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Alternative: Do Nothing

Attempts to Classify Afghanistan into Categories and Words is a Flight from Reality—Western Victory is Impossible.  Instead, We Must Recognize the Contrived Nature of our Operations and Do Nothing in the Face of the Crisis.

Matthew Parris, writer for The Times and former politician, 2009, The Times, “In the fog, remember: victory is impossible in Afghanistan,” http://www.timesonline.co.uk/tol/comment/columnists/matthew_parris/article6632876.ece
It’s important not to understand. It’s important not to learn. In the total buggeration into which the world’s help for Afghanistan has now descended, it’s important not to know too much. Accept that somebody some day may understand, but it isn’t going to be you. Somebody some day may grab the Gordian knot and cut it, but it isn’t going to be us. Know only that. To know more is to know less.  It so happens that my week as Nato/Isaf’s guest here in Afghanistan has coincided with some big stories coming out of the country. There are battles; there are kidnappings; there came sad news of the deaths of Lieutenant-Colonel Rupert Thorneloe and Trooper Joshua Hammond. There’s a presidential election campaign under way. But my argument is that news like this is a distraction from the underlying story. The battle will ebb and flow. But victory is impossible.  I’m here as the guest of the International Security Assistance Force, which sort-of is Nato and sort-of isn’t — and, no, don’t try to resolve this: it can’t. My Isaf/ Nato hosts are welcoming and helpful; so I’ve been taking a courteous record of the many briefings by the clever chiefs they’ve been kind enough to arrange, though the swarms of acronyms began to defeat me. And yesterday I forgot my glasses. As I stared unfocused at my notes the acronyms swam forward, their small-print meanings swam away, and I saw only acronyms.  And in the meaninglessness I suddenly saw meaning. It is this. The entire operation is up its own bottom, lost in committees, strategies and initiatives. Forget what these monstrous letters stand for. Grasp, instead, the essential incoherence.  AFPAK, ANCOP, ANDS, ANP, ANSF, APPS, ASNF, AAQ/FF, APP, CARD, CDC, CISCA, CISTICA, CJTF, CN, CNPA (ANP), COMISAF, CPCC, CSOFC, CSTC, ECC, EUPOL, FDD, FTD, GPI, HIG, HIGHK, ICPT, IDLG, IGLC, INFO-OPS, IRCTA, ISAF, IU, MCN, NDCS, NDS, OCCC, OEF, OMLET, OPDIESEL, PC, PRT, SITC, UNODC, UNPOL, TB . . .  You’ll see lots of As there, sometimes standing for Afghanistan, but usually Assistance. The Fs are usually Force. Any contradiction between assistance and force is helpfully blurred by the reduction to acronyms. The infestation of Cs generally denotes Committee, Control or Command. The many Ds and Ns often stand for Drugs, National or Narcotics. Take the CJTF, which is the Criminal Justice Task Force, to be distinguished from the ANP (the Afghan National Police), partially overseen but not exactly trained by EUPOL (European Union Police something-or-other), who are not the same thing as bilateral police assistance, and who are assisted by the ASNF (the Afghan Special Narcotics Force), probably answerable to the MCN (Ministry of Counter-Narcotics) with help from the IU (Intelligence Unit), to be distinguished from SITC (the Special Intelligence and Counter Terrorism body) and operating according to the NDCS (National Drugs Control Strategy), a subset of the ANDS (Afghan National Development Strategy). If it weren’t so tragic, this would be a comic novel by Evelyn Waugh.  Acronyms are not the only refuge. Others lullaby their brains to sleep swathed in the acrylic blankets of a new language now suffocating the ministries, missions and shirt-sleeved development-wallahs in shiny white Toyota 4x4s: a hideous hybrid of NGO-speak, Whitehall-chic, political pap and military jargon . . .  “Across the piece”, “agent for change”, “alternative livelihoods”, “asymmetric means of operation”, “capability milestones”, “civilian surge”, “conditionality”, “demand- reduction”, “drivers of radicalisation”, “fixed-wing assets”, “fledgeling capabilities”, “injectors of risk”, “kinetic situation”, “licit livelihoods”, “light footprint”, “lily pads”, “messaging campaign”, “partnering- and-mentoring”, “capacity-building”, “strategic review”, “reconciliation and reintegration”, “rolling out a top-down approach”, “shake — clear — hold — build”, “upskilling”.  It’s so, so important not to understand the meaning but to hear the noise. For the curious, however, “reconciliation and reintegration” means talking to the Taleban, “lily pads” means teaching by example, and an “injector of risk” is a penalty. A “kinetic situation” is a fight.  Language says so much. The acronyms and the buzz-phrases tell you of a crazy-paving of assistance and command, with aid money leaking through the cracks in billions. It tells of baffled expatriates and aid workers — well-meaning, clever men and women — in flight from reality. It tells of an international effort chasing its own tail.  The “news” from Afghanistan this month will be of the new US commander, General Stanley McChrystal, and the surge of dollars and enthusiasm he brings. We’re meeting him soon and have been told to expect infectious optimism and crisp command. Perhaps he will persuade me that the security situation here can be stabilised. Surprising if with more than 80,000 troops it couldn’t be.  But put your eye to the other end of the telescope, step 40 paces back from the kinetic situation, and ask what it’s for. It’s to support the building of a secure, freestanding state in Afghanistan. This is not happening. The elections this summer cannot but return President Karzai, an arch survivor focused only on survival, in whom the world has already lost confidence and can have little reason for future hope. Mr Karzai’s paralysing chess game of alliances, stand-offs, jobs and favours does not represent a regrettable failure to do anything with the power he has won. It is the way he won it and the only way he can keep it.  Meanwhile, brute force can almost always hold its ground, and an American surge should bring a little more security. But for what? The ground may be cleared by guns, but there is no viable politics here waiting to occupy it. And until what? Until the Americans try to leave.  So the fortunes of war are irrelevant. To save your sanity, your solvency and perhaps your life, it’s important not to grasp the detail, or it will bankrupt you, kill your sons and break your heart. Don’t hunt for truth. Don’t dissect. Don’t delve. Don’t help. Don’t peer at the demented jigsaw puzzle of dollars, capital letters and committees, or shuffle the pieces around: they don’t add up to a country. Push aside your microscope, fetch your telescope and put your eye to the wrong end. The devil is not in the detail. The devil is in the whole damn thing.  So take a look at the whole damn thing; see that occupying Afghanistan was a mistake; then close your mind to further argument or entreaty; because of argument and entreaty there will be no lack, but it will never be conclusive; and in the end we will have to decide. We must harden our hearts against this beautiful country and these handsome, noble, crazy people; and all the rest is noise. 
Link: Discourse

