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T – Reduce = Present Tense

A. Reduce means to immediately diminish in size.  It can’t refer to a potential future acceptance or increase 
Guy, 91 - Circuit Judge (TIM BOETTGER, BECKY BOETTGER, individually and as Next Friend for their Minor Daughter, AMANDA BOETTGER, Plaintiffs-Appellees, v. OTIS R. BOWEN, Secretary of Health and Human Services (89-1832); and C. PATRICK BABCOCK, Director, Michigan Department of Social Services (89-1831), Defendants-Appellants Nos. 89-1831, 89-1832 UNITED STATES COURT OF APPEALS FOR THE SIXTH CIRCUIT 923 F.2d 1183; 1991 U.S. App. LEXIS 671)

The district court concluded that the plain meaning of the statutory language does not apply to the termination of employment one obtains on his own. A termination, the court held, is not a refusal to accept employment. 

In this case, the plain meaning of the various words suggests that "refuse to accept" is not the equivalent of "terminate" and "reduce." As a matter of logic [**18]  and common understanding, one cannot terminate or reduce something that one has not accepted. Acceptance is [*1189]  a pre-condition to termination or reduction. Thus, a refusal to accept is a precursor to, not the equivalent of, a termination or a reduction. n3 n.3 This distinction is also reflected in the dictionary definitions of the words. "Accept" is defined in anticipatory terms that suggest a precondition ("to undertake the responsibility of"), whereas "terminate" and "reduce" are defined in conclusory terms ("to bring to end, . . . to discontinue"; "to diminish in size, amount, extent, or number."). See Webster's New Collegiate Dictionary (9th ed. 1985).
B. The plan only affects potential future troops.  Regardless of their likely destination, they have not yet been incorporated into military presence, and cannot be reduced.

C. Prefer our interpretation

1. Limits.  They allow affs that limit any potential future increase, at least doubling the size of the topic.  Reduction from the status quo baseline is the only way to prevent infinite explosion of theoretical reductions.

2. Ground.  Their aff allows them to defend status quo troop levels.  It shifts the direction of uniqueness and doubles the research burden on the neg.  

T – Substantial = 25%
A substantial reduction is 25% - military regulations prove.

Major Steven N. Tomanelli et al, has served as a Judge Advocate in the United States Air Force, Chief of Acquisition and Fiscal Law for the Air Force s Air Mobility Command, and Senior DoD Counsel for the National Reconnaissance Office (NRO), Army Lawyer, February 1994, Lexis Academic

1. Regulatory Changes--Notification Requirements for Termination or Reduction of Defense Programs.--The DOD has issued an interim rule requiring military departments and defense agencies to notify contractors of a potential termination of, or substantial reduction in, a defense program. n581 Under the new rule, each military department and defense agency must establish procedures for determining which defense programs are likely to be terminated or substantially reduced as a result of the submission of the President's budget or enactment of an appropriations act. Within thirty days of such submission or enactment, agencies and military departments must notify affected contractors of the proposed termination or reduction. Affected contractors are those with a contract of $ 500,000 or more under a program identified as likely to be terminated or reduced by at least twenty-five percent. Within two weeks after receiving notice from the government, contractors must notify, among others, their affected employees and subcontractors of the proposed termination or reduction.
B. Vote Neg:

1. Limits – The affirmative explodes the topic because they don’t defend a reduction in troop presence. This would allow affirmatives to garner advantages about why increasing troops is bad, but not why decreasing troops is good. It means the aff doesn’t answer the central question of the resolution, if the US should reduce its troop presence or not.

2. Ground – Makes the topic tridirectional because the aff can defend increasing troops, decreasing troops, or not changing status quo numbers if they are able to just prevent future increases in the squo

Surge T 2NC – More Evidence

Reduce means to decrease, diminish, or make smaller.  It requires a reduction from a baseline.

Burton’s Legal Thesaurus, 1992 

Reduce – abate, abbreviate, abridge, attenuate, bring low, compact compress, condense, contract, curtail, cut down, decimate, decrease, demean, diminish, disgrace, downgrade, humble, lessen, lower, make less, make smaller, minimize, narrow, shorten, shrink, thin

Surge is Working
No war. The surge is working

Gerry J. Gilmore, American Forces Press Service, 6/20/10
Gen. McChrystal briefed in detail on the Marja operation as well as on Kandahar,” Gates said. “And, the bottom line was: progress is being made. It’s [just] somewhat slower than anticipated.” The operation in Kandahar, the spiritual home of the Taliban, has been underway for a number of weeks, Gates said. Meanwhile, not all of the 30,000 additional U.S. troops tabbed to participate in the Afghan “surge” have arrived in country. “And, so what is taking more time is the shaping of the environment before we actually engage with troops and so on,” Gates explained. “And so I think that it is a ‘tough pull,’ and we are suffering significant casualties. “We expected that,” he continued, “We’d warned everybody that would be the case last winter; that as we went into areas that the Taliban had controlled for two or three years that our casualties would grow - especially this summer.” Nonetheless, Gates said, McChrystal’s message to the NATO defense ministers was that the general “will be able to demonstrate by December that we not only have the right strategy, but that we are making progress” in Afghanistan.

The US is winning the war – holding onto military strength is key

Michael O’Hanlon, Director of Research and Senior Fellow, Foreign Policy Washington Post, 6/26/10, “Reasons For Hope On Afghanistan” http://www.brookings.edu/opinions/2010/0626_afghanistan_ohanlon.aspx

3. There aren't enough trainers for Afghan security forces. Our allies have not quite met their promises, or our expectations, for additional trainers. But allies have deployed more than 5,000 additional combat troops this year, exceeding the pace expected. The number of U.S. trainers has risen, and the number of Afghan officers graduating from training has more than doubled since last year. Growth trajectories for the Afghan army and police remain on schedule. Perhaps most important, nearly 85 percent of Afghan army units are "partnered" with coalition units -- meaning that they plan, patrol, train and fight together. This is one of Gen. McChrystal's many positive legacies. In southern and eastern Afghanistan last month I saw many signs of the Afghan army's willingness to fight. The number of key districts where security conditions are at least tolerable, if not yet good, is up modestly. 4. Directives to restrict the use of firepower when civilians may be present increase risk to our troops. George F. Will has raised this concern ["Futility in Afghanistan," June 20]; the infamous Rolling Stone article did as well, quoting troops in the field. But evidence suggests it's not true. Roadside bombs, against which firepower is tactically irrelevant, overwhelmingly remain the most frequent cause of casualties to coalition troops. The percent of casualties from firefights is up, but modestly -- and in any event McChrystal favored allowing troops in danger to call in supporting firepower. Meanwhile, the policies have reduced civilian casualties from coalition forces, an important step toward winning greater support from Afghans. 5. Firing two cabinet ministers reflects poorly on the Afghan president. The dismissals of Interior Minister Hanif Atmar and national security/intelligence director Amrullah Saleh were regrettable on balance. But there were mitigating circumstances; for example, Saleh's hard-line anti-Taliban views conflicted with President Hamid Karzai's hope of enticing some insurgents to negotiate. 6. Karzai is too anxious to cut a deal with the enemy. Some wonder if Karzai's May peace conference, or jirga, reflected a weakening of will to win the war. But at that jirga -- which included no representatives of the Taliban or the Haqqani network, the two most lethal parts of the insurgency -- Karzai made no offer to suspend the constitution, resign or expel NATO troops. He followed the jirga with a trip to Kandahar, where he asked local leaders for patience and sacrifice in the coming difficult times. Karzai's performance is mixed, and his half brother still plays a big role in the corruption in Kandahar, but the president is not about to cut a deal with the enemy that amounts to a negotiated surrender. 7. The July 2011 "deadline" is too vague. Some worry that President Obama's ambiguity about the timetable hurts the war effort. I opposed that deadline and the president's lack of clarity about its meaning. But there is still a logic to the vagueness: It keeps pressure on Afghan officials to deliver, it reminds Americans that this war will not last forever and it sustains the president's flexibility to adjust the war plan to conditions. Even relative optimists can understand why such flexibility is valuable. If the strategy is bearing fruit by next summer, the U.S. drawdown is likely to be gradual, and the president should keep saying so. There are indeed weaknesses in U.S. strategy, including problems with the Afghan police and an inadequate plan to fight corruption. Gen. David Petraeus and military and civilian leaders should focus on these and other matters. But on balance, we have many assets and strengths in Afghanistan -- and better-than-even odds of leaving behind a reasonably stable place if we persevere.

Surge is Working
Afghanistan is stable; Obama’s war strategy is working

Donna Miles (American Forces Press Service writer, 4/28/10, Report Notes Afghanistan Developments, Challenges”, http://www.defense.gov/news/newsarticle.aspx?id=58948, 6/20/10)

Stability in Afghanistan is no longer on the decline, and most Afghans believe that despite increased violence, security actually has improved since this time last year, according to a new report Pentagon officials sent to Congress today. The congressionally mandated Report on Progress Toward Security and Stability in Afghanistan attributes the 87 percent increase in violence from February 2009 to March 2010 largely to increased U.S., coalition and Afghan national security force activity, particularly into areas where they previously had not operated. The report, which covers the situation on the ground from Oct. 1 to March 31, cites progress in President Barack Obama’s strategy aimed at disrupting, dismantling and defeating al-Qaida in Afghanistan and Pakistan. But it offers what a senior defense official speaking on background called a sobering assessment of the conditions on the ground, and a recognition of the importance of what happens within the next six months in determining the direction the operation ultimately will take. Despite increased violence, the report notes that the downward trend in stability appears to have stemmed, along with Taliban momentum. But it’s far too soon to say the corner has been turned, the official told reporters. “We are on the cusp,” he said. “We are no longer moving in the wrong direction.” He cited signs that he said indicate “we are moving in the right direction.” U.S., coalition and Afghan forces activity has played a major role in changing that dynamic as they extend their reach into more Afghanistan districts, the official said. He expressed hope that their population-centric tactics will help to sway more Afghans toward supporting the democratically elected Afghan government. That, in turn, could serve as a fulcrum that could “change the dynamic of the whole country,” he added.

Afghanistan is stable now

Kathleen T. Rhem, American Forces Press Service, May 2003 “Afghanistan More Stable Today Than One Year Ago”
WASHINGTON, May 12, 2003 – Coalition forces in Afghanistan have "had a significant impact on the enemy," a military spokesman there said today. "After almost 24 years of continuous conflict, Afghanistan is more stable today than a year ago by almost any metric one would care to use," said Col. Rodney Davis, public affairs officer for Coalition Joint Task Force 180. Davis explained during a press conference at Bagram Air Base that "key indicators" numbers of deaths, incidents, firefights and improvised explosive devices are all down. Coalition forces have uncovered "several huge caches of weapons," he added. "The Taliban is no longer ruling the country, and there have been no major terrorist attacks on America since 9- 11," Davis said, adding, "Hundreds of al Qaeda were killed in fighting." Other bright points in Afghanistan's security situation include a functioning government, a successful loya jirga, or town council, in June 2002 that "allowed the Afghans at least some measure of democratic expression," and the formation of an Afghan national army.

Troops are key to further stability

Viola Gienger, Defense Policy Reporter, September 25 2009, “Afghan Stability Improves With More Troops, Canadian Chief Says”
Sept. 25 (Bloomberg) -- The additional troops President Barack Obama authorized for Afghanistan this year improved stability in areas where they were deployed, demonstrating the potential for success, Canada’s top military commander said. U.S. forces added in the southern city of Kandahar and further south have moved into the communities and provided security, General Walt Natynczyk, the Canadian Forces Chief of Defence Staff, told reporters after a forum on Afghanistan at the Canadian Embassy in Washington yesterday. That has allowed Afghan health and education authorities from the province to start governance and redevelopment projects, which in turn has provided jobs, he said. “What we’ve seen is the counter-insurgency strategy is actually taking form because we have sufficient soldiers, in a small area, to have an enduring presence,” Natynczyk said.

Surge is Working
The Surge will allow for a more effective Afghan government and stability

Kimberly Kagan, President of the Institute for the Study of War 12/2/09 “Assessing the Afghan Surge” http://www.cfr.org/publication/20877/assessing_the_afghan_surge.html
The strategy that the president [unveiled], with the resources that he has given it, has a reasonable prospect of success. The adoption of a counterinsurgency strategy in Afghanistan and the continued pursuit of security within Afghanistan are vitally important for U.S. national interests. The addition of thirty thousand troops makes a big difference on the ground, particularly since the senior administration has said that General [Stanley] McChrystal [U.S. and NATO commander in Afghanistan] will have some control over what the composition of those troops actually is. Meaning the proportion of combat forces, the proportion of trainers, and the proportion of enablers gives McChrystal a degree of flexibility in what resources he gets and how he can apply those resources concretely on the ground to improve security in the areas that he deems critical. The language that the president used was interesting, because he spoke on the one hand of beginning the withdrawal of U.S. forces in July of 2011, meaning essentially that the surge would begin to recede in that time, [but] he did not describe a pace of drawdown nor did he describe the rate of drawdown or the specific number of troops that needed to be drawn down at any moment. He left it vague. Now I think that it is more difficult for the United States to seem committed to the Afghan people and to the Pakistani people and indeed to the world if we use language and timelines. That said, the language that the president used referred simply to the beginning of a change in U.S. mission. The enemy, whatever it thinks about the strategy and the course of action that the president has chosen, has to face about one hundred thousand U.S. soldiers, sailors, airmen, Marines, over the next eighteen months. If in fact the enemy would prefer to wait the United States out, the enemy will have much greater difficulty in pursuing that objective with one hundred thousand U.S. forces on the ground plus the coalition allies. And so in a certain sense, it is a little bit of a race against time. General McChrystal will have to increase the level of security in Afghanistan significantly in the next eighteen months, and yet I still believe that there is a reasonable prospect of success, a reasonable prospect that the addition of forces will lead to greater security. And that greater security and the various programs that the United States and its coalition and international partners will undertake will actually have an impact on the way in which the government of Afghanistan functions.

The surge is critical to preventing NATO collapse and solving terrorism

Reuters UK based news service 2/12/09 “NATO backs Obama's Afghan troop surge” http://en.rian.ru/world/20091202/157065421.html

NATO Secretary-General Anders Fogh Rasmussen also expressed hope that other NATO countries would make a contribution to efforts in the war-ravaged Central Asian state. "This is not a U.S. mission alone. There are 43 countries on the ground under NATO command and I am confident that other allies and partners will also make a substantial increase in their contributions," Rasmussen said. The plan to boost troop numbers was also backed by the top U.S. commander in Afghanistan. "The clarity, commitment and resolve outlined in the president's address are critical steps toward bringing security to Afghanistan and eliminating terrorist safe havens that threaten regional and global security," Gen. Stanley McChrystal said. Obama announced his decision to increase the U.S. troop numbers in a televised address to the nation on Tuesday, saying that any abandonment of Afghanistan to Islamic radicals would "create an unacceptable risk of additional attacks on our homeland and our allies." "The 30,000 additional troops that I am announcing tonight will deploy in the first part of 2010 - the fastest pace possible - so that they can target the insurgency and secure key population centers," he said. There are a total of 112,000 foreign soldiers in Afghanistan. The U.S. has some 68,000 soldiers in the country, and the number will increase to 98,000 when the new troops are deployed. The U.S.-led campaign toppled the Taliban movement from power in Afghanistan in 2001. But the radical Islamic group has stepped up attacks of late, with suicide bombings and other violence an almost daily occurrence.

