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Observation 1 is policy failure:

Interdiction fails – even if we change our strategy terrorism is inevitable with US interdiction because geography, instability, and political power are obstacles it cannot overcome

Felbab-Brown, Professor in Security Studies, Brookings institute, August 2007 (Vanda, 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, “Opium Licensing in Afghanistan: Its Desirability and Feasibility,” http://www.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 currently 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 militias 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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Advantage 1 is Counterinsurgency

1. Interdiction undermines counterinsurgency objectives

Felbab-Brown 2005.

(Vanda, Ph.D. in Political Science at MIT and fellow at Harvard University Belfer Center for Science and International Affairs. [Afghanistan: When Counternarcotics Undermines Counterterrorism: The Washington Quarterly Center for Strategic and International Studies (CSIS) and MIT, pp. 55-72, Autumn 2005, http://www.twq.com/05autumn/docs/05autumn_felbab.pdf.)

Today’s counternarcotics chic contains the idea of a fundamental  synergy among curbing the international drug trade, fighting the war on terrorism, and promoting democracy. In recent years, widespread attention to  these links has introduced hip new terms such as narcoterrorism, narcoguer-  rilla, narcostate, and narcofundamentalism into the lexicon of U.S. officials,  major international organizations, and the larger policy community. In Afghanistan, presumably consistent counterinsurgency, democratic stabilization,  and counternarcotics measures have become the cornerstone of the international community’s policies. A huge explosion of opium poppy cultivation  since the fall of the Taliban has led President Hamid Karzai, the United  States, and the United Kingdom—the lead nation responsible for  counternarcotics activity in Afghanistan under the UN Assistance Mission in  Afghanistan (UNAMA) framework—as well as major international organiza-  tions to declare that drugs now constitute the greatest threat to Afghanistan’s  democratic consolidation and economic development.1 The prevailing strategy to prevent Afghanistan from becoming irretrievably addicted to its  narcoeconomy has been to intensify counternarcotics efforts. Karzai has de-  clared a war against poppies, describing the Afghan opium trade as a worse  “cancer” than terrorism or the Soviet invasion of 1979.2 In March 2005, the  Pentagon even expanded the mission of U.S. military forces in Afghanistan  to include support of counternarcotics operations, including “transporta-  tion, planning assistance, intelligence, [and] targeting packages,” as well as in  extremis support for Drug Enforcement Administration and Afghan officers  who come under attack.3 Yet, paradoxically, counternarcotics efforts frequently complicate  counterterrorism and counterinsurgency objectives and can also undermine  democratization in fragile situations. Counternarcotics measures frequently  threaten the security environment by undermining efforts at political stabilization and democratic consolidation without addressing the underlying  economic causes. They compromise intelligence gathering, alienate rural  populations, and allow local renegade elites successfully to agitate against  the central government. Among the three most common counternarcotics  strategies—eradication, interdiction, and alternative development—eradi-  cation poses potentially disastrous risks for Afghanistan’s political stabiliza-  tion and economic reconstruction while interdiction greatly complicates  counterterrorism objectives. The obstacles to achieving successful alternative development are enormous. A fourth, softer strategy toward the drug  dealers—amnesty—also entails serious negative repercussions. 

2. Successful counterinsurgency is key to 21st century war

Donnelly and Serchuck 03, (Thomas, Fellow at AEI, Vance, Research assistant, December 1, “Fighting a Global Counterinsurgency” www.aei.org/outlook/19546+united+states+military+should+counterinsurgency+training&cd=7&hl=en&ct=clnk&gl=us)

Kennedy advocated the expansion of the Special Forces (indeed, the Special Warfare Center at Fort Bragg is now named after him) and reiterated, again and again, that he wanted the Pentagon to develop a more robust counterinsurgency capability. In one particularly brusque memorandum to Secretary of Defense Robert McNamara, Kennedy stated he was "not satisfied that the Department of Defense, and in particular the army, is according the necessary degree of attention and effort to the threat of insurgency and guerrilla war.” Despite his efforts, Kennedy failed in his attempt to budge a military institution firmly committed to fighting big wars in the European theater, and the country suffered the consequences in Vietnam. As Andrew Krepinevich argues persuasively in The Army and Vietnam, the fundamental reason for defeat in that war was, "simply stated, the United States Army was neither trained nor organized to fight effectively in an insurgency conflict environment." For all that the September 11 attacks mark a sharp break in the life of our nation, this episode from the past provides a valuable reminder that the war on terror and the struggle in Iraq must be placed within a broader institutional history for the U.S. military. Rather than repeating the mistakes of the past, the Pentagon now has the opportunity to put to rest the ghosts of Vietnam-not merely by winning in Iraq, but by confronting, and defeating, its longstanding reluctance to reorient itself toward the counterinsurgency operations that are likely to define much of its future mission.
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3. Counterinsurgency key to overall Afghanistan stability
Nagl, President of CNAS, ‘9
(John, president for the Center of New American Security, February 23rd, 2009. “Sure in Afghanistan can Work, with Right Resources, Enough Time.” http://www.usnews.com/articles/opinion/2009/02/23/surge-in-afghanistan-can-work-with-right-resources-enough-time.html. Retrieved 7/1/09)
American goals in Afghanistan have suffered from the most fundamental of all strategic errors: insufficient resources to accomplish maximalist goals. Building a liberal democracy in Afghanistan may be possible, but after 30 years of war, the country simply does not have the human capital and institutions that democracy requires. Creating that human infrastructure is a noble long-term enterprise for the international community, but in the meantime, the United States should focus on more achievable goals: ensuring that terrorists never again have a sanctuary on Afghan territory from which to launch attacks on the United States and our allies, and preventing Afghanistan from further destabilizing its neighbors, especially the fragile, nuclear-armed state of Pakistan.
4. Without COIN in Afghanistan, the US will lose its heg globally
Biddle ‘9
(Stephen, Senior fellow for defense policy, June 19th, 2009. “Funding the U.S. Counterinsurgency Wars.” http://74.125.95.132/search?q=cache:jFU5Y2mpMfUJ:www.cfr.org/publication/19666/+united+states+military+should+counterinsurgency+training&cd=2&hl=en&ct=clnk&gl=us Retrieved 6/30/09.)

A younger generation of officers and civilian analysts shaped by Iraq and Afghanistan sees the future of war in low-intensity conflicts with non-state actors. Conventional wars between states are a thing of the past, they argue, so high-tech major weapon programs and heavy military formations are dinosaurs in a world of guerilla warfare and terrorism. The military (and the defense budget) should get on with it and transform to emphasize the low-tech weapons, cultural skills, and boots on the ground needed for a future of counterinsurgency and nation-building. Traditionalists argue that this low-tech transformation agenda is actually a backward-looking program to win the last war rather than the next one. In this view, low-intensity conflict is the war of today but not necessarily oxsf tomorrow. While the United States is bogged down in guerilla warfare in Iraq and Afghanistan, they argue, states like China and even non-state actors like Hezbollah are acquiring new technology and innovative doctrines for higher-intensity warfare. In this view, if the United States fails to adapt, the real dinosaur will be the labor-intensive, undercapitalized military we built for the wars of this decade that cannot keep up with the new threats of tomorrow.
5. US Hegemony key to global stability 
Thayer ‘6
(Bradley A., Professor Defense & Strategic Studies, Missouri State University, 2006, The National Interest, November/December, p. Lexis)

THROUGHOUT HISTORY, peace and stability have been great benefits of an era where there was a dominant power--Rome, Britain or the United States today. Scholars and statesmen have long recognized the irenic effect of power on the anarchic world of international politics. Everything we think of when we consider the current international order--free trade, a robust monetary regime, increasing respect for human rights, growing democratization--is directly linked to U.S. power. Retrenchment proponents seem to think that the current system can be maintained without the current amount of U.S. power behind it. In that they are dead wrong and need to be reminded of one of history's most significant lessons: Appalling things happen when international orders collapse. The Dark Ages followed Rome's collapse. Hitler succeeded the order established at Versailles. Without U.S. power, the liberal order created by the United States will end just as assuredly. As country and western great Ral Donner sang: "You don't know what you've got (until you lose it)."    Consequently, it is important to note what those good things are. In addition to ensuring the security of the United States and its allies, American primacy within the international system causes many positive outcomes for Washington and the world. The first has been a more peaceful world. During the Cold War, U.S. leadership reduced friction among many states that were historical antagonists, most notably France and West Germany. Today, American primacy helps keep a number of complicated relationships aligned--between Greece and Turkey, Israel and Egypt, South Korea and Japan, India and Pakistan, Indonesia and Australia. This is not to say it fulfills Woodrow Wilson's vision of ending all war. Wars still occur where Washington's interests are not seriously threatened, such as in Darfur, but a Pax Americana does reduce war's likelihood, particularly war's worst form: great power wars.    Second, American power gives the United States the ability to spread democracy and other elements of its ideology of liberalism. Doing so is a source of much good for the countries concerned as well as the United States because, as John Owen noted on these pages in the Spring 2006 issue, liberal democracies are more likely to align with the United States and be sympathetic to the American worldview.3 So, spreading democracy helps maintain U.S. primacy. In addition, once states are governed democratically, the likelihood of any type of 
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conflict is significantly reduced. This is not because democracies do not have clashing interests. Indeed they do. Rather, it is because they are more open, more transparent and more likely to want to resolve things amicably in concurrence with U.S. leadership. And so, in general, democratic states are good for their citizens as well as for advancing the interests of the United States CONTINUES Third, along with the growth in the number of democratic states around the world has been the growth of the global economy. With its allies, the United States has labored to create an economically liberal worldwide network characterized by free trade and commerce, respect for international property rights, and mobility of capital and labor markets. The economic stability and prosperity that stems from this economic order is a global public good from which all states benefit, particularly the poorest states in the Third World. The United States created this network not out of altruism but for the benefit and the economic well-being of America. This economic order forces American industries to be competitive, maximizes efficiencies and growth, and benefits defense as well because the size of the economy makes the defense burden manageable. Economic spin-offs foster the development of military technology, helping to ensure military prowess.    Perhaps the greatest testament to the benefits of the economic network comes from Deepak Lal, a former Indian foreign service diplomat and researcher at the World Bank, who started his career confident in the socialist ideology of post-independence India. Abandoning the positions of his youth, Lal now recognizes that the only way to bring relief to desperately poor countries of the Third World is through the adoption of free market economic policies and globalization, which are facilitated through American primacy.4 As a witness to the failed alternative economic systems, Lal is one of the strongest academic proponents of American primacy due to the economic prosperity it provides.  Fourth and finally, the United States, in seeking primacy, has been willing to use its power not only to advance its interests but to promote the welfare of people all over the globe. The United States is the earth's leading source of positive externalities for the world. The U.S. military has participated in over fifty operations since the end of the Cold War--and most of those missions have been humanitarian in nature. Indeed, the U.S. military is the earth's "911 force"--it serves, de facto, as the world's police, the global paramedic and the planet's fire department. Whenever there is a natural disaster, earthquake, flood, drought, volcanic eruption, typhoon or tsunami, the United States assists the countries in need
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Advantage 2 is NATO:
1. Drug interdiction risks end of Afghani – NATO cooperation

Felbab-Brown, Foreign Policy Fellow at Brookings, ‘7
(Vanda, Foreign Policy Fellow at the Brookings Institute, adjunct professor of security studies at Georgetown, trilingual (French, Czech, and English), February 20, 2007, “Afghanistan’s Opium Wars,” 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. 
2. Cohesive NATO strategy is key to stabilizing democracy in Afghanistan

Karp and Ponzio, Afghanistan Economic advisor and Strategy and Policy Officer at the state Department, 2007 (Candace, fromer special assistant to the president of Afghanistan’s senior economic advisor and Richard, Senior Strategy and Policy officer, 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.

3. American troop domination in Afghanistan could collapse NATO cohesiveness and global reach

Ringsmose and Thruelsen 2010

Ringsmose, Jens, Post-doctoral fellow of the University of Southern Denmark, Department of Political Science, Dahl Thruelsen, Peter, Research fellow of the Institute of Strategy. [NATO’s Counterinsurgency Campaign in Afghanistan: Are Classical Doctrines Suitable For Alliances? UNISCI Discussion Papers. 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.      
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4. NATO allies collective success in Afghanistan is key to NATO’s global reach and survival

D’Souza and, Shanthie Mariet, 2009 Research Fellow at the Institute of South Asian Studies (ISAS), 

[NATO in Afghanistan: Fault lines in the translatlantic alliance? Institude for Defense Studies and Analyses, 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. 
5. NATO success is key to democracy, terrorism, freedom, and human rights

McNamara, Senior Political Analyst in European Affairs, June 2008 (Sally, former director of IR for American Legislative Exchange Council, Heritage Foundation, http://www.heritage.org/Research/Reports/2008/06/Why-NATO-Must-Win-in-Afghanistan-A-Central-Front-in-the-War-on-Terrorism)
If the war on terrorism is to be won, America and Europe must remain strong and reliable allies to one another. Europe must be under no illusion that it is not a prime target for al-Qaeda attacks-as well as a base of operations. A former Islamist extremist revealed last year that al-Qaeda held a summit in London to coordinate its activities in Britain.[158]  Although al-Qaeda took some heavy hits to its command and control structures when NATO first went into Afghanistan, it continues to motivate affiliated groups and to regroup in the tribal areas of Pakistan. As Times correspondent Sean O'Neill has noted, "al-Qaeda has proved itself to be a resilient organization that absorbs blows, regroups, reforms its networks, and returns."[159]  NATO members cannot afford to underestimate the threat that al-Qaeda continues to pose to the West and its collective values of freedom, liberty, human rights, equality, and democracy. The political expediency of keeping troops out of harm's way grossly miscalculates the long-term strategic implications of a resurgent Taliban and an al-Qaeda presence in Afghanistan. The war in Afghanistan is ultimately not yet won, and gains made there remain under threat so long as the region remains susceptible to al-Qaeda and Tal­iban insurgencies. Now is the time for the NATO Alliance to show its backbone and defeat the scourge of al-Qaed

6. Democratic governance is key to avert extinction – prevents terrorism, genocide, and environmental destruction

Diamond, 95 
[Larry Diamond, a professor, lecturer, adviser, and author on foreign policy, foreign aid, and democracy.

