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Contention 1: Inherency

The US is ramping up interdiction efforts and shifting away from eradication

Vanda Felbab-Brown, prof in the Security Studies Program @ Georgetown University and Foreign Policy Fellow @ Brookings Institution, 10/21/09, “U.S. Counternarcotics Strategy in Afghanistan”, Brookings Institution, Senate Caucus on International Narcotics Control, http://www.brookings.edu/testimony/2009/1021_counternarcotics_felbabbrown.aspx {jchen}
Narcotics production and counternarcotics policies in Afghanistan are of critical importance not only for the control of drugs there, but also for the security, reconstruction, and rule of law efforts in Afghanistan. However, premature and inappropriate counternarcotics efforts greatly complicate counterterrorism and counterinsurgency objectives, and hence also jeopardize economic reconstruction and state-building efforts. They are also unsustainable in the long term and indeed counterproductive even for the narrow goal of narcotics suppression. At least until the new counternarcotics policy that the Obama administration indicated this summer it would undertake – defunding and deemphasizing eradication and focusing on interdiction and rural development – counternarcotics efforts in Afghanistan unfortunately had these undesirable effects. The new policy, if implemented well, promises to redress many of the deficiencies of previous efforts and synergistically enhance counterinsurgency and counterterrorism objectives.

However, Afghanistan is continuing eradication despite policy shift—US is compliant and provides troop support
AFP Agence France-Presse, 3/3/10, “ Afghanistan launches poppy eradication programme “, http://www.google.com/hostednews/afp/article/ALeqM5hhxAHFpmTr2zuAMJxtRrowW5vBeA {jchen}

KABUL — Afghanistan, source of 90 percent of the world's heroin, Wednesday announced plans to wipe out opium poppies across most of the country, starting in the south where the Taliban have long held sway. But areas where military operations are underway -- such as Marjah in Helmand province -- would not be targeted until the rebels had been pushed out and development programmes launched, said deputy interior minister Mohammad Daud Daud. Eradication had begun in other parts of Helmand, scene of a major assault against militants who for years controlled Marjah along with drug traffickers, Daud told reporters. Programmes had also begun in Nangarhar and Farah provinces, and would soon be launched in Kandahar, another militant hotspot and centre of poppy production, he said. Daud said 25 of Afghanistan's 34 provinces were free of poppy cultivation by last year. But he said the eradication programme would take place in 18 provinces as "minor planting" had been reported in some. Afghanistan's illicit drugs industry is worth up to three billion dollars a year, controlled by militants and gangs who use cross-border routes to smuggle drugs to Pakistan and Iran, and bring arms and fighters back in. The UN office on drugs and crime said last month that opium production in Afghanistan was likely to fall this year, due to bad weather. Afghan opium production had already fallen from 8,200 tonnes in 2007 to 6,900 tonnes in 2009, the UNODC said in a report. The area dedicated to opium cultivation, however, was expected to remain stable after decreasing by 36 percent, from a record 193,000 hectares (480,000 acres) in 2007 to 123,000 last year. Daud said the campaign was in three stages -- public awareness, prevention of cultivation and, finally, eradication, with farmers offered help in planting alternative crops, including cereals. The announcement comes after the United States said it was shifting its anti-opium strategy in Afghanistan from eradication of crops to a broader focus involving interdiction and alternative agriculture. 
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Plan: The United States federal government should withdraw all troops involved in counternarcotic missions in Afghanistan.
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Contention II: Afghanistan Stability
We isolate 3 internal links.

Scenario 1 is Corruption:

Interdiction enhances government corruption by giving officials added leverage for bribes 

Jonathan Goodhand Senior Lecturer in the Department of Development Studies, School of Oriental and African Studies, University of London 08 (  “ Corrupting or Consolidating the Peace? The Drugs Economy and Post-conflict

Peacebuilding in Afghanistan”  June 23 http://pdfserve.informaworld.com/903095__793322435.pdf 7/22/10)

It has been argued that by focusing on poppy production and acreage, CN efforts are using the wrong metric of success. It makes little sense to concentrate on the part of the chain that involves 80 per cent of the stakeholders but only 20 per cent of the value. Eradication leads to price increases, which transfers profits from farmers to traffickers. Therefore, the focus should be on trafficking, where 80 per cent of the profits are located. However, interdiction efforts have provided leverage to corrupt officials to extract enormous bribes from traffickers. Such corruption has attracted former militia commanders who joined the MoI after being demobilized.73 Not surprisingly, very few high-ranking government officials have been prosecuted for drug-related corruption. A greater focus on indictment since 2005 has led to several high-profile arrests, including a high-level Interior Ministry official, Lt-Col. Nadir Khan, who was sentenced to ten years in prison for stealing and selling 50 kilograms of confiscated heroin.74 The overall aim of interdiction, complemented by other CN measures, according to Ali Jalali et al., should be to turn opium cultivation and trafficking into high-risk activities in a low-risk environment.75 However, as the Transnational Institute notes, the ‘choices about who and who not to indict, arrest or extradite seem to be arbitrary, irrational or highly politicized’.76 Furthermore, those attempting to do anything about drugs and corruption are unlikely to keep their jobs. For example, Ge. Aminullah Amerkhel, the chief of border police at Kabul Airport, was suspended from his job, reportedly because he was arresting too many drug traffickers. There is a complex and ambiguous relationship between counter-narcotics and statebuilding, and heavy-handed eradication may have perverse effects and undermine the legitimacy and capacity of the central state vis-a` -vis local strongmen. Returning to Snyder’s analysis, counter-narcotics policies are likely to create political disorder because they render joint extraction infeasible by imposing high costs on government participation. As experience from Colombia and elsewhere shows, ‘externally induced prohibition against joint extraction is the cause of violence and disorder because it forces governments into a lethal confrontation with drug cartels’.77 

Narcotics related corruption destabilizes government, prevents reform and undermines civilian confidence

Blanchard, 09 Christopher M. ,(Analyst in Middle Eastern Affairs “Afghanistan: Narcotics and U.S. Policy” August 12, 2009 CRS Report for Congress http://www.fas.org/sgp/crs/row/RL32686.pdf)

Narcotics trafficking and political instability remain intimately linked in Afghanistan. U.S. officials have identified narcotics trafficking as a primary barrier to the establishment of security and consider insecurity to be a primary barrier to successful counternarcotics operations. The narcotics-trade fuels three corrosive trends that have undermined the stability of Afghan society and limited progress toward reconstruction since 2001. First, narcotics proceeds can corrupt police, judges, and government officials and prevent the establishment of basic rule of law in many areas. Second, the narcotics trade can provide the Taliban and other insurgents with funding and arms that support their violent activities. Third, corruption and violence can prevent reform and development necessary for the renewal of legitimate economic activity. In the most conflictprone areas, symbiotic relationships between narcotics producers, traffickers, insurgents, and corrupt officials can create self-reinforcing cycles of violence and criminality (see Figure 4) Across Afghanistan, the persistence of these trends undermines Afghan civilians’ confidence in their local, provincial, and national government institutions. 
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Scenario 2 is the Taliban:

Counternarcotic efforts reinstate Taliban political and economic power—this collapses Afghan stability
Vanda Felbab-Brown,  prof in the Security Studies Program @ Georgetown University and Foreign Policy Fellow @ Brookings Institution, May 2010 “The Drug-Conflict Nexus in South Asia: Beyond Taliban Profits and Afghanistan” http://www.brookings.edu/~/media/Files/rc/papers/2010/05_regional_counternarcotics_felbabbrown/05_regional_counternarcotics_felbabbrown.pdf {jchen}

Reinvigorated by a number of factors, including access to safe havens in Pakistan, the Taliban insurgency greatly ratcheted up its attacks in 2007; security has deteriorated to critical levels,7 not simply in the south and east, but increasingly also in the north. Although the Taliban does not necessarily permanently control territory in these areas, it can generate enough instability to prevent government and international access and paralyze normal everyday life, thus severing the link between the population and the government. Paradoxically, counternarcotics efforts contributed to the Taliban’s reintegration into the drug trade, and are strengthening it politically. In 2001 and 2002, Operation Enduring Freedom not only deposed the Taliban from power, but also pushed it out of the Afghan opium economy that it had sponsored and taxed for many years. On the run and hiding in Pakistan, the Taliban was not able to perform the security and regulatory functions for the opium economy that it used to. Poppy cultivation rebounded to pre-2000 levels of about 3,000 mt a year. After the failure of a compensated eradication scheme in 2003, counternarcotics efforts shifted to beefed-up interdiction and uncompensated eradication. Conducted by local Afghan officials, interdiction efforts frequently targeted vulnerable small traders as well as competition, while increasing the profits of those who carried out interdiction. The result has been the vertical integration of the industry, and the rise of prominent drug dealers with political power.8 At the same time, interdiction has created the need for new kind of protection, and the targeted traffickers frequently hire the Taliban to shield them against the state and drug competition. Whereas interdiction created an opening for the Taliban with the traffickers, forced eradication gave the Taliban new access to the population. Endorsed in the August 2007 U.S. Counternarcotics Strategy Report for Afghanistan9 as the essential mechanism to suppress poppy cultivation, eradication counterproductively strengthens the Taliban politically in multiple ways. The impoverished population continues to be critically dependent on the opium economy for its basic livelihood, and eradication thus alienates them from the state, and from the local officials and tribal elites who implement it. Eradication allows the Taliban to provide security and regulatory services to the population by protecting their poppy fields.10 Eradication thus cements the bond between the population and the Taliban, motivating the population not to provide intelligence on the Taliban to NATO and government units. Finally, by driving them further into debt and eliminating their livelihood, eradication also displaces the population, and physically drives them into the hands of the Taliban. 
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Expanded interdiction will collapse the Afghan government—causes vertical integration and consolidation of trafficking groups

Vanda Felbab-Brown, Research Fellow at the Belfer Center for Science and International Affairs at Harvard’s Kennedy School of Government, August, 2007, http://www3.brookings.edu/fp/research/felbab-brown200708.pdf
Although interdiction does not target the wider population directly, focusing instead on traffickers, and thus carrying fewer problematic side-effects in terms of strengthening support for the insurgency, it has rarely been effective in substantially suppressing cultivation. Given the difficult terrain, the weakness of the state in patrolling large swaths of the territory as well as the border, and the persisting structural economic drivers of opium cultivation, interdiction remains unlikely to increase efficacy of cultivation suppression. At best, interdiction can hope to reduce the political power of traffickers.  •  However, interdiction efforts so far have targeted especially small traders while large traffickers with large political power have been  left unaffected. This has resulted in vertical integration of the opium economy, further enhancing the political and market power of large traffickers. Moreover, interdiction has been manipulated by the officials at all levels of the government to eliminate drug competition and weaken political opposition.12   •  Like eradication, interdiction also led to the  reintegration of the Taliban into the Afghan  drug trade. The targeted traffickers were in need of protection and forged an alliance of convenience with the Taliban. Interdiction and eradication thus resulted in the reintegration of the Taliban into Afghanistan’s opium economy. Paradoxically, interdiction has also increased the power of criminal groups.  •  Targeting key traffickers would reduce the  level of corruption at the national level and  the corresponding sense of impunity that cur-  rently prevails, thus sending a strong signal  to key elites. However, there is a real danger that the targeted top traffickers could either start supporting the Taliban (many currently do not, and instead occupy positions of power in the government) or unleash other levels of violence through their reconstituted militia or crime gangs. Their attack against the state  and its police and judicial representatives at  both the national and local level would further weaken the already minimal capacity of  the Afghan government.13 Given the political  power and tribal following of these top traffickers-cum-government officials, their removal could also undermine the fragile tribal  balance and generate strong tribal tensions if  not outright tribal violence.
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And, there are two impacts:

First is Central Asia:

Afghan instability triggers Central Asia collapse

S. Frederick Starr, Chairman of the Central Asia-Caucasus Institute at Johns Hopkins University's Paul H. Nitze School of Advanced International Studies, Foreign Affairs, July/August, 2005
In relations among states, success does not necessarily breed success. In both Afghanistan and the rest of Central Asia, the United States is at a crossroads and must either move forward or fall back. If it chooses disinterest or passivity the cost will be enormous. Afghanistan will sink backward and again become a field of fierce geopolitical competition. Other countries of Central Asia will either be drawn into its destructive vortex or seek refuge at whatever cost, most likely in the arms of Russia or China. This will seed fresh rounds of instability as nationalists throughout the region fight for their waning sovereignties, as they did for years after 1917. Development will halt.

Central Asian war goes thermo-nuclear

Dr. Ehsan Ahrari, (Prof National Security and Strategy of the Joint and Combined Warfighting School at the Armed Forces Staff College), 8-01, “Jihadi Groups, Nuclear Pakistan and the New Great Game,” Strategic Studies Institute [www.strategicstudiesinstitute.army.mil/Pubs/display.cfm?pubID=112]

Even though in the Clinton era the United States paid attention to Central Asia only sporadically—through its involvement in the oil and gas pipeline issues and regarding the capture or extradition of Usama Bin Ladin—the priorities of the new administration toward South and Central Asia must change. As Russia increasingly asserts itself under the youthful leadership of President Vladimir Putin in different regions of the world, Russo-American ties, especially in Central Asia, are likely to become competitive. The significance of that competition also increases when one considers the growing strategic involvement of the PRC in Central Asia. Since all indicators point toward Sino-American relations remaining competitive, that becomes one more reason why the United States should develop a proactive strategy toward South and Central Asia. South and Central Asia constitute a part of the world where a well-designed American strategy might help avoid crises or catastrophe. The U.S. military would provide only one component of such a strategy, and a secondary one at that, but has an important role to play through engagement activities and regional confidence-building. Insecurity has led the states of the region to seek weapons of mass destruction, missiles, and conventional arms. It has also led them toward policies which undercut the security of their neighbors. If such activities continue, the result could be increased terrorism, humanitarian disasters, continued low-level conflict and potentially even major regional war or a thermonuclear exchange. A shift away from this pattern could allow the states of the region to become solid economic and political partners for the United States, thus representing a gain for all concerned.
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Second is US hegemony:

Collapse of Afghanistan destroys US credibility and hegemony

LA Times, 10-27-07 [http://www.e-ariana.com/ariana/eariana.nsf/allArticles/7B5D40D31FCAC44287257345004E6152?OpenDocument]

The United States is now at risk of "losing" Afghanistan, the predictable result of committing insufficient troops and money to that catastrophically failed state after the rout of the Taliban in 2001. U.S. forces are suffering sharply higher casualties as Taliban fighters surge back in, and drug lords are coming to dominate the political and economic landscape. The collapse of the noble nation-building experiment in Afghanistan would destroy U.S. credibility in the eyes of the world, shake global security and condemn millions of people to another generation of warfare and terrorism. And it would be all the more devastating if accompanied by U.S. defeat in Iraq. Yet the effort to build a stable nation atop the wreckage of Afghanistan can still, with great effort, be salvaged.

Global nuclear war

Zalmay Khalilzad, (Former Assist Prof of Poli Sci at Columbia), 1995, Spring, The Washington Quarterly, Vol. 18, No. 2; P. 84

Under the third option, the United States would seek to retain global leadership and to preclude the rise of a global rival or a return to multipolarity for the indefinite future. On balance, this is the best long-term guiding principle and vision. Such a vision is desirable not as an end in itself, but because a world in which the United States exercises leadership would have tremendous advantages. First, the global environment would be more open and more receptive to American values -- democracy, free markets, and the rule of law. Second, such a world would have a better chance of dealing cooperatively with the world's major problems, such as nuclear proliferation, threats of regional hegemony by renegade states, and low-level conflicts. Finally, U.S. leadership would help preclude the rise of another hostile global rival, enabling the United States and the world to avoid another global cold or hot war and all the attendant dangers, including a global nuclear exchange. U.S. leadership would therefore be more conducive to global stability than a bipolar or a multipolar balance of power system.
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Contention III: Pakistan 

No Pakistan cultivation of opium now but production would ramp up to fill in supply gaps

Vanda Felbab-Brown,  prof in the Security Studies Program @ Georgetown University and Foreign Policy Fellow @ Brookings Institution, May 2010 “The Drug-Conflict Nexus in South Asia: Beyond Taliban Profits and Afghanistan” http://www.brookings.edu/~/media/Files/rc/papers/2010/05_regional_counternarcotics_felbabbrown/05_regional_counternarcotics_felbabbrown.pdf {jchen}

In 2002, UNODC declared Pakistan cultivation-free. However, the dominant reason for the decline in opium poppy cultivation in Pakistan was not counternarcotics efforts—whether eradication or alternative development— but rather the wholesale shift of cultivation to Afghanistan during the 1990s. Pakistani trafficking networks frequently remained undiminished by the shift, and higher-value sectors of the drug industry have continue to be located in Peshawar and elsewhere in Pakistan. Moreover, the positive political and economic effects of alternative development efforts in Pakistan in the 1990s frequently proved ephemeral as these alternative livelihood efforts failed to generate sustainable employment. Many have continued to be consigned to subsistence agriculture, trucking and smuggling, or to migration, including to other parts of Pakistan or to Dubai.39 Despite their limited effectiveness, the alternative development efforts were still far less politically destabilizing than previous poppy eradication drives in Pakistan in the late 1980s and early 1990s. The extensive drug-trade network, the history of poppy cultivation, and the poor central-government control over the border regions with Afghanistan make Pakistan a likely candidate for vastly increased poppy cultivation if Afghan production were disrupted. Already, some opium cultivation has emerged in Baluchistan, Khyber, Kohistan, and Kala Dhaka. Given the lack of systematic drug surveys in those and other areas of Pakistan, the extent of cultivation there is difficult to gauge, but some assessments report a resurgence of cultivation up to 2000 hectares in recent years. (It may well be more, given the lack of economic alternatives in the area, the history of opium poppy cultivation there, and the fact that the level of poppy cultivation in Kashmir on both sides of the Line of Control is estimated at 8000 hectares.)40 The fluid cross-border movement of the population, whether Afghan or Pakistani Taliban or others, would facilitate such a relocation of production. Afghan refugees and mujahidin in Pakistan during the 1980s were a conduit for the spread of cultivation to Afghanistan.41 Today, another out-migration from Afghanistan, whether caused by the Taliban insurgency or economic displacement due to massive eradication, would facilitate the shift of cultivation to Pakistan. There is little evidence that today either the Afghan Taliban or the Pakistani Taliban (including Tehrik-i-Taliban and Tehrik-e-Nifaz-e-ShariaeMohammadi) has systematically penetrated the slightly resurgent opium poppy cultivation in FATA and NWFP, even though they may have penetrated trafficking in drugs and precursor agents in Pakistan. Instead, it appears that the main sources of the Pakistani Taliban’s income include smuggling in legal goods; charging tolls and protection fees; taxation of all economic activity in the areas they operate (some being highly profitable, such as marble mining); theft and resale of NATO supplies heading to Afghanistan via Pakistan; illicit logging; and fundraising in Pakistan the broader Middle East.42 While profits from such a diverse portfolio of activities can equal or even surpass profits from drugs, their main downside—from the perspective of belligerent actors—is that these economic activities are not labor-intensive. Jihadi groups undertaking these activities in Pakistan cannot present themselves as largescale providers of employment to the local population, unlike when they sponsor the highly labor-intensive cultivation of opium poppy.
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Recent surge in counternarcotics efforts temporarily reduced Afghanistan poppy cultivation

UN, September 2, 2009 (United Nations Office on Drugs and Crime, Afghan opium production in significant decline UNDOC.COM, http://www.unodc.org/unodc/en/frontpage/2009/September/afghan-opium-production-in-significant--decline.html Accessed May 21, 2010)DDW

2 September 2009 - Opium poppy cultivation in Afghanistan is down 22 per cent, opium production is down 10 per cent, while prices are at a 10-year low. The number of opium poppy-free provinces has increased from 18 to 20 out of a total number of 34, and more drugs are being seized as a result of more robust counter-narcotics operations by Afghan and NATO forces. These are the findings contained in the summary findings of the Afghan Opium Survey 2009, released in Kabul today by UNODC Executive Director Antonio Maria Costa. This annual survey covers the planting cycle from May 2008 to June 2009. "At a time of pessimism about the situation in Afghanistan, these results are a welcome piece of good news and demonstrate that progress is possible", said Mr. Costa. Cultivation and production decrease Opium poppy cultivation has fallen to 123,000 hectares, down from a peak of 193,000 hectares in 2007. This year, the most significant decrease was recorded in Helmand Province, where cultivation declined by a third to 69,833 hectares from 103,590 hectares in 2008. The dramatic turnaround in one of Afghanistan's most unstable provinces can be attributed to an effective mix of sticks and carrots: strong leadership by the governor; a more aggressive counter-narcotics offensive; terms of trade that are more favourable to legal crops; and the successful introduction of "food zones" to promote licit farming.

That short term production decrease in Afghanistan displaces to Pakistan—this gives rise to al Qaeda and political instability

Vanda Felbab-Brown, prof in the Security Studies Program @ Georgetown University and Foreign Policy Fellow @ Brookings Institution, 10/21/09, “U.S. Counternarcotics Strategy in Afghanistan”, Brookings Institution, Senate Caucus on International Narcotics Control, http://www.brookings.edu/testimony/2009/1021_counternarcotics_felbabbrown.aspx {jchen}

Measures needs to be adopted to prevent the displacement of the narcotics economy to Pakistan. Without dedicated worldwide efforts to reduce demand for opiates (and drugs in general), any success in Afghanistan will displace production – both cultivation and processing -- to other areas. There is a real possibility that production (both cultivation and processing) will shift back to Pakistan’s tribal belt where it was in the 1980s and 1990s. In that case, the security situation in Pakistan’s borderlands will be further compromised and anti-American militant groups, including al Qaeda and its various off-shoots, will not only have ready access to the profits from drugs but will also be able to increase their political capital with the local population by providing them with an economically good livelihood. The capacity and legitimacy of the Pakistani state will be further undermined. At the same time, the United States will have a far smaller capacity to take actions against the drug-terrorist nexus in Pakistan. Hence it is essential that the United States make a concerted and rapid effort to bring rural economic and social development to this region of Pakistan. Such an undertaking is inevitably predicated on significant improvements in the security situation in FATA, NWFP, and Kashmir. 
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Pakistan is on the brink and further instability causes collapse—that triggers Indo-Pak nuclear conflict and civil wars throughout Asia

Stephen J. Morgan,  former member of the British Labour Party Exectutive Committee. He is a political psychologist, researcher into Chaos/Complexity Theory, 9/23/07 “Better another Taliban Afghanistan, than a Taliban NUCLEAR Pakistan!?”, http://www.electricarticles.com/display.aspx?id=639
Although the Pashtuns are more closely linked to tribal and clan loyalty, there exists a strong latent embryo of a Pashtun national consciousness and the idea of an independent Pashtunistan state has been raised regularly in the past with regard to the disputed territories common to Afghanistan and Pakistan. The area was cut in two by the "Durand Line", a totally artificial border between created by British Imperialism in the 19th century. It has been a question bedevilling relations between the Afghanistan and Pakistan throughout their history, and with India before Partition. It has been an untreated, festering wound which has lead to sporadic wars and border clashes between the two countries and occasional upsurges in movements for Pashtun independence. In fact, is this what lies behind the current policy of appeasement President Musharraf of Pakistan towards the Pashtun tribes in along the Frontiers and his armistice with North Waziristan last year? Is he attempting to avoid further alienating Pashtun tribes there and head-off a potential separatist movement in Pakistan, which could develop from the Taliban's offensive across the border in Afghanistan? Trying to subdue the frontier lands has proven costly and unpopular for Musharraf. In effect, he faces exactly the same problems as the US and Allies in Afghanistan or Iraq. Indeed, fighting Pashtun tribes has cost him double the number of troops as the US has lost in Iraq. Evidently, he could not win and has settled instead for an attempted political solution. When he agreed the policy of appeasement and virtual self-rule for North Waziristan last year, President Musharraf stated clearly that he is acting first and foremost to protect the interests of Pakistan. While there was outrageous in Kabul, his deal with the Pashtuns is essentially an effort to firewall his country against civil war and disintegration. In his own words, what he fears most is, the « Talibanistation » of the whole Pashtun people, which he warns could inflame the already fierce fundamentalist and other separatist movement across his entire country. He does not want to open the door for any backdraft from the Afghan war to engulf Pakistan. Musharraf faces the nationalist struggle in Kashmir, an insurgency in Balochistan, unrest in the Sindh, and growing terrorist bombings in the main cities. There is also a large Shiite population and clashes between Sunnis and Shias are regular. Moreover, fundamentalist support in his own Armed Forces and Intelligence Services is extremely strong. So much so that analyst consider it likely that the Army and Secret Service is protecting, not only top Taliban leaders, but Bin Laden and the Al Qaeda central leadership thought to be entrenched in the same Pakistani borderlands. For the same reasons, he has not captured or killed Bin Laden and the Al Qaeda leadership. Returning from the frontier provinces with Bin Laden's severed head would be a trophy that would cost him his own head in Pakistan. At best he takes the occasional risk of giving a nod and a wink to a US incursion, but even then at the peril of the chagrin of the people and his own military and secret service. The Break-Up of Pakistan? Musharraf probably hopes that by giving de facto autonomy to the Taliban and Pashtun leaders now with a virtual free hand for cross border operations into Afghanistan, he will undercut any future upsurge in support for a break-away independent Pashtunistan state or a "Peoples' War" of the Pashtun populace as a whole, as he himself described it. However events may prove him sorely wrong. Indeed, his policy could completely backfire upon him. As the war intensifies, he has no guarantees that the current autonomy may yet burgeon into a separatist movement. Appetite comes with eating, as they say. Moreover, should the Taliban fail to re-conquer al of Afghanistan, as looks likely, but captures at least half of the country, then a Taliban Pashtun caliphate could be established which would act as a magnet to separatist Pashtuns in Pakistan. Then, the likely break up of Afghanistan along ethnic lines, could, indeed, lead the way to the break up of Pakistan, as well. Strong centrifugal forces have always bedevilled the stability and unity of Pakistan, and, in the context of the new world situation, the country could be faced with civil wars and popular fundamentalist uprisings, probably including a military-fundamentalist coup d'état. Fundamentalism is deeply rooted in Pakistan society. The fact that in the year following 9/11, the most popular name given to male children born that year was "Osama" (not a Pakistani name) is a small indication of the mood. Given the weakening base of the traditional, secular opposition parties, conditions would be ripe for a coup d'état by the fundamentalist wing of the Army and ISI, leaning on the radicalised masses to take power. Some form of radical, military Islamic regime, where legal powers would shift to Islamic courts and forms of shira law would be likely. Although, even then, this might not take place outside of a protracted crisis of upheaval and civil war conditions, mixing fundamentalist movements with nationalist uprisings and sectarian violence between the Sunni and minority Shia populations. The nightmare that is now Iraq would take on gothic proportions across the continent. The prophesy of an arc of civil war over Lebanon, Palestine and Iraq would spread to south Asia, stretching from Pakistan to Palestine, through Afghanistan into Iraq and up to the Mediterranean coast. Undoubtedly, this would also spill over into India both with regards to the Muslim community and Kashmir. Border clashes, terrorist attacks, sectarian pogroms and insurgency would break out. A new war, and possibly nuclear war, between Pakistan and India could no be ruled out. Atomic Al Qaeda Should Pakistan break down completely, a Taliban-style government with strong Al Qaeda influence is a real possibility. Such deep chaos would, of course, open a "Pandora's box" for the region and the world. With the possibility of unstable clerical and military fundamentalist elements being in control of the Pakistan nuclear arsenal, not only their use against India, but Israel becomes a possibility, as well as the acquisition of nuclear and other deadly weapons secrets by Al Qaeda. Invading Pakistan would not be an option for America. Therefore a nuclear war would now again become a real strategic possibility. This would bring a shift in the tectonic plates of global relations. It could usher in a new Cold War with China and Russia pitted against the US. 
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Rise of terrorist groups causes India preemptive strike and escalates to nuclear war
Washington Post  Thomas E. Ricks, Washington Post staff writer, 10/21/2001,  “At Pentagon: Worries Over War's Costs, Consequences”, http://www.hvk.org/articles/1001/275.html
The experts' worries begin with Pakistan, whose government has sided with the United States in the anti-terrorism war but whose predominantly Muslim population appears to be generally sympathetic to the Taliban, the Islamic extremist movement ruling most of Afghanistan. Of dozens of experts contacted for this article, each expressed concern about the stability of Pakistan. Most worried that the war could undermine the country's president, Pervez Musharraf, a general who took power in a 1999 coup. "We've asked a lot" of Pakistan, conceded one administration official. But, he added, "we are going to ask more of them." He declined to say what such additional requests would be, but military planners said Pakistan will be used as a staging ground for additional Special Operations raids like the one launched into southern Afghanistan with more than 100 U.S. Army Rangers. The U.S. government shares those concerns about Pakistan, said another administration official, and is taking steps to compensate for the destabilizing effects of the new U.S. military presence there. "If we wipe out al Qaeda in Afghanistan and turn Pakistan over to some other version of the Taliban, that's a net loss, there's no question," the official said. "But that's an argument for succeeding in Pakistan, not an argument for giving up." Specifically, he said the United States would seek to improve military-to-military relationships -- especially with younger Pakistani officers who have had little contact with the United States -- and also would seek to provide more economic aid and de-emphasize nonproliferation as an issue. Finally, this official said, not doing anything at all to counter terrorism in the region would be the most destabilizing course the United States could take. The prospect of Pakistan being taken over by Islamic extremists is especially worrisome because it possesses nuclear weapons. The betting among military strategists is that India, another nuclear power, would not stand idly by, if it appeared that the Pakistani nuclear arsenal were about to fall into the hands of extremists. A preemptive action by India to destroy Pakistan's nuclear stockpile could provoke a new war on the subcontinent. The U.S. military has conducted more than 25 war games involving a confrontation between a nuclear-armed India and Pakistan, and each has resulted in nuclear war, said retired Air Force Col. Sam Gardiner, an expert on strategic games.
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Contention IV: Terrorism

Counternarcotic policies enhance Taliban public support and undermine counterterrorism efforts

Vanda Felbab-Brown, prof in the Security Studies Program @ Georgetown University and Foreign Policy Fellow @ Brookings Institution, 2009, “Shooting Up: Counterinsurgency and the War on Terrorism”, Brookings Institution Press. {jchen}

A story from Afghanistan’s rural south, the region that has been at the core of the Taliban’s effort to regain control of the country, suggests the complexity of the relationship between illicit economic activity and military conflict. Taliban insurgents had hammered up posters offering to protect farmers’ opium poppy fields against government attempts at eradication, with a cell phone number to call if the eradicators appeared. In one village near Kandahar, the villagers caught on to a counternarcotics sting operation in which an agent posed as an opium trader. After his visits to the village to buy opium were followed with raids on the villagers’ crops, the villagers phoned the Taliban. The Taliban instructed them to invite the suspected informant back, captured him, and forced him to call in the police. When the police arrived in the village, the Taliban ambushed them, killing several policemen, including the police chief. The Taliban scored a success against the government and limited its presence in the area. Equally important, this episode fortified the relationship beween the local population and the Taliban, even though the village residents had previously shown no pro-Taliban feelings. The Kandahar story is just one example of how many belligerent groups—whether terrorists, insurgents, paramilitaries, or local warlords—have penetrated the international drug trade and other illicit economies. Realizing that belligerent groups derive large financial resources from such activities, governments have increasingly turned to suppressing illicit economies, not only as a way to curtail criminal activity but also as a strategy to defeat belligerents. Yet often those efforts not only fail to eliminate or significantly weaken belligerent groups but also impede government counterinsurgency/counterterrorism efforts. Much of the U.S. anti-narcotics policy abroad is based on the premise that the suppression of drug production will promote both anti-drug and counterterrorist goals. This book challenges this “narcoguerrilla” premise. I show that, far from being complementary, U.S. anti-narcotics and counterinsurgency policies are frequently at odds. Crop eradication—the linchpin of U.S. anti-narcotic strategy—often fails to significantly diminish the physical capabilities of belligerents. Worse, it frequently enhances their legitimacy and popular support.
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Failure in Afghanistan precipitates costly anti-terrorism measures and terrorist attacks that wreck the global economy
Craig Colucci 5/1/07 (1st Lt, Military Review, “Committing to Afghanistan: the case for increasing U.S. reconstruction and stabilization aid”, http://cdm15040.contentdm.oclc.org/cdm4/item_viewer.php?CISOROOT=/p124201coll1&CISOPTR=162&CISOBOX=1&REC=4
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." Such a failure would embolden and empower Al-Qaeda, and the staggering costs of attacks similar to mat of 11 September 2001, pros 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 (TAGS) estimates that the property damage and lost production of goods and services was over S100 billion. Moreover,4 '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 S2 trillion."42 The $2 trillion estimate is 166 times greater than the SI2 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 S95 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 die brakes on today's global economic recovery."" 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-bom 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 bom. 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 avail​able). This decline may be the result of immigra​tion restrictions.15 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.1" Another example of antiterrorism measures slow​ing 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."17
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Al Qaeda will takeover a dozen countries and transform them into nuclear launch sites for an attack on the US. US will be forced to multiple preemptive wars
Marvin Cetron, President of Forecasting International, 2007 (U.S. News and World Report has identified Dr. Marvin Cetron as one of the nation's foremost futurists. Cetron spent 20 years in research and development planning and forecasting with the U.S. Navy), “Defeating Terrorism: Is It Possible? Is It Probable?” The Futurist May-June 2007, pg. 23-25] 
Terrorists will gain weapons of mass destruction. The elite among tomorrow's terrorists will have more than plastic explosives with which to make their point. They will have nuclear weapons. Pakistani engineer Abdul Qadeer Khan ensured that when he gave Pakistan what most extremists regard as an "Islamic bomb" and then spread the plans far and wide. If terrorists cannot lay hands on a stolen weapon from the former Soviet Union, they soon may be able to obtain them from either Islamabad or Tehran. 3. Terrorists will rise to power in governments. Rather than obtaining nuclear weapons from a sympathetic government, al-Qaeda or its spin-offs will likely become the government in any of perhaps a dozen countries. Wherever secular government is weak, it might easily be replaced by a much stronger and more virulently anti- American theocracy with leaders drawn straight from the terrorist movement. Candidates for a terrorist takeover include Iran (where the job already is half done), Iraq, Sudan, Syria, Pakistan, Afghanistan, the "stans" of the former Soviet Union, and perhaps the Gulf states. However, our own choice for "most likely to undergo a religious revolution" is Saudi Arabia, where the royal family has supported the extremist Wahhabi sect for some 200 years. At FI, we will not be surprised if Osama bin Laden returns to his homeland and sets up an Islamist government in Riyadh, with dire consequences for the U.S. economy and for national security. There is precedent for the transformation from terrorist movement to legitimate government, even among Muslim extremist organizations. In Palestine and other parts of the Middle East, Fatah, Hamas, and Hezbollah provide the kind of social safety net that governments in the region do not. Food, clothing, education, shelter, jobs, and medical assistance all flow from these organizations, bringing them a kind of legitimacy that violent action, however widely admired, never could. This service, combined with the corruption of the Fatah government, was the primary reason Palestinians voted Hamas into power, not the organization's intransigent rejection of Israel's existence. If the terrorists do manage to gain control of a functional country, the nature of the game changes radically. When terrorists become the government, all terrorism is state sponsored. The budget available to fund terrorist activities grows manifold. The nation's laboratories and scientists become available to develop chemical, biological, and even nuclear weapons for the cause. If the country is Pakistan, where Pervez Musharraf enjoys the support of virtually none of his citizens, nuclear devices already are available. Preventing terrorists from gaining control over those weapons is one of the most pressing necessities now faing the counterterrorist community. Countering the Terrorist Threats Unlike any government in the Muslim world, Osama bin Laden already has the allegiance of between 60% and 90% of the people in each country. Equal numbers consider the United States to be a menace intent upon returning the Muslim lands to the Western domination.There was a time when that would not have mattered, because most Muslims were so impressed by American wealth and power that the United States seemed invincible. The attacks of September 11 destroyed that useful illusion and told extremists everywhere that the United States could be hurt. U.S. problems in Afghanistan and Iraq have reinforced this lesson. From an antiterrorist perspective, this has probably been the single most dangerous result of the events of the last few years. As we have seen, the hatred of the West in the Muslim world runs deep. It grows more inflamed with each incident in which terrorists strike effectively at the West. It is fur-ther nurtured by the Muslim religious schools sponsored by Saudi Arabia throughout the world. The sight of Osama bin Laden or one of his successors as a head of state could unite the Muslim world in a way that nothing thus far has even approached. It is likely to happen quickly. At FI, we expect to see major changes within the next three to four years. A nation like the United States might try to expel its Islamic community and wall itself off from Muslim lands, but such measures will not eliminate the danger. For one thing, it wouldn't prevent infiltration of tactical nuclear weapons, which are becoming increasingly portable. Also, for the foreseeable future, the United States will need oil much too badly to cut off all contact with Saudi Arabia, Iraq, and even Iran unless there is no other choice. Alternatively, the United States could attempt to strike preemptively against the terrorists and their sym pathizers. But the number and breadth of targets required to eliminate the terrorist infrastructure and deter its reconstruction could involve so many deaths, and such a horrific level of guilt, that the United States would be unlikely to survive intact. Despite this, FI believes that the Pentagon should plan for this possibility. In case of need, however improbable, the plan must be ready to go with as little notice as possible. Short of draconian measures, there are a few steps that can be taken to delay the ultimate crisis, perhaps giving enough time to find a permanent and acceptable solution to the problem. Whatever else American counter-terrorism and diplomatic efforts accomplish, the "Muslim bomb" issue—with Pakistan currently possessing nuclear weapons and Iran moving to acquire them—must be addressed. The alternative eventually might be to witness the detonation of an atomic bomb in a major population and financial center. Nuclear material abandoned around the world must be secured. In 1992, the United States agreed to help Russia secure some 600 metric tons of nuclear material so that it would not fall into the hands of terrorists. A dozen years later, only 135 tons are properly secure, and at least 340 tons remain untouched. The West also needs to keep track of nuclear scientists in the Muslim world, where jihadist terrorists could gain control. It should not have been possible for Abdul Qadeer Khan to develop key nuclear technologies, let alone to transfer them to Iran unnoticed. Preventing any repetition of this incident is a task for a greatly expanded human intelligence program. Saudi Arabia must be discouraged from supporting the madrassas and their virulent anti-American, anti-West message. If this cannot be accomplished diplomatically, then other, more stringent methods must be considered. Some way must be found to keep Iran from producing nuclear weapons. Iran may not be the most certain 
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source of nuclear devices for tomorrow's terrorists, much less the only one, but it is a clearly identifiable threat. The United States and other target nations must devise more effective, and less intrusive, methods of securing obvious targets against terrorist attack. According to a survey FI carried out among futurists, security specialists, and serving and retired military officers of flag rank, these include schools (as in the hostage-taking at Beslan, Chechnya), churches and synagogues, and shopping malls. Finally, and most importantly, we need to search for more options. This list of antiterrorist measures is no more than a first attempt to identify the most immediate problem areas and suggest counter measures. None of these efforts will eliminate the terrorist threat. So we need a comprehensive program of research designed to help us better understand the mind-set of jihadists and to identify pressure points that can be used to interrupt the spread of terrorism. The alternatives are too grim to contemplate. 