The War on Terror Was Constructed in Discourse to Normalize the Institutional Practices of U.S. Security.  Withdrawal Does Not Challenge These Discourses and Makes Violence Inevitable.

Richard Jackson, Lecturer in International Security at The University of Manchester, 2005, Democracy and Security, “Security, Democracy, and the Rhetoric of Counter-Terrorism,” http://cadair.aber.ac.uk/dspace/bitstream/2160/1962/1/Security,%20Democracy.pdf
The “war on terrorism” is both a set of institutional practices (military and intelligence operations, diplomatic initiatives, special government departments and security bodies, standard operating procedures, specific legislation, and so on), as well as an accompanying discursive project. That is, it is simultaneously a special political language of counter-terrorism with its own assumptions, symbolic systems, rhetorical modes and tropes, metaphors, narratives and meanings, and its own exclusive forms of knowledge. It is a distinct discourse, analogous to discourses in other fields—advertising, medicine, education, art, psychology, and the like. If we are to fully understand how the “war on terrorism” functions as a particular kind of political project, I believe that in addition to explaining its military, political, and economic dimensions, we must also appreciate how this particular discourse has been constructed and how it functions to legitimize and normalize the institutional practices of counter-terrorism. The analysis of public political discourse as a methodological approach reveals how some forms of knowledge are privileged over others, how identity is constructed and maintained, how power is legitimized, how political and institutional practices are normalized, and in this case, how social and political consensus is produced and reproduced ideationally. Political discourses are not neutral reflections of social and political reality; rather, they are partly constitutive of that reality—they have a reality-making effect. The practice of the “war on terrorism” in its military and political dimensions would not be possible without the accompanying language or discourse of counter-terrorism: discourse and practice are interdependent or co-constitutive. Moreover, political discourses possess a clear ideological character; they are the construction and deployment of ―meaning in the service of power.‖2 Or, more specifically, discourses act as constructions of meaning that contribute to the production, reproduction, and transformation of relations of domination in society.3 Applying a critical discourse analysis (CDA) method,4 the primary phase of this research involved an examination of over 100 speeches of senior members of the Bush administration from September 11, 2001 to December 31, 2003. These texts were a representative sample of the more than 5,000 speeches, interviews, radio broadcasts, and press conferences on the subject of terrorism during this period. Included in this sample were speeches accorded symbolic importance, such as the Address to Congress and the American People on 20 September, 2001, the State of the Union Addresses, and anniversary and commemorative speeches. The remaining speeches were selected to include a range of speakers (as many senior administration officials as possible, as well as a sample of junior officials), and a range of dates covering the entire period. The aim of the analysis was to uncover the primary discursive constructions at the heart of the ―war on terrorism,‖ to examine the ways in which the language of counter-terrorism has been produced, deployed, and reproduced in public political rhetoric, and to assess the effects of the discourse on democratic politics. The central argument is fairly simple. The language of the ―war on terrorism‖ is not a neutral or objective reflection of policy debates and the realities of terrorism and counter-terrorism. Rather, it is a very carefully and deliberately constructed—but ultimately, artificial—discourse that was specifically designed to make the war seem reasonable, responsible, and ―good,‖ as well as to silence any forms of knowledge or counter-argument that would challenge the exercise of state power. More than merely public relations, ―public diplomacy,‖ or propaganda then, the effects of this discourse are to normalize, legitimize, and in a sense, actualize its institutional practice. More importantly, the discourse of the ―war on terrorism‖, as it is presently constructed, poses severe challenges to the healthy functioning of democratic society. WRITING THE WAR ON TERRORISM The primary constructions of the administration‘s public discourse revolve around four main themes. First, and foundationally, the events of September 11, 2001 had to be discursively constructed and assigned a particular set of meanings; they did not ―speak for themselves.‖ Rather, the interpretation of ―9–11‖ came to be fixed by the official discourse in such a way that it only had meaning in the context of certain officially accepted narratives. Second, the discourse constructed or re-affirmed new identities for both the victims— innocent, heroic and good Americans—, and the villains of the morality play—the evil, barbarous, and inhuman terrorists. Third, a central feature of the discourse involved the construction of the threat and danger of terrorism, which was re-made as immanent and catastrophic to democracy, freedom, civilization, and the American way of life; that is, it was reconstructed as a danger on the scale of Nazism and Communism. A fourth important aspect of the discourse involved the attempt to legitimize and normalize the quintessential ―good war‖—a popular narrative in American society and political discourse—as the primary response to these acts of terrorism (or ―war‖). 
Link: Discourse

