Afghanistan updates – withdrawal AFF/NEG

2KARZAI LINK EXTENSION

General Change doesn’t change anything
3
General Change doesn’t change anything
4
Inherency Extension- Petraeus will increase forces.
5
2Ac solvency extention
6
Impact Extensions—Central Asia
7
Karzai is trying to make peace.
8
Afghan NOT stable
9
US failing NOW
9
Neg Evidence- Petraues is a great replacement, strategy will succeed
11
AT:  India-Pakistan
12
AT:  Pakistani Coup
13
AT:  Terrorism
14
Nuclear War impact takeouts
15


KARZAI LINK EXTENSION

Police presence prevents Karzai – Taliban talks

Piotr Krawczyk Jan 19 09 “Prospects of Talks with the Taliban in Afghanistan” Polish Institute of International Affairs Bulletin KDK
Sustaining the debate about negotiations with the armed opposition is favorable for the Taliban, as such a debate shows that they are not only a terrorist group, but a political one as well. The inclusion in such a discussion of countries involved in Afghanistan also increases the Taliban’s political significance on the international stage, although the demands they put forward as prerequisites for starting talks—withdrawal of foreign troops and change of the present political and social order—cannot be met. The fact that Afghanistan and NATO countries more and more often consider the possibility of establishing dialogue with armed groups indicates the weakness of the Afghan government and of the international community behind it. This, in turn, reinforces the Taliban’s image as a strong and important entity, signalling to society that armed opposition might regain its influence over the functioning of the state in future, especially at the local level.
Specifically, Police presence destroys Karzais’s attempt at talks with the Taliban 

Hashim Shukoor, The philadelphia inquire,  6/3/2010 http://www.philly.com/inquirer/world_us/20100603_Karzai_s_peace_assembly_becomes_Taliban_target.html RL

KABUL, Afghanistan - Standing before power brokers and tribal elite Wednesday morning, Afghan President Hamid Karzai was about 10 minutes into a nationally televised appeal for reconciliation with the Taliban when the insurgents responded with a rocket that slammed into a nearby hillside. "Don't worry," Karzai coolly told the gathering before the attack escalated. "We've heard these kinds of things before." Assailants with suicide vests, rockets, and machine guns then tried unsuccessfully to breach defenses set up for the cavernous meeting tent at Kabul's Polytechnic University campus, where a national peace "jirga," or assembly, was called by Karzai. Even with thousands of police and troops protecting the city, the attackers fought for more than 45 minutes. Amid the gunfire and explosions, Karzai and the 1,600 Afghan delegates to the three-day assembly carried on with the opening ceremonies. "The president was really brave," said Shukria Barakzai, an independent lawmaker attending the gathering. "Usually when there is a threat or an attack he leaves the hall, and this time he said, 'We don't care if there are rockets or missiles.' " The Taliban said the attack was a message that the gathering would not draw it into talks with Karzai and the U.S.-led international military coalition that backs him. The insurgents are demanding the immediate departure of foreign troops as a condition of peace talks. "Make peace with me and there will be no need for foreigners here," Karzai said in a direct appeal to the Taliban as the attack unfolded. "My dear Taliban, you are welcome in your own soil. Do not hurt this country, and don't destroy or kill yourselves," he said, emphasizing that more fighting would only prevent the withdrawal of international forces. The rare gathering is meant to boost the president's nascent efforts to launch substantive peace talks with Afghan insurgents. By Friday, Karzai expects the handpicked assembly delegates to give him a mandate to pursue negotiations to end the nearly nine-year-old war, which has caused the deaths of at least 10,000 Afghan civilians, thousands of Afghan soldiers, and nearly 1,800 members of the international military coalition, more than 1,000 of them Americans. "They cannot stop the jirga," said Safiya Sidiqi, a lawmaker from eastern Afghanistan's Nangarhar province. However, Sidiqi said there were already indications in the gathering of troubling fissures as some warlords staked out hard-line positions against offering the Taliban any significant concessions. Karzai has said he is willing to talk to any Taliban leaders who distance themselves from al-Qaeda, renounce violence, and accept the country's constitution. The Afghan president already is pursuing talks with Gulbuddin Hekmatyar, a warlord and Taliban ally who had a close relationship with Pakistan and the CIA during the 1980s war against the Soviet occupation and then earned notoriety by shelling Kabul during the 1990s civil war. The Taliban attack on Wednesday's gathering, however, made it clear that plenty of fighters aren't willing to give up. Security forces converged on a house a mile or two from the heavily secured meeting tent where they battled at least two men with suicide vests, said Zemiri Bashary, a spokesman for the Interior Ministry. Bashary said the men had used women's burqas, an all-enveloping robe and veil, to sneak into the area. Two of the attackers were killed and a third was arrested. Three civilians, but no delegates, were wounded. The Obama administration supports overtures to rank-and-file insurgents but is skeptical of a major political initiative with Taliban leaders until extremist forces are weakened on the battlefield. NATO troops are preparing for a big offensive this summer in the Taliban heartland of Kandahar province.
General Change doesn’t change anything

The Petraeus strategy slow in counterinsurgency- Taliban gaining influence- delay results in decrease of public support. 
Tehran Times June 30, 2010 Time for Obama to rethink Afghanistan war strategy? (http://infoweb.newsbank.com/iw-search/we/InfoWeb?p_product=AWNB&p_theme=aggregated5&p_action=doc&p_docid=130ACD1B07CA2FB8&p_docnum=2&p_queryname=3) HO

