and their radicalizing effect. A team of four economists — Stanford’s Luke N. Condra and Joseph H. Felter, the London School of Economics’ Radha K. Iyengar, and Princeton’s Jacob N. Shapiro — used the International Security Assistance Force’s own civilian-casualty data to reach their conclusions, breaking it down by district to examine further violence in the area in which civilians died. They examined the effect of over 4000 civilian deaths from January 2009 to March 2010 by looking at the sometimes-lagging indications of reprisal attacks in the same areas. To be clear, the team’s research is inferential, creating a statistical model to examine spikes in violence following civilian-casualty incidents, rather than interviewing insurgents as to their specific motivations. But in their study, the researchers found that there’s a greater spike in violence after ISAF-caused civilian deaths than after insurgent-caused ones. “An incident which results in 10 civilian casualties will generate about 1 additional IED attack in the following 2 months,” the researchers write. “The effect for insurgents is much weaker and not jointly significant.” In other words, even if the insurgents possess a “total disregard for human life and the Afghan people,” as an ISAF press release reacting to this weekend’s insurgent bombings in Herat put it, Afghans effectively would rather be killed by other Afghans than foreigners. That’s not all. The researchers found that ISAF-caused civilian casualties corollate with long-term radicalization in Afghanistan. Plotting reprisal incidents of violence in areas where civilians died at coalition hands, the data showed that “that the Coalition effect is enduring, peaking 16 weeks after the event. This confirms the intuition that civilian casualties by ISAF forces predict greater violence through a long-run effect.” That’s consistent with intuitions that civilian casualties “are affecting future violence through increased recruitment into insurgent groups,” although they find no direct evidence for such a thing. Interestingly, the researchers found the opposite to be the case in Iraq: U.S.-caused civilian casualties are more likely to cause short-term retaliatory spikes than they are violence over the long term. (Yet.) Repeated efforts to get in touch with the four researchers by email and phone were unsuccessful by publication time. The relationship between civilian casualties and the creation of new enemies is no mere academic debate. As the paper notes, there can be “strategic military returns” for U.S. troops who incur greater risk to themselves in order to prevent civilian casualties if that stops Afghans from taking up arms against the U.S. in revenge. Some troops in Afghanistan bridled against General Stanley McChrystal’s rules of engagement, considering them too restrictive against a violent insurgency. General David Petraeus’ letter to his troops on Sunday indicates that he’s trying to strike a balance between protecting the Afghan people and allowing troops to finish the battles they fight. Additionally, some in the military consider a preoccupation with civilian casualties to be a media-driven phenomenon. Last December, the Air Force’s intel chief, Lieutenant General David Deptula, told Danger Room’s Noah Shachtman that “there appears to be an almost complete lack of indication to support the conventional wisdom, popularized in the media, that air attacks have been provoking deep hostility toward the U.S. and the Kabul government.” Deptula was talking specifically about the air war, and the researchers found that only about six percent of civilian casualties caused by ISAF come through air strikes. (Of course, that’s after McChrystal and his predecessor, General David McKiernan, scaled back ISAF’s use of air strikes.) But after the study, Deptula might want to reconsider his contention that “there is little reason based on the admittedly limited data available in open source to expect that drastically reducing the civilian casualty issue would produce game changing results on the political battlefield.” The most recent United Nations quarterly study of political and security affairs in Afghanistan found that civilian casualties caused by the U.S. and its allies dropped from 33 percent to 30 percent of total civilian casualties, a dip the U.N. attributed to measures resulting from “a reiteration of the July 2009 tactical directive by the Commander of the International Security Assistance Force limiting the use of force.” But the researchers suggest that Afghans aren’t going say, “Those Americans are OK! They only cause one out of three dead innocent Afghans!” — especially if, as the U.N. also found, civilian casualties in the escalated war are on the rise overall. 

Solves Insurgency – Intell

Independently - Counterplan is key to intelligence sharing – key to success
Condra et al 10

Luke N. Condra is a Stanford economist, Joseph H. Felter is the Director of the Combating Terrorism Center at West Point and an Assistant Professor in the international relations and terrorism studies program at the US Military Academy, Radha K. Iyengar is an assistant lecturer at the Department of Economics at the London School of Economics, and Jacob N. Shapiro is Assistant Professor of Politics and International Affairs at Princeton University researching political violence, aid, and security policy, “The Effect of Civilian Casualties in Afghanistan and Iraq” available at:  http://www.nber.org/papers/w16152.pdf?new_window=1  DA: 7-21-10
Third, civilian casualties might affect levels of future violence if casualties affect the level of civilian cooperation with ISAF and government units, what we term the ‘information effect’. Insurgent operations such as planting IEDs, setting ambushes, and training inevitably reveal information to non-combatants. This information is key for counterinsurgents as government forces and their allies have an overwhelming advantage in combat power but often lack of information about insurgents’ identity and whereabouts. When ISAF forces kill civilians, the local population may be angered or perceive a greater threat to their physical security from ISAF and consequently share less information with them. In contrast, when insurgents kill civilians, the local population may choose to share more information with US forces, meaning insurgents are less able to produce violence in subsequent periods.9 The information mechanism suggests we should see a short-run, symmetric reaction to civilian casualties as information on insurgents’ whereabouts and weapons caches can have an immediate impact on violence by enabling raids that substantially reduce insurgent capacity.      

Solves Insurgency – International Coop

Reducing civilian casualties is key to international and afghan cooperation – key to success

Dr. Christopher J. Lamb is the director at the Center for Strategic Research Institute for National Strategic Studies and Martin Cinnamond trains the Afghan Special Investigation team, “Unity of Effort: Key to Success in Afghanistan” available at: http://www.dtic.mil/cgi-bin/GetTRDoc?Location=U2&doc=GetTRDoc.pdf&AD=ADA508628 D.A.: 7-26-10 

The U.S. Government strategy for success in Afghanistan unveiled by President Obama on March 27, 2009, emphasized a classic population- centric counterinsurgency approach. The novelty of this approach can be debated, but clearly the emphasis has shifted under the Obama administration. Securing the population and reducing civilian casualties are now the focus of attention. This approach should be more popular with North Atlantic Treaty Organization (NATO) Allies, who prefer stabilization operations to offensive operations against insurgents, and with the Afghan government, which has vocally objected to operations that produce inadvertent civilian casualties. The possibility of greater support from Allies and the Afghan government increases the likelihood that the strategy can be executed with better unity of effort. The architects of the new strategy recognize that it puts a premium on better collaboration and that they have limited time for demonstrating progress. In these circumstances, taking every reasonable step to strengthen unity of effort is necessary. 

A2:  Avoiding Civilian Casualities Impossible

Military planning avoids civilian casualties

Marc Herold  2002 is a professor at the departments of economics and women’s studies at the University of New Hampshire who studies the second and third world, with a focus on US-NATO civilian casualties in Afghanistan,  “A Dossier on Civilian Victims of the United States’ Aerial Bombing of Afghanistan” available at: http://www3.interscience.wiley.com/cgi-bin/fulltext/118918328/PDFSTART DA:7-21-10
My research suggests that civilian deaths have been so high in Afghanistan not because of targeting errors, faulty intelligence or equipment malfunction (as argued by Conetta, 2002).2 Rather, high levels of civilian deaths are the direct result of the decision by US military planners to employ highly destructive bombs upon what were perceived to be ‘targets’ located in areas populated by civilians, whether residential neighborhoods or villages.3    
Counterplans collateral damage assessments solves civilian casualities

Their 8 (J Alexander, 6/2008, “Killing Friends Making Enemies, The Impact and Avoidance of Civilian Casualties in Afghanistan, United States Institute of Peace, http://www.usip.org/resources/killing-friends-making-enemies-impact-and-avoidance-civilian-casualties-afghanistan, D.A. 7-26)

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

Changing weapons avoids civilian casualties

Marc Herold  2002 is a professor at the departments of economics and women’s studies at the University of New Hampshire who studies the second and third world, with a focus on US-NATO civilian casualties in Afghanistan,  “A Dossier on Civilian Victims of the United States’ Aerial Bombing of Afghanistan” available at: http://www3.interscience.wiley.com/cgi-bin/fulltext/118918328/PDFSTART DA:7-21-10
Along with the decision of US military planners to bomb perceived military targets in urban areas, the use of weapons with great destructive blast and fragmentation power (see Figure 1) necessarily resulted in heavy civilian casualties. The weapon of choice during the first three weeks of the air campaign was the 500lb bomb, which has a lethal blast range of 20 meters; later, the 2,000lb pound became the weapon of choice and it has a lethal blast range of 34 meters. The JDAM (Joint Defence Attack Munition) technology consists of a $21,000 attachment produced by Boeing which transforms 1,000lb and 9 Two years ago, NATO war planes also destroyed mosques in Kosovo — the fifteenth-century Bajratki mosque in Pec, the sixteenth-century Hadum mosque in Djakovica, the seventeenth-century Sinan Pasha mosque in Prizren. For more details on NATO’s bombing of historical treasures in Yugoslavia, see Herscher and Kiedlmayer (2000). ß Joint Editors and Blackwell Publishers Ltd 2002 Debates and developments 629 2,000lb conventional ‘dumb’ bombs into ‘smart’ bombs which rely upon the global positioning system. When global positioning updates are available the JDAM-outfitted bomb can strike within 13 meters [43 feet] of its target. When updates are not available due to jamming or other problems, it can ‘still hit within 30 meters (or 98 feet)’ (Thompson, 1999). The B1-B bombers flying out of Diego Garcia in the Indian Ocean can carry 24–30 Mark 84 2,000lb JDAM bombs. Each bomb is 14-feet long and will destroy military targets within a 40-foot radius from the point of impact. Using only an inertial guidance system (INS), the Mark 84 bomb has a circular error radius of 30 meters, but with a GPS guidance unit this gets reduced to 13 meters.  
Civilian Casualities CP – Avoids Politics

Military, congress and media all back the counterplan – perceived as key to fighting effectiveness – not weak on defense
Condra et al 10

Luke N. Condra is a Stanford economist, Joseph H. Felter is the Director of the Combating Terrorism Center at West Point and an Assistant Professor in the international relations and terrorism studies program at the US Military Academy, Radha K. Iyengar is an assistant lecturer at the Department of Economics at the London School of Economics, and Jacob N. Shapiro is Assistant Professor of Politics and International Affairs at Princeton University researching political violence, aid, and security policy, “The Effect of Civilian Casualties in Afghanistan and Iraq” available at:  http://www.nber.org/papers/w16152.pdf?new_window=1  DA: 7-21-10
Second, we could see heightened violence in areas that sustain civilian casualties if casualties make people angrier and more easily recruited by insurgent groups, what we call the ‘recruiting effect’. This is a commonly cited concern and matches the conventional wisdom among journalists, soldiers, and policymakers that civilian casualties are used by insurgent groups as a recruitment tool.6 During his June 2009 testimony before the U.S. Senate Armed Services Committee prior to being confirmed as Commander of ISAF and US Forces in Afghanistan, General Stanley McChrystal talked about how civilian casualties affect popular perception and behavior. “I would emphasize that how we conduct operations is vital to success….This is a struggle for the support of the Afghan people. Our willingness to operate in ways that minimize casualties or damage, even when doing so makes our task more difficult, is essential to our credibility.”7 U.S. Secretary of Defense, Robert Gates, expressed the same opinion before Congress. “But I will tell you that I believe that the civilian casualties are doing us enormous harm in Afghanistan, and we have got to do better in terms of avoiding casualties. And I say that knowing full well that the Taliban mingle among the people, use them as barriers. But when we go ahead and attack, we play right into their hands.”8 
That avoids the disad – but opposing top military officials ensures lose of capital

Zenko 9’ (Micah, “Ban the bomb? Ask the generals”, Guardian, 2/25/09)
As any rationale for maintaining an oversized nuclear arsenal – including 450 long-range missiles on hair-trigger alert – further erodes, the goal of nuclear disarmament has spread within the United States from a narrow sliver of left-leaning arms-control activists to a broader bipartisan consensus. One crucially important community, however, has yet to offer its expert judgment: the uniformed military.  Before the civilian leadership in the Obama administration can move toward a world without the bomb, it must initiate a clear and open dialogue with the Joint Chiefs of Staff – the collective heads of the US armed services, charged with protecting the nation and providing military advice to the president. Without the overt support of the Joint Chiefs, no president – much less a Democrat with little national-security experience – will have the political capital to negotiate with the international community, or implement at home, an end to nuclear weapons.  Cont…  To make the elimination of nuclear weapons a reality, the Joint Chiefs of Staff must formally acknowledge such weapons' limited utility. Fortunately, President Obama has a ready-made forum through which to elicit the Joint Chiefs' opinion. Over the next year, the Obama administration will conduct the third congressionally mandated "comprehensive review of the nuclear posture of the United States for the next 5 to 10 years." The Nuclear Posture Review legislation requires that it "be used as a basis for establishing future United States arms control objectives and negotiating positions."  Once the Nuclear Posture Review has been completed, and the uniformed military are on the record, President Obama will have the political cover to negotiate the series of multilateral treaties that will be required to account for, monitor and verify the dismantlement of the 26,000 nuclear weapons stockpiled in nine countries, including America's 5,400 nuclear warheads – 2,200 of which remain operational. In addition, intensive verification regimes will be necessary for the approximately 40 countries where the fissile material required to make a bomb exists.   
Plan triggers that link – top military officials are on record opposing

Joe Garofoli, staff writer, 10-16-2009, “Code Pink's more nuanced Afghanistan policy,” San Francisco Chronicle, http://www.sfgate.com/cgi-bin/blogs/nov05election/detail?blogid=14&entry_id=49766

While Benjamin's core "Bring the troops home" mantra hasn't changed, it has become more complicated.  "What I was left feeling is that I don't know what would be a realistic timeline without first coming up with the exit plan," she said. Before she went there, "I felt that troops should start coming home now."  "My position hasn't been changed. But I feel now I have a better understanding from the many people we spoke to that an exit strategy has to have several components to it. The sooner there is a commitment to come home, the faster that peace talks can happen."  She feels Obama has been backed into a "disastrous" political corner now that McChrystal's proposal for a troop increase is public.  "Now it pushes him into a corner of being labeled as not supporting the commanders on the ground," she said, "which is a very vulnerable position for him to be in." 

