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MS. CAROLINE WADHAMS: Good afternoon, everybodym Caroline
Wadhams, a senior policy analyst at the Centeroangehalf of the Center, | want to
welcome you to today’s event: “The Forgotten FroitNew Strategy for Afghanistan.”
We have a great panel here today to discuss theeGenew report on Afghanistan and
U.S. strategy toward Afghanistan and Pakistan. i&fdre | introduce the panelists, |
want to speak very briefly about why Larry Korb dnairote this report and how current
events in Afghanistan and Pakistan have validataxdynof our concerns about this
region.

Today’'s news of a suicide bombing in the north &f#anistan is another tragic
example of a faltering mission in Afghanistan ardkgeriorating security situation. It
has been reported that more than 100 people wiked koday, including children,
Afghan parliamentarians and police officers. Tikigist the latest in a series of suicide
bombings that have rocked the country, and remethizewas a tactic that was not seen
in Afghanistan prior to September™.1

Furthermore, we see signs that the Taliban anchatl® have reconstituted in the
border areas of Afghanistan and Pakistan and hlegtdre growing in strength. And
Pakistani President Musharraf’s recent impositiba state of emergency only raises
further concerns about the stability of Pakistegsigrowing extremism in that country,
and its ability to crack down on al Qaeda and Taldin its country. Finally, opium
production has reached unprecedented levels, nowding about 93 percent of the
world’s opium economy and those revenues are adiéwy be partially funding the
insurgency in Afghanistan.

And with all of these dire statistics, this countigs remained largely unfocused
on Afghanistan. We are barely paying attentione’W& been consumed as a country by
Irag, and thus the title of our event and repofhée Forgotten Front.” Larry and | felt
compelled to bring attention back to this cruciason and make the case for why we
need to refocus on Afghanistan. We believe thattirrent approach is not working, and
we outline a strategy in our report for turning #i@ation around, one that confronts a
variety of issues: weak governance, the growingragroduction, the safe haven in
Pakistan, stalled reconstruction and growing inggculLarry will summarize this report
in detail and I'm not going to go into it here.

Let me quickly thank a number of people who maderéport happen, including
our fabulous interns: Chris Sedgwick, Leah Greegaly Smith and Luis Vertiz. |
also want to thank members of our national secteiyn here at the Center, who were
essential to getting this report out, includingePaduul and Sean Duggan. And | also
want to thank people in our editorial departmenowlkserve high praise including
Shannon Ryan, Annie Schutte and Robin Pam. Amally want to thank the Open
Society Institute who partially funded this report.



We have three excellent panelists here to distussdport and more broadly
U.S. policy. Their bios you should have found omirychairs, but let me quickly
introduce them. It is an honor to have AmbassddorDobbins here who knows more
about Afghanistan probably than just about anydse eHe directs RAND’s
International Security and Defense Policy Centel lzes held numerous positions in the
State Department and the White House. He handledliety of crisis management
assignments as the Clinton administration’s spexiaby for Somalia, Haiti, Bosnia and
Kosovo. But most importantly for this panel, hesvtiae Bush administration’s first
special envoy for Afghanistan. In the wake of ®egter 11, Ambassador Dobbins was
designated as the Bush administration’s represeatt the Afghan opposition. He
helped organize and then represented the UnitedsSaathe Bonn Conference where a
new Afghan government was formed. He is respoaddyl whatever progress has been
made in Afghanistan.

We are also very pleased to have Alexander Thier Wlo is senior advisor in
the Rule of Law program at the U.S. Institute ocdé® He'’s the director of the Project
on Constitution Making, Peacebuilding, and NatidRatonciliation, and co-founder of
the International Network to promote the Rule oilaHe is responsible for several rule
of law programs in Afghanistan, and prior to joipidSIP he was the director of the
project on Failed States at Stanford Universitye dgent more than six years on the
ground in Afghanistan, including from 2002 to 20@4hen he was a legal advisor to
Afghanistan’s Constitutional and Judicial Reformn@oission in Kabul. And he also
worked as a U.N. and NGO official in Afghanistarridg the Civil War from 1993 to
1996.

| think most of you know our very own Larry Korlarry is the senior vice
president for national security and internatior@lqy here at the Center, and a senior
advisor to the Center for Defense Information.oPto joining the Center, Larry worked
for almost every think tank in town, including t8euncil on Foreign Relations, the
Brookings Institution and the American Enterprisstitute. And he served as assistant
secretary of defense from 1981 though 1985.

Thank you so much for being here. I'm now goindguia it over to Larry to
discuss the report, and then we’ll have your contmemhank you.

MR. LAWRENCE KORB: Thank you very much, CarolinAnd welcome, all,
here to the Center. | wanted to commend Carobnedming up with the idea that we
had to do something about it and seeing this préfgough, and also thank Jim and Alex
for joining us. They're the real experts. We'tgdtmg this report out and we're
interested in their comments, and they’'ve also tesdpful to us as we’ve written this
report.

| think it's interesting that on the sixth annivang of the American military
invasion of Afghanistan there was almost no présdl.aln October we were trying to
get an op-ed published, and people gave it vetg httention and | think that indicates
this idea of the forgotten front. And we wouldabrgue it’s the central front really in
the war against terror. That the consequencestginevailing in Afghanistan are very



great, and in fact | would argue and we argue hearen greater than not achieving your
objectives in Irag. It would be a failure not omdy the United States, we’d be the
second major power that’s not been successful gh&dfistan, but even NATO. This is
the first time NATO has operated outside of itslitianal areas, and this is something if
we want to deal with the challenges of thé& 2éntury, it would be very important for
NATO to be able to operate out of its traditionadaa

Now, the report basically says there are threelprob that you have in dealing
with the situation in Afghanistan. One, as Camimentioned, lack of attention and the
focus on the part of people in government andrikhine public at large. Number two,
resources: you need more resources, both in termditary as well as financial and
diplomatic, and finally coordination. Whateveresigou may think about the efforts
there, if you take a look at it, the whole is ncgaer than the sum of the parts given the
involvement of some 37 nations and an untold nurobapn-governmental
organizations.

