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NEGOTIATION SOLVENCY

Counterplan solves – historical analogies prove that peace deals can work

Naiman, 7-12

[Robert, Policy Director @ Just Foreign Policy, “ Could a 'Great Negotiation' End the War in Afghanistan?” http://www.huffingtonpost.com/robert-naiman/could-a-great-negotiation_b_643147.html]/galperin
Negotiations aren't a magic wand. They aren't going to magically transform an existing balance of forces into something completely different. But military force can't do that either. Any "cup of poison" you have to drink at the diplomatic table, as Ayatollah Khomeini described the UN-mediated truce between Iran and Iraq in 1988 that ended the Iran-Iraq War, is almost certainly a "cup of poison" you would otherwise eventually would have had to drink on the battlefield, with greater loss of life. Not surprisingly, a persistent theme in Stanton's book is the need to have realistic assessments of the interests and capabilities of one's adversaries and interlocutors. In lobbying the kingdom of France to take America's side against Britain, Franklin did not appeal to the Rights of Man; Franklin appealed to France's evident self-interest in weakening the British Empire. As the French Foreign Minister wrote at the time to France's Ambassador to Spain: "What ought to lead France to join with America is the great enfeeblement of England to be effected by the subtraction of a third of her Empire." In negotiating the Louisiana Purchase, Jefferson and Monroe knew that Napoleon needed money for expected war in Europe and suspected that a deal would be in France's interest insofar as it could put Louisiana permanently beyond the reach of the British. But France knew that Jefferson was under extreme pressure to resolve the problem of New Orleans. France had ordered authorities in New Orleans to block American goods from passing down the Mississippi, bringing half of America's trade to a halt. Residents of western states called for war and threatened secession if Washington failed to act. A Senate resolution demanding an immediate U.S. attack on New Orleans failed narrowly. Then as now, there were influential people who were extremely skeptical about the possibility of a diplomatic solution. Alexander Hamilton wrote: There is not the most remote possibility that the ambitious and aggrandizing views of Bonaparte will commute the territory for money. Its acquisition is of immense importance to France, and has long been an object of her extreme solicitude. The attempt therefore to purchase, in the first instance, will certainly fail, and in the end, war must be resorted to, under all the accumulation of difficulties caused by a previously and strongly fortified possession of the country by our adversary." But Hamilton was far from the only influential American who was pessimistic about the possibility of a diplomatic solution. On the day the treaty was signed in Paris transferring Louisiana to the United States -- the state of trans-Atlantic communication was such that it could take three months to send an urgent message and receive a reply -- President Jefferson wrote, "I am not sanguine in obtaining a cession of New Orleans for money." But despite his pessimism, Jefferson pressed for a diplomatic solution, because he believed the alternative was a war with France for New Orleans that would take seven years and cost more than a hundred thousand lives. The image that many Americans today have of the Cuban Missile Crisis -- if they have any image at all -- is likely that of Secretary of State Dean Rusk's statement when the Soviets appeared to stand back from following through on a threat to run the U.S. blockade of Cuba: "We're eyeball to eyeball, and I think the other fellow just blinked." But, as Stanton recounts, while publicly President Kennedy struck the pose of standing firm, in his private diplomacy with Premier Khrushchev and the Soviet Union, Kennedy was determined to create and maintain a realistic path for the Soviet Union to stand down from the confrontation without "defeat" or humiliation. Robert Kennedy later wrote: "Every opportunity was to be given to the Russians to finds a peaceful settlement which would not diminish their national security or be a public humiliation." To avoid war, in exchange for the removal of Soviet missiles in Cuba, President Kennedy was ready to agree to a U.S. commitment not to invade Cuba -- a commitment that all subsequent U.S. presidents honored - and to remove U.S. missiles from Turkey. Stanton recounts: [President Kennedy] had recently read Barbara Tuchman's book The Guns of August, which catalogued the errors that led to the start of World War I, and the risk of catastrophe from one side misinterpreting the other's signals haunted him. "We were not going to misjudge," Kennedy said, "or precipitously push our adversaries into a course of action that was not intended or anticipated." When the Soviet ship Bucharest neared the U.S. quarantine line on October 25, 1962, President Kennedy decided to let the ship pass. "We don't want to push him to a precipitous action - give him time to consider," the president said of Khrushchev. "I don't want to put him in a corner from which he cannot escape." When Khrushchev accepted Kennedy's offer to promise not to invade Cuba and to quietly remove U.S. missiles in Turkey in exchange for withdrawal of Soviet missiles from Cuba, President Kennedy followed through on his anti-humiliation policy: President Kennedy carefully avoided turning the outcome into a public humiliation for the Soviet Union. "He instructed all members of the ExComm [the Executive Committee of the National Security Council] and government," his brother [Robert] wrote, "that no interview should be given, no statement made, which would claim any kind of victory." During the 2008 presidential campaign, Barack Obama was often compared to President Kennedy. If President Obama now emulates President Kennedy in engaging the leadership of the Afghan Taliban as President Kennedy engaged Premier Khrushchev, creating and maintaining a plausible path for them to stand down from their confrontation with the U.S. -- one which would not diminish their security or be a public humiliation -- then President Obama will deserve the comparison; in the words of Thomas Paine, he will deserve "the love and thanks of man and woman." 
A2: LINKS TO POLITICS

