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***Insurgency Advantage***

Insurgency Advantage Frontline (1)

1. No solvency—must withdraw all troops.

Leftinalabama.com 2001 “Does an Afghanistan Exit Strategy Hurt Our Allies?” http://www.leftinalabama.com/diary/6551/does-an-afghanistan-exit-strategy-hurt-our-allies

Normally when you see this myth, it's about our enemies rather than our allies. It's usually something along the lines of "if we tell the insurgents when we're leaving, they'll just wait until we're gone and start back up." That's wrong though. See, much like US senators, insurgents have to have legitimacy -that is, some right or justification for making decisions and taking actions on behalf of so many people. That doesn't necessarily mean that citizens vote for the insurgency, rather their legitimacy comes from the presence of the occupation. Take Iraq, for example. The Sunni Arab insurgency is able to support itself in its civil war against Kurds, Persians, Shi'a, etc partly because its "constituency" (not always the locals) supports their fight against the American occupation, in the name of Iraq and/or Islam. The US supports some of them, further tying their legitimacy to our presence, but also retarding the civil war which would inevitably destroy the insurgency. When the Americans withdraw, the Shi'a like Prime Minister Maliki, purportedly our allies, will be free to overtly reject reconciliation and prosecute the civil war against the Sunni (and any other dissenting Iraqi) as brutally as they like. That's why Sunni insurgents are increasing their violence just as US troops are re-deploying to Afghanistan, because US leaders gave vague promises about withdrawing "based on conditions on the ground." The insurgents want to change the conditions on the ground, increase the violence so we stay longer, thus keeping them in business another day. Otherwise they lose their legitimacy, they become not heroic freedom fighters or well-paid concerned local citizens but anti-Sadd- excuse me, anti-Maliki government criminals. And they will be annihilated.

2. Alt cause—India Pakistan conflict is a prerequisite

Hughes 2009 Afghanistan stabilization may depend on Indo-Pakistani reconciliation, November 29, 

http://www.examiner.com/x-30980-Afghanistan-Headlines-Examiner~y2009m11d29-Afghanistan-stabilization-may-depend-on-IndoPakistani-reconciliation

And while a Chinese paper reported today that the U.S. relies on Pakistan more to fight the war on terror than India, and that the U.S. only talks to India because they want them to ease tensions with Pakistan, the reality is long-term the U.S. will rely on India for a multitude of things beyond counter-terrorism, including climate change, checking China's rising global economic status, and nuclear proliferation. In the short-term, President Obama needs both countries to implement a regional strategy in Central Asia. India desperately wants to see the current “Democratically-elected” regime in Afghanistan persevere, whereas Pakistan is not all that crazy about Afghan President Hamid Karzai’s government because it seems to be strategically aligning itself with India more and more each day. The reality is that Pakistan would rather see the Afghan Taliban in power as opposed to a “pro-Indian” administration. Pakistan has a dual strategy that consists of defeating extremists at home on one hand while supporting the Afghan Taliban with the other. The U.S. is very well aware of this and will leverage its power with both Pakistan and India to coerce the best alternative possible; however, American influence has its limits. The U.S. will not be able to simply dictate the terms of a comprehensive regional solution that guarantees a secure and perdurable Afghan sovereignty. Ultimately, the U.S. will have to rely on the two neighboring adversaries putting aside 60 years of conflict and coming to some type of a settlement, which at times seems as likely as Israel and Palestine burying the hatchet. The Obama administration’s goal in Afghanistan is a minimum level of stability that will prevent the incubation of transnational extremist groups who could pose an existential threat to the United States. In order to stabilize Afghanistan two major ingredients are necessary: security and economy. In order to make Afghanistan secure, U.S. military intervention is required. And in order to effectively conduct war in the region, the U.S. cannot do anything without Pakistan. The U.S. needs Pakistan to fight the Tehrik-i-Taliban within their own country, cease acting as a safe haven for the Afghanistan Taliban, provide intelligence on terrorist targets, act as a base for the U.S. to supply resources and supplies into a landlocked Afghanistan, and act as a refueling zone and assault launch pad.

Insurgency Advantage Frontline (2)

3. Central asia war won’t escalate

Collins and Wohlforth ’04 (Kathleen, Prof PoliSci – Notre Dame and William, Prof Government – Dartmouth, “Defying ‘Great Game’ Expectations”, Strategic Asia 2003-4: Fragility and Crisis, p. 312-3)

Conclusion The popular great game lens for analyzing Central Asia fails to capture the declared interests of the great powers as well as the best reading of their objective interests in security and economic growth. Perhaps more importantly, it fails to explain their actual behavior on the ground, as well the specific reactions of the Central Asian states themselves. Naturally, there are competitive elements in great power relations. Each country’s policymaking community has slightly different preferences for tackling the challenges presented in the region, and the more influence they have the more able they are to shape events in concordance with those preferences. But these clashing preferences concern the means to serve ends that all the great powers share. To be sure, policy-makers in each capital would prefer that their own national firms or their own government’s budget be the beneficiaries of any economic rents that emerge from the exploitation and transshipment of the region’s natural resources. But the scale of these rents is marginal even for Russia’s oil-fueled budget. And for taxable profits to be created, the projects must make sense economically—something that is determined more by markets and firms than governments. Does it matter? The great game is an arresting metaphor that serves to draw people’s attention to an oft-neglected region. The problem is the great-game lens can distort realities on the ground, and therefore bias analysis and policy. For when great powers are locked in a competitive fight, the issues at hand matter less than their implication for the relative power of contending states. Power itself becomes the issue—one that tends to be nonnegotiable. Viewing an essential positive-sum relationship through zero sum conceptual lenses will result in missed opportunities for cooperation that leaves all players—not least the people who live in the region—poorer and more insecure. While cautious realism must remain the watchword concerning an impoverished and potentially unstable region comprised of fragile and authoritarian states, our analysis yields at least conditional and relative optimism. Given the confluence of their chief strategic interests, the major powers are in a better position to serve as a stabilizing force than analogies to the Great Game or the Cold War would suggest. It is important to stress that the region’s response to the profoundly destabilizing shock of coordinated terror attacks was increased cooperation between local governments and China and Russia, and—multipolar rhetoric notwithstanding—between both of them and the United States. If this trend is nurtured and if the initial signals about potential SCO-CSTO-NATO cooperation are pursued, another destabilizing shock might generate more rather than less cooperation among the major powers. Uzbekistan, Kyrgyzstan, Tajikistan, and Kazakhstan are clearly on a trajectory that portends longer-term cooperation with each of the great powers. As military and economic security interests become more entwined, there are sound reasons to conclude that “great game” politics will not shape Central Asia’s future in the same competitive and destabilizing way as they have controlled its past. To the contrary, mutual interests in Central Asia may reinforce the broader positive developments in the great powers’ relations that have taken place since September 11, as well as reinforce regional and domestic stability in Central Asia.
4. Afghanistan is not key to overall US hegemony

Bacevich 2008 December 31, “Winning In Afghanistan, Victory there won't look like you think. Time to get out and give up on nation building.”, http://www.newsweek.com/2008/12/30/winning-in-afghanistan.html
The new U.S. president needs to realize that America's real political objective in Afghanistan is actually quite modest: to ensure that terrorist groups like Al Qaeda can't use it as a safe haven for launching attacks against the West. Accomplishing that won't require creating a modern, cohesive nation-state. U.S. officials tend to assume that power in Afghanistan ought to be exercised from Kabul. Yet the real influence in Afghanistan has traditionally rested with tribal leaders and warlords. Rather than challenge that tradition, Washington should work with it. Offered the right incentives, warlords can accomplish U.S. objectives more effectively and more cheaply than Western combat battalions. The basis of U.S. strategy in Afghanistan should therefore become decentralization and outsourcing, offering cash and other emoluments to local leaders who will collaborate with the United States in excluding terrorists from their territory. This doesn't mean Washington should blindly trust that warlords will become America's loyal partners. U.S. intelligence agencies should continue to watch Afghanistan closely, and the Pentagon should crush any jihadist activities that local powers fail to stop themselves. As with the Israelis in Gaza, periodic airstrikes may well be required to pre-empt brewing plots before they mature. Were U.S. resources unlimited and U.S. interests in Afghanistan more important, upping the ante with additional combat forces might make sense. But U.S. power—especially military power—is quite limited these days, and U.S. priorities lie elsewhere. Rather than committing more troops, therefore, the new president should withdraw them while devising a more realistic—and more affordable—strategy for Afghanistan.

Insurgency Advantage Frontline (3)

5.  No Impact to decline in Hegemony. 

Kupchan 2003 Charles A. Political Science Quarterly, 00323195, Summer Vol. 118, Issue 2 “The Rise of Europe, America's Changing Internationalism, and the End of U.S. Primacy” Database: Academic Search Premier 

As this new century progresses, unipolarity will give way to a world of multiple centers of power. As this transition proceeds, American grand strategy should focus on making both Europe and East Asia less reliant on U.S. power, while at the same time working with major states in both regions to promote collective management of the global system. The ultimate vision that should guide U.S. grand strategy is the construction of a concert-like directorate of the major powers in North America, Europe, and East Asia. These major powers would together manage developments and regulate relations both within and among their respective regions. They would also coordinate efforts in the battle against terrorism, a struggle that will require patience and steady cooperation among many different nations. Regional centers of power also have the potential to facilitate the gradual incorporation of developing nations into global flows of trade, information, and values. Strong and vibrant regional centers, for reasons of both proximity and culture, often have the strongest incentives to promote prosperity and stability in their immediate peripheries. North America might, therefore, focus on Latin America; Europe on Russia, the Middle East, and Africa; and East Asia on South Asia and Southeast Asia. Mustering the political will and the foresight to pursue this vision will be a formidable task. The United States will need to begin ceding influence and autonomy to regions that have grown all too comfortable with American primacy. Neither American leaders, long accustomed to calling the shots, nor leaders in Europe and East Asia, long accustomed to passing the buck, will find the transition an easy one. But it is far wiser and safer to get ahead of the curve and shape structural change by design than to find unipolarity giving way to a chaotic multipolarity by default. It will take a decade, if not two, for a new international system to evolve. But the decisions taken by the United States early in the twenty-first century will play a critical role in determining whether multipolarity reemerges peacefully or brings with it the competitive jockeying that has so frequently been the precursor to great power war in the past.[*]

6. No impact to terrorism—Terrorists  do not want to inflict mass destruction—Counterproductive to their goals

John Mueller, “Is There Still a Terrorist Threat?” FOREIGN AFFAIRS v. 85 n. 5, September/October 2005, p. 2+.

One reason al Qaeda and "al Qaeda types" seem not to be trying very hard to repeat 9/11 may be that that dramatic act of destruction itself proved counterproductive by massively heightening concerns about terrorism around the world. No matter how much they might disagree on other issues (most notably on the war in Iraq), there is a compelling incentive for states -- even ones such as Iran, Libya, Sudan, and Syria -- to cooperate in cracking down on al Qaeda, because they know that they could easily be among its victims. The fbi may not have uncovered much of anything within the United States since 9/11, but thousands of apparent terrorists have been rounded, or rolled, up overseas with U.S. aid and encouragement. Although some Arabs and Muslims took pleasure in the suffering inflicted on 9/11 -- Schadenfreude in German, shamateh in Arabic -- the most common response among jihadists and religious nationalists was a vehement rejection of al Qaeda's strategy and methods. When Soviet troops invaded Afghanistan in 1979, there were calls for jihad everywhere in Arab and Muslim lands, and tens of thousands flocked to the country to fight the invaders. In stark contrast, when the U.S. military invaded in 2001 to topple an Islamist regime, there was, as the political scientist Fawaz Gerges points out, a "deafening silence" from the Muslim world, and only a trickle of jihadists went to fight the Americans. Other jihadists publicly blamed al Qaeda for their post-9/11 problems and held the attacks to be shortsighted and hugely miscalculated. The post-9/11 willingness of governments around the world to take on international terrorists has been much reinforced and amplified by subsequent, if scattered, terrorist activity outside the United States. Thus, a terrorist bombing in Bali in 2002 galvanized the Indonesian government into action. Extensive arrests and convictions -- including of leaders who had previously enjoyed some degree of local fame and political popularity -- seem to have severely degraded the capacity of the chief jihadist group in Indonesia, Jemaah Islamiyah. After terrorists attacked Saudis in Saudi Arabia in 2003, that country, very much for self-interested reasons, became considerably more serious about dealing with domestic terrorism; it soon clamped down on radical clerics and preachers. Some rather inept terrorist bombings in Casablanca in 2003 inspired a similarly determined crackdown by Moroccan authorities. And the 2005 bombing in Jordan of a wedding at a hotel (an unbelievably stupid target for the terrorists) succeeded mainly in outraging the Jordanians: according to a Pew poll, the percentage of the population expressing a lot of confidence in bin Laden to "do the right thing" dropped from 25 percent to less than one percent after the attack.
Insurgency Advantage Frontline (4)

7. Solving opium production is a prerequisite to stopping the insurgency

Maginnis 2009 Retired Army lieutenant colonel, a national security and foreign affairs analyst for radio and television and a senior strategist with the U.S. Army, “Obama's Afghanistan Strategy” http://www.humanevents.com/article.php?id=31170

But Obama’s “win” can’t be achieved without overcoming daunting challenges.  There’s the real chance a Kabul government that includes the Taliban will revert back to the pre-invasion Islamic extremism.  The security situation in the Texas-sized country will require support for decades, but outside help will decline as Western attention drifts elsewhere.  Most challenging is reconfiguring the opium-based economy.  Creating sufficient alternative long-term jobs will take decades and billions of dollars in aid which may never materialize. No matter what happens in Afghanistan, Pakistan holds the key to long-term regional stability, and, at this point, that country is dangerously close to imploding.  Pulling it back from the precipice to resolve its many crises must be the center piece of Obama’s strategy.  Only then does America have any hope of leaving Afghanistan with the expectation that country and the region won’t fall into extremist hands.