Now, it's getting worse, and Caroline mentioned ¢kent — not only the horrible
events that happened this morning in Afghanistaere/lsome five lawmakers were
killed and maybe 100 people, but the situation obsty in Pakistan is not helpful in
terms of dealing with this situation. There isiadow opening, but it's not going to
remain open forever, and you've got to move andergickly.

Now, the goals that you're trying to accomplishAiighanistan are relatively
simple and straightforward. You want to deny saact to al Qaeda and its affiliates,
and you want to build a stable, secure state shabt threatened by internal conflict and
does not threaten its neighbors.

So the question becomes how do you do it? Walptrerarching strategy has
got to be you've got to really emphasize a counsenigency framework, which we’re
moving toward, but not to the extent that we shodltere’s still too much emphasis on
the military component and counter-terrorism, ahdanrse the rage during the last year
and dealing with Iraq has been the Army’s coungnigency manual. Well, if you take
a look at that, that's applicable really to Afglsaan. And then finally, you need to
commit for the long haul. This problem is not gpto be solved overnight and we’re
talking, at least in our view, it would take atdea decade to achieve the goals that we've
laid out.

Now, what are the challenges that you face andhihgs that you need to do to
help accomplish your goals? First of all you hevbuild the capacity of the Afghan
government. Remember, Afghanistan has never Isaw@g central government. You
need to ensure that you have a government thet's #ide to provide the rule of law and
provide services to its people. You've got a lopmblems in the ministries, particularly
the Ministry of Interior, which of course, as yondw, controls a lot of the security
forces there, and that is riddled with corruptiang that certainly has to be cleaned up.
You have to create and implement a judicial sesti@tegy to address the absence of the
rule of law, support efforts to curtail corruptiargt only in the ministries but throughout



the country, reform the Afghan police force, anckenthe Afghanistan government a true
partner in this approach.

One of the things we discovered in doing this resometimes people work
through the Afghan government, sometimes they dand there don’t (sic) seem any
rhyme or reason for getting them involved, but thaye got to be seen as the key actor
there, and until they do, it's going to hard to thet people to cooperate in this
counterinsurgency strategy.

Number two, you've got to increase security. Yech more forces, both NATO
as well as United Nations, and we also talk abouositering bringing in some Muslim
nations to help provide security. But it's nottjusore forces. It's got to be the right
kind of forces. You have to have forces that ustderd and know how to deal with
counterinsurgency. And then finally, on this recnemdation, controversial among some
people, you need a unified command. One of thegthabout military operations, you
want to make sure you have one command and rightyeo have two commands: a
U.S. command and a NATO command.

Number three, you've got to jumpstart or reallyristacusing on construction.
And here again, obviously it's going to require marnoney. If you look at the amount of
money, we’ve got all the figures in there in terofishe money we’re providing to
Afghanistan for reconstruction, as opposed to Irdqu do need more money, you do
need better coordination, and the Afghan governrhastgot to be more involved in the
reconstruction. Because they're the ones thahefmyou set the priorities, they're the
ones that people have got to see as providingeb@nstruction.

Fourth, you've got to reduce opium production. #dgistan now supplies 93
percent of the world’s opium. It's the largesttpafrtheir gross domestic product. The
problem you have now is our strategy of eradicasomorking at cross-purposes, not
only with counterinsurgency, but with the wisheshe Afghan government, and it
focuses too heavily on the farmers and not onrdfédkers. Because even if you
eradicate some of the fields, what happens, tloe goes up and the traffickers, they're
getting as much money.

And then finally, and of course I'm sure there'd b lot more questions about this
then there would have been a week ago, is you'veéogeal with the terrorist safe haven
in Pakistan. And we’ve got to put much greatespoee on the government of Pakistan
to ensure that the money we give them, somethiegdiL0 billion in aid, that goes to
counterinsurgency and dealing with the resurgehe¢ Qaeda and the Taliban along the
Afghan-Pakistan border. And we would all — agdis,not in the report because
obviously we didn’t predict what was going to happere. | think you ought to take a
hard look at the age you give right now to the goreent or Pakistan, because obviously
they will not be using it to deal with the insurggneven though that’'s what they claim.

It will be much more dealing with their own domegtroblems.

Let me conclude by saying — and we have a seatidmere which | think is very
important. Even though many people in the adnmaiisin conflate Iraq and
Afghanistan, Afghanistan is not Iraq. The peopleré want us there. They support their



government. The international community is invalvéAnd you cannot let this fail, and
it will fail if you continue to just drift along vtih your current policy, don’t improve the
resources and don’t improve the coordination, adi$ more attention on it.