The Construction of Boundaries through Discourse Makes the Terrorist or Drug Dealer Supernatural and Satanic—Worthy of Destruction by the Superior, Angelic Americans. This Orientalist Approach Justifies Intervention.
Richard Jackson, Lecturer in International Security at The University of Manchester, 2005, Democracy and Security, “Security, Democracy, and the Rhetoric of Counter-Terrorism,” http://cadair.aber.ac.uk/dspace/bitstream/2160/1962/1/Security,%20Democracy.pdf
The realm of foreign policy, and particularly foreign adversaries, is enormously significant for ―writing‖ identities.27 Foreign policy is critical for maintaining internal/external boundaries, and war (as a special form of foreign policy) plays a central role in maintaining the domains of inside/outside, foreign/ domestic, self/other. This is no less true for the ―war on terrorism,‖ which as we have suggested, is constructed largely in an epideictic rhetorical mode, rather than a deliberative mode.28 Bush makes appeals that attempt to unify the community and amplify its virtues; national character rather than national deliberation determine its actions. In fact, it has been argued that the very concept of the political self is based on the identification of the ―enemy‖; in other words, the enemy terrorist in the ―war on terrorism‖ acts as the ―enabling other‖ of the state—its negative justification.29 More than just identity maintenance then, the discourse of self and other in the rhetoric of counter-terrorism co-constitutes the political; it permits the state as practice. Perhaps the most important feature of the construction of identity in this discourse is the ubiquitous use of a rhetorical trope of ―good and evil.‖ Deeply embedded in American rhetorical traditions and religious life (as well as being a sub-plot of the ―civilization-barbarism‖ meta-narrative), this language essentializes the terrorists as both satanic and morally corrupt. On September 11, Bush stated that ―Today, our nation saw evil, the very worst of human nature‖;30 in subsequent texts, he frequently refers to terrorists as ―the evil ones,‖ and ―evildoers.‖ These are theological terms, deployed largely for a Southern conservative audience, but also appealing to popular entertainment understandings of ―good guys‖ and ―bad guys.‖ As such, it is a demonological move in which the terrorists are individually and collectively marked as ―cruel,‖ ―mad‖, and driven by ―hate‖; perhaps inadvertently, it also supernaturalizes them. In this agent/act ratio, the character of the terrorists precedes their actions: the terrorists did what they did because it is in their nature to do so—they murdered because that is what evil, demonic terrorists do.31 It is a powerful discourse, and an act of demagoguery, which de-contextualizes and de-historicizes the actions of the terrorists, emptying them of any political content, while simultaneously de-humanizing them. After all, there can be no deeper explanation for such acts, and there can be no reasoning or compromising with evil; the only right response is exorcism and purification. At the same time, the radical evil argument32 is a long used strategy of silencing liberal dissent: from Leo Strauss and Reinhold Neibuhr to Ronald Reagan, liberals have been charged with lacking both a realistic sense of human evil and the moral courage to confront it. In an extension of re-making the attackers as demons, they are also scripted as inhuman or non-human. Bush speaks of the ―curse of terrorism that is upon the face of the earth,‖33 while Colin Powell refers to ―the scourge of terrorism.‖ 34 This medical metaphor is restated more explicitly by Rumsfeld: ―We share the belief that terrorism is a cancer on the human condition.‖35 Bush in turn, speaks of the danger to the body politic posed by ―terrorist parasites who threaten their countries and our own.‖36 In this construction, the terrorist is remade as a dangerous organism that makes its host ill; they hide interiorly, drawing on the lifeblood of their unsuspecting hosts and spreading poison. This particular language is actually a precursor to the disciplinary idea of ―the enemy within‖; they are the new ―reds under the bed.