8. No link between Afghanistan and Terrorism

Felbab-Brown 2005 (Vanda, PhD Candidate – MIT and Fellow – Belfer Center at Harvard U., Washington Quarterly, Autumn)

Although the damage that the opium boom inflicts on Afghanistan's security, politics, and economy is undeniable, the frequently mentioned connection between Al Qaeda (or some loose post-Al Qaeda network) and the drug trade in Afghanistan is in fact rather murky. Belligerent groups such as warlords, local terrorists, and insurgents generally profit in one of three ways: taxing production or processing, providing protection for traffickers and taxing them for this service, or engaging in money laundering. Taxing production and processing requires at least partial control of the territory engaging in cultivation, which Al Qaeda does not have in Afghanistan today. Similarly, direct trafficking and providing security for traffickers within the drug-producing country -- fairly common revenue sources for belligerent groups in countries such as Peru and Colombian17 -- demand an intimate and up-to-date knowledge of territory and the positions of counternarcotics forces as well as an ability to move through the territory easily. Although some Al Qaeda members undoubtedly have knowledge of Afghanistan's territory, given U.S. anti-Al Qaeda efforts in Afghanistan, it is a much easier endeavor for non-Al Qaeda actors to provide such services and a much riskier investment for regional drug barons to hire Al Qaeda affiliates for traffic within Afghanistan.

EXT. 2—Alt Cause

Extend number 2—The insurgency has multiple causes within and outside of Afghanistan.

And, Drone attacks in Pakistan embolden the jihadist insurgency

Maginnis 2009

Retired Army lieutenant colonel, a national security and foreign affairs analyst for radio and television and a senior strategist with the U.S. Army, “Obama's Afghanistan Strategy” http://www.humanevents.com/article.php?id=31170

Third, the Obama strategy will seek to reconcile with the Taliban. The administration’s thinking is that reconciliation could emerge as an important initiative, mirroring the strategy used by General David Petraeus in Iraq. But at this point, the Taliban appear to believe they can outlast the allies and thus lack any incentive to talk. This must be changed by pressuring their leadership inside Pakistan and by luring foot soldiers away from the insurgency. Obama will pressure Taliban leaders inside Pakistan with more drone attacks especially in the vicinity of the city of Quetta -- the enemy’s new command and control center and the capital of Pakistan’s largest province, Baluchistan -- and more joint operations with the Pakistani military. But the U.S. risks a blowback from strikes in Baluchistan. Drones will kill some Taliban leaders, and those strikes could fuel the jihadist insurgency inside Pakistan, further destabilizing the wobbly government and further jeopardizing the West’s resupply lines. 

EXT. 3—No Central Asia Escalation

Extend Collins and wolworth—conflicts won’t escalate because leaders tend towards cooperation and fear drawing in outside powers.

And, conflicts won’t escalate

First, Economic interests and foreign influence. 

Oliker (Senior International Policy Analyst RAND) and Thomas S. Szayna. (Associate Director, Strategy, Doctrine, and Resource Program at the RAND Arroyo Center). "Faultllines of Conflict in Central Asia and the South Caucasus." Rand. 2005. http://www.rand.org/pubs/monograph_reports/2005/RAND_MR1598.pdf
All that said, there are other factors that make interstate war somewhat less likely. The economic incentives, particularly for the development of Caspian energy resources, appear to balance out the possible spoils that war might bring. While cooperation among regional leaders remains limited, there is a growing recognition that it is necessary, and it is possible that increased foreign involvement may spur more cooperation.64 Moreover, the presence of regional, Russian, and now Western security forces in the region has played a stabilizing role in the past, particularly in Tajikistan, and may do so again in the future. 
First,  Resources

Olga Oliker (Senior International Policy Analyst RAND) and Thomas S. Szayna. (Associate Director, Strategy, Doctrine, and Resource Program at the RAND Arroyo Center). "Faultllines of Conflict in Central Asia and the South Caucasus." Rand. 2005. http://www.rand.org/pubs/monograph_reports/2005/RAND_MR1598.pdf
It is therefore highly likely that coming years will see continued competition among outside powers over the region and its resources and allegiances. This does not necessarily mean, however, that greatpower conflict will result. In fact, as the exploration of the interests and motivations of various actors undertaken in this chapter willshow, competition is moderated by the many shared interests of the outside powers in question. But strategic and economic interests will also cause foreign states to be increasingly active in the region diplomatically, economically, and militarily. This means that if other factors spur conflict in the region, as analysis elsewhere in this report suggests is likely, there is significant potential for outside powers to get involved—even if their interests are not themselves the reason that conflict emerges. Because there is room for many states to gain from the region’s potential and because regional stability is a shared goal as well, there will be high incentives to cooperate as well as compete. Strategic reasons to maintain good ties among interested third parties will also temper the likelihood of conflict.

EXT. 5—No Impact to Heg

No impact to Heg decline—leaders will cooperate rather than try to fill in the US, that’s our Kupchan 2003 evidence

And here’s more evidence that modernization undercuts US hegemony—its not sustainable. 

Brzezinski 2007

Zbigniew (formerly President Carter’s National Security Advisor, counselor and trustee at the Center for Strategic and International Studies and professor of American foreign policy at the School of Advanced International Studies @ Johns Hopkins University) “Second Chance” p 206-8

It is revealing to contemplate Figure 8, which shows how the longevity of empires has shrunk dramatically of late. More importantly, it suggests that in our time the exercise of international influence is likely to be both too costly and eventually counterproductive, if it comes to be seen by others as involving a reversion to imperial domination. Therein lies animportant lesson for the world's currently dominant power: the only way to exercise leadership is through subtle indirection and consensual rule. America'smodel is neither the Ro-man nor the British empire; perhaps in the future theChinese may draw a more relevant lesson from their imperialpast of how a deferential tributary system can work. In any case, the combined impact of global political awakening and modern technology contributes to the accelerationof political history.What once took centuries now takes a decade; what took a decade now happens in a single year. The paramountcy of any power will henceforth come under mounting pressure for adaptation, alteration, and eventual abolition.The dynamism of a populist—nationalist awakening on every continent involving the empowerment of the hitherto largely passive majority of humanity signals not only that traditional empires have seen their day but that heavy-handed global domination by a single state will not historically endure.

EXT. 6—No Impact to Terrorism (1)

Even if there are some terror attacks—they wouldn’t be big because mass death is counterproductive to most organizations goals—that’s our Mueller ev.

And the US wouldn’t retaliate. We would never use nukes to retaliate—multiple reasons

Lindberg 04 (Tod, research fellow at the Hoover Institution, Stanford University, and editor of Policy Review, http://www.strategicstudiesinstitute.army.mil/pdffiles/PUB585.pdf)

Let us now disrupt the equilibrium of deterrence by returning to the catalogue of horrors above. What could trigger nuclear retaliation? In the first place, it seems highly unlikely that any sort of conventional attack would result in a decision to retaliate with nuclear weapons. The record on the subject is clear. The oil field fires in the first Gulf War did not trigger such retaliation despite a warning to that effect from the United States. The United States did not respond to terrorist attacks traceable to Muammar Qaddafi’s Libya in the 1980s with a nuclear attack, but rather with a conventional strike (and one that fell well short of any serious attempt at “regime change.”) Moreover, in the wake of the destruction of 9/11, no one seriously proposed the use of nuclear weapons. This cannot be said to have been solely a product of the problem of what to do against terrorist organizations, which are not state actors.20 Very quickly, the United States determined to take action to topple the Taliban government, but the use of nuclear weapons was never part of the planning, even against al Qaeda targets, for example around Tora Bora.21 If a nuclear strike against a legitimate military target, such as a concentration of al Qaeda and Taliban fighters in an area remote from civilians, is out, a retaliatory strike for 9/11 aimed at a civilian population or at a military target located near civilians is hard to imagine. In the second place, as we have discussed above, if it seems inconceivable that a chemical or biological attack would be met in kind, it is hard to see how such an attack would be met with nuclear retaliation. Nuclear weapons are generally agreed to be the most severe WMD in terms of their lethality and the horror they arouse. Retaliation for a chemical or biological attack by nuclear weapon would be seen as an escalation. It seems far more likely that the United States in such a case would settle on a course of defeating the responsible parties militarily, whether in a conventional war against a state actor or against a state harboring nongovernmental terrorist actors. The goal might be punishment in the form of limited military action, but it would more likely be regime change for the state in question and the eradication of the terror network in a manhunt to the death. A radiological attack would constitute the use of a “nuclear” weapon because it disperses radioactive material. Even here, however, it seems more likely that the response would be he same as it would be to a chemical, biological, or a massive conventional attack: regime change and manhunt. We come now to the nuclear scenarios, ranging from a single limited blast up to an all-out assault by a Cold War-sized arsenal. We know what we have said we would do, but we said this for a specific reason: to deter. Our purpose was to try to prevent what we are now hypothesizing was not prevented. Another way to put this is that we have failed in our effort to deter. The threat of nuclear retaliation and at the limit, assured destruction, has not prevented nuclear attack
EXT. 6—No Impact to Terrorism (2)

Terrorist will not be able to get the material needed to construct a nuclear weapon

John Mueller (Professor of Political Science at Ohio State University) 1/15/2008 “The Atomic Test: Assessing the likelihood”, Prepared for presentation at the Program on International Security Policy

Procuring fissile material. To begin with, stateless groups are simply incapable of  manufacturing the required fissile material for a bomb since the process requires an enormous effort on an  industrial scale (Milhollin 2002, 45-46; Allison 2004; Cameron 2004, 83; Bunn and Wier 2006, 136-37;  Bunn and Wier 2006, 136-37; Langewiesche 2007, 20; Perry et al. 2007). Moreover, they are unlikely to  be supplied with the material by a state for the same reasons a state is unlikely to give them a workable  bomb. Thus, they would need to steal or illicitly purchase this crucial material.  Although there is legitimate concern that some material, particularly in Russia, may be somewhat  inadequately secured (though things have improved considerably), it is under lock and key, and even  sleepy, drunken guards, notes Langewiesche, will react with hostility (and noise) to a raiding party.  Thieves also need to know exactly what they want and where it is, and this presumably means trusting  bribed, but not necessarily dependable, insiders. And to even begin to pull off such a heist, they need to  develop a highly nuanced "sense for streets" in foreign lands filled with people who are often congenitally  suspicious of strangers (2007, 33-48).   Corruption in some areas may provide an opportunity to buy the relevant material, but purchasers  of illicit goods and services would have to pay off a host of greedy confederates, any one of whom could  turn on them or, either out of guile or incompetence, furnish them with stuff that is useless.  Not only could the exchange prove to be a scam, it could also prove to be part of a sting--or  become one. Although there may be disgruntled and much underpaid scientists in places like Russia, they  would have to consider the costs of detection. A. Q. Khan, the Pakistani nuclear scientist was once a  national hero for his lead work on his country's atomic bomb. But when he was brought down for selling  atomic secrets to other governments, he was placed under severe house arrest, allowed no outside  communication or contact, including telephone, newspapers, or internet, and is reportedly in declining  health (Langewiesche 2007, 75-76).10 Renegade Russian scientists who happen not to be national heroes  could expect a punishment that would be considerably more unpleasant. Once it is noticed that some  uranium is missing, the authorities would investigate the few people who might have been able to assist  the thieves, and one who seems suddenly to have become prosperous is likely to arrest their attention  right from the start. There is something decidedly worse than being a disgruntled Russian scientist, and  that is being a dead disgruntled Russian scientist. Thus even one initially tempted by, seduced by, or  sympathetic to, the blandishments of the sneaky foreign terrorists might well quickly develop second  thoughts and go to the authorities.   It is also relevant to note that in the last ten years or so, there have been 10 known thefts of highly  enriched uranium--in total less than 16 pounds or so, far less than required for an atomic explosion. Most  arrestingly, notes Linzer, "the thieves--none of whom was connected to al Qaeda--had no buyers lined up,  and nearly all were caught while trying to peddle their acquisitions" (Linzer 2004; see also Cameron  2004, 83-84; Younger 2007, 87; Pluta and Zimmerman 2006, 60). Though, of course, there may have  been additional thefts that went undiscovered (Bunn and Wier 2006, 137; Tenet and Harlow 2007,  276-77). 
EXT. 6—No US Retaliation