Surge is Working
Collapse of NATO causes multiple escalatory nuclear wars

John Duffield, Assistant Professor of Government and Foreign Affairs at the University of Virginia, 1994 Political Science Quarterly 109:5, p. 766-7
Initial analyses of NATO's future prospects overlooked at least three important factors that have helped to ensure the alliance's enduring relevance. First, they underestimated the extent to which external threats sufficient to help justify the preservation of the alliance would continue to exist. In fact, NATO still serves to secure its members against a number of actual or potential dangers emanating from outside their territory. These include not only the residual threat posed by Russian military power, but also the relatively new concerns raised by conflicts in neighboring regions. Second, the pessimists failed to consider NATO's capacity for institutional adaptation. Since the end of the cold war, the alliance has begun to develop two important new functions. NATO is increasingly seen as having a significant role to play in containing and controlling militarized conflicts in Central and Eastern Europe. And, at a deeper level, it works to prevent such conflicts from arising at all by actively promoting stability within the former Soviet bloc. Above all, NATO pessimists overlooked the valuable intra-alliance functions that the alliance has always performed and that remain relevant after the cold war. Most importantly, NATO has helped stabilize Western Europe, whose states had often been bitter rivals in the past. By damping the security dilemma and providing an institutional mechanism for the development of common security policies, NATO has contributed to making the use of force in relations among the countries of the region virtually inconceivable. In all these ways, NATO clearly serves the interests of its European members. But even the United States has a significant stake in preserving a peaceful and prosperous Europe. In addition to strong transatlantic historical and cultural ties, American economic interests in Europe— as a leading market for U.S. products, as a source of valuable imports, and as the host for considerable direct foreign investment by American companies — remain substantial. If history is any guide, moreover, the United States could easily be drawn into a future major war in Europe, the consequences of which would likely be even more devastating than those of the past, given the existence of nuclear weapons.11

More troops are needed in the effort to stabilize Afghanistan

Robert Burns, Associated Press writer, 18 Feb 2009, http://www.myfoxdc.com/dpp/news/021908_Afghan_Troop_Surge hdavis

McKiernan said what the surge "allows us to do is change the dynamics of the security situation, predominantly in southern Afghanistan, where we are, at best, stalemated. "I'm not here to tell you that there's not an increased level of violence, because there is," he said. The 17,000 additional troops, which President Barack Obama approved Tuesday to begin deploying this spring, will join an estimated 38,000 already in Afghanistan. Another 10,000 U.S. soldiers could be headed to Afghanistan in the future as the Obama administration decides how to balance its troop levels with those from other nations and the Afghan army. The White House has said it will not make further decisions about its next moves in Afghanistan until it has completed a strategic review of the war, in tandem with the Afghan government. Richard Holbrooke, the U.S. envoy to Pakistan and Afghanistan, said Wednesday that the foreign ministers of those countries will travel to Washington next week to meet with Secretary of State Hillary Rodham Clinton and other officials as the U.S. formulates a policy review. Appearing on "The NewsHour" on PBS, Holbrooke was asked how the Obama administration sees victory in Afghanistan. "First of all, the victory, as defined in purely military terms, is not achievable, and I cannot stress that too highly," he said. "What we're looking for is the definition of our vital national security interests." Holbrooke described his recent trip to the region and the delegations coming to Washington as "a manifestation of a new, intense, engaged diplomacy designed to put Afghanistan and Pakistan into a larger regional context and move forward to engage other countries in the effort to stabilize this incredibly volatile region." Whatever the outcome of the review, McKiernan said, "we know we need additional means in Afghanistan, whether they are security or governance-related or socioeconomic-related." The estimated level of 55,000 troops needs "to be sustained for some period of time," he said, adding that could be as long as three to five years. Some of the 17,000 U.S. troops soon headed overseas will be training Afghanistan police while battling insurgents as the nation's August elections approach. They include an Army combat brigade from Washington state and a Marine expeditionary brigade made up of troops from Camp Lejune in North Carolina and Camp Pendleton in southern California. McKiernan said they would be sufficient for what he believes needs to be done through summer, when the fighting tends to be heaviest. With the added ground troops, McKiernan said it's possible the military will scale back airstrikes that have been blamed for civilian casualties and angered the Afghan population. The Taliban insurgents, some of whom have worked in concert with al-Qaida and other terrorist groups, have increasingly focused on what McKiernan described as small-scale attacks on government targets, police and official convoys. Last week militants launched a bold strike on government buildings in downtown Kabul. McKiernan said the number of insurgents has not grown, but they are "very resilient" and "they have continuously adapted their tactics."
Surge is Working

Troop surge and Pakistan cooperation solve Taliban conflict
David Frum, NP Editor, September 03, 2009, http://network.nationalpost.com/np/blogs/fullcomment/archive/2009/09/03/david-frum-afghanistan-remains-worth-fighting-for.aspx hdavis

American and NATO prestige has been pledged to Afghanistan. A collapse of Afghanistan into warlordism or a narco-state (the likeliest outcome of U.S. withdrawal) would be very costly. And the fact that the West has not done very well in Afghanistan to date does not doom us to failure forever. As bad as things are, over the past six months we have had our first hopeful news since the heady days of 2002. Not only are more American troops arriving, but U.S. pressure on Pakistan is at last paying off. After years of disengagement or even complicity with the Taliban, Pakistani authorities have belatedly joined the fight to deny them sanctuary. On Sept. 2, Pakistan reported a major military operation near the Khyber Pass, consisting of an attack on four bases belonging to the Lashkar-I-Islam militant group. These operations are sometimes exaggerated in the retelling, but there’s no question that Pakistan has launched an unprecedented level of attacks on Taliban areas this year—one of which succeeded in killing the chief of the Pakistan Taliban on Aug. 23. Since 2002, the western world has followed a “development first” strategy in Afghanistan, hoping that if the country recovered economically, the remnants of the Taliban would fade away. This year the U.S. is shifting to a new approach, the “security first” strategy that worked in Iraq. And unlike Iraq, there is now hope that the insurgency in Afghanistan will at last be denied a neighboring safe haven in Pakistan. Our goals in Afghanistan are properly modest. Nobody is looking to elevate Afghanistan into a model anything. Those who serve in Afghanistan all understand the concept of “good enough.” Next door, Tajikistan is the second poorest country in Eurasia. Yet its population is literate, and it does not host international terrorist groups. Tajikistan is not much of a democracy and it has suffered from civil war, but it has groped its way to stability and it has not been accused of the kinds of human rights abuses committed in Uzbekistan. We can look to that kind of future for Afghanistan, if we get the military strategy right.

AT: Pakistan Adv.

Relations with Pakistan cause terrorism, kills stability, and kill U.S. india relations 

Manasi Kulkarni (Kakatkar), degree in International Security and Economic Policy and interned with the Arms Control Association, 3/24/2010, “Why a nuclear deal for Pakistan is a bad idea”, http://india.foreignpolicyblogs.com/2010/03/24/why-a-nuclear-deal-for-pakistan-is-a-bad-idea/
When it comes to US-Pak relations, geo-political and strategic considerations on the Afghanistan front make the US turn a blind eye to Pakistan’s transgressions. Terrorists and other militants have made Pakistan their safe haven in full view of the world, and yet that country can continue to play the victim card and milk the US for military and humanitarian aid. In spite of its notorious proliferation record the Pakistani leadership has the audacity to demand a nuclear deal, just to balance things with India. The US leadership has not issued a categorical denial, and might even entertain the idea. Pakistan’s Ambassador to the US, Hussain Haqqani  told the Press Trust of India that, “the U.S. is not skeptical about our nuclear programme. The talks between Pakistan and the U.S. for cooperation on the atomic programmes are underway. And we want the U.S. to have an agreement with us like the one it had with India on civil nuclear technology.” It even wants the US to intervene in the water sharing issue between India and Pakistan, and to force India to resume the Composite Dialogue between the two countries that was discontinued after the Mumbai attacks. However, Hillary Clinton has refused to be involved in the bilateral issue of water sharing for which a mechanism is already in place. The US has emphasized that relations with Pakistan do not come at the expense of those with India. But the repercussions for India cannot be denied. Because India and Pakistan have conflicting interests, giving into the demands of one is always going to be at the cost of the interests of the other. It is for the US to decide whose interests are aligned with its national interests. So far it has been Pakistan. Until now the US-Pak dynamic has meant that the Indo-US relationship took a backseat on the US priority list. A large part of all military assistance to Pakistan in the form of aid and weapons was diverted against India instead of being sufficiently used to fight terrorists and the Taliban on the western front, and yet more aid was forthcoming.  Neither has Pakistan taken sufficient action against terrorists operating from its soil to attack India, as was distinctly proven during the Mumbai attacks and ‘terror rallies’ held by Hizbul Mujahideen and Jamaatud Dawa. Instead it has blamed India for interfering in Balochistan, and wanting to disintegrate Pakistan. By dealing with General Kayani the US has also undermined the legitimacy of Indian interaction with Pakistan’s civilian government.

U.S. India relations are critical to space 

Alan Kronstadt, Specialist in South Asian Affairs, 1/20/2009, “India-U.S. Relations, Congressional Research Service, 

India has long sought access to American space technology; such access has since the 1980s been limited by U.S. and international “red lines” meant to prevent assistance that could benefit India’s military missile programs. India’s space-launch vehicle technology was obtained largely from foreign sources, including the United States, and forms the basis of its intermediate-range Agni ballistic missile booster, as well as its suspected Surya intercontinental ballistic missile program. India is today seen to maintain one of the world’s most advanced space programs.196 The NSSP called for enhanced U.S.-India cooperation on the peaceful uses of space technology, and the July 2005 Joint Statement anticipated closer ties in space exploration, satellite navigation and launch, and in the commercial space arena. Major conferences on India-U.S. space science and commerce were held in Bangalore (headquarters of the Indian Space Research Organization) in both 2004 and 2005. During President Bush’s 2006 visit to India, the two countries committed to move forward with agreements that will permit the launch of U.S. satellites and satellites containing U.S. components by Indian space launch vehicles and they later agreed to include two U.S. scientific instruments on India’s first unmanned spacecraft launch planned for 2008. In 2007, a meeting of the U.S.-India Joint Working Group on Civil Space Cooperation was held in Washington, where officials expressed satisfaction with growing bilateral ties in the aerospace field. On October 22, 2008, India launched the Chandrayaan-1, to orbit the moon and closely examine its surface. Along with marking India’s emergence as a major player in space exploration, the successful moon mission also positions the country as a more muscular competitor in the lucrative satellite launch business.197 
AT: Pakistan Adv.

Colonization solves war, hunger, poverty, disease, and pollution but there is a “narrow window” to act

Engdahl, 6 – science teacher and space advocate, winner of the Newbury Honor award (Sylvia, “Space and Human Survival: My Views on the Importance of Colonizing Space,” 11-02-06, www.sylviaengdahl.com/space/survival.htm) // DCM

Myths showing these things are indeed part of the response to a new perception of our environment: the perception that as far as Earth is concerned, it is limited. [A basic premise of my course was that all myth is a response of a culture to the environment in which it perceives itself to exist.] But at the rational level, people do not want to face them. They tell themselves that if we do our best to conserve resources and give up a lot of the modern conveniences that enable us to spend time expanding our minds, we can avoid such a fate—as indeed we can, for a while. But not forever. And most significantly, not for long enough to establish space settlements, if we don’t start soon enough. Space humanization is not something that can be achieved overnight. I have called this stage in our evolution the “Critical Stage.” Paul Levinson [the Director of Connected Education] uses different terminology for the same concept. He says that we have only a narrow window to get into space, a relatively short time during which we have the capability, but have not yet run out of the resources to do it. I agree with him completely about this. Expansion into space demands high technology and full utilization of our world’s material resources (although not destructive utilization). It also demands financial resources that we will not have if we deplete the material resources of Earth. And it demands human resources, which we will lose if we are reduced to global war or widespread starvation. Finally, it demands spiritual resources, which we are not likely to retain under the sort of dictatorship that would be necessary to maintain a “sustainable” global civilization. Because the window is narrow, then, we not only have to worry about immediate perils. The ultimate, unavoidable danger for our planet, the transformation of our sun, is distant—but if we don’t expand into space now, we can never do it. Even if I’m wrong and we survive stagnation, it will be too late to escape from this solar system, much less to explore for the sake of exploring. I realize that what I’ve been saying here doesn’t sound like my usual optimism. But the reason it doesn’t, I think, is that most people don’t understand what’s meant by “space humanization.” Some of you are probably thinking that space travel isn’t going to be a big help with these problems, as indeed, the form of it shown in today’s mythology would not. Almost certainly, you’re thinking that it won’t solve the other problems of Earth, and I fear you may be thinking that the other problems should be solved first. One big reason why they should not is the “narrow window” concept. The other is that they could not. I have explained why I believe the problem of war can’t be solved without expansion. The problem of hunger is, or ultimately will be, the direct result of our planet’s limited resources; though it could be solved for the near-term by political reforms, we are not likely to see such reforms while nations are playing a “ zero-sum game” with what resources Earth still has. Widespread poverty, when not politically based, is caused by insufficient access to high technology and by the fact that there aren’t enough resources to go around (if you doubt this, compare the amount of poverty here with the amount in the Third World, and the amount on the Western frontier with the amount in our modern cities). Non-contagious disease, such as cancer, is at least partially the result of stress; and while expansion won’t eliminate stress, overcrowding certainly increases it. The problem of atmospheric pollution is the result of trying to contain the industry necessary to maintain our technology within the biosphere instead of moving it into orbit where it belongs. In short, all the worldwide problems we want to solve, and feel we should have solved, are related to the fact that we’ve outgrown the ecological niche we presently occupy. I view them not as pathologies, but as natural indicators of our evolutionary stage. I would like to believe that they’ll prove spurs to expansion. If they don’t, we’ll be one of evolution’s failures.

