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1- Uniqueness --- his meeting with Obama has shored up Karzai’s political standing

Bhadrakumar ’10 

(M.K.- former Indian career diplomat who has served in Islamabad, Kabul, Tashkent and Moscow “Karzai is the winner – for the present” http://geoplotical.blogspot.com/2010/05/karzai-is-winner-for-present.html) 

The best outcome of Afghan President Hamid Karzai’s visit to Washington has been that US President Barack Obama finally cracked the whip on his AfPak team. When the AfPak special representative Richard Holbrooke turned up at Andrews Airbase at 6.00 am to receive Karzai whom he once not too long ago yelled at, a loud message went down the line-up in Washington. Similarly, the US ambassador in Afghanistan Karl Eikenberry who once thought Karzai was unworthy to be America’s ally, found himself escorting the Afghan leader from Kabul to Washington. A gloss has been put on it as Obama’s “charm offensive” but the plain truth is Washington has no alternative but to propitiate Karzai. Three factors led to this calamity. First, of course, Karzai outwitted the US’s AfPak diplomats who tried to muzzle him. He showed a streak of independence that took them by surprise. They caricatured Karzai as a confused figure but the campaign ultimately disintegrated and Obama decided to step in. Secondly, from the praise Obama showered on Karzai (and downplaying the Afghan leader’s obvious human flaws), Washington has begun appreciating Karzai’s political skill. Karzai keeps together an unwieldy coalition, he is not lacking in flexibility as shown by his retraction from his stubborn stance regarding an all-Afghan election commission and he kept up a working relationship with General Stanley McChrystal, commander of the US forces. All this didn’t go unnoticed by Obama. Nor the sense of realism Karzai showed by deputing Ashraf Ghani who was the US’s preferred candidate in last year’s presidential election, as his emissary to Washington ahead of his visit. Ghani took with him Karzai’s practical ideas that could facilitate the transition in Obama’s war strategy in July 2011 when the drawdown of US combat troops is expected. Karzai displayed sincerity about making a success of Obama’s Afghan strategy. Again, despite the gloss put on the US military operations in Helmand province, the ground realities appear grim and the prognosis of the upcoming operations in Kandahar doesn’t look good. To quote well-known columnist David Ignatius, the “much-touted offensive” in Marjah in Helmand in February has not gone on the expected lines and “Kandahar, the next big test of the US strategy, will be even harder.” Evidently, Obama needs Karzai’s cooperation. An opinion survey funded by the US army has come up with the startling finding that the Kandahari opinion overwhelmingly supports reconciliation with the Taliban – “our Afghan brothers”. This was also the belief expressed by tribal elders in Kandahar whom Karzai met in March. Indeed, Karzai shares their belief. The poll revealed that Karzai’s proposal for the convening of a jirga enjoys massive popular support. Obama realizes that the time has come to abandon the holy cow that Karzai should not open negotiations with the Taliban until mid-2011. Obama reportedly instructed his war cabinet last month that it might be time to start negotiations with the Taliban, overruling the assumption that peace talks should be deferred until McChrystal degraded the Taliban militarily. From this overall perspective, the outcome of Karzai’s talks in Washignton can be evaluated. One, Obama made it clear that notwithstanding the tensions of the past, the US is closing ranks with Karzai. He admitted candidly that tensions are endemic to “such a complicated, difficult environment” and the US will continue to be “frank” with Karzai while the latter will continue to “represent his country and insist that its sovereignty is properly respected”. But the bottom-line is that “Our solidarity today sends an unmistakable message”. Obama complimented Karzai publicly that “progress…has been made, including strengthening anti-corruption efforts, improving governance at provincial and district levels, and progress towards credible parliamentary elections later this year.” In sum, Karzai carries back to Kabul considerable political capital even as Afghan interest groups strain to figure out their president’s standing in Obama’s court. Two, Karzai won Obama’s open support for the jirga to be convened in Kabul in end-May. The US was lukewarm to the idea and suspected it to be a ploy by Karzai to corner his detractors. Obama’s support goes a long way to strengthen Karzai’s hands.
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2- Signal of U.S. backing is vital to strengthen Karzai’s political standing

Anderson ‘05
(Jon Lee, Correspondent and Author of The Fall of Baghdad, The New Yorker, 6-6, Lexis)

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

CNN 10 (The CNN Wire Staff. Published June 15, 2010. DA July 25, 2010. http://www.cnn.com/2010/WORLD/asiapcf/06/14/afghanistan.minerals/index.html)

(CNN) -- U.S. military officials and geologists have determined that the mineral deposits in Afghanistan are worth nearly $1 trillion, the Pentagon said Monday. Vast supplies of minerals such as iron, copper and gold, all with worldwide technological applications, are scattered over the country, according to the Defense Department. But officials caution that they won't be easy to extricate and that it will take years to turn this newfound mineral wealth into actual revenue. "It's not a quick win," the U.S. Geological Survey's Jack Medlin said at a Pentagon briefing Monday. Pentagon and State Department officials acknowledged that extraction efforts are challenged by remote locations, a weak infrastructure, a dearth of heavy vehicles and equipment, and a strong insurgent presence. "Turning the potential of Afghanistan's mineral wealth into actual revenue will take years," State Department spokesman P.J. Crowley said Monday. "Mineral extraction, you know, faces numerous but not insurmountable challenges." Geologists from the Geological Survey started studying the potential of Afghan mineral resources in 2004, after being presented with maps generated by the Soviet Union in the 1980s and earlier data that showed hundreds of mineral sites, according to Medlin. Crowley downplayed questions about the potential for other countries to try to exploit Afghanistan's possible wealth and acknowledged that internal corruption could pose a problem. "We're very mindful of the fact that around the world, you have a number of countries that are blessed with natural resources that may become a source of conflict and corruption," Crowley said. "We want to be sure that we have helped Afghanistan develop effective institutions of government so that it's able to develop its mining sector, that it's generating revenue that can be turned into greater prosperity and shared opportunity for the Afghan people," he said. The financial implications of this announcement are enormous, according to economic experts. Once the minerals are mined and processed, Afghanistan could well be on its way to economic prosperity, becoming a modern economy rather than one that is narcotics-based. It would then be better capable of paying for its own defense, among other things. "It could very well be that this country is not going to be dependent on the United States and the United States aid or foreign aid forever," said Mohsin Khan, senior fellow with the Peterson Institute for International Economics. "It's got resources, and eventually, when it starts to exploit them, it will do fine," Khan said. On Monday, the New York Times quoted an internal Pentagon memo that said Afghanistan has become the "Saudi Arabia of lithium," used in batteries for laptop computers. The exact amount of lithium in Afghan soil is still being determined. Medlin said the U.S. is making every effort to quickly help the Afghans with the necessary tools they need to facilitate commercial development of the mines. "This wealth has the potential to enable them to have a future they were not aware of," Medlin said. 
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4- Resources key to open trade opportunities
Uppal 10 (Disha Uppal is a journalist for the Deutsche Welle. Published June 16, 2010. DA July 25, 2010. 

http://www.dw-world.de/dw/article/0,,5690575,00.html)

Experts say resource-hungry India is not likely to forgo any opportunity to extract Afghanistan's untapped valuable mineral deposits, which also include lithium, a key material used in a wide range of consumer products.   "India is an expanding economy and our requirements for different types of minerals will go up," says Santosh Kumar, a former Indian diplomat in New Delhi. "India is among the leading technological countries in the world. And in those technologies like for example aerospace and so on, there are new metals and new applications for these metals required. Since we don't have these metals and rare earths in India, some of them we import, so obviously any discoveries in our neighborhood would be of interest to us."    Indian Foreign Secretary Nirupama Rao visits the Indian embassy in Kabul following a suicide attack in 2009 Security is a challenge   But expert Kumar also points out that Indian companies working in the field have some serious concerns:   "For them, there are two problems. One is the security situation. The second is that these minerals are found in parts which are not well connected. So transport is a critical issue."   Following the attacks that killed seven Indians in Kabul earlier this year, New Delhi has often expressed worries over the security of its nationals in Afghanistan.   Many observers in the US also believe that security problems, weak infrastructure and corruption will be a hindrance for digging up the mineral riches. There are also concerns that the Taliban could intensify their campaign now that they know that Afghanistan is sitting on a goldmine.    A Chinese delegation visiting the site of a copper mine in Aynak in 2007 China and Pakistan   But given the scale of Afghanistan's mineral wealth, many may not hesitate to take a risk. Be it the Americans themselves or the Chinese, who have already invested in the vast Aynak copper mine, south of Kabul. Ye Hailin, an expert from the Chinese Academy of Social Sciences, is cautious though. "Why would you connect this news with China? The US is the major player in Afghanistan. One should ask, what sort of new strategy can the United States plan now."   And what about Afghanistan's immediate neighbor Pakistan? Shahid Kardar, a Pakistani economist, believes that Pakistan would rather be interested in providing logistical support than going for full-fledged investment.   "I don't think we will ever be in a position to be a serious investor. But certainly in terms of being part of a value chain, in providing some low and middle level management, labor, transport and so on, we would be certainly better equipped than Chinese and Americans."   He also says that the mining of these valuable mineral deposits will lead to jobs for youth who otherwise join the Taliban, also in the areas close to the Pakistani-Afghan border. 
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5- Central Asian trade solves multiple regional conflicts that escalate to global nuclear war