Thank you very much.
MS. WADHAMS: Ambassador Dobbins, if you could gext, please.

MR. JAMES DOBBINS: Thank you. | think the repggtan excellent one. |
think the recommendations are sound, and it alstagts a wealth of material and
various tables and forms which are easily accessatiractively presented, and which |
think pretty clearly indicate how we got to theusiion we’re in now.

It is remarkable in a way that in the aftermati®fl we had such a rapid,
brilliant and complete success, and yet now, satyéater, we find ourselves in such
difficulties, and it's worth asking how we got taig situation. In the aftermath of 9/11
we were able to overthrow the Taliban and, perimapse importantly, replace it with a
broadly-based representative and very moderaterganant within a matter of weeks.
Kabul fell in late November. The Karzai governmeais inaugurated in mid-December.
And the government was accorded full internatidegitimacy, was popular
domestically, and was subsequently given a cleduaequivocal democratic mandate in
elections that were relatively — were quite pedg¢eiod in which there was high
participation and in which the international comntyifound to be largely free and fair.

| would say that the responsibility for the currdifficulties we face in
Afghanistan are a combination of sins of omissiod @@mmission. Now the sins of
omission are essentially the failure on the pathefinternational community led or, in
this case not led, by the United States in thodg gaars, in 2002 and 2003, to take
advantage of the benign situation that we thendagdegin a comprehensive and
substantial program of nation building, as we hadedin previous such situations.

We needed during those months when the Talibanmdisarray, when al Qaeda
was in flight, when there was no significant resiste in the country, to begin quickly to
help the Afghan government to project its goveraaued provide public services to the
population beyond the capital. And we failed teast in that. This was not only a U.S.
failure. It was a failure on the part of the im&tional community as a whole, but the
international community was looking to the Unitedt8s to provide leadership.

Some of the figures are interesting in this regard, many of them are in the
report. There was a major international donorderemce held in January of 2002,
which raised $5 billion for Afghanistan. That sdsrlike a lot of money until you divide
it by the number of Afghans, at which point it'$oaless. The U.S. contribution to that —
the U.S. pledge at that conference was $290 millda the U.S., which represents some
23 percent of global GDP, and which had just coregli¢his particular country, pledged
5 percent of the assistance.



The Iranian pledge was $540 million. Iran, a copone-sixth the size of the
United States with a GDP, probably one-twentiethdize of the GDP, pledged twice as
much assistance as the United States. And | ili;mkmportant to compare these figures
to figures that the United States has providedleocomparable situations like Bosnia,
like Kosovo, where the amount of American, and @tlthe amount of international
assistance more broadly, was anywhere from 10 toriés higher during those initial
periods.

Similarly in terms of the amount of security whistas provided in the form of
international peacekeepers, the contrast is eveatgr. On a per-capita basis, that is, on
the proportion of international peacekeepers taifan, the international community
provided 50 times more security to Bosnia and Kodtwan they did to Afghanistan; that
is, the ratio of international troops to populatisas 50 times higher in Bosnia and
Kosovo than it was in Afghanistan. Now, therejsratty easy equation that one can
draw for this, which is low input, low output; thatou apply low levels of international
economic assistance and military manpower to a@msiict — in a post-conflict
environment, what you get are low levels of ecormognowth and security. And that was
clearly evident in the development of Afghanistaerahe next several years.

The sins of commission | think largely lie not sach with the United States or
with the Karzai government or with the internatibo@mmunity, but lie with, or at least
in, Pakistan. The Taliban insurgency is not a fpexpevolt against an intolerable or
unacceptable government. It's an insurgency wisichised in, funded in, supplied in,
and to some degree recruited in a neighboring cpuint Pakistan. And it's important to
understand the demographics of those — of thisdvaehion. The insurgency is
basically a Pashtun insurgency. Now, that doesedn all Pashtuns support the
insurgency. It simply means that all of the ingnig are Pashtuns, which | think broadly
speaking is true, with the exception of some cotedigreigners who are associated with
it.

Most Pashtuns don't live in Afghanistan. Most Rash live in Pakistan. Most
Pashtuns have always lived in Pakistan. Threbsfifif the total Pashtun population is
Pakistani and always has been. So the sourcedasitment, for funding, for other
things, transcends Afghanistan to a very significkegree. The degree to which the
Pakistani government is responsible for this Ikhsstill a subject of some debate,
although it’s difficult to escape the conclusioattthey bear at least some responsibility
for, at a minimum, tolerating, but also to somerdegerhaps facilitating, the resurgence
of this insurgency, one which incidentally now thilens them almost as much as it does
Afghanistan.

And their reasons for doing that are several-fdlchean first, there’s a kind of
geopolitical rationale. Pakistan looks to its tielaship with Afghanistan largely in terms
of its relationship with its larger, more powerédversary, India. And it's keenly
interested in not having to face hostile neighlmrdoth sides, and therefore to the
degree that it perceives that Afghanistan is frigmdth or even allied with India, it
becomes very hostile to whatever regime is potiyimAfghanistan. And so in part, a
desire to keep the Karzai government off balanoeygnt the consolidation of a regime



there, may be driven in part by a concern thatrbgitme will become too closely linked
to India.

