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Karzai Cred -- Non Unique
No credibility now

Heineman 2010

Ben W., Jr “Obama's Afghan Dilemma: Managing Hamid Karzai”

http://blogs.hbr.org/cs/2010/03/obamas_toxic_management_dilemm.html
These management and strategic dilemmas are reflected in tactical ones. For example, in order not to antagonize the local population, American and NATO commanders are allowing farmers to harvest the current poppy crop, even though opium proceeds support the Taliban and a major long-run objective is to shift the Afghan economy away from being a narco-state (currently, 30-50 percent of its economy is drug-related). Obama's latest trip and its surrounding publicity have not helped. It is hard to see how airing these "management" problems so publicly with the leader of a sovereign nation is useful by itself. Simply embarrassing Karzai isn't going to drive him from power, but will likely drive him further away. This dispute only undermines the credibility of the United States' strategy — and gives support to many who have always doubted Karzai's intent or his effectiveness.

No cred now

Coghlan 2005

Thomas “World Agenda: Credibility gap is crippling Karzai” http://www.timesonline.co.uk/tol/news/world/world_agenda/article6976617.ece
Afghanistan is a young democracy with an untested constitution. That is the most polite explanation for the friction that is evident within the country's political institutions. But as the West commits ever more resources to the military fight against the Taleban, diplomats and analysts argue that a credible Kabul administration is an essential adjunct to the military push. How far the Karzai Government is viewed as legitimate within Afghanistan is hard to judge, but the signs are that its credibility is marginal at best. Seventeen of President Karzai’s 24 nominees for his new Cabinet were rejected this week by a parliament that is clearly determined to punish him for the shameless corruption carried out by his supporters at the polls in August last year. Those allowed through were, significantly, the best of the bunch. Many of those rejected were the placemen of ethnic warlords who delivered the votes of their supporters to Mr Karzai in exchange for the promise of cabinet posts. One might say that this shows the Afghan parliament in a good light. There are signs that the main opposition leader, Dr Abdullah Abdullah, is building a disciplined bloc, now thought to number about 90 MPs in a parliament of 440. For the parliamentarians the looming prospect of new elections later this year may be a spur to reflect the disillusionment of their constituents. However, the knock-on effect is paralysis at the heart of the Afghan Government, with no sign of a solution to the mess. There is, too, a growing sense in Kabul that the dark spectre of ethnic division, which has lurked below the surface of Afghan politics since 2001, has started to reveal itself since the latest elections. In times of uncertainty Afghans tend to fall back on the old sureties of tribe and ethnicity.

AFF—A2: Karzai Key
Karzai is not key to overall US strategy

Scott Wilson and Rajiv Chandrasekaran 2009

Washington Post Staff Writers,” Karzai is wild card for U.S. strategy” , November 3, http://www.washingtonpost.com/wp-dyn/content/article/2009/11/02/AR2009110202057.html?hpid=topnews
But whether Karzai's victory without a final vote undermines his legitimacy will be decided ultimately by the Afghans themselves. The Karzai administration is already seen in Afghanistan as corrupt, and Obama administration officials have sought to identify local leaders who might serve as more effective partners than the central government. A senior U.S. official involved in Afghanistan policy, who spoke on the condition of anonymity to discuss internal deliberations, said the administration will pursue a "two-pronged" approach to improving the quality of government. Karzai, the official said, will be urged to embrace a "compact with the Afghan people" that would make explicit commitments about local governance, corruption and other important issues. The official said senior members of Obama's national security team are weighing whether to tie the deployment of some additional troops and development resources to Karzai's progress on the compact. At the same time, the official said, the U.S. government would seek to bypass Karzai by working more closely with members of his cabinet and by funneling more money to local governors. Karzai has the power to appoint and fire provincial governors, and administration officials worry that he will use the authority to remove local officials deemed effective by the United States to reward campaign supporters.
Karzai – No Link UQ
No perception of US backing now – OBAMA-Karzai fights.
The Daily Caller, 6-24 [2010, Marco Vicenzino, staff writer, 
Wanted: Leadership in Afghanistan, http://dailycaller.com/2010/06/24/wanted-leadership-in-afghanistan/]
The crisis also raises serious questions about the judgment of the president and his ability to lead on Afghanistan. After assuming office nearly 18 months ago, Barack Obama remains the only president in many decades to remove a military leader during major combat operations, not just once but twice. Chaos has prevailed in the ranks, particularly through regular conflicting statements from officials. Furthermore, Obama’s three-month delay in devising a strategy in the autumn of 2009 and his administration’s public spats with President Hamid Karzai further undermined the mission and his credibility. The president must assume greater responsibility and take charge. The status quo is largely a result of his inexperience and indecisiveness. Despite increasing troops and resources, Obama has failed to provide unity of mission and purpose. Despite referring to Afghanistan as a war of necessity, urgency begs to know whether Obama truly believes in this historical undertaking. Despite the president’s fondness to press reset buttons, he has failed to do so convincingly on Afghanistan.
AFF—CP Doesn’t solve

