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Counter Plan [1/2]

Counter Plan Text: The United States Federal Government Should end All Counter Narcotic Measure but still keep the troops located in Afghanistan:

The key to solving counter narcotics in Afghanistan is Nation Buidling, Counter Narcotic efforts should be shifted to counterinsurgency

Ali A. Jalali, Former Interior Minister of Afghanistan, Spring 2006, Parameters. “The Future of Afghanistan”, http://www.carlisle.army.mil/USAWC/Parameters/Articles/06spring/jalali.htm

The illicit drug trade is a low-risk activity in a high-risk environment. In order to eliminate it, the situation needs to be reversed: the illicit drug trade must be made a high-risk activity in a low-risk environment. This entails the development of human security and firm establishment of the rule of law. 

Eradication without providing for meaningful alternative livelihoods is not sustainable. Reduction of poppy cultivation takes more than a forcible eradication program. Eradication does not hold promise as a near-term solution, and forcible eradication can be counterproductive. Poverty and eradication have to be attacked simultaneously. Elimination of poppy cultivation should be sought through developmental approaches. The development of alternative livelihoods is a key to achieving long-term counter-narcotics goals. However, the effort should aim at broader development targets that include building effective governance, supporting a strong civil society, and creating a social protection system. Creating alternative livelihoods must be linked to sustainable economic recovery. Focusing solely on alternative livelihoods in drug-producing areas is a shorter-term tactical response to the problem. Alternative livelihoods should be considered as the goal rather than the means. 

Given the multi-dimensional nature of opium production in Afghanistan, counter-narcotics efforts should be mainstreamed into all aspects of development: security, economic growth, and governance. There are no quick and simple solutions. Destroying one third of Afghanistan’s economy without undermining stability requires enormous resources, administrative capacity, and time. Attempts to simplify the problem—in order to make it manageable and appealing to the domestic policies of the donor countries—do not lead to sustained progress. A counter-narcotics strategy should not narrowly focus on law enforcement, but address all other related aspects including security, governance, and development. Only a comprehensive, holistic approach to resolving the problem will succeed. 

Counter Plan [2/2]

(Note – This is their own Solvency Evidence) Rural Development through Nation Building is the only way to Solve
Barnett R. Rubin, Senior Fellow @NYU on International Relations specializing in Afghanistan, 2-5-08, “Saving Afghanistan” in Foreign Affairs, http://odagenais.net/pol5815uqam/Articles/Foreign%20Affairs%20-%20Saving%20Afghanistan%20-%202007.pdf

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

Solvency Frontline
Counter-narcotics policies fail without effective infrastructural development through nation building. 

Rubin 2004 [Barnett R., BA Yale, PhD UChicago, “(Re)Building Afghanistan: The Folly of Stateless Democracy,” April]
Lack of security has made reconstruction much slower and more expensive, even as the slowness of reconstruction has blocked government efforts to increase security. Lack of reconstruction means that illicit activities—mainly opium production, processing, and export—continue to dominate the economy. Hence, economic policies and aid that make it possible to draw people out of the criminalized economy are a precondition for security. The Bonn Agreement does not specifically address Afghanistan’s reconstruction. (An annex to the agreement does call on the international com- munity to provide various forms of assistance, in particular to eradicate opium production and disarm militias.) Indeed, there is a misunderstanding about what reconstruction is in Afghanistan. “Reconstruction” is really the wrong term: it might be appropriate to describe what needs to be done after limited fighting that lasts, say, six months— when the job is to rebuild what was destroyed. But no one is trying to rebuild whatever was in Afghanistan in 1978. That is not reconstruction’s purpose. Nor is it primarily to relieve suffering or help people go to school or rebuild their houses. These changes are absolutely necessary, of course, and I am not denigrating them. But reconstruction has to be part of a political effort, because if people do not have legal livelihoods, they will turn to criminalized livelihoods. If they have criminalized livelihoods, they will have criminal protectors. And if they have criminal protectors, these protectors—the war- lords—will become a permanent interest against stability and the rule of law, and hence perpetuate the anarchy in which terrorists can operate. To build a legitimate army and a police and a government that is sustainable, the government must have a tax base. It has to have an economy from which it can legally derive revenue. (Even if it gets aid, it still must have a tax base, 

Aff Can’t Solve – Terrorism and Drug Profits Inextricably Intertwined
Tamara Makarenko, Reporter HAQ, Summer 2002, Harvard Asia Crime, “Terror and the Central Asian Drug Trade”, Harvard Asia Quarterly, http://www.asiaquarterly.com/content/view/121/40/

In a theoretical context, the crime-terror nexus refers to a security continuum that places traditional organized crime on one end of the spectrum, and terrorism at the other. In the middle of the spectrum is a ‘gray area’ – where organized crime and terrorism are indistinguishable from one another. The fulcrum of the spectrum refers to three separate situations. First, it refers to traditional criminal organizations that initially use terror tactics as an operational tool, normally to eliminate competitors, but subsequently to seek political objectives (for example: the Russian mafia, Albanian criminal groups). Second, the fulcrum of the crime-terror nexus refers to terrorist groups who initially use criminal activities as a source of financing, but subsequently transform the focus of their ideological beliefs from political to financial (for example, Abu Sayyaf, the Revolutionary Armed Forces of Colombia). Finally, it may be applied to contemporary civil wars – wars in which factions have evolved from basing their motivations on religion and ideology to crime (for example, the ‘diamond’ wars of Sierra Leone and Angola).5 In Afghanistan and Central Asia the entire crime-terror continuum is represented. Thus, in addition to providing a base for organized criminal (drug mafias) and terrorist groups (al-Qaeda), this region is also 
home to groups that simultaneously appear to be criminal and terrorist in nature (the Islamic Movement of Uzbekistan).   
Nation building Good 
Nation building efforts curtails the drug war.

Rubin and Sherman 2008 [Barnett R., BA Yale, PhD UChicago, and Jake, Research Asst. @ CIC, “Counter-Narcotics to Stabilize Afghanistan: The False Promise of Crop Eradication,” February]
From an economic point of view, crop eradication does not meaningfully increase the opportunity cost of illicit cultivation unless the cultivators are able to engage in other cash-earning activities.21 Afghan farmers do not cultivate poppy out of greed for the highest possible return. They cultivate it because for many it is the only way to supplement their subsistence farming with a cash income for food and social security, which has become essential over the past few decades of war-induced inflation and destruction of the rural economy. The drug economy provides the only access to land, credit, water, and employment. There are many potential cash crops and sources of monetary income other than poppy cultivation, but additional investments and more security are required to make these economic opportunities available to most Afghan communities, especially those more distant from markets and in areas with less government presence.

Politics Links [1/2]

Withdrawal in Afghanistan Incredibly Unpopular, Would cost Obama and Democrats Key Captial

Biddle 2009 [Stephen, Roger Hertog Senior Fellow for Defense Policy, “Is It Worth It?  The Difficult Case for War in Afghanistan” July-August, http://www.the-american-interest.com/article.cfm?piece=617]

However, reversing policy and disengaging would be no easier for Obama. It would be the wrong course on the merits. Politically, it would commit the Administration to a policy now supported by only 17 percent of the electorate. It would play into the traditional Republican narrative of Democratic weakness on defense, facilitate widespread if ill-founded Republican accusations of the Administration’s leftist radicalism, and risk alienating moderate Democrats in battleground districts whose support the President will need on other issues. However bad the news may look if the United States fights on, withdrawal would probably mean a Karzai collapse and a Taliban victory, an outcome that would flood American TV screens with nightmarish imagery. 