But there’s also a domestic political componerthis. There are several. One is
the reliance that Musharraf has historically hadrufhe more extreme and
fundamentalist elements of his society in orderofwe thing, to continue to put pressure
on India over Kashmiri. There’s been a long hisedrassociation of the Pakistani state
with what are essentially terrorists designed tdanmine Indian rule in the parts of
Kashmir that are controlled by India. This seembave diminished lately, but there was
a long term partnership there, a partnership wtretw Afghanistan into it in the 1990s
as well.

And finally, there’s simply the desire to exterzaliPashtun ambitions. The
Pashtuns might theoretically want a better de&akistan. They might want a larger
proportion of Pakistan GDP devoted to their pafthe country. They are a significant
proportion — a minority, but a significant proportiof the Pakistani population — and
they're the least well-served portion of that p@pn. They have the lowest level of
public services, the smallest percentage of GDR par-capita basis supplied to them.

They might want to establish some sort of autonoiflyey might even want to
separate from Pakistan and create a Pashtunistaltesnatively, become part of
Afghanistan. Those are all potential aspiratioAad to the extent these aspirations can
be externalized, that is, to taking over Kabul eagbutting pressure on Islamabad, that’s
a way of relieving a certain number of internalsiens and pressures. And so if these
incentives don't actually lead the Pakistani goweent to actually support the
insurgency, they do explain why it has been less@and less effective in suppressing
the elements of the insurgency that take placeakisian.

Now, | think that most of what I've said is now geally accepted within the
American administration, but I think we went thrbug long period during which the
administration was, to quote Bob Woodward on tHgex of Iraq, in a “state of denial”
about the complicity of the Pakistanis in the mauminsurgency in Afghanistan. |
believe that that's largely over and that therefsa@e candid recognition of the problem,
and | think recent events in Pakistan will removewfurther inhibitions there have been
about addressing this aspect of the problem fraaktlopenly.

| do think that the report largely makes the rigfdtommendations. | agree with
Larry and with the report that the existence of taternational military command
structures operating within the same physical emvirent is a violation, in this case a
rather blatant violation, of the military virtue ohity of command. And it's an invitation
to fratricide, failure to render timely assistanaed to a confusion of roles and missions
and attention between different components of ikermational presence there.

The existence of these two commands really is entwe — it's actually worse
then most people realize. Because it's not just you have two commands in
Afghanistan; you actually have two command chawiagyall the way to the president of
the United States that don’t meet until they geteéh So you've got the NATO command



which operates under a four-star general — fourAta@erican general — in Belgium.

That is, the supreme allied commander and the Araeninites in that, operate under the
European command, because that's what that commadaerican hat is, and then

you have a U.S. coalition command, and these aretdbe same size as | recall, in terms
of number of troops, which is operating under a{star general in Tampa, which is the
central command. So you not only have two commamddéghanistan, but you've got
two four-star generals, each of whom is the linkMeen those commands and the
national command authority in Washington.

Now, almost any structure can be made to workshuttures that have this
degree of dissonance and friction in them arerjusth more difficult to work
effectively, and they are invitations for seriouslgems at some point down the road.

There’s an equal need for better coordination ercthilian side where there’s
arguably even less clarity about who's in factharge. And this was partially because
back in 2001 the U.S. wasn't really interestedakinig charge of a large-scale nation-
building operation, and the United Nations itsedinted to limit its own purview to
largely the political implementation of the Bonnrggment which they have succeeded
in implementing rather brilliantly and rather susgomgly successfully.

But nobody really wanted to assume responsibitityall of the other tasks for
building the police, building the army, buildingetiministries, creating civil society,
creating free press, creating political parties @miilding the economy. These things
got divvied out. One country took one, anothemtoutook another, and there was not
overall sense of who was in charge, who was seftifagities, who was trying to ensure
that all of this came together in a single coortidastrategy. So | think that that’s still
something that’s lacking and we ought to be lookowgard that, either by giving the UN
leadership there a broader set of responsibiliteesclude not just the political
development, which they’ve done very well, but deenomic and other nonmilitary
tasks; or alternatively, creating a special addrangement, as we did in Bosnia with a
high representative, who doesn’t answer to anyquéar organization, but answers to a
collection of governments that appoint him and p@ysalary and ask him to coordinate
these efforts. Of the two, | tend to prefer the &ltérnative because there’s no sense in
introducing yet another organization to an alreagiyiplex mix, but | think one or the
other would be desirable.

Now, | do think it's fair to say that the admingtion, | think, actually recognizes
most of this and probably accepts most of the reégendations in this report, but it is an
administration that’'s heavily distracted by otheer more difficult situations. And I'm
not sure they have the time or the attention org¢iseurces to adequately carry out many
of these recommendations.

Assistance to Afghanistan is going up. | think #issistance levels for 2008 will
be something like $10 billion, if | remember cotigcwhich is 20 times more than it was
in 2002. This is good, but it is an indicationhafiv much ground we lost and it's the
exact opposite of the previous administration’srapph in Bosnia and Kosovo, where



the tactic was to throw in huge amounts of troap$ @oney in the beginning and then
begin to taper them off.

So you put in, in Bosnia, 60,000 troops the fiestiyand then you can cut them in
half the next year because you didn’t need 60,006u made your point. You could
have 60,000 troops there if anybody was going &lehge you, and once you’'d made
the point, you could begin withdrawing them. Amahigarly with the economic
assistance, it tended to be very large in the Imeggnand then to taper off fairly rapidly
over the next five to 10 years. We've done justdpposite in Afghanistan and the
results are much less satisfactory.