Starr ‘03
(S. Frederick, Chair – Central Asia-Caucasus Institute, “Afghanistan: Free Trade and Regional Transformation”, http://www.cacianalyst.org/Publications/Starr_Asia_Society_Afghanistan.htm)

However great the economic and social benefits of renewed regional trade across the broader region of Central Asia, they are fully matched by the huge gains in world security that will flow from these changes. Indeed, it is hard to imagine any other practical and simple steps anywhere that would bring about greater geopolitical benefits for all. There are ten different areas in which these improvements will be quickly felt: 1. The revival of regional trade will do more than any other single measure to rebuild the Afghan economy, generate state income, and enable the government to provide security and basic human services to its people. This in turn will undercut the appeal of extremist and criminal activities. And it will do so in a way that reinforces Afghanistan's need to maintain cordial relations with all its neighbors. 2. Trade with Afghanistan and the broader region of Central Asia, as well as with India and Iran, will stimulate the flagging economy of Pakistan. The port of Karachi will become a regional hub and Pakistani businesses will be able to exploit new opportunities in every direction. 3. Indians will not choose to remain aloof from this opportunity, even if the price is improved relations with Pakistan. Although this will not in itself resolve the conflict over Kashmir, it will improve the climate in which the parties address that thorny problem. 4. Through regionwide trade to the northeast and east, Iran will reclaim its traditional vocation as a pragmatic trading state. This will tip today's fragile balance between mullahs and merchants in favor of the latter, hastening positive political change in that country. It will also cause Iran to look eastward and will distance it from the messy and seemingly intractable problems of the Arab world. 5. By renewing trade with their old-age partners to the south and southeast and by gaining direct access to the nearby port of Karachi, the new states of Central Asia will become economically more viable and sustainable. Although regionwide trade will benefit all five of these states, the impoverished mountain countries of Tajikistan and Kyrgyzstan will see the biggest gains as they acquire the ability to market their most valuable product, hydroelectric power. 6. Trade will encourage all the Central Asian leaders and their governments to work with, rather than against, each other because these economic benefits can be reaped only when harmonious and productive relations prevail among the regional states. 7. In the five new states, as in Afghanistan, Pakistan and Iran, trade and investment will favor the formation of an independent middle class and undercut the appeal of radical Islamist movements. As the new governments gain in confidence they will be able to tolerate greater openness and participation by members of the public. This will in turn strengthen their identity as moderate Islamic societies ruled by secular states. As such, they will present an alternative model of modern development to the entire Muslim world. 8. Through the opening of trade relations with their natural partners to the south and access to the port of Karachi, the new states of Central Asia will shed their one-sided dependence on Russia and reduce that country's ability to control their overall destinies. Stated differently, free trade will do for these countries what multiple pipelines will do for the oil-producing countries of the Caspian basin. 9. The growth of stability in Afghanistan and the broader region of Central Asia will address what Russia has, for a decade, identified as its number one security concern. Free trade with the south all the way to Pakistan and India will stimulate the flagging economies of the Urals region as well. All this will cut the ground from under those in the Russian military and intelligence services who feel that they must somehow regain a deciding voice in Central Asian affairs. The waning of neo-imperial sentiment will in turn enhance the prospects for more open public life in Russia. 10. The establishment of stable and prosperous regimes in neighboring Afghanistan, Kazakhstan, Kyrgyzstan, and Tajikistan, and the fading of radical Islamist currents there will address China's major security objective, namely, that these countries not become transmission points for destabilizing movements within Turkic and Muslim Xinjiang. While this will not resolve the question of Xinjiang autonomy (any more than it will resolve the analogous issue in Kashmir), it will at least improve the climate in which it can be considered. America's Decisive Role in Building a New Central Asia Reviewing this list, it is clear that the establishment of free trade throughout the broader region of Central Asia promises benefits for all and liabilities for none. This is a policy that is not directed against the interests of any state in the region. On the contrary, it is a policy that promotes the long-term objectives of all the states and their peoples. The regional transformation described above will take place on its own, without any major push from any quarter. Supporting this claim is the fact that the changes in question are neither new nor revolutionary. Rather, they will bring about the reestablishment of certain relationships that proved their value over the course of several thousand years. The first steps along these lines are already visible, lending further credibility to this argument. At the same time, the region in question poses unique dangers. No other area on the planet is surrounded by four, possibly five, nuclear powers and a sixth power, Turkey, a NATO member. Nowhere else do the tectonic plates of several great civilizations and economic zones grind so directly against one another. So while the opening of freer trade may somehow be in the natural order of things, the risks of the process going awry are enormous. And were that to happen, it would put at risk not one but several of the relationships on which world security is grounded.
\
***Uniqueness***

Karzai – PC High

Karzai’s capital is up --- upcoming victories 

Siddique ’10 

(Abubakar, writer for Radio Free Europe “Karzai's Political Juggling Act Heads To Washington” 

http://www.rferl.org/content/karzais_political_juggling_act_heads_to_washington/2037978.html)

Gathering political momentum in Afghanistan is expected to peak this summer with the peace council and major donor conference -- and these events are likely to boost Karzai's standing. But in the long term, he can earn public trust only once Afghans see him moving toward more transparency and accountability.
US-Afghan people share common interests

Reuters 6-14-10 (Reuters is the world's largest international multimedia news agency, Afghan mineral wealth could top $1 trillion: Pentagon, http://www.reuters.com/ article/idUSTRE65D0OH20100614)

"This is one of those cases where U.S. interests are much more aligned with the interests of common Afghan citizens," he said. "Whatever system of revenue sharing is set up, people who live in the area where the mines are ... they should be seeing some of the financial benefits of those mines."

***Links***

Link – Withdrawal

U.S. backing key to Karzai’s credibility

Stratfor ’02
(“Afghan Domestic Conflict Forcing Difficult Choice on U.S.”, 5-15, http://www.stratfor.com/products/premium/read_article.php?id=204469)

There is no question about the primary U.S. mission: tracking down and killing members of the Taliban and al Qaeda. But the crisis in Paktia is raising questions about how best to carry out this task. It appears that Karzai is gambling, believing that Washington values him enough to come to his aid in what is essentially an internal political disagreement. Washington would undoubtedly prefer to let Afghan allies sort out the problem themselves. The simplest option would be to let Karzai's forces team up with locals in Paktia and eject Khan. Unfortunately, there is no guarantee that this will work. Karzai may not have the men, or worse, they may not be local. Bringing in outside fighters to any region in Afghanistan is never the safest bet. The United States may well have to choose whether to attack Khan and his forces. Such an attack would not be unprecedented. A U.S. Predator aircraft shot at Afghan warlord Gulbuddin Hekmatyar last week, and afterward U.S. troops seized a radio station owned by Khan in an apparent warning. Washington may find it necessary to back Karzai and his ultimatum, especially during the critical weeks before the Loya Jirga conference that will create the next phase of the Afghan government. Karzai is a close ally with little political capital to spare, and allowing him to twist in the wind will shred his credibility.