Extinction by nuclear retaliation—preemptive Russian strikes

Corsi 05 (PhD. in Political Science from Harvard University, Jerome Corsi (expert in Antiwar movements and political violence), Atomic Iran, pg. 176-178) The United States retaliates: ‘End of the world’ scenarios)

The combination of horror and outrage that will surge upon the nation will demand that the president retaliate for the incomprehensible damage done by the attack. The problem will be that the president will not immediately know how to respond or against whom. The perpetrators will have been incinerated by the explosion that destroyed New York City. Unlike 9-11, there will have been no interval during the attack when those hijacked could make phone calls to loved ones telling them before they died that the hijackers were radical Islamic extremists. There will be no such phone calls when the attack will not have been anticipated until the instant the terrorists detonate their improvised nuclear device inside the truck parked on a curb at the Empire State Building. Nor will there be any possibility of finding any clues, which either were vaporized instantly or are now lying physically inaccessible under tons of radioactive rubble. Still, the president, members of Congress, the military, and the public at large will suspect another attack by our known enemy –Islamic terrorists. The first impulse will be to launch a nuclear strike on Mecca, to destroy the whole religion of Islam. Medina could possibly be added to the target list just to make the point with crystal clarity. Yet what would we gain? The moment Mecca and Medina were wiped off the map, the Islamic world – more than 1 billion human beings in countless different nations – would feel attacked. Nothing would emerge intact after a war between the United States and Islam. The apocalypse would be upon us.Then, too, we would face an immediate threat from our long-term enemy, the former Soviet Union. Many in the Kremlin would see this as an opportunity to grasp the victory that had been snatched from them by Ronald Reagan when the Berlin Wall came down. A missile strike by the Russians on a score of American cities could possibly be pre-emptive. Would the U.S. strategic defense system be so in shock that immediate retaliation would not be possible? Hardliners in Moscow might argue that there was never a better opportunity to destroy America. 

War on terror should be prioritized over counternarcotics—Taliban and Al Qaeda drug profits are inevitable

Ted Galen Carpenter, vice president for defense and foreign policy studies @ CATO institute,  11/10/04, “ How the Drug War in Afghanistan Undermines America’s War on Terror”, CATO institute, http://www.cato.org/pub_display.php?pub_id=2607 {jchen}
U.S. officials need to keep their priorities straight. Our mortal enemy is Al Qaeda and the Taliban regime that made Afghanistan into a sanctuary for that terrorist organization. The drug war is a dangerous distraction in the campaign to destroy those forces. Recognizing that security considerations sometimes trump other objectives would hardly be an unprecedented move by Washington. U.S. agencies quietly ignored the drugtrafficking activities of anti-communist factions in Central America during the 1980s when the primary goal was to keep those countries out of the Soviet orbit.36 In the early 1990s, the United States also eased its pressure on Peru’s government regarding the drug eradication issue when President Alberto Fujimori concluded that a higher priority had to be given to winning coca farmers away from the Maoist Shining Path guerrilla movement. 37 U.S. officials should adopt a similar pragmatic policy in Afghanistan and look the other way regarding the drug-trafficking activities of friendly warlords. And above all, the U.S. military must not become the enemy of Afghan farmers whose livelihood depends on opium poppy cultivation. True, some of the funds from the drug trade will find their way into the coffers of the Taliban and Al Qaeda. That is an inevitable side effect of a global prohibitionist policy that creates such an enormous profit from illegal drugs. But alienating pro-Western Afghan factions in an effort to disrupt the flow of revenue to the Islamic radicals is too high a price to pay. Washington should stop putting pressure on the Afghan government to pursue crop eradication programs and undermine the economic well-being of its own population. U.S. leaders also should refrain from trying to make U.S. soldiers into anti-drug crusaders; they have a difficult enough job fighting their terrorist adversaries in Afghanistan. Even those policymakers who oppose ending the war on drugs as a general matter ought to recognize that, in this case, the war against radical Islamic terrorism must take priority. 
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Contention V: Solvency

US commitment is key to all counternarcotic efforts—Afghan government has neither resources nor motivation

USDS, United States Department of State, office of Inspector General, Middle East Regional Office, December 2009, “Status of the Bureau of International Narcotics and Law Enforcement Affairs Counternarcotics Programs in Afghanistan ”, Performance Audit, http://oig.state.gov/documents/organization/134183.pdf {jchen}

The Department has not clarified an end state for counternarcotics efforts, engaged in long-term planning, or established performance measures for its multipillared approach to counter poppy cultivation and the resultant illegal narcotics industry. 2 This approach, which involves significant funding, several U.S. Government agencies, and the Afghan Government, includes programs to: • eradicate poppy crops; • interdict drug traffi ckers; • offer alternative livelihoods to replace poppy cultivation; • reform the Afghan judicial system; • offer public outreach and information; • reduce demand for illegal narcotics; • develop institutional capacity, and • cooperate regionally. Many individuals involved in counternarcotics endeavors believe that eradication is an essential aspect of strategy. Despite this consensus, in mid-2009, a decision was made to move away from poppy crop eradication efforts, and shift concentration and funding toward interdiction and alternative development. At the same time, the U.S. military, recognizing that the illicit narcotics industry has helped fund the insurgency in Afghanistan, began to engage more heavily in counternarcotics activities to break this connection. OIG believes this increased military involvement will decidedly affect the scale of the Department’s counternarcotics program as well as its overall role. Further, although the Department is planning new counternarcotics actions, OIG concludes that there is no agreement on appropriate roles for either civilian agencies or the U.S. military. The Department has also failed to plan for transitioning responsibility to the Afghan government, should U.S. Government funding not be sustainable at current levels. 

Ceasing counternarcotics lowers drug profits—this allows transition to rural development 

Barnett R. Rubin, Senior Fellow @NYU on International Relations specializing in Afghanistan, 2-5-08, “Saving Afghanistan” in Foreign Affairs, http://odagenais.net/pol5815uqam/Articles/Foreign%20Affairs%20-%20Saving%20Afghanistan%20-%202007.pdf

Afghanistan also needs to confront the threat from its drug economy in a way that does not undermine its overall struggle for security and stability. At first, U.S. policy after the fall of the Taliban consisted of aiding all commanders who had fought on the U.S. side, regardless of their involvement in drug trafficking. Then, when the "war on drugs" lobby raised the issue, Washington began pressuring the Afghan government to engage in crop eradication. To Afghans, this policy has looked like a way of rewarding rich drug dealers while punishing poor farmers. The international drug-control regime does not reduce drug use, but it does, by criminalizing narcotics, produce huge profits for criminals and the armed groups and corrupt officials who protect them. In Afghanistan, this drug policy provides, in effect, huge subsidies to the United States' enemies. As long as the ideological commitment to such a counterproductive policy continues -- as it will for the foreseeable future -- the second-best option in Afghanistan is to treat narcotics as a security and development issue. The total export value of Afghan opium has been estimated to be 30-50 percent of the legal economy. Such an industry cannot be abolished by law enforcement. But certain measures would help: rural development in both poppy-growing and non-poppy-growing areas, including the construction of roads and cold-storage facilities to make other products marketable; employment creation through the development of new rural industries; and reform of the Ministry of the Interior and other government bodies to root out major figures involved with narcotics, regardless of political or family connections. This year's record opium poppy crop has increased the pressure from the United States for crop eradication, including through aerial spraying. Crop eradication puts more money in the hands of traffickers and corrupt officials by raising prices and drives farmers toward insurgents and warlords. If Washington wants to succeed in Afghanistan, it must invest in creating livelihoods for the rural poor -- the vast majority of Afghans -- while attacking the main drug traffickers and the corrupt officials who protect them.
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Long term rural development is the ONLY viable solution to ending opium production 

Vanda Felbab-Brown, prof in the Security Studies Program @ Georgetown University and Foreign Policy Fellow @ Brookings Institution, 10/21/09, “U.S. Counternarcotics Strategy in Afghanistan”, Brookings Institution, Senate Caucus on International Narcotics Control, http://www.brookings.edu/testimony/2009/1021_counternarcotics_felbabbrown.aspx {jchen}

Unfortunately, the wheat distribution program that was the core of rural development in Afghanistan last year and is again slated to be its key component this year, is likely to be woefully ineffective for several reasons. First, last year, the program was based solely on an unusually high price ratio of wheat to poppy, driven by poppy overproduction and a global shortage of wheat. However, this price ratio will not hold, and Afghanistan’s wheat prices are dictated anyway by surrounding markets, such as Pakistan and Kazakhstan. Second, the program did nothing to address the structural drivers: in fact, it had counterproductive effects because the free distribution of wheat undermined local markets in seeds. Afghan farmers can obtain seeds; their challenge lies in how to obtain profit afterwards. Thus, some sold the wheat seed instead of cultivating it. Fourth, those who actually cultivated wheat frequently did so not for profit, but for subsistence to minimize costs of buying cereals on the market. In fact, because of land distribution issues, many Afghan farmers do not have access to enough land to cover even their subsistence needs with wheat monocropping. A key lesson from alternative development over the past thirty years is that monocropping substitution strategies are particularly ineffective. Fifth, if all of current poppy farmers switched to wheat cultivation, Afghanistan would experience a great increase in massive unemployment since wheat cultivation has only 12% the labor requirements and hence employment opportunities that poppy cultivation and harvesting do. Instead of wheat, rural development in Afghanistan needs to emphasize diversified high-value, high-labor-intensive crops, such as fruits, vegetables, and specialty items like saffron. Generating lasting off-farm income opportunities will also be important, but even more challenging than jump-starting legal agromarkets. Moreover, while after eight years of agriculture development underresourcing and neglect the new policy’s focus on farm is appropriate, the new strategy needs to take care not to throw away the baby with the bath water. The effort still needs to include developing value-added chains and assured internal and external markets and enabling sustained access to them. Once again, thirty years of history of alternative livelihoods show that without value-added chains and accessible markets even productive legal farms become unsustainable and farmers revert back to illicit crops. Finally, rural development requires time. Perhaps in no country in the world since Mao wiped out poppy cultivation in China in the 1950s, did counternarcotics efforts face such enormous challenges as they do in Afghanistan – in terms of the scale of the illicit economy, its centrality to the overall economy of the country and hence its vast macro- and micro-economic and political effects, the underdevelopment of the country and its human capital, and the paucity of viable economic alternatives. Even under much more auspicious circumstances along all the above dimensions, counternarcotics rural development in Thailand took thirty years. Clearly, there is a need to quickly bring some economic, social, and rule of law improvements to the lives of the Afghan people. Without such quick, visible, and sustainable improvements, it will become impossible to rebuild their confidence in the future, harness their remaining aspirations, and to persuade them that the central state with support of the international community is preferable to the Taliban or local warlord-based or tribal fiefdoms. But there is an equal need to urge strategic patience back at home – both for counterinsurgency and for counternarcotics. Meaningful and sustainable progress on narcotics that also advances counterinsurgency and counterterrorism objectives, mitigates conflict, and enhances state building and human security of the Afghan people will take many years and easily decades. Without realistic timelines, there is a real danger that even a well-designed counternarcotics policy will be prematurely and unfortunately discarded as ineffective and that a desire for short-term self-satisfying outcomes will once again drive policy toward ineffective and counterproductive results.










**Inherency**
Inherency—Interdiction Now
Previous eradication efforts failed—current shift toward interdiction and rural development

Vanda Felbab-Brown, prof in the Security Studies Program @ Georgetown University and Foreign Policy Fellow @ Brookings Institution, 10/21/09, “U.S. Counternarcotics Strategy in Afghanistan”, Brookings Institution, Senate Caucus on International Narcotics Control, http://www.brookings.edu/testimony/2009/1021_counternarcotics_felbabbrown.aspx {jchen}
Narcotics production and counternarcotics policies in Afghanistan are of critical importance not only for the control of drugs there, but also for the security, reconstruction, and rule of law efforts in Afghanistan. However, premature and inappropriate counternarcotics efforts greatly complicate counterterrorism and counterinsurgency objectives, and hence also jeopardize economic reconstruction and state-building efforts. They are also unsustainable in the long term and indeed counterproductive even for the narrow goal of narcotics suppression. At least until the new counternarcotics policy that the Obama administration indicated this summer it would undertake – defunding and deemphasizing eradication and focusing on interdiction and rural development – counternarcotics efforts in Afghanistan unfortunately had these undesirable effects. The new policy, if implemented well, promises to redress many of the deficiencies of previous efforts and synergistically enhance counterinsurgency and counterterrorism objectives.

US phased out eradication policy in favor of interdiction in 2009

Washington Times, 6/28/09, ”U.S. Shifts Away from Poppy Eradication”, http://www.washingtontimes.com/news/2009/jun/28/us-shifts-away-from-poppy-eradication/?page=2 {jchen}

TRIESTE, Italy | The United States is shifting its strategy against Afghanistan's drug trade, phasing out funding for opium eradication while boosting efforts to fight trafficking and promote alternate crops, the U.S. envoy for Afghanistan said Saturday. The aim of the new policy: to deprive the Taliban of the tens of millions of dollars in drug revenues that are fueling its insurgency. The U.S. envoy for Afghanistan and Pakistan, Richard C. Holbrooke, said poppy eradication - for years a cornerstone of U.S. and U.N. anti-drug-trafficking efforts in the country - was not working and was only driving Afghan farmers into the hands of the Taliban. "Eradication is a waste of money," Mr. Holbrooke said on the sidelines of a Group of Eight foreign ministers' meeting on Afghanistan, during which he briefed regional representatives on the new policy. "It might destroy some acreage, but it didn't reduce the amount of money the Taliban got by one dollar. It just helped the Taliban. So we're going to phase out eradication." The Afghan foreign minister, Rangin Dadfar Spanta, also attended the G-8 meeting. Eradication efforts were seen as inefficient because too little was being destroyed at too high a cost, U.N. drug chief Antonio Maria Costa said. The old policy was also deeply unpopular among powerless small-scale farmers, who often were targeted in the eradication efforts. Afghanistan is the world's leading source of opium, cultivating 93 percent of the world's heroin-producing crop. While opium cultivation dropped 19 percent last year, it remains concentrated in Afghanistan's southern provinces, where the Taliban is strongest, and last year earned insurgents an estimated $50 million to $70 million, according to the U.N. drug office. The new policy calls for assisting farmers who abandon poppy cultivation. Mr. Holbrooke said the international community wasn't trying to target Afghan farmers, just the Taliban militants who buy their crops. Mr. Holbrooke told the G-8 ministers that Washington was increasing its funding for agricultural assistance from tens of millions of dollars a year to hundreds of millions of dollars, said Foreign Minister Franco Frattini of Italy, the current G-8 president. "We're essentially phasing out our support for crop eradication and using the money to work on interdiction, rule of law, alternate crops," Mr. Holbrooke said. The policy also calls for coordinating a crackdown on drug trafficking across Afghanistan's border before the heroin reaches addicts in Europe, Russia and Iran. In recent months, U.S. and NATO troops in Afghanistan have begun attacking drug labs and opium-storage sites in an effort to deprive the Taliban of drug profits. According to a U.N. report this week, opium eradication reached a high in 2003, after the Taliban were ousted from power, with more than 51,900 acres destroyed. In 2008, only 13,500 acres were cut down, compared with 47,000 acres in 2007.

Inherency—US Commitment Now

U.S. government has recommitted itself to Counter Narcotic Policies 

Meyer 09 (Josh, Staff Writer, July 20 “U.S. increasing counter-narcotics efforts in Afghanistan”http://articles.latimes .com/2009/ jul/20 /world/fg-dea-afghan20 7/21/10)

 WASHINGTON — The U.S. government is deploying dozens of Drug Enforcement Administration agents to Afghanistan in a new kind of "surge," targeting trafficking networks that officials say are increasingly fueling the Taliban insurgency and corrupting the Afghan government.  The move to dramatically expand a second front is seen as the latest acknowledgment in Washington that security in Afghanistan cannot be won with military force alone.    For much of its eight-year tenure, the Bush administration's counter-narcotics efforts in Afghanistan were focused on destroying the vast fields of poppy that have long been the source of the world's heroin. Since the Sept. 11 attacks, Afghanistan's contribution to the global heroin trade has risen to 93%, according to the U.N. Office of Drugs and Crime.  But the Obama administration believes that the effort drove many farmers and influential tribesmen into supporting the Islamist insurgency. The Afghan government and some NATO allies in the country agree.  The United States is now shifting to a counterinsurgency campaign that in addition to sending more troops is funding nation-building efforts and promoting alternative crops to farmers who have long profited from poppy production.  The increased DEA effort is aimed at more than a dozen drug kingpins whose networks are producing vast amounts of hashish, opium, morphine and heroin, some of which ends up in the United States.  Some of these figures belong either to the Taliban or to influential tribes allied with it, and they are assisted by international drug trafficking rings that have flourished for decades in Afghanistan, Pakistan, Iran, Turkey and nearby countries, DEA officials say.  In interviews, more than a dozen current and former U.S. counter-narcotics officials said they were alarmed by the growing ties between drug traffickers and insurgents and the Afghan government's inability or lack of interest by many Afghan officials to go after them.  As hundreds of millions of dollars in aid from the U.S.-led coalition was allocated to build Afghan police and security agencies, the forces were being corrupted simultaneously at the highest levels by the very traffickers they were supposed to be capturing, said Bruce Riedel, who chaired the Obama administration's interagency review of policy toward Afghanistan and Pakistan.
Inherency—No Counternarcotics Withdrawal

Continued U.S. involvement key to counternarcotics effort—no end in sight

USDS, United States Department of State, office of Inspector General, Middle East Regional Office, December 2009, “Status of the Bureau of International Narcotics and Law Enforcement Affairs Counternarcotics Programs in Afghanistan ”, Performance Audit, http://oig.state.gov/documents/organization/134183.pdf {jchen}

The Department of State lacks a long-term strategy and a clear end state for its counternarcotics programs in Afghanistan, which hinders planning and prevents an accurate assessment of effectiveness. • The U.S. military and coalition forces perceive a strong link in Afghanistan between the narcotics industry and support for insurgents. Consequently, the U.S. military has assumed greater responsibility for overall counternarcotics efforts. This increased involvement will impact the scope and function of counternarcotics programs conducted under chief of mission authority at Embassy Kabul. • The threat of eradication by a force controlled by the central Afghan Government is considered essential to a successful counternarcotics effort. In mid2009, the Department of State adjusted its counternarcotics budget priorities, reducing funding for poppy eradication in Afghanistan and increasing resources for interdiction and alternative development initiatives. • The U.S. Government has progressively assumed a dominant role in counternarcotics programs, relieving pressure on the Afghan Government to effectively address issues associated with the narcotics industry. However, the Department of State has not formulated a strategy for transitioning and exiting from counternarcotics programs in Afghanistan, should it be unable to sustain the current level of funding or involvement. 

Inherency—No US Eradication Now
US funding of eradication efforts ended in 09 with expiration of contract

USDS, United States Department of State, office of Inspector General, Middle East Regional Office, December 2009, “Status of the Bureau of International Narcotics and Law Enforcement Affairs Counternarcotics Programs in Afghanistan ”, Performance Audit, http://oig.state.gov/documents/organization/134183.pdf {jchen}

In early 2009, the Secretary of State appointed the Special Representative for Afghanistan and Pakistan to oversee U.S. Government policy in the region, and the new Administration conducted a foreign policy review. One decision stemming in part from this review was to shift focus and resources away from eradication of poppy plants toward persuading farmers to grow other crops (alternative livelihoods) and interdiction. INL’s five-year, nearly $300 million contract with DynCorp International to conduct poppy eradication expired in October 2009. According to a senior Department official, the plan is to deemphasize central Afghan Government-directed poppy eradication and instead support provincial-led efforts. This change of strategy was questioned by knowledgeable counternarcotics officials in the Department and at Embassy Kabul, coalition partners, and United Nations representatives who argued for the need of a credible threat from a central government-led poppy eradication force. These officials noted that corruption and threats from local drug and war lords will undermine provincial-led eradication efforts.

The US has ceased all eradication efforts—still continued by international community

ICOS, International Council on Security and Development, international policy think tank working to combine grassroots research and policy innovation at the intersections of security, development, counter-narcotics and public health issues, 7/1/09, “ US Makes "Historic Shift" in Counter-Narcotics Policy in Afghanistan”, http://www.icosgroup.net/modules/press_releases/us_makes_historic_shift {jchen}
LONDON – The International Council on Security and Development (ICOS) today hailed the monumental move by the US to stop the failed policy of poppy crop eradication in Afghanistan, and it called on the US, UK and the rest of the international community to back its Poppy for Medicine proposal in the war-torn country. On Saturday, the US announced that it would withdraw its support for efforts to eradicate opium cultivation in Afghanistan. Richard Holbrooke, the US envoy to Afghanistan and Pakistan, said that eradication "didn't reduce the amount of money the Taliban got by one dollar.” Shortly after the Taliban fell in 2001, the US-led international community in Afghanistan adopted eradication as part of their counter-narcotics policy in an attempt to curtail the opium crisis. Since then, eradication policies have been inefficient and counter-productive in winning the hearts and minds of the Afghan people. “Eradication provides the Taliban insurgency with an even more valuable currency than money, and that is loyalty,” said Emmanuel Reinert, Executive Director of ICOS. “Farmers have turned against the US and ISAF military when their livelihoods were destroyed; with the US stopping its own eradication policies, the West has a real opportunity to turn the situation around and build trust with the Afghan people.” “This move by the US represents a ‘historic shift’ in its counter-narcotics policy, yet it won’t go far enough to alleviate the opium crisis in Afghanistan,” said Reinert. “In addition to ending poppy eradication programs, our Poppy for Medicine proposal is a crucial step to successfully cutting off Taliban supplies and provide sustainable and viable livelihoods to Afghan farmers.” After the US announcement, the UK government spoke out against the new stance by the US and vowed to continue its own eradication efforts. 

Inherency—International Eradication Now
International anti-narcotic strategy incorporates eradication, interdiction, alternative livelihoods, police/judicial reforms, and public awareness

Matthew Korade,  deputy editor for national security news at Congressional Quarterly and former legislative fellow for defense policy in the office of Sen. Joseph I. Lieberman, 2/11/09, Project on National Security Reform (PNSR), “The Counternarcotics Effort in Afghanistan”, http://www.pnsr.org/web/page/938/sectionid/579/pagelevel/3/interior.asp {jchen}

STRATEGY: At the highest levels, the Office of National Drug Control Policy sets counternarcotics policy, and the National Security Council coordinates Afghanistan issues. Early on, the Bush administration opposed enlarging the U.S. military’s security mission to include drug interdiction and eradication. The administration feared this approach might interfere with the pursuit of high-value targets in Operation Enduring Freedom and the White House was also averse to bogging down the military with what it viewed as a nation-building task. As criticisms of counternarcotics policies mounted, the White House unveiled a new counterdrug strategy at the end of 2004. The policy complemented Afghan and British counternarcotics programs and included five main pegs: eradication, interdiction, alternative livelihoods, police/judicial reforms, and public awareness. The plan called for simultaneous, sequential, and balanced actions to root out corruption and improve security while establishing the rule of law. 

Inherency—Afghanistan Eradication Now
Afghanistan still focused on eradication

AFP Agence France-Presse, 3/3/10, “ Afghanistan launches poppy eradication programme “, http://www.google.com/hostednews/afp/article/ALeqM5hhxAHFpmTr2zuAMJxtRrowW5vBeA {jchen}

KABUL — Afghanistan, source of 90 percent of the world's heroin, Wednesday announced plans to wipe out opium poppies across most of the country, starting in the south where the Taliban have long held sway. But areas where military operations are underway -- such as Marjah in Helmand province -- would not be targeted until the rebels had been pushed out and development programmes launched, said deputy interior minister Mohammad Daud Daud. Eradication had begun in other parts of Helmand, scene of a major assault against militants who for years controlled Marjah along with drug traffickers, Daud told reporters. Programmes had also begun in Nangarhar and Farah provinces, and would soon be launched in Kandahar, another militant hotspot and centre of poppy production, he said. Daud said 25 of Afghanistan's 34 provinces were free of poppy cultivation by last year. But he said the eradication programme would take place in 18 provinces as "minor planting" had been reported in some. Afghanistan's illicit drugs industry is worth up to three billion dollars a year, controlled by militants and gangs who use cross-border routes to smuggle drugs to Pakistan and Iran, and bring arms and fighters back in. The UN office on drugs and crime said last month that opium production in Afghanistan was likely to fall this year, due to bad weather. Afghan opium production had already fallen from 8,200 tonnes in 2007 to 6,900 tonnes in 2009, the UNODC said in a report. The area dedicated to opium cultivation, however, was expected to remain stable after decreasing by 36 percent, from a record 193,000 hectares (480,000 acres) in 2007 to 123,000 last year. Daud said the campaign was in three stages -- public awareness, prevention of cultivation and, finally, eradication, with farmers offered help in planting alternative crops, including cereals. The announcement comes after the United States said it was shifting its anti-opium strategy in Afghanistan from eradication of crops to a broader focus involving interdiction and alternative agriculture. 

Inherency—Alternative Crop Programs Fail

Current alternative crop programs fail—higher profit in poppies

Washington Post , Karen DeYoung, Staff Writer, 4/8/10, “ U.S. now focused on getting rid of Taliban instead of opium crops in Afghanistan ”, http://www.washingtonpost.com/wp-dyn/content/article/2010/04/07/AR2010040704410.html {jchen}
A multimillion-dollar U.S. program that was started last fall to persuade farmers to plant wheat instead of opium poppies did not make a dent in the amount of cultivation in Helmand province, the heart of Afghanistan's poppy region, according to a recent U.N. survey. U.S. Marines, who arrived here in force seven weeks ago to wrest control of the province from the Taliban, are under orders to win over the population and leave their poppy fields alone. "You may have landed in one of the only wheat fields in Helmand," Brig. Gen. Lawrence D. Nicholson, the Marine commander here, said last week as he greeted a visiting Adm. Mike Mullen, chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff. Mullen's V-22 Osprey set down amid soft, foot-high green shoots beside the headquarters of the Marja district governor for a meeting with local leaders. Beyond the wheat, pink poppies were blooming in every direction. The Obama administration decided last year to stop alienating Afghan farmers by eradicating poppy fields and to concentrate instead on arresting drug lords and interdicting drug shipments on their way across and out of the country. At planting time last fall, impoverished residents in accessible areas of Helmand were offered seeds, fertilizer and agricultural assistance to grow alternative crops, primarily wheat. But the program, hampered by security concerns and the slow arrival of U.S. civilian specialists, barely got started. For many Afghan farmers, even those with access to the substitution program, the decision was a simple one. The market price of wheat dropped nearly 40 percent last year, compared with 6 percent for harvested, dry opium, according to U.N. figures. The projected stability in this year's crop stops a dramatic decrease from 2008, a bumper year for opium, to 2009, when cultivation dropped by 22 percent, and by more than one-third in Helmand. Last year, 20 of Afghanistan's 34 provinces were declared poppy-free. According to the United Nations' annual winter cultivation survey compiled in February, however, that number has dropped to 17 for 2010, with new growth in three northern provinces previously said to be poppy-free. "Modest increases" were noted in four other provinces. In Helmand, where half of Afghanistan's poppy is grown, cultivation has remained "stable" since 2009, the United Nations said.

Inherency—Withdrawal Delayed

Withdrawal deadline delayed

Stars and Stripes, American Newspaper, “Biden: Afghanistan drawdown will happen, but ... ", 7-19-2010, http://www.stripes.com/blogs/stripes-central/stripes-central-1.8040/biden-afghanistan-drawdown-will-happen-but-1.111531, KR

Vice President Joe Biden, known within the White House as a proponent for scaling back U.S. operations in Afghanistan, spent Sunday talking about how a drawdown of American forces there may not happen as quickly as some Democrats have hoped.  "Everybody signed onto not a deadline, but a transition, a beginning of a transition,” Biden said told ABC in an interview this weekend. "It could be as few as a couple thousand troops. It could be more. But there will be a transition.” 

AT: Recent Production Decrease (1/2)
Recent decrease in drug production unrelated to efforts—significant barriers to counternarcotic success

USDS, United States Department of State, office of Inspector General, Middle East Regional Office, December 2009, “Status of the Bureau of International Narcotics and Law Enforcement Affairs Counternarcotics Programs in Afghanistan ”, Performance Audit, http://oig.state.gov/documents/organization/134183.pdf {jchen}
There is evidence of positive progress in combating illicit narcotics in Afghanistan as indicated by more poppy free areas, an increase in the number of seizures of illegal substances and precursor chemicals, and more narcotics-related prosecutions. However, all measures of success are problematic and the Department lacks meaningful metrics. The increasing number of poppy free provinces is encouraging, but cannot be attributed solely to the counternarcotics effort. For example, according to the United Nations 2009 Opium Survey, the reduction in poppy cultivation was primarily due to a strong international market for wheat and an excess of opium worldwide, events unrelated to counternarcotics efforts. The number of people involved in the narcotics industry cannot be determined and is changeable due the immensely lucrative nature of opium trafficking, so the use of narcotics-related arrests as a measure of counternarcotics programs’ success is also ambiguous. Additionally, significant impediments in Afghanistan continue to hinder counternarcotics efforts including a weak justice system, corruption at all levels of government, and the lack of political will to reduce poppy cultivation and trafficking of opium. 
UNODC report inconclusive—main factors are environmental and economic

AREU Afghanistan Research and Evaluation Unit,  David Mansfield and Adam Pain, independent research organisation headquartered in Kabul,  December 2008, “Counter-Narcotics in Afghanistan:The Failure of Success?” www.areu.org.af {jchen}
November marks the onset of the opium poppy planting season in Afghanistan. Speculation over the scale of cultivation in 2009 also begins in this month. As in previous years, when the United Nations Office on Drugs and Crime (UNODC) publishes its annual Rapid Assessment Survey in February, the speculation over the hectarage of opium poppy grown this season will reach a crescendo, dominating coverage in the media and subsequently shaping policy in the coming season. This is all despite the fact that one year’s measure of opium area cannot assess trends of long term change nor does it reveal how any change occurred or, therefore, the likely sustainability of that change. The problems associated with assessing counter-narcotics achievements purely in terms of the hectarage of opium poppy grown are compounded by confusion over attribution. A rise in the level of cultivation leads to counter-narcotics efforts being seen as responsible for the failure of such policies, while a fall in any given year means the label of success is assigned. For example, reductions in the level of cultivation in the north, northeast and central provinces are primarily attributed to successful counter-narcotics efforts.1 Yet due to an overall rise in global food prices, the more recent decline in opium price, the Government of Pakistan’s ban on wheat exports and lower rainfall in Afghanistan, there has been a significant shift away from opium poppy in favour of the terms of trade on wheat. In 2008, farmers in more marginal areas have been able to obtain a greater quantity of wheat for consumption  by growing it on their own land than by growing opium to sell and using the proceeds to purchase wheat. As such, environmental and economic factors have played a more significant role in decreasing opium poppy cultivation levels than counter-narcotics policies did. 
AT: Recent Production Decrease (2/2)

Current success measures inaccurate—do not reflect sustainability

AREU Afghanistan Research and Evaluation Unit,  David Mansfield and Adam Pain, independent research organisation headquartered in Kabul,  December 2008, “Counter-Narcotics in Afghanistan:The Failure of Success?” www.areu.org.af {jchen}
The challenge is to define success measures that capture whether reductions in the level of cultivation actually reflect a durable process of movement out of opium poppy, or simply a shortterm reaction to political pressures or physical intervention. Reductions in opium poppy area do not necessarily indicate progress if the land previously allocated to opium poppy is grown with wheat one year only to return to opium the next.  The use of hectarage as the ultimate measure of performance of counter-narcotics efforts has resulted in success or failure being declared according to annual fluctuations in the level of cultivation in any given year. This gives no sense of why the area grown with opium poppy increased or decreased, or whether these changes will be maintained into the next year. This paper illustrates the weaknesses of using the area of land allocated to opium as the key indicator by which to judge the success or failure of counter-narcotics efforts to control production and suggests alternative methods by which performance can be measured. The paper is divided into three further sections. 








**Afghan Stability**
Interdiction—Taliban XTN

Taliban cause Afghan instability—interdiction is reinstating their political and economic power
Vanda Felbab-Brown,  prof in the Security Studies Program @ Georgetown University and Foreign Policy Fellow @ Brookings Institution, May 2010 “The Drug-Conflict Nexus in South Asia: Beyond Taliban Profits and Afghanistan” http://www.brookings.edu/~/media/Files/rc/papers/2010/05_regional_counternarcotics_felbabbrown/05_regional_counternarcotics_felbabbrown.pdf {jchen}

Reinvigorated by a number of factors, including access to safe havens in Pakistan, the Taliban insurgency greatly ratcheted up its attacks in 2007; security has deteriorated to critical levels,7 not simply in the south and east, but increasingly also in the north. Although the Taliban does not necessarily permanently control territory in these areas, it can generate enough instability to prevent government and international access and paralyze normal everyday life, thus severing the link between the population and the government. Paradoxically, counternarcotics efforts contributed to the Taliban’s reintegration into the drug trade, and are strengthening it politically. In 2001 and 2002, Operation Enduring Freedom not only deposed the Taliban from power, but also pushed it out of the Afghan opium economy that it had sponsored and taxed for many years. On the run and hiding in Pakistan, the Taliban was not able to perform the security and regulatory functions for the opium economy that it used to. Poppy cultivation rebounded to pre-2000 levels of about 3,000 mt a year. After the failure of a compensated eradication scheme in 2003, counternarcotics efforts shifted to beefed-up interdiction and uncompensated eradication. Conducted by local Afghan officials, interdiction efforts frequently targeted vulnerable small traders as well as competition, while increasing the profits of those who carried out interdiction. The result has been the vertical integration of the industry, and the rise of prominent drug dealers with political power.8 At the same time, interdiction has created the need for new kind of protection, and the targeted traffickers frequently hire the Taliban to shield them against the state and drug competition. Whereas interdiction created an opening for the Taliban with the traffickers, forced eradication gave the Taliban new access to the population. Endorsed in the August 2007 U.S. Counternarcotics Strategy Report for Afghanistan9 as the essential mechanism to suppress poppy cultivation, eradication counterproductively strengthens the Taliban politically in multiple ways. The impoverished population continues to be critically dependent on the opium economy for its basic livelihood, and eradication thus alienates them from the state, and from the local officials and tribal elites who implement it. Eradication allows the Taliban to provide security and regulatory services to the population by protecting their poppy fields.10 Eradication thus cements the bond between the population and the Taliban, motivating the population not to provide intelligence on the Taliban to NATO and government units. Finally, by driving them further into debt and eliminating their livelihood, eradication also displaces the population, and physically drives them into the hands of the Taliban. 

Interdiction—Vertical Integration XTN

Interdiction fails – causes drug trafficker consolidation and stronger bonds with the Taliban

Vanda Felbab-Brown, prof in the Security Studies Program @ Georgetown University and Foreign Policy Fellow @ Brookings Institution, 10/21/09, “U.S. Counternarcotics Strategy in Afghanistan”, Brookings Institution, Senate Caucus on International Narcotics Control, http://www.brookings.edu/testimony/2009/1021_counternarcotics_felbabbrown.aspx {jchen}
Interdiction efforts undertaken between 2003 and 2009 also failed to generate the desired effects of reducing trafficking and the power of crime groups. These efforts have been manipulated to eliminate drug competition and ethnic and tribal rivals. Instead of targeting top echelons of the drug economy, many of whom had considerable political clout, interdiction operations were largely conducted against small vulnerable traders who could neither sufficiently bribe nor adequately intimidate the interdiction teams and their supervisors within the Afghan government. Paradoxically, as small and vulnerable traders, operating largely at the village or district level, were removed by interdiction operations, large traffickers with substantial political control only consolidated their control over the drug industry, thus giving rise to a significant vertical integration of the trade. The other -- again undesirable -- effect of how interdiction was carried out was that it allowed the Taliban to integrate itself back into the Afghan drug trade. When the Taliban was pushed out of Afghanistan, it was also pushed out of the drug trade. But as a result of the way interdiction measures in Afghanistan were adopted, the Taliban after 2004 was once again needed provide protection to traffickers targeted by interdiction and was once again able to penetrate the drug trade and obtain significant financial resources from protection rents.

NATO Interdiction Bad—Taliban

Current NATO policy of interdiction fails—strengthens Taliban involvement in drug trade and incites turf wars and insecurity

Vanda Felbab-Brown, prof in the Security Studies Program @ Georgetown University and Foreign Policy Fellow @ Brookings Institution, 10/21/09, “U.S. Counternarcotics Strategy in Afghanistan”, Brookings Institution, Senate Caucus on International Narcotics Control, http://www.brookings.edu/testimony/2009/1021_counternarcotics_felbabbrown.aspx {jchen}

Under mounting pressure do something about drug production in Afghanistan, in October 2008 NATO agreed to target Taliban-linked drug traffickers. Although the details of the policy are still being worked out, this new interdiction effort will seek to deprive the belligerents of drug income by targeting fifty designated Taliban-linked traffickers and possibbly bringing down entire trafficking networks linked to the Taliban.171 The latter will require extraordinary amounts of intelligence and man¬power, and its success is far from certain. Although the goal is to provoke a split between the traffickers and the Taliban, the effort may backfire in a number of ways: the bond between the traffickers and the Taliban may be strengthened; the Taliban may replace the deposed traffickers and become more directly involved in the drug trade; and new turf wars may erupt among the various actors involved in the trade, thus greatly compounding the lack of security in the country. 
NATO interdiction strengthens Taliban and alienates population

Vanda Felbab-Brown, research fellow at the Brookings Institution, 2-20-07 ["Opium Wars." Wall Street Journal, http://belfercenter.ksg.harvard.edu/publication/1654/opium_wars.html]
Participating in interdiction which focuses on apprehending traffickers and destroying labs is somewhat less problematic for NATO, but even such a mission is not without crucial problems. Steadily expanding in Afghanistan since the 1980s (with the 2000 eradication campaign by the Taliban being temporary and unsustainable), the opium economy deeply underlines much of Afghanistan's political, economic and social life. The traders and traffickers are not alien criminals. Many are members of tribal elites with crucial sway over the population.  Drug interdiction will at the least induce these traders and traffickers to pressure the population to stop cooperating with NATO, if not more directly support the Taliban. This could easily jeopardize as well the reconstruction and economic functions of the provincial reconstruction teams, thus further weakening the minimal efforts at long-term alternative development. Interdiction should be carried out — by special national interdiction units — to eliminate at least some corruption and impunity of the key traffickers, but NATO should stay out of it.
NATO Interdiction Bad—Alienates Public

NATO policy increasing forces now but minimal gain and risks population alienation 

Vanda Felbab-Brown, prof in the Security Studies Program @ Georgetown University and Foreign Policy Fellow @ Brookings Institution, 10/21/09, “U.S. Counternarcotics Strategy in Afghanistan”, Brookings Institution, Senate Caucus on International Narcotics Control, http://www.brookings.edu/testimony/2009/1021_counternarcotics_felbabbrown.aspx {jchen}

In addition to stepping up interdiction efforts, NATO is planning major military operations to engage the Taliban in the main poppy cultivation areas in Helmand and Kandahar. In addition to the 21,000 U.S. troops deployed to Afghanistan in 2009 to support the effort, more may be under way. If the Taliban can be eliminated from the poppy-growing areas with¬out interfering with poppy cultivation, one of the insurgents' main sources of political capital—the ability to prevent eradication—will disappear. But if NATO operations interfere with poppy cultivation, local opposition to the Afghan government and its allies will increase, and active support for the Taliban may grow.