Civilian Casualities CP – Avoids Politics
Powerful members of congress perceive the counterplan as strengthening our effort in afghanistan

Congressional documents and publications, ’07 (12/5)
Senator John Kerry (D-Mass.) Chairman of the Senate Foreign Relations Subcommittee on Near East and South and Central Asian Affairs, which includes Afghanistan, delivered a major policy speech on Afghanistan today. Kerry laid out new policies to rescue the NATO mission in Afghanistan and help build a stable country.

Kerry called for more troops, a change in mission to help reduce civilian casualties and a new policy to address the growing opium crisis. He also called for an Afghanistan Study Group.

Avoids our links – which are all about withdrawal

At Minimum – the counterplan is still WAY less controversial than plan – doesn’t only reduce the magnitude of the link but the probability that it links at all
Military on board 

Reuters, 5/13/10
The U.S. military has made reducing civilian casualties an explicit goal of its revised Afghan strategy, given that popular support for NATO and Afghan forces is ultimately needed to isolate the Taliban and win the war.  President Barack Obama restated the goal on Wednesday, saying the United States was doing everything possible to avoid killing "somebody who's not on the battlefield." 

Military vocally backs the counterplan – won’t be perceived as soft on defense

RTT News, 7/1/10  (Global Financial Newswire, http://www.rttnews.com/Content/Policy.aspx?Id=1349439&Category=US%20Policy&SimRec=1&Node=)
 The new Commander-in-Chief of the U.S. military and NATO in Afghanistan has assured that alliance-led International Security Assistance Force (ISAF) will try its best to avoid civilian casualties in its fight against terrorism in the country.  General David Petraeus, who was unanimously confirmed in the post by the U.S. Senate on Wednesday, made the pledge while briefing allies and partners at NATO Headquarters in Brussels before heading to Kabul.  He stressed the need to "maintain the commitment to reducing the loss of innocent civilian life in the course of military operations to an absolute minimum." 

***Overstretch CP***
Solves troop shortages
Solves quickest

Kapp 2 (Lawrence, 2/25/2002, “Recruiting and Retention in the Active Component Military: Are There Problems?” CRS, http://www.policyarchive.org/handle/10207/bitstreams/1356.pdf, D.A. 7/26)

Historically, the first response to a difficult recruiting environment has been to increase the amount of funds available for recruiting operations; specifically, funds for advertising, enlistment bonuses, and increasing the number of recruiters on duty. Experience has shown that this response is usually an effective way of improving recruiting within a relatively short time frame, 29 and the amount of funding committed can be scaled to match the scope of the recruiting shortfall. This approach likely would be effective if it appeared that recruiting shortfalls were principally caused by increased recruit quality demands, competition with higher education, or competition with civilian employers 

has spillover effects on all areas of readiness
Krepinevich 2K (Andrew, 9/1/2000, “Ready for What?,” Wall Street Journal, http://www.csbaonline.org/4Publications/Archive/O.20000901.Ready_for_What/O.20000901.Ready_for_What.htm, D.A. 7/26)

The charged nature of the debate is somewhat understandable. Military readiness is a highly emotional issue, in part because the price of not being ready has often been paid in blood. Desert One, the failed attempt to rescue American hostages in Iran, still conjures up images of a “hollow” military, of aircraft burning in the desert, and American servicemen wounded and dying. The fact is, there is no single metric or set of measures, short of war itself, that can provide a definitive answer to the question: Is our military ready? Even then, the search for an answer often ignores a more fundamental question: Ready for what? Today’s military uses measures left over from the Cold War to determine force readiness; in many cases, not without reason. Miles driven by tank crews per year, flight hours logged by pilots annually, and spare parts inventories help determine whether our military equipment is ready for combat, and our service members are trained to operate it. An Army brigade’s performance at the National Training Center helps to measure whether our military is ready to operate effectively in large formations. Other metrics, such as the number and quality of people being recruited into the military, and those who choose to reenlist when their service obligation expires, are important indicators as to whether we are likely to maintain our readiness beyond the near term. By measures such as these, the American military’s readiness today appears much closer to the Desert Storm force that defeated Iraq in 1990 than that of the “hollow” 1980 Desert One military. While readiness has remained Priority One for both the Clinton Administration and the Republican Congress, red flags have nevertheless popped up over the last few years that indicate military readiness may be declining. Army captains are leaving the service at a record rate. The Navy is having trouble retaining its pilots. Mission capable rates for Air Force weapon systems have declined ten percent over the last decade. Retaining personnel with skills in high demand in the private sector remains a problem. Indeed, the retention rate for those whose first enlistment has expired is now at a record low. General Shy Meyer, who coined the phrase “hollow military,” noted that at some point readiness no longer declines gracefully, but rather precipitously. In short, a snowball effect occurs. The departure of good people encourages others to follow suit. Maintenance begins to suffer, as does training, further discouraging those who chose to remain, leading to a decline in morale and a further exodus from the force. Preventive medicine is crucial here.  

Retention incentives solves best

CBO 6 (10/2006, “Recruiting, Retention, and Future Levels of Military Personnel,  Congressional Budget Office, http://www.cbo.gov/ftpdocs/76xx/doc7626/10-05-Recruiting.pdf, D.A. 7/26)

As stated, there are two ways Army components could maintain or increase their end strength should they decide to do so. One way is to increase the number of individuals they bring in (accessions). The other way is to retain more of their existing personnel. Those two approaches have different costs and different implications for the level of seniority of the force. Increasing accessions largely involves the costs to recruit and train new personnel. Increasing retention primarily involves the cost of extra incentives (for example, reenlistment bonuses or other pay increases) needed to encourage more personnel to stay in the military. If the Army were to emphasize retaining additional personnel, the force would become older and more experienced than it would be if the Army increased end strength through recruiting additional personnel instead. Moreover, because more-experienced personnel are more productive than recruits, the Army would not need to increase end strength as much as otherwise. However, since the trade-off between using new recruits compared with experienced personnel to accomplish a given mission is not well quantified, CBO did not consider any potential differences in the costs and productivity of those two types of personnel 
Solves troop shortages

Most cost effective- solves end strength

CBO 6 (10/2006, “Recruiting, Retention, and Future Levels of Military Personnel,  Congressional Budget Office, http://www.cbo.gov/ftpdocs/76xx/doc7626/10-05-Recruiting.pdf, D.A. 7/26)

Retention Incentives Some of the factors that affect recruiting success also influence service members’ decisions to stay in or leave the military, such as the state of the economy and overall military compensation. Other factors include promotion opportunities, job conditions, and time away from home or deployed. Increases in basic pay are usually applied across the whole force, not specifically targeted to individuals at their reenlistment point. Because it is paid to everyone in the force, a basic-pay increase is a relatively expensive way to increase the number of soldiers reenlisting. Reenlistment bonuses, in contrast, can be increased or decreased quickly at a service’s discretion, targeted to individuals facing a reenlistment decision, and further targeted to selected occupations. Because bonuses are the primary reenlistment incentive, CBO examined their effectiveness in increasing the size of the active Army. 56 According to CBO’s analysis, based on a review of previous research, if the Army increased its Selective Reenlistment Bonuses by one level to all personnel at their first reenlistment point, the number of reenlistments might increase by between 1 and 3 percentage points. 57 At the midpoint of that range, the increase in bonuses would generate about 1,200 new reenlisments per year for the Army. 58 The cost would be roughly $200 million per year, or about $170,000 per additional reenlistment. 59 The cost would include not only the amount spent on new reenlistments but also the amount spent on individuals who would have reenlisted even without the additional incentive but who would receive the SRB nonetheless. Typically, the services use SRBs not as an across-theboard retention tool, but instead as a targeted incentive to service members in occupational specialties with high training costs or demonstrated shortfalls in retention. CBO considered several occupations that may be experiencing difficulties from increased civilian competition. Some commentators have expressed concern that the military services, and particularly the Army, are losing personnel to defense contractors who offer much higher pay to perform similar jobs within a wartime theater. Indeed, the combination of military training and possession of a security clearance makes many military personnel attractive to potential civilian employers. 60 CBO examined whether civilian competition for selected enlisted occupations in the active Army has increased in recent years and whether the Army has effectively used bonuses to mitigate any problems. To do so, CBO compared fill rates (the number of personnel divided by the authorized number of billets) with the level of bonuses provided. In consultation with Army staff, CBO identified eight occupations for enlisted personnel (military occupational specialties, or MOSs) that may have been subject to increasing civilian competition associated with the ongoing conflicts in Iraq and Afghanistan:  
More resources solve – boosts recruits
Kapp 2 (Lawrence, 2/25/2002, “Recruiting and Retention in the Active Component Military: Are There Problems?” CRS, http://www.policyarchive.org/handle/10207/bitstreams/1356.pdf, D.A. 7/26)

Perceived Cause #5: Insufficient Recruiting Resources. The preceding paragraphs point to both an increase in the military’s demand for recruits and a decrease in the available supply of potential enlistees as the fundamental causes of the military’s recruiting shortfalls in the mid to late 1990s. However, another factor certainly bears examination: the resources available to the Services to achieve their recruiting goals. Most agree that these resources – such as advertising, recruiters, enlistment bonuses, and educational benefits – have historically been valuable tools for convincing potential recruits to sign an enlistment contract. While it would be impossible to specify the “correct” level of these resources, it appears that the levels were not adequate for the challenging recruiting environment that emerged as the 1990s progressed. As mentioned previously, a key tool the military used in managing the drawdown was a large reduction in the number of new recruits brought into the Services. Based on this policy of reduced accessions, the military spent less on recruiting related expenditures during the drawdown period. For example, as Table 9 indicates, the total advertising expenditures for all the Services fell by over 50% between 1989 and  1993. The number of recruiters employed by the Services also dropped between 1990 and 1994 by about 10%, as indicated in Table 10. This aggregate figure, however, masks the fact that the Army reduced the number of recruiters it employed by 15%, while the Navy cut its recruiting force by 25%. The Marine Corps, it should be pointed out, actually increased the number of recruiters it employed between 1990 and 1994 by nearly 20%.  Recruiting resources increased steadily between 1994 and 1998, and rose dramatically after 1998, but some believe that the decline in recruiting resources in the early part of the decade had a negative long term affect on recruiting. According to the Department of Defense, “With the military drawdown, we cut advertising budgets... and reduced the number of people that we enlisted.... We believe that this created a perception that the military was no longer hiring. We also believe that by not advertising during the middle of the 1990s we missed the opportunity to communicate with people who are now enlistment age.” 20 

Solves troop shortages
More benefits solve

Kapp 2 (Lawrence, 2/25/2002, “Recruiting and Retention in the Active Component Military: Are There Problems?” CRS, http://www.policyarchive.org/handle/10207/bitstreams/1356.pdf, D.A. 7/26)

Options for Congress. There are a number of options that Congress could consider to address retention shortfalls. Below is a list of policies that could be used to respond to one or more of the factors mentioned above, grouped under four broad headings. More Competitive Pay and Benefits. This response could be effective if it appeared that serious retention shortfalls were being caused primarily by increased competition with civilian employers. As mentioned previously, aggregate retention rates in the military are the product of thousands of individual decisions on whether or not to stay in the military. These individual decisions, it is believed, are based on the individual’s answer to one basic question: “Would I be better off if I stayed in or left the military?” A major factor in this calculation is military compensation – pay and benefits – or, more specifically, the perceived value of military compensation relative to civilian compensation. Pay. Across-the-board pay raises would be an option to improve the perceived competitiveness of military compensation. However, they are expensive and some argue that they are inefficient because they give raises to people in pay grades or occupational specialties that do not have retention shortfalls. Another option would be to target pay raises towards retention critical pay grades. This can also be problematic, however, as it can distort the relationship between pay grades and minimize the incentive to get promoted. For example, targeted pay raises might enable lower ranking members to make nearly as much higher ranking members, a phenomenon known as “pay compression,” or more than higher ranking members, a phenomenon known as “pay inversion.” Another option, should Congress view this as a problem, would be to increase total pay in a targeted manner by increasing reenlistment or retention bonuses for those in retention critical occupational skills, pay grades, or retention cohorts. It might be considered if the projected shortfalls occur due to the comparatively small size of certain retention cohorts mentioned above.  