Withdrawal would also gamble the Democratic Party’s future—not to mention the nation’s—on the hope that the worst potential consequences of withdrawal and collapse can be averted safely. If the United States pulls out, the Karzai government falls, the Taliban establishes an Afghan state haven, Pakistan collapses and a Pakistani nuclear weapon falls into bin Laden’s hands, then a decision to walk away from Afghanistan would be seen as one of the greatest foreign policy blunders of the modern era. Unlikely as this chain of events may be, to withdraw from Afghanistan while success is still possible is to accept this gamble voluntarily. It is to stake potentially enormous consequences on a decision that need not have been taken. Therein lies the dilemma: Neither course, staying or leaving, is politically easy or strategically safe. 

Afghan withdrawal unpopular – public

Withdrawing Troops From Afghan Unpopular with public

Michael Barone, New York Post Staff Writer, 7/19/10, New York Post, http://www.nypost.com/p/news/opinion/opedcolumnists/dems_dovishness_bedeviling_bam_7eua2rh7BDr4vEc8EeU5FK

Has the war in Afghanistan contributed to America's long-term security? Some 53 percent say it has, while 44 percent say it hasn't.  Has the Iraq war contributed to America's long-term security? Some 50 percent say it has, while 48 percent say it hasn't.  Those are virtually identical numbers. It seems that about half of Americans think both were Good Wars and about half consider them both Bad Wars.  Substantial majorities of Republican voters consider both to be wars worth fighting, while majorities of Democratic voters disagree. What's most interesting is the switch among Democratic voters.  A year ago, 41 percent of them thought Afghanistan was worth fighting for, while only 12 percent felt that way about Iraq. In this month's polls, the corresponding numbers were 36 percent and 29 percent. The Good War-Bad War distinction is disappearing.  One reason is that things have been going pretty well in Iraq while things in Afghanistan look dicey. The ABC/Post poll reported that 71 percent of Americans oppose immediate withdrawal from Iraq and 60 percent favor keeping 50,000 noncombat troops in Iraq in a supporting role. Keeping US troops there seems hardly more controversial than keeping them in Germany.

Politics Links [2/2]

Afghanistan Withdrawal Unpopular – Military

Withdrawal in Afghanistan unpopular within Military

Roxana Tiron, Reporter for the Hill, 12/02/09, The Hill, “Gates opposes troop withdrawal deadline for Afghanistan” http://thehill.com/homenews/senate/70165-gates-clinton-and-mullen-defend-afghan-plan?tmpl=component&print=1&layout=default&page=

Defense Secretary Robert Gates said he opposed setting deadlines for U.S. troop withdrawal from Afghanistan as he defended President Barack Obama’s new war strategy.

 Gates, Secretary of State Hillary Rodham Clinton, and Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff Adm. Mike Mullen on Wednesday made their first rounds on Capitol Hill to publicly sell Obama’s Afghanistan war plan to conflicted lawmakers still trying to digest the president’s announcement.

Obama announced on Tuesday he will send an additional 30,000 U.S. troops to Afghanistan, some as early as the next few weeks. The president also announced his goal of beginning a U.S. troop withdrawal by the summer of 2011.

Gates said he agrees with the president’s July 2011 timeline but he would not agree with any efforts to set a deadline for complete troop withdrawal.

 “I have adamantly opposed deadlines. I opposed them in Iraq, and I oppose deadlines in Afghanistan. But what the president has announced is the beginning of a process, not the end of a process. And it is clear that this will be a gradual process and, as he said last night, based on conditions on the ground. So there is no deadline for the withdrawal of American forces in Afghanistan,” Gates told the House Foreign Affairs Committee on Wednesday afternoon. “July 2011 is not a cliff.”

 Gates’s comments came after lawmakers, particularly Republicans, attacked Obama’s plan to begin thinning out U.S. forces in the South Asian country by July 2011.

 Earlier in the day, during a Senate Armed Services Committee hearing, Obama’s presidential rival, Sen. John McCain (R-Ariz.), lamented the “arbitrary” deadline, which is not based on conditions on the ground in Afghanistan.

 Gates, who found himself in front of Congress defending the second surge of his tenure, stressed that the United States will thin its forces in Afghanistan as it turns over more districts and more provinces to Afghans. The transition will first start in “uncontested areas” and will ensure that the Afghans are capable of taking care of their own security.

 “We are not going to throw these guys in the swimming pool and walk away,” Gates said.
AT – Heg Advantage [1/2]

U.S. Hegemony is grounded in extreme imperialism and capitalism – an ever expanding hegemonic U.S. poses an incredible threat to world peace and global order. The U.S. is attempting to seize full spectrum dominance. 

John Bellamy Foster, Professor of Sociology at the University of Oregon and editor of the Monthly Review, August 2003, Monthly Review, “The New Imperialism” https://www.monthlyreview.org/0703jbf.htm 
The United States is today the dominant military power in the world. In the reach and effectiveness of its military forces, America compares favorably with some of the greatest empires known to history. Rome reached barely beyond the compass of the Mediterranean, whereas Napoleon could not break out into the Atlantic and went to defeat in the vast Russian spaces. During the height of the so-called Pax Britannica, when the Royal Navy ruled the seas, Bismarck remarked that if the British army landed on the Prussian coast he would have it arrested by the local police. The United States has an altogether more formidable collection of forces than its predecessors among the world’s great powers. It has global reach. It possesses the most technologically advanced arms, commanded by professionals skilled in the art of war. It can transport powerful continental armies over oceanic distances. Its historic adversaries are in retreat, broken by internal discord. 

    Under these circumstances, an age-old temptation—the imperial temptation—may prove compelling for the United States....The nation is not likely to be attracted to the visions of empire that animated colonial powers of the past; it may well find attractive, however, a vision that enables the nation to assume an imperial role without fulfilling the classic duties of imperial rule. The United States is only willing to go half way, unleashing its military force while neglecting to take on the more burdensome responsibilities of imperial rule associated with nation building.


At the same time, it is clear that in the present period of global hegemonic imperialism the United States is geared above all to expanding its imperial power to whatever extent possible and subordinating the rest of the capitalist world to its interests. The Persian Gulf and the Caspian Sea Basin represent not only the bulk of world petroleum reserves, but also a rapidly increasing proportion of total reserves, as high production rates diminish reserves elsewhere. This has provided much of the stimulus for the United States to gain greater control of these resources—at the expense of its present and potential rivals. But U.S. imperial ambitions do not end there, since they are driven by economic ambitions that know no bounds. As Harry Magdoff noted in the closing pages of The Age of Imperialism in 1969, “it is the professed goal” of U.S. multinational corporations “to control as large a share of the world market as they do of the United States market,” and this hunger for foreign markets persists today. Florida-based Wackenhut Corrections Corporation has won prison privatization contracts in Australia, the United Kingdom, South Africa, Canada, New Zealand, and the Netherlands Antilles (“Prison Industry Goes Global,” www.futurenet.org, fall 2000). Promotion of U.S. corporate interests abroad is one of the primary responsibilities of the U.S. state. Consider the cases of Monsanto and genetically modified food, Microsoft and intellectual property, Bechtel and the war on Iraq. It would be impossible to exaggerate how dangerous this dual expansionism of U.S. corporations and the U.S. state is to the world at large. As István Mészáros observed in 2001 in Socialism or Barbarism, the U.S. attempt to seize global control, which is inherent in the workings of capitalism and imperialism, is now threatening humanity with the “extreme violent rule of the whole world by one hegemonic imperialist country on a permanent basis...an absurd and unsustainable way of running the world order.”