 “Promoting Democracy in the 1990s: Actors and instruments, issues and imperatives : a report to the Carnegie Commission on Preventing Deadly Conflict”, 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. 
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Thus the Plan: The United States Federal Government should withdraw troops performing interdiction missions in Afghanistan.
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Contention 4 is Solvency

1. Ending American interdiction keeps NATO together

D’Souza 2009

D’Souza, Shanthie Mariet, Research Fellow at the Institute of South Asian Studies (ISAS), 

[NATO in Afghanistan: Fault lines in the translatlantic alliance? Institude for Defense Studies and Analyses, April 2, 2009. http://www.idsa.in/system/files/ShanthieMDSouza020409.pdf.]
While the conflict in Afghanistan calls for greater leadership role for the new US administration in the transatlantic relationship, there are inherent dangers of tilting the balance by creeping “Americanization of the war’. NATO allies would like to be seen as ‘partners’ who are consulted and not constantly browbeaten in meeting US demands. The fact remains that NATO has struggled to retain popular support for its ISAF mission, amidst declining public opinion for US leadership in Afghanistan under the Bush administration. For example, the German Marshall Fund poll has found a sharp decline in European public opinion towards US leadership since 2002.18 This decline complicated the effort of allied governments to sustain public support for the ISAF mission. The Bush administration’s preoccupation with Iraq and its ‘neglect’ of the mission in Afghanistan had also created a problem for the ISAF to explain its continued involvement in that country. For instance, in February 2008 US Secretary of Defence Robert Gates stated rather unambiguously, “I worry that for many Europeans the missions in Iraq and Afghanistan are confused.... Many of them...have a problem with our involvement in Iraq and project that to Afghanistan.” Further, US policy or the lack of it, has often left NATO countries searching for a tactical plan of action in Afghanistan. An example of this was provided by the “strategic vision” White Paper for Afghanistan, produced by the Bush Administration in April 2008. The paper stated the rationale for the Afghan mission that could be used to garner more public support for ISAF. The paper projected “some strides in bringing together allied views, but it also masked some important differences. It committed the allies to an indefinite period of time to stabilize Afghanistan, something that several allies had previously resisted. However, the paper also did not present a plan for engaging Pakistan or Iran; instead, the allies would continue to do so bilaterally, an approach that has not thus far yielded success in stemming the flow of arms or fighters into Afghanistan.”19 Recently, the NATO chief called for more European troops in Afghanistan to avoid the “Americanization” of the war after President Barack Obama stepped up the US military commitment there by promising to send in an additional 17,000 combat troops, increasing the numbers of the US forces in Afghanistan to around 55,000. He said that “This is not President Obama’s war… Allies need to do their part. I would not like to see a mission which is out of balance.”20
2. 90% of heroin is from Afghanistan, moving towards state development is key

RFE/RL Interview with Russian Deputy Prime Minister Sergei Ivanov June 6, 2010 (Radio Free Europe Radio Liberty, “Kremlin Unhappy; with Antidrug Efforts in Afghanistan,” http://www.rferl.org/content/Kremlin_Unhappy_With_Antidrug_Efforts_In_Afghanistan/2063411.html?page=1&x=1#relatedInfoContainer)
The UN estimates that some 90 percent of the world's current heroin supply originates in Afghanistan. Ivanov said despite the conflict in the 1980s, the Soviet-supported government during that period kept attention fixed "on the social and economic needs of the Afghan people." Ivanov made a similar recommendation to governments trying to help Afghanistan today. "A lot should be done in just starting very primitive social-economic life in Afghanistan," he said. "If we don’t do that, any military presence would be in vain.  Ivanov said that for every poppy plantation that is burned, investments must be made in conventional agriculture. In the meantime, he said, Russia is prepared to work with international partners to impose several "drug rings" around the country to intercept narcotics being exported.
3. Plan solves – ways to transition away from poppies are developing now, but interdiciton must stop

Novisti, Political commentator  June 6, 2010 (Ria, “War on drugs requires a ‘reset,” http://en.rian.ru/analysis/20100609/159353387.html)
Obama's "anti-opium course" is aimed at countering smugglers and drug producers and reimbursing farmers for planting  alternative crops. At first glance, it seems to be bearing fruit. Last year, opium crops across Afghanistan decreased by 22% but they are still bigger than they were in 2006. According to the most optimistic estimates, raw opium production fell by 10%. British experts have established that Afghan farmers contrive to get more opium juice (opium poppy latex) per flower than before. In their estimate the farmers get 56 kg of opium per hectare of opium fields. This is 15% more than last year. In May Gil Kerlikowske, the director of the U.S. Office of National Drug Control Policy, published the new U.S. anti-drug strategy for the next five years. It lays emphasis on preventing and treating drug addiction, reducing the demand for drugs, protecting the U.S. borders and curbing drug trafficking on U.S. borders. This will benefit America.
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4. Combined with this shift in policy ending interdiction creates a stable Afghanistan and successful Counter Insurgency

Felbab Brown, 2005

(Vanda, Ph.D. in Political Science at MIT and fellow at Harvard University Belfer Center for Science and International Affairs. [Afghanistan: When Counternarcotics Undermines Counterterrorism: The Washington Quarterly Center for Strategic and International Studies (CSIS) and MIT, pp. 55-72, Autumn 2005, 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. A complicating factor in Afghanistan is the counterterrorism/counterin- surgency objectives of the U.S. and Afghan governments. Both counterter- rorism 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 Afghani- stan 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 ex- ample, 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 facili- tated 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 popula- tion 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.
***Inherency Extension***

Warlords benefits from opium threatening Afghani stability. 
Felbab-Brown 2005.

Felbab-Brown, Vanda, Ph.D. in Political Science at MIT and fellow at Harvard University Belfer Center for Science and International Affairs. [Afghanistan: When Counternarcotics Undermines Counterterrorism: The Washington Quarterly Center for Strategic and International Studies (CSIS) and MIT, pp. 55-72, Autumn 2005, http://www.twq.com/05autumn/docs/05autumn_felbab.pdf.]

The opium poppy cultivation boom not only negatively affects U.S. and  western European interests in reducing their own domestic drug consump-  tion, but it also has had negative consequences for Afghanistan’s security,  politics, and economics. Regional warlords reap vast benefits from drug pro-  duction, threatening Afghanistan’s fragile security environment.12 With  profits in the tens of millions of dollars, local strongmen can easily finance  their militias and buy their popularity by subsequently investing a portion of  the profits in local development projects such as schools, sewage and irriga-  tion systems, and clinics. Even after the partial demobilization of some of  the most prominent warlords’ militias, accumulated profits make it poten-  tially simple for many warlords to reconstitute them. Adding to the state’s  difficulty in maintaining security is the problem of border patrol, given  Afghanistan’s rough terrain. Drug-smuggling routes used in the 1980s to  move drugs in one direction and weapons in the other via Pakistan, Iran,  and Central Asia are similarly used today.13  

Opium Production in Afghanistan has increased astronomically. 
Tse 2009.

Tse, Hillson, Bachelor of Arts Candidate, Political Science and Economics University of British Columbia, 2009. [A focused and targeted expansion of NATO and ISAF involvement in Afghanistan Counternarcotics Operations An essay for the Atlantic Council of Canada. http://atlantic-council.ca/wp-content/uploads/2010/01/Hillson-Tse-UBC.pdf.]

The growth of poppies and sale of opium goes back to the USSR invasion of Afghanistan in 1979. With the destruction of the licit economy by the Soviets, the Mujahedeen turned to opium as the primary means of raising revenue to fight the war.3 Even as the USSR invasion ended, the new Taliban government continued to utilize opiate sales as a means to generate tax revenue and evidence suggests that they actively encouraged production and trafficking.4 In that sense, the opiate industry has had thirty years to deeply integrate itself into the Afghanistan economy and many Afghans have a vested interest in the status quo. With the ousting of the Taliban, opium production has risen 657% from 2001 levels which indicates that even without a central government that actively promotes the opiate industry, farmers are still readily motivated to produce and sell opium poppies. The economic incentives for poppy cultivation are obvious; the average income of a hectare of poppies can reach US $4,600 per year while average income for a hectare of wheat reaches only $390 per year and it is estimated that the average poppy farmer earns ten times more than a cereal or wheat farmer.5 6 In a country where 70% of the people participate in agriculture as a primary source of income, the allure of poppies over other traditional crops is quite understandably overwhelming.7 To put the scope of the opiate industry into perspective, it is estimated that the export value of the 2007‐2008 opium harvest was $3.4 billion or equal to 33% of the total licit GDP and that 10% of Afghans are involved in some manner with opium cultivation.8 9 Of even more concern is the development of a domestic opium and heroin processing industry which threatens to turn Afghanistan from a cultivation state into a full capacity opiate processing state.10
***Inherency Extension***
Current US counter-narcotics policy is interdiction
GAO 2010

Government Accountability Office AFGHANISTAN DRUG CONTROL Strategy Evolving and Progress Reported, but Interim Performance Targets and Evaluation of Justice Reform Efforts Needed. http://www2.reliefweb.int/rw/RWFiles2010.nsf/FilesByRWDocUnidFilename/SNAA-8559AZ-full_report.pdf/$File/full_report.pdf

State and Defense have allotted approximately $966 million for interdiction programs since fiscal year 2005. U.S. interdiction programs aim to decrease narcotics trafficking and processing by conducting interdiction operations, which include, among other things, raiding drug laboratories; destroying storage sites; arresting drug traffickers; conducting roadblock operations; seizing chemicals and drugs; and conducting undercover drug purchases. The interdiction program also seeks to increase the capability of Afghan law enforcement to disrupt and dismantle drug trafficking organizations. DEA plays a significant role in the U.S. interdiction effort and is the lead U.S. agency responsible for conducting interdiction operations in Afghanistan.2 DEA works with the specialized units of the Counternarcotics Police of Afghanistan (CNPA) to conduct investigations, build cases, and arrest drug traffickers, which we discuss in detail later in this report. DEA also works to build Afghan la enforcement capacity by mentoring CNPA specialized units. D which also conducts interdiction operations in support of its counterinsurgency mission, supports the training, equipping, and sustainment of the CNPA specialized units as well as the construction of CNPA-related infrastructure projects.3 
DOS and INL have exclusive narcotic involvement with Afghanistan

Department of Army Headquarters 2006.

Counterinsurgency.  US Department of Army Headquarters. http://www.fas.org/irp/doddir/army/fm3-24.pdf
D-2. DOD is usually not the lead governmental department for assisting foreign governments, even  for the provision of security assistance—that is, military training, equipment, and defense articles and  37  services—to the host country’s military forces. DOD contribution may be large, but the legal authority  38  is typically one exercised by the Department of State (DOS). With regard to provision of training to a  39  foreign government’s police or other civil interior forces, the U.S. military typically has no authorized  40  role. The Foreign Assistance Act specifically prohibits assistance to foreign police forces except  41  within carefully circumscribed exceptions, and under a Presidential directive, and the lead role in pro-  42)  viding police assistance within those exceptions has been normally delegated to the DOS’s Bureau of  43  International Narcotics and Law Enforcement Affairs. However, the President did sign a decision di-  44  rective in 2004 granting authority to train and equip Iraqi police to the Commander, United States  45  Central Command (USCENTCOM).  46  
DEA training CNPA is a part of counter-narcotics interdiction

GAO 2010

Government Accountability Office AFGHANISTAN DRUG CONTROL Strategy Evolving and Progress Reported, but Interim Performance Targets and Evaluation of Justice Reform Efforts Needed. http://www2.reliefweb.int/rw/RWFiles2010.nsf/FilesByRWDocUnidFilename/SNAA-8559AZ-full_report.pdf/$File/full_report.pdf