***Pakistani Aid CP***
Solves
Solves anti-Americanism and backlash to US military presence

Christian Science Monitor 7/19/10

(Issam Ahmed, Correspondent, http://www.csmonitor.com/World/Asia-South-Central/2010/0719/In-Pakistan-Hillary-Clinton-announces-new-aid-projects-lauds-mango, 
Speaking at a town-hall-style meeting in the capital on Monday, Mrs. Clinton announced the construction of two hydroelectric dam projects that will supply power to more than 300,000 people near the Afghan border, an overhaul of the municipal water supply of Peshawar and southern Punjab, and the renovation or construction of three new hospitals in Pakistan’s metropolitan cities of Lahore and Karachi.  The projects are to be funded under US legislation passed last year that increased civilian aid to Pakistan to $7.5 billion over five years. They are part of a broader move to quell anti-Americanism by convincing Pakistanis that the US has a deeper commitment to the country, a key ally in the war in Afghanistan.  A day earlier, Clinton and Pakistani Foreign Secretary Shah Mahmood Qureshi announced a landmark trade deal between Afghanistan and Pakistan that will allow Afghanistan to use Pakistan’s land border to export to India, while giving Pakistan land access to Central Asia via Afghanistan.  “We know that there is a perception held by too many Pakistanis that America's commitment to them begins and ends with security,” said Clinton. "But security is just one piece of this vital partnership.  "We share with Pakistan a vision of a future in which all people can live safe, healthy, and productive lives; contribute to their communities; and make the most of their own God-given potential." 
***Silk Road CP***
Solves
Increased US economic assistance key – strong economy solves insurgency, terrorism, drug production

Wadhams, ‘7. Caroline Wadhams-Director of South Asia Security studies at the Center for American Progress. Also a past member of the Council on Foreign Relations at the White House. “Toward a Stable Afghanistan: Economic Aid Long Overdue” June 6, 2007. http://www.americanprogress.org/issues/2007/06/stable_afghanistan.html Date Cut: 7/26/10)
But operations in Iraq have turned the country’s focus away from Afghanistan. Insufficient U.S. investment in Afghanistan’s security and stability has contributed to reversals in progress there. The insurgency is growing stronger every day in Afghanistan, supported in part by rising cash flows from the opium trade, which is thriving in the country. Reconstruction goals have also not been met, which means Afghans suffer poor and worsening living conditions. The country remains one of the poorest in the world: Seventy percent of the population lives below the poverty line; Afghanistan’s National Human Development Report ranked the country at 173 out of 178 countries worldwide in 2004. Forty percent of people in rural areas go hungry, and Afghanistan has the highest level of malnutrition in the world at 70 percent. An economic aid package of the size the House is considering today would assist reconstruction efforts and provide the investment Afghanistan’s economy needs as a basis for a stable state. Without a functioning economy, Afghanistan will continue to backslide until it once again becomes the safe haven for terrorists it was before the U.S. operations began—when Osama bin Laden directed the 9/11 attacks on New York and Washington from Afghanistan. Furthermore, a failed economy will allow for opium production to grow, providing revenues to our enemies. The United States and the international community need to commit to a well-funded and well-managed long-term economic development effort, and the government of Afghanistan should take the lead.  Cont… Congress has the opportunity today to renew its commitment to an economically stable and secure Afghanistan that will not again become a safe place from which terrorists can plan their operations. The mission in Afghanistan is too important to let fail.  
***US China Relations CP***
1NC

Counterplan text: The United States Federal Government substantially increase its education, science, technology and energy cooperation and exchanges with China as per the recommendations of Chinese State Councillor Liu

That  deepens and expand US-China education, science, and technology cooperation significantly.
BBC Monitoring Asia Pacific ‘9 April 18th “Official proposes more China-US cooperation in education, technology” Lexis Nexis [mrl]
WASHINGTON, April 17 (Xinhua) - Visiting Chinese State Councillor Liu Yandong has put forward a series of proposals designed to further strengthen exchanges and cooperation between China and the United States in education, science and technology.  Liu, who arrived here from New York on Monday to continue her official visit to the US, met separately in the past three days with Secretary of Education Arne Duncan, Secretary of Energy Steven Chu, Secretary of Agriculture Tom Vilsack as well as some other prominent figures in US education, science and technology.  During these meetings, Liu had an in-depth exchange of views with her hosts on how to further strengthen inter-exchanges and cooperation in the fields of education, science and technology between the two countries.  State Councillor Liu said that both China and the United States attach great importance to education, science and technology and have increased investment in these fields as a response to the ongoing global financial crisis.  Educational exchanges between China and the United States have been growing in a fast and robust manner ever since the two countries established diplomatic ties in 1979, she said. The two sides exchange students and teachers, sponsor various forums on higher education and cooperate in teaching and scientific research.  Liu hoped that the two sides could deepen cooperation in education by setting up regular exchange mechanisms, encouraging exchanges between universities or schools, exploring new mechanisms to increase exchange of students, enhancing faculty training, and promoting teaching of Chinese.  As to how to further strengthen bilateral cooperation in science and technology, Liu put forward the following proposals:  First, both sides should consolidate and improve bilateral mechanism on cooperation in science and technology and bring into full play the function of the Sino-US Joint Committee on Science and Technology Cooperation.  Second, both sides should strengthen effective cooperation in the fields of energy (clean energy and renewable energy in particular), climate change and environmental protection, agriculture, biology and pharmacy, engineering and basic scientific researches.  Third, with due protection of intellectual property rights, both sides should encourage joint research and development programmes between universities, scientific institutions or corporations between the two countries.  Fourth, both sides should increase exchanges and cooperation between scientific institutions and scientists, especially young and middle-aged scientists, of the two countries.  During the meetings with Liu, the US hosts briefed Liu of American policies and priorities in education, investment on research and development, agricultural research, clean energy and reduction of greenhouse gas emission.  They expressed support in Liu's proposals to further strengthen bilateral exchanges and cooperation in education, science and technology, saying that the US side would improve and explore various mechanisms for this purpose and strive to elevate US-China cooperation in education, science and technology to a new level.  During her stay here, Liu also announced a series of programmes designed to promote China-US exchanges and cooperation in education, including the establishment of scholarships to fund Chinese-teaching in the US, an invitation of 800 US college and middle school students to visit China this year, and a similar invitation to 800 presidents or principals of US elementary and middle schools. 

1NC

spills to fix relations as a whole, several warrants.

BBC Monitoring Asia Pacific ‘9 April 15th “China's Liu Yandong meets US Secretary of State Clinton” Lexis-Nexis [mrl]
WASHINGTON, April 14 (Xinhua) - Chinese State Councillor Liu Yandong and US Secretary of State Hillary Clinton met here Tuesday to discuss relations between their two countries, including bilateral exchanges and cooperation in humanities.  During the meeting, Liu expressed satisfaction with the momentum of growth in China-US relations since the Obama administration took office.  The consensus reached between the heads of state of the two countries on the future growth of their bilateral relationship has provided important opportunities for the two sides to further exchanges and cooperation in all fields, she said.  Bilateral exchanges and cooperation in humanities, Liu said, could be of great importance in enhancing mutual trust, deepening understanding and friendship between the two peoples, and sustaining the momentum of growth of China-US relations.  The Chinese state councillor put forward a five-point proposal designed to deepen China-US exchanges and cooperation in humanities in a new phase.  First, both sides should expand exchanges and cooperation in humanities in line with the principles of mutual respect, seeking common ground while maintaining differences, learning from each other, and making common progress.  Second, exchanges and cooperation in humanities should become an important part of the efforts to build a positive, cooperative and comprehensive China-US relationship for the 21st century. Both sides should work out related programmes from a long-term and strategic perspective.  Third, related departments of the two governments should maintain close exchanges and increase consultations through various mechanisms.  Fourth, both sides should promote people-to-people contacts and deepen effective cooperation.  And fifth, both parties should increase exchanges between the young people to consolidate the basis for future growth of China-US relationship.  Liu said that the two sides should give priorities to education and science and technology in their exchanges and cooperation in the field of humanities.  The two countries also should learn from each other in education and take concrete actions to promote cooperation in such areas as basic scientific research, clean energy, power-saving and pollution reduction, she said.  Clinton expressed her support for Liu's proposal, saying that the US side will actively implement the consensus reached between the two heads of state during the G20 London Summit and further increase exchanges and cooperation with the Chinese side in the fields of humanities such as education, culture, science and technology.  The secretary of state said that US-China relations have witnessed fast growth and China has gained great achievements in the past three decades since the two countries established diplomatic ties.  The relationship between the United States and China is cooperative, not competitive, both countries share extensive common interests and should strengthen exchanges and cooperation in various fields, Clinton said.  State Councillor Liu arrived in Washington from New York on Monday evening. During her stay in New York, Liu attended a ceremony to inaugurate a Confucius institute at the State University of New York at Stony Brook. 
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Science Co-op is a pillar of US-China relations, creates massive economic growth and security coop - Spills over to every area