Close U.S. support key to Karzai’s --- key to Pastun and Tajik base

Harrison ’10 

(Selig,- Harrison has reported on Afghanistan since 1963. He is director of the Asia program at the Center for International Policy http://www.newswek.com/2010/07/06/a-smart-pashtun-play.html?from=rss)
Supporting Karzai’s overtures to the Pashtuns would counter Taliban propaganda that the U.S. doesn’t care about the nation’s largest ethnic group. But one risk of Karzai’s strategy is that it could lead to a Tajik counterattack. Strong American support for Karzai would be necessary to keep the Tajiks in check. That would also avoid the appearance that America is opposing Pashtun interests again, which would only strengthen the Taliban’s position in the insurgency and in the peace process that appears likely to unfold. U.S. cooperation with Karzai is also necessary because if he and his Pakistani interlocutors can come up with a formula for peace, Taliban leaders will still insist on a U.S.-NATO timetable for withdrawal as a precondition for definitive negotiations. Ironically, when and if a timetable is announced, the Taliban’s emotive appeal as the spearhead of opposition to a foreign occupation will be deflated. As Howard Hart, a former CIA station chief in Pakistan, told Nicholas Kristof of The New York Times, “the very presence of our forces is the problem. The more troops we put in, the greater the opposition.”
Link – Timetables

Explicit time-frames compress rebuilding --- undermining long-term planning that's key to stability

Goodhand and Sedra ‘06
(Jonathon, Lecturer Development Studies – U. London, and Mark, Research Associate – Bonn Center for International Conversion, “Bargains for Peace?: Aid, Conditionalities, and Reconstruction in Afghanistan”, http://www.clingendael.nl/publications/2006/20060800_cru_goodhand_sedra.pdf)

Extend time frames The time frames set down in Bonn were far too short and the compression of the war to peace transition has had a range of perverse effects, including a tendency to import rather than build capacity, to front load assistance rather than release funds according to absorptive capacity, and consequently to import structures and practices that are unsustainable in the long-run. It has become a truism to state that long-term approaches are required, but this does not negate its validity and importance. Trust built up over time, based on predictable relationships is required if conditionalities are to generate long-term change. Otherwise domestic actors will always ‘hedge’ in the belief that international donors have only a short attention span.

Quick mandates for reform undermine sustainable security 

Goodhand and Sedra ‘06
(Jonathon, Lecturer Development Studies – U. London, and Mark, Research Associate – Bonn Center for International Conversion, “Bargains for Peace?: Aid, Conditionalities, and Reconstruction in Afghanistan”, http://www.clingendael.nl/publications/2006/20060800_cru_goodhand_sedra.pdf)

Assessing the political transition The political track is generally viewed as the most successful element of the triple transition. All of Bonn’s benchmarks were met, in spite of the significant political hurdles confronting the government at each stage in the political process, beginning with the Bonn Agreement itself. However, whilst many of the political forms are now in place, the underlying norms and behaviour of the political elite remain largely unchanged beneath the new institutions old patterns of competition, collaboration and coercion have carried on from the wartime period.4 Critical assessments of the Bonn process highlight questions relating to the timing of the benchmarks, the failure to address contentious issues such as human rights and transitional justice, and the unwillingness to confront warlordism (see Sedra 2002; HRW, 2005). Some have argued that the pace of the process was unreasonably swift. For instance, in light of the embryonic nature of Afghanistan’s democratic political culture, the entrenchment of regional warlords, and the adverse security situation in the country, delaying the legislative elections may have been advisable. Indeed research from elsewhere suggests that institutionalization should precede political liberalization in post conflict societies (Paris, 2004). In other words elections may have to be delayed in the interests of first building up the institutions of the state in the security and administrative spheres. While it is premature to judge the impact of the new Parliament on the Afghan legislative process, its fractious composition of warlords and religious conservatives could serve to stunt reforms at a time when decisive action is a necessity. As Foreign Minister Abdallah Abdallah stated in early August 2004 in relation to the Presidential elections, ‘a preferable situation might have been if we had a five-year term for the government, so we could create institutions and [do] the basic work’ (Richburg, 2004).

Link Booster

Karzai is extremely vulnerable --- even a small link risks complete collapse

BBC ‘07
(7-21, Lexis)

A look at the names of the members of the Republic Party establishes how lonely Mr Karzai is in the political scene and how much he is worried by the poverty of political support. The so-called political party that Karzai has formed by gathering followers of different and opposite agendas can under no circumstances compete with the strength of the National Front or limit the space for the National Front to manoeuvre in. the Republic Party's structure seems so fragile and unstable that even a mild wind might send it crumbling down.

***Stable Gov’t Key***

Stable Gov’t Key

Stable Government Key to Minerals
Ross 6-15-10 (Ross is Professor of Political Science at the University of California, Los Angeles (UCLA), and Director of the Center for Southeast Asian Studies,From Land Mines to Copper Mines, “From Land Mines to Copper Mines”

http://www.foreignpolicy.com/articles/2010/06/15/from_land_mines_to_copper_mines)

One of the keys to successful mineral development is a strong government that can negotiate a favorable agreement with mining companies and properly regulate their activities. Afghanistan's Mines Ministry has long been perceived as one of the government's most corrupt departments, but this should be no surprise. Even the United States has a mixed record of managing its resource industries -- as the BP disaster illustrates. Regulating a large mining industry is hard work under the best conditions.
***Instability Solvency***

Resources = Stabilizing

Afghan resources will boost their economy and end the insurgency, solving instability

Ross 10 (Associate Professor of Political Science, University of California, Los Angeles. Foreign Policy is an online news source.  “From Land Mines to Copper Mines” Michael Ross June 15, 2010.  http://www.foreignpolicy.com/articles/2010/06/15/from_land_mines_to_copper_mines Accessed 7-25)

 Yet there are also reasons to be modestly optimistic. Even if it boosts corruption and entrenches the government in Kabul, Afghanistan's mineral riches could also lift the economy enough to promote peace. One reason poor countries are so prone to insurgencies is that joining a rebel army gives impoverished peasants a way to earn a living. When civilian wages rise, studies suggest, rebels become harder to recruit and violence subsides. A boom in mining should lead to a lot of new jobs for unskilled male workers -- jobs for exactly the kind of young men who might otherwise fight for the Taliban.  True, resource wealth -- especially from oil and gemstones -- can sometimes trigger violence instead of ending it. But this typically happens when oil wealth is concentrated in a region dominated by an ethnic minority that seeks independence, unlike Afghanistan, where minerals are scattered around the country; or if it comes in a form that can be easily looted and smuggled abroad, like diamonds. Afghanistan's resource base might be sufficiently diffuse -- both geographically and geologically -- to keep it from fueling further conflict. And the more jobs it creates, the less fighting there should be.  Mineral wealth does not necessarily lead to either ruin or prosperity. Some mining-based economies have thrived: Diamond-rich Botswana has been Africa's fastest-growing country for decades, and Chile -- which produces about one-third of the world's copper -- boasts one of Latin America's richest and most successful economies.  
Resources provide enough money for efficient defense spending in Afghanistan, ensuring a US and Afghanistan victory over insurgents and preserving image

Risen 10 (James Risen is a Pulitzer Prize-winning American journalist for The New York Times who worked previously for the Los Angeles Times. He has written or co-written many articles concerning U.S. government activities and is the author or co-author of two books about the Central Intelligence Agency (CIA) and a book about the American public debate about abortion. “U.S. Identifies Vast Mineral Riches in Afghanistan” James Risen.  6-13-10. http://www.nytimes.com/2010/06/14/world/asia/14minerals.html Accessed 7-25-10)

The United States has discovered nearly $1 trillion in untapped mineral deposits in Afghanistan, far beyond any previously known reserves and enough to fundamentally alter the Afghan economy and perhaps the Afghan war itself, according to senior American government officials. The previously unknown deposits — including huge veins of iron, copper, cobalt, gold and critical industrial metals like lithium — are so big and include so many minerals that are essential to modern industry that Afghanistan could eventually be transformed into one of the most important mining centers in the world, the United States officials believe.  An internal Pentagon memo, for example, states that Afghanistan could become the “Saudi Arabia of lithium,” a key raw material in the manufacture of batteries for laptops and BlackBerrys.  The vast scale of Afghanistan’s mineral wealth was discovered by a small team of Pentagon officials and American geologists. The Afghan government and President Hamid Karzai were recently briefed, American officials said.  While it could take many years to develop a mining industry, the potential is so great that officials and executives in the industry believe it could attract heavy investment even before mines are profitable, providing the possibility of jobs that could distract from generations of war.  “There is stunning potential here,” Gen. David H. Petraeus, commander of the United States Central Command, said in an interview on Saturday. “There are a lot of ifs, of course, but I think potentially it is hugely significant.”  The value of the newly discovered mineral deposits dwarfs the size of Afghanistan’s existing war-bedraggled economy, which is based largely on opium production and narcotics trafficking as well as aid from the United States and other industrialized countries. Afghanistan’s gross domestic product is only about $12 billion.  “This will become the backbone of the Afghan economy,” said Jalil Jumriany, an adviser to the Afghan minister of mines.  