But coming at a time of rising anxiety over signs of deterioration in Afghanistan, the president's stay-the-course approach was met with concern in some quarters.  “The real failure in Afghanistan is the failure of the counterinsurgency strategy, and it doesn't really matter if it's McChrystal or Petraeus himself implementing the Petraeus strategy, it's never going to deliver fast enough to answer the public's misgivings,” says Michael Desch, an expert in civilian-military relations in foreign-policy implementation at Notre Dame University in Indiana. “There was no reassessment of policy here,” he adds, “so I see no reason to expect different results six months from now” when Obama holds his year-on review of Afghanistan policy.  The change in command comes as US and NATO forces in June ended their deadliest month of the nearly nine-year-old war. New offensives against the Taliban have been delayed amid setbacks in parts of the country once thought to be cleared of militants. Indeed, the Taliban appear to be gaining influence, even as more US troops put boots on the ground. Afghan security forces show few signs of rising to the challenge of assuming NATO's security function.  Unswayed by such admonitions, supporters of the counterinsurgency strategy – with its emphasis on building relations with the Afghan people and on developing Afghan police and Army forces – say now is the time for patience and policy implementation, not a policy review.   Some supporters of Obama's decision to replace McChrystal with Petraeus , particularly among Republican members of Congress, say the president should also address problems on the civilian side of his Afghanistan team by cleaning house.  That comment appeared to zero in on the U.S. ambassador to Kabul, Karl Eikenberry – perhaps best known for privately recommending to Obama last year against any “surge” of troops in Afghanistan because of a corrupt, ineffectual Afghan government. Other critics have called for replacing Richard Holbrooke, White House envoy to Afghanistan and Pakistan, variously.  “The civil-military conflict in this war is just beginning,” says Notre Dame's Mr. Desch, author of “Civilian Control of the Military.” “Counterinsurgency takes a lot of time, its outcome is always nebulous, and those are not qualities that rally public support. The Obama administration is accurately reflecting the concerns over how much we can invest in this operation.”  
Petraeus can’t solve – his Iraq strategy can’t work in Afghanistan

John Guenther June 30 2010 “The general consensus: US commentators on Petraeus” The New Statesman (http://www.newstatesman.com/blogs/the-staggers/2010/06/obama-petraeus-afghanistan)

Maureen Dowd in the New York Times said the Petraeus Maneuver is still not enough to burnish Obama's reputation. "He looked good firing McChrystal, but those crisp moments need to come more often and more swiftly," wrote Dowd. Dowd added that the appointment eliminates Petraeus as a possible challenger to Obama's seat in the White House but the replacement means a continuation of a sure-to-fail strategy: "But choosing Petraeus means reupping with a fatally flawed policy, not revamping it." Commentator and former Presidential candidate, Patrick J Buchanan, said Obama could look foolish later on for firing the general responsible for the current strategy "over some stupid insults from staff officers to some counterculture magazine." He adds, if Obama sticks to his guns on the deadline and Petraeus resigns over it, the general could become a perfect Republican pick as Vice President in the 2012 elections. "And that could send Barack Obama home to Chicago," said Buchanan. Jed Babbin, former Deputy Undersecretary of Defense under George H W Bush, asks the general his own five questions. Babbin in the end suggests that Obama's current policy is unsuited for success which requires preventing the Taliban from returning. "Petraeus should explain how that can - or can't -- be accomplished in Afghanistan with Obama's wavering policy," said Babbin. "If Iraq is the measure of the permanenance of what can be accomplished by the American method of counterinsurgency, the answer is clear: it cannot."

Petraeus and his strategy will fail in Afghanistan

Gareth Porter June 28 2010 “Why Petraeus won’t salvage this war” Foreign Policy Magazine (http://afpak.foreignpolicy.com/posts/2010/06/28/why_petraeus_wont_salvage_this_war)

As Gen. David Petraeus prepares for his next command, his supporters are hoping he can rescue a failing war for the second time in just a few years. But both the dire state of the war effort in Afghanistan and his approach to taking command in Iraq in early 2007 suggest that Petraeus will not try to replicate an apparent -- and temporary -- success that he knows was at least in part the result of fortuitous circumstances in Iraq. Instead he will maneuver to avoid having to go down with what increasingly appears to be a failed counterinsurgency war. Petraeus must be acutely aware that the war plan which he approved in 2009 has not worked. Early this month, he received Stanley A. McChrystal's last classified assessment of the war, reported in detail in The Independent Sunday. That assessment showed that no clear progress had been made since the U.S. offensive began in February and none was expected for the next six months.
General Change doesn’t change anything

Petraeus doesn’t have Karzai’s trust 

Clarke 6/25/10

(Bruce Clarke, Examiner analyst, “Afghanistan and Pakistan- Post General McChrystal”, The Examiner, 6/25/10,  http://www.examiner.com/x-17537-Defense-Dept-Examiner~y2010m6d25-Afghanistan-and-Pakistanpost-General-McChrystal, 6/29/10, K.D.K. 
This episode suggests that the administration must now find some one to coordinate with and point President Karzai to do what is right. (Karzai reportedly only trusted McChrystal and doesn’t trust General Petraeus like he did McChrystal.) In theory the country team of Ambassadors Elkenberry and Holbrooke should be reassigned so that there is unity of effort by the Afghanistan country team. It would not surprise your scribe if this wasn’t one of General Petraeus’ conditions for accepting the Afghanistan position. The ambassador is supposed to be the head of the country team, but has not gained President Karzai’s support and should be replaced. The White House and State Department do not need a regional Czar like Holbrooke, who is rejected by both the Pakistanis and the Afghans. He should be given a different portfolio, at best.  