Extinction is guaranteed unless we leave the rock 

Britt, 1 – Senior space writer for Space.Com (Robert Roy, “Survival of the Elitist: Bioterrorism May Spur Space Colonies,” 10-30-01, http://www.space4peace.org/articles/moving.htm) // DCM
<Asteroids, in fact, frequently top the list of reasons to flee. Ample evidence suggests that many species -- including dinosaurs -- have perished as the result of colossal impacts in the past. Most top asteroid researchers -- inside and outside NASA, on or off the space settlement bandwagon --recognize that sooner or later another large space rock will hit Earth, triggering a global catastrophe that could place human life in the balance. It probably won't happen for thousands of years, maybe 300,000, but it could happen tomorrow.Stephen Hawking has broken no new ground in suggesting fear as a motivating factor for intelligent beings to develop an exit strategy.>
AT: Pakistan Adv.


US is signaling they’re extending troop presence to 2014

By Deb Reichmann and Rahim Faiz, AP staff writers, 7/21/10, Associated Press, Karzai reaffirms 2014 goal for Afghan-led security, http://www.google.com/hostednews/ap/article/ALeqM5hvWEqwq3CrRvaQCmt21MfoYhjZJQD9H30F8O5 
KABUL, Afghanistan — The U.S. and its international partners agreed Tuesday on a roadmap for Afghan forces to take the lead in securing the nation by 2014 amid doubts that that they would meet the first goal — for the Afghans to assume control in certain areas by the end of the year. At a one-day conference in a locked-down Afghan capital, President Hamid Karzai said he was determined that his soldiers and police will be responsible for all military and law enforcement operations by 2014. "This is a national objective that we have to fulfill, and we must," Karzai told reporters after the conference, attended by more than 40 foreign ministers and other dignitaries including U.N. Secretary-General Ban Ki-moon. Talk of a 2014 date — which corresponds with the end of Karzai's term — enables politicians to tell their war-weary publics that the war will not drag on indefinitely, draining resources at a time of economic hardship and rising death tolls. It also sends a signal to the Afghans that the Western commitment to the country will extend beyond July 2011, when President Barack Obama says he will begin withdrawing U.S. troops. Nonetheless, it leaves open the question of whether the Afghans will be ready to manage their affairs, even four years down the road. 


Withdrawal now collapses Karzai’s government in favor of the Taliban
John Nagl, president of the Center for a New American Security, 2010.  (“Debating Afghanistan”, The National Interest, March-April, http://www.nationalinterest.org/Article.aspx?id=22916)

EXPELLED FROM Afghanistan within months of 9/11, the Taliban has been gaining strength every year since 2002. The Obama administration has decided that it will nearly triple the number of U.S. forces in Afghanistan; already, in 2009, it invested more in lives and treasure there than it spent in Iraq. Costly as these decisions are—and will be, throughout the rest of Obama’s term and likely beyond it—the president effectively had no choice. Much of southern and eastern Afghanistan is now ruled by a shadow Taliban government, in some places even with established courts, a sign of near-total control. Withdrawing from Afghanistan would lead to the rapid demise of the Karzai government, at least in the areas already being wrested from its grasp. The Afghan army and police, developed at enormous expense over the past five years, would crumble without U.S. support.
Karzai will NEGOTIATE WITH THE TALIBAN if troops are removed

Saheed Shah, staff writer for McClatchy, 11/17/08 (McClatchy, "U.S.-Afghan rift builds around Karzai's overture to Taliban", lexis)

ISLAMABAD, Pakistan _ Afghanistan's Taliban insurgents rejected an offer of talks from Kabul Monday and threatened for the first time to strike a target in the West, suggesting many years of violent conflict to come. The U.S. also shot down the Afghan government proposal and said it wouldn't support such an initiative _ worsening the strain in U.S.-Afghan relations. The major beneficiary of the dispute appears to be the Taliban, which said it wouldn't come to the negotiating table until all foreign troops left Afghanistan, as it vowed in a videotape to strike in Paris unless coalition member France withdraws its forces.  Afghan president Hamid Karzai, who launched the peace move, offered to hold direct negotiations with the leader of the Taliban, Mullah Mohammad Omar, and to guarantee him safe passage. Karzai Sunday challenged the U.S.-led international coalition to "remove me, or leave if they disagree." In Washington, State Department spokesman Sean McCormack slapped down the idea Monday. "One can't imagine the circumstances where you have the senior leadership of the Taliban _ that there would be any safe passage with respect to U.S. forces. Certainly, it's hard to imagine those circumstances standing here right now," McCormack said. There have been no reported sightings of Omar, a close associate of al-Qaida leader Osama bin Laden, since the U.S.-led invasion of Afghanistan in 2001. But the deputy leader of the Taliban, Mullah Brother, scorned the proposal Monday. "As long as foreign occupiers remain in Afghanistan, we aren't ready for talks because they hold the power and talks won't bear fruit. . . The problems in Afghanistan are because of them," Brother told the Reuters news agency, by satellite telephone from an undisclosed location. "We are safe in Afghanistan and we have no need for Hamid Karzai's offer of safety," he added. Despite his assertion, most intelligence suggests that top Taliban leadership are based in and around the southwestern Pakistani city of Quetta. U.S. authorities have put a $10 million bounty on Omar's head. When Omar's Taliban militia ruled Afghanistan, from 1996 until they were toppled in the U.S. invasion, they provided a sanctuary to bin Laden and other top al-Qaida leaders.
AT: Pakistan Adv.

Taliban coalition leads to ethnic conflict, spilling over to other foreign forces 

Amin Saikal, professor of political science and director of the Centre for Arab and Islamic Studies at the Australian National University, International Herald Tribune, October 18, 2007, http://www.nytimes.com/2007/10/18/opinion/18iht-edsaikal.1.7944078.html?_r=1&scp=13&sq=Amin%20Saikal&st=cse 

If the Karzai government enters a coalition with the Taliban, it will not only amount to the defeat of what the United States and its allies have been promising in support of building a secure, stable and democratic Afghanistan, but also runs the risk of igniting a savage ethnic conflict in the country. Afghanistan is a very heterogeneous state, truly a nation of minorities. While the Pashtuns form the largest ethnic cluster, with extensive cross-border ties with Pakistan, the majority of the Afghan population is made up of non-Pashtun ethnic groups, which have cross-border ties with other neighbors of Afghanistan: Iran, Turkmenistan, Uzbekistan and Tajikistan. In the event of a Taliban entry to the government, the non-Pashtun groups would most likely seek to re-arm to fight the change. They would receive help from Afghanistan's northern and western neighbors, as well as Russia and India, which would view a Pashtun-led government that included core Taliban figures as seriously detrimental to their interests. The outcome could be another round of bloody ethnic conflict, with foreign forces caught helplessly between various warring factions. No one should underestimate the wider regional implications of such a scenario.

Engaging the Taliban undermines Pakistan security

Lisa Curtis, senior research fellow in the Asian Studies Center at Heritage, September 22, 2007, http://www.heritage.org/Press/Commentary/ed092207c.cfm
While promoting an inclusive political system that provides adequate representation of Pashtuns is important to stabilizing Afghanistan, Musharraf's defense of the Taliban is alarming. Advocating a Taliban role affirms extremism as an acceptable ideology and undermines the establishment of pluralistic democracy in Afghanistan. Many think that Pakistan is willing to allow the Taliban to undermine the government of Afghanistan's president, Hamid Karzai, who's seen as a close ally of India. But that's shortsighted. After all, when Pakistan launched a military operation against Taliban-backed extremists at the Red Mosque in Islamabad in July, they responded with a wave of terrorist attacks. These extremists threaten the stability of the Pakistani state as much as they do Karzai's government, especially since they know no borders. The most recent al Qaeda video declares war on Pakistan and praises the strengthening relationship between the Taliban and Al Qaeda fighters. Ultimately, support for the Taliban in Afghanistan -- tacit or otherwise -- seriously damages the security situation in Pakistan. The Red Mosque crisis should have been a wake-up call for the Pakistani government to deal firmly with extremists. A sensible first step would be to confront the Taliban in Pakistan, especially in the border region, as well as Kashmiri groups that have received sanctuary and support within Pakistan because of their anti-India agendas. These groups plot with one another and support a pan-Islamic ideology. Having nurtured extremists for so long to support their anti-India agenda and to maintain influence in Afghanistan, Pakistani security officials still believe they can placate some and eliminate others, while avoiding a comprehensive approach to tackling the problem. The confrontation at the Red Mosque reveals the fallacy of such assumptions. Dealing effectively with the extremists also means Islamabad should work with the Karzai government, not against it. Washington, Kabul and Islamabad need to work more closely in tripartite military and intelligence operations that target Taliban and Al Qaeda heavyweights. The three countries also should devise a strategy to siphon off "guns-for-hire" that would be willing to shun pan-Islamic goals and join civilian society. Furthermore, the U.S. needs to continue efforts like the recent peace jirga that encourage Kabul and Islamabad to develop people-to-people, trade and economic links that will help change their strategic perceptions of one another. And for its part, Pakistan must take clear, pro-active steps to counter Taliban ideology. Following the violence in Pakistan that has left hundreds dead since July, Pakistan's military has sent fresh troops to the border areas, reactivated military checkpoints and resumed limited military operations. These are welcome steps, but they aren't likely to address the serious threat from the region. It goes without saying that any unilateral U.S. military action in the area would have disastrous consequences for the Pakistani state and the long-term effectiveness of US policy in the region. A more effective strategy would bring U.S. resources and military strength to bear through joint Pakistani-U.S. military operations in the border regions. We need a combination of targeted military operations against hard-core terrorists and economic assistance programs to drive a wedge between the Pashtun tribal communities and the international terrorists. To this end, Pakistan should allow greater U.S. access to the region. It's time for Washington to finally level with Pakistan on the future of Afghanistan, and for Pakistan to finally understand that our fight against extremism is theirs, too.
AT: Jirga Adv.
Jirgas can’t solve – the Taliban won’t cooperate as long as there is ANY US presence in the country – aff author

Mohamed Abdel-Magid, researcher for Voice for Nonviolence, 7-16-2010. [Eurasia Review, The Impediment For Political Settlement In Afghanistan, http://www.eurasiareview.com/201007165137/the-impediment-for-political-settlement-in-afghanistan.html]

Taliban groups have not totally excluded talks as an option, but they have so far rejected joining any negotiations until all coalition forces leave the country. The problem is that in the most recent Jirga, President Karzai informed the delegates at the outset; “There is no mention of a key Taliban demand that NATO troops leave Afghanistan,” when in fact that was one of the Taliban’s key demands. Ironically, the Jirga took place as US and NATO military planners were preparing to escalate an offensive against the Taliban in Kandahar province. The military surge was an added impediment which undermined the already controversial Jirga process and any hope for legitimate peace talks in the future. Meanwhile, the rising number of Afghan civilian casualties caused by mistaken NATO attacks during the operation is blocking any justification for the continued U.S. and NATO presence.

Jirgas fail – exacerbate conflict

Matt Waldman, Policy and Advocacy Adviser, Oxfam International, Afghanistan, “Community Peacebuilding in Afghanistan,” Oxfam International Research Report, February, 2008 

However, shuras lack agreed processes, systems, or rules, and usually adopt an authoritarian  approach. Thus, although shuras are the preferred method of dispute resolution, they sometimes act  in a way that either fails to resolve disputes fairly, or neglects their underlying causes, which could  lay the seeds for future disputes or violence. Shuras are almost solely reactive rather than proactive;  and in some cases their composition alone can aggravate socio-cultural tensions. It is also of grave  concern that in a significant proportion of disputes addressed by shuras the outcome is baad.37 

Jirgas fail – escalate conflict

Rupee News, 7-13-10, http://rupeenews.com/2010/07/13/4-ps-of-peace-pakhtuns-pakhtunwali-peshawar-and-pakistan/

Mr. Iganitius describes the substance of the meeting with Mr. Karzai in the following salient points:      * The jirga will be a modest first step, setting a framework for later discussions.     * The Afghan leader envisions a Taliban dialogue that eventually will include the dominant Quetta Shura, headed by Mohammad Omar, and the faction headed by Gulbuddin Hekmatyar.     * The United States, meanwhile, is seeking Pakistan’s help in drawing in the network directed by Sirajuddin Haqqani.  It is self-evident that if jirgas alone could resolve the Afghan quagmire, it would have been called a long time ago. It is also crystal clear that the last jirga actually exacerbated the situation and did not resolve it. Mr.  “It’s clear that any negotiation will have to take account of Pakistani interests in a constructive way,” said the administration official. “They’re telling us that they want to participate, and they are awaiting Karzai’s game plan.”
The jirga is doomed – it empowers the people generating conflict

Pamela Taylor, co-founder of Muslims for Progressive Values, 6-30-10, http://newsweek.washingtonpost.com/onfaith/panelists/pamela_k_taylor/2010/06/the_morass_that_is_afghanistan.html

If the goal was to eliminate religious extremism and militarism in the region and to promote liberal, secular democracy, then we appear to have failed miserably and to have little hope of success, at least in the near future (ie 15-20 years). Karzai's government is horribly corrupt, the national Jirga is made up of the same warlords that caused the populace to embrace the Taliban initially, and the Taliban... well, their resurgence makes clear the many mistakes we have made, whether it be "mistakes" by our military -- not everyone takes civilian deaths, or collateral damage as we so sterilely call them, as lightly as we do -- or mistakes in not rebuilding Afghani society more quickly after the Taliban were removed from power, and not insisting on the rule of law from our ally Karzai.