Obama won’t overreact—Mumbai response proves

Tara Wall 12/2/2008, “Obama- Tested and Untried,” http://www.washingtontimes.com/news/2008/dec/02/tested-and-untried/

It didn't take six months. Yet President-elect Barack Obama has been tested, to use the words of Vice President-elect Joe Biden. Last week's terrorist attack in Mumbai, India, was aimed at America, its allies and democracy. Attacking tourist hot spots, a Jewish center and Bombay's business district, a group of Muslim extremists has claimed responsibility.  Surely, the attack was along the lines of the "testing" Mr. Biden proclaimed in October campaign remarks. He assured us that an "international incident" was going to test Mr. Obama's "mettle" upon taking office. Does the terror attack in Mumbai count, Mr. Biden? Is this what you were referring to? If so, how should we measure Mr. Obama's reaction to this "test?"  Certainly, an attack of this kind could be predictable by any measure, so too could Mr. Obama's response to it. Some would argue that his cool, measured, "diplomatic" approach to addressing such heinous acts is what's in order.

EXT. 7—Current Strategy Key

Past experience proves—Interdiction efforts are key to cut off funding to insurgency

IRIN 2004

In-Depth: Bitter-Sweet Harvest: Afghanistan's New War, http://www.irinnews.org/InDepthMain.aspx?InDepthId=21&ReportId=63020
Experts appear to agree that efforts to establish realistic, alternative non-poppy livelihood projects need to address the needs of small farmers to maximise their subsistence possibilities while minimising their debt levels to local merchants and money lenders. But they also need to address the profit-maximising desires of the middle and large landowner, who may be harder to persuade. A senior representative of the Aga Khan Foundation in Kabul, with community projects in opium-producing areas, said the emphasis on alternative livelihoods in the last two years was misplaced. "It was a missed opportunity," he told IRIN. "They should have implemented serious interdiction for one or two years to develop a stronger perception of risk before introducing alternative livelihoods." As long as the rule of law is not in place, and enforcement of the opium ban is not implemented, those promoting alternative livelihoods are betting in a game where the odds are, at present, wildly high against them being successful.

***Corruption Advantage***

Corruption Advantage Frontline

1. Alternate Cause—Police corruption

Harding 2010

Thomas, Defence Correspondent, June 3, “Afghanistan police corruption is fuelling insurgency”http://www.telegraph.co.uk/news/worldnews/asia/afghanistan/7801459/Afghanistan-police-corruption-is-fuelling-insurgency.html
But more worryingly incidents of police "bad behaviour" were encouraging young men to join the Taliban, said Lt Col Walker, the commanding officer of the Grenadier Guards. "They were most often cited by people as the reason why there was a problem or a reason why people joined the Taliban." His comments come as a particular blow because Nato requires a credible and trusted Afghan National Police to win the support of the population away from the insurgents. A strong force is also needed to enable an exit strategy that will allow withdrawal of UK and US troops. The officer was speaking for the first time since the 11 Light Brigade returned from Helmand last month following a six month tour in which the Taliban suffered more than a 1,000 dead at the hands of the British. The Grenadiers were engaged in 1,300 firefights with insurgents in which they killed "north of 600". Including the five soldiers killed by the rogue policeman, the battle group suffered 15 dead and 69 wounded in action. They also discovered 500 IEDs of which 62 detonated. Lt Col Walker said that 36 civilians had been killed in the fighting including at least eight by his own soldiers. "Not withstanding the casualties we took at the hands of the Taliban I do not believe they were the greatest obstacle that we faced," he said. The toughest challenge was getting the people to trust the government of Afghanistan and coalition troops. The highest number of British casualties was suffered by 3 Rifles battle group given the task of defending the volatile town of Sangin.

2. No impact to India Pakistan tension -- War won’t go nuclear.

Keith Lawrence, June 4, 2002, Duke News, “News Tip: Despite ‘Intractable’ Differences, Nuclear War Between India And Pakistan Unlikely, Duke Experts Say,” http://www.dukenews.duke.edu/2002/06/indiatip0602.html

Though India and Pakistan probably will never agree on who should control the Kashmir region, it is highly unlikely the two South Asian neighbors will resort to nuclear war to resolve their dispute, says a Duke University professor emeritus who has been researching Pakistan since 1957. “While they have serious divisions, the Indian and Pakistani regimes are rather rational on this matter,” said Ralph Braibanti, James B. Duke Professor Emeritus of Political Science. “Even though there is saber rattling going on, I doubt very much they would use nuclear weapons.”

3. No solvency—Karzai 

Sessions 2010 

David, “Hamid Karzai Aides Obstructing Corruption Investigations in Afghanistan”

http://www.politicsdaily.com/2010/06/28/karzai-aides-obstructing-corruption-investigations-of-elite-in-a/
Top aides in President Hamid Karzai's government have repeatedly derailed investigations of politically connected Afghans, The Washington Post reports. U.S. officials said Afghan investigators have been instructed to cross names off case files, keep senior officials from being arrested, and ignore evidence against executives of a major financial firm suspected of helping the country's powerful elite move millions of dollars overseas. U.S. officials have provided Afghanistan with wiretapping technology and other resources to crack down on the fraud and corruption that continues to delegitimize the Karzai government. Afghanistan is widely regarded as the most corrupt country in the world, where as much as $1 billion in U.S. government aid disappears unaccounted for every year. Halting the corruption is a key component of the American strategy in Afghanistan, as negative perceptions of Karzai's government disillusions American voters and helps the Taliban motivate Afghans to oppose Kabul. A spokesman for Karzai said that under no circumstances had the president himself interfered with an investigation. Afghanistan's attorney general, Mohammed Ishaq Aloko, was viewed as a U.S. ally, but continually appears to be under pressure from the Karzai regime. A few of his investigations have ended in convictions, but during meetings with U.S. officials, he has been apologetic about his lack of progress. "I'm doing this because that is what the president tells me I have to do," he said at one meeting. Aloko's deputy said it was a lack of resources, rather than outside pressure, that had prevented their office from being more effective.
EXT. 2—No Escalation

Nuclear deterrence checks – any other configuration would be unstable.

Matthew Parris, political columnist of the Times, June 22, 2002, The Spectator, “Without weapons of mass destruction, the subcontinent would be a lot less stable,” p. Lexis

Two cheers for weapons of mass destruction. If India and Pakistan were not nuclear powers, there is a good chance they would now be at war. I can think of no clearer practical illustration of the case for the possession of an atomic bomb than the chapter of modern history which has just unfolded in the subcontinent. As a helpful example it is stronger than the United States’ nuclear attack on Japan at the end of the second world war. That attack probably shortened the war and led to a net reduction in the number of lives which would otherwise have been lost. But over Kashmir there was no need for even a limited admonitory strike by either side. There was no strike at all. The threat alone defused the situation. No lives were lost. This was always the classic case for nuclear weapons, and it has just been demonstrated. Support for the nuclear argument is offered on two levels: first, from the selfish and separate point of view of each of the potential belligerents, each may conclude that they would have been attacked - with conventional or with nuclear weapons - if they had not themselves had the capability to respond with a nuclear strike. If Pakistan had no nuclear weapons, the Pakistanis would have been at a disadvantage. India is the superior power in conventional terms. Without Pakistan’s nuclear capacity, that country might have expected a brutal and swift incursion by conventional Indian forces, to seek out and destroy the camps where India suspects that Islamic terrorists hide and train for cross-border operations in Kashmir. Islamabad must conclude that its nuclear missiles probably saved the nation from such an Indian operation. If Pakistan had been a nuclear power, but not India, the Indians would surely be right to fear that Islamabad could afford to be careless of Indian protests about terrorist activity in Kashmir, which would almost certainly be carried on more boldly and perhaps with the open connivance of Islamabad. New Delhi must conclude that its nuclear capacity is helping deter such open meddling by Pakistan. It follows that in neither country can CND expect much of a hearing at present. Both, for their different reasons, must feel that their weapons of mass destruction are shielding them from aggression. This much is obvious. Nevertheless it is possible in game theory for each individual player in a group to protect his own best advantage, yet for this to engender a situation which is not optimal for the group as a whole. Small firearms may be a case in point: if others are to have small firearms, it is probably best that we have them too; but best of all would be for nobody to have them. Were this true in the nuclear case, it would argue for universal nuclear disarmament, by mutual consent or at the command of a power superior to all. But is it true? Were we in the position to strip both potential combatants in this case - India and Pakistan - of their nuclear weaponry, would the subcontinent be a safer place? I think the anti-nuclear lobby would find it hard to make a convincing argument that this is so. The closest approach I can make to such an argument is to maintain that, India being the richer and more populous power and therefore always likely to have the military edge over Pakistan, the Pakistanis would have been deterred long ago from offering any provocation at all; fearful of a conventional strike by India they would have dealt decisively with the extremist Islamic terrorists who use their country as a base, and dropped their covert support for Kashmiri separatists. On this argument it is Pakistan’s nuclear capability which, equalising the balance, has given Islamabad Dutch courage. But I think it is optimistic to suppose either that Pakistan has the ability, if she wished it, to close down the Kashmiri separatist movement, or that she would necessarily wish it anyway - despite India’s strength. History offers many examples of long-running, low-level harassment of stronger states by weaker ones. Furthermore, in a situation where each side’s belief in the good faith of the other is so weak, there would always be scope for misunderstanding. Pakistani governments might do all they could to contain their extremists, and still not satisfy New Delhi. I conclude - and even those who disagree would accept that this is very arguable - that an all-conventional subcontinent would be a dangerous and unstable place, and that the clear conventional superiority of India would not itself lead to peace. The nuclear balance just has. Credit for the abrupt detente of recent weeks has been variously awarded to India, to Pakistan, to America, or to all three. It is all three. Atal Bihari Vajpayee showed, in the end and after some sabre-rattling, restraint in accepting Pakistan’s good faith in its attempts to clamp down on crossborder terrorism. General Musharraf showed courage in making them. The United States showed not just skill but urgent determination to help, by forcefully counselling peace, to advance it. Washington acted, said the Times, ‘with calm and brutal insistence’. Well Washington would, wouldn’t they? Russia helped. So did Britain and Europe. It is hard to believe that the world would have moved so fast or so forcefully if a nuclear catastrophe would not otherwise have looked possible. Yet both potential combatants, India and Pakistan, can emerge content that this was their detente on their mutual terms: no great third power has forced either party into an unequal truce. No great third power dare. It is hard to believe that either India or Pakistan could have expected outside involvement to have been so respectful to each, as in the event it was, had not both been nuclear powers.
EXT. 3—No Solvency

Here’s more evidence—Karzai is hell bent on corruption, regardless of US action

Sessions 2010 

David, “Hamid Karzai Aides Obstructing Corruption Investigations in Afghanistan”

http://www.politicsdaily.com/2010/06/28/karzai-aides-obstructing-corruption-investigations-of-elite-in-a/
The evidence against Karzai, however, is overwhelming and publicly documented. The government had issued a travel ban to prevent Mohammad Siddiq Chakari, a corrupt former minister, from leaving the country. But Chakari mysteriously obtained a letter from the attorney general allowing him to escape to London. U.S. agencies partnering with Afghan investigators to form elite corruption squads have built cases against three Karzai-appointed regional governors, only to find themselves blocked from proceeding by the government. Aloko recently created a "review" process by which his office reviewed cases put together by the joint U.S.-Afghan investigation teams. Most of the time, the review amounted to scrubbing the names of the politically connected from the case files

***Karzai Credibility DA***

Karzai 1NC (1)

A) Karzai credibility is on the brink—US support now is critical 

Tisdall 2010 Simon, 2010 “India and Pakistan's proxy war puts Afghanistan exit at risk” http://www.guardian.co.uk/commentisfree/2010/may/06/india-pakistan-afghanistan-exit

With an offensive looming in Kandahar, the immediate US focus is on beating back the Taliban in the south, keeping Pakistan's tribal belt under pressure, strengthening the Afghan government's future negotiating position, and ensuring that "Afghanisation" will work sufficiently well to allow the troops to leave. The Indians will lobby Obama when he visits later this year. But right now, Delhi's insecurities and resentments are not a top priority. There is also some sympathy for Pakistan's long-standing complaints that by involving itself in Afghanistan, India is surreptitiously trying to encircle Pakistan and is training and funding Baluch separatists. Amid rising region-wide tensions, in which China, Russia and Iran also hold cards, the risk is increasing that the jockeying for position over Afghanistan could fatally complicate US and British hopes of finally extricating themselves from the quagmire into which they strayed in 2001. Yet the closer their withdrawal gets, the less leverage they can apply.