Patraeus doesn’t understand Afghanistan

George Packer 5 July 2010 “Team Effort” The New Yorker (http://www.newyorker.com/talk/comment/2010/07/05/100705taco_talk_packer)
The Army’s field manual on counterinsurgency was co-authored by General Petraeus himself, who applied the doctrine with much success in Iraq. But counterinsurgency isn’t a static mold into which the military can pour any war and wait for it to set. When Petraeus took command of the war in Iraq, in 2007, he had already served two tours there—he knew the country as well as any American officer. Afghanistan is less familiar terrain for him; the society is less urban and more fractured than Iraq’s; and there is no sign in Afghan political dynamics of anything like the Sunni awakening that stopped the momentum of the Iraqi insurgency.

Inherency Extension- Petraeus will increase forces. 

General Petraeus will increase strength of the military in Afghanistan
ABC 2010 Jun 30, 2010 “Petraeus facing 'industrial-strength insurgency'” http://www.abc.net.au/news/stories/2010/06/30/2940544.htm
The general named to lead US forces in Afghanistan played down hopes for a swift turnaround after nine years of war and said he would consider tactical changes in the face of escalating violence. Senate confirmation by the weekend appeared assured for General David Petraeus, nominated to lead the war effort after president Barack Obama sacked General Stanley McChrystal for disparaging civilian leaders in an explosive magazine report. At his Senate Armed Services Committee hearing, General Petraeus promised greater civilian-military unity of effort to counter what he called an "industrial strength insurgency." He said he would reassess controversial rules of engagement that limit the use of force by US troops and aircraft in an attempt to protect civilians. Critics say the rules put US units at unnecessary risk. General Petraeus told the committee that broader changes are possible depending on a White House review of war strategy in December. One of the US military's biggest stars, General Petraeus is credited with helping to turn the tide in Iraq. Mr Obama is counting on him to do the same with the unpopular and costly war in Afghanistan that was launched in 2001 after the September 11 attacks on the United States by Al Qaeda. But General Petraeus cautioned against assuming that what worked in Iraq would work in Afghanistan, saying progress was slower than expected in the southern heartland of the Taliban insurgency and the task of training Afghan security forces to take over from US troops remained a monumental challenge. 

2Ac solvency extention

US withdrawal key to winning Afghanistan-empirically proven
U.S. Naval War College 09 (The War In Afghanistan: A Legal Analysis, volume 85, Schmitt, pg.25)

One lesson that could have been drawn from the Malayan case is that it is sometimes necessary to withdraw to win.  FM 3-24 places much emphasis on the fact that the United States withdrew from Vietnam in 1973 only to see Saigon fall to North Vietnamese forces in 1975. It does not note a contrary case: it was the UK promise to withdraw completely-a promise that was followed by the Federation of Malaya. The value of such promises needs to be taken into account in contemporary COIN efforts and indeed COIN theory. This is especially so, as the idea that the United States intended to say indefinitely in Iraq and Afghanistan, as evidenced by the networks of bases built there, had a corrosive effect in both countries and more generally. The decision of the Iraqi cabinet on November 16,2008 that all US forces will withdraw from Iraq by 2011 is evidence that a guarantee of withdrawal is seen as a necessary condition(and not simply a natural consequence)of ending an acute phase of insurgency.

Impact Extensions—Central Asia

Conflict in Central Asia would go global. Safi 6/29/10

Saleem Safi, works for Geo T.V., “Afghanistan: Interests and Stakes”, The News, 6/29/10, http://www.thenews.com.pk/print1.asp?id=247749, 6/29/10, K.D.K. 
The Arab-led Al-Qaeda and the US are in Afghanistan to settle scores with each other. The US and its Western allies have deployed forces in Afghanistan on the pretext of fighting against Osama bin Laden, Ayman Al-Zawahiri and their supporters. On the other hand, Arab, Asian, African, Western, Central Asian and other enemies of the US across the world, have flocked here to fight against the western forces. 

Afghanistan is rich in natural resources which still remain unexploited. Therefore, every regional and international player is eyeing this wealth. Afghanistan is also key to Central Asian natural resources. Therefore, there is no regional or international player without stakes in Afghanistan. 

U.S. is interested in Central Asia. Safi 6/29/10

Saleem Safi, works for Geo T.V., “Afghanistan: Interests and Stakes”, The News, 6/29/10, http://www.thenews.com.pk/print1.asp?id=247749, 6/29/10, K.D.K. 
 The US is interested in controlling Central Asian and Afghan natural resources. Strategically, the US had planned to sit in this country to prevent the future rise of Iran, counter the rising world power China and control Pakistan from Afghan soil. It is fearful of Afghanistan becoming an Al-Qaeda sanctuary once again. It also fears a Taliban government opposed to the Western concepts of democracy and human rights. Other Western countries also define their interests from this perspective. So their interests and concerns are similar to those of the US.


Russia is interested in Central Asia. Safi 6/29/10

Saleem Safi, works for Geo T.V., “Afghanistan: Interests and Stakes”, The News, 6/29/10, http://www.thenews.com.pk/print1.asp?id=247749, 6/29/10, K.D.K. 
 Russia and the neighbouring Central Asians states have economic, cultural and security stakes in Afghanistan, just like Iran. They would not like the US and the allies to stay in Afghanistan for longer than necessary. Russia feels "encircled" by Nato and the US forces. At the same time, these states are concerned about the possibility of a Taliban-style government emerging in Kabul that would export an extremist interpretation of Islam to the Central Asian states and provide active support to or work as motivation and inspiration for extremists in the Central Asian countries. These states have close economic interests in the future Afghanistan. They would not like the US and Western allies to exploit Central Asian resources. A longer stay of these forces would strengthen the perception that they are eyeing Central Asian natural resources.