Lempinen ’09 Edward W., staff writer for the American Association for the Advancement of Science, April 24th, "U.S.-China Science and Technology Cooperation at 30: Looking Forward" http://www.aaas.org/news/releases/2009/0424china.shtml [mrl]
Thirty years ago, as U.S. President Jimmy Carter and Chinese Vice Premier Deng Xiaoping moved to normalize relations by signing a bi-lateral science and technology agreement, few could have foreseen the impact: S&T cooperation has become a pillar in a complex and important relationship, yielding a range of research advances and helping to drive billions of dollars in economic growth.  Today, the two nations are poised to help lead the world on a range of critical issues, said Chinese and U.S. science diplomacy leaders who met recently at AAAS for a public panel discussion. But in order to build true partnerships and work most effectively on grand challenges in energy, climate, health, and other fields, the experts said, the two nations also must work out issues related to security, visas, and intellectual property rights.  "Certainly our relationship with the Chinese science and technology community is a tremendous opportunity to forge collegial solutions to these kinds of problems," said AAAS Chief Executive Officer Alan I. Leshner, who also serves as executive publisher of Science. "After all, the solutions won't be just political or economic—they will require science and technology."  Cao Jianlin, China's vice minister of science and technology, agreed that China-U.S. S&T cooperation is "a great cause," and he called for expanded joint research efforts between the two nations.  "The Chinese government is willing to set up joint research programs with U.S. counterparts in areas of mutual interest to give guidance to scientists and entrepreneurs of both countries," said Cao, who is also a member of the standing committee that helps oversee the non-governmental China Association for Science and Technology (CAST). "On the basis of respecting and protecting intellectual property rights, we should give support to universities, research institutes, and enterprises of both nations to set up joint research centers of excellence or joint laboratories and encourage them to conduct joint R&D and commercialization."  The 90-minute discussion at AAAS was emblematic of the growing relationship—and a growing recognition of mutual interests—between the science and engineering communities in China and the United States. "I feel that the future of the planet depends in large part on the cooperative relationship between the United States and China," said E. William Colglazier, executive officer of the U.S. National Academy of Sciences. "Almost every area you can think of that's important to human endeavor—the economic sphere, environment, security, dealing with global health issues—really depends on the leadership of these two countries."  AAAS's Board of Directors initially visited China in 1978, and in the years since, it has worked to deepen engagement between scientists and engineers of the two nations. Leshner led a U.S. delegation to China in September 2007, when AAAS and China's S&T leaders launched joint publishing projects and meetings about future areas of collaboration. The journal Science, published by AAAS, has opened a bureau in Beijing. Last September, Editor-in-Chief Bruce Alberts met for two hours with Chinese Premier Wen Jiabao; in an editorial published in the journal a few weeks later, Wen called science "the ultimate revolution." EurekAlert!, AAAS's global news service, has opened a Chinese-language portal. On 27 April, scholars from China and the U.S. will meet for three days of discussions on ethics education in science organized by CAST and AAAS. Cao and Leshner delivered opening remarks at the 13 April panel, "U.S.-China Science and Technology Cooperation at 30: Looking Forward." The discussion featured four eminent figures in U.S. science and diplomacy: Colglazier, who also serves as chief operating officer of the National Research Council; John J. Norris Jr., deputy assistant secretary for East Asian and Pacific affairs at the U.S. Department of State; Eugene B. Skolnikoff, professor emeritus of political science at MIT; and moderator Norman P. Neureiter, director of the AAAS Center for Science, Technology and Security Policy, and senior adviser to the AAAS Center for Science Diplomacy. Also appearing at the meeting was Marco Di Capua, who has served as executive director of the U.S. Department of Energy's China office and in other diplomatic posts in Asia.  The panelists used the January 1979 signing of the landmark China-U.S. agreement on cooperation in science and technology as a springboard for their discussion, citing an array of past and current efforts to demonstrate the value of the China-U.S. engagement.  Cao, speaking through an interpreter, cited collaboration on a remote-sensing satellite ground station in China, a project on high-energy physics, and a study of meteorological satellites, among other initiatives. Di Capua listed a study of tectonic plates and experiments on the administration of folic acid to prevent spina bifida. A project to study sub-atomic neutrinos at a research complex in China has partners from many countries, but the leadership is split between the United States and China. Others noted joint efforts in arms control, energy and climate, and pharmacology.  This may be an auspicious time for increased cooperation, the speakers said. World attention is focused on the financial crisis, climate change and energy issues, and new U.S. President Barack Obama has made clear that his administration wants a more collaborative relationship with other nations.  The Obama administration moved quickly to establish constructive ties with the Chinese government, Norris said. When Secretary of State Hillary Clinton traveled to China earlier this year, he said, she suggested three broad areas of cooperation—the financial crisis; international hot spots such as North Korea, Iran and Sudan; and climate change and clean energy.  When Obama met with Chinese President Hu Jintao in London in advance of this month's summit of G20 nations, some pundits dubbed it the "G2" meeting in recognition of their roles as the world's leading economic powers. According to Cao, Hu told Obama that China would like to collaborate on a range of issues, including energy development and conservation, emission reduction,  
Cont next page…
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and environmental protection. Di Capua listed related issues for potential joint efforts, including carbon capture and sequestration, managing a "smart" power grid, and biofuels.  "We're off to a good start of high-ranking dialogue," Norris said of Obama's relations with China. "We want to expand on the areas of common interest. We know there are differences, and we want to deal with those frankly, but there's a lot of prospect for us to make progress on some of these key issues."  Where there are differences, they are often directly or indirectly related to each nation's security policies.  For example, both Cao and the U.S. speakers cited concerns over dual-use policies that limit export of technology that may be intended for civilian purposes but which could have military uses. According to the U.S. speakers, Congress has been strongly suspicious of efforts to share information and hardware with China and other nations—but that is short-sighted and self-defeating, they said. Skolnikoff, who served on the White House science advisory staff under Presidents Dwight Eisenhower, John Kennedy, and Jimmy Carter, said that while security concerns must be taken seriously, the concerns can be taken too far. The International Traffic in Arms Regulations (ITAR) developed by the United States during the Cold War have "almost destroyed the communications satellite industry" in the United States, he said. Export control regulations as applied after the terror attacks of 11 September 2001 have placed some research fields off limits to foreign scholars and students working and studying in the United States.  Many elected officials and policy leaders feel that the United States "has to hold on very carefully to all our information to prevent it from being misused," Skolnikoff said. "In my view, that reflects a lack of understanding about what the rest of the world is up to these days, and whether we may need their information as much as they need ours. And that they can produce the information independently of us if we hold on to it. But that is not a view that that is generally accepted in Congress, and this remains a serious problem in our relationships."  At the same time, speakers said, the U.S. visa system presents so many obstacles and delays to foreign students and scholars who would visit the United States for S&T conferences, study, or work that many are now going to other countries instead; those who do come here increasingly choose not to stay, depriving the nation of their expertise.  Colglazier noted that a report released this year by the National Research Council's Committee on Science, Security, and Prosperity in a Changing World offered similar warnings about how export controls and the U.S. visa system can backfire. The report—"Beyond Fortress America"—found that "we're really harming ourselves with some of these rigid regulations and export controls," he said. "We're actually harming the economic interests and security of the United States."  Neureiter is a member of the committee that produced the report; influential national security expert Brent Scowcroft is the co-chair. Said Neureiter: "When you have someone like Brent Scowcroft stand up in a committee session and say the visa system in this country and the export control system are broken and we need to fix them—that's powerful language."  But the speakers also suggested that, to smooth the way for greater cooperation, it would be helpful for China to be more transparent and more sensitive to intellectual property rights.  Skolnikoff cited the challenge faced by colleagues who are working on climate modeling. They depend on the availability of data, he said, but "they're very wary about getting involved with China on a joint program because the experience of so many [researchers] is that China will simply not provide the data necessary. This kind of collaboration simply won't work if it doesn't have that data."  This lack of transparency empowers elected officials and policymakers in the United States who want to restrict engagement with China, the speakers said.  To emphasize the importance of transparency in sensitive areas, Neureiter, who served as the science adviser to U.S. Secretaries of State Madeleine Albright and Colin Powell, cited China's current effort to modernize its nuclear weapons arsenal. That effort has been explained as an effort to add mobility to Chinese launchers and to increase their number in order to survive a first-strike from the United States, he said to Minister Cao. "But as American officials read about the modernization of your nuclear arsenal, they say, 'Oh, China is building up its nuclear weapons capability—we have to build more in this country to counteract that.'  "Through mutual transparency on both sides, we absolutely must avoid getting into some kind of an arms race... It's very important that we know what China is doing and that China knows what we are doing in the defense area, so that we don't make a serious mistake or miscalculation on either side,"  Cao said that China sees intellectual property rights as important protections not only for the United States and other developed nations, but for Chinese innovators as well.  "The Chinese government and science communities have all been fully aware that the protection of intellectual property rights is very important and we attach great importance to patent protection and other efforts," he said. "Without that effort to protect IP, both China and the United States would be harmed."  But like his American colleagues, Cao suggested that the issues could be addressed and the obstacles to collaboration lowered.  "I would like to emphasize that we should join hands to keep the momentum of cooperation and mutual development," he said. "Between us we should keep effective exchange and communication, and China will continuously learn from the U.S.... I believe that by our concerted efforts, in the future 30 years, we may achieve more progress."  
Solves Relations

US-China Science Co-op actively stabilizes relations, regardless of other tensions, increases diplomacy and communication, and constructs future policy to ensure peace.

Cheryl Pellerin, Washington File Staff Writer, 15 April 2005 “China, United States Share Long History of Science Cooperation” http://www.america.gov/st/washfile-english/2005/April/20050415161251lcnirellep0.5653345.html [mrl]

Washington -- U.S.-Chinese cooperation in science and technology over the last two decades has helped advance cooperative research in a range of fields and has had a stabilizing effect on the sometimes-volatile bilateral political relationship.  Since 1979, when President Jimmy Carter and Premier Deng Xiaoping signed the U.S.-China Agreement on Cooperation in Science and Technology (S&T Agreement), researchers in both countries have officially collaborated in work involving fisheries, earth and atmospheric sciences, physics, chemistry, energy technologies, agriculture, geology, health and disaster mitigation.  But the agreement – one of the longest-standing U.S.-China accords – does something more.  According to a 2005 State Department report submitted to Congress, U.S.-China Science and Technology Cooperation, the agreement provides “an avenue for rational dialogue and communication regardless of other tensions” between the countries and gives the influential Chinese science community “a stake in maintaining a peaceful, constructive relationship with the U.S.”  Under the S&T Agreement, U.S. federal agencies can negotiate specific protocols, memorandums of understanding and other limited agreements with Chinese government agencies. A State Department China desk officer estimated that the United States now has almost 30 active protocols and more than 60 subagreements with China.  “Overall,” he said, “there’s a great deal of activity.” 
Science cooperation policies are actively key to conflict resolution, soft power, nuclear stability, arms control, and non-proliferation—US-China science engagement solves.  

Michael Clegg ’08, Foreign Secretary for the National Academy of Sciences, July 15, 2008 “Statement of the national academy of sciences and international science and technology cooperation.” Pg.3-4 [mrl]
Often the Academies work with partners in regions of conflict thereby addressing an important scientific issue while also helping to create bridges of cooperation. Thus, for example, we have an ongoing program of cooperation with the academies of the Middle East. This effort began with cooperation on regional health challenges. It also included a project on water futures in the Jordan Valley, conducted jointly with the Israeli and Palestinian academies and the Higher Council of Jordan that resulted in the joint report entitled Water for the Future: The West Bank and Gaza Strip, Israel, and Jordan. This work has now matured into a series of joint activities that include projects on micronutrient deficiencies, water resources, renewable energy, pollution and land degradation and science education. An organization has been created to implement these programs provisionally named the “Association of Middle Eastern and US National Academies of Sciences”. Our Academies also host a meeting for young and mid career scientists from Jordan, Israel, Palestine and the United States aimed at sharing research knowledge and framing joint solutions to common problems. Why are the US Academies seen as effective conveners of activities in the Middle East? The principle answer is that the US scientific community is held in high esteem by all the societies of this conflicted region of the world. This respect for US science institutions is based on a widespread admiration for American accomplishments in STH fields and it opens doors that might otherwise be closed. Enhancing national and international security through increasing pathways of communication: Beginning in the early 1980s, the US National Academy of Sciences established a standing committee on International Security and Arms Control (CISAC) that worked with scientists in the Soviet Union and later in Russia on issues of nuclear stability, arms control and non-proliferation. The initial work was aimed at building mutual trust and respect, but ultimately this effort matured into a dialogue that was central to later arms reduction agreements. Current work with the Russian Academy focuses on topics such as international nuclear fuel cycle approaches, and the international nuclear security environment. Beyond cooperation with Russia, we convene dialogues in India on Indo-US cooperation in international security issues. We have a series of US-China engagements, one of the few sustained bilateral channels of nongovernmental communication on international and regional security issues, with an important set of Chinese scientists, nuclear weapons experts, and policy analysts. We participate in international fora aimed at enhancing biosecurity, both with the international community and in a bilateral context with the Chinese Academy of Sciences. 
Solves Relations

Science co-op is a cornerstone of diplomacy and relations—prefer our qualified source.

NORMAN NEUREITER ’08 former assistant for international affairs to President Nixon’s science advisor, writing for the American Association for the Advancement of Science, “Science as a Gateway to Understanding: International Workshop Proceedings, Tehran, Iran” p. 51,54-55 [mrl]
A second example in 1972 involved China. The Cold War was at its peak. The United States and the Soviet Union constantly threatened each other with large nuclear arsenals on both sides, although there was an ongoing U.S.-Soviet bilateral scientific dialogue that had encouraged restraint in both countries. Furthermore, the once close alliance between the Soviet Union and China had soured, changing the Asian geopolitical environment. U.S. contacts with China were essentially nonexistent. Except for some very sporadic and limited meetings of low-level officials that took place in Warsaw, Poland, there were effectively no contacts. In early 1972, President Nixon decided to try to change the U.S. relationship with China. The diplomatic history of his visit to China that eventually led to normalization of relations is well known. But what is not known is the role that science may have played.  At that time, I was working as the assistant for international affairs to President Nixon’s science advisor. The U.S. government decided that in addition to the political change that we planned to raise with the Chinese, we would offer something of direct tangible benefit, specifically cooperation in science and technology. I was given the task of developing proposals that could be offered as part of a total diplomatic package.  Interestingly, the National Academy of Sciences (NAS) had established several years earlier a Committee on Scholarly Interchange with China. The committee had had little contact with Chinese scientists; nonetheless, it was a forum for people to consider what might be done if the political situation changed. Working with the staff of that committee, we produced about 40 initiatives for science cooperation in areas such as water and environment. These proposals became part of the package that eventually went to Beijing. Later, when diplomacy was finished and opportunities for cooperation began, the Academy, as a non-governmental body, was asked to take the first modest steps toward cooperation. 
[text continues, 2 pages omitted]
Support for IIASA has waxed and waned over the years, and with the end of the Cold War, its nature changed. At present, it is no longer focused on building bridges between East and West but has taken on a North-South orientation, with more emphasis on developing countries as it continues to tackle major global issues. China, India, Pakistan, and South Africa have joined or are in the process of joining. A top IIASA priority now is a Global Energy Assessment, an examination of the global energy situation from many perspectives over several years. Iran was approached through one of its diplomatic missions about joining this energy project. To date, the Iranians have not responded. But participation in the energy project would be possible even if Iran chose not to become a full member of the organization. IIASA is another clear demonstration of how science can be a successful builder of international bridges between countries. Science is indeed a gateway to understanding. International cooperation in science and technology, which brings researchers together in the search for solutions to global problems in the natural world, can also be a powerful catalyst for improving relations in the social and political worlds. In any case, it is well worth supporting.
Expert consensus that increasing collaboration spills to improve bilateral relations as a whole.
China-U.S. Forum on Science and Technology Policy ’04 “Proceedings of the China-U.S. Forum on Science and Technology Policy—Executive Summary” p.6 http://www.law.gmu.edu/nctl/stpp/pubs/SectionI.pdf [mrl]
While there were disagreements about specific matters, there was a strong consensus about the importance of China-U.S. cooperation in science and technology to both countries, as well as the diversity of that cooperation involving as it does the two governments, universities, industry, and individuals – all of whom have a stake in the continuation of a healthy relationship, even if their perspectives about what should constitute a “healthy” relationship may differ. Science and technology are important to both countries as an essential basis for their continuing respective cultural, economic, and social development. Cooperation between institutions and individuals in the two countries has enhanced the purely domestic aspects of science and technology in both countries. However, many participants believed that there are opportunities to broaden and deepen collaboration which should be seized. There was also a consensus about the importance of the China-U.S. science and technology relationship to the broader relations between the two countries. In view of the increasing significance of these broader bilateral relations as China’s global role becomes more pronounced, it is no exaggeration to state that the science and technology relations between China and the United States have global as well as purely domestic and bilateral significance. 