Resources = Stabilizing

Afghan minerals repair the Afghan economy, promote a stable government, and discourage radical groups

Haidari 10 (M. Ashraf Haidari is Deputy Chief of Mission and Political Counselor of the Embassy of Afghanistan in Washington DC. His e-mail is haidari@embassyofafghanistan.org “Minerals Can Secure Afghanistan’s Future” http://www.eurasianet.org/node/61465 Accessed 7-25)
Foreign investment that spurs job creation could prove a powerful weapon in the effort to defeat the radical Islamic insurgency. Under the existing conditions of economic stress and uncertainty, some Afghans have inevitably turned to the Taliban for wages and some have joined factional militias merely for food and shelter. Still others engage in opium poppy cultivation to ensure the survival of their families. Those opting to become insurgents and poppy growers comprise less than 15 percent of the Afghan population.  It would be possible to win a significant percentage of these people over to the government side, if officials could offer them decent jobs. And for the roughly 85 percent of Afghans who already support the government, as well as approve of the international troop presence, foreign investment and job creation would go a long way toward reinforcing their faith in the reconstruction process. Already, some countries have recognized the lucrative opportunities that are available in Afghanistan. For example, India has invested $1.3 billion in transportation, healthcare, education, hydro-electricity and electrical transmission. And China has won a $3.5-billion bid to develop Afghanistan's giant Aynak copper mine. The government and people of Afghanistan see the country's abundant mineral wealth as a way to secure and rebuild their war-ravaged homeland. Afghans are proud of a historical tradition of commerce and cultural exchange that dates back to the era of the Silk Road. With each economic opportunity that is fulfilled, the people of Afghanistan could move one step closer to reconnecting with the global economy and securing a stable and prosperous future. Foreign investors can play a major role in helping us fulfill this national destiny. 

The acquisition of resources is key to stabilizing Afghanistan

Capaccio 10 (Anthony Capaccio is the Pentagon correspondent for Bloomberg News. Capaccio graduated in 1973 from DePaul University in Chicago with a History B.A. He earned an M.A. in journalism from Marquette University, Milwaukee, in 1977. “Afghan Deposits Worth at Least $1 Trillion, US Says” Tony Capaccio.  6-14-2010. http://www.businessweek.com/news/2010-06-14/afghan-deposits-worth-at-least-1-trillion-u-s-says-update1-.html Accessed 7-25)
Afghan President Hamid Karzai has said mineral resources will be essential to stabilizing the country, which has the world’s second-poorest living standards, according to the United Nations. Thirty-two years of war and weak institutions have hampered the development of its two richest known deposits: Hajigak’s 1.8 billion-ton iron-ore field west of the capital Kabul and Aynak’s copper ore south of Kabul. China’s state-owned Metallurgical Corp. of China Ltd. won a license in 2007 to develop the Aynak field, where mining had been blocked by war in the 1980s. The deposit holds 11 million tons of copper metal, according to a 2008 statement from Jiangxi Copper Co., a partner in the project. ‘Quite Significant’ The basic information on Afghanistan’s mineral deposits has been available for several years, but “no one stopped and said ‘what’s it worth’” until late last year, Turner said in an interview. The $1 trillion estimate is “quite significant with regard to what it says about Afghanistan’s economic potential.” Paul Brinkley, deputy undersecretary of defense and director of the task force, told reporters today the estimate gives the Afghan people an “understanding” of the potential wealth the nation possesses to “finance its own economic and security needs, but there’s a lot or work that has to take place.”
Resources = Stabilizing

Economy and politics are deeply connected- economic instability leads to political instability

National Bureau of Economic Research 92 (“Political Stability and Economic Growth”Albert Alesina, Sule Ozler, Nouriel Roubini, Phillip Swagel, September 1992. http://www.ssc.upenn.edu/ier/Political%20Economy%20Archives/Political%20Economy%20Working%20Papers/Political%20Instability.pdf  Accessed 7-25)
Economic growth and political stability are deeply interconnected. On the one hand, the uncertainty associated with an unstable political environment may reduce investment and the speed of economic development. On the other hand, poor economic performance may lead to government collapse and political unrest. This paper studies the joint determination of the propensity of government changes (our measure of “political instability”) and economic growth in a sample of 113 countries for the period 1950-1982.

Resources = 3 tril

US estimate is a lowball, the minerals could be worth triple
CBS NEWS 6-17-10 (“Afghan Mineral Wealth May Top $3T, Official Says”,http://www.cbsnews.com/stories/2010/06/17/world/main6590906.shtml)
Afghanistan's untapped mineral wealth is worth at least $3 trillion - triple a U.S. estimate, according to the government's top mining official, who is going to Britain next week to attract investors to mine one of the world's largest iron ore deposits in the war-torn nation.   Geologists have known for decades that Afghanistan has vast deposits of iron, copper, cobalt, gold and other prized minerals minerals, but a U.S. Department of Defense briefing this week put a startling, nearly $1 trillion price tag on the reserves. Minister of Mines Wahidullah Shahrani said Thursday that he's seen geological assessments and industry estimates that the minerals are worth at least $3 trillion.
*** Impacts***

Turns Case 2NC

Turns the case --- strong central government is vital to every Afghan initiative

Robichaud ‘06
(Carl, Program Officer – The Century Foundation, “Donor Promises and Afghan Realities”, 2-3, http://www.tcf.org/list.asp?type=NC&pubid=1204)

Afghanistan’s problems are a symptom of a single key issue: the nation’s government is exceedingly weak, over-centralized, and incapable of providing security, collecting taxes, or delivering services, especially in the provinces where people need them most.  This is a big reason the Taliban are stronger today than at any point since they were ousted. Strongmen, smugglers, and narcotics traffickers have consolidated their fiefdoms and used September elections to further entrench themselves. Reconstruction and economic growth have been confined to a few urban areas and Afghans continue to experience some of the worst poverty and health standards in the world. Before the conference, Rice had promised “a significant new contribution to Afghan development” but in London it became clear that no increase was planned: the $1.1 billion in development assistance proposed for next year is the same amount the United States gave last year. There may still be time to correct the course, but donors will need to boost their aid dramatically and make the development of Afghan capacities their top priority. Reconstructing a fractured society is a monumental task which requires substantial resources and an approach that balances security and development. A RAND study, which cites per capita aid flows in the early years of nation-building, is illustrative: relative successes were achieved in Bosnia ($679 per capita), Kosovo ($526), and East Timor ($233). On the other side of the coin is Afghanistan, which received a scant $57 per capita. The two previous donor conferences (2002 in Tokyo and 2004 in Berlin) delivered less than half of the $28 billion promised, and of that only $4 billion went to rebuilding projects. (During this period, drug revenues overshadowed reconstruction funds by a two-to-one margin, tilting power further toward criminals and strongmen.) Could donors have afforded to bring Afghan funding out of the cellar? The irony here is that there was significant money being spent in Afghanistan—it was just going toward a narrow but expensive military campaign against the Taliban and al Qaeda. Experts warned that Afghanistan could not be stabilized without sufficient reconstruction aid or provincial security, but the administration preferred to restrict its engagement and to focus its efforts through the Pentagon. Since 2001, according to the Congressional Research Service, the United States allocated $66.5 billion dollars to the Department of Defense—more than ten times U.S. combined spending ($5.7 billion) on reconstruction, humanitarian aid, economic assistance, and training for Afghan security forces. Every initiative, from counterterrorism to counternarcotics, from human rights to girls’ education, is contingent upon strengthening the Afghan state. The plan to rebuild the Afghan national army to 70,000 troops and the police force to 62,000, for example, is only realistic if the Afghan government dramatically increases revenues—after all, armed men are only “security forces” when they receive salaries. Yet billions are funneled to security forces even as programs to expand the economy and strengthen the government’s anemic tax-collection are shortchanged. Major counternarcotics spending will go to waste without realistic investments in legal reform and alternative livelihoods. Elections, on which hundreds of millions were spent, will prove meaningless unless elected officials, including those in the provinces, can deliver services to their constituents. The London Conference was a critical opportunity for donors to right their course, and they did, in principle, put the Afghan government in the driver’s seat by focusing on a national development strategy that reflects Afghan priorities. But the moment of truth will come when it’s time to honor these pledges and fully support the priorities of the Afghan people. It will take a paradigm shift, for example, to phase out a distribution system that undermines the government by channeling three-quarters of aid through outside contractors and NGOs. Despite its many problems, Afghanistan has come a long way in four years, and a timely investment could help it to harness a skilled diaspora, favorable trade location, and competitive investment climate to achieve strong economic growth. The planned NATO expansion could provide a transformative boost in security. But unless current trends are reversed, Afghanistan’s future may well be governed by narcotics traffickers and militia leaders, many of whom subscribe to the same ideology of radical Islam as the Taliban and al Qaeda. If so, the United States will have won every military battle and still lost the war.