AT: Jirga Adv.
The jirga is doomed from the start as long as the US has a military presence in Afghanistan

Mohamed Abdel-Magid, researcher for Voice for Nonviolence, 7-16-2010. [Eurasia Review, The Impediment For Political Settlement In Afghanistan, http://www.eurasiareview.com/201007165137/the-impediment-for-political-settlement-in-afghanistan.html]

During Afghanistan’s 2009 presidential election, Hamid Karzai promised to call a jirga to encourage peace and political settlement for Afghanistan’s future. Jirga is a Pashto term for a tribal assembly of elders which makes decisions by consensus. For centuries, Afghans have used jirgas to resolve differences and tribal conflicts. In the past, Afghans organized jirgas for their own affairs that were free of foreign interference and demands. This time, the National Consultative Peace Jirga (NCPJ) that Hamid Karzai convened on June 2nd to June 4th, 2010, has been criticized as a waste of time for not following normal tribal structure and, more importantly, because the central government was influenced by foreign support. President Hamid Karzai hosted the three-day Peace Jirga in Kabul for discussing the terms by which tribal leaders, the Taliban and the government could envision an end to the ongoing war. Top Taliban leaders boycotted the Jirga because they did not trust the foreign influence over the Afghan government. Nevertheless, the Jirga moved forward with the following terms: NATO forces are to end house searches and aerial bombings; the Karzai government and international forces are to assure the safety of Taliban members; and Taliban prisoners in American and Afghan custody are to be released. Karzai supported the Jirga’s proposal for amnesty for Taliban members and removal of their names from the United Nation’s black list. The gathering ended with the agreement that the Afghan government must pursue talks with the Taliban. Many Afghan officials believe the Peace Jirga will not bear fruit unless top Taliban leaders are included in all levels of negotiation. Since 2001, the U.S. government has persistently discarded proposals made to hold any dialogues with the Taliban for a political settlement. Instead, the Bush and Obama administrations chose a military solution to the Afghan problems. However, some U.S. officials have started to realize that this war will not come to an end with military force. Richard Holbrooke, the U.S. special envoy to Pakistan and Afghanistan says “the continuing Afghan war will not end in a military triumph,” as the U.S. faces increasing casualties amongst its troops. He also indicated that Washington comprehends that a political settlement in Afghanistan will ultimately be necessary to bring the war to an end, saying, “This war is not going to end on the deck of a battleship like World War II.” Holbrooke believes that the political settlement should entail the participation of the Taliban members in the Afghan government. He pointed out, however, that the U.S. will not allow any settlement with al-Qaeda.  Taliban groups have not totally excluded talks as an option, but they have so far rejected joining any negotiations until all coalition forces leave the country. The problem is that in the most recent Jirga, President Karzai informed the delegates at the outset; “There is no mention of a key Taliban demand that NATO troops leave Afghanistan,” when in fact that was one of the Taliban’s key demands. Ironically, the Jirga took place as US and NATO military planners were preparing to escalate an offensive against the Taliban in Kandahar province. The military surge was an added impediment which undermined the already controversial Jirga process and any hope for legitimate peace talks in the future. Meanwhile, the rising number of Afghan civilian casualties caused by mistaken NATO attacks during the operation is blocking any justification for the continued U.S. and NATO presence.  The Jirga was promoted as the beginning of a new chapter in Afghanistan’s political life, advocating peace and bringing the country together. But the people of Afghanistan should have the right to choose the political leadership that they know and understand: Afghan leadership that is free of the influence of foreign military intervention. An understanding that the Taliban should be included in negotiations is one important step toward any peaceful solution. Even Hamid Karzai, who has subordinated himself to U.S. pressure, advocates negotiation with Taliban groups. But the continued presence of foreign troops and military offensives will derail a political settlement, whether sought through the jirga process or any other form of negotiation.
Independently, negotiations jack democracy, endangers women’s rights, and cause Afghan civil war, which turns their case

Washington Post, 7/22/10 (" Minority leaders leaving Karzai's side over leader's overtures to insurgents", http://www.washingtonpost.com/wp-dyn/content/article/2010/07/22/AR2010072206155.html)

PANJSHIR VALLEY, AFGHANISTAN -- The man who served as President Hamid Karzai's top intelligence official for six years has launched an urgent campaign to warn Afghans that their leader has lost conviction in the fight against the Taliban and is recklessly pursuing a political deal with insurgents.  In speeches to small groups in Kabul and across northern Afghanistan over the past month, Amarullah Saleh has repeated his belief that Karzai's push for negotiation with insurgents is a fatal mistake and a recipe for civil war. He says Karzai's chosen policy endangers the fitful progress of the past nine years in areas such as democracy and women's rights.  "If I don't raise my voice we are headed towards a crisis," he told a gathering of college students in Kabul.  That view is shared by a growing number of Afghan minority leaders who once participated fully in Karzai's government, but now feel alienated from it. Tajik, Hazara and Uzbek politicians have expressed increasing concern that they are being marginalized by Karzai and his efforts to strike a peace deal with his fellow Pashtuns in the insurgency.
AT: Jirga Adv.
Democracy solves the aff
Diamond Snr. research fellow @ Hoover Institute 95 (Larry, Snr. research fellow @ Hoover Institute, Promoting Democracy in the 1990's, p 6-7)

This hardly exhausts the list of threats to our security and well-being in the coming years and decades. In the former Yugoslavia nationalist aggression tears at the stability of Europe and could easily spread. The flow of illegal drugs intensifies through increasingly powerful international crime syndicates that have made common cause with authoritarian regimes and have utterly corrupted the institutions of tenuous, democratic ones. Nuclear, chemical. and biological weapons continue to proliferate. The very source of life on Earth, the global ecosystem, appears increasingly endangered. Most of these new and unconventional threats to security are associated with or aggravated by the weakness or absence of democracy, with its provisions for legality, accountability, popular sovereignty, and openness.
The Taliban opposes the Jirga-Can’t solve stability

Kristen Chick, Correspondent for the Christian Science Monitor, 6/02/10 “Afghanistan Taliban attack Hamid Karzai's 'peace jirga'”

Gunfire and rocket attacks launched by the Afghanistan Taliban targeted the opening session of an assembly Wednesday in Kabul to discuss how to end the nine-year war in Afghanistan. The attacks were another blow to the jirga, which was billed as an attempt to gain national consensus on how to approach peace talks with insurgents, but had already met skepticism and even boycotts from some Afghan leaders. It was the third such conference since 2001, when the US launched Operation Enduring Freedom and ousted the Taliban. The Taliban had publicly rejected this latest jirga and last month announced it would launch a new offensive against foreign and Afghan troops, diplomats, and government workers. The Washington Post reports that the first rocket attack struck near the jirga site as Afghan President Hamid Karzai gave his opening address. A gunfight then ensued as police attacked suspected suicide bombers the government said were attempting to detonate explosives near the tent where the assembly was held, and a second rocket was later launched. There were no reported casualties among the approximately 1,600 delegates who attended the jirga, but police said they had shot and killed two suspected suicide bombers and taken a third into custody. At least two of the suspected bombers were wearing burqas to conceal their explosives, according to government officials. The Afghan Taliban claimed responsibility for the attack. Agence France-Presse reports that a Taliban spokesman claimed the group had sent four suicide bombers to target the assembly, and said they were shooting rockets into the tent from the roof of a nearby building. As The New York Times reports, the attacks marked a major failure of the security effort for the meeting. Police had blocked off access to the assembly area for a week before the meeting. According to the Times, the Taliban established a safe house inside the perimeter from which they launched their attacks.
Jirga won’t lead to a stable Afghanistan, the first Jirga meeting was attacked by the Taliban, there is absolutely no way to ensure negotiations with the Taliban

Jirga won’t solve for a long time-NATO envoy concedes

The Frontier Post English Newspaper from Peshawar 4/19/10 “Peace jirga no end to war: Sedwill”
The top NATO civilian envoy for Afghanistan, Mark Sedwill, said it was unrealistic to expect that a long-awaited peace jirga next month would bring about an immediate end to the insurgency. The Afghan government will hold its national Peace Consultative Jirga in Kabul on May 2, during which President Hamid Karzai is expected to renew his call on Taliban militants to renounce violence, offering them money and employment opportunities. "I dont think we will see peace in the sense of an end to the insurgency happen overnight at the peace jirga itself and I think it would be unrealistic to expect that," Sedwill said in an interview with Pajhwok Afghan News. 
AT: Jirga Adv.
Karzai’s inability to comply with recommendations at the Jirga means the plan can’t solve
Nic Robertson CNN senior international correspondent 6/4/10 “

balancing act after peace jirga" 

Karzai faces credibility balancing act after peace jirga
” http://afghanistan.blogs.cnn.com/2010/06/04/karzai-faces-credibility-balancing-act-after-peace-jirga/
There is no mention of a key Taliban demand that NATO troops leave Afghanistan, something Karzai told the delegates at the outset was not an option. More clarification and more issues raised by delegates may yet be made public. For now some of the top 16 recommendations are: - Taliban to be removed from international blacklists. - Taliban to be released from jails, both Afghan and international. - Taliban to distance themselves from al Qaeda. - End NATO house searches and bombing. - Taliban to end their attacks. - Government to establish a framework for negotiations with the Taliban. - A peace council to be formed drawing in provincial leaders. - For all sides to remove conditions that could harm the peace process. As the jirga is non-binding, the government can cherry pick what it wants. A fair bet, however, is that the recommendations announced are those Karzai wants to move forward with. If calls from delegates grow, saying that some of the more radical suggestions like moving international forces to the borders, or putting them under Afghan government control have not been heeded, then the jirga may be a step back - harming Karzai’s credibility. After the debacle of last year’s deeply flawed presidential elections, the Afghan leader wanted the jirga to bolster his political standing. So balancing the demands of the delegates and the expectations of the international community is critical for him. And that’s everyone’s dilemma, not just Karzai’s; it's the international community’s, too. Without credibility, Karzai can hardly lead a peace initiative, or at the very least expect the Taliban to get real about ending the fight. So without listening to his delegates - and he invited a largely loyal and moderate cross section of the country - he can’t expect to build that credibility. But, if he goes along with hard line requests he’ll struggle for international support. And if he doesn’t go along with those far-reaching requests, he’s unlikely to convince the Taliban that now is the time to make peace. Like it or not, Karzai’s fate is deeply tied to the international communities right now. Many diplomats in this city have had to swallow their misgivings about him and, while privately, they are very guarded in their expectations, at the jirga they are publicly supporting it. Quite simply, it is the best option in play for getting the vast majority of their troops back home and soon.
AT: Solvency

US is signaling they’re extending troop presence to 2014

By Deb Reichmann and Rahim Faiz, AP staff writers, 7/21/10, Associated Press, Karzai reaffirms 2014 goal for Afghan-led security, http://www.google.com/hostednews/ap/article/ALeqM5hvWEqwq3CrRvaQCmt21MfoYhjZJQD9H30F8O5 
KABUL, Afghanistan — The U.S. and its international partners agreed Tuesday on a roadmap for Afghan forces to take the lead in securing the nation by 2014 amid doubts that that they would meet the first goal — for the Afghans to assume control in certain areas by the end of the year. At a one-day conference in a locked-down Afghan capital, President Hamid Karzai said he was determined that his soldiers and police will be responsible for all military and law enforcement operations by 2014. "This is a national objective that we have to fulfill, and we must," Karzai told reporters after the conference, attended by more than 40 foreign ministers and other dignitaries including U.N. Secretary-General Ban Ki-moon. Talk of a 2014 date — which corresponds with the end of Karzai's term — enables politicians to tell their war-weary publics that the war will not drag on indefinitely, draining resources at a time of economic hardship and rising death tolls. It also sends a signal to the Afghans that the Western commitment to the country will extend beyond July 2011, when President Barack Obama says he will begin withdrawing U.S. troops. Nonetheless, it leaves open the question of whether the Afghans will be ready to manage their affairs, even four years down the road. 

Withdrawal now collapses Karzai’s government in favor of the Taliban
John Nagl, president of the Center for a New American Security, 2010.  (“Debating Afghanistan”, The National Interest, March-April, http://www.nationalinterest.org/Article.aspx?id=22916)
EXPELLED FROM Afghanistan within months of 9/11, the Taliban has been gaining strength every year since 2002. The Obama administration has decided that it will nearly triple the number of U.S. forces in Afghanistan; already, in 2009, it invested more in lives and treasure there than it spent in Iraq. Costly as these decisions are—and will be, throughout the rest of Obama’s term and likely beyond it—the president effectively had no choice. Much of southern and eastern Afghanistan is now ruled by a shadow Taliban government, in some places even with established courts, a sign of near-total control. Withdrawing from Afghanistan would lead to the rapid demise of the Karzai government, at least in the areas already being wrested from its grasp. The Afghan army and police, developed at enormous expense over the past five years, would crumble without U.S. support.
Alt cause-Drone Attacks

Press TV, Iranian English TV station, 1/14/10 “Drone attacks endanger US-Pakistan relations’” http://www.presstv.ir/detail.aspx?id=116105&sectionid=351020401

Pakistan has warned the US that drone attacks on its soil would endanger the two countries' ties, urging a halt in the air raids. “I said despite the partnership that we enjoy, Pakistan cannot, and Pakistan feels that it will undermine our relationship, if there's expansion of drones and if there are operations on ground," Foreign Minister Shah Mehmood Qureshi told at a press conference on Wednesday after meeting the visiting US Special Representative for Afghanistan and Pakistan Richard Holbrooke. Qureshi also slammed the US's new air passenger screening measures and said he had discussed "red lines" in the meeting with Holbrooke, the Press TV correspondent reported. “The people of Pakistan feel that innocent people are treated like terrorists," he said about the inclusion of Pakistani citizens flying to US for body-screening at airports. The minister also called the measure regrettable. Holbrooke is in Pakistan on a three-day visit to meet the country's top political and military officials as well as tribal elders.

Their Nation internal link evidence gives a few alt causes to Pakistan cooperation, it concludes that Pakistan doesn’t want to continue helping the US because it would lose the sphere of influence it has in Afghanistan to India, plan does not solve this.

AT: Solvency

Pakistan is cooperating, recent trade package with Afghanistan proves

Karen DeYoung Washington Post staff writer 7/19/10 “U.S. hopes Afghanistan-Pakistan trade deal boosts cooperation in war effort”

Like an anxious matchmaker nudging a nervous couple together, the Obama administration has persuaded Afghanistan and Pakistan to take their first tangible step toward bilateral cooperation -- a trade agreement that will facilitate the ground shipment of goods between and through the two countries. The accord has been under negotiation for years; Afghan President Hamid Karzai and Pakistani President Asif Ali Zardari promised President Obama more than a year ago that it would be completed by the end of 2009. During marathon talks between the two sides that began last week, U.S. officials helped forge a deal in time to announce it Sunday night, just hours after Secretary of State Hillary Rodham Clinton arrived for a two-day visit. On Monday, Clinton and the Pakistanis will unveil their own bilateral agreement pledging an initial $500 million in new U.S. economic assistance to Pakistan. The aid, primarily for water and energy projects, is part of a $7.5 billion, five-year development package approved by Congress last fall. The trade and aid agreements are part of the administration's ongoing efforts to facilitate Obama's Afghanistan war strategy. It hopes that a long-term investment here, along with repeated visits from senior officials, will persuade Pakistan to more solidly align its interests with those of the United States. Most immediately, the Obama administration would like the Pakistani military to take more aggressive action against Taliban groups that use Pakistan as their headquarters and base of operations for attacks in Afghanistan. The groups, including the Haqqani network based in the Pakistani tribal areas along the Afghan border and the Quetta Shura based in the southern province of Baluchistan, have historically close ties with Pakistan's Inter-Services Intelligence directorate. 

