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Russia DA – 1NC 

Withdrawal of nation building troops forces Russia to fill in, provoking tension

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

It is important for American policy planners to understand that the Kremlin approach toward Afghanistan and Pakistan has undergone a dramatic shift in recent years. Back in 2001, in the aftermath of the September 11 terrorist tragedy, the United States and its NATO allies established military bases in Central Asia and quickly drove the Taliban from power in Kabul. These developments were unsettling to Russian planners, who worried that Washington was gaining influence in the region at Moscow’s expense. In recent years, Russian thinking has adjusted to the reality that the United States and its allies could not easily contain the Islamic insurgency in Afghanistan. By 2009, Russian leaders even started to grow concerned that the Obama administration might suddenly withdraw American forces from Afghanistan, thus leaving Russia alone to deal with the threat that a resurgent Taliban would pose to Central Asia and Russia itself. Accordingly, Moscow helped the United States put together the Northern Distribution Network, a re-supply route that facilitates the overland transit of non-lethal goods from Europe to Afghanistan. While Moscow now supports the US/NATO position in Afghanistan, the Kremlin nevertheless is striving to differentiate Russia from the West in ways that Moscow hopes will boost its standing in the eyes of President Hamid Karzai’s administration in Kabul. US relations with Karzai have experienced a marked change in recent years. The Bush Administration strongly promoted Karzai, but the Afghan leader’s relations with President Obama have often been tense. Over the same period, Russian policy has sought to emphasize Moscow’s long-term interest in a stable Afghanistan. As Russia’s ambassador to Afghanistan, Andrei Avetisyan, stated in December 2009; “Many of your friends will have to go sometimes because they came from far away to help you. But when they go, we stay—together with your neighbors, we stay.” There have been great changes in Russian-Pakistani relations in recent years too. Pakistan had long been a country that Moscow had antagonistic relations with. During the Cold War, sources of tension between the two countries included Pakistan’s close relations with both the United States and China; the Soviet Union’s close relations with Pakistan’s main rival, India; and Pakistan’s support for the Afghan Mujahedeen fighting Soviet forces in Afghanistan. After most outside powers, including the United States and European nations, lost interest in Afghanistan following the Soviet troop withdrawal, Pakistan remained engaged in Afghanistan, eventually becoming the chief sponsor of the Taliban—something that Moscow found threatening. Indeed, Russia supported anti-Taliban forces in northern Afghanistan long before the United States and NATO did after the September 11 terrorist tragedy. More recently, Moscow—along with many others—grew agitated about the continued Taliban presence in Afghanistan. Russian leaders also worried about Pakistan’s seeming inability—or even unwillingness—to defeat Islamic militants. But over the past few years, Russian-Pakistani relations have improved, in part as a reaction to warming Indian-American relations. Another important factor is the fact that Russia has discovered Pakistan to be a lucrative market for arms exports. How long, though, is this friendly Russo-Pakistani relationship likely to last? There is reason to believe that the withdrawal of US/NATO forces from Afghanistan (now tentatively scheduled to begin in mid-2011) could lead to renewed tension between Russia and Pakistan over Afghanistan.

Russian involvement in Afghanistan provokes kills US/India relations

Pakistan Patriot, 8-3-10, http://www.pakistanpatriot.com/?p=32175

Failing to convince the Americans on dividing Afghanistan, Delhi is back to its old machinations–attempting to build its old coalition with the Russians and the Iranians. Foreign Secretary Nirupama Rao is in Moscow this week attempting to rile up the Russians to take up a more active role in post-US Afghanistan. Delhi has an uphill battle because that requires  direct confrontation with America. Neither Putin nor the Kremlin has a stomach for the Cold War type of confrontation with the world. That would have disastrous affect on Russo-European relations. It would also spoil Delhi’s relations with its benefactors in London and Washington.

Russia DA – 1NC 

U.S.-Indian relations key to solve all global problems.

Asia Society Task Force 9 [Delivering on the Promise: Advancing US Relations with India, January 2009
http://www.asiasociety.org/files/pdf/DeliveryOnThePromise_USRelationsWithIndia.pdf, p.7-8]

India matters to virtually every major foreign policy issue that will confront the United States in the years ahead. A broad-based, close relationship with India will thus be necessary to solve complex global challenges, achieve security in the critical South Asian region, reestablish stability in the global economy, and overcome the threat of violent Islamic radicalism which has taken root across the region and in India. The members of this Task Force believe that the US relationship with India will be among our most important in the future, and will at long last reach its potential for global impact—provided that strong leadership on both sides steers the way. We have reached a moment with India in which we can pursue an agenda for cooperation, not wallow in past contention. We now better understand each other’s global foreign policy and security goals as we both strive for peace and prosperity for our citizens. With India, we can harness our principles and power together to focus on the urgent interconnected challenges of our shared future: economic stability, expanded trade, the environment and climate change, innovation, nonproliferation, public health, sustainability, and terrorism. Cooperation in each of these areas would have been unimaginable a decade ago, but today mark a baseline for what the US and India can, and should, undertake together. We have traveled far in a few short years with India, and the signposts on either end of this past decade best mark the path. In May 1998, we placed sanctions on India for its nuclear tests; a decade later, following difficult bilateral and complex multilateral negotiations, we completed an historic cooperation agreement with India on civil nuclear energy. As the center of economic gravity has shifted east, India is emerging as a key player in global business, binding India and the US together in a way that did not exist before. More soberly, after differing for decades over counterterrorism priorities, the United States has vocally supported India’s concerns over the use of Pakistani territory by jihadist groups. At heart, the new relationship rests on a convergence of US and Indian national interests, and never in our history have they been so closely aligned. Precisely because the United States and India share a core set of values—democracy, unity in diversity, and strong but civilian-controlled militaries—and because they will only grow more important in the coming years, a closer relationship with India will have strategic impact. As we confront the complex global security challenges before us, we will have to rely upon the strength of these values to find durable solutions on a global scale. A special, strong, and broad-based relationship with this country of great strategic significance is now in our “vital national interest,” to quote former Under Secretary of Political Affairs R. Nicholas Burns. 

Russia DA 2NC impact – Pakistan energy
Russia-Pakistan relations key to prevent energy crisis

International News, online news for Pakistan, 2004 (http://www.onlinenews.com.pk/details.php?id=164527)
Pakistan can look to Russia for assistance in overcoming its energy crisis. This was said by Russian Consul General in Karachi Andrey V Demidov at a reception hosted at the consulate to celebrate the National Day of the Russian Federation. The Russian Consul General said his country was blessed with vast energy resources and Pakistan could utilize these resources and their expertise. He said Russia was willing to help Pakistan exploit its vast coal reserves in Baluchistan and Thar. Demidov said that strengthening relations with Pakistan was his priority and Russia would continue to interact with Pakistan in resolving global issues. He said the meetings held last year between the presidents and prime ministers of both countries had helped define concrete areas of inter-action and provided a much necessary impetus and boost to Russia-Pakistan friendship.
Economic collapse in Pakistan causes widespread conflict that spills over 

Laura King, staff writer for the LA times, 2009 (http://www.post-gazette.com/pg/08293/920763-82.stm)
The good news is that no one, absolutely no one, wants Pakistan to fail financially -- we all recognize the dangers inherent in that kind of scenario," said a Western diplomat in Islamabad, speaking on condition of anonymity because he was not authorized to speak for his government.