1. Doesn’t solve the aff or credibility DA—government will say no

The Herald 2007

(3-8, Lexis)

THE Afghan government has ruled out licensing its country's poppy crops and allowing Britain and the US to buy the harvest for conversion into legitimate medical painkillers such as morphine, The Herald can reveal. The Foreign Office admitted yesterday moves to curb cultivation of the opium poppies by legalising and controlling the raw narcotic product had been vetoed by President Hamd Karzai. The opium paste collected by farmers refines down into 90per cent of the heroin sold on Britain's streets and is worth more than GBP1.5bn a year to growers and traffickers. UN sources claim Kabul's reluctance to legalise the opium stems more from the fact that a number of senior politicians backed by the West are key players in the trade or receive regular payments from traffickers to turn a blind eye. Foreign Office Minister Kim Howells said: "We have considered options for the licit cultivation of opiates in some detail. This has been ruled out by the Afghan government as a means of tackling the trade." A British-backed effort to eradicate 22,000 hectares of poppies using Afghan police officers destroyed just 1200 hectares before local farmers and landowners managed to bribe them to stop. A British diplomatic source said: "A hectare of poppy is worth GBP3500 in opium. Afghan government officials negotiated a price of GBP500 per hectare to leave the land alone. Corruption's endemic. That corruption goes right to the top. It's the Afghan way."
2. Diversion

Even legal avenues won’t solves corruption

Schweich ‘07

 (Thomas, U.S. Coordinator for Afghan Counternarcotics, USA Today, 5-21, Lexis)
*Almost insurmountable hurdles to legalization remain. In India, one of the oldest legal opium producers in the world, 20%-30% of its closely-monitored crop is diverted to the illegal market each year. How could Afghanistan, a much less developed country with a much bigger crop, prevent major diversion into the illegal opium market? *Advocates of legalization also argue that more opium is needed to address an alleged world shortage of painkillers. According to international experts, including the United Nations, there is no shortage of raw material for painkillers. In fact, there is an oversupply. *Efforts to change the system for legal opium, which is governed by U.N. agreements, has already met strong opposition from existing supplier countries. The current strategy -- education, demand reduction, alternative development, eradication, interdiction and prosecution -- has reduced or eliminated poppy in Pakistan, Laos, Thailand and other nations. It requires time and political will. Let's not divert the world's attention from sound policy toward pie-in-the-sky solutions with no chance of success.
2. Diversion guts CP solvency