AT – Heg Advantage [2/2]

U.S. drive for imperialist and capitalist expansion results in nuclear war and global ecological destruction – U.S. hegemony dooms the world to annihilation. 

John Bellamy Foster, Professor of Sociology at the University of Oregon and editor of the Monthly Review, August 2005, Monthly Review, “Naked Imperialism” http://monthlyreview.org/0905jbf.htm 

From the longer view offered by a historical-materialist critique of capitalism, the direction that would be taken by U.S. imperialism following the fall of the Soviet Union was never in doubt. Capitalism by its very logic is a globally expansive system. The contradiction between its transnational economic aspirations and the fact that politically it remains rooted in particular nation states is insurmountable for the system. Yet, ill-fated attempts by individual states to overcome this contradiction are just as much a part of its fundamental logic. In present world circumstances, when one capitalist state has a virtual monopoly of the means of destruction, the temptation for that state to attempt to seize full-spectrum dominance and to transform itself into the de facto global state governing the world economy is irresistible. As the noted Marxian philosopher István Mészáros observed in Socialism or Barbarism? (2001)—written, significantly, before George W. Bush became president: “[W]hat is at stake today is not the control of a particular part of the planet—no matter how large—putting at a disadvantage but still tolerating the independent actions of some rivals, but the control of its totality by one hegemonic economic and military superpower, with all means—even the most extreme authoritarian and, if needed, violent military ones—at its disposal.”

The unprecedented dangers of this new global disorder are revealed in the twin cataclysms to which the world is heading at present: nuclear proliferation and hence increased chances of the outbreak of nuclear war, and planetary ecological destruction. These are symbolized by the Bush administration’s refusal to sign the Comprehensive Test Ban Treaty to limit nuclear weapons development and by its failure to sign the Kyoto Protocol as a first step in controlling global warming. As former U.S. Secretary of Defense (in the Kennedy and Johnson administrations) Robert McNamara stated in an article entitled “Apocalypse Soon” in the May–June 2005 issue of Foreign Policy: “The United States has never endorsed the policy of ‘no first use,’ not during my seven years as secretary or since. We have been and remain prepared to initiate the use of nuclear weapons—by the decision of one person, the president—against either a nuclear or nonnuclear enemy whenever we believe it is in our interest to do so.” The nation with the greatest conventional military force and the willingness to use it unilaterally to enlarge its global power is also the nation with the greatest nuclear force and the readiness to use it whenever it sees fit—setting the whole world on edge. The nation that contributes more to carbon dioxide emissions leading to global warming than any other (representing approximately a quarter of the world’s total) has become the greatest obstacle to addressing global warming and the world’s growing environmental problems—raising the possibility of the collapse of civilization itself if present trends continue.

The United States is seeking to exercise sovereign authority over the planet during a time of widening global crisis: economic stagnation, increasing polarization between the global rich and the global poor, weakening U.S. economic hegemony, growing nuclear threats, and deepening ecological decline. The result is a heightening of international instability. Other potential forces are emerging in the world, such as the European Community and China, that could eventually challenge U.S. power, regionally and even globally. Third world revolutions, far from ceasing, are beginning to gain momentum again, symbolized by Venezuela’s Bolivarian Revolution under Hugo Chávez. U.S. attempts to tighten its imperial grip on the Middle East and its oil have had to cope with a fierce, seemingly unstoppable, Iraqi resistance, generating conditions of imperial overstretch. With the United States brandishing its nuclear arsenal and refusing to support international agreements on the control of such weapons, nuclear proliferation is continuing. New nations, such as North Korea, are entering or can be expected soon to enter the “nuclear club.” Terrorist blowback from imperialist wars in the third world is now a well-recognized reality, generating rising fear of further terrorist attacks in New York, London, and elsewhere. Such vast and overlapping historical contradictions, rooted in the combined and uneven development of the global capitalist economy along with the U.S. drive for planetary domination, foreshadow what is potentially the most dangerous period in the history of imperialism.

Topicality

A. Interpretation – a s
Substantially is to a great extent 

WordNet http://wordnetweb.princeton.edu/perl/webwn?s=substantially&sub=Search+WordNet&o2=&o0=1&o7=&o5=&o1=1&o6=&o4=&o3=&h=00
Substantially is to a great extent or degree

B. Violation – The affirmative does not substantially decreases US military presence in Afghanistan

C. Standards


1) Ground – Allowing the aff to remove an small amount of U.S. forces allows them to spike out of any DA’s, CPs, or Kritiks


2) Limites – Lots of small Affs on the topic explodes research burden on the Negative so they will never be prepared

D. Voter – Topicality is a voting issue because without it the Neg would always lose and the amount of Affs on the topic would increase exponentially.

Terrorism Frontline [1/3]

Nuclear Terrorist Attacks are Extremely Unlikely

GSN ‘9 Global Security Newswire, “Experts Debate Threat of Nuclear, Biological Terrorism,” http://www.globalsecuritynewswire.org/gsn/nw_20090113_7105.php)
In even the most likely scenario of nuclear terrorism, there are 20 barriers between extremists and a successful nuclear strike on a major city, said John Mueller, a political science professor at Ohio State University / The process itself is seemingly straightforward but exceedingly difficult -- buy or steal highly enriched uranium, manufacture a weapon, take the bomb to the target site and blow it up. Meanwhile, variables strewn across the path to an attack would increase the complexity of the effort, Mueller argued / Terrorists would have to bribe officials in a state nuclear program to acquire the material, while avoiding a sting by authorities or a scam by the sellers. The material itself could also turn out to be bad / "Once the purloined material is purloined, [police are] going to be chasing after you. They are also going to put on a high reward, extremely high reward, on getting the weapon back or getting the fissile material back," Mueller said during a panel discussion at a two-day Cato Institute conference on counterterrorism issues facing the incoming Obama administration / Smuggling the material out of a country would mean relying on criminals who "are very good at extortion" and might have to be killed to avoid a double-cross, Mueller said. The terrorists would then have to find scientists and engineers willing to give up their normal lives to manufacture a bomb, which would require an expensive and sophisticated machine shop / Finally, further technological expertise would be needed to sneak the weapon across national borders to its destination point and conduct a successful detonation, Mueller said / Every obstacle is "difficult but not impossible" to overcome, Mueller said, putting the chance of success at no less than one in three for each. The likelihood of successfully passing through each obstacle, in sequence, would be roughly one in 3 1/2 billion, he said, but for argument's sake dropped it to 3 1/2 million / "It's a total gamble. This is a very expensive and difficult thing to do," said Mueller, who addresses the issue at greater length in an upcoming book, Atomic Obsession. "So unlike buying a ticket to the lottery ... you're basically putting everything, including your life, at stake for a gamble that's maybe one in 3 1/2 million or 3 1/2 billion." / Other scenarios are even less probable, Mueller said / A nuclear-armed state is "exceedingly unlikely" to hand a weapon to a terrorist group, he argued: "States just simply won't give it to somebody they can't control." 

Terrorism Frontline [2/3]

Nuclear terrorism won’t happen—no means or motivation. 