‖ Of course, such ―an evil and inhuman group of men‖37—these ―faceless enemies of human dignity‖38— are undeserving of our sympathy or protection. While it would be wrong to treat an enemy soldier inhumanely, or torture a criminal suspect, the same cannot be said for a parasite, a cancer, a curse. If the enemy is removed from the moral realm of human community, then by extension, actions towards them cannot be judged on moral terms. This is extremely liberating for a government fighting a hidden enemy, as it means that those government agencies that practice the ―black arts‖ can be unleashed with impunity. However, as if it were not enough to strip the enemy of all human features, the discourse also goes on to write them as fundamentally ―alien‖ and ―foreign.‖ As John Ashcroft states: Today I‘m announcing several steps that we‘re taking to enhance our ability to protect the United States from the threat of terrorist aliens. [ . . . ] The Foreign Terrorist Tracking Task Force that Mr. McCraw will lead will ensure that federal agencies coordinate their efforts to bar from the United States all aliens who meet any of the following criteria: aliens who are representatives, members or supporters of terrorist organizations; aliens who are suspected of engaging in terrorist activity; or aliens who provide material support to terrorist activity.39 This designation of ―alien terrorists‖ in particular, is the ultimate expression of ―otherness‖ and is designed to clearly demarcate the boundaries between the inside and the outside, between those who belong to the community and those outside of it. In other words, not only are the terrorists disqualified from the domain of our community, they are disqualified from humanity itself. In a society immersed in the movie mythology of Invasion of the Body Snatchers, Alien, Independence Day, and The X-Files, the meanings of the term ―alien terrorist‖ oscillate between ―extra-terrestrial parasite‖ and ―foreign enemy‖ without a hint of irony. After all, alien invasion movies are cultural metaphors for the fear of foreign invasion. Anthropologically, the trope of the evil/cancerous/ alien terrorist ―monster‖—the mode of composing social relations among terms—is actually the cultural projection of the tabooed ―wild man‖ figure of the Western imagination.40 That is, rooted in the fundamental need to control dangerous behavior, taboos function to locate, identify, and segregate transgressions and dangers. In the absence of the (old) barbarians and the ―red menace,‖ terrorism now fulfills these functions to a tee. On the other side of the identity coin, Americans are simultaneously constructed as being the polar opposite of the terrorist nature. The first major discursive inscription of the American character comes early on at the Prayer and Remembrance Day service on September 14, 2001. At this symbolically charged and constitutive pageant, Bush says: In this trial, we have been reminded, and the world has seen, that our fellow Americans are generous and kind, resourceful and brave. We see our national character in rescuers working past exhaustion; in long lines of blood donors; in thousands of citizens who have asked to work and serve in any way possible. And we have seen our national character in eloquent acts of sacrifice. [ . . . ] In these acts, and in many others, Americans showed a deep commitment to one another, and an abiding love for our country. Today, we feel what Franklin Roosevelt called the warm courage of national unity. This is a unity of every faith, and every background.41 In other words, Bush is constructing a new world of clearly demarcated characters: where terrorists are cruel, ―the American people‖ are generous and kind; where terrorists are hateful, Americans are loving; where terrorists are cowardly, Americans are brave and heroic; and where terrorists hide and run, Americans are united. This highlighting and amplification is necessary to inscribe the essential qualities of insiders and outsiders, and plays through a movie-based mode of the simple opposites of ―good guys and bad guys.‖ 
Link: Discourse