Compared with such possible outcomes, the financial impact of the Taliban's ouster from the poppy-growing areas is likely to be small. The extent of the Taliban's losses will depend on its ability to continue pro¬viding protection to traffickers, if not farmers, as well as on the extent to which poppy cultivation moves to new areas accessible to the Taliban, such as Farah province. Moreover, its losses will be cushioned by contin¬ued access to funds raised in Pakistan and the Middle East and funds from other illicit economies.

Interdiction Fails—Empirics

Interdiction under best possible scenarios still fails—empirically proven (Peru, Colombia, Mexico)

Vanda Felbab-Brown, prof in the Security Studies Program @ Georgetown University and Foreign Policy Fellow @ Brookings Institution, 10/21/09, “U.S. Counternarcotics Strategy in Afghanistan”, Brookings Institution, Senate Caucus on International Narcotics Control, http://www.brookings.edu/testimony/2009/1021_counternarcotics_felbabbrown.aspx {jchen}

Focusing on interdiction is appropriate and necessary to weaken the political power of crime groups and help establish the rule of law, but how effective interdiction will be depends on what its objectives are and how it will be carried out. Just like eradication, interdiction will not succeed in bankrupting the Taliban. Overall, drug interdiction has a very poor record in substantially curtailing belligerents’ income, with only a few successes registered, for example, in highly localized settings in Colombia and Peru that have rarely translated to country-wide level effects. Instead, the objective of the policy should be to reduce the coercive and corrupting power of organized crime groups. But achieving that requires a well-designed policy and a great deal of intelligence. Previous interdiction efforts in Afghanistan have in fact had the opposite effect: they eliminated small traders and consolidated the power of big traffickers, giving rise to the vertical integration of the industry. They also strengthened the bonds between some traffickers and the Taliban (although many traffickers continue to operate independently or are linked to the government). Large-scale interdiction that targets entire networks and seeks to eliminate local demand for opium from local traders, which some are arguing for, is extraordinarily resource-intensive – all the more so, given the structure of the Afghan opium industry -- and prioritization will need to be given to devoting scarce resources to drug interdiction or directly to counterinsurgency. Moreover, if despite the resource-requirements such a policy can be carried out effectively, the outcomes can approximate in local settings the effects of eradication, thus once again alienating the population. Such large-scale operationalization of interdiction is thus not currently appropriate for Afghanistan. But even the NATO-led selective interdiction of going after designated Taliban-linked traffickers – the US identified fifty such traffickers – is not free from pitfalls. First of all, it can actually provide opportunities for the Taliban to directly take over the trafficking role or cement the bonds between the remaining traffickers and the Taliban, thus achieving the opposite of what it aims for. In fact, the tightening of the belligerents-traffickers nexus and belligerents’ takeover of trafficking were frequently the outcome of interdiction measures in Peru and Colombia. Second, uncalibrated interdiction can provoke intense turf wars among the remaining traffickers – Mexico provides a vivid example of such undesirable outcome - thus intensifying violence in the country and muddling the picture of the battlefield by introducing a new form of conflict. In the Afghan tribal context, such turf wars can easily become tribal or ethnic warfare. Third, such selective interdiction can also send the message that the best way to be a trafficker is to be a member of the Afghan government, thus perpetuating a sense of impunity and corruption and undermining long-term state building and legitimacy. Finally, the effectiveness of interdiction is to a great extent dependent on the quality of rule of law in Afghanistan, and the capacity and quality of the justice and corrections systems, all of which are woefully lacking in Afghanistan and are deeply corrupt.

Interdiction Fails—Generic
Interdiction is problematic in Afghanistan – doesn’t catch any traffickers

Vanda Felbab-Brown, PhD in PoliSci @ MIT and a fellow at Harvard’s Belfer Center for Science and International Affairs, 2005, [The Washington Quarterly, “Afghanistan: When Counternarcotics Undermines Counterterrorism”, http://www.twq.com/05autumn/docs/05autumn_felbab.pdf]

Interdiction, lab busting, and the prosecution of traffickers carry fewer negative consequences than eradication, as they do not directly harm the local population. Nevertheless, interdiction and lab busting are problematic in Afghanistan. First, in the absence of larger economic development, interdiction, like eradication, is only marginally effective in reducing drug production. The adaptability of traffickers, coupled with the vast territory and difficult terrain in which interdiction teams must operate, make it very difficult to catch any substantial portion of drugs.

Interdiction Fails—Government Corruption

Interdiction is ineffective – corrupt government

Richard P. Kaufman, Johns Hopkins School of Advanced International Studies, spring 2009 [“America’s Opiium War: How the wrong approach to counternarcotics is undermining state-building in Afghanistan”, http://www.sais-jhu.edu/bin/w/a/KAUFMANFinal.pdf]

Accordingly, the third pillar, eradication, is designed to serve as a credible threat to offset the high yields normally associated with opium cultivation. Rather than eliminate the entire crop, it is hoped that eradication will serve as a deterrent and induce Afghan farmers to plant other crops. Yet one fundamental miscalculation of this theory is that the farmers who stand to lose the most from eradication are not those who reap the high profits from its sale. Thus eradication generally hurts impoverished Afghan farmers and forces them to cultivate poppy again the following season, turn to the insurgency, or give up property and/or family members to the local strongmen who serve as their creditors. By effectively making the poor poorer and the rich richer, eradication strengthens the forces that continue to weaken the Afghan state (Felbab-Brown, 2005 p.63). Interdiction serves as the fourth pillar, and focuses on decreasing narcotics trafficking and processing in Afghanistan. Although less incendiary than eradication, interdiction is hindered by the deep corruption that permeates the Afghan government and it undermines the support of regional warlords that U.S. forces have depended on for security and intelligence since 2001. In order to seriously address narcotics trafficking through interdiction, the U.S. would have to end its reliance on local warlords (Felbab-Brown, 2005, p.65).

Corruption destroys all US counternarcotic efforts 
Rubin 7 (Barnett, Director of Studies and Senior Fellow at the Center on International Cooperation of New York University, where he directs the Afghanistan Regional program September 27, “Counter-Narcotics in Afghanistan IV: Beyond Interdiction”, http://icga.blogspot.com/2007/09/counter-narcotics-in-afghanistan-iv.html). 

 Interdiction of the trade, mainly destruction of the product, including raids on opium bazaars, police seizures of drugs found in vehicles or in storage, and destruction of heroin or morphine laboratories. While these actions are carried out by law enforcement institutions, they require more enforcement than law. Once a banned substance is seized, the government can destroy it without additional legal procedure or referral to a court. Needless to say, this is not what always happens. There is a system, varying by region, for how much traffickers must pay the police to recover a portion of their wares. Instead of destroying the captured substance, police sometimes claim they have to transport it to their superiors for “evidence.” What happens to it afterwards is not always well documented. In part because of such problems, NATO is now considering an enhanced role for ISAF in interdiction. Arrest of traffickers. The number of such cases is on the rise according to the US report, but such arrests mainly target small traffickers or smugglers. The incapacity and corruption of the Afghan justice system is such that cases rarely lead to fair trial and conviction. Instead arrests lead to detention and bribery for release. Hence the U.S. Drug Enforcement Agency (DEA) is working to compile cases against major traffickers that can be presented for extradition to the U.S. The total number of such cases is 2 or 3 so far and cannot increase quickly enough to make any appreciable impact on the largest sector of the Afghan economy. Arrests of corrupt officials: such arrests are rare in the extreme, since the police and courts that are the main object of corruption. I have been told of, without being able to verify, arrests of officials of the National Directorate of Security, the intelligence agency, for accepting bribes from traffickers. Those arrested were reportedly tried through NDS’s internal courts and punished severely. I am not aware of any such prosecutions in the Ministry of the Interior. Building institutions for interdiction and law enforcement. Just as foreign donors have supported the formation of the Central Poppy Eradication Force, they have also supported the formation of the Counter-Narcotics Police Force (CNPF) for interdiction and law enforcement, part of the pattern of forming special elite units for tasks of particular importance to foreigners. The US is also supporting the creation of special prosecutors, courts, and prisons for drug offenses. These institutions will be resourced and trained better than the rest of the Afghan justice system.
Interdiction Fails—Drug Lords
Going after drug lords ensures failure – it’s embedded in the government

Vladimir Radyuhin, Global Research, 2-24-08, http://www.globalresearch.ca/index.php?context=va&aid=8180
Writing in the Vremya Novostei daily, Dubnov claimed that the pro-Western administration of President Hamid Karzai, including his two brothers, Kajum Karzai and Akhmed Vali Karzai, are head-to-heels involved in the narcotics trade. The article quoted a leading U.S. expert on Afghanistan, Barnett Rubin, as telling an anti-narcotics conference in Kabul last October that “drug dealers had infiltrated Afghani state structures to the extent where they could easily paralyse the work of the government if decision to arrest one of them was ever made.” Former U.S. Ambassador to the U.N. Richard Holbrooke said in January that “government officials, including some with close ties to the presidency, are protecting the drug trade and profiting from it.”
Eradication Bad—Corruption/Illegitimacy
Eradication fails – decreases government legitimacy

Cynthia MacEachern, Masters in Defense Studies @Canadian Forces College, 2009 “A Failed Intervention-Can The International Community Counter Afghanistan’s Narcotics Trade?” http://www.cfc.forces.gc.ca/papers/csc/csc35/mds/maceachern.pdf
So, eradication is a politically charged and emotionally laden idea which conflicts with other efforts to increase state strength and build overall legitimacy. The NDCS acknowledges that eradication is a “controversial and frequently misunderstood element of the Government’s counternarcotics policies”.81 It attempts to mitigate the popular backlash by stating that counternarcotics strategies are not overly dependant on the eradication pillar.82 Eradication is only important in that it brings a credible risk to poppy cultivation, but in practice it is a much bigger issue that affects state legitimacy. The GOA has stated its intent to eradicate illicit poppy crops each year. Further, there will be no compensation for eradicated poppy fields, although efforts must be made to not eradicate in fields where poppy has already been lanced.83 Ideally, eradication should occur prior to the poppy flowering.84 As well, eradication must be conducted from ground based platforms, and use either mechanical means or hand cutting. Aerial spraying is prohibited.
Eradication Bad—Alienate Public

Eradication backfires – farmers lose their only source of income

Cynthia MacEachern, Masters in Defense Studies @Canadian Forces College, 2009 “A Failed Intervention-Can The International Community Counter Afghanistan’s Narcotics Trade?” http://www.cfc.forces.gc.ca/papers/csc/csc35/mds/maceachern.pdf
As part of a grander counterinsurgency or state building strategy, eradication is a losing proposition which results in lowering the credibility of all actors. Since, as mentioned, many Afghan families rely on poppy as their only source of income; its destruction does not garner their support for the GOA or any western presence that may be facilitating that destruction.87 The issue of the illegality of poppy is not important to the Afghan people in these circumstances. If as common counterinsurgency doctrine stipulates, the will of the people is the key to winning in Afghanistan, destruction of poppy is counterintuitive.88 While it is recognized that eradication is intended to be a general deterrent, negative effects of eradication are backfiring against and international community.

Protection from eradication efforts key to Taliban public support

Vanda Felbab-Brown, prof in the Security Studies Program @ Georgetown University and Foreign Policy Fellow @ Brookings Institution, 9/2009, “The Obama Administration’s New Counternarcotics Strategy in Afghanistan: Its Promises and Potential Pitfalls”, Brookings Institution, http://www.brookings.edu/papers/2009/09_afghanistan_felbabbrown.aspx {jchen}

Moreover, the Taliban and many others who protect the opium poppy economy from efforts to suppress it derive much more than financial profits. Crucially, they also obtain political capital from populations dependent on poppy cultivation. Such political capital is a critical determinant of the success and sustainability of the insurgency since public support or at least acceptance are crucial enablers of an insurgency. Indeed, as I detail in my forthcoming book, Shooting Up: Counterinsurgency and the War on Drugs, along with providing order that the Afghan government is systematically unable to provide and capitalizing on Ghilzai Pashtun sentiments of being marginalized, protection of the poppy fields is at the core of the Taliban support. By not targeting the farmers, the new counternarcotics strategy is thus synchronized with the counterinsurgency efforts because it can deprive the Taliban of a key source of support. Its overall design also promises to lay the necessary groundwork for substantial reductions in the size and impacts of the illicit economy in Afghanistan. However, while appropriate in its overall conception, the new strategy has pitfalls. Specifically how to operationalize interdiction and rural development will to a great extent determine the effectiveness of the strategy—not only with respect to the narrow goal of narcotics suppression, but also with respect to counterinsurgency and state-building. While many of the details still remain to be developed, some of those that have trickled out give reasons for concern. 

 Eradication Bad—Laundry List
Eradication and ban policies increase crime, Taliban support, strikes and insecurity—Nangarhar proves 
Vanda Felbab-Brown, prof in the Security Studies Program @ Georgetown University and Foreign Policy Fellow @ Brookings Institution, 9/2009, “The Obama Administration’s New Counternarcotics Strategy in Afghanistan: Its Promises and Potential Pitfalls”, Brookings Institution, http://www.brookings.edu/papers/2009/09_afghanistan_felbabbrown.aspx {jchen}

More significant, the persistence of high production betrays the ineffectiveness of simplistic policies, such as premature forced eradication before alternative livelihoods are in place, which since 2004 (until the new Obama strategy) was the core of the counternarcotics policy in Afghanistan. Policies that fail to address the complex and multiple structural drivers of cultivation and ignore the security and economic needs of the populations dependent on poppy cultivation generate vastly counterproductive effects with respect to not only counternarcotics efforts, but also counterinsurgency, stabilization and state building. The eastern Afghan province of Nangarhar provides a telling example. For decades, Nangarhar has been one of the dominant sources of opium poppy. But over the past two years, as a result of governor Gul Agha Shirzai’s suppression efforts—including bans on cultivation, forced eradication, imprisonment of violators and claims that NATO would bomb the houses of those who cultivate poppy or keep opium—cultivation declined to very low numbers. This has been hailed as a major success to be emulated throughout Afghanistan. In fact, the economic and security consequences were highly undesirable. The ban greatly impoverished many, causing household incomes to fall 90% for many and driving many into debt. As legal economic alternatives failed to materialize, many coped by resorting to crime, such as kidnapping and robberies. Others sought employment in the poppy fields of Helmand, yet others migrated to Pakistan where they frequently ended up recruited by the Taliban. The population became deeply alienated from the government, resorting to strikes and attacks on government forces. Districts that were economically hit especially severely, such as Khogiani, Achin and Shinwar, have become no-go zones for the Afghan government and NGOs. Although those tribal areas have historically been opposed to the Taliban, the Taliban mobilization there has taken off to an unprecedented degree. The populations began allowing the Taliban to cross over from Pakistan, and U.S. military personnel operating in that region indicate that intelligence provision to Afghan forces and NATO has almost dried up. Tribal elders who supported the ban became discredited, and the collapse of their legitimacy is providing an opportunity for the Taliban to insert itself into the decision-making structures of those areas. And all such previous bans in the province, including in 2005, turned out to be unsustainable in the absence of legal economic alternatives. Thus, after the 2005 ban, for example, poppy cultivation inevitably swung back.

Corruption=>Instability

Corruption caused by narcotics prevents any Afghani stability 

Blanchard, 09 Christopher M. ,(Analyst in Middle Eastern Affairs “Afghanistan: Narcotics and U.S. Policy” August 12, 2009 CRS Report for Congress http://www.fas.org/sgp/crs/row/RL32686.pdf)

Narcotics trafficking and political instability remain intimately linked in Afghanistan. U.S. officials have identified narcotics trafficking as a primary barrier to the establishment of security and consider insecurity to be a primary barrier to successful counternarcotics operations. The narcotics-trade fuels three corrosive trends that have undermined the stability of Afghan society and limited progress toward reconstruction since 2001. First, narcotics proceeds can corrupt police, judges, and government officials and prevent the establishment of basic rule of law in many areas. Second, the narcotics trade can provide the Taliban and other insurgents with funding and arms that support their violent activities. Third, corruption and violence can prevent reform and development necessary for the renewal of legitimate economic activity. In the most conflictprone areas, symbiotic relationships between narcotics producers, traffickers, insurgents, and corrupt officials can create self-reinforcing cycles of violence and criminality (see Figure 4) Across Afghanistan, the persistence of these trends undermines Afghan civilians’ confidence in their local, provincial, and national government institutions. 

Perception of corruption weakens government and causes instability

Peter Bergen, Schwartz Senior Fellow at the New America Foundation and Prof in South Asian Department @ Johns Hopkins, 2007 “Afghanistan 2007: Problems, Opportunities and Possible Solutions” in “Reading in European Security” by Michael Emerson, Central and Eastern European Online Library Issue 1

Eikenberry, has drawn a clear link between reconstruction and violence: “Wherever the roads end, that’s where the Taliban starts”. Certainly, Afghanistan needs much more reconstruction. The key road from Kabul to Kandahar – a nightmarish 17-hour slalom course when taken under the Taliban regime and now a smoother 7-hour drive – remains the only largescale reconstruction project completed in the country since the US-led invasion. Kabul residents have access to electricity only four to six hours a day, if they have electricity at all. Along with endemic corruption and the common perception that the billions of dollars of promised aid has mostly lined the pockets of non-governmental organisations, the infrastructure gap feeds resentment among ordinary Afghans, some of whom may be tempted to throw in their lot with the Taliban. Some of the failures in Afghanistan are, of course, the responsibility of Afghans. Warlords such as Gul Agha Sherzai in Kandahar were given high political office. President Hamid Karzai’s staff is widely viewed as weak and inexperienced, although Mr Karzai has recently replaced his chief of staff. Highly competent ministers such as Foreign Minister Dr Abdullah and the finance minister Ashraf Ghani have been forced out of the government for no discernible good reason. There is little true representation of Pashtun political interests in parliament because President Karzai appears to distrust political parties.
Corruption destabilizes Afghanistan 

Hemming ’07 [Jon, Reuters Kabul, Jul 28, “Afghan Police Chiefs Sacked for Negligence,” http://www.reuters.com/article/feature dCrisis/idUSISL134841]

It was a breakdown in law and order that allowed the Taliban to get a foothold in Wardak and this picture is being repeated across Afghanistan, analysts say. "The big problem is not the lack of ISAF forces, it is the chaos surrounding the Afghan government national police assets there," said a senior Western diplomat who declined to named. The problems also affect the Interior Ministry which appoints officers and controls the force. The ministry "is notoriously corrupt, factionalised and an increasingly important actor in Afghanistan's illegal drug economy," said a report this month by the Afghanistan Research and Evaluation Unit, an independent think-tank. A report by the United Nations Office on Drugs and Crime and the World Bank last year accused elements in the Interior Ministry of an "increasing role" in organising "protection for criminal markets" and the facilitation of illicit activities. From 2002 until this year, Germany led the training of Afghan police and contributed some $80 million to a total of around $200 million spent on the force in that time. The European Union has now taken over Germany's role and the United States is ploughing more money in -- $2.5 billion for 2007 alone. But deep-rooted remedies may be needed. "Without comprehensive reform of the Ministry of Interior, police reform efforts will fail and the money spent on reform will be wasted," the Afghanistan Research and Evaluation Unit said.
Corruption Bad—Prevents Reform

Curbing corruption is key to prevent a domestic implosion and spur reforms.


Motlagh ’07 [Jason, Deputy Foreign Editor at UPI, Feb 18, “Reform and Function,” http://www.e -ariana.com/ariana/eariana nsf/allArticles/AD6AF099CF8099648725728400735300?OpenDocument]

If any rehabilitation of the Afghan government -- and by extension, a reversal of the deteriorating state of security -- will happen, it must start at the top. The Interior Ministry, responsible for appointing police and other administrative posts throughout the country, is an ill-reputed bastion of corrupt leadership. Under pressure, the government has set up an internal mechanism to filter appointees. Yet it will prove difficult to find and sustain decent candidates on a meager salary when they are faced with the constant temptation of easy drug profits and the threat of a gathering insurgency. Still, an overhaul of the ministry is critical, and could be part of a broader Karzai-led initiative to meet international standards of transparency as required by the Afghanistan Compact. The ICG has recommended requiring officials to declare annual assets, whereupon they are reviewed by the national assembly and made available to the public; they also suggest a monthly presidential review of efforts with the heads of anti-corruption agencies and legal action when necessary, without regard to status. To kick off a serious reform effort, an anti-corruption drive might involve the high-profile prosecution of a few marquee offenders to send a loud statement that a new policy is in effect. This would then reshuffle district police and administrative officials that are loathed for their predatory ways. Afghanistan's highly centralized system has to date hindered integration efforts at the provincial level; in terms of vetting officials in the seat of power, this may prove to be an advantage. One concern is that some officials are ex-warlords with large followings that Karzai has reluctantly appeased with high posts to ensure the government remains intact. However, the head of the state anti-corruption department argues that making an example of the corrupt "will not undercut but strengthen, like removing the dead leaves." And, Taliban will takeover without corruption reform.
Corruption=>Government Illegitimacy
Drug Corruption destroys Afghani’s trust in the government 

 Motlagh, 07 (Jason  multimedia journalist who covers conflicts around South Asia “Reform and Function” The American Prospect 02/18/2007 http://www.e-ariana.com/ariana/eariana.nsf/allArticles/AD6AF099CF8099648725728400735300?OpenDocument)

The Afghan government's ability to siphon foreign aid money pales next to the stakes members have in the country's top export. Last year, Afghanistan boasted a record poppy harvest that accounted for 90 percent of heroin on the global market -- and at least 50 percent of gross domestic product. This increase came despite a heavy-handed eradication campaign, initiated at Washington's command, that failed to cut back production. What it did instead was push scores of farmers with no viable alternative into the arms of the Taliban. A damning new World Bank report says razing crops in one area typically precipitates growth elsewhere; and a comeback usually occurs at any rate once authorities have moved on to other pastures. Government graft has further undercut efforts to combat opium production, according to the report, allowing politically connected traffickers to profit from higher demand. So lucrative is the industry that a number of crooked officials are known to have forged alliances of convenience with anti-government elements. Drug-related corruption is most problematic at the district level. Police chief posts in poppy-growing districts with $60 a month salary are said to have gone to bidders paying as much as $100,000. Officials then extract heavy bribes from wealthier producers to turn their backs, while poorer farmers are forced into debt once their crops are destroyed by anti-drug teams. In some cases, farmers must replant poppies to pay outstanding debts; in others, officials on the take have been known to drive out competing cartels in exchange for kickbacks. "Money put into [poppy eradication] so far has been thrown away," Robert Templer, Asia Program director for the International Crisis Group (ICG), told the Prospect. In the absence of viable alternatives, the drug trade "an enormous, almost insoluble problem, and remain absolutely corrosive to efforts to build up institutions.”As a result, the Karzai government now faces a crisis of legitimacy. According to the largest-ever opinion survey finance by the USAID, one-fifth fewer Afghans now believe the country is moving in the right direction compared to those polled after the 2004 elections. Corruption was cited as one of the top grievances against the state among those polled. The degree of mistrust is especially troublesome in the south, where NATO forces this past summer fought battalion-sized Taliban units. British Commander General David Roberts figures that up to 70 percent of the population in that region is "on the fence" over whether to support the Taliban or the government. Not surprisingly, violence was worst last year in Helmand province, home to 42 percent of the country's total poppy cultivation. Drug cartels operate with impunity in the region, giving a cut of profits to Taliban commanders in exchange for protection, which in turn allows them to pay militants about four times what Afghan national army troops earn. Farmers, already lacking government support, stand to make more than six times what they receive for crops like wheat.

Corruption illegitimate in public eyes and corruption-reform hey to Karzai

Robichaud, Program officer at the century foundation Jan 4, 2k8
[Carl. http://www.afghanistanwatch.org/2008/01/afghans-experie.html]

With Afghanistan often at the bottom of international corruption lists and indices, an interesting report from Integrity Watch Afghanistan studies what Afghans consider to be corrupt behavior. It finds that while Afghans tend to have higher patience with petty corruption, justifying them on the grounds of low civil salaries, there is no social tolerance for large bribes and greed, which are considered morally wrong and un-Islamic. Many find corruption as more pervasive now than in previous administrations and regimes and see it as the most de-legitimizing factor in government. People often emphasized with a certain resignation that due to the strong and interwoven spider web of illicit networks, which are closely collaborating from district to provincial and central level, it was difficult to identify feasible solutions. Aware of the fact that the whole administrative and political system needs to be changed, interviewees believed that small steps, like strengthening the provincial councils, aiming at behavioural change through religious education, and awareness raising via media could build the ground for reform programs and a slow change in culture.
Corruption Bad—Internal Power Struggles

Corruption bad—causes people to make a play for the state

Le Billon, Liu Institute for Global Issues, University of British Columbia , 2k3 [Philippe. “Buying Peace or Fuelling War: The Role of Corruption in Armed Conflict” Journal of International Development, J. Int. Dev. 15, http://www.geog.ubc.ca/ %7Elebillon/ corruption.pdf]
 Second, the availability of rents for the leadership can constitute the prize for capturing the state, or at least the most lucrative rents controlled by the ruling elite. Greed can thus 5Such grievances are often manipulated by opposition groups, for example they go by the name ‘les affaires’ in French politics. motivate marginalized politico-military groups to act for change. This ‘marginalization’ is relative and can range from the leader’s immediate collaborators and even relatives, to rank and file soldiers or petty criminals. Such groups can be motivated not only by their self-interest but also by that of segments of society whose interests they aim to protect. For example, the murder of Sankara in Burkina Faso was partly motivated by the defence of the privileged classes against his anti-corruption and socialist reforms. In countries where economic rents are almost exclusively channelled through the state, as in many undiversified mineral economies, corruption resulting from the embezzlement of public taxes or the monopolization of industries by political cronies leaves individuals and groups with precious few avenues for aggrandizement outside of political patronage, thereby heightening the stakes of state control and the risk of political violence. Beyond personal greed and the necessities of rewarding a circle of supporters, or coopting potential opponents, the sustainable pattern of high level corruption is further embedded in and rationalized by the insecurity of power tenure and retirement from the seat of power, as well as personal safety. In many democracies, the electoral insecurity of power tenure can similarly invite political corruption—the use of corrupt gains for political aims rather than economic ones—even if tacit forms of post-mandate rents exist, such as political lobbying positions in large corporations. 
Corruption Bad—War
Corruption causes war—decreased political legitimacy

Le Billon, Liu Institute for Global Issues, University of British Columbia , 2k3 [Philippe. “Buying Peace or Fuelling War: The Role of Corruption in Armed Conflict” Journal of International Development, J. Int. Dev. 15, http://www.geog.ubc.ca/%7Elebillon/corr uption.pdf]

Grievances can also be purely political, for example when corruption becomes ‘scandalous’ and undermines national prestige and the legitimacy of the ruling group.5 More generally, by increasing grievances, corruption creates political instability through popular support for political change (McMullan, 1961). The would-be rulers can legitimately accuse rulers of corruption and benefit from popular support to precipitate rapid political change as corruption acquires a criminal character that is not simply defined by its formal illegality—since relevant laws are often defined by corrupt incumbent leaders—but by collective perceptions. Indeed, most coup leaders justify their violent intervention in the affairs of the state by referring to the corruption of the previous government, hoping to shore-up support from the population (Nye, 1967; Me´dard, 1998). In some cases, as with Rawlings in Ghana and Sankara in Burkina Faso, the new rulers may indeed effectively fight corruption with the support of the majority of the population. Past (alleged) corruption could even motivate new totalitarian regimes to conduct vast purges against the ‘corrupt classes’, such as in revolutionary China and Cambodia, with a dramatic impact on societies. In most cases, however, the new ruling group is or becomes corrupted—as alleged in the case of Rawlings—vindicating yet more violent opposition and instability. Alternatively, political change can degenerate into unstructured conflicts characterized by widespread violence and diffuse authority as the new leadership is unable to retain control over key military and business forces for lack of (corrupt) financial incentives; leaving many to regret the by-gone ‘corrupt order’.











Taliban=>Instability

Counternarcotics=>Instability (Generic)

Counternarcotics threaten Afghan stability- revenues fund insurgents and undercut the economy

Blanchard, 09 Christopher M. ,(Analyst in Middle Eastern Affairs “Afghanistan: Narcotics and U.S. Policy” August 12, 2009 CRS Report for Congress http://www.fas.org/sgp/crs/row/RL32686.pdf)

Across Afghanistan, insurgents, criminal organizations, and corrupt officials exploit narcotics as a reliable source of revenue and patronage, which has perpetuated the threat these groups pose to the country’s fragile internal security and the legitimacy of its democratic government. United Nations officials estimated that the export value of the 2008 opium poppy crop and its derived opiates reached over $3 billion, sustaining fears that Afghanistan’s economic recovery continues to be underwritten by drug profits. The trafficking of Afghan drugs also appears to provide financial and logistical support to a range of extremist groups that continue to operate in and around Afghanistan, including resurgent Taliban fighters and some Al Qaeda operatives. Although coalition forces may be less frequently relying on figures involved with narcotics for intelligence and security support, many observers have warned that drug-related corruption among appointed and elected Afghan officials creates political obstacles to progress. President Obama stated in March 2009 that Afghanistan’s “economy is undercut by a booming narcotics trade that encourages criminality and funds the insurgency.” Afghan President Hamid Karzai has identified the opium economy as “the single greatest challenge to the long-term security, development, and effective governance of Afghanistan.” Congress appropriated approximately $2.9 billion in regular and supplemental counternarcotics foreign assistance and defense funding for Afghanistan programs from FY2001 through FY2009. In March 2009, Obama Administration Special Representative for Afghanistan and Pakistan Ambassador Richard Holbrooke called U.S. counternarcotics efforts in Afghanistan to date “the most wasteful and ineffective program I have seen in 40 years in and out of the government.” The Obama Administration and Members of the 111th Congress may consider options for reorganizing counternarcotics efforts as part of new efforts to stabilize Afghanistan. 

Impact—Laundry List
Afghan instability causes civil war, Pakistan instability, terrorism, and collapse of NATO cohesion
IHT, 12/1/06 (International Herald Tribune, “NATO's failure portends a wider war; Afghanistan I” ln)

The abysmal failure of NATO countries at the Riga summit meeting this week to commit more troops to Afghanistan will further encourage a countrywide Taliban offensive, and portends much greater interference by neighboring states - all staking their claims as they see the West giving up the ghost on Afghanistan.  In the future annals of the spread of Islamic extremism and Al Qaeda, the NATO meeting this week will almost certainly be considered a watershed. Germany, Spain, Italy and France, which refused to allow their troops in Afghanistan to go south to fight the Taliban, and other member states who refused to commit fresh troops or equipment, may well be held responsible for allowing Afghanistan to slip back into the hands of the Taliban and their Qaeda allies.  Such desperately depressing considerations arise from the fragile state of the Afghan government, the massive surge in Taliban attacks this year, the collapse of civil authority in wide swathes of the country and the rise in opium production, which is funding not just the Taliban, but a plethora of Afghan, Kashmiri, Central Asian, Chinese and Chechen Islamic extremist groups based on the Pakistan-Afghanistan border.  Last summer the Taliban planned to capture Kandahar - the second-largest Afghan city - and set up an alternative government. They were only just thwarted by the sacrifices of NATO British, Canadian, Dutch and American troops and their Afghan allies, who fought pitched battles with battalion-size Taliban units - battles the likes of which the West had not experienced since the Korean War.  Tribal leaders in Peshawar and along the border now say that the Taliban are recruiting thousands of fighters in Pakistan and Afghanistan for a full-scale, multipronged offensive in the spring, which will open so many fronts in southern Afghanistan that present NATO forces will be unable to cope. This time the target is Kabul and the government of President Hamid Karzai.  The Taliban will fully understand and exploit NATO's failure to respond to these threats. NATO's inaction will also cause massive demoralization among the Afghan people and encourage warlords and drug traffickers to prepare for the coming anarchy.  Most significantly, NATO's decision will pave the way for further interference by neighboring states, which helped fuel the civil war in Afghanistan throughout the 1990s.  Pakistan's military regime, which provides clandestine support to the Taliban and has refused to accept NATO and U.S. plans to arrest the Taliban leaders on its soil, has long calculated that in time the West will walk away from Afghanistan. Pakistani officials are already convinced that the Taliban are winning and are trying to convince NATO and the United States to strike piecemeal deals with the Taliban in the south and east, which eventually could develop into a Pakistani- brokered Taliban coalition government in Kabul.  Such a plan would never be tolerated, however, by the swath of other neighbors who in the 1990s supported the former Northern Alliance in their war against the Taliban. To beat back Pakistan and the Taliban, Russia, Iran, India and the Central Asian states may step up their support for Karzai's government, but they will almost certainly look for alternatives, such as rearming and mobilizing their former allies - the warlords of the north.  As in the 1990s, such a scenario could develop into an ethnic civil war between the Pashtun Taliban in the south and the Tajiks, Uzbeks and Hazaras of the north. At Riga, NATO demonstrated that it does not have the will to stop such a civil war, which could lead to the partition of Afghanistan along north- south lines.  Many fear that despite the wishful thinking of the Pakistani military, a civil war in Afghanistan will have devastating effects on the integrity of the Pakistani state. The regime of President Pervez Musharraf already faces a full-blown separatist insurgency in Baluchistan Province. And a wave of Talibanization is sweeping Pakistan's Pashtun belt, which the military is not attempting to stop, but rather conceding to, through so-called peace deals that leave the Taliban-Qaeda groups in place.  Pakistan's Pashtun tribal areas have already proved to be the training ground for the July 2005 terrorist attacks in London and the thwarted Heathrow Airport plot this year.  The situation in Afghanistan is not just dire, it is desperate. The struggle against Islamic extremism will be lost not in Iraq, Iran or even the Palestine territories, but in Afghanistan. It is here that Al Qaeda wants to regroup and rearm itself to continue its global jihad and it is here that NATO countries are failing the world.
Impact—Pakistan
Afghan conflict makes Pakistan collapse inevitable

Ron Synovitz, 10-20-07 [http://www.eurasianet.org/departments/insight/articles/pp112007.shtml]
To others, however, such links have become more complicated. Briton Michael Griffon, author of "Reaping the Whirlwind: The Taliban Movement in Afghanistan," says the Islamic movement has undergone key changes in recent years.  "It’s not a centrally commanded Taliban with [Mullah] Mohammad Omar at the top," Griffin told RFE/RL. "It is not even, as it was before, kind of universally supplied by agents or elements within the ISI or Pakistan military. Some bits are better supplied than other bits. Some bits have more backup from Pakistan than other bits. I think probably the southern insurrection based upon Quetta gets better support [from Pakistan] than the one that’s fighting Americans in the eastern mountains, the Spingar Mountains." Rubin says what emerges is a less controlled, more chaotic movement where the destabilization in Afghanistan is now starting to blow back across the border into Pakistan.  "What is happening now as it shows is that the situation in Afghanistan is now fundamentally undermining the political transition in Pakistan," Rubin said during a New York conference called "Shadow Conflict: Afghanistan and Pakistan" just hours after the attack. "It is delegitimazing and destabilizing the central government in Pakistan. That means in Pakistan we now have a government which, while it has a lot more resources and capabilities than the Afghan government, nonetheless is very unstable at the moment. A political transition that has just been attacked very decisively, we don’t know what the result of that will be, nuclear weapons and the headquarters of Al-Qaeda are in Pakistan."
Impact—Central Asian War
Collapse spills over to a Pakistani coup and Central Asian war

Nicholas Watt and Ned Temko, The Observer, 7-15-07 [http://www.guardian.co.uk/uk/2007/jul/15/world.afghanistan]

Britain's most senior generals have issued a blunt warning to Downing Street that the military campaign in Afghanistan is facing a catastrophic failure, a development that could lead to an Islamist government seizing power in neighbouring Pakistan.  Amid fears that London and Washington are taking their eye off Afghanistan as they grapple with Iraq, the generals have told Number 10 that the collapse of the government in Afghanistan, headed by Hamid Karzai, would present a grave threat to the security of Britain.  Lord Inge, the former chief of the defence staff, highlighted their fears in public last week when he warned of a 'strategic failure' in Afghanistan. The Observer understands that Inge was speaking with the direct authority of the general staff when he made an intervention in a House of Lords debate.  'The situation in Afghanistan is much worse than many people recognise,' Inge told peers. 'We need to face up to that issue, the consequence of strategic failure in Afghanistan and what that would mean for Nato... We need to recognise that the situation - in my view, and I have recently been in Afghanistan - is much, much more serious than people want to recognise.'  Inge's remarks reflect the fears of serving generals that the government is so overwhelmed by Iraq that it is in danger of losing sight of the threat of failure in Afghanistan. One source, who is familiar with the fears of the senior officers, told The Observer: 'If you talk privately to the generals they are very very worried. You heard it in Inge's speech. Inge said we are failing and remember Inge speaks for the generals.'  Inge made a point in the Lords of endorsing a speech by Lord Ashdown, the former Liberal Democrat leader, who painted a bleak picture during the debate. Ashdown told The Observer that Afghanistan presented a graver threat than Iraq.  'The consequences of failure in Afghanistan are far greater than in Iraq,' he said. 'If we fail in Afghanistan then Pakistan goes down. The security problems for Britain would be massively multiplied. I think you could not then stop a widening regional war that would start off in warlordism but it would become essentially a war in the end between Sunni and Shia right across the Middle East.'  'Mao Zedong used to refer to the First and Second World Wars as the European civil wars. You can have a regional civil war. That is what you might begin to see. It will be catastrophic for Nato. The damage done to Nato in Afghanistan would be as great as the damage done to the UN in Bosnia. That could have a severe impact on the Atlantic relationship and maybe even damage the American security guarantee for Europe.'