John Mueller, Department of Political Science, Ohio State University, April 30, 2009, “The Atomic Terrorist?” International Commission on Nuclear Non-Proliferation and Disarmament, http://www.icnnd.org/latest/research/Mueller_Terrorism.pdf

Thus far terrorist groups seem to have exhibited only limited desire and even less progress in going atomic. This may be because, after brief exploration of the possible routes, they, unlike generations of alarmists on the issue, have discovered that the tremendous effort required is scarcely likely to be successful. It is highly improbable that a would-be atomic terrorist would be given or sold a bomb by a generous like-minded nuclear state because the donor could not control its use and because the ultimate source of the weapon might be discovered.  Although there has been great worry about terrorists illicitly stealing or purchasing a nuclear weapon, it seems likely that neither “loose nukes” nor a market in illicit nuclear materials exists. Moreover, finished bombs have been outfitted with an array of locks and safety devices. There could be dangers in the chaos that would emerge if a nuclear state were utterly to fail, collapsing in full disarray. However, even under those conditions, nuclear weapons would likely remain under heavy guard by people who know that a purloined bomb would most likely end up going off in their own territory, would still have locks, and could probably be followed and hunted down by an alarmed international community.  The most plausible route for terrorists would be to manufacture the device themselves from purloined materials. This task requires that a considerable series of difficult hurdles be conquered in sequence, including the effective recruitment of people who at once have great technical skills and will remain completely devoted to the cause. In addition, a host of corrupted co-conspirators, many of them foreign, must remain utterly reliable, international and local security services must be kept perpetually in the dark, and no curious outsider must get consequential wind of the project over the months or even years it takes to pull off. In addition, the financial costs of the operation could easily become monumental.  Moreover, the difficulties are likely to increase because of enhanced protective and policing efforts by self-interested governments and because any foiled attempt would expose flaws in the defense system, holes the defenders would then plug. The evidence of al-Qaeda’s desire to go atomic, and about its progress in accomplishing this exceedingly difficult task, is remarkably skimpy, if not completely negligible. The scariest stuff—a decade’s worth of loose nuke rumor—seems to have no substance whatever. For the most part, terrorists seem to be heeding the advice found in an al-Qaeda laptop seized in Pakistan: “Make use of that which is available ... rather than waste valuable time becoming despondent over that which is not within your reach.”  In part because of current policies—but also because of a wealth of other technical and organizational difficulties—the atomic terrorists’ task is already monumental, and their likelihood of success is vanishingly small. Efforts to further enhance this monumentality, if cost-effective and accompanied with only tolerable side effects, are generally desirable.

Terrorism Frontline [3/3]

The Affirmative’s Evidence can’t be trusted, Their Authors Rely on Stories of Terrorism for Publicity

Jassat, criminology at the University of Cape Town, 10, Isham, “The Great Terrorist Threat: A View of Counter Terrorism as a Social Inhibitor”, 2/26/10, http://crime.suite101.com/article.cfm/the-great-terrorist-threat
Media representations have as big a part to play in terrorist activity as those party to terrorist activity themselves. In this way the terrorist has succeeded in his goal of spreading terror and causing a moral panic to ensue. Any subversive organisation would jump at the chance of media coverage, and the media hand this to them on a silver platter. This creates a climate of fear within a society or community under which people become fearful of their neighbours, which leads to xenophobic attacks not unlike the ones seen in South Africa last year (see BBC News Report, 20 October 2006). This could also lead to a further restriction on the ordinary citizen, who is often over-exposed to the terrorist threat at the hands of media giants  

The problems discussed above have come into being due to the fact that policing is becoming a political activity rather than a social one. The former activities tend to benefit the state and a select few whereas the latter activities benefit society as a whole. There is no getting away from the fact that terrorism is bad for business, and especially bad for the business of politics. When terrorists, or the threat of terrorism, pervades a state, that state is granted less political currency than other states. The police in many first world countries, then, have become the pawns of an elite group with wider political aims rather than agents of positive social change and protectors of society proper (see Reiner, R, 2000, Politics of the Police, Oxford University Press: Oxford).


Read more at Suite101: The Great Terrorist Threat: A View of Counter Terrorism as a Social Inhibitor http://crime.suite101.com/article.cfm/the-great-terrorist-threat#ixzz0vOwfxG6A
Stability Frontline [1/2]

US Military is Required to Keep Afghanistan Stable

James Dobbins, Director, International Security and Defense Policy Center, RAND National Security Research Division, B.S. in international affairs, Georgetown School of Foreign Service, ’08, “Ending Afghanistan’s Civil War”, Rand Corporation, http://www.rand.org/pubs/testimonies/2007/RAND_CT276.pdf

Yet if Pakistan is the central front in the war on terror, it is not one susceptible to a military response. We are not going to bomb Islamabad or invade Waziristan. An increase in US military manpower and money for Afghanistan may be needed to contain the renewed insurgency and prevent the Karzai government from being overthrown. But the US and NATO troops are likely to be required indefinitely as long at the Taliban and the other insurgent groups are able to recruit, train, raise funds and organize their operations in Pakistan. Afghanistan has never been a self sufficient state, and it probably never will be. It is simply too poor to be able to provide security and effective governance to its large and dispersed population. So unless the Pakistani government can be persuaded to abandon its relationship with extremist elements within its society, halt its support for terrorism, provide its youth an educational alternative to fundamentalist madrasas, extend effective governance into its border provinces, and curtail their use by insurgent movements, the United States and its allies are going to be forced to patrol Afghanistan’s Southeast Frontier indefinitely, just as Great Britain was compelled to conduct a counterinsurgency campaign along the other side of that same frontier throughout the 19th century.

Stability Frontline [2/2]

U.S. withdrawal is seen as Failure in the Country, this would Lead to a Taliban Takeover 

FOX NEWS 2009, “Key Anti-War Democrat Concedes Afghan Troop Surge Can't Be Stopped,” Foxnews.com http://www.foxnews.com/politics/2009/12/02/obamas-security-team-faces-grilling-afghanistan-senate-hearing/ Accessed: 5/19/10

Obama said in announcing the timeline Tuesday night that the withdrawal would be based on conditions on the ground. But Sen. John McCain pressed Gates on Wednesday on Capitol Hill, calling the scenario "logically incoherent" and saying the national security team needs to choose which is more important: sticking to the timeline or providing security. Gates said U.S. forces should be able to move out of "uncontested areas" by the summer of 2011 but that the United States would not transfer security responsibility to the Afghans in any province until they can stand up on their own. He said the security team would review the situation at the end of 2010 to see whether the military "can meet that objective" with regard to the timeline. "If it appears that the strategy's not working and that we are not going to be able to transition in 2011 then we will take a hard look at the strategy itself," he said, adding that the president reserves the right to adjust his decision. "We're not going to just throw these guys into the swimming pool and then walk away." Gates joined other top officials before the Senate Armed Services Committee Wednesday in beginning to make the public case for Obama's decision to send 30,000 more troops to Afghanistan. Speaking after a three months of deliberation, during which top advisers debated how heavily to target the Taliban in the country, Gates stressed that escalating the fight against the Taliban is critical to defeating Al Qaeda. He warned that U.S. failure in Afghanistan would lead to a "Taliban takeover" that could inspire Islamic extremism elsewhere. "Rolling back the Taliban is now necessary even if not sufficient to the ultimate defeat of Al Qaeda," he said. "Failure in Afghanistan would mean a Taliban takeover of much if not most of the country and likely a renewed civil war." Adm. Mike Mullen, chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, and Secretary of State Hillary Clinton also spoke in support of the surge plan. Mullen underscored Gates' warning that Afghanistan could again fall to the Taliban, saying the insurgency has gained influence in 11 of the country's 34 provinces. The president has won praise from a number of lawmakers for his decision to surge in Afghanistan, though anti-war Democrats have roundly condemned the order. The president has likewise faced mixed reviews for his decision to call for troops to begin leaving the country by July 2011. Clinton defended the decision, saying the timeline would give the Afghan government the "sense of urgency" they need to reform. Gates said the administration wants to "build a fire" under the Afghans to get them to build up their security forces. Sen. Carl Levin, D-Mich., chairman of the Senate Armed Services Committee, agreed. He stressed that the goal needs to be to accelerate the transition to Afghan responsibility. "An Afghan surge should be our goal and any U.S. surge should be related to that goal," Levin said. But McCain, R-Ariz., called the withdrawal date "arbitrary" and potentially harmful. "A date for withdrawal sends exactly the wrong message to our friends and our enemies," he said. "A withdrawal date only emboldens Al Qaeda and the Taliban while dispiriting our Afghan partners. ... Success is the real exit strategy."
Russia Fill In 1NC