Threat Construction is Used to Justify Intervention and Silent Dissent—Strengthening U.S. Imperialism and Security.  The Absolutist Discourse of Narcotics Legitimates Any Future Intervention.

Richard Jackson, Lecturer in International Security at The University of Manchester, 2005, Democracy and Security, “Security, Democracy, and the Rhetoric of Counter-Terrorism,” http://cadair.aber.ac.uk/dspace/bitstream/2160/1962/1/Security,%20Democracy.pdf
As David Campbell has shown, discourses of danger and foreign threat have been integral in constituting and disciplining American identity as practiced through its foreign policy.43 Collectivities, especially those as disparate and diverse as America, are often only unified by an external threat or danger; in this sense, threat creation can be functional to political life. Historically, the American government has relied on the discourse of threat and danger on numerous occasions: the ―red scares‖ of the native Americans who threatened the spread of peaceful civilization along the Western frontier, the workers‘ unrest at the time of the Bolshevik Revolution, and the threat to the American way of life during the cold war; the threat of ―rogue states‖ like Libya, Panama, Iran, North Korea, and Iraq; and the threats posed by the drug trade, the proliferation of weapons of mass destruction, and now of course, terrorism. These discourses of danger are scripted for the purposes of maintaining inside/ outside, self/other boundaries—they write American identity—and for enforcing unity on an unruly and (dis)United States. Of course, there are other more mundane political functions for constructing fear and moral panic: provoking and allaying anxiety to maintain quiescence, de-legitimizing dissent, elevating the status of security actors, diverting scarce resources into ideologically driven political projects, distracting the public from more complex and pressing social ills.44 This is not to say that terrorism poses no real threat; the dangers can plainly be seen in the images of falling bodies and the piles of rubble. Rather, it is to point out that dangers are those facets of social life interpreted as threats (in one sense, dangers do not exist objectively, independent of perception), and what is interpreted as posing a threat may not always correspond to the realities of the actual risk of harm. Illegal narcotics, for example, pose less of a risk than the abuse of legal drugs, but a ―war on drugs‖ makes it otherwise. Similarly, the ―war on terrorism‖ is a multi-billion dollar exercise to protect Americans from a danger that, excluding the September 11, 2001 attacks, killed less people per year over several decades than bee stings and lightening strikes. Even in 2001, America‘s worst year of terrorist deaths, the casualties from terrorism were still vastly outnumbered by deaths from auto-related accidents, gun crimes, alcohol and tobacco-related illnesses, suicides, and a large number of diseases like influenza, cancer, and heart disease. Globally, terrorism, which kills a few thousand per year, pales into insignificance next to the 40,000 people who die every day from hunger, the half a million people who die every year from small wars, the 150,000 annual deaths from increased diseases caused by global warming,45 and the millions who die from AIDS. And yet, the whole world is caught up in the global ―war on terrorism‖ whose costs so far run into the hundreds of billions. In a world of multiple threats, many of which pose a far greater risk to individual safety, the fact that terrorism is widely seen as posing the greatest and most immediate threat is due to the deliberate construction of a discourse of danger. 

Case: Pakistan

Opium Production Will Not Spillover into Pakistan—Afghanistan is Cheaper and More Accepting of Illicit Activities

Jonathan P. Caulkins et. al, Professor of Operations Research and Public Policy at Carnegie Mellon University’s Heinz College and Qatar campus, June 2010, Center On International Cooperation, “Drug Production And Trafficking, Counterdrug Policies, And Security And Governance In Afghanistan,” Mark A.R. Kleiman, Professor of Public Policy in the UCLA School of Public Affairs, and Jonathan D. Kulick, advisor to the Government of Georgia on strategy development.