"The bad news is that this is happening at a moment when we lack the level of ability to help that we had even a few weeks ago," the diplomat said. Among Western observers, there is general agreement that a broad financial collapse in Pakistan could paralyze its government and potentially trigger widespread unrest, imperiling efforts to contain Islamic militants in the tribal areas and, by extension, complicating the war in Afghanistan. As well, the country's nuclear arsenal is always a point of concern at times of turmoil, although during past crises, senior Pakistani officials have insisted it is secure.
Pakistan – energy key to economy/stability

Pakistan energy key to economy

Emma-Gill, Occupation: Environment Analyst and IT Certified Teacher January 24, 2008 http://www.articlealley.com/article_460564_22.html
Energy matters for Pakistan. If Pakistan is to succeed in its ambitious plans for economic development, if it is to raise the grossly inadequate living standards of its people, if it is to achieve the economic growth necessary to ensure political stability, if it is to begin to address the many environmental problems that up to now have been largely ignored, and which have a hugely adverse impact on the daily lives of Pakistani citizens, if it is to live in peace with its neighbours, several of whom are directly impacted by Pakistani decision-making in the energy sector, if Pakistan is to move towards all these goals, Pakistanis must get serious about energy.

Pakistan – energy key to stability/conflict

Pakistan energy crisis leads to social unrest and instability

Emma-Gill, Occupation: Environment Analyst and IT Certified Teacher January 24, 2008 http://www.articlealley.com/article_460564_22.html
At present, demand for energy exceeds supply. Power outages and planned power cuts (euphemistically termed “load-shedding”) are, for many, an everyday occurrence. In addition to their economic costs, energy shortages foster political instability. Last summer angry public protests in Karachi and riots in Liaquatabad demonstrated how close many Pakistanis are to reaching the limits of their patience. A widespread power outage affecting much of the country last September triggered panicky rumours of a coup. Earlier this year, the opposition and the ruling parties staged nearly simultaneous protest walkouts from the Senate following a disagreement over high domestic oil prices. This unrest may be only a foretaste of things to come. Absent drastic action, Pakistan’s energy situation is expected to get far worse in the years ahead.
Energy crisis fuels instability and terrorism in Pakistan

Andrew Buncombe, Anne Penketh and Omar Waraich, staff writers for the independent, 23 October 2008 (http://www.independent.co.uk/news/world/asia/pakistan-stares-into-the-abyss-969765.html)
Pakistan is experiencing power cuts that have led to hourly blackouts, a doubling of basic food prices and a currency that has lost a third of its value in the past year. "The awful thing is there's no solution in sight – neither in the war on terror nor on the economic side," Mr Khan said during a visit to London. Heightening the sense of national emergency, the government yesterday turned to the International Monetary Fund for $15bn (£9.3bn) to cope with a balance of payments crisis caused by a flight of capital, after previously saying that applying to the IMF would be a last resort. 

Almost every day there are retaliatory attacks against police and soldiers and Western targets. Hundreds of soldiers and an unknown number of civilians are losing their lives. The national parliament rejected the US influence on the government by adopting a resolution last night calling for an "independent" foreign policy and urging dialogue with the extremists. 

Pakistan – economy key to stability

Economic collapse in Pakistan causes widespread unrest that spills over 

Laura King, staff writer for the LA times, 2009 (http://www.post-gazette.com/pg/08293/920763-82.stm)
The good news is that no one, absolutely no one, wants Pakistan to fail financially -- we all recognize the dangers inherent in that kind of scenario," said a Western diplomat in Islamabad, speaking on condition of anonymity because he was not authorized to speak for his government.

"The bad news is that this is happening at a moment when we lack the level of ability to help that we had even a few weeks ago," the diplomat said. Among Western observers, there is general agreement that a broad financial collapse in Pakistan could paralyze its government and potentially trigger widespread unrest, imperiling efforts to contain Islamic militants in the tribal areas and, by extension, complicating the war in Afghanistan. As well, the country's nuclear arsenal is always a point of concern at times of turmoil, although during past crises, senior Pakistani officials have insisted it is secure.
Russia/Pakistan relations key to Pakistan economy

Russia-Pakistan relations key to Pakistan economy
International News, online news for Pakistan, 2004 (http://www.onlinenews.com.pk/details.php?id=164527)
He said the Russian-Pakistani Inter-Governmental Commission on Trade and Economics, Scientific and Technical Cooperation is expected to start functioning soon and would give practical shape to trade potential. Speaking to the media on the occasion, Founder President Pakistan Russia Business Forum Abdur Rauf Tabani said there was huge potential for economic cooperation between the two countries, which he said was very modest. Tabani said according to his information, the present trade turnover was no more than $400 million. He said there was great potential for Pakistani textiles in the Russian market, while there was a large scale perennial demand for Pakistani leather garments and products in Russia. He said Pakistan could also supply gems and jewelry cutting technology to Russia. Similarly Pakistan could benefit from Russia in the oil and gas drilling sector. 

Russia-Pakistan relations key to Pakistan economy
International News, online news for Pakistan, 2004 (http://www.onlinenews.com.pk/details.php?id=164527)
He said the Russian-Pakistani Inter-Governmental Commission on Trade and Economics, Scientific and Technical Cooperation is expected to start functioning soon and would give practical shape to trade potential. Speaking to the media on the occasion, Founder President Pakistan Russia Business Forum Abdur Rauf Tabani said there was huge potential for economic cooperation between the two countries, which he said was very modest. Tabani said according to his information, the present trade turnover was no more than $400 million. He said there was great potential for Pakistani textiles in the Russian market, while there was a large scale perennial demand for Pakistani leather garments and products in Russia. He said Pakistan could also supply gems and jewelry cutting technology to Russia. Similarly Pakistan could benefit from Russia in the oil and gas drilling sector. 

Us/India relations good – war

US India relations key to prevent global war 

Gobarev 2K [Victor M., Security Policy Analyst and Former Scholar at GWU, September 11, “India as a World Power” CATO Policy Report, http://www.cato.org/pub_display.php?pub_id=1240]

With regard to liberal and democratic values, America can be proud of its role in the fall of communism in the Soviet Union and Eastern Europe. Making India, a country three times as populous as all the countries that emerged from the Soviet empire taken together, a friend of the United States would be another significant achievement. Turning this nuclear-armed giant into an adversary of the United States would severely weaken American positions not only in Asia but also in the rest of the world. Conversely, making India an informal strategic partner would enormously strengthen them. India bears directly on several important U.S. national security interests. For example, India’s joining ranks with China and possibly Russia in an anti-U.S. alliance would be a disaster for America’s global position, since over time U.S. and NATO military dominance will erode. No one can predict how a confrontation between the U.S.-led West and nations accounting for half of the planet’s population would end. But the dangers flowing from such bipolar rivalry would be considerable, and in contrast with the Cold War, this time the Western powers might not prevail— much less prevail without a catastrophic war.