1. Russia doesn’t want to send troops to Afghanistan now, but are dependent on other foreign military presence. 

Rueters, 7/6, “Russia says world needs to do more for Afghanistan,” (http://www.reuters.com/article/idUSTRE65509Z20100606)

Sergei Ivanov told a regional security conference in Singapore that foreign donors should help Afghanistan get back on its feet in addition to sending troops to keep the peace against a threat from the Islamist Taliban.  "One thing is clear, a lot should be done in just starting very primitive social economic life in Afghanistan. If we don't do that, any military presence will be in vain," Ivanov told the Shangri-La Dialogue.  Devastated by 30 years of conflict, Afghanistan's economy, ranked 181st of 182 by United Nations, is dependent on foreign aid, which accounts for 70 percent of the government's budget.  On Saturday, British Defense Secretary Liam Fox told Reuters more trainers were needed for Afghanistan's security forces and British troops would pull out only once they had achieved their mission.  There are nearly 140,000 foreign troops from 42 countries working under the NATO-led International Security Assistance Force (ISAF). The United States has by far the most, with about 80,000, rising to 100,000 by the end of this year.  "Next year I think the ISAF will break the Soviet record in the duration of the stay in Afghanistan," Ivanov said.  He reiterated that Russia would never again send troops to Afghanistan. Moscow has painful memories of the losses suffered during two decades of Soviet involvement, starting from 1979.  "We are already helping a lot in ISAF operations in Afghanistan providing logistic support, transport support, intelligence support. Except for one thing -- never again will a Russian soldier enter Afghanistan," he said.  "I think you understand why. It is just like asking the U.S. whether they will send troops to Vietnam, something like that is totally impossible."

2. Russia’s only choice would to send troops to regulate drugs. 

Radio Free Europe, 7/6 “Kremlin Unhappy with Antidrug Efforts in Afghanistan” (http://www.rferl.org/content/Kremlin_Unhappy_With_Antidrug_Efforts_In_Afghanistan/2063411.html)

At an Asia security conference in Singapore, Russian Deputy Prime Minister Sergei Ivanov told delegates that narcotics from Afghanistan are a threat to Europe, Asia, and the United States and urged NATO forces in Afghanistan to step up the campaign to eradicate opium poppy cultivation there.  "We are not happy with what the world community is doing in the antidrug war" in Afghanistan, Ivanov told delegates on June 6 at the summit, known as the Shangri-La Dialogue.  Ivanov said the blame for the continued production of opium in Afghanistan and the export of the heroin made from Afghan opium rests on "those who took responsibility for ensuring peace and stability in Afghanistan."  Ivanov said it's time for foreign military forces in Afghanistan -- the UN-mandated and NATO-led International Security Assistance Force (ISAF) -- to step up efforts to eradicate opium-poppy cultivation and heroin production.  "Next year, I think that ISAF will break the Soviet record of the duration of stay in Afghanistan," Ivanov said, claiming that during the Soviet occupation of Afghanistan from 1979-1989, "the problem of narcotics practically did not exist."  'A Lot Should Be Done'  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.  'Never Again'  Ivanov said Russia has been aiding international efforts to bring stability to Afghanistan. But Ivanov said there is a limit to how much help the international community can expect from Russia,  "We are already helping a lot in ISAF operations in Afghanistan, providing logistic support, transport support, intelligence support -- whatever," he said.  

1NC

3. And, Russian involvement will inevitably fail. Their drug regulations will be ineffective and will only lead to more instability.  

Sherman Garnett, Ph.D, University of Michigan, Slavic Languages and Literature Professor, Dean, 1997, “Russia's Illusory Ambitions,” (FOREIGN AFFAIRS- Volume y 6 No. 2) 

The mutual history, in-  terests, and advantage that Yeltsin described as "the tremendous blood  relationship" between the states of the former U.S.S.R. is said to be  stronger than the impulse for sovereignty. To many Russians, some  form of integration or reintegration is "the only alternative which  would permit a mutually acceptable solution to the rising economic,  territorial, military, ethnic, and other problems."^   Bold though they may be, such assertions are more faith than strat-  egy. Russia's diminished power and the complexity of the new politi-  cal environment are virtually guaranteed to force decisions that are at  odds with the current consensus. Russia cannot afford to follow  through on the comprehensive plans it envisions for the former Soviet  Union. The Russian military does not have the personnel to occupy  the bases it covets, and there is not enough money to finance the cus-  toms unions, unified border guard, military bases, air defense systems,  or currency unions now being considered. Furthermore, if Russia  chooses to strengthen ties with Belarus, Kazakstan, and Kyrgyzstan, it  Moll constitute a model of integration unappealing to more indepen-dent states like Ukraine and Uzbekistan, thus encouraging their flight  from the cis. 
Uniqueness- Russia/ Paki relations high (N/A*)

Russian- Paki relations are high but on the brink—They fear that US withdrawal would leave them vulnerable to an attack from the Taliban/ COIN crucial to maintain relations with Russia. 

Mark N. Katz is a professor of government and politics at George Mason University. He writes on Russian foreign policy, the international relations of the Middle East, and transnational revolutionary movements. 6/25/10, “Understanding Russia’s Approach on Afghanistan, Pakistan”  (http://www.eurasianet.org/node/61407) 

It is important for American policy planners to understand that the Kremlin approach toward Afghanistan and Pakistan has undergone a dramatic shift in recent years.

Back in 2001, in the aftermath of the September 11 terrorist tragedy, the United States and its NATO allies established military bases in Central Asia and quickly drove the Taliban from power in Kabul. These developments were unsettling to Russian planners, who worried that Washington was gaining influence in the region at Moscow’s expense.

In recent years, Russian thinking has adjusted to the reality that the United States and its allies could not easily contain the Islamic insurgency in Afghanistan. By 2009, Russian leaders even started to grow concerned that the Obama administration might suddenly withdraw American forces from Afghanistan, thus leaving Russia alone to deal with the threat that a resurgent Taliban would pose to Central Asia and Russia itself.  Accordingly, Moscow helped the United States put together the Northern Distribution Network, a re-supply route that facilitates the overland transit of non-lethal goods from Europe to Afghanistan. 