B) Plan Kills Karzai Credibility

Olcott ’02 (Martha Brill, Senior Associate – CEIP, Christian Science Monitor, 4-22, Lexis)

The United States is scoring a major victory against terrorism in the war in Afghanistan, but until the US successfully tackles that country's drug-trafficking problem it cannot call the victory permanent. Drug dealers and arms traders are natural allies; their presence in Afghanistan and throughout Central Asia undermines already-weak states and gives militant Islamic groups the means for self-financing. Afghanistan has been the world's largest grower of poppies for opium and heroin, largely destined for sale in Europe. Though cultivation was banned briefly by the Taliban, Afghan drug dealers are back in business. US bombing raids never directly targeted Afghanistan's drug-storage or heroin-producing facilities, and Afghanistan's drug dealers were fast off the mark, distributing seed or cash to purchase it in the fall. They are now primed to buy up the crop, and are inciting local farmers to oppose violently the government's efforts to seize it. Meanwhile, there is still no US strategy to deal with Afghanistan's return to narco-trafficking and only a trickle of assistance money in the pipeline to counter it. The US timetable for rebuilding Afghanistan must coincide with the way in which risks are generated and not merely be fashioned after Washington's annual budget cycle. Unless the growing opium and heroin trade from Afghanistan through Central Asia is curbed, anti-state groups will continue to have a ready source of funding, including groups in Russia and Kazakhstan. Afghan interim leader Hamid Karzai has banned opium-growing, but lacks the money and capacity to enforce his policy successfully. Most local warlords still profit from narco-trafficking by taxing the crop or its transit. Until a national military and police force is trained, Afghanistan must rely on outsiders to enforce the ban, or see it largely ignored. Current US policy ensures that the latter will be the case, or worse, that the ban will help destabilize the Karzai government, since the Bush administration opposes the creation of a large international security force, whose mandate spans all of Afghanistan. Tolerating the rebirth of the drug trade transforms the tragedy of Afghanistan's poverty into a problem of regional and eventually global security. One should not minimize how difficult it would be to cut drug protection sharply in Afghanistan. The network of drug dealers is fully intertwined with the traditional local elite. No crop will produce the same income, nor allow a rapacious elite the same easy riches. Working with the provisional government, the US should work aggressively to halt poppy cultivation in Afghanistan. Crop-substitution projects must gain priority; Afghan farmers should be offered reasonable cash subsidies for destroying the harvest in the field, or for turning it over for destruction. Those who comply should qualify for agricultural reform programs, while those who refuse should lose priority for receiving all forms of development assistance. Alongside the provisional government, the US should also destroy current stores of opium and then close down heroin factories. Warlords allied with the US's Afghan military effort must pledge to remain "drug free," the US must devote the intelligence resources to monitoring this. Otherwise, the US may wind up being the inadvertent regulator of the very drug trade that it should be stamping out, as US forces could have to adjudicate between feuding warlords. Although some funds were recently allocated for eradicating the current crop, the US approach emphasizes interdiction on Central Asia's borders, since more than half of Afghan drugs exit into those states. But current allocations and their promised supplements meet a fraction of these countries' training needs. Tajikistan and Turkmenistan already qualify as "narco-states," as their governments have credibly been accused of sifting profits from the drug trade. And although Tajikistan's new national drug-control agency has sharply improved interdiction rates, funds for this UN-sponsored project run out this year. Afghanistan's drug trade feeds on Central Asia's poverty. Without concerted action, these fragile states' problems could fester just when the West is planning to tap Caspian oil and gas reserves – reserves whose delivery could be compromised by instability in this land-locked region. The fight against terrorism cannot hope to succeed unless the US remains as alert to preventing tomorrow's terrorists from consolidating as it is to defeating the current threat. As in the other battlefields of the war on terror, the US must be prepared to deal a blow to the Afghan drug trade, even if Washington must assume a disproportionate share of the financial burden

Karzai 1NC (2)

Karzai Credibility with US backing is key to overall stability

Rubin ’07 (Barnett R., Senior Fellow at Center for Int’l Cooperation – NYU, “Salvaging Afghanistan”, 3-1, http://armed-services.senate.gov/statemnt/2007/March/Rubin%2003-01-07.pdf)

Summary: With the Taliban resurgent, reconstruction faltering, and opium poppy cultivation at an all-time high, Afghanistan is at risk of collapsing into chaos. If Washington wants to save the international effort there, it must increase its commitment to the area and rethink its strategy -- especially its approach to Pakistan, which continues to give sanctuary to insurgents on its tribal frontier. TALIBAN RESURGENT Afghanistan has stepped back from a tipping point. At the cost of taking and inflicting more casualties than in any year since the start of Operation Enduring Freedom in 2001 (and four times as many as in 2005), NATO troops turned back a frontal offensive by the Taliban last summer. The insurgents aimed to capture a district west of Kandahar, hoping to take that key city and precipitate a crisis in Kabul, the capital. Despite this setback, however, the Taliban-led insurgency is still active on both sides of the Afghan-Pakistani border, and the frontier region has once again become a refuge for what President George W. Bush once called the main threat to the United States -- "terrorist groups of global reach." Insurgents in both Afghanistan and Pakistan have imported suicide bombing, improvised explosive technology, and global communications strategies from Iraq; in the south, attacks have closed 35 percent of the schools. Even with opium production at record levels, slowing economic growth is failing to satisfy the population's most basic needs, and many community leaders accuse the government itself of being the main source of abuse and insecurity. Unless the shaky Afghan government receives both the resources and the leadership required to deliver tangible benefits in areas cleared of insurgents, the international presence in Afghanistan will come to resemble a foreign occupation -- an occupation that Afghans will ultimately reject. For decades -- not only since 2001 -- U.S. policymakers have underestimated the stakes in Afghanistan. They continue to do so today. A mere course correction will not be enough to prevent the country from sliding into chaos. Washington and its international partners must rethink their strategy and significantly increase both the resources they devote to Afghanistan and the effectiveness of those resources' use. Only dramatic action can reverse the perception, common among both Afghans and their neighbors, that Afghanistan is not a high priority for the United States -- and that the Taliban are winning as a result. Washington's appeasement of Pakistan, diversion of resources to Iraq, and perpetual underinvestment in Afghanistan -- which gets less aid per capita than any other state with a recent postconflict rebuilding effort -- have fueled that suspicion.

Karzai 1NC (3)

Afghanistan is a make-or-break mission for NATO --- instability collapses the alliance

Ullman 2007 (Harlan, Senior Advisor – CSIS, The National Interest, March/April, Lexis)