Impact—Central Asian War=Nuclear
Central Asian conflict causes nuclear war

Dr. Ehsan Ahrari, (Prof National Security and Strategy of the Joint and Combined Warfighting School at the Armed Forces Staff College), August 2001, "Jihadi Groups, Nuclear Pakistan and the New Great Game," Strategic Studies Institute,

www.strategicstudiesinstitute.army.mil/Pubs/display.cfm?pubID=112

Insecurity has led the states of the region to seek weapons of mass destruction, missiles, and conventional arms. It has also led them toward policies which undercut the security of their neighbors. If such activities continue, the result could be increased terrorism, humanitarian disasters, continued low-level conflict and potentially even major regional war or a thermonuclear exchange. A shift away from this pattern could allow the states of the region to become solid economic and political partners for the United States, thus representing a gain for all concerned.

Impact—Central Asian War=Global
Central Asian war goes global

S. Frederick Starr, Chairman, Central Asia-Caucasus Institute, Nitze School of Advanced International Studies, Johns Hopkins University, Senate Committee on Foreign Relations, Subcommittee on Central Asia and the Southern Caucasus, 12-13-01 [http://www.cacianalyst.org/Publications/Starr_Testimony.htm]

This imperial hangover will eventually pass, but for the time being it remains a threat.  It means that the Central Asians, after cooperating with the US, will inevitably face redoubled pressure from Russia if we leave abruptly and without attending to the long-term security needs of the region.  That we have looked kindly into Mr. Putin’s soul does not change this reality. The Central Asians face a similar danger with respect to our efforts in Afghanistan.  Some Americans hold that we should destroy Bin Laden, Al Queda, and the Taliban and then leave the post-war stabilization and reconstruction to others.  Such a course runs the danger of condemning all Central Asia to further waves of instability from the South.  But in the next round it will not only be Russia that is tempted to throw its weight around in the region but possibly China, or even Iran or India.  All have as much right to claim Central Asia as their “backyard” as Russia has had until now. Central Asia may be a distant region but when these nuclear powers begin bumping heads there it will create terrifying threats to world peace that the U.S. cannot ignore.








**Pakistan**

Production Decrease =>Pakistan

Aghanistan production offsets to Pakistan and destabilizes government

Vanda Felbab-Brown,  prof in the Security Studies Program @ Georgetown University and Foreign Policy Fellow @ Brookings Institution, May 2010 “The Drug-Conflict Nexus in South Asia: Beyond Taliban Profits and Afghanistan” http://www.brookings.edu/~/media/Files/rc/papers/2010/05_regional_counternarcotics_felbabbrown/05_regional_counternarcotics_felbabbrown.pdf {jchen}

Government efforts at eradication would generate protests and uprisings, cementing the bond between the jihadists and the population, and weakening Islamabad’s already tenuous legitimacy. Weak central government presence there (military and otherwise) would compromise counternarcotics efforts, but eradication would greatly undermine even modest counterterrorism and stabilization efforts by Islamabad. The depletion of the political capital of both Pakistan’s civilian elites and its military over the 1990s and 2000s would further make any forced eradication far more politically costly and difficult to sustain. Given the existence of belligerency in the likely poppygrowing regions, forced eradication would greatly fuel militancy and generate far greater negative security externalities than it did in the 1980s and early 1990s—when social protest had not congealed into a highly organized form, social networks were not premobilized, and pernicious political entrepreneurs were not at the ready to capitalize on social discontent. Because of the continuing geographic, political, and social isolation of these areas, the lack of rule of law and the paucity of productive assets—both physical resources and human capital—generating employment opportunities in those areas will be highly challenging under the best of circumstances. Current development efforts in FATA and NWFP sponsored by the United States, including those provided by the Kerry-Lugar Bill of 2009, thus need to take advantage of the fact that they do not face competition from an entrenched labor-intensive illicit economy: the existing illicit economies in those areas, primarily smuggling, are not labor intensive. At the same time, it is imperative to advance and intensify current development efforts as much as possible and direct them toward sustainable job creation (not simply temporary employment in short-term small-scale rural infrastructure building) to prepare for having to mitigate the social, economic, and political effects of any extensive relocation of opium poppy cultivation to the area in the future. A large-scale shift of opium poppy cultivation to Pakistan in the near and medium-term would thus contribute to a further critical weakening of the state and undermine its control of and even reach to some of the areas in Pakistan most susceptible to jihadism. Such a large-scale shift of cultivation would also likely leak into Baluchistan, where heroin processing facilities and trafficking networks are already extensively present. It would thus enable Baluchi nationalists to tap into the drug economy and strengthen the Baluchi insurgency in a multiple way, thus further threatening the territorial integrity of Pakistan and diverting the state’s attention from the jihadi threat. Assisting the government of Pakistan today to the extent possible in both rural development efforts and in enhancing the effectiveness of its interdiction and law enforcement capacity has the potential to reduce possible security and political threats should such a relocation take place. 

Production Decrease=>Area Shift Generic (1/2)
Interdiction efforts only cause trafficking to shift routes and proliferate

Michael K. Steinberg, Joseph John Hobbs, and Kent Mathewson, Assistant Professor of New College and Geography @ Lousiana State University,  Ph.D. Texas; Middle East, cultural and environmental geography,  Associate Professor Department of Geography and Anthropology Louisiana State University, Oxford University Press 2004, “Dangerous harvest: drug plants and the transformation of indigenous landscapes”, p25 google.com/books {jchen}

Like the White House, the United Nations Drug Control Program (UNDCP) remains deeply, almost theologically committed to the untested proposition that the prohibition of cultivation is an effective response to the problem of illicit drugs. The Vatican does not debate God's existence in St. Peter's Basilica, nor docs the UNDCP entertain evidence of prohibition's failure in its modernist Vienna headquarters. In 1997, for example, the UNDCP drew upon distinguished scholars, its own staff of 300, and thousands of official reports to compile the World Drug Report, which avoided two key questions: Has prohibition reduced the production and consumption of illicit drugs since the United Nations adopted its Single Convention on Narcotic Drugs in 1961 ? If supply has not declined, what has caused the increase in global drug trafficking since the early 1970s when the United States and the United Nations launched an aggressive prohibition effort? Exploring these questions produces data and insights that challenge the reigning prohibition orthodoxy. In the half century since they launched their worldwide drug prohibition, the United States and United Nations have developed an almost mystical belief in their immaculate intervention in the illicit market. At the most elemental level, however, prohibition is the necessary precondition for the global traffic, creating both highland drug lords and transnational syndicates that control this vast commerce. Prohibition, moreover, forces syndicates to evade interdiction by constantly shifting smuggling routes, encouraging a proliferation of trafficking and consumption. Nor are states benign agents of prohibition. With their vast profits, drug syndicates can corrupt police and compromise governments, transforming enforcement into protection.  

Prohibition efforts cause price and production increases as well as shift to new cultivation areas

Michael K. Steinberg, Joseph John Hobbs, and Kent Mathewson, Assistant Professor of New College and Geography @ Lousiana State University,  Ph.D. Texas; Middle East, cultural and environmental geography,  Associate Professor Department of Geography and Anthropology Louisiana State University, Oxford University Press 2004, “Dangerous harvest: drug plants and the transformation of indigenous landscapes”, p25 google.com/books {jchen}

When we probe these documents for unexamined assumptions, the U.S. and United Nations prohibition effort seems, at its conceptual core, to assume inelasticity in international narcotics supply and thus to anticipate a simple, causal connection between repression and results. But in the open world after the Cold War, supply has proved surprisingly elastic. In this new world order, repression in one source region, instead of reducing availability, may instead stimulate production of narcotics in another, contributing thereby to an increase in global supply. The demand for drugs of addiction is, by its very nature, relatively inelastic; that is, if the price rises, addicted consumers cut other consumption or try to increase income to maintain their intake. But supply, by contrast, seems elastic; that is, if suppression reduces supply from one area, the global price rises (because of inelastic demand), spurring traders and growers to sell off stocks, old growers to plant more, and new producers or areas to enter production—the latter two responses coming, of course, after a delay of one agricultural season. In effect, for over 50 years the United Nations and United States have been pursuing a supply-control solution to the drug problem in defiance of the basic dynamics of global drug supply. 

Production Decrease=>Area Shift Generic (2/2)

Exclusive focus on production reduction empirically causes displacement

UNODC, United Nations Office on Drug and Crime, 2009, “World Drug Report 2009”, http://www.scribd.com/doc/24219145/UNODC-World-Drug-Report-2009 {jchen}

In addition to refining local enforcement techniques, there is a broader need to approach the drug problem strategically. Drug strategies are usually devised at a national level, but this is not always the most useful frame of analysis. The most important manifestations of the problem are highly local, and not every area is equally affected. Coming to terms with “the world drug problem” can be overwhelming when the issues are not described with sufficient specificity. When broken down into specific flows affecting specific areas in different ways, the problem becomes more manageable. At the same time, local issues are deeply connected to what is going on internationally. As is discussed below, the particularities of each situation are tremendously important in designing interventions, but these interventions can only be effective if they are coordinated across borders. Failure to coordinate local initiatives reduces the impact and results in displacement, an effect that has become a recurrent theme in global drug control. Develop a truly “balanced approach” The incompatibility of the problem and the primary tools used to engage it has long been recognised, and a “balanced approach” between supply-side (enforcement)  and demand-side (prevention and treatment) interventions has become a commonplace of best international practice. The Conventions, however, are rooted in supply reduction: transnational trafficking is an international issue, whereas efforts to address demand are largely domestic. Coordinated action on supply has a 70 or 80-year head start on demand-side work. As was observed in this Report some 12 years ago, countries are frequently criticised for failing to hold up their end in cooperative supply control efforts, but rarely is a nation taken to task for doing too little in prevention and treatment. Partly as a result, in most countries, far more resources have been assigned to supply reduction than to demand reduction. 

Drug crackdowns displace production and trafficking to nearby regions

UNODC, United Nations Office on Drug and Crime, 2009, “World Drug Report 2009”, http://www.scribd.com/doc/24219145/UNODC-World-Drug-Report-2009 {jchen}

Law enforcement has not succeeded in stopping the flow of drugs from their origins to their destinations, but this does not mean it has had no impact on drug markets. As mentioned above, the production costs of drugs comprise only a tiny fraction of their retail cost, and this fact is entirely attributable to their illegality. In addition to affecting the amount of drugs getting though, there are other ways that interdiction work affects the drug markets. The impact of law enforcement should be used to guide the market in ways that maximise positive side effects and minimise negative ones. For example, the phenomenon of “displacement” is often used to criticise drug control efforts. Crackdowns in one country or region cause cultivators and traffickers to move operations to another. This ability of enforcement to displace production and trafficking from one area of the world to another is a valuable tool if wielded with some foresight. In particular, it is important not to displace trafficking into areas where the social impact is likely to be particularly devastating. Drug flows do not impact all that they touch in the same way. For example, over decades tons of heroin have transited the Balkans on their way from Afghanistan to Western Europe. The present estimate is that about 80 tons of heroin transits this region each year. It apparently does so with surprisingly little impact on the countries through which it passes. The available data suggest rates of drug use, murder, and other forms of crime in  the Balkans are lower than in West Europe. This may be because the flow through these countries is highly organised, reliant on high-level corruption, and close to the destination markets.61 

Pakistan Cultivation=>Instability
Pakistan cultivation shift enhances Al Qaeda support base and funding

Vanda Felbab-Brown,  prof in the Security Studies Program @ Georgetown University and Foreign Policy Fellow @ Brookings Institution, May 2010 “The Drug-Conflict Nexus in South Asia: Beyond Taliban Profits and Afghanistan” http://www.brookings.edu/~/media/Files/rc/papers/2010/05_regional_counternarcotics_felbabbrown/05_regional_counternarcotics_felbabbrown.pdf {jchen}

If extensive poppy cultivation shifted to Pakistan, the consequences for U.S. national security would be serious. FATA and even parts of NWFP are already hubs for anti-American jihadists, as the jihadi takeover of Swat and Malakand in spring 2009 revealed. Salafi insurgent and global terrorist networks have been taking root in southern Punjab, and go beyond LashkareTaiba’s presence there. Not only could al-Qaeda and affiliated terrorist groups profit financially from drug trafficking and money laundering, but ready access to cultivation (which these groups, unlike the Taliban, do not have as long as cultivation is centered in Afghanistan) would allow them to provide a superior livelihood to vastly undeveloped regions in Pakistan, and thus obtain significant political capital. If production shifted to Pakistan, the sponsorship of cultivation would allow these groups to distribute significant economic benefits to the population, a key source of legitimacy. Just like in Afghanistan in the 1980s, the jihadists would thus be able to outperform traditional tribal elites in providing for the population’s needs. One of the greatest threats to al-Qaeda and affiliate jihadi groups in Pakistan paradoxically comes from their aggressive attacks against the tribal leadership in Waziristan. The sponsorship of relocated opium cultivation would allow the jihadists to offset the potential losses of support resulting from attacks on the tribal elite. In short, a shift of cultivation to Pakistan would greatly enhance the ability of al-Qaeda and other jihadist terrorist groups to consolidate their presence in Pakistan’s tribal areas. If opium poppy cultivation again shifted to Pakistan on a large scale, Pakistan would find it far more difficult to mount effective counternarcotics measures. Given the hollowing out of the Pakistani state, the multifaceted collapse of its administrative capacity in FATA and NWFP, and the overall macroeconomic crisis of the country (which is acutely felt in FATA and NWFP), the state would find it difficult to develop sufficient legal employment opportunities. The area could easily become not only fully alienated from the central government, but also economically independent from it.

Afghanistan Production Low Now—Temporary
Counternarcotics efforts have temporarily dampened Afghanistan poppy production

Gavrilis, February 10, 2010 (George, international Affairs Fellow at the Council on Foreign Relations “The Good and Bad News about Afghan Opium” Council on Foreign Relations http://www.cfr.org/publication/21372/good_and_bad_news_about_afghan_opium.html Accessed June 14, 2010) DDW

Some rare good news is coming out of Afghanistan these days. Internationally led counternarcotics efforts have gained momentum, opium cultivation is decreasing, and more provinces have gone "poppy free," a term developed by the United Nations Office on Drugs and Crime (UNODC) that indicates provinces where opium growing has ceased or reached negligible levels.   But the bad news is that many of Afghanistan's poppy-free provinces remain critical enablers of Afghanistan's opium economy. Though poppy growing may be eliminated, criminal networks in a number of provinces now focus on refining, stockpiling, and transporting opium. A broad range of authoritative international sources indicates these networks are at times aided by Afghan government officials who are little bothered by the Western-led counternarcotics efforts that seek to eradicate opium crops and chase down Taliban smugglers.

Drug Production=>Pakistan Instability
Pakistan cultivation shift enhances Al Qaeda support base and funding

Vanda Felbab-Brown,  prof in the Security Studies Program @ Georgetown University and Foreign Policy Fellow @ Brookings Institution, May 2010 “The Drug-Conflict Nexus in South Asia: Beyond Taliban Profits and Afghanistan” http://www.brookings.edu/~/media/Files/rc/papers/2010/05_regional_counternarcotics_felbabbrown/05_regional_counternarcotics_felbabbrown.pdf {jchen}

If extensive poppy cultivation shifted to Pakistan, the consequences for U.S. national security would be serious. FATA and even parts of NWFP are already hubs for anti-American jihadists, as the jihadi takeover of Swat and Malakand in spring 2009 revealed. Salafi insurgent and global terrorist networks have been taking root in southern Punjab, and go beyond LashkareTaiba’s presence there. Not only could al-Qaeda and affiliated terrorist groups profit financially from drug trafficking and money laundering, but ready access to cultivation (which these groups, unlike the Taliban, do not have as long as cultivation is centered in Afghanistan) would allow them to provide a superior livelihood to vastly undeveloped regions in Pakistan, and thus obtain significant political capital. If production shifted to Pakistan, the sponsorship of cultivation would allow these groups to distribute significant economic benefits to the population, a key source of legitimacy. Just like in Afghanistan in the 1980s, the jihadists would thus be able to outperform traditional tribal elites in providing for the population’s needs. One of the greatest threats to al-Qaeda and affiliate jihadi groups in Pakistan paradoxically comes from their aggressive attacks against the tribal leadership in Waziristan. The sponsorship of relocated opium cultivation would allow the jihadists to offset the potential losses of support resulting from attacks on the tribal elite. In short, a shift of cultivation to Pakistan would greatly enhance the ability of al-Qaeda and other jihadist terrorist groups to consolidate their presence in Pakistan’s tribal areas. If opium poppy cultivation again shifted to Pakistan on a large scale, Pakistan would find it far more difficult to mount effective counternarcotics measures. Given the hollowing out of the Pakistani state, the multifaceted collapse of its administrative capacity in FATA and NWFP, and the overall macroeconomic crisis of the country (which is acutely felt in FATA and NWFP), the state would find it difficult to develop sufficient legal employment opportunities. The area could easily become not only fully alienated from the central government, but also economically independent from it.

Pakistan Instability>Afghanistan Instability (1/2)
Pakistan instability comparatively worse than Afghanistan—jihadist insurgency and limited policies

Vanda Felbab-Brown,  prof in the Security Studies Program @ Georgetown University and Foreign Policy Fellow @ Brookings Institution, May 2010 “The Drug-Conflict Nexus in South Asia: Beyond Taliban Profits and Afghanistan” http://www.brookings.edu/~/media/Files/rc/papers/2010/05_regional_counternarcotics_felbabbrown/05_regional_counternarcotics_felbabbrown.pdf {jchen}

PAKISTAN: DRUGS, TRIBES, AND SALAFISTS By far the worst scenario from the U.S. strategic perspective would be the shift of poppy cultivation to the Federally Administered Tribal Areas (FATA), the North-West Frontier Province (NWFP), or even Pakistan’s Punjab province. For over twenty years, Pakistan has been a major heroin refining and smuggling hub. It has an extensive hawala system that has been used for moving drug profits. Today, these territories also have extensive and wellorganized Salafi insurgent and terrorist groups that seek to limit the reach of the Pakistani state and topple Pakistan’s government. A relocation of poppy cultivation there would be highly detrimental to U.S. interests, since it would contribute to a critical undermining of the Pakistani state and fuel jihadist insurgency. Such a shift would not only increase profit possibilities for Pakistani belligerents, but also provide them with significant political capital by allowing them to become significant local employers: FATA, NWFP, Baluchistan, and Punjab are all areas with minimal employment opportunities. Nor is Pakistan a newcomer to the drug trade. Pakistan’s history of opium production dates back to the British Raj, when opium was produced legally and sold to opium dens first in Britain and later in China. Unlike postcolonial India, Pakistan was not able to maintain the International Narcotics Control Board (INCB) license for legal production of medical opiates, such as morphine, because it was unable to comply with such INCB rules as preventing diversion to the illicit trade. As a result, opium poppy cultivation became illegal in Pakistan in the 1970s. During the heyday of illicit poppy cultivation in Pakistan in the 1980s, opium poppy was grown in the FATA and NFWP, with agencies such as Bannu, Khyber, and Dir being significant loci of cultivation. In many of these highly isolated areas, opium poppy cultivation involved entire tribes and represented the bulk of the local economy.34 Pakistan was also the locus of heroin production and smuggling, with prominent official actors such as Pakistan’s military and Inter-Services Intelligence agency (ISI) deeply involved in the heroin trade. During the Zia ul-Haq era, drug-related corruption in Pakistan reached the highest levels of government, including close Zia associates such as NWFP governor General Fazle Haq.35 Throughout the 1980s, Pakistan’s opiate production surpassed Afghanistan’s, and for at least brief periods Pakistan was the world’s number one producer of illicit opiates.36 In retrospect, Pakistan’s peak production of 800 metric tons is paltry compared to Afghanistan’s 8,000. But U.S.-sponsored eradication in the area during the 1980s generated violent protests and political difficulties.37 Eradication efforts proved unsustainable even for Zia’s military dictatorship. In the 1990s, emphasis was thus placed on generating legal alternatives to wean Pakistani tribes from economic reliance on drugs. Consisting mainly of small rural infrastructure projects and special economic opportunity zones (similar to those for textiles promoted by the current U.S. administration in Pakistan), alternative development efforts in Pakistan’s drug producing areas in the 1990s brought many benefits to both the local economy and the Pakistani state.38 They better linked isolated areas with the rest of Pakistan, and increased local populations’ identification with Pakistan. Until these development efforts in the 1990s, many in FATA never identified themselves as Pakistani: their identification was often tribe-based, frequently in direct opposition to the Pakistani state. The 1990s’ alternative development efforts also beefed up the weakening legitimacy of local political elites and pro-Islamabad political agents, although these powerbrokers frequently engaged in counternarcotics efforts and rural development with the purpose of manipulating these efforts to shore up their political capital with various and varied local groups; they did not necessarily see full and lasting suppression of poppy in their areas as in their interest. Anticipating that if poppy altogether disappeared from their areas, so would economic aid and rural development efforts, political agents and tribal khans frequently sought to perpetuate some level of cultivation to both appease their constituencies and to assure a continuing stream of aid.

Pakistan Instability>Afghanistan Instability (2/2)
Instability in Afghanistan overshadowed by Pakistan--comparative

Slate Magazine, Fred Kaplan, 2/18/09, “ The Pakistan Problem ”, http://www.slate.com/id/2211487 {jchen}

The NATO alliance's challenge in Afghanistan—difficult enough—has been complicated in just the last few days by a deal struck across the border between the Pakistani government and a key figure in the Taliban. In exchange for an end to the internal fighting between the army and the rebels, the Taliban has been allowed to set up a court system of Islamist, or sharia, law in the Swat Valley, an area of 1.3 million people—a majority of whom had voted for secular candidates in the most recent elections—just 100 miles from Pakistan's capital, Islamabad. President Obama and Secretary of Defense Robert Gates have said that their limited mission in Afghanistan is to keep that country from becoming a safe haven for terrorists who want to attack the United States and its allies or to destabilize the region. And yet the Taliban appears to have been given just such a safe haven inside Pakistan—a much richer state that has nuclear weapons—with the blessings of the Pakistani government, which is supposedly our ally in the war on terror. For some time now, U.S. officers have acknowledged that Pakistan looms as the larger threat and the world's biggest potential source of global terrorism. Even if the war in Afghanistan goes smoothly, that would mean nothing if Pakistan falls apart. The question now arises: If Islamist terrorists have an officially sanctioned haven inside Pakistan itself, does the fate of Afghanistan matter very much? How much blood and treasure is a sideshow worth?

AT: US Intervention
Pakistan instability on the brink—US intervention worsens situation

 Bruce Riedel, a former C.I.A. officer, is a senior fellow in the Saban Center at the Brookings Institution, He was chairman of President Obama’s strategic review of United States policy toward Afghanistan and Pakistan earlier this year, New York Times, “Pakistan’s Nuclear Scenarios, U.S. Solutions”, 5/5/09, http://roomfordebate.blogs.nytimes.com/2009/05/05/pakistan-scenarios-us-solutions/?pagewanted=print?pagewanted=print {jchen}

Al Qaeda’s allies in Pakistan, the Taliban, Lashkar e Tayyba, and other extreme jihadists, are becoming increasingly powerful. They are no longer confined to the tribal belt along the Afghan border but have built strong bases of support in the nation’s heartland, the Punjab, and in the major cities. The mayor of Karachi, a mega city of 18 million, tells me the Taliban alliance is now threatening to take over his city, the country’s only major port and NATO’s logistical supply line for the war in Afghanistan. A jihadist state in Pakistan is neither imminent nor inevitable, it may not be likely, but it is a real possibility. A jihadist Pakistan would be a strategic nightmare for America, south Asia and the world. It would provide al Qaeda and other terrorist groups with the ultimate sanctuary in the worlds’ second largest Muslim state, protected by nuclear weapons, with a global diplomatic presence and Pakistani Diaspora that could be used to support terror. A jihadist takeover would make the NATO mission in Afghanistan increasingly untenable. It would be a direct threat to both Hindu India and Shia Iran, encouraging both to expand and accelerate their own nuclear programs. Thus it is critical that the United States do what it can now to strengthen the Pakistani moderate center which is resisting the jihadist Frankenstein. Congress should pass the Kerry-Lugar legislation that triples economic aid and the Pentagon’s proposals for increasing counter-insurgency assistance to Pakistan with a minimum of conditionality. Trying to legislate changes in Pakistani behavior is a recipe for disaster — as the history of U.S.-Pakistan relations demonstrates — now is the time to support Pakistanis who are ready to resist extremism and jihadism.

Impact—Pakistan Civil War

Political instability in Pakistan would trigger a civil war

The Advertiser, Melvin Mansell, 11/16/07, “Pakistan’s Instability is World’s Crisis”, http://www.adelaidenow.com.au/news/opinion/pakistans-instability-is-worlds-crisis/story-e6freabl-1111114897273 {jchen}

THE deteriorating political situation in Pakistan is emerging as a serious threat to global peace and stability. Unless the current crisis is resolved quickly, Pakistan could become an issue of greater concern than Iraq, Iran or Afghanistan. The situation is complex and tinder dry. Pakistan is controlled by the unpopular military dictator, General Pervez Musharraf, who is shortly due to face elections. Hardline Islamic groups are demanding a greater say in the running of Pakistan. Pakistan remains a haven for al-Qaida and other Islamic militant and terrorist groups. The worsening crisis has been complicated by the arrest under anti-terrorism laws of former Test cricket captain Imran Khan. He is being held at one of Pakistan's most brutal jails, Kot Lakhpat, which has been frequently used by military rulers to detain opponents. Start of sidebar. Skip to end of sidebar. End of sidebar. Return to start of sidebar. If he is tried and found guilty, Mr Khan faces a minimum of seven years - and possibly life - imprisonment. Mr Khan's high profile and widespread popularity both within and outside Pakistan guarantees the crisis will remain in the world spotlight. Hovering in the background is former Prime Minister Benazir Bhutto, who still has ambitions to topple Gen Musharraf, regain power and restore a form democracy. Mrs Bhutto and Gen Musharraf have formed a loose and uncomfortable coalition, with Gen Musharraf firmly in control. The United States, has supported Gen Musharraf because - with the backing of the military - he has been able to maintain civil control and order and, therefore, assist in regional stability. But the U.S. administration is now reported to be looking for alternative strategies, including the ousting of Gen Musharraf in a military-backed coup, or, possibly, the installation of a civilian president and fresh elections. This could lead to the popular election of Mrs Bhutto as prime minister. The U.S. apparently feels it can no longer justify support for Gen Musharraf, who is applying increasingly brutal and oppressive measures to maintain power and control. Pakistan is currently in the rigid grip of a country-wide security crackdown after Gen Musharraf imposed emergency powers on November 3. To stage a pre-Christmas election in an atmosphere of curfews and restricted public meetings or assembly would be unacceptable. But it is one thing to draft possible political scenarios in Washington and quite another to implement them in the fetid cauldron of Pakistani politics, racial and religious conflict and military rule. The danger, not only for Pakistan but the entire region, is that military generals disenchanted with Gen Musharraf's apparent determination to cling to power, whatever the cost, will attempt to oust him in a coup. This could either impose even more radical leadership on Pakistan, or trigger civil insurrection, which could erupt as civil war based as much on religious fanaticism as political principles. 

Impact—Afghan Stability

Political crisis in Pakistan now—threatens Afghan stability

Washington Post Karen deYoung, staff writer, 3/17/09 “ Pakistani Political Crisis Jeopardizes U.S. Regional Strategy”, 

Though the crisis was averted for now, new questions emerge regarding U.S. strategy toward Pakistan. The Washington Post writes, “Pakistan's ongoing political crisis, the Obama administration's first real-time foreign policy emergency, threatens to upend a new Afghanistan-Pakistan strategy before it leaves the White House drawing board. Administration officials are putting the finishing touches on a plan to greatly increase economic and development assistance to Pakistan, and to expand a military partnership considered crucial to striking a mortal blow against al-Qaeda's leadership and breaking the Pakistani-based extremist networks that sustain the war in Afghanistan. Final recommendations on the new strategy may go to President Obama as early as Friday, officials said… But the weakness of Pakistan's elected government – backed into a corner by weekend demonstrations that left its political opposition strengthened – has called into question one of the basic pillars of that plan. ‘We understood from the beginning that the current government is not wildly popular,’ said a senior administration official who spoke on the condition of anonymity so he could speak candidly. ‘If we're going to sustain a civilian government that can be a counterpart, we need one that has enough basis of support" to carry out the strong counterterrorism policies that are necessary.’” Similar concerns were also raised on Capitol Hill, where “[t]he administration plans to send Congress a supplemental 2009 appropriation, including aid to Pakistan, in the coming days, and the Senate Foreign Relations Committee is putting the finishing touches on a long-term assistance proposal with a multibillion-dollar price tag… ‘There's a strong desire to do whatever we can to help Pakistan combat the Taliban and al-Qaeda,’ Leahy said. ‘But if Pakistan is in such a state of internal political turmoil that U.S. aid can't be used effectively, that's going to limit what can be done and also how successful we are in Afghanistan.’” 

Impact: Middle East Prolif

Pakistan instability incites Middle East arms race

 Bruce Riedel, a former C.I.A. officer, is a senior fellow in the Saban Center at the Brookings Institution, He was chairman of President Obama’s strategic review of United States policy toward Afghanistan and Pakistan earlier this year, New York Times, “Pakistan’s Nuclear Scenarios, U.S. Solutions”, 5/5/09, http://roomfordebate.blogs.nytimes.com/2009/05/05/pakistan-scenarios-us-solutions/?pagewanted=print?pagewanted=print {jchen}

Al Qaeda’s allies in Pakistan, the Taliban, Lashkar e Tayyba, and other extreme jihadists, are becoming increasingly powerful. They are no longer confined to the tribal belt along the Afghan border but have built strong bases of support in the nation’s heartland, the Punjab, and in the major cities. The mayor of Karachi, a mega city of 18 million, tells me the Taliban alliance is now threatening to take over his city, the country’s only major port and NATO’s logistical supply line for the war in Afghanistan. A jihadist state in Pakistan is neither imminent nor inevitable, it may not be likely, but it is a real possibility. A jihadist Pakistan would be a strategic nightmare for America, south Asia and the world. It would provide al Qaeda and other terrorist groups with the ultimate sanctuary in the worlds’ second largest Muslim state, protected by nuclear weapons, with a global diplomatic presence and Pakistani Diaspora that could be used to support terror. A jihadist takeover would make the NATO mission in Afghanistan increasingly untenable. It would be a direct threat to both Hindu India and Shia Iran, encouraging both to expand and accelerate their own nuclear programs. Thus it is critical that the United States do what it can now to strengthen the Pakistani moderate center which is resisting the jihadist Frankenstein. Congress should pass the Kerry-Lugar legislation that triples economic aid and the Pentagon’s proposals for increasing counter-insurgency assistance to Pakistan with a minimum of conditionality. Trying to legislate changes in Pakistani behavior is a recipe for disaster — as the history of U.S.-Pakistan relations demonstrates — now is the time to support Pakistanis who are ready to resist extremism and jihadism.

Middle East proliferation sparks global arms race

Joseph, Cirincione, ASIAN NUCLEAR REACTION CHAIN,2K http://www.carnegieendowment.org/publications/index.cfm?fa=view&id=632
But those who claim to be reinventing arms control for the 21st century are turning their backs on history. As far back as the early 1960s, policymakers warned that the true threat to the United States was not only that third-world despots might acquire the bomb but that advanced industrial countries might do so.  Kennedy's Warning  Nuclear weapons in "the hands of countries large and small, stable and unstable," President John F. Kennedy warned, would create "the increased chance of accidental war and an increased necessity for the great powers to involve themselves in what otherwise would be local conflicts."  Kennedy understood what many today seem to forget: Rather than attempt just to limit the spread of advanced-weapons technology, policy makers must seek to build political firewalls that preclude the need for nuclear arms, so that even nuclear-capable nations would choose not to develop or deploy such weapons.  Unfortunately, these firewalls are now crumbling in much of the world - particularly in Asia, where declining faith in arms control is prompting advanced and developing countries alike to contemplate the acquisition or development of nuclear weapons. Like neutrons splitting from an atom, one nation's actions may trigger reactions throughout the region, which in turn stimulate additional actions. Asian nations form an interlocking nuclear reaction chain that vibrates dangerously with each new development.  Breeding Reactions  South Asia is the region most likely to see the combat use of nuclear weapons. India and Pakistan - two nuclear-armed nations sharing a common border and a history of aggression - are developing new missiles and crafting nuclear-deployment doctrines. The disputed Kashmir region, the cause of two past wars between these nations, remains a frightening flash point.  But it is Japan that may well be the critical element in this chain. In 1998, the Japanese were caught by surprise when the Indian-Pakistani tit-for-tat nuclear tests suddenly doubled the number of Asian nuclear-weapon states. Many Japanese were disturbed by how quickly the world accepted India and Pakistan's de facto status as new nuclear powers. This was not the bargain Japan had agreed to when - after a lengthy internal debate - it joined the Nuclear Non-Proliferation Treaty (NPT) in 1976.  North Korea's launch of a long-range Taepo Dong missile in August 1998 further agitated Japanese policymakers, stirring new debates over security policies. Then-Vice Defense Minister Shingo Nishimura argued that Japan "ought to have aircraft carriers, long-range missiles, long-range bombers. We should even have the atomic bomb."  Mr. Nishimura was forced to resign over his comments, but if nuclear-weapon deployments increase in Asia, Japan may well conclude that its security is best served by building its own nuclear arsenal. And Japanese withdrawal from the NPT would almost certainly trigger the collapse of the treaty.  Finally, there are two new emerging risks in Asia: Russia faces the prospect of fragmentation into separate, nuclear-armed states, while the possible unification of Korea - although 
[continued, no text deleted]

solving one set of problems - could create a single country with nuclear ambitions and capabilities. If these new nations find themselves in a world with an increasing number of nuclear-weapon states, they may well opt to join the club. 

Wishful Thinking  In this environment, it would be foolish to let the nonproliferation and arms- reductions treaties unravel, thereby disarming the US of its most effective weapons for fighting nascent nuclear threats. Some critics, such as Henry Kissinger, argue that the US can pick and choose which particular arms treaties it finds most advantageous.  Unfortunately, an arms control a-la-carte strategy will not work - the non-proliferation regime functions only as an integrated whole. Taking elements we don't like out of the regime structure starts a dangerous round of Jenga, the tabletop game where blocks are sequentially removed from a wooden tower until the whole structure collapses.  Provocative US actions, such as the deployment of national missile defense, could well set in motion a chain of events that diplomacy will be powerless to stop. Only by expanding the resources devoted to international negotiations and leading by example in reducing nuclear dangers can the US hope to prevent a nuclear tsunami from sweeping out of Asia. 

Proliferation is the greatest risk of extinction

James D. Miller, professor of economics, Smith College, NATIONAL REVIEW, January 23, 2002, p.  http://www.nationalreview.com/comment/comment-miller012302.shtml

The U.S. should use whatever means necessary to stop our enemies from gaining the ability to kill millions of us. We should demand that countries like Iraq, Iran, Libya, and North Korea make no attempt to acquire weapons of mass destruction. We should further insist on the right to make surprise inspections of these countries to insure that they are complying with our proliferation policy. What if these nations refuse our demands? If they refuse we should destroy their industrial capacity and capture their leaders.True, the world's cultural elites would be shocked and appalled if we took preventive military action against countries that are currently doing us no harm. What is truly shocking, however, is that America is doing almost nothing while countries that have expressed hatred for us are building weapons of mass destruction. France and Britain allowed Nazi Germany's military power to grow until Hitler was strong enough to take Paris. America seems to be doing little while many of our foes acquire the strength to destroy U.S. cities. We can't rely upon deterrence to prevent an atomic powered dictator from striking at us. Remember, the Nazi's killed millions of Jews even though the Holocaust took resources away from their war effort. As September 11th also shows, there exist evil men in the world who would gladly sacrifice all other goals for the opportunity to commit mass murder. The U.S. should take not even the slightest unnecessary chance that some dictator, perhaps a dying Saddam Hussein, would be willing to give up his life for the opportunity to hit America with nuclear missiles. Once a dictator has the ability to hit a U.S., or perhaps even a European city, with atomic weapons it will be too late for America to pressure him to give up his weapons. His ability to hurt us will effectively put him beyond our military reach. Our conventional forces might even be made impotent by a nuclear-armed foe. Had Iraq possessed atomic weapons, for example, we would probably have been unwilling to expel them from Kuwait. What about the rights of those countries I have proposed threatening? America should not even pretend to care about the rights of dictators. In the 21st century the only leaders whom we should recognize as legitimate are those who were democratically elected. The U.S. should reinterpret international law to give no rights to tyrants, not even the right to exist. We should have an ethically based foreign policy towards democratic countries. With dictatorships, however, we should be entirely Machiavellian; we should deal with them based upon what is in our own best interests. It's obviously in our self-interest to prevent as many dictators as possible from acquiring the means to destroy us. We shouldn't demand that China abandon her nuclear weapons. This is not because China has proved herself worthy to have the means of mass annihilation, but rather because her existing stockpile of atomic missiles would make it too costly for us to threaten China. It's too late to stop the Chinese from gaining the ability to decimate us, but for the next ten years or so it is not too late to stop some of our other rivals. If it's politically impossible for America to use military force against currently non-hostile dictators then we should use trade sanctions to punish nations who don't agree to our proliferation policy. Normal trade sanctions, however, do not provide the punishing power necessary to induce dictators to abandon their arms. If we simply don't trade with a nation other countries will sell them the goods that we used to provide. To make trade sanctions an effective weapon the U.S. needs to deploy secondary boycotts. America should create a treaty, the signatories of which would agree to: • only trade with countries which have signed the treaty, and • not trade with any country which violates our policy on weapons proliferation.  believe that if only the U.S. and, say, Germany initially signed this treaty then nearly every other country would be forced to do so. For example, if France did not sign, they would be unable to trade with the U.S. or Germany. This would obviously be intolerable to France. Once the U.S., Germany and France adopted the treaty every European nation would have to sign or face a total economic collapse. The more countries which sign the treaty, the greater the pressure on other countries to sign. Once most every country has signed, any country which violated America's policy on weapons proliferation would face almost a complete economic boycott. Under this approach, the U.S. and Germany alone could use our economic power to dictate the enforcement mechanism of a treaty designed to protect against Armageddon. Even the short-term survival of humanity is in doubt. The greatest threat of extinction surely comes from the proliferation of weapons of mass destruction. America should refocus her foreign policy to prioritize protecting us all from atomic, biological, and chemical weapons.