US India Relations key to prevent conflict between China and Taiwan. 

Gobarev 2K [Victor M., Security Policy Analyst and Former Scholar at GWU, September 11, “India as a World Power” CATO Policy Report, http://www.cato.org/pub_display.php?pub_id=1240]

What would such a policy win for the  United States? America would get a strategic  partner of the highest caliber. Most impor-  tant, such a policy would dramatically shift  the global, geopolitical, and geostrategic bal-  ance in favor of the United States.  The geopolitical balance in Asia would be  especially tilted in America’s favor. India  could help the United States contain expan-  sionist threats from China to maintain order  and stability in East and Southeast Asia. In  addition, America would move further from  the brink of nuclear confrontation with  China over the Taiwan issue and other poten-  tial sources of friction. China would be less  able to contemplate a confrontation with  either its neighbors in East Asia or with the  United States if Beijing had to worry about  India’s response. 
Relations are key to regional stability - solves Indo-Pak war.

Willard 9 [Adm. Robert F. Willard, commander of the Pacific Fleet, CQ Congressional Testimony, Senate Armed Services Committee --- Joint Chiefs, Pacific Command Nominations, 7-10-09]

India's growing economic, diplomatic and military power makes them a key player not only in South and Central Asia but globally as well. A strong positive relationship with India is essential to achieving long-term U.S. goals such as regional security and stability, reduced tensions with Pakistan, and wide-ranging cooperation to counter extremism. We should continue to expand our military-to-military engagement to include multi-lateral partners and increasingly complex exercise scenarios that help to advance India's military capabilities. In coordination with U.S. Central Command, we will develop confidence building measures and events that help reduce India-Pakistan tension and support the greater U.S.- Afghanistan-Pakistan Strategy 

US/India relations good – heg

US –India relations key to heg. 

Amit Gupta, visiting professor in the department of strategy and international security at the US Air War College, February 2005. [Strategic Studies Institute, The US-India Relationship: Strategic Partnership or Complementary Interests? P. 
www.strategicstudiesinstitute.army.mil/pdffiles/pub596.pdf]
At the same time, however, the limits of American military power and global leadership are also apparent. While the United States has the military capability to intervene and prevail in any part of the world, the more difficult task is to stay in a country for an extended time to carry out nation-building and the restoration of civil society. The challenges faced in Iraq and Afghanistan with policing the country, restoring civil order, and helping shape democratic institutions point to the need to have forces willing to stay in country for extended periods of time to create the needed civil situation. The coalition of the willing in Iraq lacks enough countries with the military experience to wage a counterinsurgency successfully. Further, the traditional allies of the United States may not be the best suited for carrying out peacekeeping and peace enforcement operations in a non-Western setting. Thus, if the United States is to counter charges of being an imperial power in the Middle East, it will require non-Western states by its side in its military efforts. In 10 his exasperation with Paris and Berlin, Secretary of Defense Donald Rumsfeld may have labeled France and Germany “old Europe,” but, in another way, he was closer to the truth. Using European countries to establish peace only further fuels the allegations that a new kind of imperialism is being imposed on the world. The other central challenge for the United States is the need to help create secular democracies around the world. While the events of September 11, 2001, demonstrated the need for a proactive military policy to target terrorism, it also brought home the realization that the international system had to be moving in the direction of secular democratic states. This became apparent in Central Asia where the various authoritarian regimes were combating Islamic fundamentalist groups. While the countries of Central Asia cannot be described as democracies, their populations are both educated and relatively secular. Helping to consolidate these trends, while strengthening the role of democracy in the region, will not only combat radical Islam there but also globally serve as a role model for modern Muslim states. With both these issues, the United States may be able to get support from India and develop a series of complementary interests, particularly in the latter area of promoting democratic secularism. A third important area for the United States is strategic stability and the containment of China. Strategic stability in Asia is affected by the proliferation of WMD, the spread of terrorism, and the rise of China as a potential hegemonic power in the region. Of these, the Indian role may be most influential in future attempts to constrain China.
Withdrawal Kills Heg

Afghanistan instability means loss of U.S. heg- other countries will start to rise in fear of too much instability

Carafano, 2010. James Carafano (senior research fellow for national security at The Heritage Foundation) August 2, 2010. How will leaving Afghanistan Help? 

http://www.washingtonexaminer.com/opinion/columns/How-will-leaving-Afghanistan-help_-1006405-99723654.html 

It's 2021 -- 10 years on, the Kabul Declaration of 2011 isn't looking so good.
Despite warnings from many quarters that "conditions on the ground" made it doubtful the U.S.-backed government could maintain national sovereignty and domestic security, then-President Obama elected to withdraw U.S. forces from the war-torn nation. With vague assurances from Pakistan that Islamabad would press the Taliban to reconcile with the government in Kabul, Obama declared it was time for the United States to go and for the Afghans to determine their own destiny.

But the decision to pull out before the war was won precipitated a dramatic chain of events that continues to unfold a decade later.

Today, Afghanistan remains locked in a seemingly permanent state of civil war. As the southern-based Taliban battle the rump, Western-backed government in the north, the people of Afghanistan remain caught in the crossfire.

Al Qaeda returned with the Taliban. Within 18 months of the U.S. withdrawal, they had re-established the terrorist training camps that launched the 9/11 attacks and began a new wave of bloody attacks on the West that continues to this day.

Their success has re-energized Islamist radicalism movements worldwide. Meanwhile, the resumption of U.S. airstrikes on the camps has seemed to have little effect other than fueling complaints about civilian casualties from various international human rights groups.

The increasing violence quickly spread beyond Afghanistan. As soon as the Taliban were re-established in the south, the Kashmir insurgency flared to new heights, bringing Pakistan and India into direct military conflict and a hair-trigger nuclear standoff.

The bad news did not stop there. By 2010, organized terrorist networks in Indonesia and other South Asia countries had largely been dismantled. Now, supported by a terror base in Afghanistan and Pakistan, the networks were back and deadlier than ever.

At the same time, the American withdrawal and the region's growing instability convinced Beijing that it needed to solidify its influence throughout the area. China declared itself the protector of the South China Sea and "demilitarized" the region by prohibiting the transit of "outside" naval forces -- including the U.S. Navy.

Russia also took the U.S. withdrawal as a signal to solidify a security belt around its borders. Its annexation of part of the state of Georgia sent tremors through all Europe.