Karzai is trying to make peace. 

Roggio 6/22/10. 
Bill Roggio, Analyst for The Long War Journal, “Taliban Commander Detained in Karachi”, The Long War Journal, 6/22/09, http://www.longwarjournal.org/archives/2010/06/taliban_commander_de.php, 6/29/10, K.D.K.  

But Sen. John McCain and company are right that the July 2011 date is problematic. Even the most stalwart defender of the administration’s decision to set the date has to concede that it hasn’t been quite the “forcing mechanism” for the Afghan government that Obama intended. Since the date was unveiled, Hamid Karzai has shown himself to be far more inclined to cut a deal with the Taliban than he has to govern. His “peace jirga” started to build a consensus for offering the Taliban peace terms. Reportedly, he and the Pakistanis are working on the contours of what the New York Times reported could amount to a “separate peace” on terms that may or may not support U.S. interests against al-Qaeda, with the Pakistanis offering to bring its quasi-proxies in the Haqqani extremist network and the Taliban in from the cold if Karzai agrees to share power.

Afghan NOT stable

McChrystal’s COIN has failed. Afghanistan remains unstable. 
Michael Hirsh-Newsweek, June 24, 2010
http://www.newsweek.com/2010/06/24/replacing-mcchrystal-doesn-t-change-anything.print.html  CH

Two Sides of the Same COIN: Petraeus (left) and McChrystal both champion a counterinsurgency plan that may not work in Afghanistan. By replacing a general who was universally criticized with a general who almost can’t be criticized, President Obama pulled a political masterstroke on Wednesday. But the abrupt dismissal of Gen. Stanley McChrystal for making inappropriate remarks and the simultaneous announcement that he would be succeeded by his superior, CentCom Commander David Petraeus, papered over Obama’s real problem: the counterinsurgency (COIN) strategy that McChrystal championed and Petraeus virtually invented may be fatally flawed, at least as it’s practiced in Afghanistan. In his remarks in the Rose Garden on Wednesday, the president said that he didn’t decide to make the move “based on any difference in policy with General McChrystal,” and that the appointment of the widely admired Petraeus would “allow us to maintain the momentum and leadership we need to succeed.” Obama’s bigger problem right now is a rising tide of doubt, not only within McChrystal’s obviously stressed-out team but throughout the military and national-security apparatus, that there is any real momentum or that the policy in Afghanistan is working. COIN is based on the idea of winning hearts and minds in the local population and getting their help in rooting out the guerrillas or terrorists (in this case, the Taliban). But a number of well-informed critics say that in Afghanistan, several prerequisites for success are missing—in particular a central government with credibility, a large-enough force for the size of the country, and a local force (the Afghan Army and police) to hand things off to. “This briefs well in D.C. but you can’t operationalize it in Afghanistan,” says one critic of COIN, a military scholar who is engaged in the debate inside the Pentagon but would talk about it only on condition of anonymity so as to avoid the fate of McChrystal. The outcome, these critics say, could be the worst of all possible worlds: no prospect of “winning” at all in an endlessly prolonged and bloody conflict in which we deceive ourselves for years that we are winning. Something like Vietnam, in other words. “It’s kind of sad and ironic that the fall of McChrystal will result in the reaffirmation of a highly problematic strategy,” says John Arquilla of the Naval Postgraduate School in Monterey, Calif. As one general who served in Afghanistan told me back in 2006, for a NEWSWEEK piece called “The Rise of Jihadistan”: “This standoff could go on for 40 or 50 years. It’s not going to be a takeover by the Taliban as long as NATO is there. Instead this is going to be like the triborder region of South America, or like Kashmir—a long, drawn-out stalemate where everyone carves out spheres of influence.” The comments of McChrystal and his staff in Rolling Stone magazine insulting Vice President Joseph Biden, envoy Richard Holbrooke, Ambassador Karl Eikenberry, and others made his position all but untenable, even if he were seen as winning in Afghanistan. But Obama’s decision to fire him was no doubt made easier by the fact that McChrystal hasn’t been delivering, by most accounts. The offensive in Marja quickly bogged down, and McChrystal had to postpone a follow-on offensive that he had, with some degree of hubris, advertised ahead of time. Now diplomatic sources suggest that if the administration does go ahead with a Kandahar operation, it will be almost entirely of the civilian nation-building variety, which is not likely to be effective in dislodging the Taliban entrenched there. Some NATO allies are also beginning to suggest that the administration needs to drop its opposition to negotiating with the Taliban, even if they don’t give up fighting as a precondition. “We could sink in billions more dollars for another 10 to 20 years, and if we’re lucky, we’ll get Haiti,” says the expert engaged in the Pentagon debate, before adding that even in Iraq “people are starting to reassess the surge. Was the surge the real reason [for Iraq’s relative stabilization]? Maybe the Sunni-Shia war had just ended with a Shia victory. May be it was that Al Qaeda had overplayed its hand.” Obama made a point of saying in the Rose Garden that “Americans don’t flinch in the face of difficult truths.” But he may be flinching now. If COIN is failing in Afghanistan, the only real alternative is bleak: large-scale withdrawal and therefore the failure to stabilize the one country that was most linked to 9/11 nearly a decade later; and along with that—irony of ironies—a return to Biden’s (Vice President “Bite Me” to McChrystal’s antic crew) focus on narrow counterterror ops. This grim new reality in Afghanistan in turn has given new life to a kind of insurgency-against-counterinsurgency thinking inside the military. Critics say COIN has gone too far in supplanting traditional war fighting in U.S. military doctrine (this is something of an irony since it wasn’t that long ago that the COIN types were saying that they were being ignored). These dissidents lament the “atrophying” of traditional fighting skills, and they say the COIN virus has infected the Israeli military as well because it has done little but that in years of conducting ops against the Palestinians. The critics are targeting Petraeus and leading COIN thinkers like John Nagl, the president of the Center for a New American Security, which the journalist Tara McKelvey has called “counterinsurgency central in Washington.” One of these critics, Gian Gentile, was virtually ostracized inside the military after he published a paper in January 2009 in Joint Forces Quarterly criticizing the growing preeminence of COIN. “Fighting as a core competency has been eclipsed in importance and primacy by the function of nationbuilding,” Gentile wrote. “Not only has the [military] Service’s intellectual climate become rigid, but also its operational capability to conduct high-intensity fighting operations other than counterinsurgency has atrophied over the past 6 years.” Indeed, COIN thinking has become almost a cult, stunting fresh ways of thinking, some experts say. As McKelvey wrote in one early critique in 2008, counterinsurgency may have been too quickly anointed as a panacea, the “thinking man’s warfare.” “Counterinsurgency has a special allure for liberal writers and thinkers because it offers a holistic approach, emphasizing efforts to win the hearts and minds of local people, and attempts to transform formerly autocratic governments into ones that respect human rights, women’s education, and the rule of law,” she said. But “skeptics say that despite a sophisticated veneer, counterinsurgency is warfare of the nastiest, most brutal kind, and it lasts for years and years.” Perhaps there is a silver lining. McChrystal’s very public ouster and Obama’s dramatic decision to hand things over to Petraeus, who enjoys near-hero status among both political parties in Washington for his performance in Iraq, could well move this vital debate forward. Petraeus, after all, is the general who oversaw the writing of the military’s counterinsurgency manual, so he is perhaps the best man to assess whether it needs revision in the Afghanistan theater.
US failing NOW