Chouvy ’06

 (Pierre-Arnaud, CNRS, “Licensing Afghanistan’s Opium: Solution or Fallacy?”, Asia Times, 2-1, www.pa-chouvy.org/Chouvy-Asia_Times-1FEB2006-Licensing_Afghanistans_Opium_Solution_or_Fallacy.html)
The proposal to license opium production in Afghanistan thus raises an important question: Would the prices paid to opium farmers be high enough to provide them with a sufficient income and to enable the development of the Afghan rural economy while, in the meantime, preventing opium diversion from the licit to the illicit market? In Afghanistan, opium prices have varied greatly during the past decade, ranging from $23 to $350 per kilogram of fresh opium at harvest time. In 2005, the average farm-gate price of fresh opium at harvest time was $102 per kilogram (average yield: 39 kg/ha) and 309,000 families, or about 2 million persons (8.7% of the population) were involved in opium-poppy cultivation, itinerant workers not included. Such prices, which are far from enriching Afghan opium farmers but simply allow them to cope with poverty, only need to be compared to those of India to realize that licit opium production in Afghanistan could not compete with illicit opium production, that most opium farmers would still have to give up opium production while the others would see their revenues plummet, and that, considering the limited writ and power of the Afghan authorities, diversion from the licit to the illicit market would be unavoidable and would reach much higher proportions than in India. More important, licensing opium production in Afghanistan would not be better than eradication or alternative development at addressing the causes of the recourse to illegal opium production and would thus fail to fulfill the international community's objective: the suppression of illegal opium production. If crop substitution proved to be a failure in the past decades, why would the substitution of an illegal opium production for a legal opium production work better by reducing farmers' income and not addressing the structural factors causing illegal opium production? It is crucial to understand that, contrary to what has often been denounced here and there, opium production is more a consequence of Afghanistan's lawlessness, instability and poverty than its cause. Opium production clearly proceeds from poverty and food insecurity, from Afghanistan to Myanmar and Laos, where it is a coping mechanism and livelihood strategy. 
AFF—CP doesn’t solve

3. Afghanistan can’t out-compete other international producers – makes illicit opium inevitable

Brady 2007


(Brian, Westminster Editor – Scotland on Sunday, 3-4, Lexis)
Government experts have highlighted a number of obstacles to making the same historic change in Afghanistan, from local resistance to the cut-throat nature of the international legal drugs market. While Australia can produce 1kg of morphine equivalent at a cost of around GBP 30, India can do it for GBP 75 and Turkey for GBP 125. The current cost of 1kg of morphine equivalent in Afghanistan would be approximately GBP 170.
Relations Low Now/2AC Defense

Relations are low now—already criticized over drug policy

Reuters 2010

“Russia says U.S. should eradicate Afghan opium” http://www.reuters.com/article/idUSTRE62R0QH20100328