Politics DA – Energy Bill
The energy bill will pass (IF IT is going to pass… do you have a card saying stoping the surge will prevent the energy bill from passing to counter this card that the energy bill will pass now- it says specifically there is a lot of interests now)

Timothy Gardner and Thomas Ferraro, writers for Reuters, “Senate climate bill in peril as Democrats delay action” 7/23/10 http://www.reuters.com/article/idUSTRE66L4L520100723
Democratic Senator John Kerry and independent Senator Joe Lieberman have crafted a bill that would impose carbon caps on utilities. Previous legislation also would have put caps on emissions from manufacturers and transportation.  Some power companies such as Duke Energy want a climate bill so they can move ahead with billions of dollars in investments in new low-carbon power plants.  Lieberman said the Senate could take up their bill in September. "I think there's going to be a lot of interest in doing something broader when it comes to energy independence than just oil spill," he said.  Kerry was upbeat that a climate bill with carbon caps would eventually pass.
The surge is overwhelmingly popular-house vote 

THE ASSOCIATED PRESS,7/29/2010, “House OKs bill for Afghanistan surge”, http://www2.journalnow.com/content/2010/jul/28/house-oks-bill-for-afghanistan-surge/news/
The House yesterday sent President Obama a major war-funding increase of $33 billion to pay for his surge in Afghanistan, unmoved by the leaking of classified documents that portray a military effort struggling 2004-09 against a strengthening insurgency. The House voted, 308-114, to approve the spending raise for the additional 30,000 troops. Other nonwar provisions brought the total to nearly $59 billion.

Pushing controversial issues drains Obama’s capital

Mark Seidenfeld, Associate Professor, Florida State University College of Law, Iowa Law Review, October 1994
In addition, the propensity of congressional committees to engage in special-interest-oriented oversight might seriously undercut presidential efforts to implement regulatory reform through legislation. n198 On any proposed regulatory measure, the President could face opposition from powerful committee members whose ability to modify and kill legislation is well-documented. n199 This is not meant to deny that the President has significant power that he can use to bring aspects of his legislative agenda to fruition.  The President's ability to focus media attention on an issue, his power to bestow benefits on the constituents of members of Congress who support his agenda, and his potential to deliver votes in congressional elections increase the likelihood of legislative success for particular programs. n200 Repeated use of such tactics, however, will impose economic costs on society and concomitantly consume the President's political capital. n201 At some point the price to the President for pushing legislation through Congress exceeds the benefit he derives from doing so.  Thus, a President would be unwise to rely too heavily on legislative changes to implement his policy vision. 

Obama’s capital is key to getting the energy bill across the line (how is this card specific to the Energy bill?)
New York Times, 6-23-10

Clean Air Watch President Frank O'Donnell said, "Obviously, it doesn't advance the cause. ... The clock is ticking. We all know that."  Senate Democrats have signaled that they need presidential leadership before they can move forward in a compressed legislative schedule. Senate Majority Leader Harry Reid (D-Nev.) said yesterday that his strategy for passing legislation will depend heavily on how much political capital Obama is willing to invest in the effort (E&ENews PM, June 22).  Still, Obama and his staff have insisted that the White House is committed to getting a comprehensive bill across the finish line this year. "The Senate has an opportunity before the August recess and the elections to stand up and move forward on something that could have enormous, positive consequences for generations to come," Obama said yesterday after meeting with his Cabinet.  Daniel Weiss, director of climate strategy at the Center for American Progress, said there is a "plus side" to the delay, because it will offer more time for Democrats to strategize prior to their meeting with the president. Senate Democrats are scheduled to hold another caucus on the issue tomorrow.  "I think the White House is doing a lot behind the scenes outside of the meeting that had been planned for today, so I don't think it'll delay things," said Environment America's federal global warming program director, Nathan Willcox.

Politics DA – Energy Bill
Energy bill caps GHG emissions.

Ben Gamen and Darren Goode, writers for The Hill, “12 Dems press Reid on carbon curbs as energy bill talks continue” 7/21/10  http://thehill.com/blogs/e2-wire/677-e2-wire/110241-12-dems-urge-reid-to-keep-carbon-curbs-in-play

A largely liberal group of 12 Senate Democrats are urging Majority Leader Harry Reid (D-Nev.) to ensure that upcoming energy legislation imposes curbs on greenhouse gas emissions.  The new pressure comes amid a flurry of Capitol Hill meetings about the shape of the upcoming energy bill, which is expected on the floor as soon as next week.  “The single most important action we can take to reform our energy policy and make the United States a leader in the global clean energy economy is to make polluters pay for the pollution they emit,” states a letter from the 12 senators to Reid Wednesday.  “President Obama has consistently called for establishing a price on carbon as part of any comprehensive clean energy legislation Congress passes," it adds.
That solves warming.

Lashof and Ahuja 1990 [Daniel A and Dilip R,  Natural Resources Defense Council, “Relative contributions of greenhouse gas emissions to global warming,” http://www.nature.com/nature/journal/v344/n6266/abs/344529a0.html]

IN the past few years, many workers have noted that the combined effect on climate of increases in the concentrations of a large number of trace gases could rival or even exceed that of the increasing concentration of carbon dioxide1–3. These trace gases, principally methane, nitrous oxide and chlorofluorocarbons, are present at concentrations that are two to six orders of magnitude lower than that of carbon dioxide, but are important because, per molecule, they absorb infrared radiation much more strongly than carbon dioxide. Indeed a recent study4 shows that trace gases are responsible for 43% of the increase in radiative forcing from 1980 to 1990 (Fig. 1). An index to compare the contribution of various 'greenhouse' gas emissions to global warming is needed to develop cost-effective strategies for limiting this warming. Estimates of relative contributions to additional greenhouse forcing during particular periods do not fully take into account differences in atmospheric residence times among the important greenhouse gases. Here we extend recent work on halocarbons5,6 by proposing an index of global warming potential for methane, carbon monoxide, nitrous oxide and CFCs relative to that of carbon dioxide. We find, for example, that methane has, per mole, a global warming potential 3.7 times that of carbon dioxide. On this basis, carbon dioxide emissions account for 80% of the contribution to global warming of current greenhouse gas emissions, as compared with 57% of the increase in radiative forcing for the 1980s.

Extinction.

Tickell 2008 (Oliver, Climate Researcher, The Guardian, “On a planet 4C hotter, all we can prepare for is extinction,” 8-11, http://www.guardian.co.uk/commentisfree/2008/aug/11/climatechange) qualifications inserted

We need to get prepared for four degrees of global warming, Bob Watson [Chief Scientist and Senior Adviser for Sustainable Development for World Bank, and former Chair of the Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change] told the Guardian last week. At first sight this looks like wise counsel from the climate science adviser to Defra. But the idea that we could adapt to a 4C rise is absurd and dangerous. Global warming on this scale would be a catastrophe that would mean, in the immortal words that Chief Seattle probably never spoke, "the end of living and the beginning of survival" for humankind. Or perhaps the beginning of our extinction. The collapse of the polar ice caps would become inevitable, bringing long-term sea level rises of 70-80 metres. All the world's coastal plains would be lost, complete with ports, cities, transport and industrial infrastructure, and much of the world's most productive farmland. The world's geography would be transformed much as it was at the end of the last ice age, when sea levels rose by about 120 metres to create the Channel, the North Sea and Cardigan Bay out of dry land. Weather would become extreme and unpredictable, with more frequent and severe droughts, floods and hurricanes. The Earth's carrying capacity would be hugely reduced. Billions would undoubtedly die. Watson's call was supported by the government's former chief scientific adviser, Sir David King [Director of Research in Physical Chemistry at the University of Cambridge, former Chief Scientific Adviser to the United Kingdom], who warned that "if we get to a four-degree rise it is quite possible that we would begin to see a runaway increase". This is a remarkable understatement. The climate system is already experiencing significant feedbacks, notably the summer melting of the Arctic sea ice. The more the ice melts, the more sunshine is absorbed by the sea, and the more the Arctic warms. And as the Arctic warms, the release of billions of tonnes of methane – a greenhouse gas 70 times stronger than carbon dioxide over 20 years – captured under melting permafrost is already under way. To see how far this process could go, look 55.5m years to the Palaeocene-Eocene Thermal Maximum, when a global temperature increase of 6C coincided with the release of about 5,000 gigatonnes of carbon into the atmosphere, both as CO2 and as methane from bogs and seabed sediments. Lush subtropical forests grew in polar regions, and sea levels rose to 100m higher than today. It appears that an initial warming pulse triggered other warming processes. Many scientists warn that this historical event may be analogous to the present: the warming caused by human emissions could propel us towards a similar hothouse Earth.
Conditions Pakistan CP

The United States federal government should enter into prior, binding

consultation with Pakistan regarding whether to retain the United

States federal government's military presence in Afghanistan at the

level in Afghanistan on August __, 2010.
OR

Counterplan Text: The United States federal government should consult Pakistan before deciding to retain the United States federal government’s military presence in Afghanistan at the level in Afghanistan on August __, 2010.

Turns case US consultation key to essential long-term partnership

Saeed Shah, McClatchy Newspapers / November 22, 2009, http://www.csmonitor.com/World/Asia-South-Central/2009/1122/p06s01-wosc.html hdavis

The two countries' divergent views of the threat posed by Islamist extremists, and the Obama administration's efforts to press Pakistan to move against groups that menace Afghanistan have produced strains between the two countries and between Pakistan's civilian government and its powerful military and Inter Services Intelligence agency (ISI) — and a growing drumbeat of Pakistani allegations about alleged nefarious CIA activities in Pakistan. "The Pakistanis say some things in public — often for reasons related to internal politics, it seems — that they don't focus on in private," said a senior US intelligence official, who spoke on the condition of anonymity because intelligence matters are classified. "That's not to say that we see eye-to-eye on everything behind closed doors, but both sides realize that — whatever the disagreements of the moment might be — the long-term partnership is essential. After all, Pakistani contributions to counterterrorism since 9/11 have been decisive, and our government recognizes that."

And Pakistan concerned about outcome of the surge
Saeed Shah, McClatchy Newspapers / November 22, 2009, http://www.csmonitor.com/World/Asia-South-Central/2009/1122/p06s01-wosc.html hdavis

Pakistan embraces US efforts to stabilize the region and worries that a hasty US withdrawal would create chaos. But Pakistani officials worry that thousands of additional American soldiers and Marines would send Taliban forces retreating into Pakistan, where they're not welcome. Prime Minister Yousaf Raza Gilani's office said Friday that he told visiting CIA Director Leon Panetta of "Pakistan's concerns relating to the possible surge of the US and ISAF forces in Afghanistan which may entail negative implications for the situation in Baluchistan," the Pakistani province that borders Afghanistan to the south.
Pakistan will say yes, they don’t want the Taliban fleeing into their country

Saeed Shah, McClatchy Newspapers / November 22, 2009, http://www.csmonitor.com/World/Asia-South-Central/2009/1122/p06s01-wosc.html hdavis

Pakistan embraces US efforts to stabilize the region and worries that a hasty US withdrawal would create chaos. But Pakistani officials worry that thousands of additional American soldiers and Marines would send Taliban forces retreating into Pakistan, where they're not welcome. Prime Minister Yousaf Raza Gilani's office said Friday that he told visiting CIA Director Leon Panetta of "Pakistan's concerns relating to the possible surge of the US and ISAF forces in Afghanistan which may entail negative implications for the situation in Baluchistan," the Pakistani province that borders Afghanistan to the south.
Conditions Pakistan CP

Pakistan will stay stable – China and India check

(The Hindu 7/12/10 “Call for China-India initiative for Pakistan stability” http://www.hindu.com/2010/07/12/stories/2010071255571100.htm)

A senior member of the Chinese Foreign Ministry's Advisory Group has proposed that China and India cooperate for the stability of Pakistan in the present circumstances. The Ministry's Foreign Policy Advisory Group Member, Wu Jianmin, told TheHindu here his intention was to “present this idea to the Chinese government in due course.” He said this on the sidelines of a conference on “the role of the media in India-China relations,” organised by the Singapore-based Institute of Southeast Asian Studies and its Nalanda Sriwijaya Centre, the National University of Singapore, and the Lee Kuan Yew School of Public Policy. The participants included India's former Ambassador to China, C. V. Ranganathan, and author Sunanda K. Datta-Ray. On whether the idea of a China-India initiative for the stability of Pakistan would at all fly, Mr. Wu, formerly a career diplomat, said: “The rise of Asia requires peace and stability in this region. So, you can see that China's interest and the Indian interest coincide. … We [in China] do not regard Pakistan as a counterweight to India. It is not propaganda: you [only] have to put yourself in China's shoes. .... For the first time since 1840, we have a chance to modernise China. To achieve our goal, what we need is peace abroad and stability at home.”

Nuclear terrorism won’t happen—no means or motivation. 

John Mueller, Department of Political Science, Ohio State University, April 30, 2009, “The Atomic Terrorist?” International Commission on Nuclear Non-Proliferation and Disarmament, http://www.icnnd.org/latest/research/Mueller_Terrorism.pdf

Thus far terrorist groups seem to have exhibited only limited desire and even less progress in going atomic. This may be because, after brief exploration of the possible routes, they, unlike generations of alarmists on the issue, have discovered that the tremendous effort required is scarcely likely to be successful. It is highly improbable that a would-be atomic terrorist would be given or sold a bomb by a generous like-minded nuclear state because the donor could not control its use and because the ultimate source of the weapon might be discovered.  Although there has been great worry about terrorists illicitly stealing or purchasing a nuclear weapon, it seems likely that neither “loose nukes” nor a market in illicit nuclear materials exists. Moreover, finished bombs have been outfitted with an array of locks and safety devices. There could be dangers in the chaos that would emerge if a nuclear state were utterly to fail, collapsing in full disarray. However, even under those conditions, nuclear weapons would likely remain under heavy guard by people who know that a purloined bomb would most likely end up going off in their own territory, would still have locks, and could probably be followed and hunted down by an alarmed international community.  The most plausible route for terrorists would be to manufacture the device themselves from purloined materials. This task requires that a considerable series of difficult hurdles be conquered in sequence, including the effective recruitment of people who at once have great technical skills and will remain completely devoted to the cause. In addition, a host of corrupted co-conspirators, many of them foreign, must remain utterly reliable, international and local security services must be kept perpetually in the dark, and no curious outsider must get consequential wind of the project over the months or even years it takes to pull off. In addition, the financial costs of the operation could easily become monumental.  Moreover, the difficulties are likely to increase because of enhanced protective and policing efforts by self-interested governments and because any foiled attempt would expose flaws in the defense system, holes the defenders would then plug. The evidence of al-Qaeda’s desire to go atomic, and about its progress in accomplishing this exceedingly difficult task, is remarkably skimpy, if not completely negligible. The scariest stuff—a decade’s worth of loose nuke rumor—seems to have no substance whatever. For the most part, terrorists seem to be heeding the advice found in an al-Qaeda laptop seized in Pakistan: “Make use of that which is available ... rather than waste valuable time becoming despondent over that which is not within your reach.”  In part because of current policies—but also because of a wealth of other technical and organizational difficulties—the atomic terrorists’ task is already monumental, and their likelihood of success is vanishingly small. Efforts to further enhance this monumentality, if cost-effective and accompanied with only tolerable side effects, are generally desirable.