Solves Relations

Spills Over

Hyunjin Seo, S. I. Newhouse School of Public Communications, Syracuse University, and Stuart Thorson, Maxwell School, Syracuse University, ’09 Writing for the Korea Economics Institute, “Academic Science Engagement with North Korea.” Academic Paper Series Volume 4 No. 4. pg.1 http://www.keia.org/Publications/AcademicPaperSeries/2009/APS-ThorsonSeo.pdf [mrl]
Science diplomacy refers to international scientific cooperation aimed simultaneously at advancing scientific knowledge and improving and strengthening broader relations between participating countries and groups. Science diplomacy has proved to be especially helpful in engaging countries where traditional diplomatic relations have been problematic. Successful science depends on the trusted application of shared protocols and thus encourages the development of trust among participants. In this paper we present evidence from a long-term academic science engagement between the United States and North Korea (DPRK; the Democratic People’s Republic of Korea) that (1) sustained science engagement provides a valuable context for developing trust between individuals from countries with strong political differences, and (2) this trust can spill over into more traditional diplomatic engagements. We describe an academic engagement in the area of information science between Syracuse University (SU) in the United States and Kim Chaek University of Technology (KUT) in North Korea. This engagement has been carried out in close cooperation with the Korea Society, a nongovernmental organization (NGO) located in New York City. The science engagement was initiated in 2001 and has to date resulted in 13 exchanges of scientific personnel and in the construction and implementation of the first digital library in North Korea. The trust-centric nature of collaborative science is especially relevant in engaging North Korea because, as with some other Northeast Asian countries, trust flows more from relationships than from quid pro quo contracts. Thus, we argue, science engagement provides a useful context for developing the relationships ultimately required for more broad-gauged cooperation. We then discuss several follow-on science collaborations, including the four-nation Regional Scholars and Leaders Seminar Program for Chinese, North Korean, South Korean, and U.S. information scientists and linguists; the first-ever participation by North Korean undergraduate students in the Association for Computing Machinery’s International Collegiate Programming Contest; and the U.S.-DPRK Scientific Engagement Consortium based in Washington, D.C. The paper concludes with a discussion of lessons learned regarding the role academic scientists, acting both as educators and researchers, can play in helping to create the conditions for more familiar forms of diplomacy. This is of particular relevance in the United States, where academic institutions have an enhanced (though nonetheless constrained) legal capability to deal with academics in countries such as North Korea where many other modes of cooperation might be nearly impossible. When properly administered, science diplomacy can leverage the global credibility of U.S. science to provide an important mechanism for supporting more traditional diplomatic relationships.   

Solves US Leadership and spills over solving relations

CATHLEEN A. CAMPBELL ‘09, President and Chief Executive Officer of the U.S. Civilian Research & Development Foundation, Arlington, Virginia, “Science and foreign policy” http://www.issues.org/25.2/forum.html [mrl]
S&T solutions are needed to address many of today's global challenges—in energy, food security, public health, and environmental protection. The United States cannot tackle these challenges alone. Today's most vexing problems are global in nature and require global expertise and experience to solve. Many nations, such as Saudi Arabia, China, the United Kingdom, India, and Australia, are investing in science infrastructure and are partnering globally to advance their own competitiveness and national security interests. To remain competitive, the United States must demonstrate leadership in engaging the world's best scientists and engineers to find common solutions through collaborative research activities. This is good for U.S. science because it gives our scientists and engineers access to unique facilities and research sites and exposes them to new approaches. It is economically sound because it leverages U.S. resources and provides a means to benchmark U.S. capabilities. As a diplomatic tool, we know that scientists and engineers can work together in ways that transcend cultural and political differences. International collaboration helps to build relationships of trust and establish pathways of communication and collaboration even when formal government connections are strained. In short, S&T must be a central component of U.S. foreign policy. 

A2:  Smart Power Key

Their ev doesn’t assume our counterplan – prefer the specificity of our spillover solvency ev

Fiat solves – their ev says part of obama’s smart power strategy is to expand cooperation with China in areas of mutual interest – but our counterplan FIATS that we do that 

Their own 1ac ev concedes the counterplan spills over to solve coop on other issues – we ARE an example of effective smart power

Cohen and Greenberg 2k9 (William S. Cohen is chairman and CEO of The Cohen Group, a strategic business consulting firm based in Washington, D.C. Secretary Cohen served as U.S. secretary of defense, Maurice R. Greenberg is chairman and CEO of C.V. Starr & Co., Inc. Mr. Greenberg retired four years ago as chairman and CEO of American International Group (AIG) after more than 40 years of leadership, creating the largest insurance company in history, “Smart Power in U.S.-China Relations,” pg online @ http://csis.org/files/media/csis/pubs/090309_mcgiffert_uschinasmartpower_web.pdf //ef)  

Nowhere is the interconnectedness of the United States and China more clear than in international finance. China has $2 trillion worth of largely U.S. dollar-denominated foreign exchange reserves and is the world's largest holder—by far—of U.S. government debt. Former treasury secretary Henry M. Paulson and others have suggested that the structural imbalances created by this dynamic fueled the current economic crisis. Yet. China will almost certainly be called on to purchase the lion's share of new U.S. debt instruments issued in connection with the U.S. stimulus and recovery package. Secretary of State Hillary Rodham Clinton's February 23.2009, reassurance to Beijing that U.S. markets remain safe and her call for continued Chinese investment in the U.S. bond market as a means to help both countries, and the world, emerge from global recession underscored the shared interest—and central role—that both countries have in turning around the global economy quickly. Although China's considerable holdings of U.S. debt have been seen as a troubling problem, they are now being perceived as a necessary part of a global solution. Similarly, as the worlds two largest emitters of greenhouse gases, China and the United States share not only the collateral damage of energy-inefficient economic growth, but a primary responsibility to shape any ultimate global solutions to climate change. To date, cooperation has been elusive, owing as much to Washington's reluctance as to Beijing's intransigence. Painting China as the environmental bogeyman as an excuse for foot-dragging in policymaking is no longer an option; for its part, China, as the world's top polluter, must cease playing the developing-economy card. Yet energy security and climate change remain an area of genuine opportunity for joint achievement. Indeed, U.S.-China cooperation in this field is a sine qua non of any response to the energy and climate challenges. The sheer size of the Chinese economy means that collaboration with the United States could set the de facto global standards for etficiency and emissions in key economic sectors such as industry and transportation. Climate change also provides an area for cooperation in previously uncharted policy waters, as in emerging Arctic navigational and energy exploration opportunities. Washington and Beijing also share a deep and urgent interest in international peace and stability.  Cont…Effective policy toward China by the United States, and vice versa, will require this kind of dual-minded intelligence. Moreover, working together on areas of mutual and global interest will help promote strategic trust between China and the United States, facilitating possible cooperation in other areas. Even limited cooperation on specific areas will help construct additional mechanisms for bilateral communication on issues of irreconcilable disagreement. In fact, many of the toughest challenges in U.S.-China relations in recent years have been the result of unforeseen events, such as the accidental bombing of the Chinese embassy in Belgrade in May 1999 and the EP-3 reconnaissance plane collision in April 2001. Building trust and finding workable solutions to tough problems is the premise behind the Obama administrations foreign policy of smart power, as articulated by Secretary of State Clinton. Smart power is based on, as Secretary Clinton outlined in her confirmation hearing, the fundamental belief that 'We must use... the full range of tools at our disposal—diplomatic, economic, military, political and cultural—picking the right tool, or combination of tools, for each situation."' As the CS1S Commission on Smart Power noted in November 2007, "Smart Power is neither hard nor soft—it is the skillful combination of both____It is an approach that underscores the necessity of a strong military, but also invests heavily in alliances, partnerships and institutions at all levels... .°5 As such, smart power necessarily mandates a major investment in a U.S.-China partnership on key issues. 'The concept enjoys broad support among the Chinese and American people and, by promoting the global good, it reaps concrete results around the world. There should be no expectation that Washington and Beijing will or should agree on all, or even most, questions. But the American and Chinese people should expect their leaders to come together on those vital issues that require their cooperation. U.S.-China partnership, though not inevitable, is indispensable.  
(INSERT MORE SPILLOVER SOLVENCY EV)
Avoids Politics

ALL OF OUR LINKS ARE SPECIFIC TO AFGHAN WITHDRAWAL

SCIENCE DIPLOMACY DOESN’T LINK – DOESN’T CAUSE FIGHTS IN CONGRESS. 

Mark Marich is the Executive Vice President of the Public Forum Institute, April 29, 2009, “Improving Collaboration and Efficiency in Science Programs,” http://www.entrepreneurship.org/PolicyForum/Blog/post/2009/04/29/Improving-Collaboration-and-Efficiency-in-Science-Programs.aspx

Today, the House Committee on Science and Technology approved three bipartisan bills which share the common themes of strengthening inter-agency coordination processes and making government smarter. There was no major disagreement in today’s full committee markup; the bill with all proposed amendments was moved to the House for consideration.  The first approved legislation aims to improve networking and information technology. H.R. 2020, the Networking and Information Technology Research and Development Act of 2009 (the NITRD Act) updates and improves the NITRD program by strengthening its interagency strategic planning process and requiring input on the process from industry and academic stakeholders. Since its establishment in 1991, more than a dozen federal R&D agencies have been collaborating loosely to carry out this 3.5 billion program.  The NITRD Act, introduced by Chairman Bart Gordon (D-TN), is a recognition of the critical role of innovations in our economy. Rep. Ben Lujan (D-NM) proposed an amendment to promote collaboration between federal laboratories, higher learning institutions, and industry so that laboratories and higher learning institutions’ research and development activities can assist industry’s commercial development efforts. In this way, Rep. Lujan pointed out to the breakdown of university-industry relations we have been observing.  The second approved bill is H.R. 1736 (the International Science and Technology Cooperation Act of 2009). This bill, introduced Brian Baird (D-WA), aims to strengthen international science and technology programs as a soft power tool in foreign policy and brings together the State Department and R&D agencies. The bill creates a committee under the National Science and Technology Council (NSTC) charged with coordinating the international science and technology activities across federal agencies and developing international science partnerships. “ Science diplomacy” can help tackle global challenges such as global overheating, infectious diseases, Rep. Baird and Rep. Rohrabacher (R-CA) pointed out. Chairman Gordon added that it promotes sharing of costs and ability.
AND SCIENCE ISSUES ARE POPULAR IN CONGRESS. 
FASEB 9. [May 1 “FASEB NSF and DOE funding requests receive support on capitol hill” -- http://opa.faseb.org/pages/WashingtonUpdate/May0109/page2.htm]

Support for increased funding for both the National Science Foundation (NSF) and the Department of Energy (DOE) Office of Science is growing on Capitol Hill. In early April, 73 members of the House of Representatives signed a letter to the House Commerce/Justice/Science Appropriations Subcommittee that endorsed FASEB’s recommended fiscal year 2010 funding level ($7 billion) for NSF. FASEB President Richard Marchase testified about this funding recommendation before the same subcommittee on April 2nd. The testimony was also the subject of the April 20th editorial authored by American Chemical Society Executive Director and CEO Madeleine Jacobs.  In addition, more than 70 House members signed a similar letter to the House Energy and Water Development Appropriations Subcommittee supporting FASEB’s recommendation to increase fiscal year 2010 funding for the Department of Energy (DOE) Office of Science to $5.2 billion (an eight percent increase over 2009 levels). This funding level is consistent with President Obama’s plan to double the federal investment in the basic sciences within the next decade. The letter also noted the bipartisan support for the America COMPETES Act and urged the Appropriations Committee to sustain the investment in the physical sciences to build on the funding that was included in the ARRA. It is promising to have such strong support for the recommended funding levels from so many members of Congress this early in the budget process. We will continue to advocate for both NSF and DOE as the appropriations process moves forward. 
Avoids Politics

Bipartisan Congressional Support

AIP 9. [April 29, American Institution of Physics Bulletin of Science Policy News, No 51-- http://www.aip.org/fyi/2009/051.html]

Appropriators had many questions for Secretary Locke about several programs that have experienced management problems, while praising the department's science and technology programs.  Mikulski's opening statement touched on President Obama's agenda to "reinvigorate our science programs," saying that the department  had suffered from "unrealistic funding for science programs and labs, almost zero funding for technology and manufacturing partnerships with industry."   She described Commerce as the "innovation engine for this nation," saying "no other Department in our government has all the elements in one place to keep America competitive in this new century.  It starts with Commerce's sciences and research programs, finding new ways to solve tomorrow's problems."  Mikulski added, "As a leader in America's competitiveness, Commerce needs realistic funding, proper management and oversight to keep this nation scientifically relevant and technologically innovative in the global marketplace."  Senator Richard Shelby (R-AL), the subcommittee's Ranking Republican, said "through the Department of Commerce, our country is able to maintain high technical standards, as well as staying on the cutting edge of scientific research - all of which are fundamental to our nation's leadership in the global market."  Secretary Locke's written statement described the Obama Administration's plans for the department's science and technology programs:  "This budget supports the National Institute of Standards and Technology's (NIST) advanced measurement and standards activities that are critical to the Nation's technology infrastructure. The President's plan for investments in science includes doubling research funding within NIST over 10 years. The request includes $125 million for the Hollings Manufacturing Extension Partnership program to enhance the competitiveness of manufacturers by facilitating the adoption of efficient manufacturing processes. The Technology Innovation Program will receive $70 million to invest in high-impact research that will tackle critical national needs and advance innovation.  These two programs had been proposed for termination in the FY 2009 President's Budget. In addition, the ARRA [American Recovery and Reinvestment Act] includes $220 million for NIST's scientific research activities and lab equipment and $180 million for construction of NIST facilities."  Secretary Locke's entire written statement can be viewed at http://appropriations.senate.gov/hearings.cfm?s=com  When compared to other troubled programs - the upcoming census, NOAA's satellite program, and the US Patent Office -  there was little discussion during the question-and-answer part of this hearing on Commerce's S&T programs.  Senator Lamar Alexander (R-TN) spoke of the America COMPETES legislation's provision on NIST funding, and how there was strong bipartisan congressional support, and support throughout the nation, for "moving at a good rate" the agency's funding.  Mikulski described her pride in having NIST, NOAA, and the Census Bureau headquartered in her State of Maryland, and in a NIST civil servant being a Nobel Prize winner.  She spoke favorably about NIST as a place where management procedures are working.  
***Turkey CP***
Turkish Combat Troops Solve
Turkish combat troops solve backlash, stability, terrorism and give legitimacy to current military presence