This is also true on troop levels. We probablyéhthere now — we, the
international community, NATO and the U.S. — fivrmes more troops than we had in
2002. Well, if you add five times more troops 002, we would have seen a lot more
security promoted in the countryside, we would hseen reconstruction funding flow
into the countryside. And by the time the threatrf the reorganized Taliban emerging
out of Pakistan had renewed, we would have hadgalaton that had reasons to be loyal
to the government, reasons to take risk to the mpowent and we would have had a
government that was more firmly implanted in thgioas that the insurgency has
responded to.

So I think — I would just conclude on a final pgimtich is that the reason we
succeeded so quickly in 2001 was because we wereéatvork with a very broad
coalition of countries that accepted our objecti@ed worked for them. There’s a
popular belief in the United States — in the aftattmof 9/11, the United States formed an
international coalition and overthrew the Talibarhat wrong. In the aftermath of 2001,
the United States joined an existing coalition tied been fighting the Taliban for most
of a decade, and the addition of American air paallerved that coalition, which
consisted of the Northern Alliance, Iran, India d&wksia to overthrow the Taliban and
replace it very quickly.

And we succeeded because we joined an existingiooand because we
detached Pakistan from the other side and we btaligbf those countries, including
Pakistan, Iran, Russia, India to the conferenaehith the Karzai government was
chosen, and it was the intervention of those powerrsur side which was decisive at
many points in that conference in pushing it inrilglt direction.

So I don't think that we’re going to do more thaers the deterioration in
Afghanistan through the application of manpower armhey. Military commitment by
the United States may prevent the situation frottirgeworse, but only a successful
diplomatic effort is going to make it better. Atidht effort is going to have to, once
again, reconstitute this regional consensus in@tmb a peaceful non-threatening
Afghanistan. And given the state of our relatiasth Iran on the one hand, and now
Pakistan on the other, this is going to be a lotambifficult to replicate in 2007 or 2008
than it was in 2001.

MS. WADHAMS: Thank you, Ambassador Dobbins.



Alex, could you take over?

MR. ALEXANDER THIER: Yes. | want to thank Caroérand Larry, not only
for inviting me to speak at this event, but alsthink, for this important initiative. A
number of months ago, when Caroline contacted rdesar that they were looking at
doing something like this, | was enthusiasticallpgortive, | think, for many of the
reasons that have already been expressed, thaarifgan is certainly not getting its due
and | think we all are already paying the pricetfaat.

| wanted to start off this talk today with a brtabute to Mustafa Kazimi, who is
one of the parliamentarians that was killed in Raghis morning, along with other
parliamentarians, as well as a number of innocemians and women and children.
They were visiting a sugar factory, one of the mamedthings that we only pray Afghan
politicians will be doing more of, but | wanteddrpress a brief tribute to him in
particular.

He was an opposition spokesman in the parliamentrebently had really been
working as a bridge between some of the consem&binces in the parliament and the
more moderate forces in the parliament. And iipaar, he was instrumental in the
passage of a new — recently of a new media lawfgh@nistan. Debates over the media
law for a while looked like they were going to gaite badly with undue sorts of
restrictions, and that got turned around, in pag tb his efforts and actions and his
ability to mediate between these fairly divided pasmwithin the current parliament.
Kazimi, in many ways, | think embodies the epitomhevhat Afghanistan needs to move
forward, which is well informed, well intentionepiiblic spirited former combatants who
understand that the battle for Afghanistan is ndvatile to rebuild the country.

I’'m particularly opening this up because | just gatk from Kabul last week and
only about 10 days ago, | sat with Mustafa Kaziminis office for about two hours and
what we were discussing was — well, eventuallydvwdediscuss suicide bombings, and
I'll get to that. But what we were discussing wWas constitution and the role of the
parliament and the checks and balances that exishould exist, or are now developing
between the three branches of government. Anglitsreally striking when you're
talking to people like him, or the current speatdethe House, the current president of
the Senate, the current chief of staff, Presidearz&i’s chief of staff, all people who |
met with in the last couple of weeks, and all tguar about the constitution and the issues
of separation of powers, and how they’re going kentheir political system work going
forward.

| can’t emphasize strongly enough that having spbout four years in the civil
war during the 1990s, seeing these people, all fidfarent factions getting together and
arguing about the constitution and not shellindheatber, is really a dramatic
improvement, and one that’s important to hold inminds, | think, as we think about
what we’re losing right now in Afghanistan.



We are almost to the week, six years since thefdflabul, which happened very
rapidly as Jim outlined, and as | think this repeslly ably details, Afghanistan is facing
a very serious crisis of governance and securéyttirveatens to derail much of the
progress that Jim outlined. The picture in Afglssam right now is extremely
complicated. | don’t want people to leave thissg@s thinking that everything is heading
downhill.

It's very much a one-step-forward, one-step-backaiosituation, not only with
these politicians, but | spent a bunch of timehie Supreme Court on this trip, and the
thing that’s remarkable is that it used to be ttwat would go to these institutions, you'd
go to a ministry or the courts, and there were raayie or two people, hopefully, at the
top who were reasonably competent. And they hayl itde underneath them to support
an institution that would actually implement theasttution or implement the sorts of
gains that we’re talking about.