While Moscow now supports the US/NATO position in Afghanistan, the Kremlin nevertheless is striving to differentiate Russia from the West in ways that Moscow hopes will boost its standing in the eyes of President Hamid Karzai’s administration in Kabul. US relations with Karzai have experienced a marked change in recent years. The Bush Administration strongly promoted Karzai, but the Afghan leader’s relations with President Obama have often been tense. Over the same period, Russian policy has sought to emphasize Moscow’s long-term interest in a stable Afghanistan. As Russia’s ambassador to Afghanistan, Andrei Avetisyan, stated in December 2009; “Many of your friends will have to go sometimes because they came from far away to help you.  But when they go, we stay—together with your neighbors, we stay.”

There have been great changes in Russian-Pakistani relations in recent years too. Pakistan had long been a country that Moscow had antagonistic relations with.  During the Cold War, sources of tension between the two countries included Pakistan’s close relations with both the United States and China; the Soviet Union’s close relations with Pakistan’s main rival, India; and Pakistan’s support for the Afghan Mujahedeen fighting Soviet forces in Afghanistan.

After most outside powers, including the United States and European nations, lost interest in Afghanistan following the Soviet troop withdrawal, Pakistan remained engaged in Afghanistan, eventually becoming the chief sponsor of the Taliban—something that Moscow found threatening.  Indeed, Russia supported anti-Taliban forces in northern Afghanistan long before the United States and NATO did after the September 11 terrorist tragedy. More recently, Moscow—along with many others—grew agitated about the continued Taliban presence in Afghanistan. Russian leaders also worried about Pakistan’s seeming inability—or even unwillingness—to defeat Islamic militants.

Link- Russia fills in

US withdrawal destroys the regulation of drug trafficking and narco-terrorism, which leaves Russia vulnerable and ready to fill in.  

Yossef Bodansky is a is the former Director of the Task Force on Terrorism and Unconventional Warfare of "the U. S. Congress, as well as the World Terrorism Analyst with the Freeman Center for Strategic Studies. 7/25, “Guest Post: The Strategic Ramifications Of A US-Led Withdrawal from Afghanistan” (http://www.investingcontrarian.com/financial-news-network/guest-post-the-strategic-ramifications-of-a-us-led-withdrawal-from-afghanistan/, Financial News Network) 

Moreover, a long-term military presence is first and foremost a question of ensuring the legitimacy of the central and local authorities, so that the people cooperate with them. As well, there is no point in attempting long-term presence by force if the quality and legitimacy of the civilian governance cannot be ascertained.

Simply put: reversing the criminalization of segments of society is an integral part of resolving the core-problems of that society.? In the case of Afghanistan this means the legitimacy of the Kabul Government, establishing viable regionally-based governance, and resolving the endemic tribes-vs-local authorities’ disputes.
Furthermore, the mere eradication of crops and destruction of labs will only create vacuum and domino effect which breed instability, additional terrorism, etc. Therefore, it is imperative to approach the Afghan drugs challenge in the context of a comprehensive political and security solution on a regional level. The Afghan narco-system is an integral part of a larger problem; and so is the solution. Similarly, no political and security solution is possible throughout the Heart of Asia and the Greater Black Sea Basin for as long as the narco-economy keeps funding the opposition and encouraging violence.

The entire narco-terrorist system constitutes a viable threat to the vital interests of Russia. It is a huge time-bomb at Russia’s soft underbelly, therefore, the Kremlin considers the flow of drugs from Afghanistan to be an issue of vital importance – from the undermining of Russian society to destabilizing regional security.

Although Afghanistan is the primary source of illegal drugs in Europe, the Europeans are reluctant to confront the issue of recreational drug use effectively and this attitude diminishes Europe’s willingness to address the real challenges.

The narco-terrorism of Eurasia has a minuscule impact on the US and is thus not a priority for Washington, particularly at a time the Obama Administration is yearning to disengage from Afghanistan virtually at all cost.? Hence, it is up to Russia — whose vital interests are at stake — to lead the struggle against the rising tide of narco-terrorism at the Heart of Asia and the Greater Black Sea Basin.?

Virtually all experts in the Moscow forum agreed that the current situation in Afghanistan-Pakistan-Central Asia was not only untenable, but was rapidly deteriorating.? The US/ISAF efforts are considered better than nothing, but the near-unanimous expert opinion is that the security effort barely scratches the surface while the most endemic problems are deep-rooted.

The Kremlin wants NATO to stay in Afghanistan but the US is leading NATO into abandoning Afghanistan.? Therefore, the Kremlin plans on convincing the Europeans — specific capitals and the EU — that the collapse of Afghanistan and the rise of drugs and narco-terrorism are detrimental to Europe’s vital interests. The Kremlin hopes to get the EU/Europe to pressure the US to sustain NATO’s efforts in Afghanistan because Russia is eager for ISAF to remain as a viable force for the duration.

Overall, the highest authorities in the Kremlin — led by Medvedev who delivered a very strong opening statement at the international Afghan Drug Production: a Challenge to the International Community forum — are committed to the Afghan drug-eradication policy in its comprehensive scope/connotation. The Kremlin is petrified by the spread of drugs and narco-funded terrorism, insurgency, violence and instability from Afghanistan via Central Asia into the heart of Russia.

Link- Russia fills in

Russia will fill in if the US leaves Afghanistan

BBC News 2-24-2005. “Russian envoy discuss closer cooperation“ (Afghan vice-president, p. lexis)

Vice-President Mohammad Karim Khalili met Russia's Ambassador to Afghanistan Zamir Kabulov today.

Bakhtar Information Agency reports that the meeting focused mainly on issues relating to mutual cooperation between the two countries. The Russian ambassador in Kabul said the people and government of Russia were interested in boosting their cooperation and increasing their involvement in Afghan reconstruction, as well as in providing loans to Afghanistan. The Russian ambassador added that Russia is eager to help Afghan traders by offering tax exemptions for goods imported from Russia, particularly Russian-made vehicles, reconstruction materials and petroleum. He gave assurances of his country's continuing cooperation with Afghanistan.

Vice-President Mohammad Karim Khalili expressed his appreciation of Russia's assistance to Afghanistan and said mutual commercial cooperation between countries and nations was important in enhancing ties and improving the economy. At the opening of this new political chapter, the Afghan government is trying to further encourage and prepare the way for private investment. He said it was important to pay attention not just to improving the situation with imports, but also to exporting Afghan goods to foreign countries. He maintained that Afghanistan would welcome any measures to help economic stability.

Link- Russia fills in

Russia will be scared into fixing Afghanistan

Juan Cole, is a Professor of Modern Middle East and South Asian History at the History Department of the University of Michigan. 9-9-2009, “Russia helps the U.S. in Afghanistan” (http://www.salon.com/news/feature/2009/09/09/cole, Salon)

Meanwhile, even as many NATO nations have become lukewarm about their involvement in Afghanistan, Russia is proving more helpful to the U.S. now. Russian P.M. Vladimir Putin and President Dmitry Medvedev are afraid of Taliban militancy fanning the flames of revolt in provinces such as Chechnya. They also fear that Afghanistan's poppy trade is hooking Russian youth on heroin and exacerbating Russia's demographic decline, threatening a further deterioration in its geo-political power. Russia now has about 141 million people, but it was 146 million or more in 1991. Its population is continuing to decline as deaths outstrip births every year, though the rate of decline has slowed. But Medvedev estimates that the country has as many as 2.5 million addicts, 2/3s of them under the age of 30. Afghan heroin is thus in danger of accelerating the population loss again. (Much of the population loss probably has to do with alcohol abuse by men to begin with, though the economic collapse and capitalist "shock therapy" may be implicated, as well). Since Afghanistan is now the source of 85 percent of the world's heroin, and since the poppy-growers thrive in a failed-state environment, the Russian Federation increasingly has an interest in seeing order imposed on Afghanistan and the poppy production slashed. Russia's willingness to transship U.S. materiel to Afghanistan is starting to make more sense.