(Reuters) - Russia accused the United States on Sunday of conniving with Afghanistan's drug producers by refusing to destroy opium crops, the second time in a week Moscow has taken a swipe at the West over drug policy. WORLD | RUSSIA U.S. Marines have advanced into one of the main opium-growing regions of Afghanistan's Helmand Province since February, but have told villagers there they will not destroy the opium crop that is blossoming this month. "We believe such statements are contrary to the decisions taken on Afghan narco-problems within the U.N. and other international forums," said a statement from the Russian Foreign Ministry released by the embassy in Kabul. "The touching' concern about the Afghan farmers actually means, if not directly, then certainly indirectly, conniving (with) drug producers," it said. Last week, Russian U.N. ambassador Vitaly Churkin told the Security Council that U.S. and NATO commanders should continue to eradicate opium poppy fields. NATO rejected the criticism and said Russia could best help by providing assistance to the fight the insurgency. Moscow, which lost its own bitter war in Afghanistan during the 1980s, frequently criticizes the NATO military campaign.
Double bind – either spygate will trigger the impact or relations are resilient.
LaFranchi, 6-29 [Howard, Staff at CSM, 2010, 
Russian spies case: There goes the 'reset' of US-Russia relations?]
With the arrest Sunday of 10 East Coast residents (an 11th was arrested Tuesday in Cyprus and released on bail) on charges of conspiring to act as undeclared agents of a foreign government, one might assume: So there goes the vaunted “reset” of US-Russia relations, right? Actually, probably not. “I’d expect the diplomatic fallout from this to be fairly limited,” says Paul Saunders, executive director of the Nixon Center in Washington. “These cases in the past have tended to blow over unless someone wants to make a big issue of it, and it doesn’t seem in this case that anyone in the administration really does.” The big question now will be what, if any, “issue” the Russian government will make of the case. “The ball is really in the Russians’ court now,” says Heather Conley, director of the Europe program at the Center for Strategic and International Studies (CSIS) in Washington. “The Obama people have de-linked the issue from the broader relationship,” she adds, “but we’ll have to wait and see if the Russians essentially do the same or if it will be a return to a kind of cold-war, tit-for-tat response.”
Future decline is inevitable – Georgia, NMD, Nuclear tech.
Washington Post, 6-24 [“Opinions vary on the state of US-Russia relations, http://www.washingtonpost.com/wp-dyn/content/article/2010/06/23/AR2010062305264.html]
The Obama administration, Gati said, de-linked difficult issues in the U.S.-Russia relationship to allow progress on what was easier. Now most of the low-hanging fruit has been plucked; remaining are such issues as Georgia, missile defense and nuclear technology sharing, where the two countries remain much further apart. "Now we can find out: Did the reset make a difference on the issues that are more difficult?" Gati said.
Decline Inevitable – 1AR
US-Russia relations will inevitable sour.
Richter, 6-21 [Paul, Sacramento Bee, 2010, “Skeptics say real progress in U.S.-Russia relations remains elusive,” http://www.sacbee.com/2010/06/21/2837311/skeptics-say-real-progress-in.html]
The deal has also left uncertainty about the future U.S. Russian arms treaties that Obama hoped to see, because of the clash over missile defense that the deal has bared. Russia would like to force the United States to limit the size of its missile defense systems, fearing that if they grow too large they could overwhelm the Russia missile forces and leave the country vulnerable.  Moscow has warned that it will withdraw from the treaty if the United States expands its missile defenses too much.  U.S. officials have been delighted at Russia's willingness to open a new military air corridor to Afghanistan, a route which has so far allowed some 275 military overflights. But the deal isn't charity: It serves Russia's interests in giving its leverage over the NATO military operations in Afghanistan, and also satisfying its need to try to stabilize its turbulent neighbor.  "They probably would have done it even without the 'reset,' " a European diplomat said.  Obama, apparently recognizing his limited leverage, has done little to resist Russia's continued presence in separatist regions of Georgia. "The United States has put the most difficult issues on the back burner," said Charles Kupchan, who was a National Security Council aide in the Clinton administration and is author of "How Enemies Become Friends."  Russia, for its part, has been forced to be more conciliatory by the financial crisis and falling oil prices, which upended the energy economy that had enabled defiance toward the West. On Thursday Medvedev, who also visits Silicon Valley on the trip, wants to discuss American help on the Russian economy. Obama is expected to press the Russian to cooperate on the Iran sanctions.  Yet a lack of trust has so far limited headway.  Vershbow, the Pentagon official, said that while the relationship has improved, Russian leaders remain suspicious of American power.  "There still is a need for some reset on the Russian side," he said.  In this environment, the reset looks perishable.  "Thus far I think all of the accomplishments are very easily reversible if the political tone of the relationship were to change," said Paul J. Saunders, executive director of the Nixon Center think tank and a former State Department official. 
AFF—No Accidents Impact

No Risk of accidental war--Accidents

EASTWEST INSTITUTE 2009

(“Reframing Nuclear De–Alert Decreasing the operational readiness of U.S. and Russian arsenals,”  http://www.ewi.info/reframing_dealert) 