And now, when you go to some of these institutidhere actually is another
layer underneath them. There are a lot of people mave come up, either through
experience over the last couple of years, have gbrnead, have some back from abroad,
and there is the beginnings of institutional depeilent in Afghanistan, which is
absolutely fundamental to the success there, beally is only the beginning.

And at the same time, you have some horrible couaiteng forces. As | alluded
to, almost like sort of creepy foreshadowing, #srk about it today, from a movie.
When | was meeting with Kazimi, our meeting waginipted by a message that came in
saying that there was supposedly a suicide bondtenljing Kabul that prevented me
from going to my next appointment. It didn’t tusat to be the case, but it certainly
reinforces a really difficult and dangerous trendt's affecting a lot of parts of
Afghanistan.

There have been a number of suicide bombings,mgtio the unstable areas of
the South and East this year, but in Kabul. Bagdan the north of the country, one of
the last places you’d expect there to be suicideld®rs roaming around. There has been
a real deterioration since 2005 in the securityhbor individual Afghans, as well as for
the international community, and this is havingandatic influence on the way we
operate and the way we think about Afghanistanienditure.

The Northern militias that Jim also alluded to m@arming. There are very
alarming signs that a lot of these former commasmdad warlords, and whatever you
call them, who in some ways, give or take a fewehgone away with some of the effort
to reestablish governance in Afghanistan. Thegemtainly tried as hard as they can to
entrench themselves economically and politicallyhie areas that they live and work in,
but for the meantime, they seem to be, at leasyrofithem, on a gradual course towards
politics and away from outright factional warfare.

There are dangerous signs that this could be reggiia part because they fear
that the Kabul government is too weak, that thelwesof the international community is
too weak and that they're going to be called upgeira or at least feel in the position



again the need to repel enemies, whether it's edwdr, because these militias have been
fighting each other for decades, or a resurgenbdalis yet unclear. But the signs are
there that some of the progress of demobilizatimhraally, politicization of the conflict
—and | mean that in a positive sense of movingtrdlict into politics and away from

the battle field — is being reversed.

| think one of the really critical and importantrtfs about this report is that there
is a real wavering of long-term support for the sios in Afghanistan, and if we're
serious about this mission, it is going to be agtterm one. | think that this comes from
three places. Other elements of the internatiooamunity, particularly at the moment,
Germany, Canada and the Netherlands are wavermg #ieir commitment to having
soldiers in Afghanistan.

Now in the case of the Dutch and the Canadiarssbétause they’re actually in
the South in the most hostile areas, and theysmdpsoldiers and for countries that
consider themselves peacekeepers, and not war-snakigris day and age, their publics
feel that they were sold a bill of goods that's acturate. Fortunately, | think that their
governments see this as a critical mission thas do¢ only affect the United States, but
that affects NATO and the security of Europe, a8 assNorth America, and that they're
sticking with it. But there’s a real danger thatass serious work is done with these
publics, that they are increasingly going to becamgainst the war and that politicians
are going to use this, as always, opportunisticédlyin elections and endanger the
presence of those forces there.

At home, | also worry, despite the fact that wesbat is, | think, a continuing
and dramatic bipartisan consensus here in Washingtsupport of Afghanistan, |1 worry
that the miasma of Iraqg, and the emphasis on tee teewithdraw from Iraq, is going to
affect Afghanistan and is going to affect peopf@sceptions of whether we should be in
Afghanistan and whether we can succeed in AfghamisAnd so | think that there’s
critical work to be done with the population, owpplation, to explain why this mission
is central, and that's why [ think not only thigpoet, but the effort that CAP is going to
be undertaking around this report, is really esaknt

And third, Afghanistan. The Afghan people haveratelmingly supported this
mission so far. You look at every opinion poll ahdre have been a number of good
ones over the last couple of years, and they alvdtasically the same thing, that the
Afghans support the new government and suppotinteenational military presence
there. But there has been dramatic softeningaifgtipport in the last year, and it’s the
type of thing that can snowball, as people becoisendhanted with the military forces
because of tactics and civilian casualties, aslpdmrome disenchanted with the
international community and the NGOs for drivinguamnd in expensive cars and
collecting big salaries, but failing to deliver niuio a practical way to the Afghan
people, and most of all, disenchantment with thgh&h government which, of course, is
seen alternately as being responsible for not ngatkiese things work, or at worst, being
puppets of infidel occupiers.



And that’s not to say that a lot of Afghans feetl d@ar the Americans and other
forces as infidels, but there certainly is a cdrthe country that is susceptible to that sort
of propaganda, and there’s evidence that peoptatifurning in droves to support the
Taliban, are at least starting to turn away fromHKlarzai government.

So I won't go too deeply into the why we are hegeduse | think that that's been
ably and better covered by Jim than | would be &hléut the primary thing that | would
point to, and this is recommendation or issue nurohe within the report, is this
guestion of a crisis of governance in Afghanistathink that this is by far the most
important factor of all five very important factdngyhlighted in the report.

Any analysis of the challenges in Afghanistan, wkethrough the prism of
reconstruction, justice and the rule of law, cotingirgency points over and over again
to one central element, and that is at the enbeotlay, the need for effective and
legitimate government in Afghanistan. That is end state or exit strategy from
Afghanistan. It is to have a stable Afghan govesntrthat can, with our continued
support, but in the lead, address the challengéshwace the country.