Link- Russia fills in

If US leaves, Russia will perceive the lack of drug trafficking and fill in Afghanistan 

Vladimir Isachenkov is an Associated Press writer 2/5/10, “US to step up the drug fight” (http://abcnews.go.com/International/wirestory?id=9744112&page=1, ABC news) 

Russia on Thursday hailed a new agreement with the United States intended to boost joint anti-drug efforts, but urged the U.S. and NATO to do more to stem a flow of drugs from Afghanistan that has sickened millions of Russians. The deal signed by Gil Kerlikowske, director of the U.S. Office of National Drug Control Policy, and Russia's drug control chief Viktor Ivanov, envisages setting up groups of experts to plan joint action in combatting drugs and also steps to curb demand for drugs and toughen law enforcement and coordinate legislation.

Kerlikowske told reporters after the meeting that he promised Ivanov to monitor and assess the U.S. and Afghan governments' efforts to "interdict drug supplies, particularly those drug supplies headed to Russia," combat drug laboratories and drug storage facilities. He added the U.S. and Russia will also "work cooperatively on drug traffickers and financiers." Ivanov hailed the agreement as a key component of U.S.-Russian efforts to "reset" relations that became badly strained under the previous U.S. administration.

But he also urged the U.S. and NATO forces to do more to combat Afghan drugs which have become a major threat to Russia's security. The efficiency of international drug-fighting efforts in Afghanistan needs to be strengthened," Ivanov said. "We agreed that the result of our work should be a significant reduction in drug production in Afghanistan."

He criticized an international conference on stabilizing Afghanistan held in London last week for failing to offer specific steps to fight drug production in Afghanistan. Afghanistan provides more than 90 percent of the heroin consumed in the world, and the bulk of it flows through ex-Soviet Central Asia and Russia.

The problem of drug abuse is of vital concern for Russia — where cheap, abundant Afghan heroin has helped fuel a surge in addiction rates, and injection drug use has been a key factor in the spread of the virus that causes AIDS. 

Ivanov said in an interview published Thursday that there are about 2 million opium and heroin addicts in Russia and another 3 million people who use other drugs. Authorities said that about 30,000 die each year of drug overdoses.

Ivanov has strongly urged Washington to continue the Bush administration's policy of large-scale eradication of opium crops in Afghanistan. But some U.S. officials have called earlier crop eradication tactics ineffective and claimed that they boosted support for the Taliban. Instead, the Obama administration has focused on targeting drug labs and encouraging farmers to raise alternative crops.

Turns Case

Turns case: no stability without effective drug trafficking. 
Bloomberg, 7/6, “Opium Threatens US led Afghan Fight, Russia Says, (http://www.businessweek.com/news/2010-06-06/opium-threatens-u-s-led-afghan-fight-russia-says-update1-.html, Daniel Ten Kate)

U.S.-led operations in Afghanistan will be “in vain” if forces fail to fight opium production and provide people with alternative economic opportunities, Russian Deputy Prime Minister Sergei Ivanov said today.  NATO forces must figure out how to start “very primitive social economic life in Afghanistan,” Ivanov said today at the IISS Shangri-La Dialogue in Singapore, which brought together defense officials from 28 countries. “If we don’t do that, any military presence will be in vein.”  The International Security Assistance Force should do more to curb the opium production that provides Taliban and other groups like al-Qaeda with “billions and billions of dollars” a year, Ivanov said. Russia is “not happy” with global efforts to stem the narcotics trade that threatens international peace and security, he said.  Russia, located on the transit route between Central Asia and Europe, has become the world’s third-largest market for illegal drugs in the past decade. The country, which fought its own war in Afghanistan in the 1980s, supports the North Atlantic Treaty Organization’s mission by allowing military supplies to cross its territory.

Turns Case

Turns case: Drug trade destabilizes Central Asia

Christian Science Monitor, 5/19 “Moscow Furious, says US Not Pushing Drug War in Afghanistan,” (Byline: Fred Weir Corresponding, http://www.csmonitor.com/World/Asia-South-Central/2010/0519/Moscow-furious-says-US-not-pushing-drug-war-in-Afghanistan)

Mr. Ivanov says the flow of narcotics from the fields of Afghanistan into Russia has increased by 16 percent in the past three years alone, spiking urban drug addiction. He alleged in a March press conference that drug barons are uniting with Islamist militants to seize power in vulnerable Central Asian states – and that the North Atlan tic Treaty Org ani zation's (NATO) failure to deal with Afghan istan's burgeoning drug production threatens to create a security nightmare for Russia and its regional allies.  "We do not believe the principal aims of the NATO security operation in Afghanistan have been achieved," Ivanov said at a press conference. "Of course the struggle against terrorism should take precedence, but what about liquidating drug production? How does it happen that almost 10 years after NATO occupied this country, Afghanistan is not only the world's largest producer of opium, but also of hashish, surpassing the traditional global leader, Morocco?"  In recent years, Russia and NATO have run a school for Afghan antidrug police in the Moscow-region town of Domodedovo, turning out hundreds of graduates. But despite that cooperation, experts say Moscow is increasingly dubious about NATO's ability to impose order in Afghanistan, and may be seeking ways to expand its influence in Central Asia against the day the United States decides to leave. Some analysts suggest that the Kremlin's recent backing of a coup in Kyrgyzstan could be a sign of more assertive behavior to come.  "The former Soviet states of central Asia are our own backyard," says Tatiana Parkhalina, director of the independent Center for European Security in Moscow. "Moscow doesn't want to stand by while the Taliban and terrorist networks convert the financial resources from drug trafficking into arms and political influence... There is a practical alliance taking shape between drug traffickers and terrorists, and it is a very big threat."  More heroin addicts?  Ivanov says there are now at least 2 million heroin addicts in Russia, but other experts claim the number is higher. "The inflow of drugs from Afghanistan via Central Asia into Russia is increasing exponentially, as is consumption," says Stanislav Belkovsky, president of the Kremlin-connected Institute of National Strategy. "The only thing Ivanov exaggerates is the will and ability of the state to struggle against this threat."  