Counterplan doesn’t link to politics – domestic support, and the deals would go through in secrecy
Guardian, 7-19

[“ White House shifts Afghanistan strategy towards talks with Taliban “, http://www.guardian.co.uk/world/2010/jul/19/obama-afghanistan-strategy-taliban-negotiate]/galperin
The White House is revising its Afghanistan strategy to embrace the idea of negotiating with senior members of the Taliban through third parties – a policy to which it had previously been lukewarm. Negotiating with the Taliban has long been advocated by Hamid Karzai, the Afghan president, and the British and Pakistani governments, but resisted by Washington. The Guardian has learned that while the American government is still officially resistant to the idea of talks with Taliban leaders, behind the scenes a shift is under way and Washington is encouraging Karzai to take a lead in such negotiations. "There is a change of mindset in DC," a senior official in Washington said. "There is no military solution. That means you have to find something else. There was something missing." That missing element was talks with the Taliban leadership, the official added. The American rethink comes in the aftermath of the departure last month of General Stanley McChrystal, the top US commander in Afghanistan. Barack Obama, apparently frustrated at the way the war is going, has reminded his national security advisers that while he was on the election campaign trail in 2008, he had advocated talking to America's enemies. America is reviewing its Afghanistan policy which is due for completion in December, but officials in Washington, Kabul and Islamabad with knowledge of internal discussions said feelers had been put out to the Taliban. Negotiations would be conducted largely in secret, through a web of contacts, possibly involving Pakistan and Saudi Arabia or organisations with back-channel links to the Taliban. 
Aff: perm solves

Only the permutation solves – limiting the army to CT while still negotiating with the Taliban is the only way to ensure peace
Klein,  8-1

[Joe, blogger for TIME magazine, “Nothing New in Afghanistan”, http://swampland.blogs.time.com/2010/08/01/nothing-new-in-afghanistan/?xid=rss-topstories]/galperin
The New York Times is reporting--and the Huffington Post is trumpeting--the fact that there is a new emphasis on counter-terrorism in Afghanistan. This is not news. In April, I reported that counterterrorism--the targeted killing of mid-level Taliban leaders--was the only part of the war that was working. And then I did it again here. And several other journalists have followed suit. As I've been saying, the only possible solution in Afghanistan is a deal with the Taliban. Putting a hurt on the Taliban leadership may be the best way to get the insurgents to the table. One senses that there are negotiations among the Afghans, Pakistanis and Taliban right now. The question is whether Hamid Karzai can come up with a formula that is acceptable to both the Taliban--and also to the non-Pashtun, Taliban-hating 40% or so of the Afghan population (including 90% or so of his Army). That will not be easy. But I do think that the idea of a long-term counterinsurgency strategy working in Afghanistan is dead as a doornail. Such a strategys require a reliable Afghan partner. We haven't got one. We could develop one over time, lots of time...but then, over time, Glenn Beck could repent for provoking the nutcases of America into paranoid violence. I wouldn't count on it. 
Only the perm solves – Taliban won’t come to the table until we leave

Guardian, 7/19 

[7/19/10, " Taliban talks: the obstacles to a peace deal in Afghanistan ", http://www.guardian.co.uk/world/2010/jul/19/taliban-talks-obstacles-peace-deal-aghanistan]/galperin 

Insurgent groups are already positioning themselves for the post-conflict power grab, he said. "Perversely, now that the Americans have signalled they are leaving, there's an incentive for the Taliban to keep fighting so they can show they were the ones who pushed them out," he said. The British description of a commitment to leave by 2015 "plays better to the Afghan audience", he added. "That's a more Afghan-style timetable." For Nato to reverse insurgent thinking it needs to "credibly clarify its plans for the period between 2011 and 2015". For the time being the Taliban are sticking to their negotiating position that talks will not begin until foreign forces leave Afghanistan. 

aff: counterplan fails

Counterplan fails – presence of COIN troops precludes solvency

Guardian, 7/19 

[7/19/10, " Taliban talks: the obstacles to a peace deal in Afghanistan ", http://www.guardian.co.uk/world/2010/jul/19/taliban-talks-obstacles-peace-deal-aghanistan]/galperin 
That's because despite the fact that the Afghan government is finally strong enough to organise its own conference, the prospect of that government ultimately prevailing over an ever stronger insurgency has never looked more bleak. At an evening reception a few days before the conference, a senior European diplomat said glumly: "I cannot think of a single reason to die for Afghanistan." The country, which has suffered almost 30 years of war of one form or the other, is a problem for its neighbours, not for Europe, he said. It was a different a few years ago, when most people still thought victory was possible, he said. But now, pessimism has taken over. "Afghanistan is in a state of freefall and I don't think strategy proposals announced at a one-day conference will solve that," said Candace Rondeaux, a senior analyst from the International Crisis Group. A paper by the Afghanistan NGO Security Office articulated what most people believe: that the counter-insurgency programme cannot win. It sees this summer's surge of US troops in southern Afghanistan as the "grand finale" of a western intervention which is looking to wind itself up. The biggest problem is that what Nato soldiers are trying to do cannot be achieved on the time frames of the "political clocks" ticking down in Washington and its allied cities. In a recent off-record briefing, one of the most senior US soldiers in Afghanistan pointed out that no counter-insurgency has prevailed against an enemy with sanctuaries of the size the Taliban and other groups enjoy over the border in Pakistan. 