This report’s critique, however, is more radical. At the risk of oversimplification, its main points are: 1. Global production of heroin and opiates will remain concentrated in Afghanistan for the foreseeable future regardless of counter-narcotics efforts, other things being equal, because Afghanistan is by far the lowest cost producer and has invested a great deal of social capital in illicit transnational networks. Unless another potential producer suffers a political crisis making illegality cheaper to sustain, or demand declines, Afghanistan will remain the main producer meeting the global demand. 2. All feasible attempts at suppression or reduction of the opiates industry in Afghanistan under present conditions will result, other things being equal, in increasing the economic size of the industry, and therefore increasing the rents and taxes accruing to insurgents and corrupt officials. This applies equally to crop eradication, interdiction, and alternative livelihood programs. Therefore counternarcotics programming increases rather than decreases both violent insurgency and official corruption. If counternarcotics policies are effectively targeted at pro-insurgency traffickers, they may be able to reduce insurgency by enabling pro-government traffickers and corrupt officials to enjoy a monopoly. 3. Interdiction and law enforcement strengthen those actors best placed to use illicit power and violence to avoid interdiction and law enforcement, thus leading to concentration of the industry on the one hand and empowerment of insurgents on the other. Again, it may be possible to target counter-narcotics specifically against the insurgency by selective enforcement that effectively tolerates pro-government traffickers and corrupt officials. 4. Alternative livelihood programs targeted at insurgent controlled areas to reduce the resource base of the insurgency contribute directly to funding the insurgency through taxes levied by the insurgents on the alternative livelihood programs. 

Case: Pakistan 

Opium Production Will Not Spillover Into Pakistan But Will Relocate Within Afghanistan
Jonathan P. Caulkins et. al, Professor of Operations Research and Public Policy at Carnegie Mellon University’s Heinz College and Qatar campus, June 2010, Center On International Cooperation, “Drug Production And Trafficking, Counterdrug Policies, And Security And Governance In Afghanistan,” Mark A.R. Kleiman, Professor of Public Policy in the UCLA School of Public Affairs, and Jonathan D. Kulick, advisor to the Government of Georgia on strategy development.

It does not follow, however, that one can generalize from successes in some regions of Afghanistan to the entire country. Such a generalization may entail a fallacy of composition, a logical error defined as inferring the characteristics of the whole from the characteristics of a part. Elimination of cultivation and associated activity in part of the country will lead to an increase in prices that will eventually make production profitable somewhere else. Under current conditions, that place is likely to be another part of Afghanistan for the following reasons: • Global demand for an addictive product remains relatively inelastic with respect to price, so short-term price increases due to suppression of production will not reduce demand; demand is likely to remain at or close to current levels. Heroin and the raw materials required for its production, including raw opium, will continue to be produced in sufficient quantity to meet demand – as the authors note, “the question is where—not whether— illegal opiates will be produced to meet this demand.” • Production and trade in heroin remains a crime. Consequently, the location of production will be determined by a combination of comparative advantage and the presence of social capital in criminal or illicit networks. • The effectiveness of criminal law enforcement remains variable among jurisdictions, both among and within states. Insecure environments in which state authority is contested and geographically limited provides a relatively permissive environment for large-scale illicit activities, including drug production. Afghanistan, for now, has an insuperable comparative advantage over all other countries in both the conventional cost of production of heroin and opiates and the low cost of evading or blocking law enforcement; therefore, for the foreseeable future, the global production of heroin and opiates will be concentrated in Afghanistan. This will change only when either another country becomes a low-cost (in all senses) center of production or Afghanistan develops sufficiently economically or politically so that it raises costs of the factors of production as well as of evading or defying law enforcement above potential competitors. Therefore counter-narcotics policy in Afghanistan alone may move production around Afghanistan – to relatively more insecure areas – but cannot sustainably decrease the size of the opiate industry in the country. This was demonstrated during the 2000-2001 ban on poppy cultivation. The Taliban stopped poppy cultivation when the price was $40-$60/kg; under political pressure the next year and facing prices of $400-$600/kg, they rescinded the ban. By that time, however, almost nobody supported them against the pro-drug dealing warlords aligned with the United States and its coalition allies. The locus of production moved to the territory controlled by the warlords. 

Case: Solvency

Rural Development Increases Drug-Market Revenues, Supporting the Taliban

Jonathan P. Caulkins et. al, Professor of Operations Research and Public Policy at Carnegie Mellon University’s Heinz College and Qatar campus, June 2010, Center On International Cooperation, “Drug Production And Trafficking, Counterdrug Policies, And Security And Governance In Afghanistan,” Mark A.R. Kleiman, Professor of Public Policy in the UCLA School of Public Affairs, and Jonathan D. Kulick, advisor to the Government of Georgia on strategy development.