U.S. interdiction programs aim to decrease narcotics trafficking and processing by conducting operations, as well as increasing the capability of Afghan law enforcement to disrupt and dismantle drug trafficking organizations. DEA is the lead agency for conducting narcotics interdiction operations in Afghanistan, and its presence expanded from 13 to 81 permanently assigned agents during fiscal year 2009.22 DEA agents in Kabul and at forward operating bases in Afghan provinces work with specialized units of the CNPA to conduct investigations, build cases, and arrest drug traffickers. These specialized and vetted units include the National Interdiction Unit, a tactical unit intended to conduct raids and seizures; the Sensitive Investigative Unit, intended to gather evidence and develop cases for narcotics investigations;23 the Technical Investigation Unit, a subunit of the Sensitive Investigative Unit intended to collect evidence through wiretaps; and the Air Interdiction Unit, a force of eight MI-17 helicopters used to transport DEA and National Interdiction Unit personnel on air assault operations. DEA Foreign-deployed Advisory Support Teams identify, target, and disrupt drug trafficking organizations, and conduct affiliated counterinsurgency operations in concert with the Afghan National Interdiction Unit, Air Interdiction Unit, and the Britishtrained Afghan Special Narcotics Force.24 Additionally, State’s Air Wing in Afghanistan supports interdiction activities on an as-needed and asavailable basis.25 DEA also plays a role in building Afghan law enforcement capacity by mentoring CNPA specialized units and deploying with specialized unit platoons at forward operating bases. Defense supports the construction of these forward operating bases, as well as other infrastructure projects such as CNPA training and basing facilities in Kabul. State supports the operation and maintenance costs of some of these Defense-built infrastructure projects, as well as vetting (through urinalysis and polygraphs) of Sensitive Investigative Unit and Technical Investigation Unit officers. Defense trains, equips, and sustains the CNPA specialized units, including logistics and maintenance support to the Air Interdiction Unit helicopter fleet intended to establish an air interdiction capacity for the Ministry of Interior. 
***Inherency Extension***

US DEA trains and supports CNPA in counter narcotics

US Department of State Bureau for International Narcotics and Law Enforcement Affairs 2010
International Narcotics Control Strategy Report Volume I Drug and Chemical Control March 2010, http://www.state.gov/documents/organization/137411.pdf 

Afghan authorities made some progress in developing the capacity to interdict large quantities of narcotics, and arrest and prosecute narcotics traffickers. However, counternarcotics law enforcement efforts were hampered by corruption within law enforcement and justice institutions, the absence of effective governance in many provinces and districts of the country, and a generally deteriorating security situation. The Counter Narcotics Police of Afghanistan (CNPA), established under the MOI in 2003, is responsible for investigating narcotics cases, and maintains regional offices throughout the country. By mid-2009, the CNPA had approximately 2,200 officers out of an authorized strength of 3,200. During 2009, the CNPA, with DEA training, mentoring and support, continued to make significant progress in developing its three specially vetted units: the National Interdiction Unit (NIU), the Sensitive Investigative Unit (SIU), and the Technical Investigative Unit (TIU), to investigate high-value targets. Personnel are recruited from a wide variety of Afghan law enforcement agencies and have to pass rigorous examinations, including background checks and polygraph screenings. The SIU and TIU develop cases based on judicially gathered evidence, culminating in the issuance of arrest and search warrants executed by the NIU. During 2009, evidence gathered by the TIU through court-ordered surveillance operations increased the number of large-scale drug trafficking and related corruption cases that were brought to the CJTF. 

CNPA Responsible for drug issues in Afghanistan according to national law

IRA 2005.

Islamic Republic of Afghanistan Counter-Narcotics Drug Law. December 17, 2005. http://www.aisa.org.af/laws/I.2(A)%20%20-%20E%20Economic%20Laws%20in%20Force/875%20Anti-Narcotics%20Campaign%201384.pdf.

Article 37: Duties of the Counter Narcotics Police 1. The Counter Narcotics Police of Afghanistan and other law enforcement authorities referred to in paragraph 2 of this article shall be responsible for detecting drug trafficking offenses in Afghanistan. 2. The following law enforcement agencies may seize illegal drugs, drug crimes proceeds, and related materials and equipment: (a) the Counter Narcotics Police; (b) the Afghan Special Narcotics Force; (c) the National Police; (d) the Border Police; (e) the Afghanistan Customs staff. 3. All seizures of illegal drug substances, evidence, and proceeds by any of the law enforcement agencies referred to in paragraph 2 of this article shall be reported immediately to the Counter Narcotics Police. The Counter Narcotics Police shall transmit the report as soon as practicable to the National Headquarters of the Counter Narcotics Police, the Ministry of Counter Narcotics, the Office of the Attorney General, and the Commission on the Assessment of Drug-Related Offenses and Penalties. 4. All seizures of illegal drug substances, evidence, and proceeds by any law enforcement authorities referred to in paragraph 2 of this article shall be turned over to the Counter Narcotics Police as soon as practicable. 5. Law enforcement agencies referred to in paragraph 2 of this article shall, at the request of Counter Narcotics Police, provide additional security to protect seized drugs, evidence, proceeds, and suspects. 6. The Counter Narcotics Police shall have the authority to question and interrogate all the perpetrators of the drug-trafficking offenses under this law. 7. The Counter Narcotics Police of Afghanistan shall refer perpetrators of the offenses under paragraph 4 of Article 34 of this law to the Special Counter Narcotics Saranwal for investigation and prosecution. If the amount of drugs seized is less than those set under paragraph 4 of article 34 of this law, the respective cases shall be referred to the concerned Saranwalis for investigation and judicial prosecution. 8. If the amount of drugs seized is less than those set under paragraph 4 of Article 34 of this law, the law enforcement agencies named under paragraph 2 of this article shall complete the questioning and interrogation of the suspects within 72 hours and refer the concerned cases to the respective Saranwalis for investigation and judicial prosecution. 9. In cases where a seizure of quantities of narcotic drugs as set under paragraph 4 of Article 34 of this law is made outside Kabul Province and the offenders are arrested, the law enforcement agencies referred to in paragraph 2 of this article shall have up to, but not longer than, 72 hours from the time of arrest to prepare a report of the arrest and turn the accused over to the Primary Saranwal. As soon as possible, but not longer than 15 days after the arrest, the Counter Narcotics Police shall transfer the investigation, the evidence, and the accused to the Headquarters of the Counter Narcotics Police in Kabul for further questioning and interrogation. The time period for the questioning and interrogation of the accused shall begin upon the date the accused physically arrives in Kabul in the custody of the Counter Narcotics Police, but the time period for the turning over of the accused to the Special Counter Narcotics Saranwal shall in no event exceed 15 days from the date of arrest. The Special Narcotics Saranwal, upon being notified, shall inform the Primary Central Narcotics Tribunal in Kabul of such arrests outside Kabul Province, and obtain an order from the Court extending the dates for indictment. It shall investigate and prosecute the case in accordance with the provisions set forth in Article 36 of the Interim Criminal Procedure Code. 
CNPA receives drugs according to national law

IRA 2005.

Islamic Republic of Afghanistan Counter-Narcotics Drug Law. December 17, 2005. http://www.aisa.org.af/laws/I.2(A)%20%20-%20E%20Economic%20Laws%20in%20Force/875%20Anti-Narcotics%20Campaign%201384.pdf.

Article 39: Destruction of illegal drugs and preservation of evidence. The illegal drugs seized shall be destroyed in accordance with the following procedures: (a) All drugs seized shall be turned over to the custody of the Counter Narcotics Police as soon as possible. (b) Authorized representatives of the Counter Narcotics Police and the concerned Saranwal shall weigh and photograph the entire amount seized, and take samples of the drugs for testing, in accordance with written procedures which shall be established by the Attorney General. The Ministry of Counter Narcotics, or its provincial offices, shall be informed about this sampling process. (c) After samples of the drugs are taken, the remaining drugs shall be reweighed to ensure that the original amount seized is not less than it was after the sample was taken. (d) The Saranwal shall issue a written order authorizing the destruction of the drugs after they have been photographed, sampled, and reweighed. (e) Representatives of the Counter Narcotics Police and the Saranwal shall prepare and sign an exact report containing the information required under this article and keep a record of the same. (f) The Counter Narcotics Police shall destroy the remaining illegal drugs as soon as possible in the presence of representatives of the Saranwal. The Ministry of Counter Narcotics shall be advised of and may participate in this process. 

***COIN Extensions***
Uniqueness

Now is the key time – COIN is growing less popular with administration officials

The Guardian 6-27 

(Peter Beaumont, foreign affairs editor for The Observer, winner of the Orwell Prize, 6/27/2010, “David Petraeus: Back in the line of Fire,” http://www.guardian.co.uk/theobserver/2010/jun/27/david-patraeus-afghanistan-mcchrystal; ₦)

Behind these squabbles is a schism almost theological in its dimensions: between the faithful followers of the military counterinsurgency strategy (Coin) that Petraeus authored with McChrystal – nicknamed the "Coindinistas" – and the "doubters", a nebulous but growing group within the ranks of the senior international civilian and military officials in Afghanistan who are dubious that the war can be won.

Petraeus's appointment now sets the stage for a clearer delineation of that divide – although in far less antagonistic terms – between a politically popular commander who believes the policy can work in time and Vice-President Joe Biden, with whom Petraeus has been able to get on in the past, the most senior "doubter" who argues for a pared counterterrorism strategy for Afghanistan and a final deadline for withdrawal. How they combine or collide will define the war's unravelling.

Now is the key time for COIN success—Obama and Cameron have set the timeline for success to December

Fox News.com 6-26

(Your favorite source of Glenn Beck, 6/26/2010, “World Leaders Tell Afghan Security Forces They’ve Got 5 Years to Take Control,” http://www.foxnews.com/politics/2010/06/26/world-leaders-afghan-security-forces-years-control/; ₦)

Obama and British Prime Minister David Cameron said Saturday that the war effort must show progress this year.

The two leaders, concluding their first meeting since the conservative British leader took power last month with a coalition government, said their nations have the right strategy in Afghanistan.

"This period that we are in is going to be critical," Obama said.

Added Cameron: "We're giving it everything we can to get it right this year."

With a resurgent Taliban and major U.S.-led offensives planned, the nine-year-old war is considered at a tipping point.

Uniqueness

Now is the key time for COIN – McChrystal firing to bipartisan approval shows

The DC Examiner 6-26 

(Joshua Reese, freelance political columnist, 6/26/2010, “Obama taps Petraeus to replace McChrystal and ‘win’ Afghanistan,”  http://www.examiner.com/x-30768-Philadelphia-DNC-Examiner~y2010m6d26-Obama-taps-Petraeus-to-replace-McChrystal-and-win-Afghanistan; ₦)

PMCs Internal Link

PMCs used in drug interdiction rings pay off warlords to support missions – undermines everything
IPS 6-23
(Inter Press Service, Pratap Chatterjee, Indian/Sri Lankan investigative journalist, executive director of CorpWatch, 6/23/2010 “US Private Security in Afghanistan ‘Pay Off Warlords, Taliban’,” http://www.ipsnews.net/news.asp?idnews=51927) 
WASHINGTON, Jun 23, 2010 (IPS) - Every day, as many as 260 trucks filled with supplies for U.S. troops - from muffins to fuel to armoured tanks - are driven from the Pakistani port of Karachi across the Khyber pass into Afghanistan. Supply lines through the high mountain passes of Afghanistan have always been a dangerous mission - the Soviets reportedly spent most of their occupation in the 1980s fighting off attacks. The U.S. has chosen another method - outsourcing the delivery and even the protection of the vehicles to private contractors.  Almost four out of every five containers delivered to Afghanistan are now hauled by a consortium of eight Afghan, Middle Eastern and U.S. companies under a 2.16-billion- dollar contract called Host Nation Trucking (HNT) that started May 1, 2009. A typical large convoy of trucks may travel with 400 to 500 guards in dozens of trucks armed with heavy machine guns and rocket-propelled grenades. These trucks come under irregular attack. On Dec. 7, 2008, a parked convoy of trucks carrying military vehicles for U.S forces in Afghanistan near Peshawar was attacked by insurgents who torched and destroyed 96 trucks. As recently as Jun. 8, 2010, a convoy of contractor was attacked when it stopped at a depot just outside of Islamabad. The insurgents burnt 30 trucks and killed six people. In November 2009, Aram Roston of the Nation magazine published a startling article: The trucking and security contractors were paying off warlords, and perhaps even the Taliban. On Tuesday, a new report by U.S. Congressional investigators titled: Warlord, Inc. Extortion and Corruption Along the U.S. Supply Chain in Afghanistan" confirmed Roston's allegations. The six-month investigation was conducted by the staff of the House Subcommittee on National Security and Foreign Affairs, which is chaired by John Tierney, a Democrat from Massachusetts. "The HNT contractors and their trucking subcontractors in Afghanistan pay tens of millions of dollars annually to local warlords across Afghanistan in exchange for 'protection' for HNT supply convoys to support U.S. troops," wrote the investigators in the 79-page report. "Within the HNT contractor community, many believe that the highway warlords who provide security in turn make protection payments to insurgents to coordinate safe passage." Memos show that occasionally the contractors even worked with the insurgents to shake down the U.S. military for more money. "U.S. taxpayer dollars are feeding a protection racket in Afghanistan that would make Tony Soprano proud," Tierney said in a prepared statement, making reference to the fictional mafia boss of a popular TV series. "This arrangement has fueled a vast protection racket run by shadowy network of warlords, strongmen, commanders, corrupt Afghan officials, and perhaps others." 
PMC usage in drug interdiction support missions undermines key COIN strategies and objectives – prefer our congressional testimony evidence

House Oversight Committee 6-22

(Warlord, Inc. Extortion and Corruption Along the US Supply Chain in Afghanistan; Primarily prepared by John Conyers, Jr.; Presented 6/22/2010; Chapter 5: “Unaccountable Supply Chain Security Contractors Undermine U.S. Counterinsurgency Strategy” pg. 44; http://oversight.house.gov/images/stories/subcommittees/NS_Subcommittee/6.22.10_HNT_HEARING/Warlord_Inc_compress.pdf) 

Finding: While outsourcing principal responsibility for the supply chain in Afghanistan to local truckers and unknown security commanders has allowed the Department of Defense to devote a greater percentage of its force structure to priority operations, these logistics arrangements have significant unintended consequences for the overall counterinsurgency strategy. By fueling unaccountable warlords and funding parallel power structures, the United States undercuts efforts to establish popular confidence in a credible and sustainable Afghan government.
***NATO Extensions***

Uniqueness

NATO and the US are divided on Afghani policy 
D’Souza 2009.