Condition Pakistan CP 

Curbing corruption is key to prevent a Taliban takeover (Did you read a net benefit to this condition CP?)
David Kilcullen, senior counterinsurgency advisor in Afghanistan, 2010 (“Counterinsurgency” Oxford University Press, pg. 158, ME)
In Migdals terms, the Taliban have penetrated society and are playing a major role in regulating social relationships. They are also extracting resources and applying these resources to identified group ends—Taliban tax assessors, associated with the local Taliban governors whom the Taliban have appointed for each village and district, go out on a regular basis and assess people's property and crops and then levy taxes— usually around 10 percent- -in a firm but generally equitable manner. So the Taliban, at the local level, are acting a lot like a government. How is the actual government doing? Well, the Afghan government levies no taxes, relies largely on corruption and shakedowns of the population, has no functioning local court system, doesn't have a presence at the local level in about two-thirds of the country, and when it does have a presence, its local representatives tend to act so corruptly or oppressively that they alienate the population- And that's even leaving aside the significant loss of legitimacy resulting from an election that a lot of people saw as fraudulent and flawed. In other words, in terms of Migdals functional approach, the Taliban are the real government of much of Afghanistan. Remember Bernard Fall? We can beat the Taliban in any military engagement, but we're losing in Afghanistan not because we're being outfought but because the Afghan government is being out-governed. Unless we take drastic action to counter corruption, prevent abusive and oppressive practices by local officials (especially the police), reform local-level systems, and create legitimate local government structures that can function in the interests of the population, there's little doubt that we are eventually going to lose.
Taliban takeover leads to global nuclear war

Stephen Morgan, former member of the British Labour Party Executive Committee, March 4, 2007, http://www.electricarticles.com/display.aspx?id=639
However events may prove him sorely wrong. Indeed, his policy could completely backfire upon him. As the war intensifies, he has no guarantees that the current autonomy may yet burgeon into a separatist movement. Appetite comes with eating, as they say. Moreover, should the Taliban fail to re-conquer al of Afghanistan, as looks likely, but captures at least half of the country, then a Taliban Pashtun caliphate could be established which would act as a magnet to separatist Pashtuns in Pakistan. Then, the likely break up of Afghanistan along ethnic lines, could, indeed, lead the way to the break up of Pakistan, as well.  Strong centrifugal forces have always bedevilled the stability and unity of Pakistan, and, in the context of the new world situation, the country could be faced with civil wars and popular fundamentalist uprisings, probably including a military-fundamentalist coup d’état.  Fundamentalism is deeply rooted in Pakistan society. The fact that in the year following 9/11, the most popular name given to male children born that year was “Osama” (not a Pakistani name) is a small indication of the mood. Given the weakening base of the traditional, secular opposition parties, conditions would be ripe for a coup d’état by the fundamentalist wing of the Army and ISI, leaning on the radicalised masses to take power. Some form of radical, military Islamic regime, where legal powers would shift to Islamic courts and forms of shira law would be likely. Although, even then, this might not take place outside of a protracted crisis of upheaval and civil war conditions, mixing fundamentalist movements with nationalist uprisings and sectarian violence between the Sunni and minority Shia populations.  The nightmare that is now Iraq would take on gothic proportions across the continent. The prophesy of an arc of civil war over Lebanon, Palestine and Iraq would spread to south Asia, stretching from Pakistan to Palestine, through Afghanistan into Iraq and up to the Mediterranean coast.  Undoubtedly, this would also spill over into India both with regards to the Muslim community and Kashmir. Border clashes, terrorist attacks, sectarian pogroms and insurgency would break out. A new war, and possibly nuclear war, between Pakistan and India could no be ruled out.  Atomic Al Qaeda  Should Pakistan break down completely, a Taliban-style government with strong Al Qaeda influence is a real possibility. Such deep chaos would, of course, open a “Pandora's box” for the region and the world. With the possibility of unstable clerical and military fundamentalist elements being in control of the Pakistan nuclear arsenal, not only their use against India, but Israel becomes a possibility, as well as the acquisition of nuclear and other deadly weapons secrets by Al Qaeda.  Invading Pakistan would not be an option for America. Therefore a nuclear war would now again become a real strategic possibility. This would bring a shift in the tectonic plates of global relations. It could usher in a new Cold War with China and Russia pitted against the
Condition Pakistan CP

Pressure is key—Unconditional support for Karzai reduces incentives for reform

Jonathan Goodhand, Senior Lecturer in the Department of Development Studies, School of Oriental and African Studies, University of London, and Mark Sedra, Research Scholar in the Department of Political Science at the University of Waterloo, January 2007 (“Bribes or Bargains? Peace Conditionalities and ‘Post-Conflict’ Reconstruction in Afghanistan” International Peacekeeping, Vol. 14, No. 1, pp. 41-61)

Third, donors' policy of 'backing winners' through unconditional support has tended to reduce the incentives for meaningful reform. International donors rarely venture beyond the 'charmed circle' of Karzai and a coterie of technocrat ministers, which greatly circumscribes their use of political dialogue and pressure. The belief among most donors that there is no alternative to Karzai has imbued him with a high level of leverage and manoeuvrability. It has served to tie the political future of Karzai with that of the wider reconstruction process, fostering an engrained reluctance to apply conditions of any kind. Perhaps the most conspicuous example of the failure of donors to enforce conditionally was the legislative elections. The international community supported the establishment of a rigorous vetting process to ensure the observance of the electoral law which 'prohibits anyone who commands or belongs to an unofficial military force or armed group from becoming a candidate'.45 However, in spite of government estimates that more than 1,100 candidates potentially possessed links to armed groups, only 34 were removed from the ballot/ In the aftermath of the election it was estimated that more than 80 per cent of the winning candidates in the provinces and 60 per cent in Kabul maintained ties to armed groups.4" This laissez-faire approach to the vetting process was driven by concerns that armed power brokers barred from the elections would oppose the central government. This episode revealed the ambiguity surrounding the stated goal of statebuilding. A tension exists between the objective of creating a centralized democratic state, which has involved robust support for modernizers in the government, and the practice of supporting regional powerbrokers and appeasing the Islamic establishment to ensure short-term stability.
Karzai wants foreign forces to withdraw
Al-Jazeera, 11/25/08 (“Karzai urges withdrawal 'timeline'” Al-Jazeera News, http://english.aljazeera.net/news/asia/2008/11/20081125165119149939.html)
Hamid Karzai, Afghanistan's president, has demanded foreign powers set a "timeline" for the withdrawal of their forces from his country. He told a delegation from the UN Security Council that without the timeline he would have to seek a political solution to the Taliban-led insurgency, his office said on Tuesday. "The international community should give us a timeline of how long or how far the 'war on terrorism' will go," Homayun Hamidzada, Karzai's chief spokesman, cited the president as telling the delegation. "If we don't have a clear idea of how long it will be, the Afghan government has no choice but to seek political solutions," he said. 

Karzai is a puppet and will agree to stop corruption—empirically, he has followed Obama’s instructions

Sidney Morning Herald 11/3/09 (“Taliban ridicules Karzai as 'puppet'” AFP, http://news.smh.com.au/breaking-news-world/taliban-ridicules-karzai-as-puppet-20091103-hv55.html)
Karzai also said it would have been better for Afghanistan to have had a run-off election and bemoaned his only challenger's withdrawal, after organisers declared him the winner.  He vowed to "eradicate the stain" of corruption in Afghanistan.  "Afghanistan has been defamed by corruption. Our government has been defamed by corruption," Karzai said.  "We will strive, by any means possible, to eradicate this stain."  He spoke just hours after US President Barack Obama said he had told Karzai to step up efforts "to eradicate corruption" and called for a "new chapter" in co-operation between their countries.  The Taliban responded by ridiculing Karzai as a "puppet president" and accusing Western powers of deciding to cancel Afghanistan's run-off election.  "The cancellation of the second round of the election showed that decisions on Afghanistan are made in Washington and London, while the announcements are made in Kabul," a Taliban statement said on Tuesday. 

Security K Links

The framing of Afghanistan as a global security concern has justified militant violence and the genocidal politics. 

Neil COOPER Peace Studies @ Bradford ‘5 “Picking out the Pieces of the Liberal Peaces: Representations of Conflict Economies and the Implications for Policy” Security Dialogue 36 (4) p. 471-

 

The political economies of contemporary conflicts have also been the object of analyses influenced by critical theory and post-structuralism. Mark Duffield, in particular, has identified shadow trade in the developed world as a form of really existing development taking place outside the formal structures of the global economy, from which large parts remain excluded. Much of this literature has also emphasized the need to distinguish between different kinds of economies that exist in the same environment, for instance the combat economy of the warlords, the shadow economy of the mafiosi and the coping economy of ordinary citizens (Pugh, Cooper & Goodhand, 2004). A key feature in this work, however, has been a concern with the way in which weak and failed states have been incorporated into a discourse that has re-inscribed underdevelopment as the source of multiple instabilities for the developed world – what Luke & Ó Tuathail (1997) term ‘the virus of disorder’. Duffield’s work, in particular, has identified the processes by which the securitization of underdevelopment has underpinned the new ‘liberal peace’ aid paradigm, centred around the restoration of order through the application of neoliberalism and the formal accoutrements of democracy and civil (but not economic) rights (Duffield, 2001). Indeed, for Duffield, development has become a form of biopolitics concerned with addressing the putative threats posed to effective states by transborder migratory flows, shadow economies, illicit networks and the global insurgent networks of ineffective states (Duffield, 2005). And, in contrast to the Cold War, the geopolitics of effective states is concerned less with arming Third World allies and more with transforming the populations inside ineffective states. In this view, development represents a ‘security mechanism that attempts through poverty reduction, conditional debt cancellation and selective funding to insulate [developed] mass society from the permanent crisis on its borders’ (Duffield, 2005: 157). While Duffield’s analysis arguably understates the continuities between the Cold War and the post-Cold War era, these insights are nevertheless of particular relevance when examining both shifts in discourse and policy on development and security in general and the political economy of conflict in particular, and it is to these that we will now turn.  Towards a Synthesis of Difference or a Difference in Synthesis? In the aftermath of 9/11, weak and failed states have become the object of a heightened discourse of threat that represents them as actual or potential nodal points in global terrorist networks. In this conception, the absence of state authority and the persistence of disorder creates local societies relatively immune to technologies of surveillance, making them ideal breeding grounds for terrorist recruitment, training, money-laundering and armstrafficking, as well as organized crime more generally. As Collier et al. (2003: 41) note, civil war generates territories outside the control of governments that have become ‘epicentres of crime and disease’ and that export ‘global evils’ such as drugs, AIDS and terrorism. This has produced an element of synthesis between new-right critiques of the current aid paradigm and at least some critics from the liberal left. In particular, the idea that the neoliberal project has been taken too far and has had the counterproductive effect of eroding state capacity and legitimacy – a traditional refrain of the left – has now been taken up by realists. Thus, Fukuyama’s State Building signs up to earlier analyses that have emphasized the way in which neopatrimonial regimes used external conditionality as an excuse for cutting back on modern state sectors while expanding the scope of the neopatrimonial state (Fukuyama, 2004: 22). Fukuyama has also become a belated convert to the idea that, under the Washington Consensus, the state-building agenda was given insufficient emphasis (Fukuyama, 2004: 7). Thus, the new-right analysis is one that emphasizes strong states and local empowerment. Even (especially) the Bush administration concluded in its National Security Strategy of 2002 that ‘America is now threatened less by conquering states than we are by failing states’ (White House, 2002: 1). However, this apparent consensus between the new-right analysis and the liberal critique raises a number of concerns. First, the new-right analysis is situated as a response to the apparently new global dangers unleashed by 9/11. As Fukuyama (2004: 126) notes, ‘the failed state problem . . . was seen previously as largely a humanitarian or human rights issue’, whereas now it has been constructed as a problem of Western security. This dichotomy between the situation preceding and that after 9/11 is most certainly an exaggeration. Underdevelopment has always been securitized, just in different ways; and even its post-Cold War manifestation was firmly in place well before 9/11. Indeed, this historical amnesia can be understood as an intrinsic element of a securitizing discourse that justifies regulatory interventions as a response to a specific global emergency rather than as part of longer-term trends. Nevertheless, it is also the case that the securitization of underdevelopment highlighted by Duffield has become acutely heightened post-9/11, and it is in this context that current debates about the need to eradicate debt, increase aid and reform trading structures are taking place. Thus, the cosmopolitan emphasis on responding to the plight of other global citizens has been merged with the security imperatives of the war on terror to create something of a monolithic discourse across left and right that justifies intervention, regulation and monitoring as about securing both the poor and the developed world. Consequently, what structures the debate about addressing abuse or underdevelopment in this perspective is not the abuse or underdevelopment per se but its links with multiple threats posed to the developed world. A continuum is thus created for external intervention, entailing not merely the overthrow of Saddam Hussein in Iraq but also structuring debate about Somalia or the need to address shadow trade. Moreover, this discourse is by no means unique to new-right perspectives. Thus, the recent Barcelona Report on a Human Security Doctrine for Europe deploys much the same kind of language, despite being situated in an explicitly cosmopolitanist analysis that emphasizes the importance of human security. For the authors, regional conflicts and failed states are ‘the source of new global threats including terrorism, weapons of mass destruction and organised crime’ and consequently ‘no citizens of the world are any longer safely ensconced behind their national border’ (Study Group on Europe’s Security Capabilities, 2004: 6–7). Interventionary strategies, whether designed to address weapons of mass destruction, AIDS or the shadow trade emanating from civil conflict, are thus explicitly framed as prophylactic strategies designed to protect the West from terror, disease, refugees, crime and disorder. In the words of an IISS (2002: 2) report on Somalia, the concern is with ‘inoculating failed or failing states against occupation by al-Qaeda’. This is not to suggest there is now complete synthesis between new-right analyses and liberal critiques. As already noted, analyses such as the Barcelona Report are located in a cosmopolitanist perspective that still emphasizes the importance of providing human security to the citizens of weak states and stresses the need for a bottom-up approach that empowers locals. In contrast, for Fukuyama (2004: 115), state-building and local ownership somehow manage to encompass approval for the idea that, on key areas such as central banking, ‘ten bright technocrats can be air-dropped into a developing country and bring about massive changes for the better in public policy’. The emphasis is also on state capacity for enforcement, ‘the ability to send someone with a uniform and a gun to force people to comply with the state’s laws’ (Fukuyama, 2004: 8) and to maintain the integrity of borders too easily traversed by networked crime and terror. However, the promise inherent in this monolithic discourse is of a potential synthesis between solidarism and security – one in which welfare, representation and security (for both rich and poor) can really be combined. The risk, though, is that security will delimit solidarism in terms of both the breadth of its reach and the depth of its implementation. For example, following US allegations of support for terrorism, the operations of a Saudi charity operating in Somalia were suspended, throwing over 2,600 orphans onto the streets (ICG, 2005a: 15). Similarly, while the USA has increased aid, much of the direction of this aid has been determined by the priorities of the war on terror, while bilateral trade arrangements have been used to reward key allies in the war on terror, such as Pakistan (Tujan, Gaughran & Mollett, 2004). A further notable feature of the post-9/11 environment is that while the ‘war on terror’ framing has colonized the representation of a wide variety of topics, including discussion of conflict trade and shadow war economies, insights from this literature have not always travelled in the reverse direction. Thus, even the most basis lessons from the literature on the economic challenges of peacebuilding were ignored in Iraq. What was notable here was the failure of imagination to conceive pre-invasion Iraq as an entity that exhibited many features of a war economy – for example, high levels of corruption, weak infrastructure, a shadow trade in oil and other forms of sanctions-busting, and a militarized society. Similarly, concern at the way porous borders and informal economies may have been exploited by terror networks in the Sahel has led the USA to develop a Pan-Sahel Initiative focused on reinforcing borders and enhancing surveillance. In other words, cutting off networks that have ‘become the economic lifeblood of Saharan peoples’ (ICG, 2005b: i) has been prioritized rather than dealing with the underlying dynamics driving such networks. Conclusion In some respects, then, there has been a degree of convergence in at least the mainstream discourse and language deployed to discuss weak states and their various features, including shadow economies. The current emphasis is on reversing the excesses of neoliberal reforms that are deemed to have undermined the state in the 1980s and 1990s. The consensus is on the need for strong states and local empowerment (see the contribution by Rolf Schwarz in this edition of Security Dialogue). However, while the discourse and terminology are the same, the meaning applied to them is often very different. How these commonalities and differences will play themselves out in the development of policy remains to be seen. What is nonetheless clear is that much of the discussion of civil war economies has become infected by the virus that is the language of the war on terror. A key concern that this gives rise to is that such framings will structure all or much policy on inconflict and post-conflict societies as being about providing hermetic protection for the West, rather than really addressing the lessons about the local economic dynamics driving shadow economies. The risk is that post-9/11 post-conflict reconstruction may fuse the liberal peace aid paradigm (a continued emphasis on the rigours of neoliberalism, albeit mitigated by a nod towards poverty reduction) with elements of more traditional Cold War interventions that emphasized formal state strength: powerful militaries and intelligence services (albeit mitigated by a nod to civil society). The ways in which this synthesis between the security imperatives of the developed world, cosmopolitanist concerns with the poor and the current reworking of the neoliberal model play themselves out will only really become clear with the test of time. However, what seems to be emerging is a variable-geometry approach to weak states. Some, like Iraq and Afghanistan, may become the object of heightened discourses of threat, producing highly militarized intervention strategies that prioritize order and security issues while failing to address other factors such as the nature of shadow economies and their relationship to occupation and regulation. Indeed, at their extreme, as in Iraq, rather than witnessing the modification of discredited neoliberal models, such objects of intervention may experience even more virulent versions (Klein, 2005). Others, such as Sudan, may find themselves subject to a post-9/11 variant of the new barbarism thesis, in which the anarchy and extremes of violence they are deemed to exhibit are simultaneously presented not only as a rationale for intervention but also as a reason for severely delimiting intervention in the absence of acute imperatives for action provided by the logic of the war on terror. In between, there may be a broad swathe of states, from Sierra Leone to Angola to Liberia, where specific intervention policies may be less strongly influenced by the logic of war on terror and the more general securitization of underdevelopment, but where broader policies that influence such interventions are mediated via the dictates of both solidarism and the security and economic interests of the developed world. Thus, it is perhaps more appropriate to refer not to the imposition of the liberal peace on post-conflict societies but to the imposition of a variety of liberal peaces (Richmond, 2005), albeit ones still imposed within the broad constraints of neoliberalism and within the context of profoundly unequal global trading structures that contribute to underdevel.