Heg 2NC

Lack of U.S. support tanks Karzai --- undermines heg

Wisner ‘03

(Frank G. II, Co-Chair – Council on Foreign Relations Task Force, “Afghanistan: Are We Losing the Peace?”, June, http://www.asiasociety.org/policy_business/afghanistan061703.pdf)

The Task Force concludes that to achieve the U.S. goal of a stable Afghan state that does not serve as a haven for terrorists, the United States should be providing greater support to the transitional government of President Hamid Karzai. More vigorous military, diplomatic, and economic measures are needed to bolster the central government’s hand and to prevent further deterioration in the security situation and the dimming of economic reconstruction prospects. Unless the present disturbing trends are arrested, the successes of Operation Enduring Freedom will be in jeopardy. Afghanistan could again slide back into near anarchy and the United States could suffer a serious defeat in the war on terrorism.  This is a compelling report about what the United States should be doing next in Afghanistan. The Task Force warns that the world thinks of Afghanistan as America’s war. If the peace is lost there because of inadequate support for the government of Hamid  Karzai, America’s credibility around the globe will suffer a grave blow. Washington needs to take corrective action before it is too late. 

Global nuclear war

Khalilzad ‘95
(Zalmay, RAND Corporation, Losing The Moment? Washington Quarterly, Vol 18, No 2, p. 84)

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

Russia 2NC

If Karzai feels week, he will bring Russian presence in to help

MacKenzie ’09 
(Jean,- “Spurned by US, Karzai eyes Russia” http://www.globalpost.com/dispatch/afghanistan/090128/spurned-us-karzai-eyes-russia)
With Obama signaling for months that he would turn a cold shoulder, Karzai has responded by reaching out to another regional player, Russia. That development, regional observers say, could pose distinct peril for the region. It also runs against the current of Afghan history in which so many leaders of the present government fought to free Afghanistan from the yoke of the former Soviet Union. It leaves some wondering if Karzai's posturing isn't more an act of desperation than a savvy political move. Afghanistan and Russia are now engaged in what appear to be cordial and mutually beneficial negotiations to improve Afghanistan’s defense, at the same time shoring up Karzai’s increasingly shaky position and providing a counterweight to the United States’ domination of the region. “If the United States will not help us, we will ask other countries for tanks and planes,” Karzai told a graduating class of military cadets in Kabul on Sunday. The “other countries” remark was widely viewed as a reference to Russia.

Only scenario for escalation --- causes superpower conflict

MacKenzie ’09 

(Jean,- “Spurned by US, Karzai eyes Russia” http://www.globalpost.com/dispatch/afghanistan/090128/spurned-us-karzai-eyes-russia) 

Karzai has said publicly that he intends to run again, but he is isolated and beginning to look desperate. Under the circumstances, his overtures towards Moscow smack of narrow self-interest, according to analysts. “Karzai’s initiative could drive Afghanistan into a dangerous crisis,” said Ahmad Sayedi, a former Afghan diplomat. “This move is not strategic, it is tactical. It is crystal clear that Karzai wants to use (Russia) as a tool of pressure on Obama’s new administration, but this will simply not work.” Afghans have long and not very rosy memories of Russia’s connection with their country. “If we look back over history, the Russians have had a strong involvement here, and it always ended in betrayal,” said Habibullah Rafi, of Afghanistan’s Academy of Sciences. “If they get the chance, the Russians will act with greater vengeance, because they were defeated here once.” Perhaps the biggest danger lies in the growing attempts of Afghanistan’s neighbors to exert their influence in the region. While the United States establishes an ever more powerful presence, countries such as Russia, Iran, and China will not sit idly by. In the current climate, Karzai’s clumsy attempts to bring the Russian bear into his corner could backfire quite badly. “A new Great Game has begun,” said analyst Wahid Muzhda, who served as a civil servant during the Taliban regime. He was referring to the 19th-century strategic conflict between the British Empire and Tsarist Russia for supremacy in Central Asia. History has shown that, once the world powers start facing off in Afghanistan’s inhospitable terrain, things seldom turn out well for any side.

\

***Foreign Interests***

Foreign Interests Good

Investment of nations in Afghan resources leads to Afghan stability and the economy

Haidari 10 (M. Ashraf Haidari is Deputy Chief of Mission and Political Counselor of the Embassy of Afghanistan in Washington DC. His e-mail is haidari@embassyofafghanistan.org “Minerals Can Secure Afghanistan’s Future” http://www.eurasianet.org/node/61465 Accessed 7-25)
On July 20, the Afghan government will host the first International Conference on Afghanistan in Kabul. At the conference, Afghan officials intend to outline a national development strategy to international participants, including regional and international bankers and private-sector representatives. The government's development strategy is organized around five clusters. Economic growth is one such cluster, focusing on poverty reduction, job creation, and sustainable development. The key to achieving each of the above objectives is the extraction and export of Afghanistan's natural resources to global markets. This would be the fastest way to earn the revenue the country needs in order to fuel long-term economic growth. The list of known mineral deposits in Afghanistan is a long one, including copper, iron, chromium, magnesium, rubies, emeralds, lapis lazuli, nickel, mercury, gold, silver, lithium, and uranium At the conference, Afghanistan's ministers of finance and mines are expected to outline their reform agendas, featuring measures to promote mutual accountability and transparency. The reforms will aim to enhance aid effectiveness and foster a friendly and safe environment for capital investment. Afghanistan's Ministry of Mines and Industries hosted an exhibition in London on June 25 to promote investment opportunities, as well as answer questions about the country's legal framework covering the development of natural resources. Minister of Mines and Industries Wahidullah Shahrani noted that investment in Afghanistan's mineral sector would entail work in developing Afghanistan's transportation infrastructure. Such projects would be needed to get extracted minerals to international markets. But they would also serve as an important job-creation mechanism.  

Foreign Interests Bad

1- US presence will be used to protect Afghan resources from rivals

Grey 10 (The World Socialist Web Site is published by the International Committee of the Fourth International.  The WSWS aims to meet the need, felt widely today, for an intelligent appraisal of the problems of contemporary society. 6-19-2010.  Barry Grey is a member of the editorial board for the WSWS and has written  quite often for the site. http://www.wsws.org/articles/2010/jun2010/afgh-j19.shtml. Accessed 7-25)
Last Monday, the New York Times published a front-page article hailing the supposedly recent discovery that Afghanistan is rich in valuable mineral deposits. The article estimated the value of such resources to be $1 trillion or more, and noted that bidding on mining rights would begin as early as this fall. It made clear that the US intends to use its military presence to insure that its major economic rivals, such as China, do not gain control over the deposits.
2- Foreign resource interests in Afghanistan leads to despotism and instability 

Brigaldino, Glenn, 7-8-10 (staff writer for Toward Freedom.com, “spinning a resource war in afghaninstan”, Thursday, 08 July 2010 18:37, http://www.towardfreedom.com/home/africa/2021-surprise-surprise-treasures-in-the-dirt)
Regarding the mineral treasures, there seems to be good reason to dismiss the possibility of exploiting them, or at least be very skeptical about the feasibility of doing so.  It may even be that it is all part of a ploy, whereby, according to the natural resource business media outlet, Resource Investor, “The U.S. government wishes its people to have a reason for losing American lives in Afghanistan other than protecting the poppy growers, so it invents Afghanistan as a mineral treasure trove” (8) Who can say for sure until the day comes in fifty years or so when some ‘sensitive’ documents related to national security might need to be revealed? For now it should suffice to take a purely economic approach to getting at the mineral wealth. As Transparency International notes, “Even if there were $1 trillion of mineral resources in Afghanistan, and even if those resources were economically viable, it would be years before large Western miners considered going anywhere near the country.” (9) On the other hand, China has demonstrated its willingness to send its mining and other resource extraction operators abroad. Resource-hungry China has frequently shown its readiness to set up raw materials and extractive industries operations, especially in Africa, where it is said to not shy away from dispatching prisoners as cheap laborers and thus be able to undercut local labor. There is a strong interconnectedness between foreign resource interests and despotic regimes. As noted it in the 2009 Transparency International global corruption report, “countries relying on oil and mining revenues tend, with surprisingly few exceptions, to be poor, badly run and prone to violent instability: the infamous resource curse”(10) . It is no secret that “Increasing quantities of Chinese-made military equipment have been finding their way to Africa, traded for oil, mineral resources and even fishing rights. (11) The question to ask with regard to Afghanistan is to what extent are such corruption-prone trade patterns being replicated, on what scale and who is involved?