D’Souza, Shanthie Mariet, Research Fellow at the Institute of South Asian Studies (ISAS), 

[NATO in Afghanistan: Fault lines in the translatlantic alliance? Institude for Defense Studies and Analyses, April 2, 2009. http://www.idsa.in/system/files/ShanthieMDSouza020409.pdf.]
Even as the Obama administration decided to surge more forces into Afghanistan as part of the new strategy, a similar call by NATO commanders for more troops has evoked only a partial response. Canada and the Netherlands have already set timelines for the withdrawal of their troops from Afghanistan. Other allies, including Germany, Italy and Spain operate in the rather peaceful western and northern regions of the country and, so far, have withstood pressure from other alliance members to deploy their forces to the southern and eastern provinces and join the American, British, Canadian and Dutch forces in fighting the raging insurgency. This distinction maintained between NATO countries of being a ‘stabilisation force’ or a fighting force has been the reason for the NATO being labelled a ‘two-tier alliance’, with “some allies willing to fight and die to protect peoples' security, and others who are not.”10 

NATO key to Afghanistan

NATO is key to Afghani stability – they have to capture the hearts and minds

Tse 2009

Tse, Hillson, Bachelor of Arts Candidate, Political Science and Economics University of British Columbia, 2009. [A focused and targeted expansion of NATO and ISAF involvement in Afghanistan Counternarcotics Operations An essay for the Atlantic Council of Canada. http://atlantic-council.ca/wp-content/uploads/2010/01/Hillson-Tse-UBC.pdf.]

In considering an expansion of NATO involvement in counternarcotics operations, one must realize that the opiate problem is not an issue separate from other obstacles toward peace and stability in Afghanistan. The mandate of the NATO led ISAF is peace support and nation building; two tasks that would be impossible to accomplish with the sustained violence caused by the opium funded Taliban insurgency and opium induced corruption. In an economic study, it was discovered that narcotics production in Afghanistan is conflict induced which suggests a vicious cycle in which the opiate industry increases the power of the Taliban and warlords which in turn weakens the central government and NATO’s ability to stabilize and secure the country thus increasing the level of conflict which stimulates an expansion of the opiate industry‐ continuing the cycle.25 The linkages of the opiate industry to the Taliban, corruption, Afghan government and security are further illustrated in the following diagram.26 If NATO and the ISAF wish to succeed in Afghanistan, it must take a central role in providing substantive support to ongoing counternarcotics operations and to formulate counternarcotics strategy that work towards the ISAF mandate of winning “hearts and minds”. 

NATO – US Division

NATO opposes US counter-narcotic strategy because it inhibits their hearts and minds strategy. 
D’Souza 2009

D’Souza, Shanthie Mariet, Research Fellow at the Institute of South Asian Studies (ISAS), 

[NATO in Afghanistan: Fault lines in the translatlantic alliance? Institude for Defense Studies and Analyses, April 2, 2009. http://www.idsa.in/system/files/ShanthieMDSouza020409.pdf.]
Afghanistan produces more than 90 per cent of the world's supply of opium, which is the main source of funding for the Taliban insurgency. Taliban insurgents make an estimated $100-200 million a year from taxing opium poppy production and trafficking. Thus, a reduction in opium production remains critical for shrinking the war chest of the insurgents. Moreover, most of the drugs from Afghanistan find their way into Europe. In spite of the fact that opium cultivation fell by 19 per cent in 2008, significant differences exist in the Allies’ approach to counter narcotics in Afghanistan and this is working at cross purposes and undermining the allies’ counter insurgency efforts. While US policy insists on using forceful means of complete eradication like aerial spraying, NATO allies are reluctant to do so mainly for reasons of losing the battle for hearts and minds. Forceful poppy crop eradication campaigns without alternative livelihood programmes have in some instances generated economic hardships for the people, thereby increasing discontent with the government and foreign forces and expanding the support base for Taliban particularly in the South and East. 
NATO opposes anti-drug operations because it derails its hearts and minds strategy. 
Kay and Khan 2007.

Kay, Sean, Mershon Associate Professor of Politics and Government, Chair of International Studies, and Khan, Sahar, Associate editor of The Washington Quarterly  (CSIS), Ohio Wesleyan University, 2007. [NATO and Counter-insurgency: Strategic Liability or Tactical Asset? Contemporary Security Policy, http://www.contemporarysecuritypolicy.org/assets/CSP-28-1-Kay.pdf.]

NATO was conflicted regarding the drug trade from Afghanistan, which re-emerged among the world’s largest exporters of heroin by 2006. According to the UN, the Afghan opium harvest (for producing heroin) grew by 50 per cent from 2005 to 2006, producing 92 per cent of the world’s annual opium supply and exceeding global consumption by 30 per cent.65 Drug smugglers and cartels in the ungoverned southern region managed to provide an improved assortment of poppy seeds and their cultivation, along with fertilizers, banking, and loan facilities.66 This illegal trade had become a major source of local income and employment, and was also a source of funding for insurgent fighters and of corruption in the Afghan government. NATO explicitly rejected engagement in anti-drug operations, even though the drug trade was a critical component of the instability on which the insurgents sought to capitalize. Alliance decision-makers apparently feared that destroying crops would further alienate the local population and perhaps deepen local support for insurgent fighters. NATO could engage in killing farmers and might win a tactical objective in reducing drug production, but this also could lead to a strategic defeat by alienating the population. 67 Realistically, to eradicate and replace the economic productivity provided by the drug trade in Afghanistan would have required an entirely new economic model derived from billions of dollars of investment that was simply not available.68 Consequently, NATO’s contribution to this essential component of counter-insurgency was limited to enhanced intelligence sharing, logistical support to local Afghan governmental efforts, and contributing to counter-narcotics information campaigns.69 The end result was that, according to the Executive Director of the UN Office of Drugs and Crime, Antonio Maria Costa, ‘The southern part of Afghanistan was displaying the ominous hallmarks of incipient collapse, with large-scale drug cultivation and trafficking, insurgency and terrorism, crime and corruption,’ and ‘We are seeing a very strong connection between the increase in the insurgency on the one hand and the increase in cultivation on the other hand.’70 Meanwhile, the challenge was exacerbated in 2006 by the fact that, in Afghanistan, a police officer was paid about $2.00 per day and an Afghan army soldier about $4.00 a day, while the Taliban was paying its fighters about $8.00 a day.71 
Many NATO nations oppose US leadership of Alliance in Afghanistan. 
Morelli and Belkin 2009. 

Morelli, Vincent, Section Research Manager, Belkin, Paul, Analyst in European Affairs. [NATO in Afghanistan: A Test of the Transatlantic Alliance, CRS, December 3, 2009, http://www.fas.org/sgp/crs/row/RL33627.pdf.]
NATO’s mission in Afghanistan also continues to test U.S. leadership of the alliance. The   decision in late 2008 by the Obama Administration to send an additional 17,000 U.S. troops to the   Afghanistan theatre in 2009 to provide additional security for the national elections had been   characterized by some in Europe as a “relief” for a few European capitals beset by public   opposition to the war and other political dynamics. These observers, however, believed the U.S.   decision would be used as an excuse for some nations to do less, anticipating that the United   States would take on an even more enhanced role in the conflict. However, it is estimated that the   NATO allies did provide an additional 5,000 military forces to support the August national   election and help expedite the training of additional Afghan security forces. Now, in the wake of   President Obama’s decision to send additional U.S. military forces to Afghanistan in 2010, the   ability of the U.S. government to encourage increased European support for the ISAF mission has   become yet a new challenge to the U.S. strategy for addressing the conflict.   By September 2008, a highly respected opinion poll published by the German Marshall Fund   found a sharp decline had developed in European public opinion towards U.S. leadership since   2002. In key European countries, the desirability of U.S. leadership in the world, in some   instances a direct result of the U.S. invasion of Iraq, fell from 64% in 2002 to 36% in June 2008;   the approval rating of former President Bush in these same countries fell from 38% in 2002 to   19% in 2008.7 This decline in support for the United States complicated the efforts of allied   governments to sustain public support for the ISAF mission as some in Europe believed that the   NATO effort in Afghanistan was merely a proxy war for the United States consumed with Iraq.   Secretary of Defense Robert Gates gave credence to the political ramifications of the Iraq war   when he said in February 2008, “I worry that for many Europeans the missions in Iraq and   Afghanistan are confused.... Many of them ... have a problem with our involvement in Iraq and   project that to Afghanistan.   

NATO and the US are divided on Afghani policy 
D’Souza 2009.

D’Souza, Shanthie Mariet, Research Fellow at the Institute of South Asian Studies (ISAS), 

[NATO in Afghanistan: Fault lines in the translatlantic alliance? Institude for Defense Studies and Analyses, April 2, 2009. http://www.idsa.in/system/files/ShanthieMDSouza020409.pdf.]
Even as the Obama administration decided to surge more forces into Afghanistan as part of the new strategy, a similar call by NATO commanders for more troops has evoked only a partial response. Canada and the Netherlands have already set timelines for the withdrawal of their troops from Afghanistan. Other allies, including Germany, Italy and Spain operate in the rather peaceful western and northern regions of the country and, so far, have withstood pressure from other alliance members to deploy their forces to the southern and eastern provinces and join the American, British, Canadian and Dutch forces in fighting the raging insurgency. This distinction maintained between NATO countries of being a ‘stabilisation force’ or a fighting force has been the reason for the NATO being labelled a ‘two-tier alliance’, with “some allies willing to fight and die to protect peoples' security, and others who are not.”10 
Afghanistan success key to NATO

Success in Afghanistan key to NATO. 
Tse 2009.

Tse, Hillson, Bachelor of Arts Candidate, Political Science and Economics University of British Columbia, 2009. [A focused and targeted expansion of NATO and ISAF involvement in Afghanistan Counternarcotics Operations An essay for the Atlantic Council of Canada. 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.  
Nato key to COIN
Lack of NATO unity complicates COIN. 
D’Souza 2009.

D’Souza, Shanthie Mariet, Research Fellow at the Institute of South Asian Studies (ISAS), 

[NATO in Afghanistan: Fault lines in the translatlantic alliance? Institude for Defense Studies and Analyses, April 2, 2009. http://www.idsa.in/system/files/ShanthieMDSouza020409.pdf.]
The complexity of the counter insurgency campaign in Afghanistan is further compounded by the presence of two major international military coalitions – the US led Operation Enduring Freedom (OEF) and the IS AF. Existence of the two security apparatus with two commands violates the principle of ‘unity of command’ and creates a serious problem of coordination in the operational sphere.13 The attempt to merge the ISAF and OEF by the Bush Administration under one command has been resisted by NATO allies mainly due to the differing perceptions on the nature of the two operations and conflicting national agendas. Britain, Germany, and France were the principal allies opposing the US proposition to merge the commands, intending to preserve ISAF as a stabilization force as opposed to a combat force that fights insurgency/terrorism.14 