The “hair trigger”  technical problem, if it exists, calls for fixing the triggering mechanism by building in safety mechanisms without compromising the deterrent capacity of nuclear forces. “The ‘hair trigger’ image implies that a minor mistake—akin to jostling a gun—will fire the weapon. . . . U.S. nuclear weapons are less a pistol with a hair trigger than like a pistol in a holster with the safety turned on—and . . . in the case of nuclear weapons the ‘safety’ is locked in place by a combination lock that can only be opened and firing made possible if the soldier carrying the pistol receives a message from his chain of command giving him the combination. Since the 1960s the U.S. has taken a series of measures to ensure that U.S. nuclear weapons cannot be detonated without the receipt of both external information and properly authenticated authorization to use that information. These devices—generically Permissive Action Links or ‘PALs’—are in effect combination locks that keep the weapons locked and incapable of detonation unless and until the weapons’ firing mechanisms have been unlocked following receipt of a series of numbers communicated to the operators from higher authority. Equally important in the context of a military organization, launch of nuclear weapons (including insertion of the combinations) is permitted only where properly authorized by an authenticated order. This combination of reliance on discipline and procedure and on receipt of an unlocking code not held by the military personnel in charge of the launch operation is designed to ensure that the system is fail–safe, i.e., that whatever mistakes occur, the result will not be a nuclear explosion.”1

AFF—No Prolif Impact

Proliferation actually prevents the likelihood of war

Hagerty 1998
Devin T.  (lecturer in International Politics in the Department of Government and Public Administration at the University of Sydney, Australia)  “The Consequences of Nuclear Proliferation; Lessons from South Asia” p 184

What are the wider implications of my research for proliferation scholarship, deterrence theory, and security studies in general? Most important, Indo-Pakistani nuclear dynamics lend further support to our cumulative evidence that the chief impact of nuclear weapons is to deter war between their possessors. There is no more ironclad law in international relations theory than this: nuclear on states do not fight wars with one another.19 Although the number of such states constitutes a small sample from which to derive such a sweep​ing generalization, the law's power is enhanced by the fact that it has, encompassed a wide variety of countries. Several of the most embit​tered international relationships in the postwar era—between the United States and the Soviet Union, the United States and China, the Soviet Union and China, China and India and India and Pakistan ​have now fallen under its rubric. Together, these states represent five of the seven or eight major civilizations whose differences Samuel Huntington predicts will be the "key issues on the international agenda" in the post-Cold War world. ' Also, the political nature of these states spans a continuum from totalitarian (the Soviet Union and China) to authoritarian (Pakistan) to liberal (the United States and India). For years, scholars who are relatively sanguine about the consequences of proliferation have been admonished not to read too much into the circumstantial evidence that nuclear deterrence pre-vented war between the Soviet Union and the United States during the Cold War. We now have evidence from a strikingly dissimilar political, cultural, and geographical milieu that adds to our confi​dence in the logic of nuclear deterrence.
AFF—No Space Impact

Space colinzation doesn’t solve extinction

shapiro 3/19/2007 
(robert, “why the moon? human survival!” space review march 19th 2007)
When we face a brand new situation, such probabilities are impossible to calculate. Countermeasures against each individual threat can of course be taken, but we would also be prudent to back up our civilization and our species. We need to place a self-sufficient fragment of society out of harm’s way, which for practical purposes means off the Earth. A buffer of empty space would protect that sanctuary from virtually all of the catastrophes named above. Physicist Stephen Hawking, and a number of others, have called for humanity to spread out to distant planets of our Solar System. But there is no need to go so far to protect ourselves. After a few decades—centuries at worst—dust and ash will settle, radioactive materials will decay, and viruses will perish. Earth will once again become the best home for humanity in the Solar System. Return would be easiest if a safe sanctuary were nearby. In the more probable instance that only a limited disaster took place, that nearby sanctuary could also play a valuable role in restoring lost data and cultural materials, and coordinating the recovery. And of course, construction of the rescue base will be much easier if it is only days, rather than months or years, away.We do not have to build the base from scratch, in an environment of emptiness, as we are attempting to do with the space station. A suitable platform has been orbiting our planet ever since its formation. On most clear nights, we need only look up to see it. If I employ the same arithmetic that I use when I insure my home, the cost of the lunar base can easily be justified.
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