Impact—Terrorism

Pakistan and Afghanistan border conflicts implicate war on terror and Al Qaeda
Amin Tarzi, interviewing Zalmay Khalilzad, potential candidate for the August 20th Afghan presidential elections, counselor at the Center for Strategic & International Studies (CSIS).  Before joining the CSIS,  he served as the United States Permanent Representative to the United Nations,  5/17/07 "Afghanistan: RFE/RL Analyst Explores Pakistani-Afghan Tensions", Radio Free Europe Radio Library, http://www.rferl.org/content/article/1347564.html

RFE/RL: Some suggest that the roots of this crisis lie in the 19th-century demarcation of British Colonial India, known as the Durand Line. Afghanistan has never officially recognized the Durand Line as its border with Pakistan. What impact do you think this has in the crisis? Tarzi: From the Pakistani side, that is the main grievance. When Pakistan was created as a country in August of 1947, Afghanistan was the only country in the world that voted against Pakistan's entry into the United Nations. That vote was later changed. But in my view, the first shot was fired from the Kabul side. Afghanistan has never, including the Taliban regime, recognized that boundary as a legitimate boundary. That gave Pakistan, from day one, a notion that Afghanistan has to be contained -- either by being a very friendly Afghanistan or a very weak Afghanistan -- and that the identity of Afghanistan should be an Islamist identity which Pakistan can control rather than a nationalist identity which would have claim over parts of Pakistan. This has implications in the war on terror. This has implications on Al-Qaeda's presence, the Taliban, the support of Pakistan to the militants in Afghanistan. But the core question is that of the border. RFE/RL: Does that mean that the government of Pakistani President Pervez Musharraf is more concerned about its own foreign policy goals than it is about the U.S.-led war on terrorism? Tarzi: The reason we are hearing so much about this lately is because the United States, and NATO in particular, are seeing their soldiers being killed by people who are coming from Pakistan. That is obvious. NATO is putting a lot of pressure on Pakistan's president, General Pervez Musharraf, to curtail these activities. From Musharraf's perspective, there are two issues. Musharraf cannot control this border. Nobody has ever been able to control this border. And he doesn't want to control it because Pakistan's vital interest is to have an Afghanistan that does not have claims on its territory. Even though, on one hand, Musharraf is fighting alongside the West in this war against international terror organizations, on the other hand, Pakistan's long-term policy is to keep a card against Afghanistan. And that card is the Islamist card, because that's what gives Pakistan leeway. So Pakistan is doing both of them. RFE/RL: What do you think are the immediate causes of the cross-border clashes between government troops of the two countries in recent weeks? Tarzi: I believe the latest tensions -- the shootings and the subsequent activities that led to the killing of a U.S. soldier -- were because of [Pakistan's efforts at] fencing. Afghanistan is vehemently against the fencing. Pakistan is now saying, 'Look. We want to fence this border because you say that [militants] are coming [across the border]. We say yes. So we're going to fence it.' But Afghanistan says, 'No, you cannot fence it.' Fencing would mean a de facto demarcation of the border, which Afghanistan doesn't want. So both sides are not working in good faith -- both Kabul and Islamabad. 

Impact—WWIII
Pakistan political instability results in Islamist takeover and nuclear WWIII
Daniel McBride, “From The Torching Of The Louvain To Bomber Harris", moderate observer 8/1/07 http://www.counterpunch.org/mcbride08012007.html
One can imagine Musharraf is desperate to remove the prospect of the Americans striking targets with bombs and missiles within western Pakistan (read Pashtunistan) where the Pakistani government has almost no writ. An attack there against supposed Al Qaeda or Taliban “high-value targets” would boost Pashtun militant forces fighting NATO troops in Afghanistan, and almost certainly trigger a much vaster Pashtun uprising within Pakistan, rendering the entire area even more ungovernable for Islamabad than it is right now, possibly right to the Indus river. Even worse, in addition to the Pashtun reaction, a broader Islamist reaction within Pakistan could trigger a larger regional war involving nuclear weapons. Many within the Pakistani military, right up to top generals, are Islamists, or very much sympathetic thereto, and the threat of a coup is very real. The Bush/Cheney regime has precious few options left globally as they are distrusted everywhere with good reason, but they still have a last card to play in their global game of RISK—a rain of bombs and missiles from the air. As they don't really have any spare troops for anything above small Special Forces insertions, to risk seeing the secular Musharraf regime over-turned as an asset for tempting air strikes has to be the height of folly. In any case, if they don't attack the militant centers in western Pakistan they will lose the war in Afghanistan in the near future; if they do attack, they will probably lose it even faster. The opportunity to make good as an occupier by the U.S. and NATO in Afghanistan is long-gone and the air strikes, if sent in, should be viewed within the context of a failed war, as in Nixon’s Christmas bombing of Vietnam 1972. A certain result of this development, if it occurs along with the predicted Cheney attack on Iran in August, would be Islamic regimes or anarchic regions at war with the U.S., NATO, and probably Israel, from Pakistan to Hezbollah in southern Lebanon. The rise of a militant "Caliphate" thereby—another bogeyman used to scare Americans by Bush/Cheney—becomes a self-fulfilling prophecy. Add another jolting terrorist attack in the U.S. "homeland" and the senatorial Gauleiters will ditch all resistance to the Bush regime and applaud or remain silent as a martial law regime is instituted. The "Enabling Act" has already been drafted and passed allowing Bush to do just that with no chance of avoiding it other than impeachment before it happens, or an American military putsch to remove him at the last minute. Sound far-fetched? Bush’s Martial Law Act of 2007 modified the Insurrection Act. Section 333 states that in the event of "….major public emergencies; interference with State and Federal law, the President may employ the armed forces, including the National Guard in Federal service, to restore public order and enforce the laws of the United States when, as a result of a natural disaster, epidemic, or other serious public health emergency, terrorist attack or incident, or other condition in any State or possession of the United States, the President determines that domestic violence has occurred to such an extent that the constituted authorities of the State or possession are incapable of (’refuse’ or ‘fail’ in) maintaining public order, ‘in order to suppress, in any State, any insurrection, domestic violence, unlawful combination, or conspiracy.’” Note in particular the specter of "States Rights"—the real underlying issue that started the American Civil War, not black emancipation—contained in the parenthetical inclusion of the specific scenario of a U.S. State "refusing" or "failing" to maintain "public order" as defined by the cabal in Washington, this being sufficient cause to deploy outside forces against the State itself. I am surely not the first to note this parallel. Beyond U.S. borders the prospects are even grimmer as an attack on Iran would "logically" have to involve small nukes to get at underground Iranian nuclear facilities and this would start WW III in the sense of an unpredictable but almost certain shock wave drawing in other countries into the maelstrom rapidly, even Russia and China in particular, and Syria certainly as it has a defense pact with Iran. Israel would likely be involved in the air attacks (perhaps even leading them to give the US an excuse) and that would almost certainly be the proverbial straw for the Arab/Moslem world—the days would be numbered for all the "atheist" dictator regimes like Mubbarak's in Egypt, the Saudis, and all the Gulf States that have allowed the American military to base in their countries. As noted, WW III would be started even sooner with an Islamist putsch in Pakistan. Pakistani nukes even remotely falling into the hands of an Islamist regime in Islamabad would result in the pulverization of all Pakistani military and nuclear sites from the air by the U.S., Israel (with submarine-launched missiles), and even India, within hours. 

Impact—Accidental Launch/Nuclear War

Pakistan instability risks terrorist nuclear detonation and accidental launch—escalates and goes nuclear
Kishore Kuchibhotla and Matthew McKinzie, @ Hentry L. Stimson Center, 04 [Nuclear Terrorism and Nuclear Accidents in South Asia, http://www.stimson.org/southasia/pdf/reducingnukes-section5.pdf]
The threat of nuclear, or radiological, terrorism is not limited to the confines of the United States. South Asia continues to be a volatile region that hosts many militant groups and sources of radioactive material. Because of these and other factors, nuclear and radiological terrorism remains a frightening possibility in India and Pakistan. The source material for nuclear terrorism could come from illicit transactions of poorly protected materials originating outside the region, as well as material from within the region used for military or civilian purposes. India and Pakistan have established regulatory bodies and agencies to deal with the safety and security of their nuclear materials, but they may not protect against every potential threat. The possibility of a deliberate nuclear exchange between India and Pakistan has receded with the efforts by Prime Minister Atal Bihari Vajpayee and President Pervez Musharraf to engineer improved relations. Nevertheless, three other types of events could prompt unintended escalation in South Asia. These scenarios are a terrorist use of RDDs; a terrorist detonation of a nuclear weapon; and the accidental explosion of nuclear arms—for example at military bases in either India or Pakistan. These three events, none of which involve the deliberate use of nuclear assets by India or Pakistan, could have horrific consequences ranging from the significant loss of life and long-lasting contamination to a crossing of the nuclear threshold -- especially if the event occurred during a crisis. Nuclear weapons were used to devastating effect to end World War II and thankfully none have been detonated in warfare or fired in anger since 1945. But many accidents have occurred involving military and non-military nuclear programs. There is now growing awareness among public officials about the need to increase security at military and civilian facilities where dangerous materials are located. While the highest security levels are associated with nuclear weapons and their infrastructure, radioactive materials can also be found at many research laboratories and hospitals. All national leaders, including the leaders of India and Pakistan, have a grave responsibility to maintain responsible stewardship over nuclear materials. However carefully South Asian leaders work to avoid crossing the nuclear threshold, accidents can happen. Moreover, terrorist groups in India and Pakistan, as elsewhere, might seek to produce casualties or massive disruption by means of radioactive materials.
Impact Outweighs

Pakistan collapse is the most dangerous global scenario and now is key—intervention following collapse will fail

Frederick W. Kagan, and Michael O’Hanlon,  Frederick W. Kagan is a resident scholar at AEI. Michael O'Hanlon is a senior fellow at the Brookings Institution, New York Times, 11/18/07 “Pakistan's Collapse, Our Problem”,  American Enterprise Institute for Public Policy Research, http://www.aei.org/article/27122
As the government of Pakistan totters, we must face a fact: the United States simply could not stand by as a nuclear-armed Pakistan descended into the abyss. Nor would it be strategically prudent to withdraw our forces from an improving situation in Iraq to cope with a deteriorating one in Pakistan. We need to think--now--about our feasible military options in Pakistan, should it really come to that. We do not intend to be fear mongers. Pakistan's officer corps and ruling elites remain largely moderate and more interested in building a strong, modern state than in exporting terrorism or nuclear weapons to the highest bidder. But then again, Americans felt similarly about the shah's regime in Iran until it was too late. Moreover, Pakistan's intelligence services contain enough sympathizers and supporters of the Afghan Taliban, and enough nationalists bent on seizing the disputed province of Kashmir from India, that there are grounds for real worries. Fortunately, given the longstanding effectiveness of Pakistan's security forces, any process of state decline probably would be gradual, giving us the time to act. The most likely possible dangers are these: a complete collapse of Pakistani government rule that allows an extreme Islamist movement to fill the vacuum; a total loss of federal control over outlying provinces, which splinter along ethnic and tribal lines; or a struggle within the Pakistani military in which the minority sympathetic to the Taliban and Al Qaeda try to establish Pakistan as a state sponsor of terrorism. All possible military initiatives to avoid those possibilities are daunting. With 160 million people, Pakistan is more than five times the size of Iraq. It would take a long time to move large numbers of American forces halfway across the world. And unless we had precise information about the location of all of Pakistan's nuclear weapons and materials, we could not rely on bombing or using Special Forces to destroy them. The task of stabilizing a collapsed Pakistan is beyond the means of the United States and its allies. Rule-of-thumb estimates suggest that a force of more than a million troops would be required for a country of this size. Thus, if we have any hope of success, we would have to act before a complete government collapse, and we would need the cooperation of moderate Pakistani forces. One possible plan would be a Special Forces operation with the limited goal of preventing Pakistan's nuclear materials and warheads from getting into the wrong hands. Given the degree to which Pakistani nationalists cherish these assets, it is unlikely the United States would get permission to destroy them. Somehow, American forces would have to team with Pakistanis to secure critical sites and possibly to move the material to a safer place. For the United States, the safest bet would be shipping the material to someplace like New Mexico; but even pro-American Pakistanis would be unlikely to cooperate. More likely, we would have to settle for establishing a remote redoubt within Pakistan, with the nuclear technology guarded by elite Pakistani forces backed up (and watched over) by crack international troops. It is realistic to think that such a mission might be undertaken within days of a decision to act. The price for rapid action and secrecy, however, would probably be a very small international coalition. A second, broader option would involve supporting the core of the Pakistani armed forces as they sought to hold the country together in the face of an ineffective government, seceding border regions and Al Qaeda and Taliban assassination attempts against the leadership. This would require a sizable combat force--not only from the United States, but ideally also other Western powers and moderate Muslim nations. Even if we were not so committed in Iraq and Afghanistan, Western powers would need months to get the troops there. Fortunately, given the longstanding effectiveness of Pakistan's security forces, any process of state decline probably would be gradual, giving us the time to act. So, if we got a large number of troops into the country, what would they do? The most likely directive would be to help Pakistan's military and security forces hold the country's center--primarily the region around the capital, Islamabad, and the populous areas like Punjab Province to its south. We would also have to be wary of internecine warfare within the Pakistani security forces. Pro-American moderates could well win a fight against extremist sympathizers on their own. But they might need help if splinter forces or radical Islamists took control of parts of the country containing crucial nuclear materials. The task of retaking any such regions and reclaiming custody of any nuclear weapons would be a priority for our troops. If a holding operation in the nation's center was successful, we would probably then seek to establish order in the parts of Pakistan where extremists operate. Beyond propping up the state, this would benefit American efforts in Afghanistan by depriving terrorists of the sanctuaries they have long enjoyed in Pakistan's tribal and frontier regions. The great paradox of the post-cold war world is that we are both safer, day to day, and in greater peril than before. There was a time when volatility in places like Pakistan was mostly a humanitarian worry; today it is as much a threat to our basic security as Soviet tanks once were. We must be militarily and diplomatically prepared to keep ourselves safe in such a world. Pakistan may be the next big test.

AT: “But It’s Working” (1/2)

Short term efforts invariably fail—structural problems mean only long term solutions work

Vanda Felbab-Brown, prof in the Security Studies Program @ Georgetown University and Foreign Policy Fellow @ Brookings Institution, 10/21/09, “U.S. Counternarcotics Strategy in Afghanistan”, Brookings Institution, Senate Caucus on International Narcotics Control, http://www.brookings.edu/testimony/2009/1021_counternarcotics_felbabbrown.aspx {jchen}

Finally, rural development requires time. Perhaps in no country in the world since Mao wiped out poppy cultivation in China in the 1950s, did counternarcotics efforts face such enormous challenges as they do in Afghanistan – in terms of the scale of the illicit economy, its centrality to the overall economy of the country and hence its vast macro- and micro-economic and political effects, the underdevelopment of the country and its human capital, and the paucity of viable economic alternatives. Even under much more auspicious circumstances along all the above dimensions, counternarcotics rural development in Thailand took thirty years. Clearly, there is a need to quickly bring some economic, social, and rule of law improvements to the lives of the Afghan people. Without such quick, visible, and sustainable improvements, it will become impossible to rebuild their confidence in the future, harness their remaining aspirations, and to persuade them that the central state with support of the international community is preferable to the Taliban or local warlord-based or tribal fiefdoms. But there is an equal need to urge strategic patience back at home – both for counterinsurgency and for counternarcotics. Meaningful and sustainable progress on narcotics that also advances counterinsurgency and counterterrorism objectives, mitigates conflict, and enhances state building and human security of the Afghan people will take many years and easily decades. Without realistic timelines, there is a real danger that even a well-designed counternarcotics policy will be prematurely and unfortunately discarded as ineffective and that a desire for short-term self-satisfying outcomes will once again drive policy toward ineffective and counterproductive results.

Production declines are historically short-lived and always rise again—addressing underlying structure key

AREU Afghanistan Research and Evaluation Unit,  David Mansfield and Adam Pain, independent research organisation headquartered in Kabul,  December 2008, “Counter-Narcotics in Afghanistan:The Failure of Success?” www.areu.org.af {jchen}
Over the last decade in Afghanistan, there have been a number of occasions when a significant annual reduction in the level of opium cultivation has not been sustained. The Taliban prohibition of 2001 was seen as a success, as were the 2005 and 2006 reductions in Nangarhar and Balkh. All have been heralded as evidence of successful counter-narcotics efforts. Even now, Nangarhar is once again being cited as a success story despite the deteriorating security situation. As with the return of cultivation in 2002 following the collapse of the Taliban, the 2007 increase in national levels of cultivation following both the resurgence in cultivation in Nangarhar and the deteriorating security situation in the south was viewed as symptomatic of a failure of counternarcotics policy. In 2009, a return to cultivation in the province of Nangarhar or other provinces identified as “poppy-free” in 2008 is likely to once again bring with it accusations of failure. There is no doubt some will call for the rethinking of counter-narcotics policy, perhaps once again resurrecting demands for the magic bullets of legalisation or aerial eradication. The top-down, coercive means of imposing reduced cultivation and the subsequent impact on the household and wider economy have also left in their wake a growing discontent among much of the population. Opium poppy bans have often served to consolidate economic and political power in the hands of the relatively resource wealthy, some of whom are involved in the drug trade. The Taliban prohibition of 2001 led to an increase in the farm-gate price of opium, not only encouraging the return to cultivation the following year but also attracting new entrants. When cultivation rebounded in Nangarhar in 2007, it did so in an atmosphere of mistrust, broken promises, economic stagnation and higher opium prices. Addressing the underlying causes of opium poppy cultivation — and thereby delivering sustainable reductions in opium production — becomes much more difficult in such an environment. 

AT: “But It’s Working” (2/2)

Short term policies invariably fail—structural problems mean only long term solutions will work

Vanda Felbab-Brown, prof in the Security Studies Program @ Georgetown University and Foreign Policy Fellow @ Brookings Institution, 10/21/09, “U.S. Counternarcotics Strategy in Afghanistan”, Brookings Institution, Senate Caucus on International Narcotics Control, http://www.brookings.edu/testimony/2009/1021_counternarcotics_felbabbrown.aspx {jchen}

Finally, rural development requires time. Perhaps in no country in the world since Mao wiped out poppy cultivation in China in the 1950s, did counternarcotics efforts face such enormous challenges as they do in Afghanistan – in terms of the scale of the illicit economy, its centrality to the overall economy of the country and hence its vast macro- and micro-economic and political effects, the underdevelopment of the country and its human capital, and the paucity of viable economic alternatives. Even under much more auspicious circumstances along all the above dimensions, counternarcotics rural development in Thailand took thirty years. Clearly, there is a need to quickly bring some economic, social, and rule of law improvements to the lives of the Afghan people. Without such quick, visible, and sustainable improvements, it will become impossible to rebuild their confidence in the future, harness their remaining aspirations, and to persuade them that the central state with support of the international community is preferable to the Taliban or local warlord-based or tribal fiefdoms. But there is an equal need to urge strategic patience back at home – both for counterinsurgency and for counternarcotics. Meaningful and sustainable progress on narcotics that also advances counterinsurgency and counterterrorism objectives, mitigates conflict, and enhances state building and human security of the Afghan people will take many years and easily decades. Without realistic timelines, there is a real danger that even a well-designed counternarcotics policy will be prematurely and unfortunately discarded as ineffective and that a desire for short-term self-satisfying outcomes will once again drive policy toward ineffective and counterproductive results.

A/T: Offset to Burma

Burma cultivation unlikely—lacking in opium quality and infrastructure. AND, if cultivation DOES increase it would undermine US democracy and human rights promotion, as well as provoke social conflict.
Vanda Felbab-Brown,  prof in the Security Studies Program @ Georgetown University and Foreign Policy Fellow @ Brookings Institution, May 2010 “The Drug-Conflict Nexus in South Asia: Beyond Taliban Profits and Afghanistan” http://www.brookings.edu/~/media/Files/rc/papers/2010/05_regional_counternarcotics_felbabbrown/05_regional_counternarcotics_felbabbrown.pdf {jchen}

From a U.S. strategic perspective, the most optimistic scenario would be an increase in opium cultivation in the Golden Triangle, specifically Burma. Recent production suppression there has left the ethnic populations in the hill periphery regions, such as the Wa, destitute.22 Although the ethnic elites—former rebels and now leaders of their semiautonomous regions—are cooking Ecstasy, large segments of their populations have food security for only eight months a year, relying on UN food aid for the remaining four. Critical poverty, disease, addiction, and outmigration are widespread—as are coping mechanisms such as illicit logging, trade in wildlife, and foraging in forests.23 The immiseration of the ethnic groups at the hands of both the regime in Naypyidaw and their local leadership has antagonized the population. Although they have no love for the abusive and discriminatory central government, after decades of war and now over ten years of economic deprivation as a result of poppy suppression in the absence of legal alternatives, they also have little commitment to their ethnic leaders and local representatives. One manifestation of this weakening of the bond between the ethnic populations and the ethnic-insurgent leaders who control the territories has been the resounding defeat of the ethnic groups by the junta’s forces during the flare-up of the country’s ethnic conflict in the summer and fall of 2009. The rebels’ defeats have many sources, including the strengthening of the junta’s military forces over the past fifteen years even as the rebel armies have become weakened and demobilized to some extent, the fractious nature of the anti-central-government alliances, and the high levels of internal infighting.24 But the failure of the groups’ leaders to mobilize the population even as the junta pushes for elections and referenda in 2010 threatens to further constrict the autonomy of the ethnic groups. If opium production returned to Burma, the immediate economic crisis would be somewhat lessened, even though the illegal narcotics economy creates its own trap of poverty and abuse. Both the central junta and the various now largely-disarmed rebel groups would again tap into the re-emergent opium economy,25 and would increase their physical resources and domestic political capital since they could provide livelihood for their populations. Thus violent conflict between the central junta and ethnic insurgencies may intensify. The strengthening of the junta and of the demobilized rebel groups would be adverse to U.S. interests in democracy and human rights—all the more painful after the junta’s brutalization of protesting Buddhist monks in fall 2007.26 It would not however pose a direct threat to U.S. security. Although they would be further weakened in effectiveness, U.S. sanctions on Myanmar for human rights violations are already critically undermined by China’s, India’s, and Thailand’s trade with the country. An increase in cultivation may further complicate the new U.S. effort to couple sanctions against the junta with a cautious engagement with the regime that the Obama administration began cautiously trying out in the fall of 2009;27 but poppy suppression undertaken by the junta during the Clinton and Bush administrations did not ease the U.S.-Myanmar relationship or domestic oppression in the country. China would be unhappy with the rise in Burma’s production of opiates. As in the 1990s, it would likely pressure the junta and the various ethnic groups to eradicate the poppy fields, both to arrest the increasing rate of addiction in China and to limit the power of Chinese crime organizations, many of which are closely linked to Burmese illicit economies. These crime organizations are undermining the centrality of power of the Chinese Communist Party in the periphery. Despite having the least negative impact on U.S. strategic interests, this scenario where the bulk of opiate production shifts to Burma is not likely to materialize. Although some increase in production in Burma would take place, a wholesale transfer of Afghanistan’s opium economy is unlikely. First, because of climatic and soil conditions, Burmese opium has smaller yields and is of lesser quality (i.e., has less morphine content) than Afghan/Central Asian opium. Second, important current heroin refining infrastructure and smuggling routes are now located in the territory of Afghanistan’s neighbors. 

A/T: Offset to Soviet Countries

Shift to CIS causes regional instability and threatens US oil interests

Vanda Felbab-Brown,  prof in the Security Studies Program @ Georgetown University and Foreign Policy Fellow @ Brookings Institution, May 2010 “The Drug-Conflict Nexus in South Asia: Beyond Taliban Profits and Afghanistan” http://www.brookings.edu/~/media/Files/rc/papers/2010/05_regional_counternarcotics_felbabbrown/05_regional_counternarcotics_felbabbrown.pdf {jchen}

CENTRAL ASIA: GETTING HOOKED Under a second scenario, opium cultivation and production would shift to Central Asia’s former Soviet republics. These countries have already become key smuggling routes for opium and heroin from Afghanistan to Russia and Turkey, and on to the rest of Europe. Many Afghan heroin laboratories have emerged on the border with Tajikistan, Uzbekistan, and Turkmenistan. These countries’ border interdiction capabilities remain critically limited, with border patrol officials frequently on the payroll of drug traffickers.28 Government corruption is widespread, and counternarcotics efforts are frequently manipulated to placate the United States, eliminate drug competition, and crack down against domestic political opposition. All of these countries have experienced a rampant increase in drug addiction rates, driven by both the ready availability of opiates and widespread poverty, including some of the worst living standards within the Commonwealth of Independent States (CIS). Apart from weak and corrupt law enforcement, climatic and soil conditions for cultivation in the Central Asia region are ideal for the production of the illicit crops. During the 1990s, illicit cultivation of both opium poppy and cannabis gradually emerged in many CIS countries.29 Already during the 1990s civil war in Tajikistan, the drug trade was almost the sole economic activity of the Gorno Badakshan region, and spread to other parts of the country as well.30 Large-scale cultivation in the region poses at least three dangers for the United States. The first is the emergence in CIS countries of a jihadist hub with access to drug profits. Since the demise of Afghanistan as a safe haven, many jihadists from Central Asia and the Middle East have been looking for a new base. Although the tribal territories of Pakistan are already pulling in jihadist terrorists, the shift of poppy cultivation to CIS countries would serve as a great magnet, with vast money to be obtained for jihad. During the 1990s, the Islamic Movement of Uzbekistan (IMU) already profited from the Afghan drug trade, emerging as a major courier organization in the region. Motivated by religious extremism, it carried out military operations in Tajikistan, Uzbekistan, and Kyrgyzstan.31 Although the group never posed a serious threat to regional governments, it developed networks interlocking with those of other militant Islamic groups, including the Taliban and al-Qaeda, and in fact absorbed extremist Arabs, Chechens, Dagestanis, Uighurs, and ex-Iraqi jihadists in Pakistan. It has since developed networks in Europe.32 Since 2004, it has been present and active in Pakistan, especially in South Waziristan, fueling the Salafi insurgency there. With opium production shifting to CIS countries, both law enforcement against the drug trade and efforts against the jihadists would become more difficult for the U.S. to conduct since it would not have the same military and intelligence assets there that it now has in Afghanistan. Apart from sensitive clandestine operations and strikes from air and other remote platforms, it would have to rely on regional governments for action against terrorists and against drugs. The U.S. would thus exercise much less control over policy against the drug-terror nexus in the region than it can in Afghanistan. The second danger would be official crackdowns on Islam and Islamists in Central Asia disguised as counternarcotics policy. Local governments’ heavy-handed measures against Islamists and other domestic opponents, while billed as crackdowns against the drug trade, would increase instability in the region and further radicalize the poor population grappling with its post-Soviet Communist and repressed Islamic identity. Already it has become common practice in the region to accuse political enemies of being drug dealers. Counternarcotics measures would also alienate the population from their governments and from the U.S. Unlike in Latin America, the balloon effect in Central Asia would involve not only a shift of drug production to a new area, but also the spread of antagonism against the United States among populations on the brink of falling into the hands of anti-U.S. Islamists. Finally, a shift of opium poppy cultivation to Central Asia may jeopardize U.S. oil interests in the region. With around 50 billion barrels of oil at stake,33 the U.S., Russia, China, and Iran have become involved in intense competition over the region’s potential resources. Large-scale opium cultivation in the CIS countries would be destabilizing—further increasing crime and terrorist presence, and thus jeopardizing potential economic investment and trade. China has an additional interest in preventing the spread of opium cultivation to the Xinjiang province, which would provide the rebellious Uighurs with access to drug profits and political capital. Instability would also increase as a result of repressive counterdrug policies, again complicating oil exploitation. Politically-sensitive counternarcotics operations would increase mutual blame among the Caspian countries for the drug problem, further weakening their already minimal cooperation. 
AT: Alternative Development Makes Impact Inevitable
Alternative livelihood programs slow to solve but key to sustainable reduction

Vanda Felbab-Brown, prof in the Security Studies Program @ Georgetown University and Foreign Policy Fellow @ Brookings Institution, 10/21/09, “U.S. Counternarcotics Strategy in Afghanistan”, Brookings Institution, Senate Caucus on International Narcotics Control, http://www.brookings.edu/testimony/2009/1021_counternarcotics_felbabbrown.aspx {jchen}
Alternative livelihoods programs, although key for any sustainable reduction in opium poppy cultivation, have been slow to reach the vast majority of Afghanistan’s population throughout the country, and frequently have failed to address the structural drivers of opium poppy cultivation. A legal microcredit system, for example, is still lacking in most of Afghanistan. Although the Micro-finance Support Facility of Afghanistan (MISFA) has been highly successful, it has covered only 8% of projected credit needs and covers mainly urban areas. Many projects were either too narrowly conceived and frequently misaligned with local circumstances. While several National Priority Programs, such as the National Solidarity Program (NSP), MISFA, and National Rural Access Program (NRAP), have nonetheless been highly successful by focusing on getting money directly to the people by working at village level through community development councils, they have not been scaled up to provincial or country-wide level. Moreover, the lack of security and increasing insurgency in much of the country, including increasingly in the north, have halted or jeopardized many of the alternative livelihoods projects. The lack of security jeopardizes not only the projects themselves, but prevents the acquisition of the necessary understanding local conditions and drivers of the illicit economy. The wheat distribution program, for example, undertaken as the core rural development effort in the last growing season was based solely on opium-to-wheat ratio and was not informed by any systematic studies of the drivers of opium poppy nor was it subject to any systematic evaluation since the lack of security did not permit development advisors to conduct any fieldwork.









**Counterterrorism**
Counternarcotics not key to Counterterrorism

Counternarcotic efforts ineffective and not key to counterterrorism

Vanda Felbab-Brown, prof in the Security Studies Program @ Georgetown University and Foreign Policy Fellow @ Brookings Institution, 9/2009, “The Obama Administration’s New Counternarcotics Strategy in Afghanistan: Its Promises and Potential Pitfalls”, Brookings Institution, http://www.brookings.edu/papers/2009/09_afghanistan_felbabbrown.aspx {jchen}

Efforts to bankrupt the Taliban through eradication are futile and counterproductive since they cement the bonds between the population and the Taliban. But interdiction is very unlikely to bankrupt the Taliban either. Security needs to come first before any counternarcotics policy has a chance of being effective. Counterinsurgent forces can prevail against the Taliban, without shutting down the Taliban drug income, by adopting an appropriate strategy that provides security and rule of law to the population and by sufficiently beefing up their own resources vis-à-vis the Taliban. Rural development is a long term and multifaceted effort. Simplistic strategies that focus simply on price ratios or try to raise risk through “seed-burn-seed” approaches are ineffective. Wheat replacement strategy as a core of the alternative livelihoods effort is singularly inappropriate for Afghanistan. Shortcuts do not lead to sustainable policies that also mitigate conflict and enhance state-building. The Obama administration will need to reduce expectations for quick fixes and present realistic timelines to Congress, the U.S. public and the international community for how long rural development and other counternarcotics policies in Afghanistan will take to show meani ngful and sustainable progress that advances human security of the Afghan people, mitigates conflict and enhance state building. Unless this is conveyed, there is a real danger that even a well-designed counternarcotics policy will be prematurely and unfortunately discarded as ineffective. 

Counternarcotics not key to counter terrorism—proven in China, Thailand, Burma, Peru and Colombia

Counternarcotics not key to counter terrrorism—empirically proven 

Vanda Felbab-Brown, prof in the Security Studies Program @ Georgetown University and Foreign Policy Fellow @ Brookings Institution, 10/21/09, “U.S. Counternarcotics Strategy in Afghanistan”, Brookings Institution, Senate Caucus on International Narcotics Control, http://www.brookings.edu/testimony/2009/1021_counternarcotics_felbabbrown.aspx {jchen}

But counterinsurgent forces can prevail against insurgents and terrorists without stopping or reducing the terrorists’ drug-based financial inflows – either by increasing their own forces and resources vis-à-vis the belligerents or by adopting a smarter strategy. This was the case in China, Thailand, Burma, and Peru where counterinsurgents succeeded without eradication.  Evidence that counterinsurgent forces can prevail despite bankrupting the belligerents through eradication also holds in the case of Colombia where the FARC has been weakened militarily not because of the aerial spraying of coca fields, but in spite of it. Today, there is more coca there than at the beginning of Plan Colombia; but as a result of US resources and training, the Colombian forces were capable of greatly weakening the FARC even though forced eradication without legal livelihoods in place virtually eliminated human intelligence from the population to the government.

Counternarcotics T/O Counterterrorism

War on drugs undermines anti-terrorism campaign—alienates population and allied warlords

Ted Galen Carpenter, vice president for defense and foreign policy studies @ CATO institute,  11/10/04, “ How the Drug War in Afghanistan Undermines America’s War on Terror”, CATO institute, http://www.cato.org/pub_display.php?pub_id=2607 {jchen}
There is a growing tension between two U.S. objectives in Afghanistan. The most important objective is—or at least should be—the eradication of the remaining Al Qaeda and Taliban forces in that country. But the United States and its coalition partners are now also emphasizing the eradication of Afghanistan’s drug trade. These antidrug efforts may fatally undermine the far more important anti-terrorism campaign. Like it or not, the growing of opium poppies (the source of heroin) is a huge part of Afghanistan’s economy—roughly half of the country’s annual gross domestic product. As long as the United States and other drugconsuming countries pursue a prohibitionist strategy, a massive black market premium exists that will make the cultivation of drug crops far more lucrative than competing crops in Afghanistan or any other drugsource country. For many Afghan farmers, growing opium poppies is the difference between prosperity and destitution. There is a serious risk that they will turn against the United States and the U.S.-supported government of President Hamid Karzai if Washington and Kabul pursue vigorous anti-drug programs. In addition, regional warlords who have helped the United States combat Al Qaeda and Taliban forces derive substantial profits from the drug trade. They use those revenues to pay the militias that keep them in power. A drug eradication campaign could easily drive important warlords into alliance with America’s terrorist adversaries. Even those Americans who oppose drug legalization and endorse the drug war as a matter of general policy should recognize that an exception needs to be made in the case of Afghanistan. At the very least, U.S. officials should be willing to look the other way regarding the opium crop and recognize that the fight against radical Islamic terrorists must have a higher priority than anti-drug measures.

Counternarcotics T/O Counterterrorism

Counternarcotics sap attention and money but don’t solve root of terrorism

Vanda Felbab-Brown, prof in the Security Studies Program @ Georgetown University and Foreign Policy Fellow @ Brookings Institution, 2009, “Shooting Up: Counterinsurgency and the War on Terrorism”, Brookings Institution Press. {jchen}

In this book, I discuss a broad range of illicit activities, including illegal logging (Peru, Afghanistan, and Burma); extortion (Colombia); and illegal traffic in legal goods (Afghanistan). However, my primary focus is the interaction between the illicit drug economy military conflict. Drugs are the main focus because they best epitomize the nexus between crime and insurgency, because drugs are by far the most lucrative of all illicit economies, and because narcoterrorism—rather than “wildlife terrorism,” for example—dominates the attention of policymakers. Former attorney general John Ashcroft gave words to a common view when he said that “terrorism and drugs go together like rats and the bubonic plague. They thrive in the same conditions, support each other, and feed off each other.” The Organization for Economic Cooperation and Development calculates that as much as $122 billion is spent every year in Europe and the Untied States on heroin, cocaine, and marijuana. Conservative estimates of the retail value of the global trade in illicit narcotics reach around $300 billion to $500 billion annually. The drug trade is where the money is—both for belligerent groups that exploit the trade and or for governments that devote billions of dollars annually to fight the trade, reduce drug consumption at home, and deprive belligerents of drug profits. The existence of an illicit economy, while almost always closely associated with a criminal organization or syndicate, does not by itself give rise to terrorists, warlords, or insurgents. Yet when belligerent groups penetrate existing illicit economies (or set up new ones), the resulting interactions profoundly affects their means and strategies and even, under some circumstances, their goals and identities. Examples of belligerent groups that have exploited the drug trade include the Taliban and the Northern Alliance in Afghanistan; the FARC (Revolutionary Armed Forces of Columbia), AUC (United Self-Defense Forces of Colombia), and ELN (National Liberation Army) in Colombia; the Shining Path and the MRTA (Tupac Amaru Revolutionary Movement) in Peru; the Real IRA (Real Irish Republic Army) in Great Britain; the KLA (Kosovo Liberation Army) in Yugoslavia; Hezbollah in Lebanon; the PKK (Kurdistan’s Workers Party) in Turkey; and ETA (Basque Homeland and Freedom) in Spain. Appendix A provides a more complete listing or groups.