Rolling Stone Politics, 6/22/10
(http://www.rollingstone.com/politics/news/17390/119236#?RS_show_page=0) RL
Whatever the nature of the new plan, the delay underscores the fundamental flaws of counterinsurgency. After nine years of war, the Taliban simply remains too strongly entrenched for the U.S. military to openly attack. The very people that COIN seeks to win over – the Afghan people – do not want us there. Our supposed ally, President Karzai, used his influence to delay the offensive, and the massive influx of aid championed by McChrystal is likely only to make things worse. "Throwing money at the problem exacerbates the problem," says Andrew Wilder, an expert at Tufts University who has studied the effect of aid in southern Afghanistan. "A tsunami of cash fuels corruption, delegitimizes the government and creates an environment where we're picking winners and losers" – a process that fuels resentment and hostility among the civilian population. So far, counterinsurgency has succeeded only in creating a never-ending demand for the primary product supplied by the military: perpetual war. There is a reason that President Obama studiously avoids using the word "victory" when he talks about Afghanistan. Winning, it would seem, is not really possible. Not even with Stanley McChrystal in charge.
US efforts in Afghanistan fail- internal conflicts huge

Hauslohner 6-24

(Abigail Hauslohner, 6-24-10, “Post-McChrystal Afghanistan: Karzai Shorn of a Key Ally”: TIME, Kabul, M.A. Eastern Affairs)
 "Was it necessary to fire McChrystal in the current situation in Afghanistan?" an editorial in the Persian and Pashto daily 8 in the Morning asked. It said the dismissal of Karzai's only ally among the Americans was a bad sign, but more troubling was what it revealed about the U.S.-led effort. "The conflicts amongst officials on Obama's political team make one issue clear: they have never worked as a team ... Internal conflict calls the American task in Afghanistan into question. This creates mistrust towards the American team."
Continued counterinsurgency fails- marjah proves

Hauslohner 6-24

(Abigail Hauslohner, 6-24-10, “Post-McChrystal Afghanistan: Karzai Shorn of a Key Ally”: TIME, Kabul, M.A. Eastern Affairs)
Meer argues that the main reason NATO is failing to win hearts and minds is that its counterinsurgency hopes are pinned on a partnership with a government that people will never respect. However, he is optimistic about Petraeus' appointment because he believes that Petraeus will put pressure on the Afghan President, rather than coddle him. "One of the reasons the strategy failed in Marjah was not because of the military approach; it was because the Afghan government was unable to fill the vacuum to provide services to the people to gain the trust of the people," he says. But for many civilians who remain deeply skeptical of any major turnaround in the war, the change in leadership ultimately will matter little. "This is not going to affect Afghanistan," says Noor Mohammed, a 57-year-old Kabul shopkeeper who has tired of NATO's ineffectiveness. "These are people who come and go."

Neg Evidence- Petraues is a great replacement, strategy will succeed

Presence checks Karzai government- McChrystal checks

Hauslohner 6-24

(Abigail Hauslohner, 6-24-10, “Post-McChrystal Afghanistan: Karzai Shorn of a Key Ally”: TIME, Kabul, M.A. Eastern Affairs)
The day after the sacking of General Stanley McChrystal, the commander of U.S. and NATO forces in Afghanistan, a variety of reactions emerged. His replacement at the head of what is officially called the International Security Assistance Force (ISAF) by General David Petraeus calmed the nerves of some and inspired hope in others. But many in the Afghan capital — most likely including President Hamid Karzai, who considered McChrystal his chief American ally — are deeply pessimistic about what's to come. "If [McChrystal] is fired, the international effort in Afghanistan will become a headless chicken as it was before McChrystal's arrival," said a Western diplomat in Kabul, shortly before receiving confirmation of the dismissal on Wednesday night. "If he leaves, I would be happy to leave too. Because he's the best ISAF commander we've had in years." The sentiment was echoed in both Afghan and foreign circles across Kabul on Thursday, even as many conceded that Petraeus, who as chief of Centcom oversees both Iraq and Afghanistan and is McChrystal's boss, was the best possible substitute. President Obama sacked McChrystal on Wednesday after an article in Rolling Stone magazine portrayed an atmosphere derisive of the Obama Administration, fostered by McChrystal's circle of officers in Afghanistan.
Continued presence is key to Karzai stability 