Counterplan causes fragmentation and civil war in Afghanistan – peace deals will give the Taliban the southern provinces
Guardian, 7/19 

[7/19/10, " Taliban talks: the obstacles to a peace deal in Afghanistan ", http://www.guardian.co.uk/world/2010/jul/19/taliban-talks-obstacles-peace-deal-aghanistan]/galperin
No wonder then that most people's thoughts, including Barack Obama's administration, are turning to some sort of negotiated settlement with the insurgents. It is now part of the conventional wisdom in Kabul that the west will have to make compromises with insurgents that once would have been unthinkable, including dropping efforts for women to be given a more equal place in Afghan society. Few people put it quite as bluntly as Francesc Vendrell, a retired senior diplomat who served first the UN in Afghanistan before 2001 and then worked as the top representative of the European Union in Kabul. He recently told the Guardian that the current military effort to push the Taliban out of Kandahar and Helmand was particularly foolish because these are precisely the areas that, in his view, will have to be handed over to Taliban control. Such a handover of the south could be achieved, he argued, through constitutional reform that would decentralise power from Kabul. In a trice, the south would be ceded to Taliban control, under the pretence of local democracy. Meanwhile, the north would similarly be handed back to the old warlords, the former strongmen who rose to prominence during the 1980s resistance to the Soviet occupation and its violent aftermath. But deal-making with the insurgents is fraught with danger. Hamid Karzai's so far fairly limited appeals to the Taliban, not least during his "peace jirga" in June, have lost the Afghan president the support of some of the few political powerbrokers who backed him that are not from the Pashtun ethnic group, from which the Taliban draws most of its support. Haroun Mir, a political analyst and parliamentary candidate with close links to the largely non-Pashtun Northern Alliance that fought against the Taliban, predicted civil war as the ultimate consequence of peace deal with the Taliban. He said: "The moment the south is abandoned to the Taliban, you will see the north rearming. Any change that sees the Taliban entering government and you will create a full ethnic war." Put most simply, the risk to the Americans is that they may win over the south, but lose the north. And it is not clear how the Americans will talk to the Taliban. 

Counterplan doesn’t solve – local opposition and foreign intervention
BBC News, 7/13 

[7/13/10, " Viewpoint: The US must choose to talk or fight the Taliban ", http://news.bbc.co.uk/2/hi/world/south_asia/10617343.stm]/galperin

Nato generals in Kabul speak of several levels of engagement and negotiation that an Afghan settlement will need, and Mr Karzai is not in a position to carry out even half of them. Firstly, Mr Karzai has made talking to the Taliban a family enterprise - using his brothers and cousins, rather than putting together a multi-ethnic team of Afghans to do the talking. To many Afghans, it looks like the Karzai family is trying to strike a personal deal rather than a national deal with the Taliban. Thus, many Pashtuns - the major ethnic group which includes both Mr Karzai and the Taliban - are opposed to talks because it excludes their tribes, and Mr Karzai has done little to woo them. The minority Tajiks, Uzbeks and Hazaras are vehemently against any deal with the Taliban. The divide inside the country has widened among the Pashtuns and also between the non-Pashtun north and the Pashtun south. For Afghans, only the involvement of the US and Nato in talking to the Taliban would give some confidence that everyone's interests would be taken care of. Even more complex are the demands of Afghanistan's neighbours who all want to make sure that their proxies dominate the next government in Kabul. Afghans consider the most danger as emanating from Pakistan, which is accused of housing the Taliban leadership since 2001. The Pakistan army wants to see a settlement that brings the Taliban back to Kabul in a power-sharing deal, reduces the influence of its enemy India and gives Pakistan a friendly Afghan government. After Pakistan's army chief Gen Ashfaq Kiyani laid out Pakistan's terms to Karzai in March, Mr Karzai has tilted heavily towards Pakistan but gained little in return. Mr Karzai has carried out secret negotiations with the army's Inter-Services Intelligence (ISI) which first wants him to reconcile with the neo-Taliban groups led by Gulbuddin Hekmatyar and Jalaluddin Haqqani - the very groups the US wants kept out. Mr Karzai sacked his own intelligence chief, Amrullah Saleh, who was opposed to concessions to the ISI. However, Mr Karzai has got nothing in return. Now he is deeply frustrated with the ISI's refusal to extradite to Kabul senior Taliban leaders it is holding. Then there are the other regional players such as Iran, Russia, the Central Asian republics, Saudi Arabia and India who in varying degrees would generally prefer not to see the Taliban back in power. So far only China is supporting the Pakistani position. 

IF YOU’RE NOT CHEATING, YOU’RE NOT TRYING.
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