Counternarcotics T/O Counterterrorism

War on drugs trades off with anti-terrorism efforts—no solution until counternarcotics cease

Business Standard Deepak Lai, 3/20/10 “ International supply-control measures don't work. It is time to end the War on Drugs if we want to win the War on Terror ”, http://www.business-standard.com/india/news/deepak-lalmisguided-wardrugs/389158/ {jchen}

International supply-control measures don’t work. It is time to end the War on Drugs if we want to win the War on Terror.  In my last column, I had argued that one of the ways to defeat the Taliban in Afghanistan was to buy up the opium crop with the current aid money and convert it into morphine, to provide pain relief to millions suffering from terminal illnesses. But this rational solution required to win the War on Terror can only be achieved if the US and the UK give up their War on Drugs. To show why the latter is misguided is the subject of this column. It is worth outlining the history of the War on Drugs. The British empire had not merely tolerated but promoted the opium trade with China from its Indian base as a means to balance its large incipient trade imbalance with the Chinese. The opium wars in China in the 19th century were fought to protect this Indian trade, through the legalisation of the importation of opium by the treaty of Tientsin in 1858. By the beginning of the 20th century, 23.3 per cent of the male and 3.5 per cent of the female adult Chinese population were opium users, consuming between 85-95 per cent of the global opium supply. It was this Chinese opium crisis which led to the movement for international supply control measures. The Royal Commission on Opium, set up by Britain in response after examining a broad range of witnesses and based on rigorously-collected information, found that opium consumption did not “cause moral or physical degradation”. Whilst it was impractical to disentangle the medical from the non-medical consumption of opium (J Richards, 2001: Opium and the British Indian Empire), it advocated a laissez faire policy for opium in line with J S Mill’s famous principle of liberty that “the only purpose for which power can be rightfully exercised over any member of a civilised community, against his will, is to prevent harm to others. His own good, either physical or moral, is not a sufficient warrant”. When the US occupied the Philippines in 1898, it sought to maintain legal consumption from a licensed opium trade run by state-controlled monopolies, which provided a large part of the revenues of the preceding Spanish colonial state. This plan was derailed by a powerful missionary prohibitionist lobby — the International Reform Lobby — which, appalled at the US sanctioning the opium evil, bombarded President Theodore Roosevelt with petitions from its supporters. Roosevelt caved in and the long US War on Drugs began with the 1909 Shanghai Opium Commission and the first international drug treaty of the International Opium Convention of the Hague in 1912. What have been the outcomes of this century-long War on Drugs? First, the supply-control measures outside the US borders have had little effect on US drug problems. A Rand Corp survey of research (J P Caulkins et al, 2005: How goes the ‘War on Drugs’?) concluded: “Crop eradication and substitution, in particular, show minimal promise. Close to the drug source, costs are so low that enforcement-induced increases are likely to have no observable effect on street prices. The same is true of increase in the cost of land and labour for producing coca or opium.” Whilst: “The price record suggests that supply-control efforts have failed to reduce the use of any established drug.” Having failed in its avowed aim of reducing drug consumption in the US and the UK, the supply-control measures have created a large global illegal economy where trafficking in illegal goods — from drugs to arms to humans — has led to a vast shadow global economy (Moses Naim: Illicit, 2007). Thus, the extent of international money laundering is estimated to be between 2-6 per cent of world GDP. The total global retail value of illicit drugs was estimated to be $322 billion, just over 4 per cent of global licit exports. In Afghanistan, the gross profits of Afghan opium traffickers were estimated in 2006 to be $2.3 billion — nearly 33 per cent of the country’s GDP. The net effect of these international supply-control measures is to create narco states, as in the coca-growing states of the Andes. The drug wars and the accompanying corruption to garner the massive illegal profits in this illicit trade are now reaching the borders of the US as Mexico’s democracy is being gradually undermined by the drug-lords. The US foreign policy goals are thus continually being undermined by its War on Drugs. [Lal, World Economics, 9(3), 2008:1-29.] To what end? The proportion of chronic drug users in the world is small, as is the use of opiates (from 0.7 per cent in Europe to 0.4 per cent in the Americas, of their adult population). There is a genetic element in creating a propensity to use drugs in a small proportion of the population. Most drug-use is characterised by the time shape of a contagious epidemic. Drug use is spread mainly through social contacts, but most users, after becoming aware of the downside of addiction, desist from it, leaving a small number of hardcore users. Thus, the US drug problem is better dealt with through treatment based on “coerced abstinence” of the small proportion of hardcore users. International supply-control measures are worthless. (Caulkins, et al, op.cit)

AT: Government Mindset Shift

Counternarcotics and terrorism are seen as inseparable in government’s view

Vanda Felbab-Brown, prof in the Security Studies Program @ Georgetown University and Foreign Policy Fellow @ Brookings Institution, 2009, “Shooting Up: Counterinsurgency and the War on Terrorism”, Brookings Institution Press. {jchen}

THE NARCOTICS TRADE AND INSURGENCY: THE CONVENTIONAL VIEW The U.S. government thinking has been dominated by the conventional view of the nexus between illicit economies and military conflict, which starts from illegal activities. Those profits fund increases in the military capabilities of terrorists, warlords, and insurgents and a corresponding decrease in the relative capability of government forces. Consequently, governments should focus on eliminating belligerents’ physical resources by eliminating the illicit economies on which they rely. For example, President Alvaro Uribe of Colombia has argued that “if Colombia would not have drugs, it would not have terrorists.” Or as one World Bank official told me, “If we destroy the coca, there won’t be any more war in Colombia.” The conventional view frequently maintains that whether or not the belligerent groups ever had any ideological goals, once they interact with illicit economy, they lose all but pecuniary motivations and become indistinguishable from ordinary criminals. In many cases, they partner or merge with drug trafficking organizations. Profiting immensely from the illicit economy, they have no incentive to achieve a negotiated settlement with the government. Aggressive law enforcement—principally through eradication of the illicit economy—thus becomes the government’s only option. Advocates argue that as an added benefit, eradication will reduce drug consumption in market destination countries, such as the United States. For example, the 2003 International Narcotics Control Strategy report, issued by the Department of State, states that the closer we can attack to the source, the greater the likelihood of halting the flow of drugs altogether. Crop control is by far the most cost-effective means of cutting supply. If we destroy crops or force them to remain unharvested, no drugs will enter the system….Theoretically, with no drug crops to harvest, no cocaine or heroin could enter the distribution chain; nor would there be any need for costly enforcement and interdiction operations. In short, the conventional government view is based on three key premises: belligerents make money from illicit economies; the destruction of the illicit economy is both necessary and optimal for defeating belligerents because it will eliminate their critical resources; and belligerents who participate in the illicit economy should be treated as no different from criminals who participate in the illicit economy. While this approach is especially prevalent in government circles, it is rooted in academic work on narcoterrorism, exemplified by Rachel Ehrenfeld’s book How Terrorism Is Financed and How to Stop It. The conventional view is also informed by the “greed” literature on civil wars, which focuses on how belligerents profit from conflict; the emerging literature on the crime-terror nexus, which argues that the war against terrorism can no longer be separated from the fight against transnational crime; and the cost-benefit analysis of counterinsurgency, which puts stopping the flow of resources to insurgents ahead of winning hearts and minds.

Interdiction Bad—Limits Intelligence Operations
Interdiction alienates local strongmen counter terrorist groups rely on informational support for

Vanda Felbab-Brown, PhD in PoliSci @ MIT and a fellow at Harvard’s Belfer Center for Science and International Affairs, 2005, [The Washington Quarterly, “Afghanistan: When Counternarcotics Undermines Counterterrorism”, http://www.twq.com/05autumn/docs/05autumn_felbab.pdf]

A complicating factor in Afghanistan is the counterterrorism/counterinsurgency objectives of the U.S. and Afghan governments. Both counterterrorism and counterinsurgency efforts require good, local human intelligence. The local warlords are unlikely to provide such intelligence to those who are destroying their business. This was one reason why the U.S. military had been only a reluctant participant in counternarcotics operations in Afghanistan until 2004 and why, for several years after the fall of the Taliban, it failed to destroy many of the heroin labs and stashes it uncovered. For example, a prominent warlord and the chief of police in Jalalabad, Hazrat Ali, despite being a key drug trafficker, was on the U.S. military’s payroll after the September 11 attacks to help fight Al Qaeda. Ali’s cooperation facilitated U.S. troop operations in the area under his control. As Major James Hawver, a reservist in Jalalabad in 2002, commented, “He was sort of our benefactor. He let it be known that if anybody messed with us, he’d deal with them.”33 Although interdiction tends to be a much more sensible counternarcotics policy in the context of active insurgency and has worked well, for example, in Peru, it has been a problematic strategy in Afghanistan because of the nature of U.S. counterterrorism and counterinsurgency policy there. Unlike eradication, interdiction does not alienate the overall population and hence feed insurgency and terrorism by losing the hearts and minds of the people, but it alienates the local strongmen on whom the United States has come to rely for intelligence and support for anti–Al Qaeda and anti-Taliban operations. If the United States ended this reliance, it could undertake serious interdiction efforts.
Counternarcotics alienate friendly warlords and population—allegiance key to intelligence gathering

 Ted Galen Carpenter, vice president for defense and foreign policy studies @ CATO institute,  11/10/04, “ How the Drug War in Afghanistan Undermines America’s War on Terror”, CATO institute, http://www.cato.org/pub_display.php?pub_id=2607 {jchen}
In any case, the United States faces a serious dilemma if it conducts a vigorous drug eradication campaign in Afghanistan in an effort to dry up the funds flowing to Al Qaeda and the Taliban. Those are clearly not the only factions involved in drug trafficking. Many of Karzai’s political allies are warlords who control the drug trade in their respective regions. Some of these individuals backed the Taliban when that faction was in power, switching sides only when the United States launched its military offensive in Afghanistan in October 2001. There is a serious risk that an anti-drug campaign might cause them to change their allegiance yet again. Even the pro-drug-war Washington Times conceded that “a number of heavily armed Tajik tribal leaders that have not been hostile to U.S. forces could lash out if their drug interests are directly and aggressively challenged.”20 In addition to the need to placate cooperative warlords, the U.S.-led coalition relies on poppy growers to spy on movements of Taliban remnants and Al Qaeda units. Disrupting the opium crop might alienate those crucial sources of information.21 
Impact XTN: Terrorist Nuclear Attack

Terrorists will obtain nukes soon—risk of Homeland Attack
Thomas Dempsey, Director of African Studies @ U.S. Army War College, Served as a strategic intelligence analyst for Africa at the John F. Kennedy Special Warfare Center and as Chief of Africa Branch for the Defense Intelligence Agency, Counterterrorism in African Failed States: Challenges and Potential Solutions, April 2006, http://www.strategicstudiesinstitute.army.mil/pdffiles/pub649.pdf,  KR


Raising the Stakes:The Nuclear Dimension of the Terrorist Threat. The threat that terrorist hubs based in failed states pose to the United States and to its allies escalates dramatically if those hubs can obtain access to nuclear weapons. The risk that such weapons will find their way into terrorist hands is increasing significantly as a result of three interrelated factors. The end of the Cold War has witnessed an alarming erosion of control and security of Russian nuclear technology and weaponry. It has also witnessed increasing nuclear proliferation among non-nuclear states. The circumstances surrounding that proliferation—primarily its clandestine and covert nature—make it far more likely for nuclear weapons to find their way from state proliferators into the hands of terrorist groups. The problematic issue of accounting for and controlling Sovietera nuclear weapons and technology has been explored thoroughly by Jessica Stern in her 1999 study of terrorism and WMD. Stern described a Soviet-era military that was melting down, unpaid, and rife with corruption. Loss of accountability for fissionable materials, poor controls on the technology of nuclear weapons production, and poor supervision of Russia’s militarized scientific community characterized the post-Cold War Russian nuclear sector. Lapses may have even included loss of operational nuclear devices.46 More recent reporting on the situation is hardly more encouraging. A survey in 2002 of 602 Russian scientists working in the Russian WMD sector revealed that roughly 20 percent of the Russian scientists interviewed expressed a willingness to work for nations identified as WMD proliferators: Iran, North Korea or Syria.47 Most recently, Busch and Holmes have catalogued the efforts of rogue states and of Al Qaeda to acquire nuclear weapons capability from the inadequately controlled Russian nuclear sector, and have identified the human element of that sector as being especially vulnerable.48 When viewed in combination with the growing influence and reach of Russian organized crime, the lack of security in the Russian weaponized nuclear technology sector represents a significant risk of nuclear capability finding its way into the hands of terrorist hubs. Exacerbating this risk are the efforts of non-nuclear states that are seeking to develop a nuclear strike capability. While North Korea frequently is cited as the best example of this sort of nuclear proliferation, in the context of terrorist access to WMD, Iran may prove to be far more dangerous. The clandestine Iranian nuclear weapons program is reportedly well-advanced. A recent study of the Iranian nuclear program published by the U.S. Army War College considers Iranian fielding of operational nuclear weapons to be inevitable and estimates the time frame for such a fielding to be 12 to 48 months.49 Given Iran’s well-established relationship with Hezballah in Lebanon and its increasingly problematic, even hostile, relationship with the United States, the Iranian nuclear weapons program would seem to offer a tempting opportunity to Al Qaeda elements seeking clandestine access to nuclear technology. Even if the Iranian leadership does not regard sharing nuclear secrets with terrorist groups as a wise policy, elements within the Iranian government or participants in its nuclear weapons program may be willing to do so for their own reasons. The nature of clandestine nuclear weapons programs makes them especially vulnerable to compromise, as the Pakistani experience has demonstrated. The clandestine nuclear weapons program directed by Dr. Abdul Qadeer Khan on behalf of the Pakistani government exemplifies the risks inherent in such secret undertakings. As the details of Khan’s nuclear weapons operation have emerged, it has become increasingly evident that he exercised little control over the elements of his network operating outside of Pakistan. His non-Pakistani partners in acquiring nuclear technology appear to have been motivated almost entirely by money, and Khan himself seems to have operated with minimal oversight from the Pakistani government.50 Under such circumstances, the risk that critical nuclear technology will be diverted to groups like Al Qaeda is particularly high, especially when those groups have access to significant financial resources, and program participants are able to profit from diversion with little chance of detection by either the proliferating state or by opponents of that proliferation. While both hubs and nodes exist in failed state terrorist networks in Sub-Saharan Africa, only the hubs present a threat of genuinely serious proportions to U.S. interests. Escalating nuclear proliferation offers terrorist hubs sheltering in failed states the opportunity to translate funding into weapons access. If those hubs are successful in maintaining even a tenuous connection through their virtual network to terrorist nodes existing within the United States or the territory of its allies, or in other areas of vital U.S. interest, then the risk posed by terrorist groups operating from failed states becomes real and immediate. The recent attacks by terrorist nodes in London, Cairo, and Madrid suggest that such is the case. Developing the nexus between nuclear weapons acquisition, delivery to a local terrorist node, and employment in a terrorist attack probably will require significant resources and considerable time. Evolved terrorist hubs operating in failed states like Sierra Leone, Liberia, or Somalia may have both. Identifying those hubs, locating their members, and entering the failed state in which they are located to apprehend or destroy them will be a complex and difficult task.
Impact XTN: US Retaliation

Homeland Attack Spurs U.S. Global Retaliation

Nicole Schwartz-Morgan, Assistant Professor of Politics and Economics at Royal Military College of Canada, 10-10-2001, “Wild Globalization and Terrorism,” http://www.wfs.org/mmmorgan.htm, KR

The terrorist act can reactivate atavistic defense mechanisms which drive us to gather around clan chieftans. Nationalistic sentiment re-awakens, setting up an implacable frontier which divides "us" from "them," each group solidifying its cohesion in a rising hate/fear of the other group. (Remember Yugoslavia?) To be sure, the allies are trying for the moment to avoid the language of polarization, insisting that "this is not a war," that it is "not against Islam," "civilians will not be targeted." But the word "war" was pronounced, a word heavy with significance which forces the issue of partisanship. And it must be understood that the sentiment of partisanship, of belonging to the group, is one of the strongest of human emotions. Because the enemy has been named in the media (Islam), the situation has become emotionally volatile. Another spectacular attack, coming on top of an economic recession could easily radicalize the latent attitudes of the United States, and also of Europe, where racial prejudices are especially close to the surface and ask no more than a pretext to burst out. This is the Sarajevo syndrome: an isolated act of madness becomes the pretext for a war that is just as mad, made of ancestral rancor, measureless ambitions, and armies in search of a war. We should not be fooled by our expressions of good will and charity toward the innocent victims of this or other distant wars. It is our own comfortable circumstances which permit us these benevolent sentiments. If conditions change so that poverty and famine put the fear of starvation in our guts, the human beast will reappear. And if epidemic becomes a clear and present danger, fear will unleash hatred in the land of the free, flinging missiles indiscriminately toward any supposed havens of the unseen enemy. And on the other side, no matter how profoundly complex and differentiated Islamic nations and tribes may be, they will be forced to behave as one clan by those who see advantage in radicalizing the conflict, whether they be themselves merchants or terrorists.
Impact XTN: US Retliation=>Nuclear

Even a failed attack leads to nuclear war.
Mohamed Sid-Ahmed, political analyst, August 26 – September 1, 2004, Al-Ahram Weekly On-Line, http://weekly.ahram.org.eg/2004/705/op5.htm, KR

We have reached a point in human history where the phenomenon of terrorism has to be completely uprooted, not through persecution and oppression, but by removing the reasons that make particular sections of the world population resort to terrorism. This means that fundamental changes must be brought to the world system itself. The phenomenon of terrorism is even more dangerous than is generally believed. We are in for surprises no less serious than 9/11 and with far more devastating consequences. A nuclear attack by terrorists will be much more critical than Hiroshima and Nagazaki, even if -- and this is far from certain -- the weapons used are less harmful than those used then, Japan, at the time, with no knowledge of nuclear technology, had no choice but to capitulate. Today, the technology is a secret for nobody. So far, except for the two bombs dropped on Japan, nuclear weapons have been used only to threaten. Now we are at a stage where they can be detonated. This completely changes the rules of the game. We have reached a point where anticipatory measures can determine the course of events. Allegations of a terrorist connection can be used to justify anticipatory measures, including the invasion of a sovereign state like Iraq. As it turned out, these allegations, as well as the allegation that Saddam was harbouring WMD, proved to be unfounded. What would be the consequences of a nuclear attack by terrorists? Even if it fails, it would further exacerbate the negative features of the new and frightening world in which we are now living. Societies would close in on themselves, police measures would be stepped up at the expense of human rights, tensions between civilisations and religions would rise and ethnic conflicts would proliferate. It would also speed up the arms race and develop the awareness that a different type of world order is imperative if humankind is to survive. But the still more critical scenario is if the attack succeeds. This could lead to a third world war, from which no one will emerge victorious. Unlike a conventional war which ends when one side triumphs over another, this war will be without winners and losers. When nuclear pollution infects the whole planet, we will all be losers.









**Solvency**
AT: Opium=Root Cause Instability
Poppy cultivation is a result of instability, not the cause

UNODC, United Nations Office on Drug and Crime, 2009, “World Drug Report 2009”, http://www.scribd.com/doc/24219145/UNODC-World-Drug-Report-2009 {jchen}

As mentioned above, large-scale illicit crop cultivation seems to require political instability because accountable governments can be compelled to take action against drug production in areas under their control. It is no coincidence that most of the world’s cocaine and heroin supplies come from countries with insurgency problems. Almost all of the world’s cocaine supply comes from three countries and almost all the world’s heroin supply comes from two. This is not because coca and opium poppy could not be cultivated in other areas – in the past, most of the world’s supply of these drugs came from countries not presently leading illicit production. All of these countries have problems with the rule of law in the cultivation areas. But while cultivators may enjoy zones of chaos, some traffickers may prefer authoritarian regimes. Areas too fraught by conflict lack the infrastructure and the predictability to be good commercial nodes, whether the trade is licit or illicit. In contrast, areas under control of an absolute, and absolutely corrupt, leadership allow what would normally be clandestine activities to be conducted openly, greatly increasing efficiency. Rather than risk the unpredictable cost of interdiction, traffickers may opt for the more predictable costs of corruption. In the end, the two phenomena go hand in hand. Absolutist governments are often formed (and tolerated) in response to the threat of instability. This threat typically exists because some portion of the population is poor and marginalised, and the state is either unwilling or unable to meet its needs. As a result, dealing with drug cultivation countries and transit countries often boils down to the same thing. The rule of law must be strengthened in all its aspects, including promoting democracy, increasing the capacity for law enforcement, and ensuring the protection of human rights, as well as promoting economic development. Economic development is also key in promoting political stability. Civil war has been linked to both low income and low growth.67 Unfortunately, political stability is also key to economic growth. As one authority points out “Civil war is development in reverse.”68 To break out of this cycle, measures taken to establish civil order can establish the foundation for investment and growth. In this way, all aspects of international cooperation are related. Development assistance, post-conflict planning, and crime prevention must be coordinated, for any weakness in the chain can lead to the collapse of the whole. 
U.S. Commitment Key—Afghanistan (1/2)
Afghanistan can’t carry out counter narcotic missions

Anand Yang, Prof @ University of Washington – International Studies, 3-‘10, “Next Steps for the US in Afghanistan”, https://digital.lib.washington.edu/dspace/bitstream/handle/1773/15596/TF_SIS495B_2010.pdf?sequence=1

The Afghan National Security Forces (ANSF), which includes the Afghan National Army (ANA) and Afghan National Police (ANP), are ill-equipped to assume control of security in Afghanistan and maintain self sustainability by current U.S. deadlines.5 An adept ANSF would provide Afghanistan with the security essential for developing its education, economy, governance, and infrastructure. Failure to develop the ANSF will prolong U.S. military entanglement, increase financial costs and leave the U.S. vulnerable to unintended consequences.6 There are three central areas for understanding the ANSF‘s current status and outlining U.S. policies next steps: 1) current policy‘s deadlines 2) inadequate training and 3) equipment shortages.

Afghan government incapable of sustaining counternarcotics should the U.S. withdraw 

USDS, United States Department of State, office of Inspector General, Middle East Regional Office, December 2009, “Status of the Bureau of International Narcotics and Law Enforcement Affairs Counternarcotics Programs in Afghanistan ”, Performance Audit, http://oig.state.gov/documents/organization/134183.pdf {jchen}

The Department has not clarified an end state for counternarcotics efforts, engaged in long-term planning, or established performance measures for its multipillared approach to counter poppy cultivation and the resultant illegal narcotics industry. 2 This approach, which involves significant funding, several U.S. Government agencies, and the Afghan Government, includes programs to: • eradicate poppy crops; • interdict drug traffi ckers; • offer alternative livelihoods to replace poppy cultivation; • reform the Afghan judicial system; • offer public outreach and information; • reduce demand for illegal narcotics; • develop institutional capacity, and • cooperate regionally. Many individuals involved in counternarcotics endeavors believe that eradication is an essential aspect of strategy. Despite this consensus, in mid-2009, a decision was made to move away from poppy crop eradication efforts, and shift concentration and funding toward interdiction and alternative development. At the same time, the U.S. military, recognizing that the illicit narcotics industry has helped fund the insurgency in Afghanistan, began to engage more heavily in counternarcotics activities to break this connection. OIG believes this increased military involvement will decidedly affect the scale of the Department’s counternarcotics program as well as its overall role. Further, although the Department is planning new counternarcotics actions, OIG concludes that there is no agreement on appropriate roles for either civilian agencies or the U.S. military. The Department has also failed to plan for transitioning responsibility to the Afghan government, should U.S. Government funding not be sustainable at current levels. 

Afghanistan incapable of sustaining counternarcotics without U.S. 

USDS, United States Department of State, office of Inspector General, Middle East Regional Office, December 2009, “Status of the Bureau of International Narcotics and Law Enforcement Affairs Counternarcotics Programs in Afghanistan ”, Performance Audit, http://oig.state.gov/documents/organization/134183.pdf {jchen}
Establishing a viable Afghan-led counternarcotics capability will almost certainly require years of effort and the investment of additional resources. The expanded U.S. Government role in counternarcotics programs over the past few years has relieved the Afghan Government from effectively addressing the country’s narcotics problem. Based upon numerous interviews with Department and Embassy Kabul officials there is consensus for the need to transition responsibilities and “owner- ship” of the counternarcotics effort to the Afghan Government. However, the Department has not addressed how and when the government will be able to assume control of and sustain day-to-day operations. Several knowledgeable officials responsible for implementing the U.S. Government program expressed to the OIG team their skepticism about the Afghan Government’s determination and capacity to carry on counternarcotics programs if and when U.S. Government funding ends. These officials noted the Afghan Government’s intentions will be tested in the near future; U.S. Government funding and support of the Afghan-led poppy eradication force expired in October, and will not be renewed. It is uncertain whether this trained and generally effective eradication force capability will be retained. 

U.S. Commitment Key—Afghanistan (2/2)
Afghan counternarcotic effort due solely to U.S.—would cease if U.S stopped pressuring

Ted Galen Carpenter, vice president for defense and foreign policy studies @ CATO institute,  11/10/04, “ How the Drug War in Afghanistan Undermines America’s War on Terror”, CATO institute, http://www.cato.org/pub_display.php?pub_id=2607 {jchen}
Despite those daunting economic realities, the U.S. government is putting increased pressure on the fragile Karzai government to crack down on drug crop cultivation. And the Afghan regime is responding. In late September 2004, Afghan police and security forces destroyed 47 laboratories used to refine heroin from opium and seized 61 tons of narcotics in a series of raids near the border with Pakistan.35 (Although the seizure sounds impressive, Afghanistan produced more than 3,600 tons of opium last year.) U.S. pressure on the Karzai government is a big mistake. The Taliban and their Al Qaeda allies are resurgent in Afghanistan, especially in the southern part of the country. If zealous American drug warriors alienate hundreds of thousands of Afghan farmers, the Karzai government’s hold on power, which is none too secure now, could become even more precarious. Washington would then face the unpalatable choice of letting radical Islamists regain power or sending more U.S. troops to suppress the insurgency.

U.S. Commitment Key—International

US funding and leadership key to counternarcotics fight—other countries cannot sustain

USDS, United States Department of State, office of Inspector General, Middle East Regional Office, December 2009, “Status of the Bureau of International Narcotics and Law Enforcement Affairs Counternarcotics Programs in Afghanistan ”, Performance Audit, http://oig.state.gov/documents/organization/134183.pdf {jchen}

Both a new counternarcotics strategy and action plans are being prepared both in Washington, DC and Afghanistan. However, based upon numerous interviews with officials from the Department, U.S. military, other U.S. Government agencies, the Afghan Government, and other donor governments, and a review of strategic planning documents, OIG concludes there is a lack of agreement on the overall desired end state for the counternarcotics program. Furthermore, current strategy does not clearly identify who will implement key aspects or a process for resolving conflict between the Department and the U.S. military, and among the many implementing agencies involved in counternarcotics programs. Additionally, overall U.S. Government strategy is to support the Afghan Government’s National Drug Control Strategy’s goal of securing a sustainable decrease in cultivation, production, traffi cking, and consumption of illicit drugs, but there is no plan to transition the U.S. Governmentled and funded effort to eventual Afghan Government control. Afghanistan has limited resources to contribute to the counternarcotics fight, and while other international donors nominally support the counternarcotics effort, Afghanistan’s drug problem vastly exceeds the assistance provided to date. 
U.S. Commitment Withdrawal Collapses Afghan Govt Support

Afghanistan eradication is temporarily decreasing poppy reductions, and US support is needed

Dari Pashto, Journalist, July 5 2010, Sada-E Azadi, KR


Drugs cultivation and smuggling is a phenomenon that challenges human society with devastating challenges.  At the moment, over 16 million people are addicted to drugs whilst the money coming from drugs smuggling brings insecurity all over the world as well as increasing the crimes rate. Unfortunately, Afghanistan was haunted by drugs smugglers due to several years of war that has currently been a massive challenge against the Government of Afghanistan. The Counter Narcotics Minister, Zarar Ahmad Muqbil, announced that 23 provinces have so far been free from poppy cultivation. "We have achievements in the eradication of poppy cultivation because it has been reduced up to 50 percent. 23 provinces have been free from poppy cultivation."  The counter narcotics legal and judicial organs have been finding its legal place by each passing day and efforts are underway to enable the Afghan National Police [ANP] and Afghan National Army [ANA] prevent the drugs smugglers in a good coordination, said the Counter Narcotics Minister.  The Minister emphasized that surging addiction problem all over the world creates challenges to the Governments in the fight against drugs hence the movement needs the international support. "I hope that the international community should pave the ground to enable us eradicate the poppy cultivation in Afghanistan and reduce the demands from abroad."  It is believed that major portion of the money coming from drugs goes to international mafia but the people of Afghanistan suffer from its bad name.  The Afghan Government emphasizes that we can not attain a prosperous and peaceful life unless we eradicate the poppy cultivation

Alternative Development—Counternarcotics T/O
U.S. Counter Narcotic policies deter growth of alternative crops 

Weitz 2007 (Richard, Central Asia Caucasus Institute, “U.S.-AFGHAN DIFFERENCES OVER NARCOTICS PERSIST,” Central

Asia Caucasus Institute, August 21, http://www.cacianalyst.org/?q=node/46757/20/10)

Diminishing Afghanistanâ€™s narcotics problem is widely thought to be important to increase the countryâ€™s security. Some Taliban groups collect tolls, protection money, and other financial contributions from drug traffickers in areas they control. The insurgency also indirectly stimulates drug trafficking by impeding anti-narcotics efforts in the affected regions. For example, eradication teams cannot longer travel safely through contested provinces. In addition, the fighting disrupts efforts to encourage farmers to cultivate alternative crops or prevent smuggling into neighboring countries. Besides the direct narcotics-terrorism nexus, drug trafficking has reinforced the power of local warlords and criminal organizations in Afghanistan at the expense of the already weak central government of President Hamid Karzai. U.S. law enforcement personnel point to people like Haji Bashir Noorzai, arrested in April 2005. Noorzai allegedly led a large Central Asian drug trafficking organization while supplying weapons and personnel to the Taliban in return for its protection of his organization.
Focus on short-term success fails to address structural causes and acheive sustainable reduction

AREU Afghanistan Research and Evaluation Unit,  David Mansfield and Adam Pain, independent research organisation headquartered in Kabul,  December 2008, “Counter-Narcotics in Afghanistan:The Failure of Success?” www.areu.org.af {jchen}
Despite the negative repercussions of imposing such significant reductions on opium poppy cultivation over such a short period of time, these efforts are still described as successful. Some governors are individually commended for their efforts when significant reductions in cultivation are achieved and calls are made for other provincial leaders to follow suit.2 Development assistance is even allocated based on falling levels of cultivation. This inadequate understanding of the reasons for changes in the level of cultivation is perhaps most pronounced in discussions regarding the southern region of Afghanistan. There, high levels of cultivation, despite falling farm-gate prices and particularly low net returns on opium, are blamed on failed counter-narcotics policy rather than a much deeper failure to deliver progress in security, economic growth and governance. This tendency to blame counter-narcotics policy reflects a wider failure of understanding that limits the policy debate and constrains the development of more relevant measures of progress. Sustainable reductions in opium poppy cultivation will only be achieved by a wider process of improved security, economic growth and governance, rather than by a distinct and parallel set of more limited counter-narcotics activities whose success or failure is assessed against short term changes in opium poppy area. 

Alternative Development k2 Sustained Development

Lack of alternative livelihoods coupled with no government confidence sustains the opium economy

John Glaze, Lieutenant Colonel of Special Operations Group in Japan, 10/2007, “Opium and Afghanistan: Reassessing US Counternarcotics Strategy”, http://www.dtic.mil/cgi-bin/GetTRDoc?Location=U2&doc=GetTRDoc.pdf&AD=ADA473431
The United States should deemphasize opium eradication efforts. U.S.-backed eradication efforts have been ineffective and have resulted in turning Afghans against U.S. and NATO forces. The Council on Foreign Relations in New York has warned, “Elimination of narcotics will take well over a decade, and crop eradication is a counterproductive way to start such a program.”70 While the process of eradication lends itself well to the use of flashy metrics such as “acres eradicated,” eradication without provision for long term alternative livelihoods is devastating Afghan’s poor farmers without addressing root causes. The United States should put less emphasis on eradication and focus more attention and resources on the other pillars of the counternarcotics strategy. Focus on Long-Term Alternative Livelihoods. The United States should focus on a longer-term solution to the opium problem that emphasizes true alternative livelihoods for the 2.9 million Afghans who currently rely on the opium industry for income. William Byrd of the World Bank says: “Expectations about what can be accomplished in the short run must be kept reasonable. Overly inflated expectations inevitably lead to disappointments which, given the political sensitivity of narcotics, in turn can lead to overreaction and policy mistakes.”71 The “alternative livelihoods” supported by the current U.S. strategy are too often short-term “cash-forwork” projects that do not provide a lasting incentive for farmers to give up opium cultivation. Aggressively Pursue Drug Kingpins and Corrupt Government Officials. The United States should aggressively pursue drug kingpins and corrupt government officials involved in Afghanistan’s opium trade. While there have been a handful of successful prosecutions of high-level drug traffickers—including the recent extradition and conviction of Afghan heroin kingpin, Baz Mohammad—the Afghan government has failed to go after drug kingpins and corrupt government officials aggressively enough.72 Consequently, these bad apples have gained power within Afghanistan and are threatening to destroy the fabric of its government and society. Without aggressive pursuit of kingpins and corrupt officials by the government, the Afghan public will continue to lack confidence in the country’s political leadership and system. This lack of confidence—coupled with the slow pace of infrastructural improvements, strengthened security, and imposition of the rule of law—has created an environment that remains conducive to a thriving opium economy.

Alternative Development Good/Solves (1/2)
Rural development should be prioritized as counternarcotic

Vanda Felbab-Brown, prof in the Security Studies Program @ Georgetown University and Foreign Policy Fellow @ Brookings Institution, 10/21/09, “U.S. Counternarcotics Strategy in Afghanistan”, Brookings Institution, Senate Caucus on International Narcotics Control, http://www.brookings.edu/testimony/2009/1021_counternarcotics_felbabbrown.aspx {jchen}
Rural development appropriately needs to lie at the core of the counternarcotics strategy because, despite the enormous challenges, it has the best chance to effectively and sustainably strengthen the Afghan state and reduce the narcotics economy. But for rural development to do that, it needs to be conceived as broad- based social and economic development that focuses on improvements in human capital, including health care and education, and addresses all of the structural drivers of opium poppy cultivation. In Afghanistan, these drivers include insecurity; lack of physical infrastructure (such as roads), electrification, and irrigations systems; lack of microcredit; lack of processing facilities; and the absence of value-added chains and assured markets. They also include lack of land titles and, increasingly, the fact that land rent by sharecroppers has become dependent on opium poppy cultivation as land concentration has increased over the past eight years. Poppy cultivation and harvesting are also very labor-intensive, thus offering employment opportunities unparalleled in the context of Afghanistan’s economy. The price profitability of poppy in comparison to other crops is only one of the drivers and frequently not the most important one. Without other structural drivers being addressed, farmers will not switch to licit crops even if they fetch more money than the illicit ones. By the same token, however, farmers are frequently willing to sacrifice some profit and forgo illicit crop cultivation as long as the licit alternatives bring them sufficient income and address all of the structural drivers, since legal livelihoods reduce various forms of insecurity to which farmers are exposed in illicit economies.

Development policies are the ONLY effective way to sustainably reduce drug production

AREU Afghanistan Research and Evaluation Unit,  David Mansfield and Adam Pain, independent research organisation headquartered in Kabul,  December 2008, “Counter-Narcotics in Afghanistan:The Failure of Success?” www.areu.org.af {jchen}
There are also many other interventions not specifically aimed at reducing the production, trade or consumption of illicit drugs in Afghanistan that will nevertheless make significant contributions to delivering drug control outcomes. Many of the interventions that are anticipated to have a less direct effect on the drug-control effort relate to rural livelihoods interventions; programmes in sectors such as transport, public works and vocational training could also contribute to reducing the threat that narcotics pose to Afghanistan’s development. Within this framework there are few projects or programmes that should be considered discrete, stand-alone counter-narcotics interventions and none that would result in the elimination of either the production, consumption or trade of illegal drugs. Instead, counter-narcotics needs to be integrated within the wider process of statebuilding and economic development. This is not to suggest that the drug issue can be ignored and considered simply an externality of development. There is a clear need to consider the effect different interventions in each of the main sectors (security, governance and economic growth) have on the cultivation, trade and consumption of illegal drugs and ensure efforts maximise counternarcotics outcomes. The foundation for such an integrated approach already exists, although at this stage in aspiration rather than reality, with drugs being recognised as a “cross-cutting issue” in both the Afghanistan National Development Strategy and National Drug Control Strategy (NDCS). Such an approach is not one that seeks to downgrade or ignore the drug issue — far from it. It attempts to put counternarcotics at the front and centre of policy and operational planning and give it the recognition required to deliver the improvement in lives and livelihoods that the Afghan population both is desperately seeking and deserves. This recognition has proven to be the key determinant elsewhere for sustainable reductions in opium poppy  cultivation. It follows that if counter-narcotics is to be handled as a cross–cutting issue, the use of opium area as an indicator of counter-narcotic success is insufficient. 
Alternative Development Good/Solves (2/2)
US should focus forces on alternative development in Afghanistan—counternarcotic strategies fail

Peter Bergen, Schwartz Senior Fellow at the New America Foundation and Prof in South Asian Department @ Johns Hopkins, 2007 “Afghanistan 2007: Problems, Opportunities and Possible Solutions” in “Reading in European Security” by Michael Emerson, Central and Eastern European Online Library Issue 1
The current counter-narcotics strategy that favours poppy eradication is by all accounts a failure. This is the conclusion of a range of sources, from Afghan experts to narco-terrorism specialists to the reports by the US Government Accountability Office and the United Nations Office of Drug Control (both of which were published recently). Vanda Felbab-Brown, a Research Fellow at the Kennedy School at Harvard, has researched counter-narcotics strategies in Columbia, Peru, Lebanon, Turkey and Afghanistan and found that terrorists and insurgents do not simply use the drug trade as a financial resource, but also draw substantial political gains and legitimacy from drug-trafficking. Consequently, an ‘eradication first’ policy is not only bound to fail – the crops will simply shift and appear elsewhere – but it will also foment a backlash among that segment of the local population that has developed ties to the belligerents through the narco-economy. For instance, local populations could withhold human intelligence that could be critical to the campaign against the reinvigorated Taliban insurgency. Instead, the US should focus on defeating the insurgents and concentrate their antinarcotics efforts on interdiction and money laundering. The administration’s new plan to begin chemical ground spraying – a plan the US has pressured the Afghan government into accepting and which is supposed to begin in the spring (although it may have already begun), is in fact nothing new at all. It is simply another version of the eradication first policy, which will only solidify alliances between farmers and the Taliban. A new strategy is called for. Instead of eradication, we need to begin splitting the fragile links between farmers/local populations and the Taliban by concentrating our efforts on building up viable alternative livelihoods in both farming and other sectors. This approach means providing seeds for crop substitution and a build-up of roadways to transport those crops to market. In the short term, while that infrastructure is being established crop substitution will only really work if Afghans can obtain roughly the same income that they receive from poppy production for whatever crops are substituted. This point suggests that the international community should consider subsidies for Afghan crops such as cotton, fruits and nuts similar to the subsidies that the US and the European Union pay for the products of many of their farmers. This plan would not come cheap, but if it could substantially reduce the drug economy, it would weaken the Taliban and make the country much more secure – which is a trade-off worth the costs involved.