IN ITS nearly sixty years of existence, the North Atlantic Treaty Organization (NATO) has often found itself in jeopardy. That is the case today. And Afghanistan is not the only cause célèbre. NATO, of course, is one of history's great survivors. From Suez in 1956 to the Euromissile crisis 25 years later, and through the Vietnam and (so far) Iraq debacles, the alliance has persevered and often thrived. Following the September 11 attacks, NATO invoked-for the first time-Article 5, considering an attack on one an attack on all. NATO went to war against global terror, and in 2006 it assumed full responsibility for the UN International Security and Assistance Force (ISAF) in Afghanistan. Imagine what NATO's founding fathers would think if they awakened today. NATO's first prolonged ground-combat operations did not take place along the inner-German border against Soviet forces, but in faraway Afghanistan. So, much has changed for the better. However, NATO's future very much hangs in the balance over Afghanistan and other critical and unresolved issues that linger from the Cold War. Some argue that all alliances ultimately erode and NATO's time may now have come. That is a profoundly mistaken view and, as I argue, NATO has never been more important to promoting stability and security. However, for NATO to remain vibrant and effective, each of the 26 members must be willing to agree to and act on a better defined, clearer and more convincing vision and set of purposes to handle the challenges, dangers and uncertainties of the coming decade. This in turn will demand major changes in forces, capabilities, command structures and rules of engagement-rather than empty promises and ill-defined commitments. Several realities must inform NATO's thinking. First, NATO has never fully answered the central post-Cold War question of how to sustain a military alliance formed to counter a military threat that no longer exists. Nor has NATO learned how to deal with a Russia many fear is turning against the West, even though the NATO-Russia Council was one mechanism created to facilitate greater integration. Second, the nature of the threats and dangers to NATO and the world at large has profoundly changed. Jihadi extremism-frequently dismissed as "terrorism" or limited to Al-Qaeda-is an amalgam of ideas and ideologies, wrapped in a perverted interpretation of Islam that seeks political power. It is focused in the Arab and Muslim worlds, where the recruiting base of desperate, humiliated and disenfranchised people numbers in the hundreds of millions. The United States and Europe, of course, are targets as well. Third, energy, environment and infrastructure protection are now much higher priorities than they were during the Cold War. Fourth, NATO members have questioned and challenged America's leadership over the Iraq War and its aftermath. A large majority of Europeans hold (to put it politely) an unflattering view of George W. Bush and of the interventionist neoconservative agenda they believe is being imposed either on target states in the Middle East or, de facto, on the alliance. Writing off America until January 2009 is an understandable reaction, albeit one that assumes two years isn't too long to wait. Fifth, China and India are now important geo-economic players. Whether Asia will replace Europe as the center of geopolitics is a pregnant question but one with a long gestation period. Irrespective, Asia is surely a more dominant region than it was during the Cold War. Sixth, the proliferation of multilateral institutions and non-governmental organizations-from the UN to the WTO to the G-8 to the EU-competes with and challenges NATO. The EU in particular, with its own military structure, overlaps with NATO. So far the two institutions have been complementary, though that is by no means assured in perpetuity. During the ground-breaking 2002 summit in Prague, NATO affirmed its commitment to "transformation" and created the NATO Response Force (NRF). The NRF was designed to give NATO an "expeditionary capability", meaning the capability of deploying outside the traditional European theater. Unfortunately, the last two summits-in Istanbul in 2004 and in Riga in November 2006-were not nearly as productive. Riga offered an opportunity to ensure success in Afghanistan. But unfortunately that was left off the agenda. Where, then, might NATO be headed? As the past is prologue, history is a good starting point. NATO: Nearly Twenty Years of Transformation IN THE wake of the Soviet Union's collapse, NATO began a continuing review of strategic concepts that led to an expansion of membership and creation of new means for establishing partnerships, cooperation and dialogue. The Clinton Administration immediately proposed extending the alliance eastward. The Partnership for Peace (PFP) was created, and ultimately the alliance grew from 19 to 26 members. New partnerships, including the Mediterranean Dialogue, the Euro-Atlantic Partnership Council, the Istanbul Cooperation Initiative and the NATO-Russia Council followed. NATO's 1999 Strategic Concept described a security environment that remains largely valid today. Instability, terrorism, Weapons of Mass Destruction and the flow of vital resources became the new rationale for the alliance, replacing the defunct Soviet threat. The Prague Summit of 2002 helped institutionalize the major changes. First, Prague committed the alliance to "transformation", an invention of the Bush Administration. In essence, transformation meant continuous re-evaluation of strategy, tactics and capabilities to stay ahead of a "thinking, agile and adaptive enemy"-against whom the Bush Administration had declared a War on Terror. Second, NATO committed to establishing a NATO Response Force (NRF) of up to 25,000 troops, readily deployable and sustainable for at least thirty days without resupply. Three aspects of the NRF merit special attention, as they reflect a profound shift in the alliance's missions. NRF capabilities were "expeditionary", which meant highly mobile and not locked into Cold War-era static defenses. Second, these forces were designed to operate outside NATO's traditional security boundaries in Europe. Finally, the supporting command-and-control structure of the North Atlantic Council (including rules of engagement) had to be changed to permit short-notice response and decision-making to cope with terror and WMD. This represented a fundamental shift away from the Cold War's purposely cumbersome bureaucracy, designed to keep field commanders from taking premature actions that risked nuclear war. Prague was as dramatic a departure as any in NATO's history. But despite rhetorical support, most member states have not realigned military capability with the promised commitment to cope with out of area operations. As a consequence, the last NATO commander, Marine General James Jones, publicly and repeatedly called for NATO to honor its obligations in Afghanistan where NATO is 2,500 soldiers-and many helicopters and airlifts-short because states have not deployed the promised forces and equipment. That said, the NRF has been fully stood up and is in place. NATO in Afghanistan NATO HAS bet its future on Afghanistan. By accepting responsibility for ISAF and, more importantly, by sending troops as part of the alliance, NATO made a huge, breathtaking and irreversible commitment. Should the mission fail and Afghanistan not be stabilized, the uproar will be deafening. The alliance is not needed for the defense of Europe and did not work in distant lands. So what is its worth? NATO could dissipate over that. Adverse conditions in Afghanistan are reversible and, if action is taken now, amenable to political solutions. With appropriate political action, effective stabilization and reconstruction can follow. Afghanistan, unlike Iraq, is largely a tribal society with low levels of religious war. Soviet occupation devastated the country and dismantled its effective irrigation system. As a result, poppy cultivation, which requires little water, now accounts for 50 to 60 percent of the national GDP. Approximately 80 percent of the population cannot read or write, so it is difficult to jump-start business to combat unemployment. Eleven non-NATO states have military forces and other assets in the country. Although the UN sponsors the ISAF mandate, no one authority coordinates the reconstruction. Italy has taken responsibility for the legal system, Germany for the police, Britain for counter-narcotics, Japan for demobilization and the United States for the military. The United States succeeded in training 15,000 army soldiers. But the other four projects have floundered so far. In large part, decentralized authority has made it very difficult to encourage, cajole or coerce outside states to carry out these responsibilities. This also applies to the many NGOs operating in Afghanistan. Regarding the legal system, prosecuting attorneys in Kabul-essential for rooting out corruption-receive about sixty euros per month. A minimum of 200 euros is needed simply to live in the capital. Police have not been trained in sufficient numbers. Counter-narcotics pose profoundly difficult choices. Spraying to destroy the poppy crops, in addition to creating long-term heath problems, deprives a large measure of the population of its livelihood. Many unemployed farmers are already easy recruiting targets for the Taliban. But no alternatives have yet been found. The porous border with Pakistan remains problematic. The Taliban enjoys safety and support in Pakistan. While more of a nuisance than a strategic threat for the moment, the Taliban is gaining strength. Unless progress is made in the political, economic and social areas, Afghan public support for the government will crumble. If opposition becomes widespread, NATO will face a military danger resembling that of the Soviets-who fought not only the Taliban but the Afghan people, and lost. The Iraq Study Group (ISG) concluded that conditions in Iraq were "grave and deteriorating." They could easily have been referring to Afghanistan. Outgoing British General David Richards, who commanded ISAF in Afghanistan, believed that at year's end the alliance had three to six months to win hearts and minds. Because concerns about Iraq have dominated the U.S. foreign policy debate, Afghanistan is a largely invisible war. In the run-up to the Riga summit, then-Secretary of Defense Donald Rumsfeld asked NATO's since-retired commander, General Jones, for a memo to the president on what was needed to prevail in Afghanistan. Whether the president even saw the memo is unclear. By one account, National Security Advisor Stephen Hadley was given a copy. Regardless, the administration has taken no action. The distinctions between Iraq and Afghanistan are at least two-fold. First, Afghanistan is repairable, for the moment. Second, a regional solution is not crucial in Afghanistan, though over time NATO must address the Pakistan situation. Solutions for Afghanistan are inherently political and organizational. Yes, on the military side, a relatively modest investment of troops and equipment is needed. Yes, member states must loosen their so-called national caveats, or restrictions on their forces' employment in battle, so more troops can be engaged in the fighting. But if NATO does not address the larger political challenges-and time is running out, with new poppy crops planted and the Taliban regrouping-it will lose this opportunity. First, a high commissioner must be appointed to ramrod and oversee the effectiveness of the civil reforms undertaken by outside states. This commissioner would have authority over the building of functioning legal, judiciary and police systems, and support President Karzai in creating an effective government. Second, the efforts of the Provincial Reconstruction Teams (PRTs) must be integrated, coordinated and supported with senior mentors and other capabilities necessary to complete the missions. Last, a comprehensive development and agricultural reform plan must be implemented. None of these steps requires much additional personnel or money. Turning Napoleon on his head, sometimes God is on the side of the smallest battalions. Yet the solutions are political, not military. Riga: Failure, Façade or Placeholder? THE RIGA Summit began November 27, 2006. At its core was a working dinner on Wednesday, November 28, followed by a 9 a.m. to noon meeting the next day. Five-or-so hours was all the time heads of state spent on the world's most important alliance. For the United States, the congressional elections, the pending ISG report and Bush's meeting with Iraqi Prime Minister Nuri al-Maliki obscured the summit. Indeed, Iraq overshadowed every other issue. Approval of the Comprehensive Political Guidance and Summit Declaration was pro forma. Nations agreed to the goal of preparing and equipping 40 percent of their ground forces for expeditionary operations and committed to deploying 8 percent of those forces to current operations at any given time. The alliance agreed to buy four C-17s for a logistics lift. And without completely abandoning national caveats, states conceded that forces could loosen rules of engagement when lives were at risk. As with the Istanbul Summit, Riga ducked the major issues. The 40 percent goal was accepted in principle but not in fact. At the last minute after the United States assigned 2,500 American troops to plug the shortage, the NRF was finally certified operational. But the summit did not alter command structures and authorities that allowed the NRF to deploy on short notice. Finally, while the summit approved some force increases for Afghanistan, only about 85 percent of the required forces will be on station. Seeing the summit as one inning in a baseball game, it would be scored as no runs, no hits and a few errors. Whether NATO gets another turn at bat will largely depend on Afghanistan. An emergency meeting of NATO foreign ministers on Afghanistan is planned for late January 2007. Keeping NATO Vibrant AFGHANISTAN WILL make or break the alliance. And only the United States possesses the dynamic leadership to convince NATO to make the crucial changes essential for stabilizing Afghanistan. Unless President Bush acts, chances are Afghanis will turn against NATO and the central government in 2007. If a broader insurgency ensues, NATO casualties will grow. With more dead or wounded soldiers, domestic opinion within NATO will demand troop withdrawals. Should member states capitulate, it is unlikely the United States can pick up the slack. If a shattered or fundamentalist- or warlord-controlled Afghanistan followed, NATO will have failed. That failure might not end the alliance, but it will certainly erode its viability.
Karzai 1NC (4)


Collapse of NATO causes multiple escalatory nuclear wars

Duffield ‘94

(John, Assistant Prof Government and Foreign Affairs – U Virginia, Political Science Quarterly, “NATO’S Functions After the Cold War”, Vol. 109, No. 5)

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.

2NC Overview

Disad turns the case—Credible government is a pre-requisite to fixing the drug—insurgency link

Felbab-Brown 5

http://muse.jhu.edu/journals/washington_quarterly/v028/28.4felbab-brown.html “Afghanistan: When Counternarcotics Undermines Counterterrorism”

Under today's circumstances, U.S. counternarcotics policy options are highly contingent on U.S. counterterrorism and stabilization efforts. As long as the United States continues to rely on warlords enmeshed in the drug trade to provide intelligence on Al Qaeda and Taliban members who choose not to take advantage of the amnesty offer, it should not urge eradication. The Afghan government should halt eradication until the entire country's security situation is stable. Interdiction should be left to Afghan counternarcotics units, even though their capabilities are limited. The new Afghan counternarcotics units' small numbers, frequently inadequate equipment, and lack of training make it inevitable that they will be able to interdict only a limited number of shipments and destroy only a limited number of heroin labs. Although government officials claim that narcotics are impeding the development of the Afghan state, that diagnosis actually confuses the symptom and the cure: state building must come before the narcotics epidemic can be controlled. Counternarcotics efforts should concentrate on strengthening the Afghan state's capacity, through its own military and police, to subdue any uprisings and renegade warlords, enforce prohibition of drug processing and trafficking, and promote judicial capacity to indict and prosecute traffickers. A cornerstone of the counternarcotics effort should be speeding up economic reconstruction efforts, especially rural development. Swift progress on introducing an alternative microcredit system through local banks, NGOs, or charities throughout Afghanistan would help mitigate some of the crucial drivers of poppy cultivation.

Uniqueness—Karzai Credibility High Now

Uniqueness—Karzai credibility on the rise after shift in US strategy. 

Reuters 2010

Friday, 28 May, 2010, US sees Afghan 'jirga' as boost to Karzai, http://www.dawn.com/wps/wcm/connect/dawn-content-library/dawn/news/world/16-us+sees+afghan+jirga+as+boost+to+karzai-hs-03

WASHINGTON: The United States wants next week's peace “jirga” to boost Afghan President Hamid Karzai's credibility but is counting on him not making major overtures to the Taliban until momentum has shifted on the battlefield. “What we hope is that this process will help demonstrate Karzai as a true national leader,” said a senior Obama administration official of next week's jirga, a traditional gathering of Afghan elders and notables to discuss prospects for peace in the nine-year war. “This is really just the beginning of an important process and the Afghan government will be seeking some consensus on how to proceed,” added the official, who declined to be named. Washington does not want to be seen as interfering in what it says must be an Afghan-led process. Despite the hands-off appearance, US officials said Karzai was pressed hard during his fence-building trip to Washington this month to make clear his intentions for the June 2-4 jirga. Although the Taliban themselves are not invited, there are likely to be Taliban sympathizers among the thousands of tribal and district chiefs who will attend. Washington is expected to have observers at the meeting.

Karzai Credibility on the brink now—Jirgas

Robertson 2010

Nic, CNN senior international correspondent, Karzai faces credibility balancing act after peace jirga, http://afghanistan.blogs.cnn.com/2010/06/04/karzai-faces-credibility-balancing-act-after-peace-jirga/
Karzai had come to hear what the 1,600 delegates he'd invited were recommending he do to make peace with the Taliban. He'd had a lukewarm reception when he inaugurated the event three days earlier. It was, however, not as frosty as the reception the Taliban gave him. A serenade of rockets and gunfire greeted his opening speech. One rocket landed just 200 meters away. But if there is to be a place where the United States and the international community can put some hopes of getting their troops out of Afghanistan any time soon, this had to be it. Why? Because one thing all sides in Afghanistan (NATO commander Gen. Stanley McChrystal, Karzai and the Taliban) agree on is that the war here cannot be won by fighting alone. To that end, focusing on how to get the Taliban into talks has to be seen as a step in the right direction. Just how much of a step is still not clear. At his much delayed peace jirga, Karzai had already faced criticism that it was unrepresentative. No sooner had the deputy chairman read out the conclusions, there were calls that the three days of debate were being unfairly presented. Such is going to be the path to peace in the country. But what is the government presenting as the thoughts from the 1,600 tribal and civil leaders and former warlords Karzai invited to attend? In short, nothing that will greatly upset or surprise the international community and to that end may make it a very slow path to peace.
Link—Assistance

U.S. assistance is key to Karzai’s credibility

Saikal ‘05

(Amin, Director – Centre for Arab and Islamic Studies – Australian National U., Globe and Mail, 5-24, Lexis)

Afghanistan needs long-term U.S. economic and military assistance. It does not need permanent U.S. bases. A lasting U.S. military presence in Afghanistan would be anathema to the Afghan people's historical struggle for freedom and independence. It would also undermine the credibility of President Hamid Karzai's fragile government and harm U.S. interests in the region. Afghanistan has so far made noticeable progress in its quest for peace, stability and reconstruction. But it has a long way to go to be able to stand on its own feet. The United States and the rest of the international community must assist Afghanistan to achieve this goal -- to remain engaged and invest more than they have thus far for at least another five to 10 years. Otherwise, Afghanistan could easily fall prey to neighbours, especially Pakistan, whose military intelligence was the force behind the theocratic rule of the Taliban and the militia's alliance with al-Qaeda. Washington has found it strategically imperative to forge close ties with Pakistan as a critical partner in the war on terrorism and elevate the country's status to a non-NATO major ally. But an important implication of this is that if the U.S. decides to pull out, it could rely on Pakistan to look after Afghanistan, just as it once asked the pro-U.S. Iranian regime of Shah Reza Pahlavi to do. Given the fact that the Karzai government depends on the Americans for its survival, the Afghan leader's insistence on an enduring strategic partnership with the United States is understandable. He is aware that the U.S. is central to the safeguarding of his government and to the engagement of the international community as a whole in Afghanistan; he seems to have concluded that one way he could address his government's and country's vulnerabilities is to invite the U.S. to establish permanent military bases in Afghanistan. He'd like at least the bases in Bagram, Kandahar and Shindand, which currently house U.S. forces, to be formally declared as permanently under U.S. control.