China Assistance

China involvement helps with resources increases Afghan stability and is key to winning war in Afghanistan
Huq 10 (“Chinese Takeout”. Aziz Huq is an assistant professor of law at the University of Chicago. In 2002 and 2003, he worked in Afghanistan as an analyst for the International Crisis Group (ICG) and has since worked in Sri Lanka, Pakistan, and Nepal for ICG. Published June 15, 2010. DA July 25, 2010. http://www.foreignpolicy.com/articles/2010/06/15/chinese_takeout)
The prospect of cobalt in Kandahar has sparked lively debate about whether new mineral wealth -- if it pans out -- will aid or hinder U.S. policies in Afghanistan, as well as whether the country will fall prey to the so-called resource curse, as political scientist Michael Ross and others fear. But a short-term focus on Afghan-U.S. relations might be a mistake: The real winner from new natural-resource wealth beyond the Khyber Pass will be China. If the United States really cares about stabilizing Afghanistan's central government and eliminating terrorist havens, it needs to start working now to persuade Beijing that these are shared goals.  First, some background: Chinese foreign investment and aid has accelerated dramatically over the past decade, especially in Africa. In November 2009 alone, for example, China's largesse amounted to $10 billion in low-interest loans and $1 billion in commercial loans to the continent. With Beijing as cheerleader, trade has soared from $1 billion in 1992 to $106.8 billion in 2008.  In part this is due to China's willingness to do business with undemocratic, corrupt, and brutal regimes -- for example, in the Democratic Republic of the Congo (DRC), Sudan, and Zimbabwe. The DRC provides the best cautionary parallel to Afghanistan: The discovery in the late 1990s of copper, coltan, and other minerals in eastern Congo gave new life to a civil war that has now claimed upwards of 4 million lives. Flagging combatants were funded by mineral extraction, and much of those resources eventually flowed to China. The fact that violence is still simmering in eastern Congo -- and despite the costs that extraction imposes on the Congolese people -- has not been enough to deter Beijing from wooing Congo's government for access to the country's abundant resources.  So, if there's any thought that war in Afghanistan might dissuade Chinese investment there, it's best to dispense with that notion immediately.  China, which has a narrow land border with Afghanistan, already invests heavily in the war-torn Central Asian state. The state-owned China Metallurgical Group has a $3.5 billion copper mining venture in Logar province. Chinese companies ZTE and Huawei are building digital telephone switches, providing roughly 200,000 subscriber lines in Afghanistan. Even back in the war's early days in 2002 and 2003, when I worked in Afghanistan, the Chinese presence was acutely visible in Kabul, with Chinese laborers on many building sites and Chinese-run restaurants and guesthouses popping up all over the city. As Robert Kaplan has pointed out, these investments come with a gratuitous hidden subsidy from the United States -- which has defrayed the enormous costs of providing security amid war and looting.  With its massive wealth, appetite for risk, and willingness to underbid others on labor costs and human rights conditionality, China is the odds-on favorite for development of any new Afghan mineral resources. Chinese firms will control the flow of new funds, and the way those funds are distributed between the central and local governments. It's all well and good that Barack Obama's administration has recommitted to building civil projects in rural Afghanistan, but consider the relative scale of building a school to establishing a multimillion-dollar mine (not to mention the transport networks and infrastructure required to get the extracted minerals out) and it's easy to see what kind of influence the Chinese will bring to the table.  It is critical for Washington to start making the case to Chinese leaders that pure self-interest mandates they leverage this power wisely -- to promote stability, not catalyze new conflict, in Afghanistan. So far, China's investment in Logar has been in keeping with its "noninterventionist" foreign policy and was accompanied by development aid, but no overt political strings. Washington must require more from Beijing, however, to avoid upending all its hard-won gains.  The Obama administration has already asked China to contribute troops to the Afghan effort. This is a good first step, but a few hundred token soldiers will not make China a strategic partner in its Afghan campaign. It needs to persuade Beijing that the campaign is indeed China's campaign, too -- if not by touting democracy promotion and human rights, then surely economic benefit -- and that U.S. and Chinese strategies on Afghanistan converge.  This is not as hard as it sounds: As China-Africa expert Deborah Brautigam's careful work shows, China has on some occasions acted as a surprisingly responsible lender, for example using resource-backed infrastructure loans that force some gains to be reinvested in development. Although many have warned of a new Sino-colonialism, Brautigam's work suggests that perhaps China's awareness of its gargantuan and growing need for foreign export markets will make it a better "colonial" power than any European country ever was.  For China as much as the United States, the goal of a stable, central Afghan government that provides no haven for terrorists is a desirable goal. China has worried in the past about whether Afghanistan might provide a refuge for Uighur separatists. Leaving aside the ethics and wisdom of Chinese policies in the Uighur community's home region of Xinjiang, it's safe to say that Washington and Beijing share a common goal in preventing terrorism. Both countries would benefit from a stabilized government in Kabul that is able to command the loyalty and respect of provincial governments and populations. That, however, requires that Hamid Karzai's government deal with its endemic corruption problem. And though no one expects Afghanistan to turn into Norway, perhaps it can be nudged away from the DRC path and toward the model of a Saudi Arabia or a Kazakhstan.  
***Democracy***

Resources = Democracy

Afghan resources will produce stable political system, fast-growing economy and democracy – Mexico proves

Stephen Haber and victor Menaldo 7-1-10 (Haber is a senior fellow at the Hoover Institution and a professor of political science at Stanford University. Menaldo is a professor of political science at the University of Washington.“Afghanistan and the 'Resource Curse'” street Journal, http://online.wsj.com/article/SB10001424052748703426004575338461852379140.html)
Until its late 19th century oil and mineral boom, Mexico was not a whole lot different from Afghanistan. Foreign investors stayed away; the only "roads" were footpaths that dated from the 16th century; the overwhelming majority of the population was illiterate; the central government was perpetually bankrupt; and warlords ran the areas outside of Mexico City as virtual fiefdoms. The Mexican state was in fact so weak that during the 55 years from 1821 to 1876, it had 75 presidents, with one strongman serving as president on 11 different occasions. Mexico's first natural resource boom (minerals and oil) from the 1880s to the 1920s did not produce a democracy, but it did produce a stable political system and a fast-growing economy. Mexico's second natural resource boom (oil) from the late 1970s to the present accompanied the creation of a multiparty democracy. In fact, the democratically elected governments of Vicente Fox, from 2000-06, and Felipe Calderón, beginning in 2006, have financed their ambitious antipoverty (and antinarcotics) programs through petroleum taxes.
Well-managed minerals key to Afghan democracy and removing warlords
Ali 10 (“Minerals and Afghanistan”. Saleem H. Ali is Professor of Environmental Studies at the University of Vermont's Rubenstein School of Environment and Natural Resources, and on the adjunct faculty of Brown University’. Written July 20, 2010. DA July 25, 2010. http://tribune.com.pk/story/29105/minerals-and-afghanistan/)

No doubt any optimism must be tempered with cautious planning in a land beset by anarchy. However, natural resource wealth as a primary industrial sector has the potential to transform Afghanistan’s economy with alacrity in a way no other development sector can. Consider what well-managed mineral revenues did to a country like Botswana which rose from being among the poorest in Africa to the wealthiest on the continent within thirty years. The country’s wealth also nourished a nascent democracy and provided for free health care and education for its citizens.