UPI 9 (“Turkey to boost troops in Afghanistan”, “​Security Industry”, 9/2/2009, http://www.upi.com/Business_News/Security-Industry/2009/09/02/Turkey-to-boost-troops-in-Afghanistan/UPI-33131251912418/) 

ANKARA, Turkey, Sept. 2 (UPI) -- Turkey has pledged to send an additional 805 troops to serve with the NATO-led International Security Assistance Force in Afghanistan. The decision will increase the number of Turkish soldiers in Afghanistan to 1,600. They are due to arrive in Kabul in November, when Turkey takes over the rotating command of NATO operations in the Afghan capital. Turkish Foreign Minister Ahmet Davutoglu announced the decision at a joint news conference with NATO Secretary-General Anders Fogh Rasmussen last week in Ankara. Turkey has sent only non-combat troops to Afghanistan; Rasmussen urged Ankara to do even more to help stabilize the war-torn country, for example by sending trainers to help establish Afghanistan's own security forces. Ahead of his visit to Turkey, Rasmussen told a Turkish newspaper that he would be happy if Ankara sent combat troops to Afghanistan. "It would be met with great satisfaction," he said in an interview with the Milliyet newspaper. Turkish troops fighting the Taliban could help convince other Muslim nations that the operation is "not a religious war but a struggle against terrorism," Rasmussen said. Turkey is NATO's only predominantly Muslim member state. Just a few months ago, Rasmussen's nomination as NATO head had been in jeopardy because of his role in the Prophet Mohammed cartoon row from 2006. Citing press freedom, Rasmussen, then Denmark's prime minister, defended a Danish newspaper's decision to print caricatures of the Prophet Mohammad, including one where he was depicted wearing a bomb instead of a turban. The republication of the cartoons in other newspapers sparked worldwide unrest that killed some 50 people. Rasmussen has also spoken out against EU membership for Turkey. Ankara dropped its opposition to Rasmussen only after intense mediation by U.S. President Barack Obama. Rasmussen has been on an appeasement course with Turkey ever since, and his main goals as NATO's top official include a pledge to intensify "dialogue and cooperation" with the Muslim world. The secretary-general recently asked all member states to increase their commitments in Afghanistan to improve its unsatisfactory security. "We have to step up our endeavors militarily as well as in the area of civil reconstruction and in particular, we should further develop the capacity of the Afghan security forces," he said. The United States has about 62,000 troops stationed in Afghanistan. NATO allies have another 35,000 forces. The Pentagon plans to add 6,000 troops by the end of 2009.  
Turkish Troops Solve

Turkish presence and influence solves stability and delegitimizes insurgency

WSJ 1 (Melik Kaylan, 10/25/2001, “The Turkish Model,” Proquest, DA: 7/26/2010//JLENART) 
Uzbekistan has allowed the U.S. to use its military bases in early contravention of Russian directives. Indeed, American and British special forces are already said to be operating from those Uzbek bases. Now is the time for Turkey, as a Western proxy, to replace Russia's influence in the area. This will have several salutary strategic effects. It will deprive the region's militant Islamists of an important legitimizing anti-colonial role. It will invalidate the invocation of "jihad" among those who wish to export fundamentalism against the Turkic states, since a war fought against other Muslims -- aligned with Turkey not Russia -- is no jihad. It will create a secular Turkic continuum, or bloc of states, to counteract both the Iranian and Pakistan-Afghan fundamentalism abroad in the region. Ultimately, it will also help free up strategic reserves of oil and gas, currently under Russian veto, possessed by ex-Soviet republics. Alleviating the region's poverty is perhaps the most obvious counter to the appeal of Islamic fundamentalism. And yet, the infusion of wealth has not exactly countered it in Saudi Arabia. Which is where Turkey's cultural role in the region also becomes paramount. For centuries, the Ottoman Empire presided over Muslim doctrine and much of Islam's geography. Its subjects lived under a precise and codified system of multiethnic religious tolerance. One might say, with hindsight, that the Ottomans conferred a sanity on the Middle East that has not existed since their departure. These days, Turkey endures as the most prominent secular Muslim society in the world; indeed as one of Islam's few functioning democracies, Turkey and its Kemalist system can furnish other Muslim countries with an alternative model to the fundamentalism of Saudi-built mosques and maddrassas. The U.S., and the British before them, championed the Gulf states and Saudi Arabia for decades. The result is evident for all to see: Saudi cultural influence has grown out of all proportion, allowing them to export their primitive home-grown form of jihadist Wahhabism throughout the world. The time is long overdue for the West to help effect an equivalent but countervailing dissemination of the Turkish model through the Islamic geosphere. There is no reason why Indonesia or Malaysia, so far from the Mideast, should opt for an Arabian approach to religion except that it was the only one on offer. Several non-Arab Muslim countries have elected women prime ministers. For these cultures, the Kemalist system with its liberation of women to dress, work, travel and study in relative freedom, is surely more sympathetic than the Saudi variety. Turkey can be to Islam what Hong Kong was to China, an example that ultimately prevails because it advertises a manifestly better life gained through a freer pursuit of happiness. However, the West must foster and abet Turkey's elevation into the role of paradigm, as it did successfully with Hong Kong and so disastrously with the Saudis. The throw-weight of the Turkish message depends on the success of Turkey's economy, the expansion and export of its secular education system, the optimism of its pro-Western youth culture. Turks have already done much of the work for us. Istanbul today is one of the most entrancing and dynamic cities on earth, certainly in the Islamic world. Like Hong Kong was to China, Istanbul too stands in colorful contrast to the dour circumspection that prevails in most Islamic capitals. Many a hypocritical fundamentalist repairs there to savor its douceur de vivre along with a good many refugees from the Muslim world's myriad self-strangling economies. However unwittingly, the Turks have already crafted a cultural product much in demand. For our own sakes, it's time the West helped package it and export it to the Muslim world. 
Turkish Troops Solve
Turkish Troops and cooperation solve stability, terrorism, backlash to current forces 

WSJ 1 (Melik Kaylan, 10/25/2001, “The Turkish Model,” Proquest, DA: 7/26/2010//JLENART) 
As American eyes scan eastward across a troubled Islamic horizon of equivocal friends and outright enemies, they should rest their gaze on Turkey, an unfaltering ally, and take heart. Turkey's decades-long fortitude in the service of Western interests and a Pax Americana has garnered meager applause from its allies -- and a ton of trouble from its regional rivals. Yet it remains our most dependable resource in the Islamic world, and, as the world's most successful secular Muslim democracy, is set to play perhaps the most critical role of all our allies. We should dance a jig of gratitude for what Turkey has endured for our side up to now, because it points the way to what it could do for us henceforward. The Turks have outfaced and outlasted all of the last century's devouring political upheavals. Consider how their neighbors -- from the Balkans, the Soviet bloc, and in the Middle East -- succumbed to the various temptations of fascism, communism, non-alignment, and Islamic fundamentalism, when Turkey did not. The country has not always presented a pretty face during its self-protective exertions, especially in the area of human rights. Encircled by the likes of Russia, Iran, Iraq and Syria, Turkey has perforce maintained a kind of "Bunker Democracy." How else, one might ask, could Turkey have stayed the course while permitting the North Atlantic Treaty Organization to station anti-Soviet ICBMs within its borders, making it a prime nuclear first-strike target, and letting the U.S. use its air bases against Iraq, once a valuable trading partner? The same grim self-discipline kept the Turks from recent foreign adventures in defense of their ethnic cousins who were enduring slaughter in Bosnia, Azerbaijan and Chechnya. But now it's time for the Turks, with Western support and encouragement, to come out of their bunker and exert themselves in shaping history outside their borders. That they were among the first allies to volunteer unconditional support for the U.S., offering everything from bases to soldiers, shows that they are willing. Their record shows that they are able. What remains is for the West to help Turkey mobilize its potential. Turkey offers pivotal strategic and cultural salients in the fight against Islamic terrorism. For the immediate purposes of a possible ground war in Afghanistan, the battle-readiness of Turkish troops among allied forces will prove invaluable. Turkey has NATO's largest standing army in Europe, and has just fought a fierce internal war against Kurdish Marxists in terrain and conditions not unlike Afghanistan. Politically, the troops' very presence in their midst furnishes the allies with an early propaganda victory. This is not a West vs. Islam crusade, because non-fundamentalist Muslims such as Turks will fight for the Western side. Moreover, the Turks already have a regional interest in Afghan affairs: Their Turkic cousins, the Uzbeks, have a sizable minority living in Afghanistan that supports the Northern Alliance. Leaders of the Afghan-Uzbek militia such as Gen. Rashid Dostum have, over the years, spent time in Turkey. And like the Turks, both the Uzbeks in Uzbekistan and their fellow ethnic Uzbeks who live in Afghanistan have adhered to a secular form of Islam for almost a century. In the post-Soviet era, Afghanistan's Uzbek militias have received their war materiel from Russia, which has meant that many other Afghan Muslims and nationalists have viewed them with suspicion. This has set back the cause of secular Muslims in Afghanistan. But it has suited Russian strategy perfectly well. Russia has used the threat of Islamic fundamentalism to retain a post-Soviet colonial hold on its former Central Asian client states, the "stans," such as Turkmenistan, Uzbekistan and Tajikistan, several of which abut the Afghan border. Several are also hugely rich in natural resources, enough to shift the world's dependence on Mideast oil. Although most of these states are ethnically Turkic, Turkey has stayed out of the fray. But important shifts have begun to unfold in the region's alignments.  
Turkish Troops Solve

Turkish Troops uniquely stabilizing – several reasons

WSJ 2 (Hugh Pope, 6/19/2002, Proquest, “Turkey's Role in Afghanistan Presents Opportunity --- Taking Command of Force, Istanbul Can Now Cement Relations With U.S., Europe,” DA: 7/26/2010 //JLENART)
ISTANBUL, Turkey -- The expanding strategic relationship between the U.S. and Turkey gets another boost tomorrow when Turkish troops take command of the international security force in Afghanistan. A decade ago, Turkey needed six months to overcome opposition in the United Nations to participate in its first peacekeeping mission in Bosnia. Since then, Turkish troops have proved themselves alongside U.N. peacekeepers in Somalia, in North Atlantic Treaty Organization operations in Yugoslavia and in the rebuilding of Kosovo. Turkish troops formally take top command of the International Security Assistance Force from British troops in Kabul. The handoff, which makes Turkish troops the main security force for the new government of Afghanistan, represents a big opportunity for Turkey to cement relations with Europe and the U.S. as the largely Muslim country continues to steer a course with the West. Turkey's role is particularly important to the U.S. officials trying to help shore up the new government of Afghanistan without appearing meddlesome. Washington hopes the Turkish presence will promote the country as a model of pragmatic, secular Muslim values opposed to anti-U.S. Islamic fundamentalists. Turkey's 65 million people, the majority of them Muslim, have had a secular government since 1923. "Turkey is a strategic partner [in the region], playing a tremendously supportive role," said a U.S. official in Ankara, the Turkish capital. Their assuming command is "a strong commitment to the centrality of their role in Western and NATO thinking," he said. Turkey's military is prepared for the job, say military experts. It has the second-largest army in NATO, with 600,000 men. Its units have been hardened by a 15-year Kurdish guerrilla insurgency that was defeated in 1999. Since 1988, Turkish officers have joined international cease-fire monitors in East Timor, Georgia, the West Bank and on Iraq's borders with Iran and Kuwait. It committed large peacekeeping units to Bosnia, Kosovo, Albania and Somalia. In Afghanistan, Turkey will contribute one-third of the 4,500 soldiers to ISAF during its six-month command. The force is made up of troops from a dozen mostly NATO countries. Mandated by the United Nations to operate in Kabul to support the new government, the force is permitted to engage in battles and call in U.S. firepower. Neither of those were necessary in the first six months under British command, during which no ISAF troops were hurt. Still, there have been occasional stand-offs with armed groups and ethnic factions. Yesterday, two rockets were fired into the center of Kabul, exploding about one block from the fortified U.S. Embassy compound. There was no report of casualties. Turkey has been close to some factions in the new government, and that has raised suspicions among some Afghans. But British diplomats said there are no significant local objections to Turkey's taking over. U.S. officials said Turkey is one of the few countries positioned to accomplish the job. "The Turkish army is well trained and has high morale," the U.S. official said. "It can provide the critical fighting punch." 
Turkish troop uniquely solve stability and backlash – US forces aren’t the cause of instability

Daily Nation 10 ( US pullout may not help Afghanistan, 6/6/10, http://www.nation.co.ke/News/world/-/1068/933150/-/um37dk/-/index.html.) 