Link—Perception

Plan undermines Karzai credibility—percieved as giving up on solving opium

Anderson ‘05

(Jon Lee, Correspondent and Author of The Fall of Baghdad, The New Yorker, 6-6, Lexis)

Last year, during extended fighting in Herat involving several different militias-some were believed to have been acting on Karzai's behalf-Ismail Khan's son was killed, and his men went on a retaliatory rampage. At a critical moment, Karzai left Afghanistan to accept an award in Europe, and Ambassador Khalilzad flew to Herat. Shortly afterward, Khalilzad went on television to announce that Khan had agreed to leave Herat and join Karzai's government. In December, Khan became the Minister of Energy. It was a stunning turn of events, one that increased Karzai's authority, even if it had less to do with his strength than with that of the Americans who stood behind him. An American diplomat in Kabul told me, "The institutions of the country are still very weak, and so the fact that the U.S. enjoys a lot of credibility here was a factor." He added, "The shadow use of force can have a powerful effect on crushing the actual use of force. We had to make sure we signalled to Ismail Khan and others that the U.S. supported the President and his decisions but that we also saw a way forward for Khan. Finding roles that are dignified-and also more suited to the new circumstances-are always an important part of these solutions." Ismail Khan is a stocky, powerfully built man, with hard eyes and a long, flowing snow-white beard. Upon greeting him, his aides and followers kiss his hand. I visited Khan at his ministry, in a district of western Kabul that was heavily damaged in the civil war. "You know us as heroes of the jihad, but now we are known by the new title-'warlords,' " he said, smiling bitterly. "During the Soviet times, we were there in the fighting, feeling the fire and smoke of the war, and everyone was awaiting the outcome, wanting us to beat them. Those who call us warlords now were sitting in their air-conditioned homes. I wish they'd spent a night with us at the front line in the war. But I know that these things are being said and done for politics or for the benefit of someone." Khan gave me a significant look, and, as he went on, it became clear that he was referring to the United States. Relaxing a little, Khan said, "If you go to Herat, you will see the good job I did there." He had built new roads, provided water and electricity, and opened schools-"for both boys and girls. There are fifty-four thousand girl students in Herat." Khan boasted that, in the short time he had been in his new job, "I've raised the electricity in Kabul from fifty-five to a hundred megawatts"-in contrast, he suggested, to the rest of the government, which after three years had been unable to restore basic services. We talked for a while about the obstacles facing the government. He paused, and then blurted out, "The thing is power. Power is necessary to build, to do what I did in Herat." I asked whether Karzai had power, and Khan answered by speaking again about Herat. "The projects that I started are still unfinished, and now there is insecurity, too. When I was there, women could walk in the city with their children at night. Now you don't see people out on the streets at night. In all this time, the government there has been at the service of President Karzai." Khan went on, "I am very depressed. I was injured three times. There are fourteen bullets in my body, and eleven members of my family have been killed. I saw forty-nine thousand people killed in Herat. In one day alone, during the fight with the Communists, twenty thousand people were killed"-Khan was referring to a vicious aerial bombardment of Herat, in March, 1979, carried out in reprisal for the slaughter of Soviet advisers and their families by his forces. "It is only random luck that I am still here. So when it was all over I wanted to rebuild my city. I managed to do some. But since I left it's all becoming undone."  Yunis Qanouni, the Tajik politician who came in a distant second in the Presidential election, told me, "The removal of warlordism is fine; it should be done. But people also want democracy, stability, confidence, balanced reconstruction, and economic expansion. The government does not have a proper national strategy. If you ask what is the national strategy, no one can tell you. One day, Ismail Khan is a warlord, and the next he isn't. It is the same with General Dostum." We were sitting in Qanouni's living room. He lives in an imposing, well-guarded house in Kabul's northern suburbs decorated in an expensive, faux-Georgian style. Wearing a superbly tailored pin-striped suit, Qanouni seemed to have done very well since the fall of the Taliban. "The problem as I see it is that the leadership is weak," he said. "No government in Afghanistan's history has had the international support this government has had. Karzai has been unable to take advantage of these opportunities. But maybe another person could." Qanouni added, "These next five years will just be a transitional period."  The drug trade, which has strengthened the warlords and corrupted Afghan officials, is in the background of any discussion of Karzai's administration. The sheer number of people who make their living from opium and heroin has made it politically difficult for Karzai to act. On this issue, he has not had the full backing of the United States. Until recently, the Pentagon kept American troops from taking part directly in counter-narcotics efforts, which were left mostly to the British and the Europeans. Nearly eight hundred million dollars has been budgeted for counter-narcotics, but an American official in Kabul admitted that the U.S. was at a loss about how to solve the problem. Karzai has vehemently objected to one approach, the aerial spraying of poppy fields, because of its effect on farmers-a stand that seems to have irritated Washington. Last year, Karzai declared a "jihad" on the drug trade, and he has issued moral, religious, and nationalist appeals to his countrymen to stop growing poppies. He speaks wistfully of farmers returning to traditional crops, like pomegranates and honeydew melons. In the absence of a robust plan for combatting the traffickers, it's the sort of sentiment that makes him look like a well-intentioned man but a powerless leader. A top Afghan intelligence official told me, "What I worry about is Afghanistan becoming like Russia in the mid-nineties." He was referring to the proliferation of gangster capitalism following the collapse of the Soviet Union. There are some signs that it is already happening. Even in the capital, warlords, strongmen, and corrupt officials are carrying out land grabs with a kind of Wild West impunity. The same tactics used for so many years in Afghanistan's wars seem to have been redeployed to accumulate wealth.  In late 2003, the residents of a shantytown at the edge of Kabul's most affluent district were forcibly removed, and their homes were bulldozed by police officers under the command of Kabul's police chief. An inquiry by a U.N. official revealed that the land had been divided into lots for mansions and allocated to more than three hundred government officials, including twenty-eight of Karzai's cabinet ministers. Fahim and Qanouni were among the beneficiaries. Karzai fired the police chief, but perhaps it was one battle that he decided not to fight, or perhaps he simply forgot about it, because the police chief was given a new senior security job, and the building of the mansions commenced.  Because Karzai is distracted by a host of issues, it is hard for him to keep smaller promises, too. The day before I left Afghanistan, I went to see the Pamiris again. Their mood was ebullient. On their first visit to the Health Ministry, they had practically been laughed out of the building, but now they had once more been promised their clinics. And the rural-development minister had told them that, while there wasn't much chance of a helicopter, he was organizing trucks with food and blankets for three hundred families, and some shoes. When I called for an update last week, however, not much more had happened. Zalmay Khan was out of the country, and his assistant reported that, as far as he knew, the Pamiris had returned to the Wakhan Corridor empty-handed. Hamid Karzai is not a warlord, as most Afghan politicians of the past three decades have been, and this is both the source of his credibility as a democrat and his great vulnerability-he needs the American military in order to have bargaining power. To a very real degree, Karzai is less a conventional President than something akin to a constitutional monarch. His lack of power has rendered him the public face of an administration that, despite the tension in recent weeks, effectively remains an extension of the U.S. government.
Link—Opium 

Appearing weak on opium will tank karzai’s credibility

Whitaker 2007

(Raymond, Staff – Independent on Sunday, 7-29, Lexis)

There are many disagreements among the 36 countries seeking to stabilise Afghanistan, from the refusal of many Nato members to send their troops into combat to sharp differences over tackling the drugs trade, but there is near unanimity on one point: even Britain's defence chiefs agree that the solution does not lie in fighting. Mr Miliband said: "The military effort is vitally important, but it cannot work on its own - it must go hand in hand with economic and social development." Barnett Rubin, a leading US expert on Afghanistan, went further, telling the IoS: "Conceiving of the effort in Afghanistan as a 'war' is a major error and the source of many problems ??? Military means will play a part, but not the main part, in any effort to stabilise Afghanistan and assure security to both its people and the international community." The non-military side of the equation is equally beset with problems, however. The huge growth in opium production, particularly in Helmand, has helped to finance the insurgency and promoted corruption, further undermining the credibility of Hamid Karzai's government, which has barely any control outside Kabul.
Impact—Terrorism

Karzai credibility key to US “win” in Afghanistan

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

Afghan President Hamid Karzai’s election by default Monday confirms at least a week earlier than expected that the Obama administration will continue for the foreseeable future to have the same mercurial partner in Afghanistan. Karzai was expected to win the Nov. 7 runoff election easily and continue in the role he has held for nearly eight years, just as President Obama enters the final stage of deciding whether to escalate U.S. involvement in the war. But the departure of Karzai’s chief rival, former foreign minister Abdullah Abdullah, deprives him of a genuine win at the polls and potentially undermines the Obama administration’s goal of building a legitimate government in Kabul. Obama, congressional leaders and the U.S. commander on the ground, Gen. Stanley A. McChrystal, have made clear that the success of any strategy the White House eventually settles on will depend on the Afghan government’s ability to improve its credibility among the people.

US loss in Afghanistan causes terrorism

Colucci 2007

(Craig, Captain – U.S. Army, Military Review, 5-1, www.highbeam.com/doc/1G1-163680156.html)