Russian expansionism and China's triumphalism inevitably led to renewed confrontations between these two powers. Meanwhile, India, living in an increasingly troubled neighborhood, abandoned its relationship with the U.S. and decided to follow China's lead.

The future is a foreign country. No one can say for sure how history will unfold if the U.S. abandons its mission in Afghanistan. Events might turn out better ... or far worse.

But the future sketched above is certainly possible and, many would say, probable. In all events, it's a future the United States must work hard to avoid.

Yes, there are ways to protect U.S. interests other than fighting and winning in Afghanistan, but these alternatives are fraught with even more difficulties and uncertainties and carry a price tag -- in U.S. lives and treasure -- that could run far higher.

In contrast, winning in Afghanistan will do wonders not just there, but in Pakistan and beyond. It will create the pressure necessary for Pakistan to: deal with the organized terrorists groups within its borders; help demobilize the Taliban; and recognize the importance of normalizing relations with India.

It will crush international support for Islamist terrorism. And it will serve notice that the U.S. can and will defend its vital national interests.

Winning does not offer a future without danger, but it offers the promise of a better world for America and its friends and allies.

Withdrawal Kills Heg

Withdrawal from Afghanistan kills credibility and key relations with NATO allies

Byron Hartman, Staff writer for the International Affairs Review, 11/8/09 (http://www.iar-gwu.org/node/96)
Over one million Afghan civilians died during the Soviet-Afghan war. The 8-year old Afghan child that was left orphaned in Pakistani refugee camps in 1988 turned into the 29-year old Afghan Taliban commander that NATO forces are fighting now, violently resentful of the way the American government abandoned his country. If we fail in Afghanistan now, the Afghan children of today, abandoned to a neo-Taliban movement with global Al Qaeda ties, will almost certainly grow into the next Khalid Sheikh Mohammads and Imad Mugniyehs of tomorrow, engineering the murder of American citizens at home and abroad. The impact of deserting the Afghans ranges far beyond the Hindu Kush and Helmand Province though; if the United States abandons Afghanistan again, it will never recover its standing in Central Asia. No country in the region will be willing to place their trust in America. America’s NATO allies, whom it asked, cajoled and threatened into standing firm in Afghanistan will feel justifiably forsaken and misled. Many of these allies fought costly domestic political battles and made economic sacrifices to contribute additional forces. Breaking this trust with the NATO alliance would be an unprecedented blunder that will undermine the very integrity of the United States’ most important alliance.
Withdrawal Causes Afghan Collapse
Pulling out now causes terrorism and instability in Afghanistan- history proves

James Jay Carafano, senior research fellow for national security at the Heritage Foundation, 8/2/10 (http://www.washingtonexaminer.com/opinion/columns/How-will-leaving-Afghanistan-help_-1006405-99723654.html”

But the decision to pull out before the war was won precipitated a dramatic chain of events that continues to unfold a decade later. Today, Afghanistan remains locked in a seemingly permanent state of civil war. As the southern-based Taliban battle the rump, Western-backed government in the north, the people of Afghanistan remain caught in the crossfire. Al Qaeda returned with the Taliban. Within 18 months of the U.S. withdrawal, they had re-established the terrorist training camps that launched the 9/11 attacks and began a new wave of bloody attacks on the West that continues to this day. Their success has re-energized Islamist radicalism movements worldwide. Meanwhile, the resumption of U.S. airstrikes on the camps has seemed to have little effect other than fueling complaints about civilian casualties from various international human rights groups. The increasing violence quickly spread beyond Afghanistan. As soon as the Taliban were re-established in the south, the Kashmir insurgency flared to new heights, bringing Pakistan and India into direct military conflict and a hair-trigger nuclear standoff. The bad news did not stop there. By 2010, organized terrorist networks in Indonesia and other South Asia countries had largely been dismantled. Now, supported by a terror base in Afghanistan and Pakistan, the networks were back and deadlier than ever.
Withdrawal Causes Afghan Collapse

Afghanistan withdrawal causes short-term instability from conflicting interests and power struggles

Byron Hartman, Staff writer for the International Affairs Review, 11/8/09 (http://www.iar-gwu.org/node/96)
Some argue that our interests can be best served by a limited counter-terrorism campaign targeting Al Qaeda leaders in the Pakistani border region. Al Qaeda is not the cause of instability in Afghanistan, but rather a symptom of the disease. The disease is the central government’s lack of institutional capacity to provide security and services. The withdrawal of U.S. military support may not lead to the immediate collapse of the Afghan central government, but it will result in the immediate loss of large areas to tribal, narcotic and militant interests. Al Qaeda will exploit these autonomous areas to establish new bases and training camps from which to attack America and her allies around the world. What is most dangerous, though, is that the withdrawal of U.S. forces and the inevitable collapse of Afghanistan will provide Al Qaeda with space to operate. Their capacity to strike could return to the same levels they enjoyed prior to the attacks on the Pentagon and World Trade Center. U.S. withdrawal from Afghanistan would be portrayed not as a Taliban victory, but as an Al Qaeda one. Militant factions in the Muslim world deserted Al Qaeda in the aftermath of their failed campaign in Iraq, but new militant foot soldiers would flock to the banner of an Al Qaeda victory, setting off a period of global instability not seen in modern history.
Withdrawal Causes Afghan Collapse 
U.S. withdrawal causes Afghan instability and civil war

Colin Cookman and Caroline Wadhams, writers for the American Progress and authors of “Afghan

 Governance,” 5/11/2010 (http://www.americanprogress.org/issues/2010/05/afghan_governance.html/print.html)

The United States’ top strategic objective in Afghanistan over the past nine years has been defeating the Al Qaeda network. Strengthening and sustaining the Afghan government was a second-tier priority at best that was ranked far behind military operations, and when the United States took any efforts to strengthen government they were done only as a means of “dismantling, disrupting, and defeating” the Al Qaeda terror network. But building legitimate, responsive, and self-sustaining Afghan government institutions is essential if the United States and its NATO International Security Assistance Force allies are to withdraw their military forces from Afghanistan and keep them out over the long term without the country descending into civil war and regional proxy fighting. To accomplish this, Congress, the Obama administration, and the American public need a clearer understanding of the full dimensions of Afghan governance and the many international actors and programs whose activities affect the issue. This paper’s purpose is to aid that understanding. Building even a minimally functioning state in Afghanistan will be incredibly difficult. The task isn’t helped by 30 years of war, eight years of Bush administration neglect and mismanagement, and an Afghan government plagued by a lack of capacity and political will. While it is understandable that the Obama administration wants to show quick results to the American people—who are growing increasingly frustrated over the human and financial costs of almost nine years of war—administration officials are paying too little attention to the sustainability of the programs and Afghan state we are creating. They need greater clarity of purpose in defining their end-state goals to achieve coherence in American policy toward Afghanistan.