No two countries are created equal but the potential for a positive development path for Afghanistan are more likely with its mineral fortunes. After all, the country’s current economy is dominated by opium which is hardly a worthy alternative. The only way to wean the warlords off the revenues of such a lucrative sector is large-scale capital flows in the economy which mineral revenues can provide. So let’s move away from the cynicism that permeates all things Afghan, and consider the mineral bonanza as a potential boon for Pakistan’s bittersweet neighbour.

Democracy Good - Generic

Democracy prevents many scenarios for war and extinction

Diamond 95

Larry Diamond, senior fellow at the Hoover Institution, December 1995, Promoting Democracy in the 1990s, http://wwics.si.edu/subsites/ccpdc/pubs/di/1.htm\

OTHER THREATS This hardly exhausts the lists of threats to our security and well-being in the coming years and decades. In the former Yugoslavia nationalist aggression tears at the stability of Europe and could easily spread. The flow of illegal drugs intensifies through increasingly powerful international crime syndicates that have made common cause with authoritarian regimes and have utterly corrupted the institutions of tenuous, democratic ones. Nuclear, chemical, and biological weapons continue to proliferate. The very source of life on Earth, the global ecosystem, appears increasingly endangered. Most of these new and unconventional threats to security are associated with or aggravated by the weakness or absence of democracy, with its provisions for legality, accountability, popular sovereignty, and openness. LESSONS OF THE TWENTIETH CENTURY The experience of this century offers important lessons. Countries that govern themselves in a truly democratic fashion do not go to war with one another. They do not aggress against their neighbors to aggrandize themselves or glorify their leaders. Democratic governments do not ethnically "cleanse" their own populations, and they are much less likely to face ethnic insurgency. Democracies do not sponsor terrorism against one another. They do not build weapons of mass destruction to use on or to threaten one another. Democratic countries form more reliable, open, and enduring trading partnerships. In the long run they offer better and more stable climates for investment. They are more environmentally responsible because they must answer to their own citizens, who organize to protest the destruction of their environments. They are better bets to honor international treaties since they value legal obligations and because their openness makes it much more difficult to breach agreements in secret. Precisely because, within their own borders, they respect competition, civil liberties, property rights, and the rule of law, democracies are the only reliable foundation on which a new world order of international security and prosperity can be built.
Democracy Turn

A stable democratic Afghanistan ends insurgency and solves instability
Abawi, Pleitgen, and Schwarz ‘9 (Dec 11 2009, CNN Correspondents Atia Abawi and Fred Pleitgen, and producer Tim Schwarz)

On paper the Afghan government has executive, legislative and judicial branches, with a political model that resembles those of other democratic states. The country has a constitution that provides equality to all. But even as Hamid Karzai was sworn in for a second term as president in November following a fraud-marred election, the international community was pressuring the leader for reform. The government is plagued with allegations of corruption, cronyism and warlords – with some questioning whether democracy can ever work in Afghanistan. But others disagree. "In the 262 years of our modern history we [Afghanistan] has never been governed. We [Afghanistan] has been ruled - or misruled," says Afghan parliamentarian Daoud Sultanzoy. "And for the Western experts, who are so-called Afghan experts, to say that Afghans do not like governance it's a very easy way out." Sultanzoy said that if Afghans are given good governance, they would come in several fold and embrace that government and its authorities. WATCH: Can Afghanistan win its people? "It's not the strength of the Taliban, it's the weakness of this government that has driven the people away from the government," he said. Sultanzoy says that the problem stems from the top down, and that it is Karzai's responsibility to stamp out the bad seeds. “The rule of law has to start from the president in exercising it on its own staff, exercising it on its own cabinet and then going into mid and lower level government, in the capital and the provinces," he said. "Then at the same time, go into the private sector." His advice to Karzai is to bring some of the corrupt government officials to justice and punish them to the extent of the law. "This will tell the people of Afghanistan that we're serious about governance, we're serious of punishing the people who have sucked the blood out from the people of Afghanistan," Sultanzoy said. Today's Afghan government is a mix of former NGO employees, including the president himself, and remnants of the Communist and Mujahedeen era. Corruption, warlords and insecurity are just some of the factors that have been pushing Afghans away from their government and into the arms of the insurgency, some say. Karzai vowed once again during his inauguration speech to tackle corruption within his own government. "The corruption is a very dangerous enemy of the state, and we would like to take this matter quite seriously," Karzai said. But Karzai himself has been criticized for ignoring corruption and surrounding himself with the criminals he should be punishing – allegations he rebuffs. And although the international community has been in Afghanistan for nearly a decade now, many agree the real work did not start until just recently. "The first five years that the international community was in Afghanistan, I think it's fair to say that the level of resources and commitment to governance and development was much less than what it has been in the last three years," Canadian Ambassador to Afghanistan William Crosbie said. Crosbie admits that some failures of the Afghan government were also failures by its international partners. "We [Afghanistan] too often turned to power brokers and warlords to fight against the Taliban and al Qaeda and turned a blind eye to perhaps if those individuals were inappropriately using government offices or using their power," he said. Both the international community and the Karzai government will have to make difficult choices when those kinds of individuals will no longer be relied upon, he added. No war has ever been won in Afghanistan without the support of the Afghan people.  This coming year may be the pivotal year in which the Afghans will decide which way to go.  That's when Obama's strategy announced last week will be implemented. The plan calls for 30,000 more U.S. troops in the next months to target the insurgency and also train additional Afghan security forces. But lately, some Afghans are drifting towards the Taliban, claiming that the group provides them with law and order and protecting them from the criminal elements within the Afghan authorities. One farmer in the Helmand province earlier this year explained. Although he was seeing success at his farm, he has had trouble with the government. He says officials tell him that some of the land belongs to them but he disagrees. Because of that, he said, he is forced to go to the Taliban.  

***Aff***

Minerals Hard to Get

Afghan resources twice expensive to obtain then worth
David Robertson,  6-15-10 (Business Correspondent,  “Value of Afghanistan’s mineral discovery needs to be dealt with cautiously”, http://www.timesonline.co.uk/tol/news/world/afghanistan/article7150081.ece Accessed 7-25-10)
 
The $1 trillion figure is, therefore, highly misleading. It is a theoretical number and may have little relation to the value of resources that could actually be exploited. After all, you can dig up any garden in the UK and find copper, iron and all manner of other metals and minerals. The North Sea alone contains an estimated $207 billion of gold. The difference between a British garden and the vast mines of Australia and South Africa is that minerals and metals are found there in quantities and concentrations that make it economical to extract. It will be of little benefit to Afghanistan if its $1 trillion of mineral resources would cost $2 trillion to dig up.

Afghanistan not fit to mine

Risen 10(“U.S. Identifies Vast Mineral Riches in Afghanistan” James Risen. 6-13-10. http://www.nytimes.com/2010/06/14/world/asia/14minerals.html Accessed 7-25-10)

With virtually no mining industry or infrastructure in place today, it will take decades for Afghanistan to exploit its mineral wealth fully. “This is a country that has no mining culture,” said Jack Medlin, a geologist in the United States Geological Survey’s international affairs program. “They’ve had some small artisanal mines, but now there could be some very, very large mines that will require more than just a gold pan.” The mineral deposits are scattered throughout the country, including in the southern and eastern regions along the border with Pakistan that have had some of the most intense combat in the American-led war against the Taliban insurgency.
Resources Bad