Alternative Development=/=Military or police (USAID)

Alternative development programs are headed by USAID and not military

USDS, United States Department of State, office of Inspector General, Middle East Regional Office, December 2009, “Status of the Bureau of International Narcotics and Law Enforcement Affairs Counternarcotics Programs in Afghanistan ”, Performance Audit, http://oig.state.gov/documents/organization/134183.pdf {jchen}
Eradication programs focus on training a central Afghan National Police unit capable of destroying poppy fields and conducting public information campaigns. The program also supports governor-led eradication efforts in the provinces. Until June 2009, eradication was the Department’s preeminent counternarcotics tactic to reduce poppy cultivation, using training programs similar to those carried out by INL in South America. Interdiction programs led by DEA have matured and increased the capacity of specialized counternarcotics units to target opium stocks and apprehend poppy growers and traffickers. In 2009, the use of interdiction as a counternarcotics tool increased in importance, and is integrated closely with military units and law enforcement agencies. In 2003, under a letter of agreement with the Afghan Government, the U.S. Government committed $33.4 million for alternative development efforts aimed at farmers, such as crop substitution, skills training for off-farm employment, and micro-credit lending to promote the cultivation of legal crops, police training, and public information campaigns. Since USAID is responsible for programs supporting alternative development, these programs were not within the scope of this audit. 
Counternarcotics Bad—Laundry List

Counternarcotics cause corruption, terrorism, civil war and Pakistan instability

Vanda Felbab-Brown,  prof in the Security Studies Program @ Georgetown University and Foreign Policy Fellow @ Brookings Institution, May 2010 “The Drug-Conflict Nexus in South Asia: Beyond Taliban Profits and Afghanistan” http://www.brookings.edu/~/media/Files/rc/papers/2010/05_regional_counternarcotics_felbabbrown/05_regional_counternarcotics_felbabbrown.pdf {jchen}

Perhaps nowhere in the world does the presence of a large-scale drug economy threaten U.S. primary security interests as much as in Afghanistan. There, the anti-American Taliban strengthens its insurgency campaign by deriving both vast financial profits and great political capital from sponsoring the illicit economy. The strengthened insurgency in turn threatens the vital U.S. objectives of counterterrorism and Afghan stability, as well as the lives of U.S. soldiers and civilians deployed there to promote these objectives. The opium poppy economy also undermines these goals by fueling widespread corruption in Afghanistan’s government and law enforcement, especially the police forces. A failure to prevail against the insurgency will result in the likely collapse of the national government and Taliban domination of Afghanistan’s south, possibly coupled with civil war. A failure to stabilize Afghanistan will in turn further destabilize Pakistan, emboldening jihadists and weakening the resolve of Pakistan’s military and intelligence services to take on Islamic militancy. Pakistan may once again calculate that it needs to cultivate its jihadi assets to counter India’s influence in Afghanistan—perceived or actual. But the seriousness of the threat, and strategic importance of the stakes, should not lead one to conclude that implementing aggressive counternarcotics  suppression measures today will enhance U.S. objectives and global stability. Just the opposite is true: Premature and inappropriate counternarcotics efforts greatly complicate counterterrorism and counterinsurgency objectives, and hence also jeopardize economic reconstruction and state-building efforts. They are also unsustainable in the long term, and indeed counterproductive even for the narrow goal of narcotics suppression. At least until the new counternarcotics policy that the Obama administration indicated it would undertake in summer 2009—defunding and deemphasizing eradication and focusing on interdiction and rural development— counternarcotics efforts in Afghanistan unfortunately had these undesirable effects.1 The new policy, if implemented well, promises to redress many of the deficiencies of previous efforts and synergistically enhance counterinsurgency and counterterrorism objectives. But counternarcotics policies in Afghanistan are also of critical importance for the wider regions of Central and South Asia. The need for a regional approach, especially one that seeks to stabilize Pakistan and prevent the displacement of the narcotics economy into Pakistan, is of urgent and paramount importance. A policy that solely focuses on poppy reduction in Afghanistan without also emphasizing a prevention of poppy reemergence in Pakistan will have serious negative effects on U.S. vital security and geostrategic objectives. 

Counternarcotics Bad—Collapses Afghan Economy

Successful counternarcotic operation would collapse Afghan economy and strengthen Taliban insurgency

Vanda Felbab-Brown,  prof in the Security Studies Program @ Georgetown University and Foreign Policy Fellow @ Brookings Institution, May 2010 “The Drug-Conflict Nexus in South Asia: Beyond Taliban Profits and Afghanistan” http://www.brookings.edu/~/media/Files/rc/papers/2010/05_regional_counternarcotics_felbabbrown/05_regional_counternarcotics_felbabbrown.pdf {jchen}

Let’s imagine that eradication could somehow miraculously and rapidly wipe out opium cultivation in Afghanistan, and the campaign was executed in such a way that made replanting within the country impossible. For example, assume that despite the controversy about resorting to “biological warfare” and its potential negative effects on other crops, animals, and human health, a mycoherbicide was sprayed throughout the country and persisted in the soil for several years, destroying any poppy seeds that farmers attempted to plant. (Currently Kabul opposes any such spraying with any agent.) Immediately, Afghanistan’s GDP would be slashed by at least thirty percent, deepening the economic crisis of the very poor rural population. Without comprehensive economic development that addresses all structural drivers of illicit crop cultivation and licit crop underdevelopment, legal subsistence crops would struggle and potentially experience massive failures due to a lack of irrigation systems and fertilizers. Even wheat—intensively pushed since 2008 as the replacement crop in Afghanistan because of an unusually favorable (and unsustainable) wheat-to-opium price ratio—would fail to offset the individual income losses and the macroeconomic dislocation effects. Not only does the wheat program fail to address the multiple and complex drivers of opium poppy cultivation,16 but also most farmers do not have access to enough land to generate even necessary subsistence out of wheat. Moreover, as wheat is far less labor-intensive than opium poppy, even a wholesale replacement of the entire area currently cultivated with poppy by wheat would generate a massive rise in unemployment. Without robust and multifaceted development, forced poppy suppression would mean that farmers would not be able to obtain microcredit, access to land, and productive assets, thus becoming further indebted. Even in cities, much economic activity, such as construction and trade with durables, would greatly decrease, since these economic activities are now massively underwritten by drug money. Social strife and chaos would ensue, as well as massive migration to Pakistan. The Taliban insurgency would be strengthened. 
Poppy economy key to Afghanistan population’s economic survival, GDP and urban economy
Vanda Felbab-Brown, prof in the Security Studies Program @ Georgetown University and Foreign Policy Fellow @ Brookings Institution, 9/2009, “The Obama Administration’s New Counternarcotics Strategy in Afghanistan: Its Promises and Potential Pitfalls”, Brookings Institution, http://www.brookings.edu/papers/2009/09_afghanistan_felbabbrown.aspx {jchen}
In Afghanistan, somewhere between a third and a half of its GDP comes from poppy cultivation and processing and much of the rest from foreign aid, so the illicit poppy economy determines the economic survival of a large segment of the population. This is true not only of the farmers who cultivate opium poppy frequently in the absence of viable legal and illegal economic alternatives. But, as a result of micro- and macro-economic spillovers and the acute paucity of legal economic activity, much of the economic life in large cities is also underpinned by the poppy economy. After a quarter century of intense poppy cultivation, the opium poppy economy is deeply entrenched in the socio-economic fabric of the society. Islamic prohibitions against opiates notwithstanding, the poppy economy inevitably underlies Afghanistan’s political arrangements and power relations. Profits from taxing poppy cultivation and protecting smuggling rings bring substantial income to the Taliban. A recent CRS report (August 2009) estimates the income at $70-$100 million per year, which accounts for perhaps as much as half of Taliban income. But many other actors in Afghanistan profit from the opium poppy economy in a similar way: former warlords cum government officials; members of Afghanistan’s police; tribal chiefs; and independent traffickers. 

Counternarcotics Bad—Increase Demand

Counternarcotics efforts increase demand for opium 

Goodhand ,08 (Jonathan Senior Lecturer in the Department of Development Studies, School of Oriental and African Studies, University of London  “ Corrupting or Consolidating the Peace? The Drugs Economy and Post-conflict

Peacebuilding in Afghanistan”  June 23 http://pdfserve.informaworld.com/903095__793322435.pdf 7/22/10)

Fourth, the criminalization of opium had the effect of keeping prices high because of the associated ‘risk premium’ (in contrast to previous phases of the conflict when it was essentially a licit commodity), which forced those involved in the opium industry to look for protection beyond the state. In Afghanistan, there is no shortage of non-state ‘specialists in violence’. Consequently, the Taliban in the south and military entrepreneurs elsewhere have been able to generate political capital (and revenue) by providing protection to the peasantry and to traffickers from state-led counter-narcotics efforts. The decentralization of violence and insecurity in the countryside was compounded by the failure to extend the International Security Assistance Force (ISAF) beyond Kabul. 
Counternarcotics Bad—Criminal Infiltration

Counternarcotics cause conflict and are empirically accompanied by criminal infiltration of the state 
Goodhand ,08 (Jonathan Senior Lecturer in the Department of Development Studies, School of Oriental and African Studies, University of London  “ Corrupting or Consolidating the Peace? The Drugs Economy and Post-conflict

Peacebuilding in Afghanistan”  June 23 http://pdfserve.informaworld.com/903095__793322435.pdf 7/22/10)
In some parts of the country drugs and corruption have contributed to a level of political order, whereas in other areas they have fuelled disorder. Following Snyder,4 it is argued that political order is more likely where rulers and private actors have developed joint institutions of extraction around valuable resources such as drugs. One policy implication of this finding is that peacebuilding in Afghanistan is likely to be the result of complex bargaining processes between rulers and peripheral elites, which may ultimately lead to stable interdependencies. Current counter-narcotics policies have the opposite effect and are thus fuelling conflict. Corruption and War to Peace Transitions Corruption is commonly defined as the misuse of public office or public responsibility for private, group or sectional gain. Typically, corruption is seen as an impediment to a successful war to peace transition. In Kosovo, post-conflict peacebuilding has been accompanied by the growing penetration of the state by criminal structures, particularly in the judiciary, whereas post-settlement Liberia is in danger of heading back to the highly unstable spoils politics that led to the outbreak of war in the first place.5 However, it has also been argued that corruption may facilitate the creation of a new political order (or the consolidation of an old one) and the dividends of peace obtained through corruption may outweigh the costs of inefficiencies.6 Put another way, donors may have to accept that priming the patronage pump is one of the costs of peace.7 Historical experience, as opposed to current liberal orthodoxies,8 provides some support for this position. 

Counternarcotics Bad—Protects Warlords
Counternarcotics policies allow the government to protect warlords 

Goodhand ,08 (Jonathan Senior Lecturer in the Department of Development Studies, School of Oriental and African Studies, University of London  “ Corrupting or Consolidating the Peace? The Drugs Economy and Post-conflict

Peacebuilding in Afghanistan”  June 23 http://pdfserve.informaworld.com/903095__793322435.pdf 7/22/10)
The pathways through which drugs and corruption affect peacebuilding processes are far more ambivalent and context-specific than the mainstream discourse allows. The effects of lootable resources such as drugs appear to vary according to the political structures in place and the associated institutions of extraction.53 Illicit drugs lend themselves to regimes of joint extraction because they present difficulties either for private agents or for rulers to establish monopoly control. As there are low barriers to entry, drugs are a diffuse resource, and their illegality poses a barrier to entry for the public sector – as Snyder noted, it is not feasible to have a Ministry of Opium (though some would argue that the Afghan Ministry of Interior is performing that function). Moreover, joint extraction is easier to sustain in the face of lootable resources with a renewable and elastic supply – as in the case of illicit drugs. Whether drug-related corruption is stabilizing or destabilizing depends on the level of centralization, the nature of the bargains struck between rulers and private actors, and the role of international policies. Rulers can deploy a range of sticks and carrots in order to get private actors to co-operate in joint extraction. They can use coercion, the threat of no extraction (drug eradication policies) or legal inducements. A number of factors may lead to changes in the equilibrium of joint extraction, including shifts in the power balance, changes in the value of lootable resources, changes in leadership (the ‘bequeathability’ problem) and grievances over the division of spoils.54 In Afghanistan, the institutions of extraction that link rulers at the centre with private agents on the periphery vary from area to area, but the crucial dividing line at present is between governance in the south and in the north. In the south, the extraction regime resembles the situation that existed during the Soviet invasion, when rebels commanded a near monopoly over drug-related rents. Large swathes of the south have now become ‘non state spaces’55 where the government has neither the capacity nor the legitimacy to mobilize capital or coercion in order to enforce institutions of joint control (or no extraction).56 This contrasts with the Taliban period, when revenues from the drugs trade (which was essentially a licit activity) were used to concentrate the means of coercion and consolidate political control. The change in leadership, the shift in the balance of power57 and the increase in the value of opium have occurred at a time of growing grievances in the south, as Pashtuns felt excluded from the new political dispensation. The political dynamics in the north, however, are very different. Arguably a new equilibrium has emerged, leading to institutions of joint extraction. The power balance between the centre and periphery changed as a result of unevenly implemented disarmament, demobilization and reintegration programmes aimed at ex-combatants and the stabilizing presence of international forces, because warlords had less to fear from an attack by rivals. The political equilibrium had the state essentially maintaining a protection racket, with private actors paying for protection from harassment by the government or from other competitors. The state’s carrots and sticks (non-enforcement of the law or the threat of eradication) are deployed in such a way as to force private actors to co-operate by sharing their income. Conversely, regional strongmen have not dispensed altogether with their militias and have reached an accommodation with the state in return for a policy of limited interference. The stability of this equilibrium varies from area to area but there is no automatic and straightforward relationship between the drug trade and violence.58 Violence is likely to be instrumental and limited and is most frequently a consequence of market dysfunction and disorganization; because it is bad for business, the default setting may be violence avoidance. When wielders of force become owners of capital they are subject to the logic and rules of economic activity, and markets may increasingly control 
Counternarcotics Bad—Inevitable/Laundry List
Counternarcotics incite corruption, violence and help Taliban—continued high production inevitable 
UCLA SPA (School of Public Affairs), public affairs/public service graduate school at UCLA, citing Mark Kleiman, public policy prof@ UCLA SPA, Jonathan Caulkins, public policy prof @ Carnegie Mellon, Jonathan Kulick, researcher, 6/29/10, “Counter-Narcotics Policy in Afghanistan May Benefit Insurgents, Analysis Finds”, http://www.publicaffairs.ucla.edu/news/public-policy/counter-narcotics-policy-afghanistan-may-benefit-insurgents-analysis-finds {jchen}

Could the counter-narcotics efforts of U.S. forces and their allies in Afghanistan actually make the insurgency worse? That's the argument Mark A.R. Kleiman, a professor of public policy at the UCLA School of Public Affairs, Jonathan Caulkins, a Carnegie Mellon University professor of operations research and public policy, and researcher Jonathan Kulick put forth in a new report, "Drug Production and Trafficking, Counterdrug Policies, and Security and Governance in Afghanistan." In their study, released by New York University's Center on International Cooperation, the authors provide an applied economic analysis of the effect of the counter-narcotics policies which challenges the current view that these initiatives benefit counterinsurgency efforts by cutting off revenue to insurgents. The researchers found that, contrary to much of what has been written on the subject, the counter-narcotics strategy is likely to aggravate the Afghan insurgency and to exacerbate corruption and criminal violence. In particular, they argue: "Price is king" — global production of heroin and opiates will remain concentrated in Afghanistan for the foreseeable future, regardless of counter-narcotics efforts. Rural development efforts should be focused on assisting rural populations — aid should not be provided only to those who desist from poppy-growing. Counter-narcotics enforcement efforts should be refocused to discriminate against illegal armed groups and corrupt officials. The authors utilized microeconomic analysis of the likely consequences of various counter-narcotics strategies on both drug-market outcomes and the security and governance situation in Afghanistan. "Afghanistan supplies 90 percent of the illicit opium in the world. Nothing done in Afghanistan is likely to change that much or to shrink world demand," Kleiman said. "When counter-narcotics efforts in Afghanistan succeed, the result is higher prices and the movement of the drug trade to insurgent-held areas. Why should we enrich our enemies?" 

Counternarcotics Bad—Expensive
Counternarcotic efforts are ineffective and cost 1.6 billion 

Matthew Korade,  deputy editor for national security news at Congressional Quarterly and former legislative fellow for defense policy in the office of Sen. Joseph I. Lieberman, 2/11/09, Project on National Security Reform (PNSR), “The Counternarcotics Effort in Afghanistan”, http://www.pnsr.org/web/page/938/sectionid/579/pagelevel/3/interior.asp {jchen}

The United States has spent about $1.6 billion on counternarcotics to date but with little effect. The Taliban and al Qaeda continue to benefit from the drug trade directly through trafficking and cultivation and indirectly by providing protection, taxing production, or engaging in money laundering. Experts estimate the drug trade provides up to half the Taliban’s funding and somewhat less for al Qaeda. In addition, the heavy focus on eradication has alienated small farmers and left other elements of the U.S. strategy neglected. The opium trade has resulted in corruption and security problems that have proved toxic to the Afghan government. Afghanistan was the eighth most-unstable nation in the world in 2007, according to the “Failed State Index” compiled annually by the U.N. Fund for Peace and Foreign Policy magazine.

Counternarcotic efforts ineffective and cost $550 mil annually—NOT sustainable

USDS, United States Department of State, office of Inspector General, Middle East Regional Office, December 2009, “Status of the Bureau of International Narcotics and Law Enforcement Affairs Counternarcotics Programs in Afghanistan ”, Performance Audit, http://oig.state.gov/documents/organization/134183.pdf {jchen}
There are many challenges to achieving success in the U.S. Government-led counternarcotics program in Afghanistan. The precarious security situation is the main impediment to effectively carrying out the counternarcotics program. Progress is also hampered by problems within the Afghan Government including corruption, a weak justice system, and lack of political will. Afghan farmers continue to grow poppies, while acknowledging it is illegal and conflicts with the tenets of Islam. Despite alternative crop programs, the economics of opium production make it hard for farmers to turn away from poppy cultivation. A pervasive informal financial system in Afghanistan adds to the ease of narcotics-related money laundering. The enforcement of narcotics laws is undermined by the vast mountainous terrain and the unrestricted Afghan border. Traditional trading networks with adjoining countries facilitate the trade in opium contraband. Finally, the long term operation of the Afghan counternarcotics effort – averaging a $550 million annual U.S. Government contribution since FY 2005 - is a matter of concern. This level of effort may not be sustainable in the long-term. OIG 
Counternarcotics Fail—Generic
Even if counternarcotics policies work in the short term they undermine state legitimacy and abilities in the long term

Goodhand ,08 (Jonathan Senior Lecturer in the Department of Development Studies, School of Oriental and African Studies, University of London  “ Corrupting or Consolidating the Peace? The Drugs Economy and Post-conflict

Peacebuilding in Afghanistan”  June 23 http://pdfserve.informaworld.com/903095__793322435.pdf 7/22/10)

 Corruption and Counter-narcotics Policies As highlighted above, there is a big gap between the (possibly unrealistic) aspirations outlined in Bonn of a liberal democratic state and the reality five years later of a shadow state deeply penetrated by political factions and drugs interests. Karzai’s ‘big tent’ approach, which prioritized stability over reforms, has enabled ‘reform-resistant’ elements to consolidate their position and consequently act as spoilers within government. A whole raft of initiatives to build accountability, transparency and greater effectiveness have been blocked or diluted, in large measure because they challenge the interests of key actors in the central and provincial administrations. These include reforms to the police and judiciary, public administration reforms and anti-corruption measures.65 The failure to confront drug interests through substantive reforms to the most powerful ministries also reflects the competing objectives of international players and leads to inconsistent policies, as highlighted earlier.66 Hamid Karzai, particularly in relation to the drugs issue, is caught in the dual legitimacy trap. Paradoxically, drug eradication may build Karzai’s external legitimacy while simultaneously undermining his domestic standing. He has declared a jihad on drugs and he has deployed notions of religious sin and collective shame to persuade farmers to desist from poppy cultivation; but illegality does not mean that such activities are regarded as illegitimate. Many Afghans view counter-narcotics (CN) policies as an externally driven, Western agenda. Criminalization and eradication may end up undermining government legitimacy – particularly when the government cannot deliver on its part of the bargain by providing alternative sources of livelihood. Laws that lack legitimacy consequently require a greater reliance on coercion. Eradication efforts end up attacking farmers who voted for Karzai.67 International forces are also de-legitimized by association in the eyes of many Afghans, who were initially supportive of coalition forces. CN policies may accentuate inter-ethnic/north–south tensions as eradication efforts in the south highlighted the perception that the government was ‘anti-Pashtun’. In addition to their effects on the legitimacy of the state, CN policies have important opportunity costs and may indirectly undermine state capacities. As Koehler argues, the ‘narco-state’ may be less of a threat to Afghan statehood than a ‘foreign steered counter-narcotics proxy state’.68 The legitimacy of Afghan statebuilding is running the risk of being sacrificed for a ‘quick result counter-narcotics enforcement machinery’.69 Therefore, even if CN efforts are successful on their own terms (which they are not), ultimately they run the danger of undermining the more fundamental goal of statebuilding. Control regimes tend to reflect de facto power relations and the state’s involvement in counter-narcotics has generated perverse incentives for misgovernment. The threat or application of eradication or interdiction has been used to undermine political enemies or extract resources. It has also enabled producers to eliminate competitors and led to de facto consolidation of the drug industry. In 2007 around 10 per cent of the poppy crop was eradicated according to UNODC, but these were mainly marginal fields, the result of ‘corrupt deals between landowners, village elders and eradication teams’.70 The eradication figures themselves have become a source of corruption – local officials are reported to inflate the figures as governors are compensated at US$120 for each eradicated hectare.71 

Physical attempts to break down narcotics in Afghanistan fail – we need to leave

Doug Bandow, senior fellow at the CATO Institute, 10-20-04 [Solving Afghanistan’s Opium Problem, http://www.cato.org/pub_display.php?pub_id=2858]

Attempting to suppress the drug trade with more than rhetoric will make it even harder to defeat the Taliban and al-Qaeda. Yet Washington's most important goal today remains destroying transnational anti-U.S. terrorist networks, led by al-Qaeda.  A British parliamentary committee recently warned that without additional resources, "Afghanistan - a fragile state in one of the most sensitive and volatile regions in the world - could implode." Expanding the drug war will make that more likely to happen. Unfortunately, the United States has little choice but to leave Afghanistan's opium market open to the world.
Counternarcotics Fail—Statistics
Counter-narcotics fail—Poppy growth doubled

Paul Eckert, staff writer for Reuters, 8/3/07 “U.S Sees Uphill fight against Afghan Opium” Reuters, http://www.reuters.com/article/idUSN0332324120070803, KR

The $420 million spent by U.S. government agencies on poppy eradication in the war-torn country in 2006 was "dwarfed by the roughly $38 billion 'street value' if the entire Afghan poppy crop were converted to heroin," it said.The report by State Department Inspector General Howard Krongard said initial U.S. eradication goals for 2007 in Afghanistan, the source of about 90 percent of the world's opium, were "not realistic." The Taliban, which ruled Afghanistan under strict principals of Islamic law, drastically reduced poppy growing throughout the country in the years before it was ousted by the U.S.-led 2001 invasion for harboring al Qaeda militants.But in recent years poppy growth has increased dramatically, especially in southern provinces where the Taliban has encouraged the profitable crop.A U.S. government assessment team that visited seven locations in Afghanistan "found no realistic possibility of outspending economic incentives in the narcotics industry," the report said.It added that "security in the poppy producing provinces was viewed as a growing concern and necessitated further reliance on inadequate air support for execution of counternarcotics programs." Assistant Secretary of State Richard Boucher told reporters on Thursday, ahead a visit to Washington next week by Afghan President Hamid Karzai, that "The poppy issue this year is: There is going to be a lot of production in Afghanistan."But Boucher, the top U.S. diplomat for South and Central Asia, said that growth of the raw material for heroin was increasingly concentrated in the "areas of the insurgency" and that production was decreasing in areas where Karzai's U.S.-backed government has established control. "So you'll probably go this year from six poppy-free provinces to at least double that number," said Boucher. Opium production in Afghanistan rose by as m as 50 percent last year, according to a United Nations estimate. This year's crop, recently harvested, could easily equal that, the United Nations says. The Afghan and Western governments accuse Taliban insurgents of offering protection to opium farmers in return for taxing their crop and then using the funds to fend off Afghan and foreign troops. 
Counternarcotics Fail—Regional Insecurity
Counternarcotics ineffective—regional insecurity 

USDS, United States Department of State, office of Inspector General, Middle East Regional Office, December 2009, “Status of the Bureau of International Narcotics and Law Enforcement Affairs Counternarcotics Programs in Afghanistan ”, Performance Audit, http://oig.state.gov/documents/organization/134183.pdf {jchen}
Security remains the paramount impediment to reducing the drug trade in Afghanistan. Taliban-related insurgent groups, powerful local warlords, and criminal syndicates and gangs continue to threaten and disrupt U.S. and Afghan efforts to reduce poppy cultivation and interdict opium trafficking. Poppy cultivation has progressively been confined to the southern provinces of the country where the insurgency is the strongest and security the most unstable. The connection between low security and high poppy cultivation underscores the relationship between the narcotics industry and the insurgency. 

Counternarcotics Fail—Corruption
Counternarcotics fail—Afghan government corruption

USDS, United States Department of State, office of Inspector General, Middle East Regional Office, December 2009, “Status of the Bureau of International Narcotics and Law Enforcement Affairs Counternarcotics Programs in Afghanistan ”, Performance Audit, http://oig.state.gov/documents/organization/134183.pdf {jchen}
Afghanistan ranks 176 out of 180 countries in Transparency International’s 2008 Corruption Perception Index. Afghan, U.S., and other coalition government officials told the OIG team that corruption is widespread throughout Afghan Government, including senior level posts in the office of the presidency and key ministries. These officials stated that the lack of commitment and ambivalence on counternarcotics issues by Afghan Government leaders to take strong measures against the narcotics industry is a significant impediment to the overall success of the counternarcotics program. For example, knowledgeable U.S. Government officials told OIG that there is a persistent impression that Afghan Government-led eradication of poppy is highly selective, usually avoiding action against farmers who are politically connected. Embassy Kabul officials told OIG that border police and customs officials are fearful of taking action against traffickers and are, on occasion, told to ignore inspecting specific vehicles and cargoes. Senior U.S. Department of Justice officials expressed concern about the Afghan Government’s tendency to release individuals arrested and convicted of narcotics-related crimes, sometimes at the direction of the office of the presidency. A senior U.S. military officer stated that the Afghan National Police force is riddled with corruption. Due to their low wages, police officers are particularly susceptible to illegal payments by officials engaged in drug traffi cking. 

Counternarcotics Fail—Too Profitable
Reducing production impossible—poppies most profitable and low risk

USDS, United States Department of State, office of Inspector General, Middle East Regional Office, December 2009, “Status of the Bureau of International Narcotics and Law Enforcement Affairs Counternarcotics Programs in Afghanistan ”, Performance Audit, http://oig.state.gov/documents/organization/134183.pdf {jchen}
The economics of the narcotics industry are daunting. According to available information, the average per capita income in Afghanistan is $600-700 a year. United Nations estimates indicate the average Afghan family involved in poppy cultivation earns approximately $6,500 annually. There are alternative crops, but to be price competitive, these would have to be much more productive per hectare and/or have dramatically lower costs of production on a value basis. In addition, most alternative crops require longer development times (e.g. fruit and nut orchards). In the meantime, farmers in Afghanistan’s overwhelmingly agrarian society have become dependent on poppy cultivation as a low-risk, high-return cash crop. 
Counternarcotics Fail-Production Ignores law and religion 

Counternarcotic policy fails—population ignore religious and legal restrictions

USDS, United States Department of State, office of Inspector General, Middle East Regional Office, December 2009, “Status of the Bureau of International Narcotics and Law Enforcement Affairs Counternarcotics Programs in Afghanistan ”, Performance Audit, http://oig.state.gov/documents/organization/134183.pdf {jchen}
In discussions with Afghan farmers and embassy officials responsible for implementing public education campaigns, OIG found attitudes toward growing poppy are not based on a strongly formed ideology or religious beliefs. Instead, farmers were influenced by situational and economic decision-making. According to opinion surveys, although farmers acknowledged that poppy cultivation is against the law and contrary to the tenets of Islam, they continued to cultivate poppy, disregarding those restrictions. Notably, several counternarcotics specialists with extensive work history in Afghanistan told the OIG team that once the U.S. Government’s intent to deemphasize poppy eradication is publicly known, farmers who have turned away from poppy will resume cultivation. 
Counternarcotics Fail—Too Embedded
Counternarcotics will fail—too intertwined into financial and trade system

USDS, United States Department of State, office of Inspector General, Middle East Regional Office, December 2009, “Status of the Bureau of International Narcotics and Law Enforcement Affairs Counternarcotics Programs in Afghanistan ”, Performance Audit, http://oig.state.gov/documents/organization/134183.pdf {jchen}
A unique challenge to prevent drug traffickers from transferring illegal profi ts is the traditional, informal financial system known as hawala. There are approximately 300 known hawaladars in Kabul alone, with additional branches or dealers in each of the country’s 34 provinces. It is estimated that hawaladars process approximately 80 percent of the country’s cash transfers. In 2008, UNODC estimated $3.4 billion in narcotics-related income generation within Afghanistan. Illicit narcotics trade is the primary source of laundered funds. In addition, underground finance and legitimate commerce are intertwined. According to embassy officials, narcotics are often used as tradable goods and as a means of exchange for automobiles, construction materials, foodstuffs, and other goods between Afghanistan and neighboring Pakistan and Iran. 
Counternarcotics not key to U.S. Security

Winning the war on drugs isn’t key to fulfilling U.S. security objectives-U.S. should abandon counter narcotic policies and withdraw troops

Cato Policy Report,( November/December 2009 “Should the United States Withdraw from Afghanistan?” http://www.cato.org/pubs/ policy_report/v31n6/cpr31n6-3.html7/20/10)

Secondly, we don't need to win a war on drugs in Afghanistan to accomplish our core security objective. This is another mission into which we have seemingly drifted. An August report to the Senate Foreign Relations Committee made a startling admission; namely, that there is no credible evidence that al Qaeda derives significant revenues from narcotics trafficking. (That startled even me.) The Taliban does. As a matter of fact, just about everybody else in Afghanistan does. Illegal drugs, whether we like it or not, are a pervasive part of Afghanistan's economy, roughly a third of the country's total GDP. And lest we think that it's just the insurgents who benefit from narcotics revenues, pro-government factions are in the trade up to their eyeballs. Indeed, it would be much easier to draw up a list of prominent Afghan political figures who are not involved in the drug trade than it would to draw up a list of the ones who are. And it would be a much shorter list to cite the ones who are not.  Finally, we do not need to crush the Taliban to achieve our legitimate objectives regarding al Qaeda. It has been a big mistake of U.S. policymakers to conflate al Qaeda and the Taliban. The former is a foreign terrorist organization with the United States in its crosshairs. The latter is an admittedly repulsive political faction, but it represents a parochial insurgency and, in some ways, Pashtun solidarity, which is something to which we'd better pay attention. It is not a direct security threat to the United States. What has happened over the years is that we have drifted into a war against the Taliban, not primarily against al Qaeda. Indeed, on September 11 General McChrystal made an admission that I found almost as startling as the admission about drug revenues in the report to the Senate Foreign Relations Committee. He said that there really is no evidence of a significant al Qaeda presence in Afghanistan. My response to that was: well, if al Qaeda isn't in Afghanistan, why on Earth are we in Afghanistan? We went there to defeat al Qaeda. If this isn't the arena for al Qaeda anymore, then our mission seems to have no rational purpose whatsoever.  I believe we can develop a strategy for success but have to dial back the concept of victory to something that protects America's core security interests and has a reasonable prospect of success. That means focusing on disrupting and weakening al Qaeda. And note the terms I use. I don't talk about a definitive victory. That's not possible against a shadowy, nonstate terrorist adversary. We're not going to get some kind of surrender ceremony, or a signed document. Instead, we have to treat the threat posed by al Qaeda as a chronic security problem, but one that can be managed. I tend to get very impatient with people in Washington and in the opinion-shaping sector in America generally, who seem to act as though Islamic terrorists are all 15 feet tall and about to take over the planet. They aren't, and they aren't. The sooner we realize that, the far better strategy we will have.  We need to abandon the counter-narcotics campaign in its entirety. And we need to abandon any notion of a nation-building campaign in Afghanistan. Now what should we be doing? Well, we should be cutting deals with any relevant player, not just acting as though the government in Kabul is the only relevant actor. Not just focusing on trying to create something that has never really existed in Afghanistan: a very powerful central government in control of the whole country backed by a strong national army. We need to be cutting deals with every relevant player who's willing to work with us. That means regional warlords. That means tribal leaders. That means clan leaders. And yes, it includes trying to work out arrangements with elements of the Taliban that might be willing to try to work with us against al Qaeda. I don't think it is inevitable at all that, even if the Taliban were able to establish control over most of Afghanistan, it would necessarily give shelter again to al Qaeda. Taliban leaders have learned that there is a price to pay for that kind of decision.  We don't need a large military footprint to achieve such modest military goals. Small numbers of CIA and Special Forces personnel, to work with cooperative players, should be sufficient. That means that virtually all U.S. forces can and should be withdrawn over the next 18 months. Escalation, which is the course we're on now, is precisely the wrong strategy. No matter how long we stay, how much money we spend, and how many lives we squander, Afghanistan is never going to become a central Asian version of Arizona. We should stop operating under the delusion that it will. 
AT: War on Drugs Good (Demand Inevitable)
Afghanistan drug production is inevitable as long as Western demand remains high

Julien Mercille, lecturer at University College Dublin, Ireland, specializes in U.S. foreign policy and geopolitics, 6/30/10, “ Why Afghanistan's Poppies Aren't the Problem”, Counter Punch  magazine, http://www.counterpunch.org/mercile06302010.html {jchen}

For years, there has been much discussion about the best strategy to rid Afghanistan of its poppies. Eradication, says Bush. Interdiction and alternative livelihoods, retorts Obama. Licensing and production for medicinal purposes, suggested the Senlis Council. The issues have been fiercely debated: Would there be enough demand for Afghanistan’s legal morphine? Is the government too corrupt to implement this or that scheme? To what extent will eradication alienate farmers? Which crops should we substitute for poppies? These questions are not unimportant, but fundamentally, they do not address the primary source of Afghan drug production: the West’s (and Russia’s) insatiable demand for drugs. Afghanistan accounts for about 90% of global illicit opium production. Western Europe and Russia are its two largest markets in terms of quantities consumed and market value (the United States is not an important market for Afghan opiates, importing the drugs from Latin America instead). Western Europe (26%) and Russia (21%) together consume almost half (47%) the heroin produced in the world, with four countries accounting for 60% of the European market: the United Kingdom, Italy, France and Germany. In economic terms, the world’s opiates market is valued at $65 billion, of which heroin accounts for $55 billion. Nearly half of the overall opiate market value is accounted for by Europe (some $20 billion) and Russia ($13 billion). (Iran is also a large consumer of opium, with smaller amounts of heroin). The situation is similar for cocaine, for which the US and Europe are the two dominant markets (virtually all coca cultivation takes place in Colombia, Peru and Bolivia). [1] In short, it is the West that has a drug problem, not producer countries like Afghanistan (or Colombia): demand is king and drives the global industry. 

Demand makes decreased production impossible—best solution would still offset production elsewhere

Sarah Mamula, Staffwriter for Talk Media News, 7/6/10, “Experts Criticize Counter-Narcotics Policy In Afghanistan, But Offer No Concrete Solution”, Talk Radio News Service, http://www.talkradionews.com/news/2010/7/6/experts-criticize-counter-narcotics-policy-in-afghanistan-bu.html {jchen}

 In an effort to create a politically stable Afghanistan, the United States has attempted to combat the country’s notorious level of opium production with a counter-narcotics policy. However, Jonathan Caulkins, a professor at Carnegie Melon, Mark A.R. Kleiman, a professor of public policy at UCLA, and researcher Jonathan Kulick recently released a report critiquing current policy, saying that the efforts aggravate the Afghan insurgency. Addiction, corruption, insurgent and terrorist funding have all profited from the drug trade in Afghanistan, according to the report presented at United States Institute for Peace on Tuesday. Although opium production is concentrated to areas labelled as “insecure,” the Taliban is reportedly making millions of dollars from the industry. In 2009, the government policy switched focus from the complete eradication of opium crops to an increase in law enforcement and alternative development. Caulkins’ analysis critiqued the success of the current administration’s policy, but his report did not provide any alternatives or concrete recommendations for a counter-narcotics policy. “I’m not an expert on Afghanistan across the board,” said Caulkins. Caulkins, Kleiman and Kulick had differing opinions, but agreed that counter-narcotics efforts must be augmented and suggested that one solution might be the reorganization of enforcements with targeted areas could make corruption less rewarding and help address the problem. However, the experts conceded that the issue is complex and that not much can be done as long as a demand for the product remains. The report states that even if a solution is found to the drug problem in Afghanistan, the production would be displaced to another country since international demand for opium is so high. Afghanistan currently produces nearly 90% of the world’s opium supply. 
AT: War on Drugs Good (Can’t Solve)
Can’t solve opium until 2025 – best-case scenario

Mark Schneider, senior vice president of the International Crisis Group, Federal News Service, October 4, 2007, KR

REP. ACKERMAN: Do we have enough assets and resources dedicated to this proposition so that if we went and concentrated in the areas, such as the province in which there's a 53 percent increase, which accounts for a great deal of that expanded new number, that we just don't allow the balloon to be squeezed there and the poppy production pop up somewhere else in greater percentages? MR. SCHNEIDER: I mean, I think we do need to provide more resources. I think one of the most important things is to demonstrate that it's a long-term commitment. It took 15-17 years to really change Thailand in terms of a producer of opium poppies. And I think that in terms of overall sustainable counternarcotics, it's going to take that long. Right now I think that you have a challenge, as well, of demonstrating to significant portions of the country that this is a long-term international commitment, not only for the next two or three years. And so I would argue that to the degree that you can find ways to make that kind of long-term authorization at significant levels, that would have a great deal of benefit.
AT: War on Drugs Good (Targeting Afghanistan Bad)
Targeting producing countries ineffective—23 times less cost effective than domestic counter-narcotics
Julien Mercille, lecturer at University College Dublin, Ireland, specializes in U.S. foreign policy and geopolitics, 6/30/10, “ Why Afghanistan's Poppies Aren't the Problem”, Counter Punch  magazine, http://www.counterpunch.org/mercile06302010.html {jchen}
How should we reduce opiate consumption and its negative consequences in the West and Russia? Drug policy research has typically offered four methods. There is a wide consensus among researchers that such methods should be ranked as follows, from most to least effective: 1) treatment of addicts, 2) prevention, 3) enforcement, and 4) overseas operations in producer countries. For example, twelve established analysts reached the following conclusions, published a few months ago [2]: “Efforts by wealthy countries to curtail cultivation of drug-producing plants in poor countries have not reduced aggregate drug supply or use in downstream markets, and probably never will… it will fail even if current efforts are multiplied many times over.” “A substantial expansion of [treatment] services, particularly for people dependent on opiates, is likely to produce the broadest range of benefits… yet, most societies invest in these services at a low level.” Also, a widely cited 1994 RAND study concluded that targeting “source countries” is 23 times less cost effective than “treatment” for addicts domestically, the most effective method; “interdiction” was estimated to be 11 times less cost effective and “domestic enforcement” 7 times. [3] The problem is that the West’s drug policy strategy has for years emphasized enforcement, combined to overseas adventures, to the detriment of treatment and prevention. Also, Russia has been complaining about the suspension of eradication in Afghanistan, but it has a very poor record of offering treatment to its own addicts, rejecting widely accepted scientific evidence. Moscow has chosen a strategy that “serves the end of social control and enforcement,” just like the US: criminalization is emphasized and the largest share of public resources is directed to arrest, prosecute and incarcerate drug users, instead of offering them treatment. This worsens Russia’s HIV epidemic, the fastest growing in the world—with nearly one million HIV infections, some 80% of which related to the sharing of drug needles—while syringe availability remains very limited. For instance, methadone and buprenorphine remain prohibited by law in Russia, even if they are effective in reducing the drug problem by shifting addicts from illegal opiates to safer, legal alternatives. [4] Accordingly, a just released New York University report states that “Nothing that happens in Afghanistan, for good or ill, would affect the Russian drug problem nearly as much as the adoption of methadone” in Russia—which would also help Afghanistan reduce poppy cultivation. [5]
AT: Drug War Moral/Ending Drug War Immoral
US only working towards decreasing Afghan production, not actual drug use
Julien Mercille, lecturer at University College Dublin, Ireland, specializes in U.S. foreign policy and geopolitics, 6/30/10, “ Why Afghanistan's Poppies Aren't the Problem”, Counter Punch  magazine, http://www.counterpunch.org/mercile06302010.html {jchen}
All this said, there is one way in which Afghanistan does have a drug problem, namely, its increasing number of addicts. A recent UNODC report estimated that drug use had increased dramatically over the last few years and that around one million Afghans now suffer from drug addiction, or 8% of the population—twice the global average. Since 2005, the number of regular opium users in Afghanistan has grown from 150,000 to 230,000 (a 53% increase) and for heroin, from 50,000 to 120,000 (a 140% increase). This spreads HIV/AIDS because most injecting drug users share needles. But treatment resources are very deficient. Only about 10% of addicts have ever received treatment, meaning that about 700,000 are left without it, which prompted UNODC chief Antonio Maria Costa to call for much greater resources for drug prevention and treatment in the country. But the problem is that the Obama and Bush administrations could not care less: since 2005, they have allocated less than $18 million to “demand reduction” activities in Afghanistan—an amount less than 1% of the $2 billion they spent on eradication and interdiction. [10] Clearly, US priorities have nothing to do with fighting a war on drugs. 