Security K Link
The aff binary of moderate vs. extremist eradicates contigency through colonialist assumptions – ensuring contant hostility**

Richard Jackson, Prof. of International Studies @ Manchester, ‘7 [Government and Opposition 42.3, “Constructing Enemies: ‘Islamic Terrorism’ in Political and Academic Discourse,” p. Blackwell-Synergy]

First and foremost, the current discourse of ‘Islamic terrorism’ is rooted in the assumptions, theories and knowledge of terrorism studies – a discrete field of academic research that has grown tremendously and gained genuine authority since the 11 September terrorist attacks. The notion of ‘Islamic terrorism’ appears to have emerged from studies of ‘religious terrorism’, a subject founded largely on David Rapoport's seminal article from 1984.9 Since then, a number of core texts and scholars have established reputations as leading sources of expert knowledge in ‘Islamic terrorism’.10 As later sections of this article demonstrate, a great many of the central labels and narratives of the ‘Islamic terrorism’ discourse are drawn from this body of work. Importantly, through well-established networks of influence linking ‘terrorism experts’ with the policy-making establishment many of these narratives have become politically influential.11

Secondly, the discourse derives a great many of its core assumptions, labels and narratives from the long tradition and archive of orientalist scholarship on the Middle East and Arab culture and religion.12 This literature expanded rapidly in response to the tumultuous events in the Middle East in the 1970s and 1980s – such as the 1972 Munich massacre, the 1973 oil shocks, the 1979 Iranian revolution and embassy hostage crisis, the Rushdie affair and the terrorist kidnappings and hijackings of the 1980s. It has been greatly stimulated once again by the 9/11 attacks and subsequent war on terrorism. Importantly, Samuel Huntington's highly influential 1993 essay ‘The Clash of Civilizations?’, the title of which is derived from a much-cited article by Bernard Lewis,13 reproduced a number of orientalist claims for an international affairs audience and it is therefore an important antecedent of the current ‘Islamic terrorism’ discourse.14 As with terrorism studies scholars, a great many identifiable orientalist Middle East scholars, including Bernard Lewis, Noah Feldman and the late Raphael Patai, have made frequent appearances as advisers and expert witnesses for official bodies, thereby transmitting many of the central assumptions and narratives of orientalist scholarship into the policy process.15

Thirdly, the discourse draws on a long tradition of cultural stereotypes and deeply hostile media representations and depictions of Islam and Muslims.16 Typically, in portraying Muslims, the mainstream media has tended to employ frameworks centred on violence, threat, extremism, fanaticism and terrorism, although there is also a visual orientalist tradition in which they are portrayed as exotic and mysterious.17 Moreover, these kinds of cultural representations have proved extremely resilient, perhaps because, as Said claims, they reflect deeper social-cultural fears, anxieties and stereotypes of the oriental ‘other’ that go back to the imperial age.18 For others, they are the necessary cultural corollary of contemporary forms of imperialism.19

In addition to these three primary historical discursive traditions, the post-9/11 ‘Islamic terrorism’ discourse frequently draws upon and is embedded within a wider set of political-cultural narratives surrounding the war on terrorism, including, among others: the ‘good war’ narrative surrounding the struggle against fascism during the Second World War; mythologies of the Cold War, including the notion of ‘the long war’, the deeply embedded civilization-versus-barbarism narrative, the cult of innocence, the language and assumptions of the enemy within, the labels and narratives of ‘rogue states’, and the discourse surrounding the proliferation of weapons of mass destruction.20

The Discursive Foundations of the ‘Islamic Terrorism’ Discourse

The discourse is first and foremost founded on the deployment of a series of core labels, terms and discursive formations, including, among others: ‘the Islamic world’, ‘the West’, ‘the Islamic revival’, ‘political Islam’, ‘Islamism’, ‘extremism’, ‘radicalism’, ‘fundamentalism’, ‘religious terrorism’, ‘jihadists’, ‘Wahhabis’, ‘Salafis’, ‘militants’, ‘moderates’, ‘global jihadist movement’, ‘al-Qaeda’, and of course, ‘Islamic terrorism’. Crucially, in their textual usage these terms are often vaguely defined (if at all), yet culturally loaded and highly flexible in the way they are deployed.

In addition, these labels and terms are organized into a series of dramatic oppositional binaries, such as the West versus the Islamic world, extremists versus moderates, violent versus peaceful, democratic versus totalitarian, religious versus secular, medieval versus modern and savage versus civilized. Such powerful categories function to construct ‘Islamic terrorists’ and ‘extremists’ as particular kinds of subjects within the overall discourse and enforce highly constricting subject positions upon them vis-à-vis other subjects, such as ‘decent people’, ‘democratic states’ or ‘moderate Muslims’, for example. Importantly, they also render unreasonable more nuanced narratives about the often-contradictory identities and characteristics of the narratives' central actors. The application of labels such as ‘terrorist’, ‘fundamentalist’ and ‘extremist’ to groups like Hamas and Hizbollah for example, functions to obscure their simultaneous existence as political party, social welfare provider, protection force, local association, relief agency, charity, education provider, bank, guerrilla force and the like – as well as position them as the enemy of Western societies.

The discourse also includes a series of careful qualifications that are designed to mitigate the use of labels, narratives and assumptions that in other political or cultural contexts would be considered pejorative. Thus, it is not uncommon for ‘Islamic terrorism’ texts to begin with statements such as: ‘Most Muslims prefer a peaceful and inclusive version of their faith’;21 ‘Islamic terrorists’ are ‘inspired by a distorted vision of Islam and sanctify their campaign of violence through a selective reading of Quranic phrases’;22 and ‘We do not act against Islam. The true followers of Islam are our brothers and sisters in this struggle.’23 Of course, in extreme expressions of the discourse, such qualifications are replaced by overt hostility towards Islam or aspects of it. However, in the majority of ‘Islamic terrorism’ texts, these kinds of statements are ubiquitous, but notably fail to avoid subsequent expressions of prejudicial material.

Extra Card that need to be Tagged and Underlined for- Women’s Rights
Thea Garland, 7/17/10, “Will we Again Abandon Afghan Women?” http://www.nytimes.com/2010/07/15/opinion/15iht-edgarland.html

By way of reminder, this is the same Taliban whose brutal repression saw women under virtual house arrest and subject to incessant terror during their six-year reign. This is the same Taliban that denied women the right to education and employment, deprived them of social and political participation and that whipped, beat and verbally abused them for laughing aloud or for failing to cover their already shrouded and faceless bodies in exact accordance with Taliban rules. This is the same Taliban that hauled girls into the Kabul football stadium to be executed publicly, and for conduct that would not be considered criminal under any democratic law. Even years after coalition forces invaded Afghanistan, women still face a constant threat. In 2006, the female rights activist Safia Amajan was gunned down for suggesting that women had a right to education and work, and just last year teenage girls in Kandahar had acid thrown in their faces for attending school. And who would represent women in any negotiations with the Taliban? Middle-aged male generals and diplomats? Afghan warlords and Pashtun power-brokers? It seems unlikely that women would be allowed a meaningful place at the table. Of the thousands gathered at the Afghan peace Jirga in June, only a small number were women and none were involved in its planning. “The belief is that women are not important,” said Samira Hamidi, country director of the Afghan Women’s Network, describing a mind-set that she says “has not been changed in the past eight years.” The Afghan Constitution guarantees the equality for women. But if the Taliban were brought into the government, they would likely demand Shariah law, at least in some areas. Iran, invoking Shariah law, last week sentenced Sakineh Mohammadi Ashtiani, a 43-year-old mother of two, to death by stoning for alleged “adultery while being married.” (After an international outcry, the Iranian government backed down, though her fate is still unknown.) Such barbaric practices were prevalent during the Taliban reign. The West has little influence over Iran, but in Afghanistan it has an opportunity to help determine the fate of a country’s people. Are we prepared to walk away knowing that women may once again be bound, buried neck-deep in the ground and stoned until they slowly bleed to death? After invading the country, do we not have a moral imperative to leave it better than we found it? Even if the Taliban committed itself to honoring the rights of women, it is difficult to conceive how this would be enforceable. If the Taliban were to renege on a promise not to allow Al Qaeda bases, it is easy to imagine that American missiles would once again rain down on the country. Would the West go back to war if the Taliban tore up a promise to allow girls to go to school, women to work? At the outset of this now nine-year war, Cherie Blair and Laura Bush, among others, defended it as a war to liberate the women of Afghanistan. Their moral reasoning was derided by some commentators — “It would be the first imperial war in history to liberate women,” wrote Tariq Ali, a prominent Pakistani leftist. Sadly his derision may be well placed after all. In the 1980s, the United States funded the Islamic war against the Soviets for its own purposes, and then walked out, leaving behind a breeding ground for terrorists and the brutal enslavement of women as the Taliban took over. We must not allow the progress of the last nine years to be snatched away from the women of Afghanistan. We must not abandon them again. Women’s rights, after all, are human rights. 

Kathy Gannon and Rahim Faiez, 6/2/10, “Taliban Attacks Afghanistan Peace Conference: Jirga Hit by Suicide Attack”, http://www.huffingtonpost.com/2010/06/02/taliban-attacks-afghanistan-peace-jirga_n_597179.html

KABUL, Afghanistan — The thump of rockets and the rattle of gunfire punctuated President Hamid Karzai's speech opening a national conference Wednesday where delegates were divided over whether to negotiate peace with Taliban leaders to end nearly nine years of war. Taliban fighters wearing suicide vests fired at the tent holding some 1,500 dignitaries, lawmakers and civil society activists, triggering a battle with security forces that killed at least two militants. Three civilians, but no delegates, were wounded.

One rocket landed with a thud about 100 yards (meters) from the tent and kicked up smoke. Karzai brushed off the interruption, about 10 minutes into his address, and urged fighters from the Taliban and another major insurgent group, Hizb-i-Islami, to lay down their arms. "My dear Taliban, you are welcome in your own soil. Do not hurt this country, and don't destroy or kill yourselves," Karzai said, emphasizing that more fighting would only prevent the withdrawal of international forces from Afghanistan. "Make peace with me and there will be no need for foreigners here," Karzai said in the nationally televised speech. The attack underscored the Taliban's opposition to what they have dubbed as a "phony reconciliation process" stacked with Karzai's supporters. They insist they will not negotiate until all foreign troops leave the country. The Obama administration supports overtures to rank-and-file insurgents but is skeptical of a major political initiative with Taliban leaders until militant forces are weakened on the battlefield. NATO troops are preparing for a big offensive this summer in the Taliban heartland of Kandahar province. No official militant representatives were invited to the three-day conference, although some delegates are insurgent sympathizers. Karzai's government said it organized the gathering, called a peace jirga, to gauge the mood of ordinary Afghans toward negotiations. Government ministers, including former warlords Abdur Rasul Rayyaf and Vice President Gen. Mohammed Qasim Fahim, relaxed on couches and other plush chairs in the front row, while other delegates had less comfortable seating choices in the cavernous tent pitched on a university campus in Kabul.