Importance of a Stable Afghanistan If, as some say, winning is no longer a possibility in Iraq, then a loss in Afghanistan in which the Taliban gains its old training grounds back to stage future terrorist attacks would mean the United States has lost the War on Terrorism. (39) Such a failure would embolden and empower Al-Qaeda, and the staggering costs of attacks similar to that of 11 September 2001, plus the increased security measures to prevent further attacks, would lead to direct costs and indirect effects that influence the U.S. economy. Before the U.S. invasion of Afghanistan, Bin-Laden and Al-Qaeda were in the country working closely with Mullah Omar, the leader of the Taliban. The August 1998 U.S. embassy bombings in Kenya and Tanzania, the October 2000 USS Cole bombing, and the 11 September 2001 attacks were all planned in Afghanistan. (40) Now, once again, the Taliban is operating in some areas of Afghanistan. If Al-Qaeda is not there already, it soon will be. A failed Afghan state or even one with a weak government would allow Al-Qaeda to establish planning, operations, training, and recruiting nodes in the country. Military historian Stephen Tanner claims that it would be dangerous for the United States to abandon Afghanistan. He writes, "Instant global communication with its consequent accessibility to weapons technology can make even the poorest or most remote nation a threat to the world ... After a half-century of cold war, the United States suffered the greatest foreign attack in its history not from the gigantic armaments of Russia or China, but at the hands of a small group based on Afghan soil." (41) Besides the loss of life, the economic costs resulting from the 11 September 2001 attacks were astounding. The Institute for the Analysis of Global Security (IAGS) estimates that the property damage and lost production of goods and services was over $100 billion. Moreover, "including the loss in stock market wealth--the market's own estimate arising from expectations of lower corporate profits and higher discount rates for economic volatility--the price tag approaches $2 trillion." (42) The $2 trillion estimate is 166 times greater than the $12 billion proposed for Afghanistan R&S aid from FY 2007 to FY 2010. According to New York City Comptroller William C. Thompson Jr., the attacks cost up to $95 billion and caused the loss of 146,000 jobs to the city alone. (43) On the conservative side, the economic cost of one day of a coordinated terrorist attack planned in Afghanistan, $95 billion, is almost 8 times the proposed R&S amount. Harvard economist Kenneth Rogoff asserts that "another atrocity on the scale of September 11 would wreak havoc on energy prices, stock markets, and consumer confidence, slamming the brakes on today's global economic recovery." (44)  The economic impact of antiterrorism efforts can have a significant negative effect on the American and global economy. The hindered free flow of goods, services, and individuals across international borders can slow economic growth. U.S. immigration restrictions imposed after 9/11 are a case in point, for they prevent the influx of science and engineering knowledge from abroad. Innovation through science and research leads to U.S. economic growth and global competitiveness. When you consider that foreign-born immigrants account for more than one-fifth of America's scientists and engineers, you can understand the impact immigration restrictions may have on the Nation's growth. In addition, over 43 percent of America's Ph.D.'s are foreign born. First-time international student enrollment in graduate level science and engineering programs dropped by 13 percent from 2001 to 2003 (the latest year statistics were available). This decline may be the result of immigration restrictions. (45) If Rogoff is right that, "the U.S. economy grows in no small part by skimming the cream off of the rest of the world's workforce," the hidden costs of anti-terror efforts are great indeed. (46) Another example of antiterrorism measures slowing growth would be increased scrutiny of goods at American and international ports. As trade and the pace of goods through ports slow, costs will skyrocket and product innovation will be stifled. Rogoff sums up the effects thusly: "Any abatement of the competitive pressures of globalization or any reduction in the free movement of people and ideas would surely undercut growth--not to mention raise prices sharply at your local Wal-Mart." (47) 

***Poppy Liscensing CP***

Legalization Solvency—1NC 

The United States federal government should provide all necessary support for the establishment of a legal poppy licensing scheme in the nation of Afghanistan.

Poppy licensing is the only solution to drug-related instability in Afghanistan. Setting up a legal market is feasible, undermines the power of warlords and terrorists, and accelerates reconstruction

Van Ham and Kamminga 2007

(Peter, Dir Global Governance Research Program – Clingendal Institute and Professor – College of Europe and Jorrit, Head of Policy Research – Senlis Council, The Washington Quarterly, Winter, Lexis)

Although poppy licensing will be far from easy, the basic conditions for such a program exist in Afghanistan. The 2005 Senlis Council study indicates that opium licensing presents an economically viable solution to the status quo of extreme rural poverty. n19 Opium is the base material for morphine and codeine, two World Health Organization-recognized essential medicines. Given that Afghanistan has a long tradition of poppy cultivation and thus has the required knowledge and expertise, it would be possible to set up a mecicine-producing industry in the short term on a small to medium scale. This project would also improve the security situation by drawing warlords and Taliban elements into a legal economy. It would decriminalize the Afghan economy, raise the government's tax base, and erode the financial basis of organized crime and terrorist groups. If key international and Afghan players can be co-opted in this new strategy, the commercial opportunities for Afghan-made essential medicines are wide open. Globally, the demand for opium-based medicines is significant, and research suggests that the major part of this demand is not being met. Developing countries have almost no access to these medicines, and the growing HIV/AIDS crisis is increasing demand. Currently, only six countries consume 79 percent of opium-based medicines: Australia, Canada, France, Japan, the United Kingdom, and the United States. n20 Developing countries account for only six percent of global pharmaceutical opium consumption. n21 These countries, which suffer the most from the AIDS crisis, lack the financial means to buy painkillers on a commercial basis. Ironically, Afghanistan does not currently produce any opiates for its domestic medicine industry. A special Afghan brand of morphine and codeine can be developed and promoted in the international development and humanitarian community through preferential trade agreements. Exports of Afghan medicine could become a central element of economic reconstruction and represent a positive and productive economic response to the opium problem, improving security and development. Afghanistan would reap substantial benefits at the global export level. Its medicines would address largely unmet needs for painkillers both in developed and developing countries. Preferential trade agreements between the Afghan government and current donor states would guarantee a substantial and sustainable market for these goods. For that reason, the British medical magazine The Lancet argued, "This may be the only chance Afghanistan has to solve its drug problem, while providing a pragmatic and dynamic solution to its future peace, and meeting the vital public health objective of supplying essential medications to the developing world." n22 The basic idea is attractive, but important questions have to be answered regarding the practical details of such a poppy licensing system. The Senlis Council has therefore recently finalized a series of research programs to examine the details of such a system. A first practical question is whether Afghanistan's current poppy varieties are suited for the production of morphine and codeine. If a new medicinal variety needs to be introduced that is less suitable for the production of heroin, this could seriously hamper the short-term implementation of poppy licensing. Also, Afghan farmers must be provided with an adequate financial incentive for the licit production to compete successfully with the illegal drug trade. Finally, control mechanisms must be developed to ensure that a limited amount of licensed opium is diverted to the illegal drugs economy. Weak government institutions, corruption, and limited experience with such a control mechanism raise doubts about Afghanistan's ability to successfully implement this strategy. Yet, as of now, 100 percent of the Afghan opium supply "leaks" to the illicit market, so there is plenty of room for improvement. Still, the concern about the level of diversion :o illegal channels has important implications. Pharmaceutical companies will be reluctant to participate unless the complete cycle, from poppy crop to medicine, is fully assured and controlled. This proposal can be modeled on similar projects in Australia, France, India, and Turkey, where opium production is currently used for the international medicinal market. These are rather small-scale projects, but they do offer insights into how a much larger Afghan opium-based industry might operate. In India, where pharmaceutical opium is produced in poor areas such as Madhya Pradesh, Uttar Pradesh, and Rajasthan, farmers are given a license to grow opium, and the Indian Central Bureau of Narcotics purchases their entire crop at a fixed price. It is estimated that as many as 1 million Indian farmers are employed in the harvesting of around 35,000 hectares of opium poppy each year. n23 Two key questions have bedeviled the Indian licit opium scheme: are farmers paid enough to get them out of their abject poverty, which is as much the consequence as the cause of instability; and is diversion to the illegal market, in which prices are much higher, kept at an acceptable level? Indian farmers seem to profit little from licit opium production. They make just enough to cope with poverty but not enough to defeat it. Although there is no clear data, as much as 20 percent of Indian licit opium production might be diverted to the illegal market. This is too much to call the scheme a complete success but is small enough to encourage Afghanistan to make a serious effort. n24 Turkey's successful transition from a culture of widespread, unregulated poppy cultivation to a licensed, controlled system for the production of medicines is even more applicable to the current situation in Afghanistan. n25 In the 1960s, Turkey was one of the world's main opium producers, but after several years of tense negotiations, it switched from unregulated crop growing to licensed poppy cultivation for the production of medicines. The Turkish political dynamic was such that poppy farmers' interests were essential to the political stability of the country, as they are in Afghanistan. When Turkey deemed total eradication both technically and socially impractical, the U.S. and Turkish governments worked together to implement a poppy licensing system supported by the UN and a preferential trade agreement with the United States.

Legalization Solvency—Corruption 

Current law fuels corruption and devastates local economies only legalization solves

Johnson 2007

(Afghanistan’s Opium Trade with Legalization, Interview with
Romesh Bhattacharji, South Asian counternarcotics expert, http://www.cfr.org/publication/15117/bhattacharji.html)

Every year, about $ 1 billion is being spent to control opium cultivation and narcotics trafficking in Afghanistan. Last year the cultivation increased by 60 percent, and [in 2007] 22 percent. As for success in enforcement, it is lamentable and pathetic. Iran, which gets much of its opium and heroin from Afghanistan, spends just about $30 million and seizes opium and heroin almost [five to eight times] more than Afghanistan does. Favoritism, corruption, and the U.S.-sponsored system of having opium crops destroyed by DynCorp, a U.S. contractor, as expected have failed miserably. Contractors are only interested in making as much money as possible for as little work as possible. The Senlis system is the only real hope that can be seen in the blighted narcotic skies over Afghanistan. It offers good money to the individual cultivator and also holds a promise for microfinance for others in the community as well as a possibility of funding development schemes in the concerned village.

Legalization Solvency—Turkey Proves

Legalization solves illicit drug trade—Turkey Proves

Applebaum 2007

(Anne, http://www.slate.com/id/2157644/, Legalize It, How to solve Afghanistan's drug problem.)
As a result, in 1974, the Turks, with U.S. and U.N. support, tried a different tactic. They began licensing poppy cultivation for the purpose of producing morphine, codeine, and other legal opiates. Legal factories were built to replace the illegal ones. Farmers registered to grow poppies, and they paid taxes. You wouldn't necessarily know this from the latest White House drug strategy report—which devotes several pages to Afghanistan but doesn't mention Turkey—but the U.S. government still supports the Turkish program, even requiring U.S. drug companies to purchase 80 percent of what the legal documents euphemistically refer to as "narcotic raw materials" from the two traditional producers, Turkey and India.

Licensing Scheme Solves Diversion

Licensing Scheme solves Diversion

Johnson 2007

(Afghanistan’s Opium Trade with Legalization, Interview with
Romesh Bhattacharji, South Asian counternarcotics expert, http://www.cfr.org/publication/15117/bhattacharji.html)

The CBN issues licenses in October to every farmer that is capable of cultivation. In the case of any illegal activity, the entire village loses its license. With the entire community being affected by one bad penny, the community will discourage farmers from illegal diversion. I believe the strong village control system in Afghanistan will ensure that the license continues to be with the village. In Afghanistan, the conversion from opium to morphine would be undertaken in a cluster of villages themselves and all profits would accrue to all the villages. That’s the argument [made by the Senlis Council, an international think tank that focuses on Afghanistan].

Solvency—India

CP solves Taliban threat in India

Bhattacharji 2008

(A Losing War, Romesh, Aug 7)

If it is true that morphine consumption has reached saturation, as the International Narcotics Control Board says, why are the United Kingdom and the U.S. growing opium in thousands of hectares surreptitiously? They are buying less and less from India and Turkey on the specious excuse that there is no demand for morphine. Meanwhile, with enforcement failing and with the Taliban getting richer, security in many countries far away from the region is being threatened. In India, the seizures of Afghan heroin in Punjab alone have increased by three times – about 500 kg annually. The number of addicts in Punjab’s sensitive border areas has trebled in the past four years. Afghanistan’s increasing opium production s a threat not only to heroin-consuming countries, but also to countries such as India.
***Russia Relations DA***

Russia DA 1NC (1)

A) Uniqueness—Relations are on the brink and Afghanistan is key

Josh Rogin 2010 June 24, “Opinions vary on state of U.S.-Russia relations”

The U.S.-Russia "reset" will begin phase two on Wednesday, as Russian President Dmitry Medvedev meets with President Obama, almost exactly one year after their last summit meeting, in Moscow. Opinions vary on how the reset is going. Those who see Russia as a potentially constructive partner for the West view the administration's policy as a largely successful start to a new warming of ties. The White House says the new START agreement and improved cooperation on Afghanistan and Iran indicate that its strategy is working. But for those who see Medvedev as little more than a puppet of Prime Minister Vladimir Putin, a ruthless operator who is simultaneously reasserting Russian dominance over its near abroad while repressing opposition and rule of law at home, the reset has not tackled tough issues while foolishly elevating Russia's status in world affairs. "It's pretty clear that, whether you like it or not, the U.S.-Russia relationship has significantly improved," said Nixon Center President Dimitri Simes. "There is, however, the serious question of why it was improved and, most important, to what end."

B) Link—Ending Counternarcotics in Afghanistan destroys US-Russia relations.