Agricultural commodities are subject to a classic paradox: bad harvests are good news for landowning farmers, except for those whose crops are unusually hard hit. When yields are high, landowners collectively suffer economically because prices decline. Landowners collectively tend to benefit when poor harvests or restrictive policies drive up prices, at least when there are not close substitutes. If a blight affected one kind of apple but not any others, the blight-affected farmers would not benefit; consumers would just substitute the other kinds of apples. Likewise, if the blight affected all apples but in only half the applegrowing region, farmers affected by the blight would likely be worse off. But a blight that reduced the apple harvest uniformly would benefit all apple farmers. At least in the short run, there are few substitutes for Afghan opium— except for stockpiled Afghan opium from previous harvests. Hence, interventions that reduce Afghan opium or heroin production are likely to increase Afghan drug-market revenues, again, at least in the short run (first few years). That applies to reducing poppy production via rural development efforts or attempting to buy the opium crop as well as to eradication; anything that reduces the supply of opium increases its price, and, since retail demand is very inelastic to prices near the source, increases revenue as well.36 The same is true of seizing opium or finished heroin in the downstream markets. The effect of a heroin-price increase in Afghanistan on the revenues of Afghan heroin traffickers (and those who prey on them) depends centrally on two factors: how Afghan prices influence retail prices in consumer countries, and how sensitive consumption is to changes in those retail prices. 

Case: Solvency

Rural Development Supports the Taliban Through Taxation

Jonathan P. Caulkins et. al, Professor of Operations Research and Public Policy at Carnegie Mellon University’s Heinz College and Qatar campus, June 2010, Center On International Cooperation, “Drug Production And Trafficking, Counterdrug Policies, And Security And Governance In Afghanistan,” Mark A.R. Kleiman, Professor of Public Policy in the UCLA School of Public Affairs, and Jonathan D. Kulick, advisor to the Government of Georgia on strategy development.

If the only objective of a rural-development program is to reduce the drug supply in destination countries, it can be thought of as a relatively benign failure. Indeed, to the extent that rural-development efforts funded by counterdrug ambitions are really just economic development masquerading as counterdrug programs, to access more generous funding streams, some might view it as a clever way to fund “good” interventions (development aid) from “dark” (counterdrug) budgets. However, in Afghanistan, the downside is potentially much worse. The Taliban do not single out the opium trade for taxes or protection payments because of Koranic proscriptions against intoxicants. They collect money from anyone who has it and who is not in a position to say no, and so do other powerful actors—criminals, warlords, and corrupt officials. Inasmuch as all economic activity is potentially subject to “taxation” or extortion, development programs can create revenue streams that are vulnerable to being exploited by power brokers in that area. Even simply trucking materials (e.g., seedling trees) into a region might create opportunities to demand payments to “ensure” (allow) safe passage of the truck. Furthermore, if rural-development efforts driven by a counterdrug agenda are channeled toward areas that are growing poppies, they are de facto being channeled toward provinces where the insurgency is relatively stronger and government control relatively weaker.77 This is an uncomfortable conclusion, and it runs counter to the winning-hearts-and-minds ethic. At the very least, it should require a higher-than usual degree of confidence that a program is effective before implementation. A simple calculation suggests that this could be a first order concern. Some claim that the Taliban assess a 10 to 20 percent “tax” in the areas they control.78 If the United States and its allies were to spend some hundreds of millions of dollars annually on rural-development programs in areas vulnerable to such taxation or extortion, the resulting increase in “tax” revenues would rival some estimates of what the Taliban earn from the drug trade. That no development efforts go on in Taliban-held territory does not mean that the Taliban is unable to extract a share of the supplies that must pass through such territory on the way to projects in government-held areas. Even a very successful set of development efforts should not be expected to change hectares planted or kilograms produced nationwide, and changing those quantities locally will be desirable only insofar as activity is displaced into areas where it causes less, rather than more, damage to the larger project of improving security and governance and fostering economic development. From the perspectives of counter-terrorism and counterinsurgency, then, rural-development assistance is best targeted where the “tax” rates are relatively low and are collected by less objectionable parties. (Common criminals are presumably less objectionable than insurgents; the relative status of corrupt officials is another question.) From a counter-insurgency perspective, rural-development programs should be given as a reward to provinces that have rid themselves of poppies and insurgents, as provinces that are still growing poppies are precisely those where the insurgents are strongest. Given the damage that poppy-growing does to governance and security, preventing the introduction or reintroduction of poppy growing in areas that are poppy free, or virtually so, is a worthwhile objective. Against that, however, must be set the costs of concentrating poppy growing in insurgent-dominated areas. Giving farmers taxed by the Taliban a virtual monopoly in the opium trade will tend to increase the revenues available to the Taliban and make those farmers more resistant to having the places they live come back under central-government control. Instead of pretending that “rural livelihoods” are a drugpolicy initiative, it might be wiser to frankly acknowledge, as a goal, the relief of poverty in non-insurgent-held Afghanistan, and then ask what approaches to doing so— including the simple approach of handing out dollars to villages, or even to individuals and families—might be most effective. 