The Commander of US and Nato forces in Afghanistan General Stanley McCrystal has said that it will be wrong to believe that stability will return to this troubled country after the pullout of American troops. US President Barack Obama has promised to begin withdrawing American soldiers from Afghanistan in July of 2011, but all those who believe that the presence of foreign troops in Afghanistan is the cause of the country’s instability will be disappointed, declared Gen McCrystal. Afghan nationals do not trust the local authorities to provide security for the nation unaided at the present time. No win situation It is a no win situation: withdrawing US troops is bad and leaving them in Afghanistan will bring neither peace nor stability. Nine years of the so-called anti-terrorism operation have not produced the desired results, but the task of bringing peace and stability to Afghanistan should not be left to the US alone, said some independent experts. Troops from Iran, Pakistan and Turkey could be deployed in Afghanistan under a UN mandate, and stationed in different areas. Troops from Muslim countries could be more effective than dispatching servicemen from Europe, the US and other non-Muslim states. The psychology of Muslim countries, which view believers of other religions not only as invaders, but precisely as civilised antipode should not be ignored. In view of this, countries professing a similar faith can do much more in Afghanistan than what Americans are trying to do at present. Americans are forced to admit their impotence; General McCrystal has practically admitted the failure of the much heralded winter operation in Helmand province. The Taliban who were initially driven out of the province have reappeared much stronger, and giving American servicemen a run for their money. History is repeating itself: The US is suffering the same fate as the Soviet Union before it. Americans soldiers are controlling certain areas only and defending and protecting themselves. The use of the military will amount to a waste of time, resources and energy for hunting down the Taliban is like looking for a needle in a haystack. Deserting Afghanistan without a restraining force is extremely dangerous; the country will be carved up into small units under the control of field commanders in no time at all, triggering the flourishing of lawlessness and illegal drugs trade. Solution of the Afghan quagmire is the duty UN Security Council and not of the US and Nato. (Agencies). 
Turkish non combat troops/diplomacy solves

UNIQUELY SOLVES – TURKISH NON COMBAT TROOPS PREVENT BACKLASH, WINS HEARTS AND MINDS AND SPURS SUCCESSFUL MEDIATION BETWEEN AFGHANISTAN AND PAKISTAN

ERMAN 10 (Aydemir, Turkey’s special coordinator for Afghanistan from 1999-2003 and adviser in Afghanistan until 2009, “How Turkey's Soft Power Can Aid NATO in Afghanistan,” CIAO, DA: 7/26/2010//JLENART)

 As an historically trusted friend of the Afghan people, Turkey, alone among members of the NATO alliance, has a "soft power" ingredient in its arsenal that is key to winning the hearts and minds of the population. It is said in Afghanistan that "no Afghan was ever killed by a Turkish bullet" and "no Afghan trained by Turks has ever betrayed his country." Turks have aided the Afghan government and its people since the days of Amir Abdur Rahman Khan, the "Iron Amir" who unified the country during his reign from 1880 to 1901 and embarked on a path of modernization. Afghanistan was the second country to recognize modern Turkey in 1921 after the USSR. Modern Turkey was instrumental in establishing the military academy, medical school, Kabul University and its faculty of political sciences, the music conservatory and the public health service of Afghanistan. Good relations between Turks and Afghans are based on three factors: First, we do not share a common border and thus have no disputes on that score. Second, as a young republic that was a successor to a great empire, Turkey never displayed any imperial overtones as it embraced the young Afghan nation, which had suffered at the hands of the British and Russian empires, after independence. Undergoing its own process of modernization at the time, Turkey treated Afghanistan as an absolute equal. We never had a special agenda and had relations with all elements of the Afghan nation. Third, we share in common the religion of Islam. Unlike many other members of the international community, Turkey did not neglect Afghanistan in the years preceding 9/11 but was silently active. In my contacts with the Taliban during those years as Turkey's special coordinator for Afghanistan, we pulled no punches. I explicitly told the Taliban leaders that we would not extend recognition to their regime. Turkey recognized the rump government of President Barhanuddin Rabbani that remained in only a small part of Afghanistan, mainly Badakshan Province and the Panshir Valley, until he was replaced by Hamid Karzai after the Taliban were driven from power by the US after 9/11. We openly criticized the Taliban's lack of governing capacity, their profiteering from the opium trade, their support for terror organizations like al-Qaida and their treatment of their own people. Despite all this criticism, the Taliban nonetheless gave my colleagues and me free access to travel the country. I was always respected and we were able to perform humanitarian work all over the Taliban-controlled parts of Afghanistan. I was told on several occasions by the Taliban leaders that as much as they may scorn my remarks, as a Turk I was welcomed. Shaped by our historical relationship with all parts of Afghan society, Turkey's involvement there since 9/11 has quite consciously been a matter of "soft power projection." As a NATO ally true to its obligations, Turkey sent troops to Afghanistan after 9/11 on the condition that they would not take part in combat operations. Despite pressure from allies, Turkey sticks strictly to this policy. Our presence in Afghanistan, both military and civilian, has been based on treating people with respect and as equals, not with paternalism or the imperial arrogance of an occupying power. Turkish troops deployed to Kabul have been under strict orders to treat Afghans with dignity. They have never broken into homes. Most patrols are conducted on foot and not in armored carriers. Troops wear no sunglasses in order to maintain eye contact. Touching women is totally taboo. Medical personnel serve Afghan people as well as their own forces. Turkish troops have thus not only contributed to the security of Kabul but became an unobtrusive part of Afghan daily life. In the critical province of Wardak, Turkey today is also operating the only civilian-led Provincial Reconstruction Team (PRT). Generally, PRTs are operated by NATO soldiers. Since 2006, the Turkish government has spent $20 million in the province funding a police training academy, building schools, restoring a mosque and setting up a medical clinic. Halim Fedai, the governor of Wardak province, has said: "The Turkish programs are very well received and readily accepted by Afghans because they work within Afghan culture. They are sensitive to Afghan values. We have very good, strong, historical relationships with Turkey." Clearly, the crescent and star have once again proven as reliable a trademark in Afghanistan today as in the past. Because of this success, the Turkish government will soon set up another PRT elsewhere in Afghanistan. The Turkish lesson in Afghanistan is clear: Winning hearts and minds requires better understanding and respect for local values. Handing out cans of soda with colonial airs won't yield tangible results. For many of these same reasons—our historical relationships in the region and deep understanding of local values and cultures—Turkey may be one of the few countries, if not the only country, that can bring Afghanistan and Pakistan together to sort out their differences. President Karzai made a point at the London Conference of stressing Turkey's mediating role, following upon the "trilateral" Turkey-Afghanistan-Pakistan meeting he had earlier attended in Januarv in Istanbul with Pakistani President Asif Zardari. Unfortunately, India's absence so far in this process has weakened the Turkish initiative. It is critical to get them on board because the Afghan problem cannot be solved unless India and Pakistan come to terms over their interests in Afghanistan. The international community in general, and the allies in particular, should lend their support to Turkey and not duplicate its efforts elsewhere. Turkey's NATO membership and historical soft-power capacity can make a critical difference in Afghanistan. Those who know and are trusted historically by the Afghan people can show the way for those who truly want to help the Afghans stand on their own feet. If NATO sticks to a clear mandate within a defined timeframe for withdrawal, and the international community allocates sufficient resources, Afghanistan can be brought back into the fold of the international community. Turkey helped them join the world when Afghanistan was a young nation. It can do so again today.  
Turkish diplomacy/assistance solves
Turkish diplomacy, training and reconstruction efforts key to Afghan stability – solve best
Weitz 10 (Richard,   “TURKEY'S EFFORTS TO SUPPORT AFGHANISTAN'S RECONSTRUCTION”, 2/15/2010, http://www.silkroadstudies.org/new/inside/turkey/2010/100215B.html)

 Turkey plays an important, but sometimes overlooked, military and diplomatic role aimed at establishing peace and security in Afghanistan. Although Turkey is not about to soon increase its troop commitment further, its training of the Afghan military, along with its regional diplomatic initiatives aimed at reconciling Afghanistan and Pakistan as well as its economic reconstruction projects, are essential to promoting political stability and Afghanistan’s post-conflict reconstruction.  The Turkish government has launched several diplomatic initiatives aimed at reducing the sources of regional instability. Many of these initiatives have focused on improving relations between Afghanistan and Pakistan. Since 2007, Turkey has hosted four annual trilateral summit meetings involving Turkish, Afghan, and Pakistani representatives, including their presidents as well as senior intelligence and military officials. Turkish officials have also discussed regional security issues related to Afghanistan with representatives of Iran and other Eurasian countries. Like the current U.S. administration, Turkish officials argue that any enduring solution to the Afghanistan conflict will require better relations between the governments of Afghanistan and Pakistan. In particular, Pakistani support is needed for inducing the Afghan Taliban to end its insurgency since the insurgents use Pakistani territory as a base of operations.  Turkey has already trained several thousand Afghan military personnel in Afghanistan and hundreds of additional Afghan soldiers in Turkey. NATO suffers from a major shortfall in such crucial training, one more severe than its unmet quota of combat troops. Encouraging the Turkish government to continue its training efforts, along with its regional diplomatic initiatives aimed at reconciling Afghanistan and Pakistan and its economic reconstruction projects designed to promote political stability through economic growth and development, would offer a superior means by which Turkey can continue to promote Afghanistan’s post-conflict reconstruction. 
Turkish diplomacy/assistance solves
Turkish security force training, diplomatic efforts and reconstruction assistance uniquely stabilize Afghanistan – several reasons
Maruskin 9 (Stacy,  “What Should Turkey’s Role in Afghanistan Encompass? by Stacy Maruskin (USAK)” 9/9/2009,  researcher at the International Strategic Research Organization (USAK). http://changingturkey.com/2009/12/09/what-should-turkeys-role-in-afghanistan-encompass-by-stacy-maruskin-usak/)  

Since last week, the world has been abuzz with news of the Obama administration’s new strategy in Afghanistan: a troop increase and surge in the country’s mountainous terrain. America is divided over Obama’s announcement and a plethora of harsh words have been churned out over this latest policy initiative. His strategy not only includes sending 30,000 American soldiers into further battle but incorporates a request geared towards NATO members to send further aid and manpower into what is labeled by some as a new American quagmire. Amongst those states the Obama administration is urging to rally around U.S. efforts in Afghanistan is Turkey, with the American ambassador to Turkey, James Jeffrey, confirming that the country has been asked to commit more troops and hinted that their participation should be “more flexible”; the latter innuendo referring to what has been deemed a limited contribution in a combative role for Turkish soldiers. The consensus in Turkey is not one of support for this new initiative that Obama believes will “bring this war to a successful conclusion;” rather, it is one of outright irritation. His appeal arrives after Turkey already increased its deployments last month by 958 soldiers according to Turkey’s defense minister, Vecdi Gonul. The commentary found in Turkish media outlets ranges from, “Let Obama send his own troops,” to the simply put “you broke it, you fix it.” It is apparent that these are not the words or feelings of a public which support the American President’s request for a surge in Afghanistan, they are words of anger and frustration, especially after the disastrous state of affairs that had befallen Iraq, Turkey’s neighbor, and the consequences that the ambitions of the Bush administration’s endeavors in Iraq have left in Turkey’s lap. Turkey has emerged from the war as a key regional player but this has not been done without facing the harsh realities in the aftermath of the war. Once again, Turkey finds itself in a distinct position. Due to the fact that it is a Muslim majority country, it can do what the United States cannot in terms of understanding and garnering respect. Dr. Sedat Laciner, Director of the International Strategic Research Organization believes that “The U.S. and NATO should use Turkey’s special position not to increase combat soldiers, which it could easily do, but be given a role to gain the hearts and minds of the Afghanis.” Instead of arming additional Turkish soldiers with guns and ammo, NATO should use them to provide training and supplies to the Afghan army which is under equipped in every sense of the word. The United States/NATO occupation, although begun perhaps under good intentions, has not improved the situation of the Afghani’s or left them at a stronger standing. Laciner believes that a social foundation must be established in Afghanistan with a working base economy, and security and stability should be the top priorities. Obama centers his argument on ridding the country of Taliban forces but the above mentioned problems plague the state too and cannot be overlooked. Sprinkled throughout his speech, the President made several references to the “cancer,” or Islamic extremists, that are spreading over into the border region of Pakistan. He addressed the issue of establishing an effective partnership with Pakistan, a relationship that Turkey already shares with the country. Turkey and Pakistan share unique relations with each other, with the latter looking towards the Turks as Muslim brothers. Pakistan has been a friendly country to Turkey and a powerful influence in the region. A stable Afghanistan is detrimental for a secure Pakistan, and Steve Coll, President of the New America Foundation, recently provided Senate testimony on the importance of Pakistan. He stressed that the Obama administration must have a more sustainable strategy that would “seek and enforce stability in the Afghan population centers and emphasize politics over combat, urban stability over rural patrolling, Afghan solutions over Western ones, and it would incorporate Pakistan more directly into creative and persistent diplomatic efforts to stabilize Afghanistan and the region.” Turkey can play a significant role to improve relations and perhaps increase trust between the United States, Afghanistan and Pakistan by ensuring those efforts be made and reassuring Pakistan that the U.S. will not simply forget about its troubles and what it faces from further Taliban or Al Qaeda insurgents after Obama begins a troop withdrawal in 2011. Obama wants to improve America’s ties with Pakistan, he said, “we are committed to a partnership with Pakistan that is built on a foundation of mutual interest, mutual respect, and mutual trust,” and using Turkey in this mission might just be the ticket. If further Turkish troops are sent to Afghanistan on behalf of the ongoing American/NATO initiative, Turkey should not be pressured to take up a combative role or criticized for hesitating to supply troops for battle. The Turks should be placed in a position where they can be the most effective and provide the most support. They can relate much closer to the Afghanis and Pakistanis then those in Europe or America, their role should have social impacts rather than those made on the battle field. The endeavors and resources to support civilian reconstruction and rehabilitation in Afghanistan are lacking. The Turkish aid agency TIKA has been responsible for massive school and hospital construction, these are the types of assistance that should be increased to continue gaining the hearts of the Afghani people and Turkey seems eager to fill this gap rather than a combat one. The Obama administration might have good intentions in regards to the surge and the call to aid they have extended to their allies, but the path to hell is often paved with good intentions. Let their intentions with Turkey not be limited in scope, but have a broad spectrum of ideas and plans that Turkey can be a part of to show their allegiance to Article 5 of the NATO organization, and not force them in an aggressive role, but a more useful one for their exceptional position in friendly relations with both Afghanistan and Pakistan.  
Turkish diplomacy/assistance solves