The state building mission, I think, as Jim hadioetl has always taken a
backseat to the counterterrorism mission, and exem it was done, it has not been
done well. And as a result, | think our fundaméatgective of building a competent
government that can provide security and justind, gain the trust of the Afghan people,
has so dangerously lagged that we now find oursaiseyears and $120 billion-plus into
this operation, with the feeling that things costill go completely off the rails.

Afghans are, | think, rightly leery of governmeifiiea 30 years of war. They have
to be given reason to trust government becauseriganmt for Afghans, particularly
over the last 30 years, has meant, at best, inafbress and at worst, severe repression.
A lot of work that’'s been done on the security sebly ICG and AREU, the Afghan
Research and Evaluation Unit, as well the U.Sitliistof Peace and RAND, | think all
points to a central problem, which is not only tthegre is a tremendous lack of capacity
within the Afghan government, but the capacity #ests is corrupt and problematic.

Since Bonn, the government has included many paudptethe Afghan
population considers to be war criminals, and | ttargive a nod to one member of the
audience, Nadir Nadery, who maybe didn’t askedetodzognized, but Nadir is a
member of Afghanistan’s Human Rights Commissiouw, lags been the focal point for
the last several dangerous years on the questitvargditional justice, and how does
Afghanistan, while moving forward, also accountifsrpast?

| think that this is fundamental to understand \iling is so important. It's not
just a question of wanting to get bad guys beherd.bIn fact, that's not what most
people are advocating. What is advocated is aggsothat will remove bad actors from
positions of power so that they, a) do not contittuendermine the government through
corruption, which is endemic, and drug trading, elhis endemic throughout the
government, but also to give the Afghan peopleagar to believe in and trust the future
of government.



Now, some of the former combatants, people like tsfasKazimi, are great
symbols of the hope for the future of Afghanistidmat former combatants can not only
participate in Afghan government, but can leadttaesition from war to peace, but there
are some people who really are beyond the palehand have been some instruments
that have been established to try and deal with thhere was a presidential
appointments panel that was recently constitutdddk at the most high level
appointments, chiefs of police in provinces, gowesrand so on, but it’s not being
supported. It's not being supported by the Afggamernment in a meaningful way, and
it's not being supported by the international comityy our embassy included. And the
reasons for that, frankly, | think are speciousause | think it ignores an overwhelming
desire on the part of the Afghan people to havevegmment that it can trust and rely
upon.

Let me move quickly — let me just say quickly Irtkithat the government, or
rather, this report makes some critical recommeaodsion shoring up the government.
Focusing — and particularly from my experience fghfanistan, | want to mention one
thing in these last couple of weeks. There’s atjoe of focusing on institutions rather
than individuals is one that | just touched on aute ago, but is really fundamental, and
that goes all the way from the top to the bottd@me thing that | heard from people all
over Kabul that we talked to is an Afghan phradeictvis also well known in English,
which is, all the eggs in one basket.

A lot of politicians, well meaning politicians, tidize the U.S., in particular, for
putting all of its eggs into the Karzai basket. wNohis is not a criticism of President
Karzai. It's a criticism of a narrow strategy tbinking about what the future politically
of Afghanistan is and can be. And the politicalife of Afghanistan has to be a diverse
one in which there are lot of actors, and thatdlsenot a very strong perception that any
actor in particular is the one that is supportedtipularly by the U.S. Embassy, as the
behemoth of the international community in Afghéauis but it also applies below
Karzai.

We need to focus on institution building in Afghstain, and this may be one of
the most obvious things, but the fact that we haseengaged, in these last six years, in a
crash program to establish a competent Afghan serwice is one of the things that is
most undermining the mission there. This is paléidy true, | think, in the justice
sector, but spreads beyond the justice sector tymithe other sectors. You simply do
not have competent people, largely in Kabul, lehalspread throughout Kabul's 34
provinces, who can run basic administration in Asfigistan.

The police, the courts, schools, these are thgsHimat Afghans look to as their
symbols of government, and unless they are funictiprunless they have competent
individuals who are helping them to run, then wejetting nowhere. And our money —
the money, there’s been a need for more moneyghdadistan, but frankly, the Afghan
government can’t spend the money that it gets nght, and this is in part due to the fact
that we have not paid enough attention on estab@ishe fundamental core of
institutions that’s going to make further develomtngossible in the country.



And finally, I just want to say a word about setyrand we can come back to
this because | think it's a critical thing. Suikeidombing has increased dramatically if
you look at the curve since 2002. Battlefield commeters say that part of the reason for
this is imported tactics from Iraqg, and part aSibecause the Taliban don’t do well on
the battlefield when we confront them directly, alnis true, and so they’re engaging in
other tactics, but that's not to say that thesedaare not extremely effective.

You can derail an enormous amount of operationkarsouth and the east for
example, but also in the north and other placesideiKabul by a few well placed
suicide bombs because the international commusiiteeply concerned about security
and that means many operations, development opesagietting out, get stopped.
Getting into the U.S. Embassy in Kabul right nowirsually impossible, and getting out
is impossible. Our diplomats do not get out ot #rabassy. They are sequestered there
for security reasons.

| had tried to set up a meeting with somebody aAlDSor the following day at
1:00 in the afternoon, and he got back to me sayiaghis 24 hour window for giving
notice to security, just to come out to perfecfesKabul to meet with 15 other people
from the UN and other embassies and NGOs, hadea®st imet and he couldn’t attend
that meeting. That's not a single story. Thdtis $tory of our embassy every day and it
greatly hobbles our ability.