***Counternarcotics Fail***

Counter narcotics on worsen the poppy problem
Khruschev, Retired Colonel, May 15, 2010 OEurgene, writer for Salem-News, “Afghanistan: US Drug Policy, Total Corruption or Utter Insanity?” http://www.salem-news.com/articles/may152010/afghan-poppies-ek.php).
(MOSCOW) - The new American drug policy is easy to understand. America is telling the world it can no longer eradicate opium/heroin production because “poor farmers” are going to suffer. In truth, the poppy fields America now protects are run by drug lords with ties to the Karzai regime. America is building a narco-mafia behind the government of Afghanistan tied to an unsound and corrupt policy being peddled by the Special Envoy, Richard Holbrooke. The US has no plans to eradicate drug production in Afghanistan, production they and everyone else claims is funding the Taliban and is certainly pumping 65 billion dollars into somebody’s hands. This is what NATO commander, Gen. Stanley McChrystal has decided to do: McChrystal’s solution is to set up a “slush fund” to pay off the Majah opium poppy growers. What this is doing is to dismantle any real counter-narcotics program the DEA and SOF were supposedly implementing. What we are learning is that the US State Department, for reasons unknown and unknowable, wants to manage Afghanistan as a crime ridden “narco-state” for the foreseeable future. What the Secretary of State called “the best decision in the face of an array of less-than-perfect options” has set in motion the worst-case nightmare scenario – a boon for the drug lords, a bane for the drug busters. What the “drug eradication” policy does is simple. It eradicates no drugs, it supplies money to criminal elements that destabilize the government, destroys the internal tribal system America’s war policy depends on and is building unstable and ungovernable regions that will support terrorism and extremism forever. The essence of this nefarious proposition, promoted by narco lobby special envoy to the US Richard Holbrooke, was unveiled in the Washington Post on April 13: “Marines try unorthodox tactics to disrupt Afghan opium harvest”. The article carefully misleads a gullible reader to believe this hoax was initiated by the White House to be happily implemented by the US Marines. Though the narco envoy was never mentioned in the WP piece, it was Richard Holbrooke who concocted The Bucks for Drugs subterfuge and dispatched his minion John Kael Weston to bamboozle Brig. Gen. Lawrence D. Nicholson, commander of the 2nd Marine Expeditionary Brigade. As the story goes, the Marines ought to cash in $12 million from the Commander’s Emergency Response Program – “to disrupt the Afghan opium harvest”. The whole scheme is a total scam, nothing is “disrupted,” far from it. In fact the policy is much closer to “agricultural support and subsidy,” with the product being death dealing narcotics and the goal almost too insidious to imagine. Here are the main fraudulent premises of the swindle – political & financial – attributed to the US administration as outlined in the Washington Post: “Eradication would drive farmers into the hands of the insurgency” “Poppy farmers are poor creatures who face economic peril if they cannot harvest or sell their crops” These disinformation sound bites betray the Holbrooke hallmark and are adroitly exploited by narco-insurgency propaganda. Ambassador Thomas Schweich, a former US top drug buster in Afghanistan, exposed this drug lobby guerilla marketing in his seminal article “Is Afghanistan a Narco-State?” in the NYT way back in July 27, 2008: “Karzai had long opposed aerial eradication,” (p.2) Why? “More than 95 percent of the residents of the poppy growing provinces [Helmand & Kandahar] – voted for Karzai.” (p.7) “Poppy cultivation was becoming limited to the south, more associated with the insurgency and disassociated from poverty…UNODC convincingly demonstrated that poor farmers were abandoning the crop and that poppy growth was confined to the wealthiest parts of Afghanistan…It rejected the idea that farmers would starve without the poppy, concluding that ‘poverty doesn’t appear to have been the main driving factor in the expansion of opium poppy’.” “UNODC shattered the myth that poppies are grown by destitute farmers…Eighty percent of the land under poppy cultivation in the south had been planted with it only in the last two years …these farmers didn’t need an alternative livelihood. They had abandoned their previous livelihoods…to take advantage of the security vacuum [which coincides with UK military presence] to grow a more profitable crop: opium…Yet Afghan officials continued to say that poppy cultivation was the only choice for its poor farmers.” (p.4) “The ‘starving farmer’ was a convenient myth. [NATO] …wanted to avoid any uptick in violence from [counternarcotics] strategy, even if the strategy would result in long-term success…the Taliban loved it because their propaganda campaign consisted of trotting out farmers whose fields had been eradicated and having them say that they were going to starve.” (p.5) What WP spins as “unorthodox tactics” and “one of the most novel US attempts to crack down on Afghanistan’s drug trade” is a highly inaccurate depiction of what is actually happening. The drug trade is being built, protected and now subsidized with no mention of the massive distribution and banking empire supporting it and enriching many players, few of them from Afghanistan. “Payment for eradication is disastrous counternarcotics policy: if you pay cash for poppies, farmers keep the cash and grow poppies again next year for more cash. And farmers who grow less-lucrative crops start growing poppies so that they can get the money, too. Drug experts call this type of offer a ‘perverse incentive’, and it has never worked anywhere in the world.” (p.8) ARE AMERICA’S EFFORTS SIMPLY TOTALLY MISGUIDED OR UTTERLY CORRUPT? How does the world’s largest money laundering scheme and the world’s largest narcotics distribution network totally escape American attention in Afghanistan? This isn’t America’s first “dance” in this arena, with a massive drug war on its border with Mexico and decades of efforts in South America having little or no effect. We are also ignoring decades of substantive reports of CIA involvement in using narcotic trafficking to fund covert operations. You can’t turn on a TV without seeing this mentioned, the CIA-drug connection is a major part of American culture. Former FBI translator, Sibel Edmond’s testimony of US involvement in shipping drugs from Afghanistan on rendition flights has proven to be widely reliable and has received key support from members of the military and intelligence community. With America’s mainstream media running interference for these confused, misguided and corrupt efforts through taking part in a combination of spin and cover-up, a debate on a rational policy will be impossible. I didn’t know that Rear Admiral Gregory Smith could manipulate Washington Post imbed at CAMP LEATHERNECK as a message multiplier for Richard Holbrooke narco propaganda. Now I do – and you do too.
***Counternarcotics Fail***

Counter-Narcotics metrics fails due to its inappropriate definition of success. 
Rubin and Guaqueta 2007. 

Rubin R., Barnett, Director of Studies and Senior Fellow at the CIC NYU, Special Advisor to UN Special Representative of the Secretary General for Afghanistan, Former Director of the Center for Preventative Action, PhD, Guaqueta, Alexandra, Academic Director of Fundacion Ideas para la Paz, 2007. [Fighting Drugs and Building Peace Dialogue on Globalizatioin NY. http://library.fes.de/pdf-files/bueros/usa/04992.pdf.]

Depending on the definition of goals, the definition of success or progress may also vary. The most commonly used metrics of success in counter-narcotics derive from the definition of the goal as suppression of end use. Hence success is measured by reduction in physical quantities produced or traded or, less satisfactorily, physical quantities of crop eradicated or product seized. But it is not physical quantities of the drug that support insurgencies, corrupt officials, and undermine the rule of law. It is the money derived from the drug. At any stage of production and distribution, the amount of illicit funds derived from the drug depends not only on the physical quantity, but on the price. Efforts to restrict physical quantities may even raise the illicit revenue from trafficking by causing a rise in the price.

Current US counter narcotics policy fails

Mansfield and Pain, specialist on development in drugs environment and research fellow, December 2008 (David, 17 years work in opium producing countries, 11 years filed research on opium in Afghanistan. Adam, 20 years of work in rural livelihoods, school of devlopment studies, university of East Anglia, UK, visiting professor of rural development at Swedish university of Agricultural Science at Uppsala, “Counter-Narcotics in Afghanistan: The Failure of Success?” http://spearheadresearch.org/Pages/Documents/AREU_opium2008-afg.pdf)
There has been a tendency to see counter- narcotics efforts as synonymous with interdiction, eradication, information campaigns and alter- native livelihoods interventions — all areas that are action-oriented and specifically labelled as counter-narcotics. This limited understanding of what constitutes effective counter-narcotics policy leads to an expectation that such interventions on their own will directly lead to the reduction in the production of opium. They cannot. What are currently regarded as counter-narcotics activities are necessary — but not sufficient — to reduce the level of opium poppy cultivation in Afghanistan. Isolating counter-narcotics efforts has given some in the drug-control community the illusion of control as well as the  budget and policy lead; it has also given many in the development community the opportunity to avoid involvement in the issue, for fear of “contaminating” their programmes. This kind of approach has led those that see their primary aim as reducing opium poppy cultivation in Afghanistan to push for the kind of effects seen in Nangarhar and Balkh and risk undermining the longer-term development effort in Afghanistan. Neither the drug-control community nor development actors have benefited from this artificial separation.
Counter-narcotics operations make the Taliban and insurgency richer and more powerful – economic analysis their author’s don’t use prove
University of California 6-24 

(BAMF university’s newsroom, 6/24/2010, “Report: Afghanistan drug policy may help insurgents,”

http://www.universityofcalifornia.edu/news/article/23617; ₦)

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?"
***Eradication Fails***

Eradication Prevents Peace-Building. 
Rubin and Guaqueta 2007. 

Rubin R., Barnett, Director of Studies and Senior Fellow at the CIC NYU, Special Advisor to UN Special Representative of the Secretary General for Afghanistan, Former Director of the Center for Preventative Action, PhD, Guaqueta, Alexandra, Academic Director of Fundacion Ideas para la Paz, 2007. [Fighting Drugs and Building Peace Dialogue on Globalizatioin NY. http://library.fes.de/pdf-files/bueros/usa/04992.pdf.]

Crop eradication poses dilemmas for peace-building. Eradication precedes and sometimes undermines alternative livelihoods, by preventing access to coca or poppy growing areas. Apart from the humanitarian reasons, alienating peasants may undermine both short-term counterinsurgency objectives and long-term state-building goals because it pits communities against the state. Crop eradication also has perverse price effects. While it may reduce the amount of drugs immediately available (and thereby conform to the metrics of success of the counter-narcotics regime), it may increase it in the medium term by driving up the price of narcotics through induced scarcity, increasing the value of assets and profits of drug traffickers and corrupt officials. Bureaucracies may try to do the right thing in terms of coherence and coordination, but that what gets implemented is (1) what gets funded and (2) what local elites allow to be implemented. Hence implementation may not follow agreed policy frameworks. This was in reference to Afghanistan’s Counter-Narcotics Strategy, which did not prioritize massive eradication. Eradication, however, ended up being implemented more and more quickly than other counternarcotics policies, because the US allocated more funds to it.

Eradication undermines all US goals in Afghanistan. 
Felbab-Brown 2005.

Felbab-Brown, Vanda, Ph.D. in Political Science at MIT and fellow at Harvard University Belfer Center for Science and International Affairs. [Afghanistan: When Counternarcotics Undermines Counterterrorism: The Washington Quarterly Center for Strategic and International Studies (CSIS) and MIT, pp. 55-72, Autumn 2005, http://www.twq.com/05autumn/docs/05autumn_felbab.pdf.]

Eradication, traditionally the U.S. government’s preferred counternarcotics  policy, seeks to disrupt the drug trade by destroying the illicit crops. It is  predicated on the belief that, if peasants face the destruction of their crops,  they will have greater incentive to abandon their illicit cultivation and grow  legal products. The traffickers will not have any drugs to transport, and per-  nicious belligerent actors such as terrorists and warlords will not be able to  make any money on the drug trade, thereby severely diminishing their fi-  nancial resources, if not bankrupting them. Despite efforts by Washington  and Kabul to persuade local Islamic clerics to issue a fatwa against drug pro-  duction, eradication remains an unpopular counternarcotics strategy in Af-  ghanistan. This is hardly surprising, given that eradication frequently deprives  populations of their sole source of livelihood. The inability of peasants to re-  pay their creditors as a result of eradication only drives them deeper into  debt, pushing them to grow even more poppy in the subsequent year. This is  exactly what happened in the few regions where drug eradication was car-  ried out in Afghanistan in 2003 and 2004. If farmers fail to repay their debt,  they frequently end up in a form of serf labor, growing poppy on their  moneylender’s land. Some are forced to flee to Pakistan,29 where they may  end up in the radical madrasas of the Deobandi movement, whose harsh in-  terpretation of Islam and strong anti-U.S. stance became the primary ideo-  logical and religious influence on the Taliban. Pakistani and Afghan students  indoctrinated in these schools during the 1980s and 1990s provided a large  portion of the Taliban’s fighters, and current students appear to be restock-  ing the ranks of Taliban remnants today.  Eradication drives the local population into the hands of regional war-  lords, even if they now call themselves politicians or have secure govern-  ment jobs, strengthening the centrifugal forces that historically have  weakened Afghanistan as a state. Local warlords can capitalize on popular  discontent with eradication by claiming something such as “the evil Karzai  government, having sold out to the foreign infidels, is impoverishing the ru-  ral people and forcing them into semi-slavery.” Predictably, the Afghan gov-  ernment eradication teams that actually attempted to carry out their orders,  rather than simply accepting bribes, have frequently met with armed resis-  tance from peasants, even in the restricted and relatively safe areas where  they have been deployed. Although the new Pentagon policy of supporting  counternarcotics operations is meant to avoid alienating the local popula-  tion by not involving the U.S. military directly in eradication, it will put U.S.  soldiers in the position of fighting against local peasants who violently resist  counternarcotics operations. The favorable image of the U.S. military in Af-  ghanistan will be destroyed if U.S. soldiers are forced to return fire at a mob of armed, angry villagers. Wider cooperation and intelligence provision will  fall apart rapidly.  Aerial eradication, for example, with a fungus, would somewhat reduce  the physical danger faced by eradication teams. Yet, spraying, which is al-  ways extremely unpopular among populations in drug-producing countries,  would further alienate the Afghan people and invite local strongmen to  start shooting at eradication planes. U.S.  soldiers protecting the spraying planes  would once again be placed in danger and  enmeshed deeper in armed confrontations  with local populations, delegitimizing the  U.S. presence. Even if a private contractor  such as Dyncorp, which has experience  spraying in Colombia, carried out such an  operation secretly and both the Kabul gov-  ernment and the international community  denied any knowledge or authorization, the United States, which controls  Afghanistan’s air space, would inevitably receive the blame as a bully sen-  tencing poor Afghan Muslims to starvation, and Karzai’s government would  face discredit as an impotent U.S. stooge.  The amnesty for the Taliban announced by the U.S. and Afghan govern-  ments in January 2005 will further complicate eradication efforts. The  Taliban activists returning to their villages will remind the population of the  “good times” before 2000 when the Taliban sponsored the illicit economy  and poppies bloomed unharmed. The Taliban can thus exploit the popular  frustration with eradication and agitate against the Karzai government and  the United States. Moreover, any unequal enforcement of eradication,  which could result from 
CARD CONTINUES NO TEXT OMITTED
varying levels of security in different regions, will  result in the perception of ethnic and tribal favoritism, augmenting ethnic  divisions. The northern non-Pashtun provinces, for example, already have  complained that they bear the brunt of eradication while their Pashtun  counterparts were let off easy. Whether such claims are accurate does not  matter to those ethnic political entrepreneurs that seek to exploit tribal and  ethnic divisions and insecurities. Conversely, the relationship between  ethnicity and counterdrug measures is acutely uncomfortable for Karzai,  whose victory in the presidential elections depended on the support of his  fellow Pashtuns. Any effective crackdown against poppy cultivation will  have to take place in the Pashtun Helmand region, thus alienating his very  support base.  Still, the criticism the United States levied against Karzai just before his  May 2005 visit to Washington was unfounded. In a memo sent from the U.S.  embassy in Kabul in advance of Karzai’s visit and leaked to the press, embassy  officials criticized Karzai for being “unwilling to assert strong leadership” in  eradication and doing little to overcome the resistance of “provincial officials  and village elders [who] had impeded destruction of significant poppy acre-  age.” The memo also criticized Karzai for being unwilling to insist on eradica-  tion “even in his own province of Kandahar.”30 In fact, despite the political  repercussions for his government, Karzai has been rather compliant with the  U.S. demand to undertake eradication. To  satisfy international pressure, however, he has  unwisely been promising unrealistic outcomes,  including the eradication of all poppy fields in  two years.31 The United States cannot be  blind to the political realities in Afghanistan:  in the absence of large-scale rural develop-  ment, eradication is politically explosive.  Strong-fisted measures to suppress the peas-  ant resistance will further fuel unrest. Such  actions will undermine Karzai’s government as well as Afghanistan’s process of  stabilization and democratization.  Compensated eradication, as it has been applied in the past, is also not a  viable solution. Recognizing the significant negative repercussions of eradica-  tion on the livelihood of the population and the resistance it generates, com-  pensated eradication schemes seek to mitigate these problems by providing  peasants with some monetary compensation for the losses incurred from the  destruction of their illicit crops. First, even when actually delivered and not  simply promised, such financial compensation has always been a small, one-  time payment that requires peasants to forgo large, long-term profits. More-  over, much of the money dispensed by the British in their 2002–2003  compensated eradication scheme in Afghanistan ended up in the hands of re-  gional strongmen, while many of the peasants who agreed to eradicate their  plots never saw any money.32 Yet, even if corruption were eliminated from the  process, the traffickers could still retaliate by simply outbidding the government’s  compensation for next year’s crops—the international community is unlikely  to be willing to devote escalating sums of money to outbid local druglords to  continue buying opium from the peasants for many years. In sum, eradication  is rarely successful in significantly limiting drug production for a sustained pe-  riod of time and is tremendously politically destabilizing and explosive. 