Reduce Demand CP

Text: The United States federal government should increase the use of drug reduction counter-narcotic strategies.

1. Opiate Substitution Reduces Demand and Profit of Opium, Lowering Taliban Control

Jonathan P. Caulkins et. al, Professor of Operations Research and Public Policy at Carnegie Mellon University’s Heinz College and Qatar campus, June 2010, Center On International Cooperation, “Drug Production And Trafficking, Counterdrug Policies, And Security And Governance In Afghanistan,” Mark A.R. Kleiman, Professor of Public Policy in the UCLA School of Public Affairs, and Jonathan D. Kulick, advisor to the Government of Georgia on strategy development.

Anything that reduces demand for opiates in the Eastern Hemisphere reduces the profitability of growing poppies and making heroin, in Afghanistan or anywhere else in Asia. So the consumer countries currently complaining about the suspension of eradication efforts in Afghanistan can reasonably be asked if they are doing all they can do to reduce heroin consumption within their borders. In most countries, the answer is clearly “no,” even within existing economic and organizational constraints. Opiate addiction is the most treatable of the substance abuse disorders because of the existence of substitute drugs: methadone is the first and best-known of these, but there also exist LAAM—a chemical relative of methadone with a much longer duration of action (and which therefore does not have to be taken daily)—and buprenorphine. While most stimulant abusers will not enter and remain in the therapies available for stimulant abuse, opiate-substitution therapies have little difficulty in attracting patients and reducing (though usually not eliminating) their illicit drug use. Because the substitutes are also psychoactive and habituating, they remain politically controversial, despite their clearly established efficacy in improving the health and social functioning of opiate abusers and reducing their rates of economic crime. In much of western Europe, and also in Iran, concern about HIV has overcome governmental resistance to substitution therapies, but Russia, despite major heroin and HIV problems, remains resistant. Nothing that happens in Afghanistan, for good or ill, would affect the Russian drug problem nearly as much as the adoption of methadone and its competitors, and that step would also help Afghanistan—albeit to a modest extent, since Russia takes only a modest share of Afghan heroin—by shrinking the market for the heroin Afghanistan produces and exports. 

2. Drug Treatment Reduces Industry Revenues, Creates Jobs, and Fosters Regional and International Good Will 

Jonathan P. Caulkins et. al, Professor of Operations Research and Public Policy at Carnegie Mellon University’s Heinz College and Qatar campus, June 2010, Center On International Cooperation, “Drug Production And Trafficking, Counterdrug Policies, And Security And Governance In Afghanistan,” Mark A.R. Kleiman, Professor of Public Policy in the UCLA School of Public Affairs, and Jonathan D. Kulick, advisor to the Government of Georgia on strategy development.

One virtue of demand-control interventions is that they not only reduce drug use, they also tend to reduce prices. So if Afghans consume between five and ten percent of Afghan production,80 shrinking that demand would probably reduce revenues of the Afghan opium industry more than proportionally. The cost of substitutes (higher than the cost of heroin in Afghanistan), added to the lack of infrastructure (including both trained therapists and diversion controls) and likely cultural resistance means that large-scale opiatesubstitution therapy may not be a practical option for Afghanistan. Although they are not nearly as effective, there are also drug-treatment modalities that do not employ opiate substitutes (colloquially, “talk therapies”). Indeed, many treatment counselors in the United States are former addicts, and not all excelled in formal schooling. Conceivably, funding these forms of treatment would offer a double benefit of improved services for current users and better job prospects for some who might otherwise be unemployed. Even if funding treatment has no prospect of making a material difference to Afghan drug problems, there may be a second, entirely distinct potential benefit. Inasmuch as counter-insurgency is ultimately a battle for the hearts and minds of the populace and the Afghan people collectively suffer substantially from addiction, even appearing to be making efforts to provide drug treatment might offer an opportunity for earning good will. There are few treatment centers in Afghanistan, so it would be relatively cheap to achieve a large proportionate increase in treatment.81 Obviously, it is the absolute number of treatment slots that matters if the objective is substantially reducing the burden of addiction in Afghanistan, but percentage changes can also score public-relations points. The United States, funding, the majority of treatment slots/beds in Afghanistan might reflect both our national concern about drug abuse and our compassion for the poor and vulnerable in Afghanistan. 

CP: A2 Perm

1. The counterplan and plan are mutually exclusive—the plan removes all counter narcotic forces while the counter plan maintains these forces.

2.  The plan links to the net benefit: it is uncontroversial, so Obama will be able to pass _____________.  The counterplan is highly controversial, killing Obama’s political capital and preventing the passage of ____________.
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