Withdrawal Causes Afghan Collapse

U.S. presence in Afghanistan is key to national stability and development

Colin Cookman and Caroline Wadhams, writers for the American Progress and authors of “Afghan

Governance,” 5/11/2010 (http://www.americanprogress.org/issues/2010/05/afghan_governance.html/print.html)

Thus, based on our analysis of current Afghan governance, we believe U.S. policy—as well as the international community—must prioritize the following areas to be able to transfer control:

Provide clarity of purpose: The Obama administration remains vague about what progress looks like in Afghanistan and what our objectives are over the next two to five years. The administration should coordinate with the Afghan government and NATO-ISAF to create a clear end-state goal with a precise set of qualitative and quantitative metrics that attempt to measure our progress toward a sustainable Afghan state.

Increase sustainability and reduce dependence: An ongoing assessment of how current approaches will play out in the “build” and “transfer” stages of the engagement is required to ensure that stabilization efforts do not undermine the wider goals of representative sustainable governance. The international community should create a path to greater financial independence for the Afghan government from the international community by increasing domestic revenues and condition additional aid on meaningful corruption and governance reforms that show would-be Afghan taxpayers that their contributions will not be lost.

Put Afghans in the lead: Afghans continue to act as bystanders as their state is rebuilt. They must be consulted to a greater extent, given greater budgetary authority, and put in the lead. More international assistance should be channeled through the Afghan government in the form of trust funds monitored by the international community. The Afghan people must have more ways to access and influence the way their country is being run and how their money is being distributed.

Push for an institutionalized rather than personalized decentralization of power with greater Afghan participation: All roads currently lead back to President Karzai, who directly appoints more than 1,000 government officials throughout the country and many more positions indirectly. Decentralizing power by supporting local governing bodies is an important step for increased representation, but it must be linked to a simultaneous process of establishing checks and balances between the branches of government and civil society. It will require negotiating with a Karzai government that is likely to resist changes that reduce its power. 

Demilitarize development assistance: The military is receiving and implementing far too much development and governance assistance as part of a short-term stabilization agenda. Afghan civilians with international civilian support should be driving state-building and development assistance. The international community should be aware of the perverse incentives they may be creating by providing assistance to the most insecure areas of Afghanistan rather than the secure areas.
US presence key to Karzai

Once U.S. pulls out, Karzai will be ousted from the government- corruption makes him unpopular and causes instability

Ashraf Ghani, staff writer for the Sunday Times, 8/20/09 

(http://www.timesonline.co.uk/tol/comment/columnists/guest_contributors/article6802492.ece)
In the run-up to today’s election the insurgents once again stepped up their attacks. Deadly suicide bombs outside Nato headquarters and around Kabul this week have underlined their determination. They are targeting candidates and voters alike, intent on killing soldiers, police and innocent civilians. Fear has gripped the country as Afghans anxiously anticipate a violent post-election outcome. 

The corruption of the Karzai regime has enabled this deterioration of security by tolerating lawlessness, cutting deals with warlords and turning a blind eye to the drug trafficking that is funding attacks and perpetuating injustice. Mr Karzai’s recent pardon of five drug dealers and a known rapist are just the latest in a series of unconscionable acts he has committed as president. This week he even welcomed General Abdul Rashid Dostum, a known killer, back to Afghanistan to endorse his re-election bid. Not only does Mr Karzai lack a coherent strategy to stabilise the state, but also he lacks the will and legitimacy among the people to do so. 
Karzai Key to Stability 
Karzai key to stopping Taliban conflict and their negotiations

M. Serajul, director of the center for foreign affairs, 7/31/10 (http://www.thedailystar.net/newDesign/news-details.php?nid=148757)
The protagonists of the war, the US and its allies, met in a one-day International Conference on Afghanistan on July 20th in Kabul that was co-chaired by the Afghan President and the UN Secretary General to support a plan by President Karzai for development, governance and stability. The conference brought 60 countries and international agencies together. Nato Secretary General Fogh Rasmussen wrote an optimistic piece in an IHT column to create an optimistic aura for the conference. He commended USA for sending 40,000 additional troops who played a major role in undermining Taliban in its stronghold in Kandahar and Helmand provinces. He acknowledged Taliban resurgence and supported a recent plan of Karzai for integration of moderate Talibans. He was upbeat about Afghanistan's future.
Karzai key to Taliban negotiations- absent his government, policies endorsing Taliban stability won’t exist

Shukria Dellawar, staff writer for the Bellingham herald, 8/3/10 

(http://www.bellinghamherald.com/2010/08/03/1553784/afghanistan-can-reintegration.html)
Senior Taliban leadership is open to dialogue with the U.S., but only under the condition that there are no other preconditions for holding talks. To break this stalemate and build trust between both sides, President Hamid Karzai's administration has pushed the United Nations to remove certain Taliban commanders from its terror list in an effort to facilitate reconciliation. However, U.S. Army General David Petraeus' recent decision to blacklist the Haqqani Network - an insurgency group in Afghanistan and Pakistan closely allied with the Taliban - as a terrorist organization may jeopardize this process, which Kabul and Islamabad are rumored to be undertaking to lure top Taliban leadership into Afghanistan's political process.

President Barack Obama has declared that the U.S. objective in Afghanistan is to "disrupt, dismantle, and defeat al-Qaida," while breaking the "momentum" of the Taliban. The counterinsurgency strategy pursued by the U.S. seeks to weaken the Taliban insurgency before endorsing formal dialogue between the Karzai administration and insurgent commanders. The strategy to meet this goal needs to be reassessed.
Jirga CP- Nation Building Key

The best option is to use the leverage of US nation building efforts to guide them toward a cooperative, decentralized structure- the plan sacrifices the leverage. 

Wadhams and Cookman. 2010. Caroline Wadhams(Director for South Asia Security Studies) Colin Cookman  (Research Assistant at the Center for American Progress) May 11, 2010. What the International Community Should Focus on at the Kabul Conference. http://www.americanprogress.org/issues/2010/07/kabul_conference.html 

Decentralize the unitary state

The Afghan state’s centralization in the executive branch—although complicated by continued constraints on Karzai's ability to fully marginalize powerful local actors, forcing him to co-opt them into his administration—contributes to the disconnect between government officials and local communities. This centralization was conceived by international and Afghan constitutional drafters in an effort to counteract the historical weakness of Afghan governments' abilities to exert control over their territory.

Under this arrangement provincial and district governors are accountable to Karzai rather than their nominal constituents, and popularly elected representatives are either largely marginalized in policy decision making and execution—as in the case of most provincial councils—or nonexistent entirely, as in the case of district councils.

This disconnect directly leads to a lack of public accountability, corruption, mismanagement, and a weakening of public trust. As long as Kabul continues to make all local-level decisions—or make them in negotiations with local appointees with no input from the people they are governing—the Afghan government cannot hope to repair its legitimacy deficit and counteract the insurgency's consistent political campaign against it. Political reforms require reassessing the current unitary state structure and acknowledging that a single executive in Kabul cannot effectively manage the country's highly heterogeneous political, geographic, and economic conditions.
Jirga CP- Jirga Key to Change

Jirga is key to reshaping Afghanistan. 