Stack 6-11 [2010, Graham, Staff writer at Russia: Beyond the Headlines, “War on

Afghan Drugs,” http://rbth.ru/articles/2010/06/11/russia_puts_anti-narcotics_in_afghanistan_at_top_of_international_agenda.html]

A series of vigorous statements by top Russian officials in recent days, orchestrated by Ivanov, including a high level international conference on the issue in Moscow, show Russia placing anti-narcotics in Afghanistan on an equal footing with the worldwide war on terrorism. “We consider drug addiction one of the biggest and most serious threats to our country’s development and our people’s health,” Russian President Dmitry Medvedev told an international Moscow conference organized by Ivanov’s anti-narcotics agency, FSKN on June 9. “Fundamentally before our eyes a new global agenda is unfolding – the narco-threat as a challenge to humanity and one of the strongest factors in global instability,” Ivanov later said at the same conference. “The priority here is the liquidation of Afghan narcotic production. “ With similar statements calling for crop eradication in Afghanistan sounding from powerful prime minister and ex-president Vladimir Putin in Istanbul June 9, deputy prime minister Sergei Ivanov in Singapore June 7, as well as foreign minister Sergei Lavrov at the Moscow conference, Russia is putting all its big hitters into play in the call for international forces in Afghanistan to directly engage opium farmers and drug producers. The reason is clear: Russia suffers most from Afghanistan’s narcotics exports. Russia is the world’s largest consumer of Afghan heroin, and official statistics point to a staggering 30-40,000 deaths each year as a result of overdoses, with an estimated total of 2.5m users, according to statistics compiled by Ivanov’s FSKN. Even more worrying is that Russia has a spiraling HIV problem mostly resulting from addicts sharing needles, with an estimated 1m HIV positive. With Russia still a very weak state in terms of law enforcement, as prime minister Vladimir Putin acknowledged recently, trying to strangle the heroin problem at birth – in Afghanistan’s poppy fields – may seem the most effective strategy to Russian policymakers. But Russian demands on Afghanistan could create an anomalous source of new tension with the US, just as President Barrack Obama’s ‘reset’ policy of cooperating with Russia is bearing fruit on a wide range of other issues. The fact that, until 2008 US policymakers were equally enthusiastic supporters of opium crop eradication gives Russian officials additional ammunition. Under George W. Bush the US was preparing to rollout in Afghanistan the crop eradication policy that had proved successful in Columbia, including aerial crop spraying. But under Barack Obama there has been a U-turn on the issue. Obama’s Afghanistan policy-makers diplomat Richard Holbrooke and newly-appointed head of international and US forces General Stanley McChrystal argue crop eradication would fuel the insurgency by depriving farmers of livelihoods and forcing them to sign up with the insurgency. The new policy is to encourage farmers to adopt ‘alternative livelihoods’ such as wheat farming, while stepping up narcotics interdiction. Ivanov has bitterly attacked the US U-turn. From the Russian point of view, US-led forces in Afghanistan turn a blind eye to opium production, because the US is not directly affected by the heroin flood. From the US point of view, it is not Russian troops who will die if eradication is resisted and the insurgency grows.

C. Impact—US Russia Relations Key to prevent Accidentla Nuke war

Newsweek 2010

 – 9/1 (“How to Manage Moscow”, http://www.newsweek.com/id/154906/page/1)
Or take existing nuclear weapons. U.S. and Russian stockpiles remain dangerously high, as does the chance of accidental or un-authorized use. We want to move to a world of fewer nuclear weapons in fewer hands. Bilateral negotiations between the United States and Russia remain the best and only way to get from here to there. The Bush administration has said that so long as Russia occupies parts of Georgia there will be no return to "business as usual" in U.S.–Russian relations. This suggests a form of linkage, a policy from the cold war, where bilateral ties across the board are adversely affected because of disagreement over a particular issue, in this case Georgia. This is a questionable strategy for the United States at a time when so much else on our agenda involves Russia. Instead, U.S. policy ought to be for the two countries to cooperate where they can—and to disagree and compete within constraints where they must.

Russia DA 1NC (2)

And, Accidental War causes Extinction

Babst 2002

(Dean, retired government research scientist and Coordinator of the Nuclear Age Peace Foundation's Accidental Nuclear War Studies Program, "Preventing an Accidental Armageddon", http://www.wagingpeace.org/articles/babst-armageddon.html)

Although international relations have changed drastically since the end of the Cold War, both Russia and the U.S. continue to keep the bulk of their nuclear missiles on high-level alert. The U.S. and Russia remain ready to fire a total of more than 5,000 nuclear weapons at each other within half an hour. These warheads, if used, could destroy humanity including those firing the missiles. A defense that destroys the defender makes no sense. Why then do Russia, the U.S., and other countries spend vast sums each year to maintain such defenses? Since 400 average size strategic nuclear weapons could destroy humanity, most of the 5,000 nuclear weapons that Russia and the U.S. have set for hair-trigger release, present the world with its greatest danger -- an enormous overkill, the potential for an accidental Armageddon.
Relations High Now

Relations are high now

Feller 6/24

Ben, “For US and Russia, it's now a walk in the park”

http://www.google.com/hostednews/ap/article/ALeqM5inOl8EGuBrvQjQfCRjd06C1IWrBgD9GHTA281
It was all a metaphor for two countries that were once at risk of Cold War annihilation, and just two years ago were back to cold shoulder animosity. And for Obama, on an oppressively hot day, in the midst of a most difficult week, it amounted to a surprising chance to relax. The buzz around the White House centered much more on the presidents' unexpected jaunt for cheeseburgers to Ray's Hell Burger in Virginia — Medvedev took jalapenos_ and less about the many substantive matters they discussed. Even Obama acknowledged the topics seemed a bit foreign. "You know, sometimes it's odd when you're sitting in historic meetings with your Russian counterpart to spend time talking about chicken," Obama conceded in describing an agreement to export U.S poultry products to Russia. Yet he said it was, in fact, a multibillion-dollar matter and a sign of something even greater: the ability of the United States and Russia to get beyond nuclear security, one of the areas in which both sides have made concrete progress in recent months. Now they can talk more about trade, technology, space and sports. The smiling Obama was a man in contrast to the one of day earlier, when he was forced to sack the commander of U.S. and NATO forces in Afghanistan, Gen. Stanley McChrystal, for a magazine story in which the military leader and his aides had mocked and ripped administration leaders. "We may be able to finally throw away those red phones that have been sitting around for so long," Obama said, evoking the symbol of scary U.S.-Russia relations. Obama said that was doable because both men have Twitter accounts, although he flubbed the line, calling the social networking site "Twitters."

Link—Drugs Key Russia

Counternarcotics in Afghanistan are Russia’s number one concern

RT.com 2010

“Russia fights opium war as US marks 8 years in Afghanistan” http://rt.com/Politics/2009-10-07/russia-opium-war-us.html
As America’s dream of nation-building in Afghanistan gets sand stuck in its gears, Russia, fighting its own war against a new generation of heroin addicts, wants poppy production slashed. As Russia grapples with its ominous demographic situation – according to the grimmest estimates, the population could tumble by as much as 3 million people to below 140 million by the next decade – it should come as no surprise that heroin addiction, which kills up to 30,000 Russians annually, sits front and center on the Kremlin’s radar. “For Russia, the task of eradicating Afghan opium production is an unrivaled priority for Russia,” said Viktor Ivanov, the head of Russia’s Federal Service for the Control of Narcotics (FSKN). “More than 90 percent of drug addicts in our country are consumers of opiates from Afghanistan. Up to 30,000 people die of heroin-related illnesses annually.”

Link—New Strategy Key

Ending New “carrot” based counternarcotics mission tanks relations.

PressTV.com 2010

“Russia criticizes US over Afghan opium” http://www.presstv.com/detail.aspx?id=129239&sectionid=351020403
The US-led operations in Afghanistan will be useless if they fail to provide people with alternative economic opportunities, Russian Deputy Prime Minister Sergei Ivanov said Sunday. He added that Russia is not happy with global efforts to crack down on drug production and smuggling that threaten international peace and security. NATO must figure out how to start "very primitive social economic life in Afghanistan," Ivanov said during a security conference in Singapore, which brought together defense officials from 28 countries. "If we don't do that, any military presence will be in vain." "The whole world community and, first of all, those who took the responsibility for ensuring peace and stability in Afghanistan, namely the International Security Assistance Force, should take the trouble and fight this threat," he said.

Impact—Prolif

Relations solve prolif.

Diakov 2000

Director of Center for Arms Control at Moscow Institute,

(Anatoli, Consultation on NATO nuclear policy, NMD& alternative security arrangements, http://www.ploughshares.ca/CONTENT/ABOLISH%20NUCS/Simons%20Conf% 20Ottawa/NATOconsultationReport.html)

Important agreements that established global norms for all nations were created through U.S.-Soviet or U.S.-Russian cooperation. These included the comprehensive nuclear test ban treaty and the nuclear Non-Proliferation Treaty. Discussions about a global treaty that would cut off production of fissile material for use in weapons also have taken place but progress has been blocked in the Conference on Disarmament in Geneva. Although all of these agreements or potential agreements are in trouble, the requirement for cooperation on a global scale is more important than ever: nuclear and missile technology is now very wide-spread and more accessible than ever. A potential area for U.S.-Russian cooperation lies in the promotion of regional efforts to prevent or limit nuclear arms races including Northeast Asia, South Asia, and the Middle East. This type of cooperation has not been realized to date, mainly because of differing perceptions of national interests in those regions.. For example, a major dispute between Russia and the United States has boiled up over Russian support for Iran’s civil nuclear power program. Probably a special regionally-based multilateral mechanism will be required in each case. To offer one example, just as Russia and the United States need to discuss as dispassionately as they can the technical and military considerations inherent in a national defense, so do the nations in Northeast Asia need to discuss the impact and implications of theater missile defense in that region, as mentioned above. This could require China, Japan, Korea, Russia, and the United States to organize a working group or commission to conduct an analysis of theater ballistic missile defense. Russia and the United States share a special responsibility. They are permanent members of the U.N. Security Council, possessors of advanced technologies and powerful military forces, and supporters of global arms control and technology supplier regimes. They are not the only countries responsible for meeting the nuclear security challenge, but leadership exercised jointly by the United States and Russia could mobilize a global response to this apocalyptic threat to civilization. U.S.-Russian cooperation, or lack of it, on such global issues is the ultimate test of the thesis that U.S.-Russian partnership is a key element in the building of a stable peace and of an international system based on accepted norms and rules.

Prolif causes global nuclear War. 

Taylor 2002

Stuart Jr., National Journal Senior Writer, contributing editor at Newsweek, September 16, Legal Times, “Worry about Iraq’s intentions, but focus on the bigger threat: nuclear weapons controlled by any terrorist or rogue state,” p. 60

Unless we get serious about stopping proliferation, we are headed for “a world filled with nuclear-weapons states, where every crisis threatens to go nuclear,” where “the survival of civilization truly is in question from day to day,” and where “it would be impossible to keep these weapons out of the hands of terrorists, religious cults, and criminal organizations.” So writes Ambassador Thomas Graham Jr., a moderate Republican who served as a career arms-controller under six presidents and led the successful Clinton administration effort to extend the Nuclear Nonproliferation Treaty.
Impact—Space

A. U.S.-Russian cooperation key to space exploration.

Jones (Asst. Secretary of state) 3/18/04 [Beth, Statement Before the House International Relations Committee, “U.S. Russia-Relations,” Federal Document Clearing House Congressional Testimony, LN//mac-dch]

Another area of cooperation is in space. Since the loss of the shuttle Columbia, Russian capability to lift payloads has supported the operations of the International Space Station. As we define future challenges in space, we believe that continuing our cooperation and combining Russian and American resources, technology and experience will benefit both nations and accelerate space exploration.

B. Extinction.

Brough (staffwriter) 7/8/02 [Graham, “Would the Last Person to Leave Earth Please Turn Out the Lights,” Daily Record, p. 8, LN//mac-dch]

THE Earth will be so gutted, wrecked, over-exploited and the barren seas so fished out that we will have to find a new planet - or even two - by 2050. Environmentalists at the World Wildlife Fund say we have just another half century of luxury living left before the Earth becomes a spent husk. By that time, we will either have to colonise space or risk human extinction as population and consumption expand. The worst culprits are Americans, who each consume more food and fuel per year than 25 Africans.  With the chances of discovering another habitable planet still in the realms of science fiction, WWF says the only realistic chance for survival is to curb consumption. A new WWF report tomorrow will shame the Americans with a damning league table that shows how much land is needed to support a single American, European or African. It takes just over an acre of land to support a person from Burundi, one of Africa's poorest nations. A European needs 15 acres of land as his "footprint" on the globe. But a US citizen needs a staggering 30 acres, the highest consumer intake of any civilisation in the Earth's history .Critics say America is so devoted to conspicuous consumption, that space colonisation is more realistic than a lifestyle change.
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