***Interdiction Fails***

Interdiction faces major economic and political challenges, Colombia proves. 
Rubin and Guaqueta 2007. 

Rubin R., Barnett, Director of Studies and Senior Fellow at the CIC NYU, Special Advisor to UN Special Representative of the Secretary General for Afghanistan, Former Director of the Center for Preventative Action, PhD, Guaqueta, Alexandra, Academic Director of Fundacion Ideas para la Paz, 2007. [Fighting Drugs and Building Peace Dialogue on Globalizatioin NY. http://library.fes.de/pdf-files/bueros/usa/04992.pdf.]

Massive eradication may have perverse effects for counterinsurgency and peace-building, but some eradication may be compatible with and even necessary for peace-building: “It all depends how you do it.” Recently, the Colombian Ministry of Defense has switched in key zones to strategic manual eradication carefully calibrated with economic assistance to build trust with populations exposed to FARC infl uence and to bring the state back in. In order to achieve this, Colombia had to lobby Washington to change money originally allocated to aerial spraying. In Afghanistan the British have developed a scheme of 23 variables that determine whether particular areas are appropriate for crop eradication. In practice, however, it has been diffi cult to act in accord with this scheme due to lack of information and political resistance by local power holders. Interdiction needs to be much more creative and requires more resources. In particular, dealing with the elites that controlled drug traffi cking may require a political approach as well as law enforcement, which is diffi cult to implement in the absence of clear guidance or norms for a transitional counter-narcotics regime. An example was Colombia’s demobilization of the paramilitaries belonging to the Autodefensas Unidas de Colombia (AUC), where the threat of extradition to the US on drug traffi cking charges undoubtedly weighed in paramilitary calculations to disarm and negotiate a peace-agreement.
Interdiction fails. 
Tse 2009

Tse, Hillson, Bachelor of Arts Candidate, Political Science and Economics University of British Columbia, 2009. [A focused and targeted expansion of NATO and ISAF involvement in Afghanistan Counternarcotics Operations An essay for the Atlantic Council of Canada. http://atlantic-council.ca/wp-content/uploads/2010/01/Hillson-Tse-UBC.pdf.]

Interdiction focuses on capturing drug traffickers and drug barons, interception of narcotic shipments and destruction of drug processing and storage facilities. The results of Afghan interdiction campaigns have been mixed. Evidence suggests that it has had minimal effects on opium exports and government corruption has resulted in the prosecution of small and less influential individuals.35Interdiction has also created closer ties between criminal groups and the Taliban in order to gain protection from authorities.36

***Topicality Definitions***
Afghani

Afghani Ambassador perceives US presence for counter narcotics as “boots on the ground.” 

AP 2009

The Associated Press State & Local Wire. March 12, 2009 Thursday 1:56 AM GMT. Afghan ambassador says US troop surge is welcome.[Lexis-Nexis http://www.lexisnexis.com/us/lnacademic/delivery/DownloadDoc.do?dnldFileName=Afghan_ambassador_says_US_troop_surge_is_wel&jobHandle=2842%3A229219764&dnldFilePath=%2Fl-n%2Fshared%2Fprod%2Fdiscus%2Fqds%2Frepository%2Fdocs%2F4%2F76%2F2842%3A229219764%2Fformatted_doc&delFmt=QDS_EF_WORD60TYPE&fileSize=5000.]
Afghanistan's ambassador to the United States said Wednesday that he welcomed President Barack Obama's call for an increased U.S. troop presence in his country, and he called for the military to help in the fight against narcotics trafficking.  Said Jawad's comments came in a speech at the Kennedy School of Government at Harvard University. "Right now we don't have enough boots on the ground," said Jawad, who has been ambassador since 2003. He called the original deployment of U.S. troops to Afghanistan by the Bush administration a "duct-taped" approach. Obama recently announced a plan to send 17,000 additional troops to Afghanistan and is weighing a request by ground commanders to send even more. The president also called for a sweeping strategy review intended to define the U.S. mission. Jawad called for the U.S. to help eliminate sources of indoctrination and training of terrorists, some of whom cross the border from Pakistan. The ambassador said that, while he would support outreach to some followers of the Taliban, direct talks likely would serve no purpose because Taliban leaders are hardcore ideologues who cannot be persuaded. "For this group, talk will not lead anywhere," he said. Afghanistan, the world's largest opium producer, came under renewed scrutiny this week at an international conference in Vienna, where representatives from 130 countries were reviewing setbacks and successes in the global war on drugs. 
Bowman and Dale
Counter narcotics is a part of US strategy in Afghanistan

Bowman and Dale ‘9

Steve Bowman, Specialist in National Security; Catherine Dale, Specialist in International Security, War in Afghanistan: Strategy, Military Operations, and Issues for Congress, December 3, 2009, Congressional Research Service (CRS). [http://www.law.umaryland.edu/marshall/crsreports/crsdocuments/R40156_01232009.pdf]
In 2008, as international interest in, and attention to, the war in Afghanistan grew, a number of observers stressed the need for clearer or more robust strategy to guide Afghan and international efforts. “Strategy” is commonly understood to include a statement of objectives, or desired ends; the ways and means designed to achieve those ends; and the roles and responsibilities of key players in executing those ways and means.21 Strategy-making for Afghanistan is particularly complicated, for two main reasons. First, the range of strategic objectives is quite broad, encompassing not only security progress but also, for example, civilian capacity-building, the rule of law, counternarcotics, and economic development. Those fields, in turn, are closely linked empirically—for example, long-term development requires a relatively stable environment, and successful counternarcotics efforts must be predicated on some form of rule of law. Second, strategy-making is complicated by the range of actors providing some support to GIRoA, including NATO, the United Nations, and other international organizations, as well as individual states, each of which may have its own—or even competing sets of—interests and priorities. Military strategy, in turn, is not easily separable from broader grand strategy for Afghanistan, since security is essential for progress in other areas, and since military forces play key supporting roles in the non-security lines of operation. 

US-Afghan Agreement made US involvement legal

Bowman and Dale ‘9 

Steve Bowman, Specialist in National Security; Catherine Dale, Specialist in International Security, War in Afghanistan: Strategy, Military Operations, and Issues for Congress, December 3, 2009, Congressional Research Service (CRS). [http://www.law.umaryland.edu/marshall/crsreports/crsdocuments/R40156_01232009.pdf]
In 2002 and 2003, U.S. Embassy Kabul and the Afghan Ministry for Foreign Affairs exchanged diplomatic notes, which together constituted a formal agreement. The notes, which remain in force, confirmed that military and civilian personnel of the Department of Defense shall be accorded a status equivalent to that of Embassy administrative and technical staff under the 1961 Vienna Convention on Diplomatic Relations. The notes also addressed freedom of movement, licenses, the wearing of uniforms, the use of vehicles, exemption from taxation, and imports and exports. They confirmed U.S. criminal jurisdiction over U.S. personnel.63 Some of the basic provisions of that exchange of notes were reconfirmed by a joint declaration signed by President Karzai and President Bush, in May 2005, in which the two countries committed themselves to a strategic partnership with the goal of “strengthen[ing] U.S.-Afghan ties to help ensure Afghanistan’s long-term security, democracy and prosperity.” The Declaration confirmed the bilateral intent to work together closely on a range of activities including, in the security sector: ANSF training, security sector reform, counterterrorism operations, counternarcotics programs, intelligence-sharing, border security, and strengthening ties with NATO. The Declaration included the specific, practical commitment that U.S. military forces operating in Afghanistan would continue to have access to Bagram Air Base “and facilities at other locations as may be mutually determined,” and that U.S. and coalition forces would continue to enjoy freedom of action to conduct military operations “based on consultations and pre-agreed procedures.” 

Government 

Military presence consists of troops assisting in defense

Cornella et. al Chairman of the Employer Support Guard Reserve 5/9/2005 (Al, Navy vet, served on local, state, and federal commissions dealing with economic regulation and development, former commissioner of the Base Closure Realignment Commission, the ESGR is an agency of the DoD. Vice-Chair, Major General Lewis Curtis III. Commissioner, Anthony Less, Vice Admiral USN. Comissioner, Keith Martin, Brigadier General, PA ARNG. Commissioner, H.G. Taylor, Lieutenant General. Commission on Review of Overseas Military Facility Structure, Executive Summary,  http://www.fas.org/irp/agency/dod/obc.pdf)
The United States maintains a robust military presence of approximately 52,000 uniformed personnel of all services in Japan to assist in the defense of that nation, and to provide a force for regional stability. Primary service elements are comprised of the following: (1) the 9th Theater Support Command headquartered at Camp Zama that provides logistical support with 2,000 personnel; (2) the 7th Fleet homeported in Yokosuka with 14,000 personnel, 100 aircraft and 18 ships; (3) III MEF based in Okinawa with a force of approximately 18,000 Marines; and, (4) the 5th Air Force with approximately 16,000 personnel. There are 7 major installations on the main island.
US Departments of Justice and Defense have a police presence in training the CNP-A 

DoD and Bureau of International Narcotics and Law Enforcement Affairs 2008

Update on Counternarcotics in Afghanistan August 2008 United Nations Office on Drugs and Crime Poppy Cultivation Survey
[http://kabul.usembassy.gov/media/inl-ap-factsheet-8-27-08.pdf.]
With training, mentorship and funding from the U.S. Departments of  Justice and Defense, the Counternarcotics Police of Afghanistan has estab-  lished special units to enhance narcotics investigative efforts, target networks  and network leadership and increase the impact of narcotics seizures: Sensitive  Investigative Unit, and National Interdiction Unit. The strong efforts of these  three units resulted in the Government of the Islamic Republic of Afghanistan  seizing approximately 4 metric tons of opium, 967 kg of heroin and 240  metric tons of hashish in 2008. The large amount of hashish is directly attrib-  utable to a June seizure in Kandahar province by Counternarcotics Police of  Afghanistan with a western street value of $600 million.  The Afghan Criminal Justice Task Force is a special task force of judges, pros-  ecutors, and police investigators responsible for cases against mid- and high-level  drug traffickers. The United States Department of Justice assigns six federal  prosecutors and two senior criminal investigators to the Criminal Justice Task  Force to provide continual mentoring and to travel countrywide training Afghan  prosecutors, investigators, and judges. The United States Agency for International  Development has trained 744 sitting judges including 40 women through the  “Foundation” training course. They have also trained 584 judges through the  Ministry of Justice Stage six-month training program designed to provide judges  with core competencies over and above the initial “Foundation” course.  
Government 

US military CN training in Afghanistan is a military presence

DoD 2010

United States Department of State and the Broadcasting Board of Governors Office of Inspector of General; Department of Defense Office of Inspector General, Obligations and Expenditures of Funds Provided to the Department of State for the Training and Mentoring of the Afghan National Police, February 9, 2010. http://www.dodig.mil/Audit/reports/fy10/10-042.pdf.
Since its inception, the international ANSF training effort has been characterized by multiple initiatives adopting sometimes divergent approaches, with a general trend toward greater unity of effort, and a stronger U.S. leadership role, over time.161 Secretary of State Clinton has underscored President Obama’s statement “that we must focus more attention and resources on training the Afghan Security Forces.”162 The December 2001 Bonn Conference recognized the need for the international community to help the fledgling Afghan authorities with “the establishment and training of new Afghan security and armed forces.” In early 2002, broad agreement was reach on a model in which individual “lead nations” would assume primary responsibility to coordinate international assistance in five different areas of security—these included placing ANA development under U.S. leadership, and police sector development under German leadership. The 2006 Afghanistan Compact transferred formal “lead” responsibility to GIRoA. In 2002, to execute its “lead nation” role, the United States created the Office of Military Cooperation-Afghanistan (OMC-A) to train the ANA. In 2002, to supplement German efforts, the U.S. government launched a police training initiative, led by the Department of State’s Bureau of International Narcotics and Law Enforcement Affairs (INL), through U.S. Embassy Kabul, with contractor support. In 2005, the U.S. government restructured its ANSF training efforts, shifting responsibility for supporting Afghan police development to the Department of Defense, and renaming the OMC-A the Office of Security Cooperation-Afghanistan (OSC-A).163 Early in 2007, when the U.S. three-star military headquarters, the Combined Forces Command-Afghanistan (CFC-A) was deactivated, OSC-A was re-designated the Combined Security Transition Command-Afghanistan (CSTC-A), and assigned directly to US CENTCOM; CSTC-A was assigned to USFOR-A when that headquarters was established in 2008. 
DEA directly trains the CNPA, and supports in CN operations—a form of military presence 