Wadhams and Cookman. 2010. Caroline Wadhams(Director for South Asia Security Studies) Colin Cookman  (Research Assistant at the Center for American Progress) May 11, 2010. What the International Community Should Focus on at the Kabul Conference. http://www.americanprogress.org/issues/2010/07/kabul_conference.html 

The United States and its international allies should press for a constitutional loya jirga, or new international conference, modeled on the 2001 Bonn process. It would include representatives from the Karzai government, elected members of parliament, local and provincial representatives, Afghan civil society organizations, and insurgency members who are willing to lay down their arms and join a deliberative constitutional process.

This process will not be successful unless it is an Afghan-led one, and foreigners should not dictate a new balance of power. The process’s general goal should be the shift to a more federalized structure with greater provincial- and local-level autonomy. A wholesale constitutional revision does risk entrenching divisions among regional power brokers. But it at least offers potential power-sharing compromises that are not possible under the current system.

Decentralize authorities within current constitutional framework

Short of this large step the United States can still push for decentralizing authorities within the current constitutional framework. The Obama administration has already pledged to distribute increasing amounts of aid through subnational bodies, including provincial and district governors. But it has not yet pushed for greater oversight on these appointed officials’ activities by elected councils at the provincial and district level.

The new Subnational Governance Policy, which was approved by a partial cabinet in March 2010 but still not publicly released, offers greater clarity on how some of these institutions are meant to function. But it still leaves the most critical authorities—namely, control over the distribution of budget money and powers of appointments—centered in the Kabul executive.

The new policy calls for expanding “provincial budgeting” initiatives that would allow the elected provincial councils to establish their own alternative budget proposals for their respective areas. The plan, however, provides no timeline for this shift in practice, and it defers decision making on the exact formulas for allocating money between the provincial and ministry plans to a Cabinet Committee on Subnational Planning and Finance comprised of a vice president, the IDLG director, and the ministers of finance and economy—none of whom are directly elected, only two of whom face any parliamentary oversight in their selection, and with no role for the elected leadership of the provinces in the discussion.
Jirga CP- Jirga Key to Change

Encouragement of a Jirga would help strengthen the judiciary and parliament. 

Wadhams and Cookman. 2010. Caroline Wadhams(Director for South Asia Security Studies) Colin Cookman  (Research Assistant at the Center for American Progress) May 11, 2010. What the International Community Should Focus on at the Kabul Conference. http://www.americanprogress.org/issues/2010/07/kabul_conference.html 

Empower the parliament

U.S. priorities for reforms in the parliamentary-presidential relationship should include greater parliamentary checks on senior appointments in addition to expanded support for parliamentary training programs on budgetary review and oversight. The parliament holds constitutional authority to approve all presidential nominees for the federal cabinet, but many key offices and agencies responsible for carrying out or setting government policies are headed by Karzai appointees selected without any say from either house of parliament.

Of particular concern is the lack of any parliamentary say in who heads the powerful Independent Directorate for Local Governance, which holds extensive authority at the subnational level; organizations responsible for conducting basic oversight on the government’s activities such as the High Office of Oversight and Anticorruption and the national Control and Audit Office; and the leadership of the new Joint Secretariat meant to coordinate and implement the government’s new Peace and Reintegration Program for insurgent reconciliation efforts.
Karzai took over six months to put forward new nominations for 13 ministerial posts after the parliament rejected many of his two initial rounds of nominees. Seven positions remain unfilled after the most recent round of nominations. Conditioning U.S. assistance to any Afghan ministry or organization on its being led by a minister or director confirmed by an independent parliament would be a basic step toward breaking this deadlock.

Strengthen the judiciary

Afghanistan’s lack of justice and absence of rule of law feed the insurgency—delegitimizing the government, reducing its capacity to provide services and security, undermining economic development, and, in turn, increasing insurgent popularity. The absence of justice, pervasive corruption, and Afghans’ inability to hold government officials accountable for their abuses have indeed driven some Afghans into the militants’ arms. Taliban insurgents have exploited this Afghan grievance in their propaganda and through offering mobile courts in areas they control that provide swift, if brutal, justice under a comparatively transparent code of rules.

The Obama administration has increased its efforts to strengthen Afghan’s formal justice system through support of the Supreme Court, the Office of the Attorney General, and anticorruption bodies such as the High Office of Oversight and Anticorruption and the Justice Ministry. It has also encouraged traditional dispute resolution mechanisms in the informal justice system, such as the shura and the jirga, and revamped the Afghan police program.

Unfortunately, inadequate progress has been made on justice reforms efforts thus far due to insufficient pay for judges and legal counsel, lack of training for officials that leaves them ill-equipped to settle cases, and overall difficulties in synthesizing the informal and formal justice systems in Afghanistan.
Jirga CP- Current Tactics Fail
Focusing on security operations kills the possibility for peaceful transition. 

Wadhams and Cookman. 2010. Caroline Wadhams(Director for South Asia Security Studies) Colin Cookman  (Research Assistant at the Center for American Progress) May 11, 2010. What the International Community Should Focus on at the Kabul Conference. http://www.americanprogress.org/issues/2010/07/kabul_conference.html 

Push for reconciliation and power-sharing

President Karzai’s latest peace plan hopes to broaden his support base to include former Taliban fighters by using money to co-opt support rather than revising the centralized constitutional set-up. This is the same strategy he used in past attempts at reconciliation and reintegration. But it is difficult to see how enduring reconciliation with any of the insurgency factions will take place without political reforms that offer rival political groups a role in the Afghan government beyond serving as President Karzai’s clients.

Support reconciliation as a transparent political process rather than ad hoc deals

Major outreach efforts to insurgent factions seriously test President Karzai’s ability to balance the demands of his existing domestic support base, which is already divided over the distribution of resources and appointments.

Karzai’s second Vice President Karim Khalili sat out the recent peace jirga, protesting what he says is government indifference to the plight of ethnic Hazaras in their recurrent annual clashes with Kuchi nomads. And the resignation of long-time National Directorate of Security Intelligence Service Director and Northern Alliance veteran Amrullah Saleh, and his public rejection of Taliban talks afterward, signals additional dissension within Karzai’s fractious coalition over efforts to bring Taliban commanders into the government. These tensions are only exacerbated by the lack of clarity surrounding who is eligible to be reintegrated and the Karzai government’s conduct of negotiations largely out of public view.

Over three decades of war and many conflict actors’ continued impunity from any form of justice have contributed to pervasive mistrust between rival communities both inside and outside the government. This suspicion makes prospects for peaceful power-sharing agreements over control of the government and Afghanistan’s scant resources extremely daunting. Further, the United States, the Karzai government, and the insurgent commanders are actors in the conflict themselves, which makes them all poorly positioned to serve as honest brokers in mediating disputes or adjudicating past crimes in ways that their rivals will accept.