AT: ASPEC/Agent CPs

Alternative development programs are headed by USAID and not military

USDS, United States Department of State, office of Inspector General, Middle East Regional Office, December 2009, “Status of the Bureau of International Narcotics and Law Enforcement Affairs Counternarcotics Programs in Afghanistan ”, Performance Audit, http://oig.state.gov/documents/organization/134183.pdf {jchen}
Eradication programs focus on training a central Afghan National Police unit capable of destroying poppy fields and conducting public information campaigns. The program also supports governor-led eradication efforts in the provinces. Until June 2009, eradication was the Department’s preeminent counternarcotics tactic to reduce poppy cultivation, using training programs similar to those carried out by INL in South America. Interdiction programs led by DEA have matured and increased the capacity of specialized counternarcotics units to target opium stocks and apprehend poppy growers and traffickers. In 2009, the use of interdiction as a counternarcotics tool increased in importance, and is integrated closely with military units and law enforcement agencies. In 2003, under a letter of agreement with the Afghan Government, the U.S. Government committed $33.4 million for alternative development efforts aimed at farmers, such as crop substitution, skills training for off-farm employment, and micro-credit lending to promote the cultivation of legal crops, police training, and public information campaigns. Since USAID is responsible for programs supporting alternative development, these programs were not within the scope of this audit. 
AT: Alternative Development CP (1/2)

Rural development and crop substitution empirically fail

AREU, Afghanistan Research and Evaluation Unit (AREU), independent research organization, David Mansfield and Adam Pain, 12/08, “Counter-Narcotics in Afghanistan: The Failure of Success?”, http://news.medill.northwestern.edu/washington/news.aspx?id=133849 {jchen}

Offering carrots is intuitively appealing and often more feasible politically than wielding sticks, and rural development programs have been implemented in a host of drug-producing countries, sometimes with success in terms of reduced production where the substitution efforts are implemented. But rural development does not hold out the promise of reducing the supply of opiates or improving the security of Afghanistan via its effects on opium markets. Babor et al. (2009) observe, “Though there are a few instances of well-executed local crop substitution programs, they do not appear to have reduced drug production in any region of the world, let alone consumption in downstream markets.”75 This point bears repeating. There has never been a single documented instance in which crop substitution has had any meaningful impact on U.S. drug use. This is not for lack of trying, as our experience with coca growers in South America has demonstrated. Babor et al. couch their statement in terms of “crop substitution,” but it remains true more broadly for source country interventions that try to woo farmers away from growing the crops from which the common illegal drugs are made. What may be even more frustrating is that crop substitution alone is unlikely to have a meaningful effect on total Afghan poppy cultivation within the next five or more years, and hence on drug use elsewhere in the world.

AT: Alternative Development CP (2/2)

Alternative development programs necessary to solve drug production—takes 20 years 

The Guardian, Patrick Wintour, political editor 2/6/06, “ Opium economy will take 20 years and £1bn to remove”, http://www.guardian.co.uk/world/2008/feb/06/afghanistan.politics {jchen}

 Afg hanistan's opium economy will take up to 20 years to eradicate and require a £1bn investment from world leaders, according to a government study published yesterday. The 102-page report was welcomed by the international development secretary, Douglas Alexander, even though it contains some highly critical messages about the effectiveness of some of the aid programmes. Compiled by the Department of International Development and the World Bank, the analysis suggests at least an extra £1bn needs to be invested in irrigation, roads, alternative crops and rural development to attract farmers away from the lucrative and growing opium industry. Its conclusions came as the UN produced fresh figures on the opium trade. The UN's Office on Drugs and Crime (UNODC) believes this year's crop will be similar to, or slightly lower than, last year's record harvest. In 2007 Afghanistan had more land growing drugs than Colombia, Bolivia and Peru combined. "While it is encouraging that the dramatic increases of the past few years seem to be levelling off, the total amount of opium being harvested remains shockingly high," said UNODC chief, Antonio Maria Costa, in a statement. "Europe and other major heroin markets should brace themselves for the health and security consequences," he said. "Much is already happening and very large investments are being made," the report says. "But these have been fragmented and not within a programatic approach and not with a counter narcotic lens. To achieve results will require consistent approaches, considerable time, persistence in the face of short term setbacks and massive co-ordinated sustained investment, as well as political vision and stamina." Highlighting the lack of coordination in the current aid effort, the report warns: "The result of weak Afghan leadership and poor donor adherence ... will be some very messy and ill co-ordinated development activities. "In rural livelihood programmes for example some donors have agreed to consultations, but nevertheless finance programmes outside the budget with scant reference either to the government or agencies." It says less than a quarter of the total aid to Afghanistan currently goes through the Afghan national budget, and also criticises the military forces in Afghanistan for not sourcing goods and products from within Afghanistan. "The economic growth needed to displace the opium economy and the development of the necessary infrastructure and governance to support it will take at least one or two decades". Providing security is an essential component of the counter narcotics effort, but the study says the provincial reconstruction teams set up by Nato forces "by and large have not been successful in ensuring a safer environment for development programmes". The teams should provide a credible bridge between security activities and their development agenda, and a conducive environment in which the latter can be pursued. However, the study warns: "It is not clear the PRTs [provincial reconstruction teams] have been able to provide this safe environment for development programmes. "Moreover foreign military personnel rotate fast which reduces the consistency of policies in PRTs and leads to a disconcerting tendency to 'always try something new'." It adds that "once a vicious circle sets in development options greatly shrink. Security has deteriorated since 2005. This has two big effects. First donor contributions get eroded as more is spent on security and less on delivery, and second there is a slow down in project delivery." It argues that in Helmand, the province in which British troops operate and the citadel of opium production, the Taliban insurgency severely limits people's movements making marketing of legal agricultural produce more difficult and dangerous. In areas of insecurity "opium markets work well. Opium traders provide advances, travel to the farm gate to purchase the crop and cover the cost of transport and bribes to those manning the check posts. They also take the physical risk of travel in secure areas." The report says: "This creates a near impossible policy challenge trying to establish governance and sustainable development in conditions where there is a fight against insurgents and a political necessity to 'do something' about poppy." In Helmand once security increases, the report suggest the province could become the home of cotton production. Other new products are raisins, melons, cumin as well as livestock farming. The report recommends investments of $550m (£275m) to boost rural enterprise development, and $400m for rural road planning, construction and maintenance. Overall, Afghan farmers need start-up assistance, matching investment grants, cost sharing market development and a commitment to deliver through community development councils with the aid itself seen as coming from the Afghan government, and not the true donor. The number of poppy-free provinces is expected to rise from 12 in 2007, to 14 or 15, mostly in the north and east, out of a total of 34 Afghan provinces, the UNODC said. But opium production continues to grow "at an alarming rate" in the south and west, it said. All the poppy farmers surveyed in southern Afghanistan said they paid a tax of 10% of their opium income to the Taliban or corrupt government officials. 

AT: Increase Troops CP
Troops can’t solve Afghan instability
Barry Kolodkin, Prospects for the Troop Surge in Afghanistan Monday November 30, 2009 US Foreign Policy Blog From Barry Kolodkin, Former About.com Guide to US Foreign Policy. http://usforeignpolicy.about.com/b/2009/11/30/prospects-for-the-troop-surge-in-afghanistan.htm, KR
However, additional US troops will not provide greater security for Afghan citizens in other areas of the country. Taliban fighters will likely move to areas away from US troop strength and engage in battles on their own terms. A surge of 21,000 troops in March 2009 has not proven effective. The US military considers the troop surge in Iraq a success. Senator John McCain lauded the surge during the 2008 Presidential campaign. Yet two years after the surge, General Ray Odierno, the US commander in Iraq opined that the US may not be able to declare victory in Iraq for 5-10 years, maybe ever. In Afghanistan, the US faces a more radicalized, battle-hardened enemy, which previously repelled the Soviets, in terrain less favorable than Iraq to American armored and mechanized capabilities. NATO soldiers in Afghanistan already outnumber Taliban fighters by a margin of 12-1. The odds of the US being able to declare victory in Afghanistan or leaving a relatively stable, peaceful Afghanistan in the coming years seem remote.

Troops increase instability—withdrawal key to offset Taliban


Malalai Joya, Staff Writer for the Guardian,  Monday 30 November 2009 19.00 “If Barack Obama heralds an escalation of the war, he will betray his own message of hope and deepen my people's pain” http://www.guardian.co.uk/commentisfree/cifamerica/2009/nov/30/obama-afghanistan-troops, KR

After months of waiting, President Obama is about to announce the new US strategy for Afghanistan. His speech may be long awaited, but few are expecting any surprise: it seems clear he will herald a major escalation of the war. In doing so he will be making something worse than a mistake. It is a continuation of a war crime against the suffering people of my country. I have said before that by installing warlords and drug traffickers in power in Kabul, the US and Nato have pushed us from the frying pan to the fire. Now Obama is pouring fuel on these flames, and this week's announcement of upwards of 30,000 more troops to Afghanistan will have tragic consequences. Already this year we have seen the impact of an increase in troops occupying Afghanistan: more violence, and more civilian deaths. My people, the poor of Afghanistan who have known only war and the domination of fundamentalism, are today squashed between two enemies: the US/Nato occupation forces on one hand and warlords and the Taliban on the other. While we want the withdrawal of one enemy, we don't believe it is a matter of choosing between two evils. There is an alternative: the democratic-minded parties and intellectuals are our hope for the future of Afghanistan.
AT: Opium Legalization CP

Legalizing Poppy not a viable solution—stabilization key to solve

Gretchen Peters, author of Seeds of Terror, June 9, 2009 “Afghanistan Needs Rule of Law, not Legalized Poppy” http://blog.gretchenpeters.org/?p=211, KR
I am also intrigued by recent proposals that include ideas to distribute genetically modified poppy seeds, that would not produce narcotic opium, as part of a broad effort to develop alternative livelihoods. In that case the crop could be harvested and processed to make diesel bio-fuel and animal feed. One of the study’s authors tells me Afghan farmers stand to earn almost as much as they currently do selling opium poppy on the black market and it would not have a negative impact on food production.These are good proposals but they will work only after Afghanistan has been stabilized, and rule of law is established. However if Afghanistan’s poppy crop were legalized tomorrow, there would neither be the infrastructure nor the resources in place to regulate the world’s largest opium crop.Who will make sure it gets sold to pharmaceutical companies and not to drug traffickers? I bet it won’t be Afghanistan’s notoriously corrupt police, many of whom also profit off the drug trade.  who will ensure it gets harvested hygienically? Afghanistan’s Food and Drug Administration? Oh wait, there isn’t one. Is there a bio-fuel firm that’s ready and eager to build a processing plant in lawless southern Afghanistan? Are there volunteers willing to risk their lives in the war-torn poppy belt to train locals to run it? Those are only the basic obstacles. The real issue is much larger – and not ours alone to assess: It’s easy for us to sit here in the United States and talk about legalizing Afghanistan’s poppy crop, since almost none of the opiates produced there end up on US streets (and in fact, heroin use in this country is declining, according to the National Survey on Drug Use and Health).Folks have a different perspective on legalization proposals in places like Pakistan, Iran, Central Asia and Russia, where heroin addiction rates are skyrocketing. Russia, which has the world’s largest number of heroin addicts, has called on the United Nations to mandate that international troops in Afghanistan launch an aggressive poppy eradication campaign. It isn’t possible to talk about Afghanistan in terms of “wouldn’t it be easier if…” or “shouldn’t we just…”  There will be nothing easy about stabilizing Afghanistan. And there is no silver bullet strategy to magically transform it into a “Central Asian Valhalla.”There is just one exit strategy for Afghanistan. Nation building – from the bottom up. Afghans need roads, schools, security and a strong, clean and stable government. Putting all that in place can’t be done piecemeal. It will take money, time, coordination and patience. I’m not suggesting that it will be easy. But the cost of not doing it could be unthinkable.  

Legalizing opium fails—reducing heroin key
ANI, May 3, 2008 Asia News International, “Legalize Opium Even for Medical Use Seen as Dangerous” Asia News Internatioal/MedIndia http://www.medindia.net/news/Legalizing-Opium-Even-for-Medical-Use-is-Seen-as-Dangerous-36220-1.htm, KR
The British Minister of State for Africa, Asia, and the United Nations has stressed that there is no sense in legalizing opium production in Afghanistan even for medical. While writing in British Medical Journal, Mark Malloch-Brown said that the Afghanistan government lacked resources, institutional capacity, and control mechanisms to ensure that opium grown would be purchased legally.To combat opiate medicines shortage, he suggested that a sustainable solution to illegal production requires economically viable legal livelihoods, security and good governance as well as a determined effort to reduce demand around the world. Moreover, those producing opium for legal medical usage would come under direct competition with illegal traffickers that would increase opium price and promote increased cultivation. In addition, he said, that since the global demand of medical opiates is already met, therefore there is no need to increase the supply. Malloch-Brown said that it is necessary to meet the challenge of creating development initiatives and economic incentives that provide attractive legal alternatives for farmers. And this can be done by augmenting infrastructure and local government capacity, giving farmers improved access to markets, land, water, credit, food security, and employment. "Only by reducing demand [for heroin] on the streets everywhere will the producers and traffickers on the streets of Afghanistan be given the best reason to follow their alternative livelihoods", BMJ quoted him as saying. Nearly 90 pct of the world's opium comes from Afghanistan but most of it is for the illegal market. Read more: Legalizing Opium Even for Medical Use is Seen as Dangerous http://www.medindia.net/news/Legalizing-Opium-Even-for-Medical-Use-is-Seen-as-Dangerous-36220-1.htm#ixzz0sucyohf1
Legalization Bad—Unpopular with Afghan Government
Afghan government firmly opposed to poppy legalization
Irin Asia, News Outlet, September 28 2005, UN Office for the Coordination of Humanitarian Affairs, KR
KABUL, 28 September 2005 (IRIN) - The Afghan government has rejected a call to legalise poppy cultivation in the country, following a recent report advocating for its legitimate production. "Poor security in the country means there are simply no guarantees that opium won't be smuggled out of the country for the illicit narcotics trade abroad," Afghan Minister for Counter Narcotics, Habibullah Qaderi, said in the Afghan capital, Kabul. "Without an effective control mechanism, a lot of opium would still be refined into heroin for illicit markets in the West and elsewhere," he claimed. His comments follow Monday's report by the Senlis Council, a leading international drug policy think-tank, advocating for the legal cultivation of opium poppy in the Central Asian state. According to the Paris-based group, the opium would be used to produce essential medicines such as morphine and codeine which could help millions of people in developing countries who are unnecessarily dying in pain because they don't have access to such medicines. Moreover, the study concluded that such a plan would contribute to ending the Afghan drug crisis and help bring stability to the country. Licensing would move poppy crops away from the illegal drug trade and into the legal economy, a statement by the group said. "It's a case of turning something bad into something good," executive director of the group, Emmanuel Reinert, said. "The current drug policy in Afghanistan has completely failed to control opium production and has undermined development efforts." But according to Qaderi, this is a proposal whose time has not yet come. "The report issued today [Monday] is just a study which will take more time to complete. It will not be possible meanwhile to cultivate any opium poppy legally," the government official reiterated. Lack of an adequate control system remains the main argument against legalisation of opium poppy cultivation in Afghanistan. Additionally, the legalisation debate could stir confusion and raise false expectations, which could be particularly detrimental for the development of drug control in Afghanistan at this point in time, the United Nations Office on Drugs and Crime (UNODC) has warned. Afghanistan produces about 87 percent of the world's opium, most of which is smuggled to Europe, making it an integral part of the fledgling state's economy. The illegal export of opium makes up about half of the country's gross domestic product (GDP), with illegal opium estimated to be worth more than US $100 a kilogramme. Under current international law, countries are free, however, to apply for a licence from the United Nations International Narcotics Control Board (INCB) to legally produce and sell opium for medical purposes. Many countries, including Australia, France, Turkey and India, already do. The estimated average annual income per poppy farmer in Afghanistan in 2003 was $3,900. In 2004, due to a fall in opium prices at farm levels, farmers earned about $1,700 that year. The average field size per farmer in Afghanistan is estimated at about 0.4 ha. Meanwhile, Reinert defended the potential role of opium. "Opium licensing is a road-map to stability," he said, warning that the current policy of eradicating poppy crops, on which many farmers survive, threatens Afghanistan's future peace and democracy after over two decades of conflict. "Eradication is counterproductive because it takes away farmers' livelihoods without replacing them. Ultimately, they will lose faith in their government and would create the same situation that allowed the Taliban to take control in the past."

Legalization Bad—Afghan Government Unprepared
Afghanistan Not Ready to Legalize Opium

David Brunnstrom, reporter for Reuters, September 25, 2005 “Afghanistan Not Ready for Legal Option- Minister” Reuters- Common Sense for Drug Policy, http://www.csdp.org/news/news/reut_afghan_092505.htm, KR
KABUL, Sept 25 (Reuters) - Afghanistan, the world's biggest producer of illicit opium and heroin, is not ready to adopt a controversial proposal to use its opium to help ease a global shortage of painkillers, its counter-narcotics minister says.The Senlis Council, a Paris-based non-governmental organisation, has suggested licensed Afghan opium production could be used to produce morphine and codeine and is to a launch a feasibility study on the proposal in Kabul on Monday.Speaking to Reuters on Sunday, Counter-Narcotics Minister Habibullah Qaderi said he was happy for Senlis to do studies, but it was too early to consider such a proposal when Afghanistan was still struggling to cut massive illegal production."As far as the licensing at this moment is concerned, I am saying no," he said. "I'm not in favour because it jeopardises the whole of our effort ... There would be anarchy in this country now. It would create a lot of problems."Qaderi said internationally backed efforts to control drug production had led to a 21 percent reduction in the area under opium cultivation, but there was still a long way to go.The area sown with opium poppies was 103,000 hectares (255,000 acres) this year compared with 131,000 hectares (325,000 acres) last year.Afghanistan is the world's main source of opium and its refined form, heroin, producing 87 percent of global supply.Qaderi questioned the timing of the Senlis report."We don't want to confuse the Afghan people, because the Afghan people would be confused, because while the government on the one hand wants to control and stop cultivation, we are talking about licensing."I think it's too early to talk about licensing."U.N. OPPOSITIONThe United Nations Office on Drugs and Crime (UNODC) has also rejected the Senlis Council proposal, saying it risked creating confusion among farmers and raising false expectations.Senlis has estimated the worldwide shortage of morphine and codeine at about 10,000 tonnes of opium equivalent a year, while Afghanistan produces roughly 4,000 tonnes of opium a year.However, the UNODC, while conceding there is a shortage of narcotics for medical purposes, says lawful production of opiates worldwide had considerably exceeded global consumption in the past years and could be increased should demand increase.The U.N. body argues that licit production of opium would send the wrong message to farmers in Afghanistan, would be impossible to control, and would not offer a viable economic alternative.The United Nations has warned that the country risks becoming a "narco-state" and the multi-billion dollar drugs economy is seen as the biggest threat to its long-term stability and U.S.-led nation-building efforts.The UNODC says the opium cultivation area fell this year largely due to government efforts to persuade farmers to stop, including a threat to destroy fields, and low prices.However, it says good weather boosted productivity of fields still planted with opium and total output of about 4,100 tonnes is down only 2.4 percent over last year.Qaderi said Afghanistan needed to concentrate on improving rural infrastructure to provide farmers with alternative livelihoods and said a lot would depend on a continuation of international assistance to the anti-narcotics effort.With the new planting season about to start, the minister said he was hopeful for a further fall in the area under cultivation after religious leaders in the key growing province of Kandahar vowed to support the government's campaign."I am hopeful we will have a further reduction," he said. "It can be the same percentage, hopefully, maybe more."










**Add-Ons**
HIV/AIDS Add-on
Afghani opium production spreads HIV throughout the Middle East 
Blanchard, 09 Christopher M. ,(Analyst in Middle Eastern Affairs “Afghanistan: Narcotics and U.S. Policy” August 12, 2009 CRS Report for Congress http://www.fas.org/sgp/crs/row/RL32686.pdf)

Afghan, U.S., and coalition officials believe that linkages between insurgents, terrorists, and narcotics traffickers threaten the security of Afghanistan and the international community. Although much of the conflict between regional and factional militias that once fueled opium cultivation in Afghanistan has now ended, long-established political and commercial networks linking armed groups, landowning elites, transportation guilds, and drug syndicates continue to constitute the foundation of the opium economy. In addition to moving opiates, sophisticated drug transportation and money laundering networks reportedly facilitate the movement of individuals, funds, and weapons for the Taliban, Al Qaeda, and other insurgent groups. In return, Taliban fighters and others provide protection for narcotics activity reportedly including cultivation and shipments. In the past, British officials have warned of “alliances of convenience” based on the use of drug money to recruit tribal “foot soldiers” for insurgent activities.70 Anecdotal reporting suggests that armed and well-financed trafficking groups may be encouraging Afghan farmers and employing insurgents to violently resist drug interdiction and poppy eradication efforts. Since 2003, poppy eradication teams employed by provincial or national authorities consistently have faced demonstrations, small arms fire, mined poppy fields, and attacks by RPGs and mortars.71 Some clashes have involved eradication teams with U.S. participants and official advisers.72 In order to better respond to the threat of organized violent resistance to eradication and interdiction operations, the U.S. military is working with the Afghan Ministry of Defense to create a military unit dedicated to providing perimeter security for counternarcotics operations (see “Institutions and Forces” below).   Regional Security Implications Afghanistan’s opiate trade presents a range of policy challenges for Afghanistan’s neighbors, particularly for the Central Asian republics of the former Soviet Union. As a security issue, regional governments face the challenge of securing their borders and populations against the inflow of Afghan narcotics and infiltration by armed trafficking and terrorist groups. Regional terrorist organizations and international criminal syndicates that move Afghan opiates throughout the region have been linked to insecurity, corruption, and violence in several countries.90 As a public health issue, Afghan narcotics have contributed to a dramatic upsurge in opiate use and addiction rates in countries neighboring Afghanistan, a factor that also has been linked to dramatic increases in HIV infection rates in many of Afghanistan’s neighbors. According to the UNODC, by 2001, “Afghan opiates represented: almost 100% of the illicit opiates consumed in ... Iran, Pakistan, Turkey, Kazakhstan, Turkmenistan, Kyrgyzstan, Tajikistan, Uzbekistan, Azerbaijan, and the Russian Federation.”91 With the exception of Turkey, intravenous use of Afghan opiates is a dominant driver of HIV infection rates in each of these countries.92 These destabilizing factors could provide a powerful pretext for increased attention to and possible intervention in Afghan affairs on the part of regional powers such as Russia, Iran, and Pakistan. Central and South Asia93 

Healthcare Add-on
Troop Surge trades-off with Healthcare in Afghanistan

John Zarcostas, “Surge in fighting in Afghanistan will further impede access to health care, warns WHO” John Zarocostas Published 23 December 2009, http://www.bmj.com/cgi/content/short/339/dec23_1/b5594?rss=1&utm_source=feedburner&utm_medium=feed&utm_campaign=Feed%3A+bmj%2Frecent+%28Latest+from+BMJ%29, KR
In south east Afghanistan in the coming months following troop surges in the country is likely to further impede access to basic health services for large numbers of civilians, the World Health Organization has warned. Peter J Graaff, the agency’s country representative in Afghanistan, said on 18 December that at present in excess of six million people, or nearly one fifth of the population, do not have regular access to basic health services largely because of the fighting and fear and insecurity in very large parts of the country. "There will be more active fighting, and there will be more civilians that are at risk of not having access to health care that they need," he said.

Counterinsurgency Add-on

U.S. anti-narcotic strategies alienate locals and undermine counterinsurgency
Vanda Felbab-Brown, prof in the Security Studies Program @ Georgetown University and Foreign Policy Fellow @ Brookings Institution, 2009, “Shooting Up: Counterinsurgency and the War on Terrorism”, Brookings Institution Press. {jchen}

Illicit Economies and Belligerence A story from Afghanistan’s rural south, the region that has been at the core of the Taliban’s effort to regain control of the country, suggests the complexity of the relationship between illicit economic activity and military conflict. Taliban insurgents had hammered up posters offering to protect farmers’ opium poppy fields against government attempts at eradication, with a cell phone number to call if the eradicators appeared. In one village near Kandahar, the villagers caught on to a counternarcotics sting operation in which an agent posed as an opium trader. After his visits to the village to buy opium were followed with raids on the villagers’ crops, the villagers phoned the Taliban. The Taliban instructed them to invite the suspected informant back, captured him, and forced him to call in the police. When the police arrived in the village, the Taliban ambushed them, killing several policemen, including the police chief. The Taliban scored a success against the government and limited its presence in the area. Equally important, this episode fortified the relationship beween the local population and the Taliban, even though the village residents had previously shown no pro-Taliban feelings. The Kandahar story is just one example of how many belligerent groups—whether terrorists, insurgents, paramilitaries, or local warlords—have penetrated the international drug trade and other illicit economies. Realizing that belligerent groups derive large financial resources from such activities, governments have increasingly turned to suppressing illicit economies, not only as a way to curtail criminal activity but also as a strategy to defeat belligerents. Yet often those efforts not only fail to eliminate or significantly weaken belligerent groups but also impede government counterinsurgency/counterterrorism efforts. Much of the U.S. anti-narcotics policy abroad is based on the premise that the suppression of drug production will promote both anti-drug and counterterrorist goals. This book challenges this “narcoguerrilla” premise. I show that, far from being complementary, U.S. anti-narcotics and counterinsurgency policies are frequently at odds. Crop eradication—the linchpin of U.S. anti-narcotic strategy—often fails to significantly diminish the physical capabilities of belligerents. Worse, it frequently enhances their legitimacy and popular support. 
NATO Add-on
Interdiction trades off with Afghani-NATO cooperation.

Vanda Felbab-Brown, Ph.D. in Political Science at MIT and fellow at Harvard University Belfer Center for Science and International Affairs, Adjunct professor at Georgetown University, The Brookings Institute, August, 2007, http://www.brookings.edu/opinions/2007/0220afghanistan_felbab-brown.aspx

Participating in interdiction which focuses on apprehending traffickers and destroying labs is somewhat less problematic for NATO, but even such a mission is not without crucial problems. Steadily expanding in Afghanistan since the 1980s (with the 2000 eradication campaign by the Taliban being temporary and unsustainable), the opium economy deeply underlines much of Afghanistan's political, economic, and social life. The traders and traffickers are not alien criminals. Many are members of tribal elites with crucial sway over the population. Drug interdiction against them will induce them to pressure the population to stop cooperating with NATO, if not more directly support the Taliban. It can easily jeopardize the reconstruction and economic functions of the provincial reconstruction teams, thus further weakening the minimal efforts at long-term alternative development and again contributing to losing the hearts and minds of the population. Interdiction should be carried out to eliminate at least some corruption and impunity of the key traffickers, but it should be the domain of special national interdiction units, not NATO.
Cohesive NATO strategy is key to stabilizing democracy in Afghanistan

Candace Karp and Richard Ponzio, fromer special assistant to the president of Afghanistan’s senior economic advisor and, Senior Strategy and Policy officer, Afghanistan Economic advisor and Strategy and Policy Officer at the state Department, 2007, http://www.trumanproject.org/programs/fellowship/people/richard-ponzio)

NATO’s presence throughout Afghanistan is focused on supporting the security and stability of the government by strengthening Afghan institutions in a manner that is also fiscally sustainable for the country’s long-term security and defence requirements. The Declaration by the North Atlantic Treaty Organisation and the Islamic Republic of Afghanistan, signed in September 2006, seeks to promote ‘interoperability with NATO member states’ forces, as well as activities supporting defence reform, defence institution building and military aspects of security sector reform as well as other areas mutually agreed’. The underlying objective here is to enable the Afghan government to contribute to the security and stability agenda by participating in NATO-led peacekeeping operations. NATO’s programme is also predicated upon a ‘realistic’ approach, ‘both in terms of substance and available resources’. The declaration lists fifteen ‘main areas of cooperation’, with most falling within the scope of SSR. This includes the development of a ‘transparent, effective and democratically controlled Afghan national defence and appropriate security institutions’ that are ‘consistent with best practices and international norms’. Creating a ‘conceptual foundation of security and defence’, including national security and military strategies, and developing planning and budgeting processes under democratic control are additional areas of engagement, as is supporting the Afghan government’s counter-narcotics efforts, in conformity with ISAF’s operations plan.
Democracy key to avert extinction – prevents terrorism, genocide, and environmental destruction
Larry Diamond, Professor of Foreign Policy, “Promoting Democracy in the 1990s: Actors and Instruments,  Issues, Imperatives”, December 1995, http://wwics.si.edu/subsites/ccpdc/pubs/di/di.htm
This hardly exhausts the lists of threats to our security and well-being in the coming years and decades. In the former Yugoslavia nationalist aggression tears at the stability of Europe and could easily spread. The flow of illegal drugs intensifies through increasingly powerful international crime syndicates that have made common cause with authoritarian regimes and have utterly corrupted the institutions of tenuous, democratic ones. Nuclear, chemical, and biological weapons continue to proliferate. The very source of life on Earth, the global ecosystem, appears increasingly endangered. Most of these new and unconventional threats to security are associated with or aggravated by the weakness or absence of democracy, with its provisions for legality, accountability, popular sovereignty, and openness. The experience of this century offers important lessons. Countries that govern themselves in a truly democratic fashion do not go to war with one another. They do not aggress against their neighbors to aggrandize themselves or glorify their leaders. Democratic governments do not ethnically "cleanse" their own populations, and they are much less likely to face ethnic insurgency. Democracies do not sponsor terrorism against one another. They do not build weapons of mass destruction to use on or to threaten one another. Democratic countries form more reliable, open, and enduring trading partnerships. In the long run they offer better and more stable climates for investment. They are more environmentally responsible because they must answer to their own citizens, who organize to protest the destruction of their environments. They are better bets to honor international treaties since they value legal obligations and because their openness makes it much more difficult to breach agreements in secret. Precisely because, within their own borders, they respect competition, civil liberties, property rights, and the rule of law, democracies are the only reliable foundation on which a new world order of international security and prosperity can be built. 
Nato XTN—NATO Cohesion
American troop domination in Afghanistan could collapse NATO cohesiveness and global reach
Jens Ringsmose et. Al, PhD of Pol. Sci, “Are Classical Doctorines Suitable For Alliance”, 2010, http://dialnet.unirioja.es/servlet/articulo?codigo=3122153.
This is also why the current Americanisation of ISAF might turn out to be a double- edged sword. On the one hand, the strengthened American commitment and the increased number of US forces deployed to the particularly unruly parts of the country are raising hopes of a diminishing of the problem of collective action and the lack of coordination currently plaguing ISAF’s undertakings. Greater unity of effort and more adequate military and civilian resources could reasonably be the results of increased US leadership. On the other hand, Washington’s decision to take ownership could also engender even more political opposition to the campaign in European capitals. Already unpopular, turning the conflict into an  “American-led war” would do little to make the mission more accepted. Less multilateralism would thus mean that the war efforts would be viewed as less legitimate. On a wider scale, Americanisation could even endanger the cohesiveness of NATO, as US policy-makers might eventually lose interest in European partners who persistently show themselves unwilling and  unable to contribute significantly to out-of-area operations.      
NATO allies collective success in Afghanistan is key to NATO’s global reach and survival
Mariet Shanthie, Researcher at Institute of South Asian Studies, April 2, 2009, http://www.idsa.in/system/files/ShanthieMDSouza020409.pdf
The NATO mission in Afghanistan today is seen as a test of the allies’ military capabilities and their political will to undertake a difficult mission in a distant land and to sustain that commitment amidst emerging faultiness in the alliance and dwindling domestic support. Since the NATO’s Washington Summit in 1999, the allies have sought to create a “new” NATO, capable of operating beyond the European theatre to combat emerging threats such as terrorism and the proliferation of weapons of mass destruction (WMD). NATO is seeking to be “global” in its geographic reach and in the development of non-member partner states that can assist in succeeding in an agreed mission.21 The mission in Afghanistan is also termed crucial for NATO’s relevance in the post cold war era. Several NATO members have insisted that the allies must demonstrate the political will to counter the threat emerging from Afghanistan. Both Afghanistan and now Pakistan provide a test of will against the imminent danger of becoming targets of international terrorism embodied by the Talibanal Qaeda combine. In the recent past, NATO governments have also repeatedly pledged to develop capabilities making their forces more expeditionary, flexible, and “deployable.” The mission in Afghanistan surely is a real test of these capabilities. The pessimistic reports of the ‘unwinnable war’ in Afghanistan have also generated public debate within these countries against troop contribution and participation in the long war in Afghanistan. 

NATO XTN—Afghanistan Key
Success in Afghanistan key to NATO. 
Tse Hillson, Pol. Sci and Economics @ Univ. of British Columbia, A focused and targeted expansion of NATO and ISAF involvement in Afghanistan Counternarcotics Operations, January 2010, http://atlantic-council.ca/wp-content/uploads/2010/01/Hillson-Tse-UBC.pdf.
An expansion of NATO and ISAF counternarcotics activities must ensure that the strategies adopted further the doctrine of “winning hearts and minds” and actually work to reduce Taliban’s capacity to destabilize the country. Thus, a coherent NATO counternarcotics expansion should focus heavily on IO and PSYOPS, increase the scale of current support provided to Afghan security forces, end eradication as an Afghan counternarcotics policy and ultimately fulfill the ISAF mandate of political and economic stability. IO and PSYOPS is by far the most critical component of any NATO expansion as maintaining the confidence and support of the Afghan people is the key to victory in Afghanistan. The importance is not so much as to what NATO is doing but what NATO is perceived to be doing in counternarcotics. If the Afghan people fear the Afghan government and ISAF for their perceived involvement in counternarcotics activities, they will be more inclined to support the Taliban insurgency and public support wanes. Coherent and intense IO and PSYOPS campaigns are necessary to maintain public confidence in the ISAF, clarify ISAF’s role in counternarcotics and also to discourage narcotic activities. The current extent of NATO support for Afghan counternarcotics operations should be increased. NATO member states should contribute more effective intelligence and surveillance support (UAV, satellite imaging) to raise the effectiveness of Afghan interdiction missions, increase the salaries of security forces to reduce corruption, and increase training and logistical support which would lead to an overall improvement in Afghan security force capacities. There should be a heavy emphasis and pressure placed on the Afghan government to end eradication as a primary counternarcotics strategy. In Afghanistan’s current economic and political state, eradication is doomed to fail and the ISAF must be compartmentalized from Afghan led eradication campaigns in order to maintain the support of the Afghan people. NATO should rather support interdiction of traffickers, the destruction of drug labs and the arrest of high profile drug barons or warlords; operations that do not undermine the support of the common Afghan people. Finally, the one greatest thing the ISAF and NATO can do to address the opiate problem is to counteract its root causes; political instability and economic necessity. As the mandate of the ISAF is primarily that of peace support and nation building, those tasks must be prioritized over counternarcotics efforts. ISAF funding and resources should be directed towards increasing the scope and effectiveness of PRT’s which have shown potential in providing stabilization, building infrastructure and communicating with local communities.43 Once Afghanistan has been stabilized and its economy properly developed, then strategies such as eradication coupled with alternative development can be utilized to wean the country off its opium dependency. The key to NATO counternarcotics operations is to maintain the common Afghan status quo while gradually tackling the key factors of narcotics production. The expansion of NATO responsibilities in counternarcotics must be focused and concise as a result of the organization’s operational limitations. It has been suggested that even at its current strength of 51,000 troops, the ISAF still lacks sufficient manpower to secure its primary objectives of stabilization and development.44 As NATO OPLAN 10302 notes, “NATO forces must avoid becoming so entangled in CN [counternarcotics] activities that their ability to implement tasks are undermined.”45 A NATO expansion into counternarcotics may stretch current resources too thin and would require an increased financial and political commitment from member states. In drafting NATO strategies, there are also political constraints in the form of national caveats placed on troops by their sending states. Many states are hesitant at authorizing their troops to conduct direct counternarcotics operations and thus, NATO’s counternarcotics operational capacity is reduced. By focusing the NATO expansion into the several key areas noted above, we can avoid member state disagreements, more readily secure support and draw from existing member state resources. As the suggested areas of focus do not include direct NATO engagement in counternarcotics operations but rather an increase in logistical, intelligence and training for Afghan security forces, member states would be more willing to approve increases in support and funding for such efforts. The focus on IO and PSYOPS is also a motivator for member states as they can contribute troops to work on counternarcotics operations that are relatively low‐intensity in comparison to other reconstruction activities. Additionally, many NATO member states already have established PSYOPS units which would be welcome additions to an IO and PSYOPS expansion in Afghanistan. Ultimately, the ability of NATO to successfully complete its mission in Afghanistan hinges not on the destruction of the Taliban but on Afghan public support of the ISAF and government. As the NATO Supreme Allied Commander General James L. Jones notes, “we are fighting an insurgency . . . We are fighting against different factions who have some military capability to psychologically demoralize us, but it will not prevent us militarily from being successful.”46 Keeping that in mind, an expansion of NATO counternarcotics activities is warranted given the cycle of violence and instability that the opiate industry generates. However, NATO strategies should not alienate the Afghan population, work to weaken Taliban support and move the country gradually away from its opiate addiction. Many observers have noted that Afghanistan will be a test of NATO’s resolve and future viability. Should NATO fail in its mission, deeper reflection into its international role would be warranted.  
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