Hauslohner 6-24

(Abigail Hauslohner, 6-24-10, “Post-McChrystal Afghanistan: Karzai Shorn of a Key Ally”: TIME, Kabul, M.A. Eastern Affairs)
Some Afghans in the capital were confident that the ongoing U.S. troop surge would not be disrupted. "One superb general is being replaced by another. Therefore, continuity of policy is ensured," says Ashraf Ghani, a former Afghan Finance Minister and the third runner-up in the 2009 presidential race. "I think this is probably one of the smoothest transitions in military history." Still, Karzai had personally lobbied in the final hours on behalf of the commander whom many here deem to be his only friend in the U.S. Administration. On Thursday, the Afghan media expressed regret for the exit of a commander they called "effective" and praised his efforts to lower civilian casualties. They also fretted over the challenge of continuity, at a time when the war effort is floundering.

Karzai is too corrupt

Hauslohner 6-24

(Abigail Hauslohner, 6-24-10, “Post-McChrystal Afghanistan: Karzai Shorn of a Key Ally”: TIME, Kabul, M.A. Eastern Affairs)
Many Afghan officials lamented McChrystal's loss, even though his replacement, Petraeus, is the father of the modern counterinsurgency doctrine. But others insist the counterinsurgency strategy is flawed. "Working with Karzai means that you'll continue with the dysfunction of the Afghan government, you'll continue with the corruption," says Haroun Meer, a former researcher at the Afghan Center for Research and Policy and a candidate in the upcoming parliamentary elections.
AT:  India-Pakistan

India-Pakistan nuclear war doesn’t escalate

The Hamilton Spectator, 5/24/2002 

For those who do not live in the subcontinent, the most important fact is that the damage would be largely confined to the region. The Cold War is over, the strategic understandings that once tied India and Pakistan to the rival alliance systems have all been cancelled, and no outside powers would be drawn into the fighting. The detonation of a hundred or so relatively small nuclear weapons over India and Pakistan would not cause grave harm to the wider world from fallout. People over 40 have already lived through a period when the great powers conducted hundreds of nuclear tests in the atmosphere, and they are mostly still here.

No risk of escalation

Michael Quinlan. 05. “India-Pakistan Deterrrence Revisited.” Survival. London. Vol. 47, Iss. 3; pg 103. ProQuest. 

Since the 1999 Kargil conflict and the 2002 confrontation political relations between India and Pakistan have eased considerably, with leaders on both sides spearheading a drive to improve the climate and to do practical business together, including on Kashmir. Nuclear-weapon concepts and doctrines seem to have evolved prudently, though information is limited. The buildup of armouries, slower than some observers foresaw, does not at present threaten deterrent balance, though worries about ballistic missile defence may lie ahead. Further cooperation on confidence-building measures, and dialogue on entrenching stability, remain important. Both countries, but especially Pakistan after the A.Q. Khan scandal, have global responsibilities in the non-proliferation context. Overall, the scene is more reassuring than five years ago, though improvement is not irreversible. 

India and Pakistan will prevent accidental nuclear launches

Pyotr Goncharov. 01/25/08. “Is Nuclear Pakistan Really Dangerous?” Russian News and Information Agency. Moscow. http://en.rian.ru/analysis/20080125/97772224.html

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. 

AT:  Pakistani Coup

No risk of loose nukes in Pakistan

The Independent, Colin Brown Deputy Political Editor, Pakistan's nuclear arsenal in safe hands, Brown told, November 9, 2007, lexis

The military is the most functional part of the regime," said one senior government source. "No one is suggesting there is any particular concern." The Foreign Secretary, David Miliband said: "We have had no evidence of any threats or change in the security of the nuclear weapons that Pakistan has."  US officials also said there was no new intelligence to suggest Pakistan's tight controls on its nuclear facilities were in any danger of being compromised.  Pakistan's nuclear arsenal is under the operational control of the military's Strategic Plans Division, led by Lt-Gen Khalid Kidwai, an officer with close ties to American military officials.  Daniel Markey, a former State Department official who focused on US policy in south Asia, told the Los Angeles Times: "If we started to see things deteriorate, there would be an urgent and immediate effort to reach out to him. If there's a safe box within Pakistan's army, this is it." 

Pakistani nuclear arsenal is safe

AFP, 01/24/08. “Pakistan Army Chief Rejects World Nuclear Fears.” Islamabad. http://afp.google.com/article/ALeqM5iyJGVUry16ldmWZ6U8Nyr22bqt-A

His statement closely follows the line of Musharraf's comments on Pakistan's nuclear weapons during a week-long tour of European countries.  Musharraf said Tuesday that militants could only gain access to Pakistan's nuclear arsenal if Al-Qaeda or the Taliban "defeated the Pakistani army entirely" or if Islamist groups won the country's general elections next month.  "There is a zero percent chance of either one of them," Musharraf said in Paris. "They (the weapons) cannot fall into any wrong hands."  Friday's missile test-launch came at the end of an annual training session by the army's strategic force command.  The locally developed Shaheen-1 missile, which has a range of 700 kilometres (440 miles) and is capable of carrying nuclear weapons, is routinely fired during training exercises by the troops.  Pakistan and its regional rival India make frequent missile test launches. The two countries have fought three wars since 1947 and carried out tit-for-tat nuclear test detonations in 1998.  Kiyani said that Pakistan "did not have any aggressive designs against anyone and Pakistan's nuclear capability was solely for the purpose of deterring all types of aggression." 