Breaking this deadlock requires the United States to work with its Afghan partners and neutral third parties to develop a framework for peace and political reform talks that include a broader range of Afghan actors beyond simply President Karzai and those insurgents whom he selects for reintegration. In addition to discussions of power-sharing arrangements and government reforms, these talks should include a commitment to broader truth and reconciliation conversations that can begin to address the justice and impunity issues on the part of both government and insurgent figures even if prosecution or removal from public office is not immediately possible.
Jirga CP- Current Tactics Fail
Military approaches can’t resolve tensions.  Only the political track can solve

Ernie Regehr, Adjunct Associate Professor in Peace and Conflict Studies at Conrad Grebel University College, University of Waterloo, May 9, 2007, http://www.igloo.org/disarmingconflict/itsnotre
In Afghanistan, in other words, achieving relative peace is not a matter of overcoming age-old hatreds; it is more a matter of addressing communal and regional wariness. The southern Pashtun are of course wary of a Kabul Government that has been constructed in such a way that it is regarded as unable, or at least unlikely, to understand and cater to the needs and interests of all Afghans.     You don’t defeat that wariness; it has to be dispelled through concrete acts of inclusion and accommodation. Military commanders, Afghan and NATO, make the point, over and over again, that the struggle in Afghanistan is not ultimately a military struggle, but neither they nor their respective political masters have yet managed the wit or the will to give priority to the non-military struggle.     Behind ethnic or communal or regional conflicts are basic economic, social, and political grievances. Failure to redress them has made group solidarity an increasingly attractive political strategy, throw some religious zeal and easy-to-use and easy-to-get small arms into the mix and the result is persistent social/political chaos and public violence – conditions that can be expected to bestir hatred, but that makes it a symptom not a cause.     Does it make a difference that conflict is much more likely to be rooted in distrust than hate? Yes it does – a lot. It means solving conflict doesn’t require a change in human nature, just in human institutions. And institutions can be built, and built to function according to agreed rules – and when they do, they become conveyors and purveyors of public trust.

Jirga CP- Avoids Politics 
Peace-building efforts would avoid politics. 

Hurlburt, 2010. Heather Hurltburt. July 20, 2010. Talking With the Taliban. 

http://www.guardian.co.uk/commentisfree/cifamerica/2010/jul/20/talking-taliban-afghanistan-washington 

The idea of negotiating with high-level Taliban figures has something for both ends of the spectrum: it seems to promise a quick, tidy, nonviolent out to those who want one; and it seems to confirm all the right's best invective about Obama's supposed desire to harm America by negotiating with our enemies (in the best traditions of Winston Churchill, Ronald Reagan and Yitzhak Rabin, but never mind).

Regrettably, there's not much reason to believe it will do either. Conservatives would do well to bear in mind that the core tenets of a foreign policy based on diplomacy, negotiation and compromise are still broadly popular, even as Obama's once-lofty national security approval ratings have drifted down to the level of his domestic scores. The public still opposes war with Iran, for example, and even negotiating with the Taliban, the folks who hosted Osama bin Laden and helped bring us 9-11, only draws 51% opposition. Moreover, Michael Steele is not the only GOP-er who doesn't want to sign up for a decades-long US involvement there.

Among national security analysts and regional experts, the idea that some insurgents will have to come back into the fold for Afghanistan to experience any kind of stability is relatively uncontroversial. The questions of who, how and when – and whether what works in theory in fact works – are hotly debated. Key among the sceptics are Afghan women, whose concerns about how to make sure reintegration and/or reconciliation do not further imperil and immiserate them deserve consideration from all who claim to have their best interests at heart (which is to say, everyone who has taken up the rhetorical cudgels on Afghanistan, except maybe my realist friends, who like to make much of their relative unconcern for women in order to ensure that no one mistakes them for liberals).

The White House's plan continues to be built around achieving a change in momentum this year sufficient to allow a drawdown of troops, probably modest, as Vice-President Joe Biden said this past weekend, to begin next year and continue. There's nothing in Obama's record – not to mention Robert Gates's, Hillary Clinton's, Petraeus's or Richard Holbrooke's – to suggest a more rapid reversal of strategy and the hasty exit that some either imagine or fear that negotiations with insurgents would allow. What does seem likely is a more subtle set of adjustments to a policy under fire – ones that will both improve its results and – perhaps – rework public expectations of what those results should be. A trial balloon every now and then about negotiating with insurgents tells us the most, perhaps, about that strategy.
Jirga CP- Key to Stability 

The jirga process is key to stability in Afghanistan. 

Khaleej Times, 6/6/10, “Jirga shows the way ahead”, http://www.khaleejtimes.com/DisplayArticleNew.asp?xfile=data/editorial/2010/June/editorial_June11.xml&section=editorial&col=

Afghan tribal elders have suggested the obvious. Urging President Hamid Karzai to immediately open a line of communication with the Taleban, the jirga has at least hinted at a way out of the mess. On the conclusion of the three-day national peace talks in Kabul, tribesmen were unanimous in asking the government to offer amnesty and job incentives to induce militants to give up arms. 

This is in contrast to the approach that the fragile government in Kabul is exercising, by concentrating on capturing and eliminating all those who differ with the order of the day. Karzai must heed to this piece of advice, as the trigger-happy approach and successive hunt-and-flush operations have only led to chaos and conflict in the region. If such a process is initiated, it could be the beginning of a path to help return Afghanistan back to stability. Though the Taleban are not an easy nut to crack, it will at least lead to a sense of confidence building measures. Karzai, whose despicable governance and Kabul-confined writ are supposed to be the main weaknesses, has an opportunity to deliver. He has himself hinted at bringing the Taleban on board, in order to accelerate the process of nation building and restoring the sense of oneness in the war-weary country. While going through the jirga’s recommendations, Karzai should not exhibit politics of exigency, and ensure that the task of reconciliation and rapprochement is carried forward at the earliest. Indeed, this will be a leadership test for the president, who will be required to do a lot of balancing act in advocating the cause of a just peace with the so-called rogue elements on board. The coalition of the willing, which apparently plans to stay put in Afghanistan for a long time, also has an opportunity to recast its strategy. The history of this landlocked country is witness to the fact that no foreign occupier could dig heels, come what may. Rather, Afghanistan has been Soviets and Americans Waterloo, alike. The Pakhtoon, who constitute more than 70 per cent of the population, need to be harnessed and accommodated in the affairs of the state. So is the status quo with the Taleban. Militant or otherwise, Talebanisation is a frame of mind in this part of the world, as it stands for a country and government free from the strings of occupation. Neither is this a debatable demand, nor an illegitimate one to be brushed aside. This is why even military strategists in Brussels and Pentagon had hinted at cultivating moderate elements in the Taleban’s rank and file to achieve a broad-based settlement. It’s time for Karzai to do some trekking in the barren and inhospitable landscape of the country, and reach the people who have been condemned and coerced since 2001. The 1,600 tribal leaders who had pinned their hopes in nationalism and politics of fraternity should not be taken for a ride. Their words of wisdom can make the difference. Karzai will be better advised to act as a catalyst in the process of change.