Turkish assistance uniquely effective – solves backlash, Afghanistan development and provides key model for stability
Daly 7 (John,  Afghanistan: The Turkish advantage, 4/30/7, non-resident Fellow at John Hopkins Central Asia-Caucasus Institute in Washington, DC. http://www.isn.ethz.ch/isn/Current-Affairs/Security-Watch/Detail/?ots591=4888caa0-b3db-1461-98b9-e20e7b9c13d4&lng=en&id=53227)

Tracing Turkey's Afghan role The Afghan mission, NATO's first deployment outside of Europe or the US, is the alliance's biggest ground operation in its history with 35,000 soldiers currently in the country. The majority of these troops hail from the US and the UK. The ISAF currently has five regional commands in Afghanistan: north, south, east, west and Kabul. The ISAF's headquarters are at Camp Warehouse, 16 kilometers east of Kabul. According to de Villiers, the ISAF's mission in Kabul is to hold Taliban insurgents in check while winning the hearts and minds of the local population by pursing small development projects in conjunction with local leaders to improve living standards while respecting local religion and culture. The Turkish Armed Forces will lead the Kabul Regional Command mission until 6 December, when Italy takes the helm until August 2008. Following Turkey's assumption of Regional Command-Command Kabul this April, Ankara sent nearly 400 additional personnel, including 65 officers and non-commissioned officers to support the Kabul Regional Command's logistics, intelligence and communication operations. In a military first, a female captain will also serve in the new Turkish contingent. Turkey has also dispatched two Black Hawk helicopters for transport and medical evacuation. Each day French, Italian and Turkish ISAF Regional Command-Command Kabul troops mount 60 patrols on foot in the capital. In a sign of public trust, the Turkish troops, unlike their French and Italian counterparts, do not wear body armor. Turkish assistance extends beyond purely military aid. Turkish Provincial Reconstruction Team (PRT) project, scheduled to last for five years, began operations in November 2006, providing aid in reforming the regional administrative and judicial systems, training police and infrastructure improvements. Beyond the PRT assistance, in the aftermath of early April heavy floods and avalanches that killed hundreds and left thousands injured in Afghanistan, Ankara dispatched a team of Health Ministry and Turkish Red Crescent officials to the afflicted regions, along with 800 blankets and 80 tents. The first Afghan-Turkish school was opened in 1996 in Afghanistan, the year that the Taliban captured Kabul; there are now six. Advantage, Turkey Turkey's assistance to Afghanistan extends far beyond pacifying the capital. Since 2002, Turkish assistance has built or renovated three hospitals and eight health clinics, which have treated more than 650,000 Afghans. Education has also benefited, as Turkish assistance has restored 27 elementary and secondary schools. Private enterprise has also assumed a major role in Afghan reconstruction, with 21 major Turkish firms pumping more than US$1.5 billion into construction and investment projects since 2002. More than any other ISAF member, Turkey provides Afghans with a secular, democratic Muslim model of development based on their country's experience, which, in the end, may prove more resonant and important than tanks, bombs and missiles.  
Turkish PRTs Solve

Massive Expansion of Turkish Provincial Reconstruction Teams solves afghan stability 

DAVID PUGLIESE. A journalist with the Ottawa Citizen newspaper, has been writing about military affairs and the Canadian Armed Forces since 1982. In the mid-1980s Pugliese was the Canadian correspondent. “Turkey Plans 2nd Civilian PRT in Afghanistan” 2010. Domestic Edition. Date Accessed 7/26/2010

Some Afghan government officials suggest the Turkish model is the way to proceed for other NATO PRTs throughout the country.  Turkey's PRT is in Maidan-Wardak province, a hotbed of Taliban and other insurgent and criminal activity.  But unlike other NATO members, who deploy military-oriented PRTs in Afghanistan, the Turks use only civilians. There is a small special police force that protects PRT members but does not conduct military operations against the insurgents. A contingent of Turkish soldiers is also housed in the PRT, but it is there only for force protection and does not leave the compound.  U.S. forces operate in the province conducting combat operations.  The Turkish PRT has been attacked by insurgents only twice since it was established in 2006, a rarity in violence-prone Afghanistan, Afghan government officials said.  Halim Fedai, governor of Wardak province, credits the PRT's success to the large number of projects it has undertaken that directly benefit local residents. He also he noted that Muslim Turkey has a history of involvement in Afghanistan dating back to the 1920s.  "They listen to the Afghan people and design programs in that context," he said. "They don't come with their own programs and then adapt to our culture. Their programs come from the people and government."  The Turkish model should be replicated in other areas of Afghani-stan, with reconstruction projects originating from locals, Fedai said.  The use of PRTs has been criticized by some aid agencies such as Care Canada as blurring the lines between reconstruction and counterinsurgency.  Turker Ari, the civilian head of the PRT, said because Wardak relies so heavily on agriculture, the aid projects have focused on that. Turkey built two cold storage facilities to handle produce from local farmers and established a veterinary clinic. Afghans have also been trained in agricultural techniques in Afghani-stan and Turkey.  The PRT has built schools, dug wells and constructed health clinics. It also has trained more than 500 police in the province. Once a week, members of the local population come to the PRT clinic, where an Afghan and a Turkish doctor provide health care.  Over the last four years, Turkey has spent about $20 million on the projects.  Turkish officials said the Taliban have surreptitiously checked out the clinic and some ongoing projects.  Turkey's ambassador to Afghani-stan, Basat Ozturk, said Turkey will set up a new PRT, modeled on this one, in the north this summer. "Our PRT in Wardak has been so successful; it is a role model for other PRTs in the country," he said.  Some NATO officials have acknowledged that Turkey's historic ties in Afghanistan and its decision not to launch combat operations have helped the Wardak PRT gain acceptance among local residents. However, they say that might not be the case if other NATO nations used such a model in other areas of the country.  The Turks suggest that they could play a greater role in bringing peace to Afghanistan, given their history of involvement in the country.  Foreign Minister Ahmet Davutoglu has offered Turkish mediation for dialogue between the West and moderate Taliban factions, saying such groups need to be integrated into Afghanistan's politics.  Policymakers in Ankara say the role of the Turkish PRTs will be crucial in further establishing Muslim Turkey in efforts to attain peace in Afghanistan.  "PRT-related efforts are key to our peace-seeking mission in Afghani-stan," a senior Turkish diplomat said. "The Afghans appreciate our efforts. In the future, the role of the PRTs will be more strategic. These efforts will have a complementary role to military operations."  Turkey has had a presence in Afghanistan since 1929. Its military officers trained the Afghan military in the decades that followed. A Turkish official, Aydemir Erman, was one of the few diplomats to remain in the country during the Taliban's rule.  Erman, now retired, said that NATO members need a better understanding of the Afghan culture, something that has been accomplished by the Turkish PRT and other Turkish efforts in Afghanistan.  "The Turkish lesson in Afghanistan is clear: Winning hearts and minds requires better understanding and respect for local values," he wrote in an essay published in February in New Perspectives Quarterly. "Handing out cans of soda with colonial airs won't yield tangible results."    

Turkey Key to Peace Deal with Moderate Taliban

Turkey key toTaliban involvement in the political process and a peace deal

Michael Binyon. A Leader Writer for The Times, where he previously served as Diplomatic Editor. After graduating from the University of Cambridge, he spent a year teaching in Minsk for the British Council, before joining The Times Educational Supplement in 1968. “We can broker peace with the Taleban, says Turkey;Turkey” 2010

Turkey could play a key role in persuading the Taleban to take part in the political process in Afghanistan, thanks to historic cultural and ethnic links between both countries, the Turkish Foreign Minister said yesterday. Speaking before talks in London with David Miliband, the Foreign Secretary, Ahmet Davutoglu said that without reconciliation between Afghanistan's factions, no settlement could be achieved. With 1,700 troops already deployed and a further 1,000 promised, Turkey was ready to try to persuade the Taleban to end the violence and take part in elections.  Ankara's aim is to repeat its success in 2004 in convincing alienated Sunnis in Iraq to end their boycott of the elections to give them a voice in the Shia-dominated Government. The approach by Turkey, whose own population is predominantly Sunni, had worked in Iraq and must be repeated by Nato in dealing with the Taleban in Afghanistan, Mr Davutoglu said. This was more important than the question of how many troops Nato should deploy or what military aid would be given to the Karzai Government.  Turkey will hold a conference in Istanbul two days before the London summit on Afghanistan on January 28. The aim is to promote a framework of reconciliation within Afghanistan and co-operation with neighbouring states, especially Pakistan. Drawing on its Muslim heritage and historic knowledge of the region - Mr Davutoglu said that his country had relations with Afghanistan since the 10th century - Turkey has already hosted a trilateral meeting bringing together President Karzai and President Zardari of Pakistan.  Both will be invited to Istanbul on January 25 to discuss ways to stabilise their lawless border regions and will be joined the next day by representatives of China, Iran and the Gulf states. The international context will be examined in London, where Nato troop strengths will be discussed.  Turkey, a Nato member, was one of the first Muslim countries to send troops to the International Security Assistance Force. But Mr Davutoglu called for the rapid "Afghanisation" of the mission. The focus should be on infrastructure development, a fiveyear economic programme to create jobs, an end to the drugs trade and the reform of education and agriculture. "We must persuade all to take part, including the Taleban," he said.  Britain has also insisted that Nato troops alone will not solve Afghanistan's problems, and that political reconciliation is essential. It has made a distinction, however, between moderate elements in the Taleban that could be brought in and the extremists opposed to any talks with Kabul.  Turkey's size, history and Muslim heritage make it a key player in all the conflicts around its borders, and Mr Davutoglu has promoted reconciliation with all its neighbours. Its moderate Islamist Government has stable relations with Tehran and has urged quiet diplomacy over the Iranian nuclear programme. 

Turkey Solves Pakistan/Afghanistan negotiations

Turkey is key to Afghan and Pakistani negotiations 

Zeyno Baran is an associate scholar of Hudson Institute's Center on Islam, Democracy and the Future of Muslim World.  Ms. Baran is a Hudson Institute Senior Fellow and director of Hudson's Center for Eurasian Policy. “Commentary: What Turkey can do for the U.S.” 2009. Date Accessed 7/26/2010 

With Obama's election, there is renewed excitement in Turkey. Like most of the people of Turkey, he opposed the Iraq war and considered Afghanistan the "good war." Going forward, as President Obama underscored in his speech, Turkey can play an important role in Afghanistan as a reliable NATO ally. The question is: How can Turkey best help?  Turkey is one of the few -- possibly the only -- NATO member that has deep religious, cultural and historic knowledge of both Afghanistan and Pakistan. In fact, the Turkish government has brought together the presidents of Afghanistan and Pakistan much before the United States began approaching them together.  
Solves Soft Power/Antiamericanism/backlash/isolationism

The Counterplans creates perception of burden sharing - solves anti-Americanism, soft power and isolationism

JOSEPH S. NYE, JR. Joseph S. Nye, Jr., is former Assistant Secretary of Defense and Dean of Harvard University's John F. Kennedy School of Government. “Soft Power and American Foreign Policy”. 2004. Date Accessed 7/26/2010    

 Ironically, however, the only way to achieve the type of transformation that the neoconservatives seek is by working with others and avoiding the backlash that arises when the United States appears on the world stage as an imperial power acting unilaterally. What is more, because democracy cannot be imposed by force and requires a considerable time to take root, the most likely way to obtain staying power from the American public is through developing international legitimacy and burden sharing with allies and institutions. For Jacksonians like Secretary of Defense Rumsfeld, this may not matter. They would prefer to punish the dictator and come home rather than engage in tedious nation building. For example, in September 2003, Rumsfeld said of Iraq, “I don’t believe it’s our job to reconstruct the country.”31 But for serious neoconservatives, like Deputy Defense Secretary Paul Wolfowitz, their impatience with institutions and allies may undercut their own objectives. They understand the importance of soft power but fail to appreciate all its dimensions and dynamics.  
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