Afghan minerals will only increase conflict and instability- empirically proven

Vicenzino 10 (As a lawyer admitted to the New York State Bar, Mr. Vicenzino received his law degree from Oxford University and LL.M. in International & Comparative Law from Georgetown University Law Center. Mr. Vicenzino received his B.A. in History and Political Science and M.A. in Government & Politics, with a Certificate in International Law & Diplomacy, from St. John's University in New York “Afghanistan's trillion-dollar game-changer” Marco Vicenzino, 7-2-10 http://www.fpa.org/topics_info2414/topics_info_show.htm?doc_id=1288765  Accessed 7-25)
The competition for influence in central Asia has long been referred to as the Great Game. The region may witness its greatest game should the discovery in Afghanistan of an estimated $1 trillion in unexploited minerals bear fruit. For Afghanistan, it would represent its most definitive game-changer. For the region, it would trigger a reconfiguration of the geopolitical landscape and mark a dramatic shift in the balance of power. The mineral discovery will also open opportunities for either greater economic cooperation and integration or intensified conflict and competition. The stakes in central Asia increase exponentially unlike any other time in its modern history. Historically valued for its strategic importance as a regional conduit for resources, Afghanistan has now itself become a prized source for valued commodities. Tales from recent decades teach that resource-rich developing countries are more often cursed than blessed. Furthermore, where endemic corruption and conflict prevail, the chances for progress diminish. If anything, mineral discoveries usually exacerbate an existing vicious cycle. Congo may provide the worst-case scenario. Decades of oppressive rule and violence culminated in a five-year regional war involving neighboring states that claimed over four million lives. Although the odds are stacked against a pre-emerging state like Afghanistan, they are not insurmountable. At this early stage, ambiguity clearly dominates. Several volatile factors are at play that can lead to dramatically different outcomes. The mineral deposits' full potential will never materialize without internal stability in Afghanistan, regional cooperation and international assistance. Prospects remain bleak if resources are not managed responsibly and not exploited for collective benefit. If personal and tribal enrichment prevail, the status quo will increasingly deteriorate and hostilities intensify.

Afghan Minerals create resource wars and terrorism – examples
Taylor Hadfield 6-25-10 (“Afghanistan mineral wealth”,http://www.linktv.org/globalpulse/blog/post/435/afghanistans-mineral-wealth-an-end-to-problems-or-the-beginning-of-new-ones Accessed 7-25-10)
 
Great news, right? Not necessarily. First and foremost, Afghanistan will have to stabilize to even attract foreign investors. According to the UN Conference on Trade and Development, Afghanistan, with a population of 27.2 million people, saw $300 million in foreign direct investment in 2008. That might sound like a lot, but Trinidad and Tobago, a much smaller country of only 1.3 million  inhabitants attracted over $3 billion in that same year. Even if foreign countries and businesses eventually decide to heavily invest in Afghanistan (and that’s a big if) some examples from around the world show that an abundance of natural resources can create a lot of problems. These problems are often referred to as “the resource curse”. Nowhere is the resource curse more evident than in Africa.  Nigeria’s resource curse is synonymous with its oil problems. Nigeria’s political instability and history of systematic corruption has left much of its oil wealth concentrated in the hands of the few. Rather than being a force for development throughout the country, Nigeria’s oil wealth has far too often fallen prey to government mismanagement or worse - outright graft. Corruption isn’t Nigeria’s only oil problem. Rebel groups in the oil rich Niger River Delta resent both the government and foreign oil companies who ignore the environmental and social problems that come with drilling. Throughout the years, these rebel groups have kidnapped foreign oil workers, and attacked oil rigs making investment by foreign countries less attractive.   Elsewhere on the continent, the mining of diamonds have fueled deadly conflicts and activities of warlords throughout Africa. Charles Taylor, who faces charges of war crimes at The Hague, used diamond exports to fund his support of insurgency groups in Sierra Leone while he was the president of Liberia. Thankfully, the practice appears to be on the decline due to sanctions by the UN, increased international visibility, and a conflict-free diamond certification process.  While these problems may sound unique to a continent continually ravaged by war and prone to corruption, they also exist in abundance in Afghanistan. It’s not hard to imagine mineral wealth squandered by an already corrupt Afghan government. It’s equally easy to see a future in which minerals are used to fund tribal conflicts or even aid terror groups. It would be wonderful to believe that mineral wealth could create jobs, raise the standard of living, and solve many of Afghanistan’s problems. But in its current state, it may be more likely that the minerals would just create new ones.


Resources Bad

Civil War in Afghanistan over Resources

Brigaldino, Glenn, 7-8-10 (staff writer for Toward Freedom.com, “spinning a resource war in afghaninstan”, Thursday, 08 July 2010 18:37, http://www.towardfreedom.com/home/africa/2021-surprise-surprise-treasures-in-the-dirt)

Just three days after the BBC reported about the find, the European Union provided a timely press release on a report that forecasts shortages of 14 critical mineral raw materials. Specifically, In this first ever overview on the state of access to raw materials in the EU, the experts label a selection of 14 raw materials as “critical” out of 41 minerals and metals analyzed. The growing demand for raw materials is driven by the growth of developing economies and new emerging technologies. The expert group considers that 14 raw mineral materials are critical for the European Union: Antimony, Beryllium, Cobalt, Fluorspar, Gallium, Germanium, Graphite, Indium, Magnesium, Niobium, PGMs (Platinum Group Metals), Rare earths, Tantalum and Tungsten. Forecasts indicate that demand might more than triple for a series of critical raw materials by 2030 compared with the 2006 level. (3) Of course several of the "critical" raw materials are  essential not only for  the production of high tech electronics and associated devices, but more importantly for the US treasure finders, are their uses for advanced weapons systems and platforms for national defense. At a time when public support for the war in Afghanistan is dwindling, and the human and financial costs appear increasingly unjustifiable, the prospect of buried treasures in Far-far-away-istan could prove attractive. Yet the “opportunity costs” of these harvests are beginning to haunt the US-led imperial forces in Afghanistan. Just recently, it has been reported that the US military paying tens of millions of dollars to Afghan security firms. In return these firms ensure safe passage of the trucks that carry supplies to US troops in dangerous areas of Afghanistan. It has been alleged that much of the money is channeled to territorial warlords who then provide safe passage assurances. (4) Be that as it may, the mineral find announcement appears to be marred in controversy already. Apart from the story actually being old, the ramifications of potentially exploiting mineral resources in an occupied land could lead to an even greater political quagmire. How will the proceeds be distributed and who will benefit the most? Will there be sufficient social improvements and developmental impacts to attribute to the proceeds of large-scale mining? How will environmental concerns be addressed? These and many more questions have already been voiced. Raising them here again can help place them into a perhaps broader political context. The Associated Press notes that “Afghanistan lacks even the most basic resources for mining, such as railroads and electricity”. More importantly, many of the sites listed on a map as potential metal or mineral sites are also known for Taliban activity … without increased security and massive investment to mine and transport the minerals, it could take years for Afghanistan to bank the rewards. And there's always the potential that such a discovery could bring unintended consequences, including corruption and civil war. (5) That comes as no surprise; civil war has and continues to be the sad fate of the Afghan people, most of whom have never lived free from conflict, not to speak of peaceful conditions. In addition, corruption is more rampant today than ever before. In 2009, on the Corruption Perceptions Index  of Transparency International, Afghanistan was ranked as the 179th most corrupt country in the world: out of a total of 180. 
The Taliban and China will fight over resources – more instability

Risen 10 (James Risen is a Pulitzer Prize-winning American journalist for The New York Times who worked previously for the Los Angeles Times. He has written or co-written many articles concerning U.S. government activities and is the author or co-author of two books about the Central Intelligence Agency (CIA) and a book about the American public debate about abortion. “U.S. Identifies Vast Mineral Riches in Afghanistan” James Risen.  6-13-10. http://www.nytimes.com/2010/06/14/world/asia/14minerals.html Accessed 7-25-10)

Instead of bringing peace, the newfound mineral wealth could lead the Taliban to battle even more fiercely to regain control of the country.  The corruption that is already rampant in the Karzai government could also be amplified by the new wealth, particularly if a handful of well-connected oligarchs, some with personal ties to the president, gain control of the resources. Just last year, Afghanistan’s minister of mines was accused by American officials of accepting a $30 million bribe to award China the rights to develop its copper mine. The minister has since been replaced.  Endless fights could erupt between the central government in Kabul and provincial and tribal leaders in mineral-rich districts. Afghanistan has a national mining law, written with the help of advisers from the World Bank, but it has never faced a serious challenge.  “No one has tested that law; no one knows how it will stand up in a fight between the central government and the provinces,” observed Paul A. Brinkley, deputy undersecretary of defense for business and leader of the Pentagon team that discovered the deposits.  At the same time, American officials fear resource-hungry China will try to dominate the development of Afghanistan’s mineral wealth, which could upset the United States, given its heavy investment in the region. After winning the bid for its Aynak copper mine in Logar Province, China clearly wants more, American officials said.  
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