Jirga CP- Key to Taliban

JIrgas increase prospects of peace between the government and Taliban. 

New York Times, “Ex-Taliban Leaders See Hopeful Signs for Talks”, 6/16/2010, Lexis

Despite their hard-line public stance and continued attacks, the Taliban are quietly putting out tentative feelers in response to the government's recent peace jirga, according to Afghan government officials and two former Taliban political leaders. While it was under way, the Taliban attacked the consultative peace jirga, or council, which ended June 6, both with rockets and through denunciations. Many political opponents doubted that the jirga would be successful, because insurgents had not been included. Publicly, the insurgents insist that they reject the effort to start talks. But the two former Taliban leaders, who both are known to maintain contacts with the insurgents, said in interviews on Monday and Tuesday that the Taliban have been encouraged by signs of progress on removing some of their names from a United Nations blacklist, as well as by indications that the government may speed up the release of Taliban detainees. Meanwhile, insurgents in troubled areas of Wardak Province said they would no longer attack government officials there as long as they were not working with the NATO coalition, according to a prominent Afghan official, who, like others interviewed, spoke on the condition of anonymity because he was not authorized to speak on the matter. The official said Afghan officials had taken the gesture as a hopeful sign, even though Wardak has had a recent increase in insurgent activity, as well as possible infiltration by fighters from Al Qaeda and Arab fighters, and violence and threats continued elsewhere in the country. Calling for an end to the blacklist and the release of detainees were two of the decisions made by the consultative peace jirga. A visit this week by a United Nations delegation to review the list was received favorably by Taliban leaders as evidence of good faith, said Mullah Arsala Rahmani, who is one of 137 Taliban figures on the list. ''The blacklist will be a start,'' said Mullah Rahmani, now an Afghan senator and formerly the minister of higher education under the Taliban government. ''It is symbolically very important. Even if they only remove 60 or 70 names, that would be enough. The next step could be talks between government and Taliban representatives in some neutral country.'' He suggested either Turkey or Saudi Arabia would be likely locations. Hajji Musa Hotak, the former Taliban planning minister and now a member of the Afghan Parliament from Wardak Province, who was one of the first five Taliban figures to be removed from the United Nations blacklist last January, concurred. ''I have heard the same thing,'' he said. ''If the government fulfills their promises on the blacklist and the prisoner releases, we are ready to take part in negotiations.'' Mr. Hotak added that he had heard that seven names were under consideration for being taken off the list, and said, ''Even that would be a start.'' On Tuesday, the organizers of the peace jirga announced at a press conference that the members of a High Council for Peace, which would be charged with arranging negotiations, would include neutral, nongovernment figures. While both Mr. Hotak and Mullah Rahmani are known to maintain close connections with the Taliban, and Mullah Rahmani in particular says he was recently in indirect communication with the Taliban leader Mullah Muhammad Omar, there is no way to verify their claims. In addition, it is unclear how much control older Taliban political leaders have over a new generation of younger military commanders, most of whom are not even on the United Nations blacklist. The Taliban's official spokesman, Zabihullah Mujahid, reached by telephone on Tuesday, repeated his denunciation of the jirga and dismissed the diplomatic activity concerning the blacklist. ''This is not the way to make the Taliban leadership agree to negotiate,'' he said. ''U.N. mediation can only work if the foreigners end their occupation of the country first.'' 
Jirga CP- Key to Taliban

Negotiations that include the Taliban are key to stability in Afghanistan. 

Lal Aqa Shirin, Inter Press Service, September 20, 2007, http://ipsnews.net/news.asp?idnews=39329
Although the initial toppling of the Taliban regime and driving out the al-Qaeda in end-2001 was welcomed by the Afghan people, subsequent military operations against the Taliban and other insurgents, with the resultant losses suffered by the civilian population caught in the cross fire has angered people and Afghan authorities.  It has undermined the credibility of the government and its international allies in pursuing their ‘war on terror’ in Afghanistan.  From what is known, the government is keenly evaluating the Taliban's positive response to Karzai’s offer of negotiations. The government has also welcomed the Taliban’s decision to drop their previous pre-condition for foreign troops to leave Afghanistan before holding negotiations with the government.  Talking to the Taliban and reaching any deal with them will undoubtedly change the face of Afghan politics and may further strain relations with the Northern Alliance followers, who helped by U.S. money, Special Forces and air power, drove the Taliban from power.  The issue of negotiations with the Taliban is hotly debated in media and political circles. Some members of the Mushrano Jirga (Upper House of Parliament) have already accepted the principle of negotiating with the Taliban and have said that improvement of security in Afghanistan is directly linked to Taliban's participation in national politics.  A further point to carefully consider relates to who from the Taliban ranks will take part in the negotiations. Will the majority of Taliban leadership come to the negotiation table or only a few disaffected commanders who are unhappy about the Taliban’s links to al-Qaeda?  The so-called moderate Taliban or new-Taliban represented by their former foreign minister Maulawi Wakil Ahmad Mutawakil or their former ambassador to Pakistan, Mullah Abdul Salam Zaif, have already warned the government and the international community that they must negotiate with the Taliban or risk further violence and ascendance of hard core Taliban who might refuse to negotiate at all.  But who do they really represent among the Taliban ranks? Do they really have any influence with the Taliban leadership that is waging the ongoing war? Can they bring them to the negotiation table? Should we be taking them seriously? By including people like Mutawakil and Zaif, can their participation in national politics weaken the hard core Taliban? Or should we be talking to the hard-core Taliban instead. Or, should we be doing both?  It is likely that the hard-core Taliban leadership with strong links to al-Qaeda will resist talking to the government and its international allies. What would be interesting to know is the numerical strength of these hard-core elements, how close their links are to al-Qaeda and the influence they have over the Taliban’s war policy.  Only when this information is available can a strategy to influence their choices succeed. If it is found that the local commanders waging the war are largely acting independently and their agenda is not linked to al-Qaeda, the chances for holding negotiations and succeeding in them are much greater.  It is quite likely that the U.S. administration has realised the limit of its strategy in Afghanistan and is trying to consolidate its gains at the 2008 presidential elections, by orchestrating a deal between the Afghan government and the Taliban that can be heralded as a ‘success’.  Such a scenario makes good sense. For example, U.S. strategic interests will be guaranteed by ensuring the continuity of a friendly Afghan government and its ‘war on terror’, with a slight modification of shifting its war focus from Taliban back to al-Qaeda.
PAGE  
1
Last printed 9/4/09 7:00 PM