Opium Adv F/L [1/2]

1. Not reverse causal – insecurity causes drug production, not the other way around

Barnett Rubin, director of studies and a senior fellow at the Center on International Cooperation at New York University, August 28, 2007, http://icga.blogspot.com/2007/08/points-on-counter-narcotics-in.html
* According to UNODC estimates, cultivators receive only about 20% of the revenue from narcotics, and the drug money that really harms Afghanistan is the money that passes between trafficker/processors on the one side, and power holders on the other, including Taliban, Afghan government officials, and local/tribal leaders. * These links are just as strong in northern Afghanistan as in southern Afghanistan. Drug trafficking moves north across so-called opium-free provinces as well as south. Afghanistan has an integrated drug market. Security provided by the Afghan government and international forces makes cultivation more difficult in some areas and enables farmers to earn a living through other activities, but it does not restrict drug trafficking, which flourishes equally everywhere. Helmand province (which produces nearly half the opium in the world) and its neighbors are not a drug-producing enclave unconnected to opium-free provinces. They are now the main source of raw material for the country’s largest industry, which is national in scope. Enhanced eradication of the poppy crop in Helmand without adequate other measures will raise the farm-gate price of opium and create incentives for cultivation to migrate. Suppression of cultivation in Nangarhar in the East in 2004-2005 led to the increase of cultivation in northern Afghanistan. * Both globally and within Afghanistan, narcotics cultivation is the result of, not the cause, of insecurity. Costa emphasized the link between insecurity and narcotics production in releasing the Afghanistan Opium Assessment. The essential need for counter-narcotics policy is “a state that works” according to Colombian Deputy Minister of Defense Sergio Jaramillo. Therefore, as always, the core problem is security.
 Opium Adv F/L [2/2]

2. Can’t solve opium until 2020 – best-case scenario

Mark Schneider, senior vice president of the International Crisis Group, Federal News Service, October 4, 2007
REP. ACKERMAN: Do we have enough assets and resources dedicated to this proposition so that if we went and concentrated in the areas, such as the province in which there's a 53 percent increase, which accounts for a great deal of that expanded new number, that we just don't allow the balloon to be squeezed there and the poppy production pop up somewhere else in greater percentages? MR. SCHNEIDER: I mean, I think we do need to provide more resources. I think one of the most important things is to demonstrate that it's a long-term commitment. It took 15-17 years to really change Thailand in terms of a producer of opium poppies. And I think that in terms of overall sustainable counternarcotics, it's going to take that long. Right now I think that you have a challenge, as well, of demonstrating to significant portions of the country that this is a long-term international commitment, not only for the next two or three years. And so I would argue that to the degree that you can find ways to make that kind of long-term authorization at significant levels, that would have a great deal of benefit.

3. Can’t end opium production, even with gentler measures – too many vested interests across society want to preserve the status quo

Barnett Rubin, director of studies and a senior fellow at the Center on International Cooperation at New York University, September 27, 2007, http://icga.blogspot.com/2007/09/counter-narcotics-in-afghanistan-iv.html

Training people in the technical skills required for counter-narcotics (interdiction, prosecution, law enforcement, and development) is necessary, but it is not a substitute for a state whose power holders and decision makers exercise a degree of autonomy from the socially powerful, who in Afghanistan include drug traffickers. As a result, frustrated foreign advisors increasingly press for more control over operations and autonomy from the governmental apparatus, which leaves power-holders the choice of being seen as foreign puppets or of engaging in some form of resistance, whether covert (corruption) or overt (insurgency). Jon Lee Anderson of the New Yorker observed this first-hand while reporting on a U.S.-supported eradication effort in Uruzgan province. When the Afghan force refused to eradicate a field belonging to a local power holder, the DEA agent accompanying them (Douglas Wankel, a determined and dedicated professional) tried to make counter-narcotics more equitable by forcing the reluctant Afghans to eradicate the field. But even if the field is eradicated, such an operation does not strengthen the authority of the state or prevent future poppy cultivation in any sustainable way. Hence the problem confronted by the policies labeled as interdiction, law enforcement, or anti-corruption are pieces of the same daunting task: consolidating at least a minimal state structure in the face of enormous resources in the hands of unofficial (and sometimes, but not always, criminal) power holders. For the foreseeable future, the government and its international supporters will be able to accomplish little in Afghanistan without the support of the de facto power holders. These are local leaders who combine functions as politicians, tribal or ethnic leaders, businessmen, landowners, commanders of armed groups of varying degrees of legality, parliamentarians, and government officials. Many were marginalized under the Taliban regime but returned as the allies of the U.S.-led Coalition and the new government. The mixture of functions varies among members of this group, as does their political orientation. Most have mastered several rhetorical repertoires for different audiences, and they manifest considerable pragmatism in their actions. These leaders have a healthy respect for the effective use of force, money, and rhetoric. Conversely, nothing more incites their contempt than wasteful and ineffective use of force, money, and rhetoric, which, rightly or wrongly, is what most of them see in the actions of the international community in Afghanistan, especially in counter-narcotics. Many of them derive much of their resources directly or indirectly from the opiate industry, sometimes without ever actually seeing, handling, or even mentioning the substance in question. An Afghan official once pointed out to me that all Afghan politicians had brothers who were businessmen. Afghan leaders also have half-brothers, stepbrothers, cousins, uncles, and nephews, and so do their (possibly several) wives. During the Taliban period one Afghan leader asked for political asylum for himself and his “family.” When asked how large his family was, he said, “About fifty households.” An average Afghan household has about six members, and those of the wealthy and powerful have more. These extensive, dense, and opaque family networks enable some of the powerful to denounce or oppose the drug economy while simultaneously (and invisibly) benefiting from it.
Opium Ext. 1- Not Reverse Casual

Opium doesn’t cause insecurity; our evidence indicates that their authors have it the wrong way. That insecurity is actually the reason that drug production exists they can't solve for the root cause of the problem.

-That’s Rubin

Here’s More Evidence-

Social chaos is the root cause – opium is only an effect

Joshua Foust, founder of The Conjecturer and editor of Registan.net, works for Toffler Associates, strategic consulting firm, Pragati, No 4, July, 2007
IT IS SOMETHING of an axiom that opium production is bad for a developing economy. The presence of drug smugglers and attendant corruption, the crime, the general breakdown of the rule of law and legitimacy of the state, all present major challenges to stability and development. In Afghanistan—which produces something like 90% of the world’s opium—this problem seems especially acute. It is generally believed that opium stands in the way of the rural and agricultural development necessary to push the country into the twenty-first century. This belief is also wrong. That is because opium is not a cause of any of Afghanistan’s problems, but rather a symptom. Before the Soviet invasion in 1979, Afghanistan was known more for its orchards (and Western hippies) than anything else. With the mujahideen and warlordism came the poppy: drugs paid for guns. As the country deteriorated throughout the 90’s, opium production increased dramatically, especially as the Taliban actively encouraged its cultivation. International pressure finally forced them into a prohibition in 2000, when their control was peaking. In this sense, opium can be seen as an indicator of societal chaos—more opium production indicates greater chaos and anarchy. Such an indicator is imprecise, but nevertheless illustrative: after the Taliban were removed and Afghanistan’s feeble economy collapsed, opium production soared. As the Taliban began its much- touted counteroffensive in 2004, production reached levels previously unheard of—upwards of 4,500 tons each year. More alarmingly, this massive increase did not result in a n immediate reduction in prices, and only attracted more Afghan farmers to plant poppies. 

Opium Ext. 2- Too Long to Solve

Prefer our evidence it actually makes a timeframe distinction- Schneider indicates that it’s empirically proven that it will take a long time to solve for opium production. In the past when Thailand was trying to change it took 15-17 years to create sustainable counternarcotics. It's going to take a long time to demonstrate to significant portions of the country that solving for opium is a long term commitment.
Opium Ext. 3- Inevitable

Decision makers in Afghanistan will inevitably exercise autonomy from the powerful drug traffickers- enabling opium production. The government will not be able to accomplish anything without power which derives from the opiate industry. Too many vested interests in Afghanistan want to sustain the drug trade.

-That's Rubin
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