DoD 2010

United States Department of State and the Broadcasting Board of Governors Office of Inspector of General; Department of Defense Office of Inspector General, Obligations and Expenditures of Funds Provided to the Department of State for the Training and Mentoring of the Afghan National Police, February 9, 2010. http://www.dodig.mil/Audit/reports/fy10/10-042.pdf.
ISAF established the Combined Joint Interagency Task Force–Nexus (CJIATF-N) to support and coordinate CN operations and provide support to Regional Commanders. With CJIATF-N’s support, ISAF, ANSF, Counternarcotics Police of Afghanistan (CNPA) specialized units, and the U.S. Drug Enforcement Agency (DEA) are working together to dismantle narcotics trafficking networks. Between October 1, 2009 and March 31, 2010, ISAF and ANSF conducted 73 CN operations, leading to the detention of 84 personnel and the destruction of 25,126 kilograms (kg) of opium, 416 kg of morphine, and 1,321 kg of heroin. Additionally, 10,886 kg of hashish and 10,115 kg of precursor chemicals used to create morphine and heroin were seized. The DEA, with DoD and DoS funding, continues to support, train, and equip three specialized units within the CNPA. The 220-member National Interdiction Unit – established by the DEA as a specialized tactical arm of the CNPA – is capable of safely conducting interdiction operations and seizures and serving arrest and search warrants in a high-threat environment, much like a U.S. special weapons and tactics (SWAT) team. To address the concerns in the south, the DEA developed Operation SOUTHERN FURY; a campaign plan for counternarcotics investigations and operations in the south. This campaign plan is meant to be fully coordinated and synchronized with the U.S. military and ISAF operating in the south, predominately in Helmand Province. This campaign will target drug trafficking networks supporting the insurgency, insurgent leaders actively engaged in drug trafficking, and corrupt government officials involved in the drug trade. As a result of Operation SOUTHERN FURY, DEA and its counterparts have seized approximately 790 kg of opium, 124 kg heroin, and over 10,000 kg of chemicals. The operation has denied drug manufacturers and traffickers a key area in which they previously thrived. 
Government 

US counter narcotics strategy is a military presence in Afghanistan

DoD 2010

United States Department of State and the Broadcasting Board of Governors Office of Inspector of General; Department of Defense Office of Inspector General, Obligations and Expenditures of Funds Provided to the Department of State for the Training and Mentoring of the Afghan National Police, February 9, 2010. http://www.dodig.mil/Audit/reports/fy10/10-042.pdf.
The National Security Council recently approved a new U.S. Government Counternarcotics (CN)  Strategy for Afghanistan.  The U.S. CN Strategy for Afghanistan supports the President’s  Afghanistan-Pakistan Strategy.  It is integrated with the U.S. Government Agriculture Assistance  Strategy for Afghanistan, which focuses on the redevelopment of the agricultural sector as an  engine for job growth and higher incomes for rural families, enabling farmers to choose licit  alternatives to poppy.  The CN Strategy focuses on the interdiction of drugs and precursor  materials, stopping drug traffickers, capacity building, and arresting drug lords.  As part of the  U.S. Government’s whole-of-government approach to assist the Government of Afghanistan  wage its counterinsurgency, the CN Strategy supports the U.S. Government Integrated Civilian-  Military Campaign Plan for Support to Afghanistan and supports the U.S. military and  international partner counterinsurgency campaign.    The CN Strategy reflects lessons learned from CN activities from 2004 through 2008 — the most  significant being that large-scale eradication targeted toward Afghan poppy farmers was  counterproductive and drove farmers to the insurgency.  The new strategy places primary focus  on interdiction of the nexus between narco-trafficking and the insurgency, but also places a  heavy emphasis on agricultural assistance to farmers, with the aim of transitioning them to licit  crops, creating jobs, and revitalizing Afghanistan’s historically vibrant agricultural sector.  The  new strategy carries over activities that have proven to be important in a multi-pronged, whole-  of-government CN campaign, including capacity building for Afghan CN capabilities, assistance  in promoting the rule of law, support for governor-led eradication and public information  campaigns, and drug treatment and demand reduction activities.  Strategic communications and  counterpropaganda, and regional engagement with countries and international organizations, are  also features of the new strategy.      The strategy has two goals:    Goal 1: Counter the link between narcotics and the insurgency and significantly  reduce the support the insurgency receives from the narcotics industry.      Goal 2: Address the narcotics corruption nexus and reinforce the Government of  Afghanistan.    The roles and missions of the international and Afghan entities fighting narco-trafficking in  Afghanistan remain unchanged from the previous report.  The Government of Afghanistan has  the lead in all CN operations and partners with ANSF, U.S., and international forces to target  narcotics traffickers and facilities known to support the insurgency.      The U.S. CN Strategy is closely aligned with four Afghan national CN priorities as laid out in its  National Drug Control Strategy:       Disrupt the drug trade by targeting traffickers and their backers; Strengthen and diversify legal rural livelihoods;   Reduce the demand for illicit drugs and treatment of problem users; and   Develop state institutions at the central and provincial levels vital to delivery of  Afghanistan’s CN strategy.    The U.S. Government continues to support the Afghan Government’s eight-pillar National Drug  Control Strategy, which includes international and regional cooperation, institution building,  demand reduction, public awareness, alternative livelihoods, interdiction, justice sector reform,  and eradication.    The U.S. military and representatives from civilian agencies will work together to develop  integrated civil-military plans tailored for specific areas.  The integrated civil-military plans will  insure CN and military efforts complement each other in support of counterinsurgency goals.   The Afghan Government continues to lead eradication operations and, along with support from  ISAF, the UK,27 the U.S. Embassy, and various organizations from the international community,  has planned government-led eradication.  ISAF policy toward government-led eradication  intends to provide support, in accordance with its mission and mandate, predominantly in the  five prioritized provinces of Kandahar, Helmand, Uruzgan, Badghis, and Farah.  From an ISAF  perspective, government-led eradication is not only about reducing poppy cultivation, thus  diminishing the total production of opium, but equally about enhancing law and order and  governance in the prioritized provinces.      The newly appointed Minister of Counter Narcotics appears to have taken a very strong position  concerning eradication. He has instituted a new High Level Coordination Meeting that he chairs  to oversee the planning and implementation of eradication.  To build support for his views and  determination on eradication, he recently met with the governor of Kandahar and eight of his  district leaders to reiterate his expectation to see eradication in Kandahar carried out in  accordance with plans.  He intends to visit other governors to reiterate the Afghan Government’s  desire and expectation to see eradication conducted in both priority and non-priority provinces.       
Government 

DEA mentoring of Afghan CN Forces has a military operational presence

DoD 2010.

United States Department of State and the Broadcasting Board of Governors Office of Inspector of General; Department of Defense Office of Inspector General, Obligations and Expenditures of Funds Provided to the Department of State for the Training and Mentoring of the Afghan National Police, February 9, 2010. http://www.dodig.mil/Audit/reports/fy10/10-042.pdf.
Beginning in 2009 and currently ongoing, DEA began an expansive effort to target high-value drug traffickers through both focused mentoring of elite Afghan CN forces and an increased operational presence. In particular, the DEA in-country staff is partnered with the Afghan Government to establish the drug enforcement institutions and capabilities needed to enforce the rule of law in Afghanistan. The Afghan Government has shown some improvement in prosecuting narcotics traffickers to date. On March 9, 2010, a DoJ-mentored Criminal Justice Task Force judge convicted and sentenced CNPA Operational Commander Sayed Hassan Karimi under the 2005 Afghanistan Counter Narcotics Law for violation of Article 15 (Drug Trafficking and Sale of Precursor Chemicals). Karimi was sentenced to 15 years imprisonment — the maximum prison sentence allowable under the minimum mandatory sentencing guidelines of the 2005 Afghanistan Counter Narcotics Law. No other Afghan defendant has been sentenced in excess of 15 years for trafficking precursor chemicals. He was also fined one million Afghanis. The arrest and prosecution of Karimi should be considered a significant anti-corruption prosecution. 
News Service

US military presence is connected with CN in Afghanistan

Newhouse News Service 2002 

David Wood, February 27, 2002, Newshouse News Service, Long-Term Afghan Fix Runs Risk of Short-Term Disillusionment. Lexis-Nexis [http://www.lexisnexis.com/us/lnacademic/delivery/DownloadDoc.do?dnldFileName=Long-Term_Afghan_Fix_Runs_Risk_of_Short-Term&jobHandle=1823%3A229219523&dnldFilePath=%2Fl-n%2Fshared%2Fprod%2Fdiscus%2Fqds%2Frepository%2Fdocs%2F3%2F52%2F1823%3A229219523%2Fformatted_doc&delFmt=QDS_EF_WORD60TYPE&fileSize=5000].
Devastated physically and emotionally by recurring warfare, this dusty, ruined village and hundreds like it across Afghanistan have bred despair and radical violence, an entrenched culture the United States must break quickly if it is to advance in the war on terrorism. Senior U.S. officials in Afghanistan figure they have about four months to push back the powerful influences of lucrative narcotics trafficking, armed banditry, bloody clan rivalries and economic ruin that spawned and nurtured the radical Islamic movement here the movement that lashed out at the United States on Sept. 11. But with the Bush administration's refusal to get involved directly in disarming local militias or in counter-narcotics operations, U.S. officials are struggling to attack all these problems obliquely: luring people away from violence by creating new jobs and educational opportunities, and cutting into the opium trade by encouraging farmers to switch from growing poppies to corn or cotton. Critics say this long-term, arms-length strategy could backfire badly by raising Afghans' expectations impossibly high, risking collapse into disillusionment and a radical backlash. "It's a gamble," acknowledged U.S. Army Brig. Gen. David E. Kratzer, director of civil-military operations in Afghanistan, characterizing the U.S. strategy for ensuring that Afghanistan does not once again become a safe haven for terrorists.  "But then, everything in Afghanistan is a gamble," he said in an interview at the nearly empty U.S. Embassy in Kabul. In four months, the term of the temporary government of Afghanistan will come to an end and the jockeying for power will have become intense. By June, Kratzer said, "People will need to see a positive result, with democracy and human rights." Meantime, the school year here begins March 22, and those schoolhouses not utterly destroyed lack windows, chairs, heat and trained teachers. There is virtually no economy in Afghanistan and there are few jobs. Many soldiers, still heavily armed, haven't been paid in six months. The temporary national government has outlawed the growing of poppies, but there is no one to enforce that edict or to hunt down the drug smugglers and middlemen who profit. The United States has pledged $297 million for development assistance in Afghanistan this year. But aid workers say the money has yet to flow. None of it, certainly, has reached Qarabagh Bazaar, a once-thriving village in the broad Shomali Plain that was once Afghanistan's breadbasket. Now it is a desert. The village lies in shattered ruins. Rusted hulls of tanks are scattered on the fields outside its collapsing adobe walls, and the fields themselves have been sown with the land mines of four hostile armies. Dead, gnarled stumps are all that remain of the local vineyards. Delicate networks of irrigation ditches are smashed. Nowhere in the region is there electricity or safe water. There is nothing left of Qarabagh's seven-room school but a cracked concrete slab. The invading Russians destroyed the building; it was rebuilt, but the Taliban destroyed it again and carted away the rubble for good measure. Almas, a teacher of reading and writing, will hold classes outdoors on the concrete slab for the children of refugees who are slowly returning to cram into already overcrowded tents on the outskirts of town. "No more, we are tired of this; you can see the destruction," said Almas, a thin, bearded man of 27 who, like many Afghans, uses only one name. He spoke bitterly of the fighting that has swept back and forth through this area, and while he is proud that the hated Taliban were destroyed, he said misery is war's chief harvest. "I think if people were educated there would be less fighting," he said. That is precisely the U.S. goal. "Part of our mission is to deny safe haven to terrorists, and this is a perfect environment for terrorism," said a Special Forces major who asked not to be identified by name. "That means trying to improve conditions for people so they don't become radicalized. ... If people have jobs, if they feel safe, if they can bring up their families, they are more apt to turn against violence." Rightly or wrongly, Qarabagh's people and others in this scarred landscape, look for hope from the United States, whose power they saw demonstrated in last fall's brief air war against the Taliban and al-Qaida. Nabih, a 20-year-old Northern Alliance soldier from the eastern Afghanistan village of Jom Qaddam, said he was awed by the U.S. air strikes and believes the United States can easily fix Afghanistan. A fighter since he was 13, Nabih is just the kind of young Afghan the United States needs to reach with education, a civilian job, hope for a normal future. "We need everything," he said. "I haven't been paid in six months and I can't even afford a pack of cigarettes." He wore a red, white and blue button on his jacket that read "Fk Terrorism," given to him by an American GI. In a creative approach here, U.S. Army Special Forces teams, armed but wearing civilian clothes, are scouring the countryside looking for quick-return projects such as fixing school buildings, and finding an international agency or donor to take them on. In six weeks, these teams have identified 100 such projects, each one examined by an engineer, a finance officer and a contracting officer to negotiate with local workers and suppliers. "We are catalysts, linking up need with resources," said Sgt. 1st Class Byron Shrader, a Special Forces medic who works as a civil affairs specialist in areas like Qarabagh Bazaar that are still considered combat zones. "What people want here is to be able to make their own way," he said. "I think you can affect change; it's just slow. But it's still early." U.N. officials speak of a reconstruction program that will last beyond the year 2010 and cost $15 billion money the international community has not even promised, let alone delivered. There are plans for elections to be held under Western supervision, and the World Bank intends to strengthen Afghanistan's central bank and build Western-style economic institutions. Such broad promises concern some critics, who observe that the United States and its allies have yet to intervene in failed states and produce lasting, positive change. "Even with a massive Western military presence on the ground, the West has already run into serious problems in transforming tiny Bosnia," write Marina Ottaway and Anatol Lieven, senior associates at the Carnegie Endowment for International Peace, a Washington think tank. Without either a more massive effort or sharply curtailed expectations, they said in a recent Carnegie report, the West risks causing in Afghanistan "acute disillusionment, international withdrawal, and a plunge into a new cycle of civil war and religious fanaticism." Already, the pressures on Afghanistan to slide back toward conflict and chaos are significant. There are 700,000 weapons in the country, Afghan officials in Kabul estimate, most of them in the hands of local militia soldiers like Nabih whose allegiance to the temporary government in Kabul is tenuous. Since the government took power Dec. 22, there have been numerous clashes between these ethnic-based militias as warlords jockey for power and territory and seek to settle old scores. U.S. and British officers are working with the temporary government of Hamid Karzai to create a new, small Afghan army of about 200,000, taking soldiers from each region and ethnic group and bringing them to Kabul for training. That will leave thousands of armed soldiers out in the cold. "We don't need everybody out there that has a gun," said Gen. Kratzer, who is the lead U.S. officer involved in rebuilding the Afghan army. For the fighters not chosen for the new national army, he said, "the issue is, how do we find work for them to do?" The other major attraction for terrorists, narcotics smuggling, is already well under way, despite the U.S. military presence in Afghanistan. A recent U.S. State Department report said farmland under opium poppy production has quadrupled since 1990. In early January, a Pakistani counter-narcotics team caught smugglers with 1,430 pounds of heroin. Exports provide huge profits to local warlords and a lucrative target for terrorists looking to finance global operations. About a ton of Afghan heroin reaches the United States each year, the report said. Against these pressures the United States is wielding hope and irrepressible optimism. Kratzer, illustrating the American approach, cited the story of the small boy walking along a beach, picking up stranded starfish and throwing them one by one back into the sea. "Son," a bystander said sympathetically, "you can't save them all." True, the boy acknowledged, picking up another starfish. "But I can save THIS one." 