Coup can’t cause loose nukes – Pakistan’s weapons are disassembled

Guarav Kampani, Monterey Institute of International Studies’ CNS research associate, September 28, 2001, online: http://cns.miis.edu/research/wtc01/spna.htm, accessed 1-23-03

Could a rogue military commander or military unit with sympathies to the Taliban or opposed to the Pakistani government's cooperation with the United States, seize a cache of nuclear warheads? Although a successful seizure is possible in theory, it would be extremely difficult to achieve in practice. The first difficulty has to do with the nature and configuration of Pakistan's nuclear arsenal. Although Pakistan conducted nuclear tests in May 1998 and declared itself a nuclear weapon state, it is highly unlikely that Islamabad maintains a nuclear force that is operational or on a hair-trigger alert. Statements made by senior Pakistani civilian and military officials suggest that Islamabad's nuclear force probably remains unconstituted. The term unconstituted essentially means that in times of peace the fissionable cores of the nuclear warheads are maintained separately from their non-nuclear assemblies. As a corollary to the above, nuclear warheads are not mated with their delivery systems. Pakistan probably maintains its arsenal in an unconstituted state for doctrinal and safety reasons. At a doctrinal level, the military has internalized the fundamental lesson of the nuclear revolution that nuclear weapons best serve a political purpose. Nuclear weapons are more useful for their symbolic value in deterring enemies than for achieving any militarily useful objective on the battlefield. Hence Pakistan's nuclear force is designed to deter the threat of a high-intensity conventional war against India. Although no Pakistani government has publicly articulated its nuclear use doctrine, some retired senior Pakistani officials have suggested that nuclear escalation by Islamabad would be most likely in the event Pakistan's national survival were threatened. Since the probability of a high-intensity conventional war in South Asia remains low, both India and Pakistan maintain their nuclear arsenals in what analysts commonly characterize as a "recessed" state. The unconstituted nature of the arsenal not only minimizes the risks of nuclear weapons use through inadvertence, accident, or a command and control failure, but it also forecloses the possibility of the seizure of an assembled weapon or cache of weapons by a rogue military commander or unit. Even if a military commander or his unit were to successfully seize all the components of a nuclear warhead, they would require considerable technical assistance from other units within the military and the civilian nuclear establishment to reconstitute them. This would also be the case if an attempt were made to deploy the fissile cores or fissile material from nuclear facilities in the form of radiological weapons.

AT:  Terrorism

No risk from terrorism

John Mueller, Professor of Political Science at Ohio State University, September/October 2006, http://www.foreignaffairs.org/20060901facomment85501/john-mueller/is-there-still-a-terrorist-threat.html?mode=print

THREAT PERCEPTIONS  The results of policing activity overseas suggest that the absence of results in the United States has less to do with terrorists' cleverness or with investigative incompetence than with the possibility that few, if any, terrorists exist in the country. It also suggests that al Qaeda's ubiquity and capacity to do damage may have, as with so many perceived threats, been exaggerated. Just because some terrorists may wish to do great harm does not mean that they are able to.  Gerges argues that mainstream Islamists -- who make up the vast majority of the Islamist political movement -- gave up on the use of force before 9/11, except perhaps against Israel, and that the jihadists still committed to violence constitute a tiny minority. Even this small group primarily focuses on various "infidel" Muslim regimes and considers jihadists who carry out violence against the "far enemy" -- mainly Europe and the United States -- to be irresponsible, reckless adventurers who endanger the survival of the whole movement. In this view, 9/11 was a sign of al Qaeda's desperation, isolation, fragmentation, and decline, not of its strength.  Those attacks demonstrated, of course, that al Qaeda -- or at least 19 of its members -- still possessed some fight. And none of this is to deny that more terrorist attacks on the United States are still possible. Nor is it to suggest that al Qaeda is anything other than a murderous movement. Moreover, after the ill-considered U.S. venture in Iraq is over, freelance jihadists trained there may seek to continue their operations elsewhere -- although they are more likely to focus on places such as Chechnya than on the United States. A unilateral American military attack against Iran could cause that country to retaliate, probably with very wide support within the Muslim world, by aiding anti-American insurgencies in Afghanistan and Iraq and inflicting damage on Israel and on American interests worldwide.  But while keeping such potential dangers in mind, it is worth remembering that the total number of people killed since 9/11 by al Qaeda or al Qaeda​like operatives outside of Afghanistan and Iraq is not much higher than the number who drown in bathtubs in the United States in a single year, and that the lifetime chance of an American being killed by international terrorism is about one in 80,000 -- about the same chance of being killed by a comet or a meteor. Even if there were a 9/11-scale attack every three months for the next five years, the likelihood that an individual American would number among the dead would be two hundredths of a percent (or one in 5,000).  Although it remains heretical to say so, the evidence so far suggests that fears of the omnipotent terrorist -- reminiscent of those inspired by images of the 20-foot-tall Japanese after Pearl Harbor or the 20-foot-tall Communists at various points in the Cold War (particularly after Sputnik) -- may have been overblown, the threat presented within the United States by al Qaeda greatly exaggerated. The massive and expensive homeland security apparatus erected since 9/11 may be persecuting some, spying on many, inconveniencing most, and taxing all to defend the United States against an enemy that scarcely exists.  