The delegates largely shrugged off Wednesday's attack. But some said it demonstrated the weakness of the government and its security forces in the face of an insurgency that has maintained momentum despite a buildup of U.S. troops. After a lunch break, delegates broke into smaller groups to discuss issues such as whether the government should negotiate directly with Taliban leaders, and if so, which ones. The conference, or jirga, is due to end Friday with a communique endorsing the next steps forward.

In interviews outside the tent, delegates disagreed over whether the government should talk with Taliban founder Mullah Mohammed Omar. Karzai has made repeated public pronouncements over the years inviting Omar for talks, but has predicated the offer on acceptance of the Afghan constitution and renouncing links with al-Qaida. But Karzai has held talks with leaders of one Taliban-allied group, Hizb-i-Islami, who sent a delegation to Kabul last March. "We have to have direct talks with the leaders or there will be no peace," said Kabul lawmaker Syed Hassain Alumi Balkhi. Lal Mohammed, a delegate representing the estimated 1.2 million Afghan refugees living in Pakistan, said all Taliban prisoners should be freed from jail too. "We need to create an atmosphere for talks, and unless we can offer them some guarantees, they won't talk peace," he said. However, Gul Agha Pirzada, a delegate from northern Takhar province, wanted no mention of talks with Taliban leaders in the final communique. "We want peace, but these leaders have killed innocent people and they are with al-Qaida and they are the ones who have killed innocent Afghans," he said. Another issue under discussion is whether to press for the removal of militant leaders from a U.N. blacklist that freezes assets and bars overseas travel. The blacklist currently includes 137 people associated with the Taliban and 258 with al-Qaida. Some former Taliban have already been removed including an ex-foreign minister, Wakil Ahmed Muttawakil. Some delegates called for the withdrawal of bounties the U.S. is offering for the capture of senior Taliban leaders. Omar has a $5 million price on his head. Government minister Farooq Wardak, who is chairing the jirga, denied the conference was designed to rubber-stamp the president's plans for reconciliation. He said the meeting was "to advise the government who we can talk to and who we cannot talk to." While the United States has been reluctant to embrace talks with the Taliban leadership, Wardak maintained that Karzai has received a promise from the "very highest" level within the U.S. and British governments "that they will support the jirga." Based on its outcome, Karzai will lay out his reconciliation program next month at a conference of donor countries to Afghanistan. The United States has already promised financial help for the program to lure Taliban foot soldiers to give up fighting.
Wazhma Frogh, 5/11/10,  “Don't raise hopes for Afghan peace jirga”, guarian.co.uk, http://www.guardian.co.uk/commentisfree/2010/may/11/afghan-peace-jirga-hopes

A national reintegration plan ignores the fact much of the violence is caused by an exported insurgency from Pakistan. We may be tempted to hope that the coming jirga might put an end to the continuing violence. However, as the new developments unfold around the reintegration and reconciliation plan, including the latest on offering exile to the Taliban commanders, the hope gets murkier.

We hear various arguments against the reintegration plan. One of its only known components is the provision of incentives for the insurgents to renounce violence. Many claim that it's an unsustainable strategy and will further antagonise the majority youth who are feeling deprived of the development and security initiatives of the international community and the Afghan government. Women's rights activists and civil society groups raise their concern over the issue of justice for human rights violations and fear that a blank offer of amnesty will not bring enduring peace to Afghanistan.

Wazhma Frogh, 5/11/10,  “Don't raise hopes for Afghan peace jirga”, guarian.co.uk, http://www.guardian.co.uk/commentisfree/2010/may/11/afghan-peace-jirga-hopes

The risk is that jirga may be a one-sided interaction of the people in power with the vulnerable Afghan elders – asking the elders to help with the peace process while ignoring that some of these elders might be executed upon their return to their village, and some will not even try to come due to such fear from the local militants and insurgents. This risk is more likely to materialise in relation to elders from the southern and south-eastern provinces, the focus of ongoing violence. It is wrong to set high expectations for the coming jirga. It may serve as a step towards stabilising Afghanistan, but such hopes should be tempered by a realisation that the realities on the ground continue to be violent. If the Taliban movement was national, independent and based on Afghan patriotic sentiments, such a jirga might be more sensible and productive, but it is undeniable that much of the violence in Afghanistan is caused by an exported insurgency – one that is created and sustained by Afghanistan's neighbour, Pakistan. The time has come for the Afghan government to seriously talk with the Pakistani military and the intelligence services that have been the fathers of the Taliban movement and insurgency. Pakistan will continue making and remaking insurgency for Afghanistan if the Pakistani establishment continues to believe that its survival and security interests are at stake there. The time has come for a regional pact between Afghanistan and Pakistan, with guaranteed compliance. Pakistan does not want an Afghanistan that flourishes economically or politically; Pakistani intelligence and military wrongly perceive that a fragile Afghan state and nation can let Pakistan breathe in peace. A strong Afghan state might question the territorial sovereignty of Pakistan because of the Durand Line and the Pashtunkhwa sentiments.

There is a need to assure Pakistan that if it stops creating more insurgency for Afghanistan, Afghanistan will not be a threat to Pakistan's territorial sovereignty, and India and other actors will not be allowed to use Afghan land for any activities against Pakistan. Such assurance needs to be negotiated with the Pakistani army and intelligence; success in that could bear more fruit than any national reconciliation or reintegration plan inside Afghanistan.

AFP, 6/8/10, AFGHANISTAN:Talking to the Taliban Bad for Women, http://www.peacewomen.org/news_article.php?id=881&type=news

The first woman to run for president of Afghanistan, Moussada Jalal, told Canadians on Tuesday that engaging the Taliban in a bid to end an eight-year-old war would set back women's rights. Peace talks with the Taliban is "bad news for women in Afghanistan," Jalal, a former minister of women's affairs, told reporters. "I hope it doesn't happen." Delegates at a landmark conference aimed at bringing an end to Afghanistan's long war said last week that talking to the Taliban is the country's best, and possibly last, chance for peace.

Around 1,600 delegates, representing Afghans across the political and social spectrum, attended the so-called peace jirga held in a massive tent in Kabul's southeastern suburbs. Jalal heads up the Jalal Foundation, which seeks to promote, empower, educate and inform Afghan women. She was in Ottawa to testify before the Foreign Affairs Subcommittee on International Human Rights and Development and to meet with parliamentarians, women?s rights groups and non-governmental organizations. She said at a press conference, "In the beginning, women were hopeful about changes in Afghanistan (affecting women). But in recent years we've experienced some steps back." NATO allies funded the construction of schools for girls, for example, but insurgents killed the teachers and female students were marked with acid to discourage them from attending school. As well, she said the Taliban has been "terrorizing women activists" while religious councils decreed women cannot leave their homes without a male escort. The main obstacle to solidly establishing women's rights in Afghanistan, Jalal opined, is the old guard's economic and political clout. For warlords, she said, "political power has become a business." Women have "knowledge, experience and political consciousness... but they cannot compete within this power circle because they don't have enormous economic power in their hands." She urged the international community, including Canada, to remain committed to Afghanistan, and help promote and protect women's rights.

"Afghanistan is sick, very sick, it cannot stand on its feet, it needs treatment, it needs help," she told reporters.

MAZAR-I-SHARIF, 7/23/10, “Afghan women retreat behind veil in fear of Taliban”, http://www.paktribune.com/news/index.shtml?229857
Afghanistan: Women living in Afghanistan’s safest region are retreating behind the veil amid fears they are being stalked by a resurgent Taliban.  Human rights groups are concerned that plans by the Afghan government to make peace with the Taliban could lead to an erosion of women’s liberties. On Tuesday, about 80 international representatives, including US Secretary of State Hillary Clinton, gathered in Kabul to endorse President Hamid Karzai’s programme of reconciliation and reintegration with the Taliban leadership. But as attacks escalate across the previously peaceful north, and the insurgency’s footprint expands, women are losing confidence that their hard-won rights are inviolable.  Clinton used part of her speech to defend Afghan women. “If they are silenced and pushed to the margins of Afghan society, the prospects for peace and justice will be subverted,” she warned.  In Mazar-I-Sharif, the largest city on Afghanistan’s northern plain, fewer women are venturing out in public with bared faces, and the Burqa is making a comeback, not as a fashion accessory but as protection, many said.  “The atmosphere is changing, women on the streets of Mazar are covering their faces, they are retreating behind their Burqas because they fear the Taliban are getting closer,” said Hamid Safwat, manager of an independent shelter for distressed women.  “Women are living in great fear of a peace deal with the Taliban because of what it will mean for their rights,” he told AFP. “If they are not already here physically, their presence, their proximity is being felt. 

“If the Taliban comes to the peace process and gets into parliament, they will join up with the fundamentalists to form a bloc and they will erode what rights Afghan women have fought for since 2001,” he said.  Women at the shelter, one of only a handful in the country, said they worried that an already tough existence could become worse. Gul Andaman spent a year in prison for refusing to marry a man selected by her brothers, and came to the shelter after her release because they threatened to kill her, she said. 

Now, after three years at the safe house, she said her brothers were still insisting she return to the family home and marry the man of their choice. “What can a woman do?” she said.  “Life for Afghan women is just so bad but if President Karzai does talk to the Taliban, and they become more powerful, then of course things will get even worse.” Karzai’s plan for making peace with the Taliban has won broad support from the international community as the war becomes increasingly unpopular with the Western public, and leaders struggle to develop an exit strategy. Reintegration focuses on the so-called “10-dollar Talibs”, poor men who, lacking employment alternatives, fight for the insurgency.  The broader concept of reconciliation involves talks with the Taliban leadership, on power sharing, third-country exile and removal from a UN list of terror suspects. 

Japantoday, April 2 2010, Afghan leader Karzai threatens to join Taliban www.japantoday.com/category/world/view/afghan-leader-karzai-threatens-to-join-taliban 
Afghan President Hamid Karzai threatened over the weekend to quit the political process and join the Taliban if he continued to come under outside pressure to reform, several members of parliament said Monday. Karzai made the unusual statement at a closed-door meeting Saturday with selected lawmakers—just days after kicking up a diplomatic controversy with remarks alleging foreigners were behind fraud in last year’s disputed elections. Lawmakers dismissed the latest comment as hyperbole, but it will add to the impression the president—who relies on tens of thousands of U.S. and NATO forces to fight the insurgency and prop up his government—is growing increasingly erratic and unable to exert authority without attacking his foreign backers. “He said that ‘if I come under foreign pressure, I might join the Taliban’,” said Farooq Marenai, who represents the eastern province of Nangarhar. “He said rebelling would change to resistance,” Marenai said—apparently suggesting that the militant movement would then be redefined as one of resistance against a foreign occupation rather than a rebellion against an elected government. Marenai said Karzai appeared nervous and repeatedly demanded to know why parliament last week had rejected legal reforms that would have strengthened the president’s authority over the country’s electoral institutions. Two other lawmakers said Karzai twice raised the threat to join the insurgency. The lawmakers, who spoke on condition of anonymity for fear of political repercussions, said Karzai also dismissed concerns over possible damage his comments had caused to relations with the United States. He told them he had already explained himself in a telephone conversation Saturday with Secretary of State Hillary Rodham Clinton that came after the White House described his comments last week as troubling. White House spokesman Robert Gibbs said reports Karzai threatened to abandon the political process and join the Taliban insurgency if he continued to receive pressure from Western backers to reform his government are troubling. “On behalf of the American people, we’re frustrated with the remarks,” Gibbs told reporters. The lawmakers said they felt Karzai was pandering to hard-line or pro-Taliban members of parliament and had no real intention of joining the insurgency. Nor does the Afghan leader appear concerned that the U.S. might abandon him, having said numerous times that the U.S. would not leave Afghanistan because it perceives a presence here to be in its national interest.  Karzai spokesman Waheed Omar’s phone was turned off and another number for him rang unanswered Monday. Deputy spokesman Hamed Elmi’s phone rang unanswered. The comments come against the background of continuing insurgent violence as the U.S. moves to boost troop levels in a push against Taliban strongholds in the south. NATO forces said they killed 10 militants in a joint U.S.-Afghan raid on a compound in Nangarhar province’s Khogyani district near the Pakistani border early Monday, while gunmen seriously wounded an Afghan provincial councilwoman in a drive-by shooting in the country’s increasingly violent north. NATO also confirmed that international troops were responsible for the deaths of five civilians, including three women, on Feb 12 in Gardez, south of Kabul. A NATO statement said a joint international-Afghan patrol fired on two men mistakenly believed to be insurgents. It said the three women were “accidentally killed as a result of the joint force firing at the men.” International force officials will discuss the results of the investigation with family of those killed, apologize and provide compensation, he said. The two men killed in the Gardez raid had been long-serving government loyalists and opponents of al-Qaida and the Taliban, one serving as provincial district attorney and the other as police chief in Paktia’s Zurmat district.
Their brother, who also lost his wife and a sister, said he learned of the investigation result from the Internet, but had yet to receive formal notice. Mohammad Sabar said the family’s only demand was that the informant who passed on the faulty information about militant activity be tried and publicly executed. “Please, please, please, our desire, our demand is that this spy be executed in front of the people to ensure that such bad things don’t happen again,” Sabar said. In the latest of a series of targeted assassination attempts blamed on militants, Baghlan provincial council member Nida Khyani was struck by gunfire in the leg and abdomen in Pul-e Khumri, capital of the northern province, said Salim Rasouli, head of the provincial health department. Khyani’s bodyguard was also slightly injured. There was no immediate claim of responsibility for the shooting, although suspicion immediately fell on Taliban fighters who often target people working with the Afghan government and their Western backers. One month ago, a member of the Afghan national parliament escaped injury when her convoy was attacked by Taliban insurgents in eastern Afghanistan. Female government officials regularly report receiving threats to their safety. Some women leaders, including a prominent policewoman, have been assassinated.
The Taliban rigidly oppose education for girls and women’s participation in public affairs, citing their narrow interpretation of conservative Islam and tribal traditions. Militants, who are strongest in the south and east, carry out beatings and other punishments for perceived women’s crimes from immodesty to leaving home unaccompanied by a male relative. Also Monday, the organizer of a national reconciliation conference—known as a jirga—scheduled for early May said it would not include insurgent groups such as the Taliban. There has also been indications it would include discussion of the withdrawal of 120,000 foreign troops in the country. 
Ghulam Farooq Wardak, the minister of education who is organizing the conference, said it will focus on outlining ways to reach peace with the insurgents and the framework for possible discussions. Out of the jirga will come the “powerful voice of the Afghan people,” Wardak said. “By fighting, you cannot restore security. The only way to bring peace is through negotiation.” 
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