News Service

Currently US military presence has a role in Counter Narcotics

States News Service 2010

States News Service, March 13, 2010, PRESIDENT IN HORMUZGAN PROVIENCE, Lexis Nexis. http://www.lexisnexis.com/us/lnacademic/delivery/DownloadDoc.do?dnldFileName=U_S__Newspapers_%26_Wires2010-06-29_22-20.DOC&jobHandle=2822%3A229219324&dnldFilePath=%2Fl-n%2Fshared%2Fprod%2Fdiscus%2Fqds%2Frepository%2Fdocs%2F4%2F32%2F2822%3A229219324%2Fformatted_doc&fileSize=5000
The following information was released by the Presidency of The Islamic Republic of Iran: President Mahmoud Ahmedinejad and his accompanying delegation arrived Hormuzgan province on Tuesday on the third round of his provincial tours. Upon arrival, President Ahmadinejad was welcomed by the representative of the Supreme Leader, provincial governor and a number of parliamentarians as well as local officials in last days of recent year. President Ahmadinejad addressed local people in the provincial capital city of Bandar Abbas shortly.  The president visited Hormuzgan province to review the implementation process of the projects which had been approved during his previous visits to the province. President Mahmoud Ahmadinejad on Wednesday made the remarks in an address to the locals of this southern provincial capital city where he is visiting during the third round of his tours of Iranian provinces. The president urged the Persian Gulf littoral states to act vigilantly and provide regional security on their own. Referring to the presence of Western troops including those of the US, in Afghanistan, President Ahmadinejad said, "Since nine years ago, they have occupied Afghanistan claiming that perpetrators of the 9/11 terrorist attacks were in that country. He added that fighting against terrorism and preventing narcotic drugs production in Afghanistan were the two major excuses of the foreign troops' presence in that country. Now the question is that nine years after the presence of the occupiers in Afghanistan, is the drugs production reduced or the problem of terrorism settled in that country? President Ahmadinejad questioned the occupying powers. He recalled his day-long visit to Afghanistan on March 10 during which the Iranian president met his Afghan counterpart Hamid Karzai and discussed major bilateral and regional issues including the situation in Afghanistan. "President Karzai complained about the existing situation in his country noting that it was worsening as a result of the presence of the occupying forces so that there are parts of Afghanistan where people had no food to eat," said the president. He stressed, Occupiers would never bring security or democracy. If they (occupiers) spent one dollar anywhere, they would take 10 dollars in return. On the second day of his third provincial visit to Hormuzgan province, he held a meet with the elite of provience in this meeting president saidthat conquering the peaks of progress entails problems and no progress is made without enduring hardship. The art of a nation for reaching peaks is to overcome the obstacles and this is possible only when we are all united, he said. The president pointed out that the humanity is moving ahead on track of perfection since its creation and God has created humans to achieve happiness in this world and ensure eternal life for themselves . "Such a trend requires endeavors leading to happiness." He said that efforts must be made to promote justice, support campaign against oppressors and help monotheism flourish. Ahmadinejad, who is also the chief of High Council for Cultural Revolution, said that the first and last divine prophet have uttered the same word aiming to direct the humanity to a path leading to happiness. "However, the infidels have stood against the messengers and sworn to create obstacles in the way of human happiness." He said that on several occasions, they have said that humanity does not need monotheism and it can obtain happiness by itself. "Today, the satanic traits have emerged in the being of the arrogant powers." He said that they killed one hundred thousand in Afghanistan after the twin towers were attacked and that all the Zionists had left the towers upon prior notice. Nobody asked why the things happened, he complained. President Ahmadinejad said that those who supported Saddam during the eight-year Iraqi-imposed war turned against him and attacked Iraq, killing one million so far. In reference to futile attempt made by certain Arab state to forge another name for the Persian Gulf, he said that Persian Gulf will remain Persian Gulf forever. Its name is irreversible because it is rooted in the history. In this two days tour president held a meet with families of martyrs and veterans and he took part in a live televised program and addressed local people from Hormuzgan provincial network, also he attended in culture and art working group. President returned Tehran after approving different approval at the end of his third provincial trip in third round of provincial tours. 

US interdiction in Afghanistan is a military presence
USA Today 2010

USA Today, Jim Michaels, May 10, 2010. Afghan drug traffickers face more resistance. Lexis Nexis. [http://www.lexisnexis.com/us/lnacademic/delivery/DownloadDoc.do?dnldFileName=Afghan_drug_traffickers_face_more_resistance&jobHandle=2821%3A229219602&dnldFilePath=%2Fl-n%2Fshared%2Fprod%2Fdiscus%2Fqds%2Frepository%2Fdocs%2F2%2F60%2F2821%3A229219602%2Fformatted_doc&delFmt=QDS_EF_WORD60TYPE&fileSize=5000]

Forces are 'putting a hurt on' the Taliban's ability to milk poppy fields for money to fund insurgents Stepped up U.S. and Afghan military operations in southern Afghanistan have loosened the Taliban's grip on narcotics trafficking, a key funding source for the militant group, a top Marine commander said. "This is not going to be a good year for them money wise," Maj. Gen. Richard Mills, the commander of Marines in southern Afghanistan, said in an interview with USA TODAY.  U.S. and Afghan forces have seized about 4,000 kilos (or roughly 4.5 tons) of drugs or chemicals used to process narcotics in the past two weeks, Mills said. Afghanistan produced about 6,900 tons of opium last year, according to the United Nations. Poppy farmers have just finished harvesting their crop, providing a critical opportunity for U.S. forces in southern Afghanistan to disrupt the Taliban's drug-trafficking operations. While the amount of drugs seized is a small percentage of what is produced, officers believe the increased presence of U.S. and Afghan forces had made it more difficult for traffickers to move their drugs and tax farmers who grow poppies. "We're putting a hurt on them," Mills said. He said he expects to see a reduction in the amount of funds the Taliban has available to pay fighters, purchase equipment and in other ways support the insurgency. The spike in drug interdictions also follows a major offensive in the town of Marjah, a former Taliban and narcotics-trafficking stronghold in the heart of a poppy-growing region. The encounters with drug traffickers have been violent as militants attempt to protect their goods by firing on U.S. and government forces. Mills said drugs have been seized along with weapons and roadside bombs after the firefights or in caches. Some analysts say interdicting drugs will only provide a temporary fix because drug smugglers will adapt their tactics to evade an increase in law enforcement or military presence. An improvement in interdiction "doesn't mean they won't move it elsewhere or hide it more," said Vanda Felbab-Brown, author of the book Shooting Up: Counterinsurgency and the War on Drugs. Drugs are an important part of financing the insurgency. The Taliban earned between $450 million and $600 million from 2005 to 2008 through drugs, according to the U.N. "I think what we have been able to interdict will have a significant impact long-range on the financial support the insurgency receives over the next eight, 10 months," Mills said. The number of Marines operating in southern Afghanistan has nearly doubled in the past year to about 20,000 now, allowing forces to deploy into more areas and along routes favored by traffickers attempting to get drugs out of the country. The increased U.S. troops are part of additional forces ordered by President Obama to seize the initiative from the Taliban. Afghanistan produces about 90% of the world's opium, according to the U.N., and a large portion of Afghanistan's poppy fields are in Helmand province. Central to allied strategy in the poppy-rich south was an offensive in February to drive the Taliban from Marjah, a poppy-growing center that had been under Taliban control. The offensive broke the Taliban's hold on Marjah and has allowed businesses and schools to reopen. Mills said security has improved enough so that some farmers have rejected Taliban tax collectors who come at night to demand fees. "People are beginning to feel secure enough to stand up on two feet" and resist Taliban attempts at intimidation, he said. Still, U.S. and Afghan forces have struggled to build an effective local government, which is critical to maintaining the support of the people. Taliban militants have attempted to infiltrate back into the region to reassert their control. "Of course, the Taliban is going to try and get back," said Gen. George Casey, the Army chief of staff, who recently returned from a visit to Afghanistan. "That area was important to the Taliban."   
Think Thank 

Commitment to US goals and training means that interdiction is topical
Carpenter and House, director of foreign policy studies and associate defense policy analyst at CATO, February 15, 1990 (Ted and R. Channing, “Perilous Panacea: the Military in The Drug War,” http://www.cato.org/pubs/pas/pa128.html)
It is not surprising that the administration is exploiting the drug cartel violence in Colombia to justify an increased U.S. military presence throughout the Andean region. The universal public revulsion at Galan's assassination provided the perfect opportunity to implement such a policy. The Andean Initiative allocates over $260 million in military and law enforcement assistance for Colombia, Peru, and Bolivia. That amount represents only the first annual installment of monetary and military aid that will exceed $2 billion over a five-year period and include various weapons systems designed to give the Latin American militaries an edge over the well-armed drug cartels. Furthermore, additional U.S. Special Forces, along with other military advisers, are being sent to the region to train law enforcement and military personnel. The mere presence of U.S. units in the volatile Andean region creates the prospect of their being caught in the crossfire between the drug lords and the government forces. In that case, U.S. military involvement could easily escalate for "defensive" reasons.
AT: Russia

Relations low now, Russia wants US eradication, but we only do interdiction

Nemstova, Newsweek Correspondent to Russia April 28 2010 (Anna, Newsweek, “Russia’s war on drugs: tackling heroin problem means going back to Afghanistan,” http://www.telegraph.co.uk/sponsored/russianow/society/7646607/Russias-war-on-drugs-tackling-heroin-problem-means-going-back-to-Afghanistan.html)

The dose that almost killed Sveta was just one gramme from the 70,000 kilos of heroin that floods into Russia from Afghanistan's poppy fields each year. Little plastic bags with white powder travel across Central Asia in the handbags of passengers, spreading pain, disease and death along the way. More ingeniously, smugglers put the bags in young onions or cabbages, and let the vegetable grow around them. "Afghan drug traffic is like a tsunami constantly breaking over Russia – we are sinking in it," says Victor Ivanov, director of Russia's Federal Service for the Control of Narcotics. "To help Russia stop being the world's biggest consumer of Afghan heroin, we have to fight this problem at its root." This Russian position is also the root of a point of tension with the United States, which considers poppy eradication harmful to the military operation in Afghanistan, as it angers peasant growers who might then be tempted to turn to the Taliban. But it is Russia, not the United States, that is affected most directly by this decision. The minister said that at least 120,000 drug users and dealers ended up in Russia's already crowded jails.
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