No impact to nuclear terrorism

John Mueller, Professor of Political Science at the University of Rochester and Karl Mueller Assistant Professor of Comparative Military Studies at the School of Advanced Airpower Studies at Maxwell Air Force Base, Alabama, Foreign Affairs, May/June 1999

Nuclear weapons clearly deserve the "weapons of mass destruction" designation because they can indeed destroy masses of people in a single blow. Even so, it is worth noting that any nuclear weapons acquired by terrorist groups or rogue states, at least initially, are likely to be small. Contrary to exaggerated Indian and Pakistani claims, for example, independent analyses of their May 1998 nuclear tests have concluded that the yields were Hiroshima-sized or smaller. Such bombs can cause horrible though not apocalyptic damage. Some 70,000 people died in Hiroshima and 40,000 in Nagasaki. People three miles away from the blast sites received only superficial wounds even when fully exposed, and those inside bomb shelters at Nagasaki were uninjured even though they were close to ground zero. Some buildings of steel and concrete survived, even when they were close to the blast centers, and most municipal services were restored within days. A Hiroshima-sized bomb exploded in a more fire-resistant modern city would likely be considerably less devastating. Used against well-prepared, dug-in, and dispersed troops, a small bomb might actually cause only limited damage. If a single such bomb or even a few of them were to fall into dangerous hands, therefore, it would be terrible, though it would hardly threaten the end of civilization.

Nuclear War impact takeouts

A U.S.-Russian nuclear war is the ONLY scenario for extinction – other wars won’t cause it

Nick Bostrom, Ph.D. and Professor of Philosophy at Oxford University, March 2002, Journal of Evolution and Technology, Existential Risks: Analyzing Human Extinction Scenarios and Related Hazards

A much greater existential risk emerged with the build-up of nuclear arsenals in the US and the USSR. An all-out nuclear war was a possibility with both a substantial probability and with consequences that might have been persistent enough to qualify as global and terminal. There was a real worry among those best acquainted with the information available at the time that a nuclear Armageddon would occur and that it might annihilate our species or permanently destroy human civilization. Russia and the US retain large nuclear arsenals that could be used in a future confrontation, either accidentally or deliberately. There is also a risk that other states may one day build up large nuclear arsenals. Note however that a smaller nuclear exchange, between India and Pakistan for instance, is not an existential risk, since it would not destroy or thwart humankind’s potential permanently. Such a war might however be a local terminal risk for the cities most likely to be targeted. Unfortunately, we shall see that nuclear Armageddon and comet or asteroid strikes are mere preludes to the existential risks that we will encounter in the 21st century.

Plus, nuclear war does not cause extinction

Russell Seitz (former Presidential science advisor and keynote speaker at international science conferences and holds multiple patents and degrees from Harvard and MIT) December 20 2006 “The ‘Nuclear Winter’ Meltdown,” http://adamant.typepad.com/seitz/2006/12/preherein_honor.html

"Apocalyptic predictions require, to be taken seriously,higher standards of evidence than do assertions on other matters where the stakes are not as great." wrote Sagan in Foreign Affairs , Winter 1983 -84. But that "evidence" was never forthcoming. 'Nuclear Winter' never existed outside of a computer  except as air-brushed animation commissioned by the a  PR firm - Porter Novelli Inc. Yet Sagan predicted "the extinction of the human species " as temperatures plummeted 35 degrees C and  the world froze in the aftermath of  a nuclear holocaust.  Last year, Sagan's cohort tried  to reanimate the ghost in a machine anti-nuclear activists invoked in the depths of the Cold War, by re-running equally arbitrary scenarios on a modern  interactive Global Circulation Model. But the Cold War is history in more ways than one. It is a credit to post-modern computer climate simulations that they do not reproduce the apocalyptic  results of what Sagan oxymoronically termed "a sophisticated one dimensional model." The subzero 'baseline case'  has melted down into a tepid 1.3 degrees of average cooling- grey skies do not a Ragnarok make. What remains is just not the stuff that  End of the World myths are made of.

Readiness link – 

Iraq and Afghanistan hurt readiness

Robert Burns, AP Military, 1-24-2006, “Army stretched,” http://www.sfgate.com/cgi-bin/article.cgi?f=/n/a/2006/01/24/national/w133017S88.DTL

Stretched by frequent troop rotations to Iraq and Afghanistan, the Army has become a "thin green line" that could snap unless relief comes soon, according to a study for the Pentagon.  Andrew Krepinevich, a retired Army officer who wrote the report under a Pentagon contract, concluded that the Army cannot sustain the pace of troop deployments to Iraq long enough to break the back of the insurgency. He also suggested that the Pentagon's decision, announced in December, to begin reducing the force in Iraq this year was driven in part by a realization that the Army was overextended.  As evidence, Krepinevich points to the Army's 2005 recruiting slump — missing its recruiting goal for the first time since 1999 — and its decision to offer much bigger enlistment bonuses and other incentives.  "You really begin to wonder just how much stress and strain there is on the Army, how much longer it can continue," he said in an interview. He added that the Army is still a highly effective fighting force and is implementing a plan that will expand the number of combat brigades available for rotations to Iraq and Afghanistan.  The 136-page report represents a more sobering picture of the Army's condition than military officials offer in public. While not released publicly, a copy of the report was provided in response to an Associated Press inquiry.  Illustrating his level of concern about strain on the Army, Krepinevich titled one of his report's chapters, "The Thin Green Line."  He wrote that the Army is "in a race against time" to adjust to the demands of war "or risk `breaking' the force in the form of a catastrophic decline" in recruitment and re-enlistment. 