But in the south and the east, we also have akeal problem with the
counterinsurgency strategy. Some people thakédalo there said we're simply not
implementing the great new counterinsurgency sisatehich was outlined for us. Clear,
hold, build is the simple way to say that stratdgy the strategy that's being
implemented in the southeast, as was describec toynsomebody in Kabul, is called,
mowing the lawn. And that means you go in and ymw down the insurgents, and then
you wait for a while to let the grass grow enouggt it seems like trouble might be
brewing and then you go and you cut the lawn aga&imat is clearly not an effective
means to fight the part of the war that does 13&#d to be fought there.

And just one more word on Pakistan. | think thatwill soon be pointing to the
days when our limited cooperation with Islamabadounterterrorism circa 2006 looked
good. | am deeply troubled by the events in Pakishis week. | think the severity of
the actions by the military have stunned peopld,lahink that it is clear that these
actions are more focused on the political futur&agharraf than they are on shoring up
their counterinsurgency strategy. There’s vetieliévidence that what's been done was
done to somehow make them more effective in tmatesgy.

And as Ahmed Rashid said the other day, the reahevs of Musharraf’'s second
coup are the Taliban, both in Pakistan and in Afgétan, because it has undermined the
capacity of the military to effectively pay attestito what's happening in those tribal
areas. And as Jim ably described, those tribalsaaee the fount of the insurgency and
unless dealt with, there’s not a whole lot we’llddde to do in Afghanistan to prevent it
from continuing. I'll leave it there and wait fquestions.



MS. WADHAMS: Thank you so much. I'm going to nawrn it over to the
audience for questions for our panelists. If yould wait for the microphones, state
your name and affiliation, that would be greaheéd to ask the press to go first, so if the
press has questions, if you could raise your h&khy. So let’'s go to the non-press.

Sir, here with the blue tie, blue and white.

Q: Hello. I'm not with press. (Unintelligible) Fm a defense counselor at the
Estonian Embassy here, and | have a question dt@pbppy situation. It seems to be
one of our trickiest things. And there have bemme recommendations put forward in
Europe about actually buying up poppy productibthink the — (unintelligible) —
council in Paris, and also, if | got it correctlige European Parliament also said
something about that to that effect. So | woute lio ask the panelists what their opinion
is about that general idea put forward in Europe.

And secondly, that’s about security. Your studyssan page 24 that the U.S.,
Canada and Netherlands and UK are the only cosrdeployed in the south of
Afghanistan. I'd like to point out that Estoniagimark, and Romania have also a
substantial number of forces in the South; Estanard Danes in Helmand and
Romanians in Kandahar. And we have suffered a eumwicasualties and those forces
are caveat-free, so just a clarification thereariks.

MS. WADHAMS: Do any of you want to take the opiwuestion?

MR. DOBBINS: I'll say a few words and maybe Alemdaothers will as well. |
think that the objections that are put forward targe scale program of legalizing, and
then buying the crop for medicinal purposes, a@foid: first of all, that it would
simply drive up the price, that you'd be, in effemmpeting with the illegal drug market
and you would be competing against them and yoritekdip the price. As the price
went up, the incentive to plant would grow up aogidally, the size of the crop would
increase, so that’'s one argument.

The second is that the Afghan government and, chdee international
community lack almost any capacity to implement prggram outside Kabul — that the
number of people who actually could oversee, imgletmand account for the funds and
the opium are so limited that a large-scale prognanald be virtually impossible to
implement.

That said, | think what the Senlis Council is preipg is a small trial, a trial in a
very geographically limited zone, to test the fbdisy of the project, which, if
demonstrated, could then be expanded. And petgphial sympathetic to the idea of
giving it a trial in a very limited area just toes@hether the incentives would work and
whether — and the degree of oversight that woulceaired, and then make conclusions
based on something other than abstract argumehish ¢ what we’re doing at the
moment.



MR. THIER: Ithink it's an interesting questiomdl largely agree with what
Jim said. | think that it is important to makeistishction between the idea of granting
Afghanistan one of the few worldwide medical opignewing licenses that are mostly
now controlled by India, Turkey and Australia, iweggthem some economic benefit in a
place that is a natural poppy-growing area. Attdrk that that’s an interesting
possibility and one that | would support, and hkhihat a pilot project to see if it could
be made effective should be studied.

But for the reasons that Jim outlined, | think tadarge-scale program is unlikely
to ever work, in part because it would be a teraify difficult regulatory framework to
enforce in Afghanistan, but also because the costdwalso be prohibitive. And,
frankly, the world demand for opium is minusculeogmparison to Afghanistan’s
current production. So I think that it's importdaatseparate these suggestions a little bit.
It's a good idea to try a pilot project for econemeasons, but not primarily as a means
to fight the illicit opium growth.

| just wanted to say, because you raised the guresfithe opium problem, he
laughingly told me this himself, but our new amlzaks to Afghanistan, Bill Wood, is
being called Chemical Bill in the European preghtrnow. And that's because they
have — with the support of the International Naicsoaind Law Enforcement Division of
the State Department are sort of hell-bent onitléa of spraying opium poppies with
herbicides to kill them in Afghanistan. And théseso much evidence that this is a
wrongheaded approach. As one person said, evatydth a bent ear and every stalk of
wheat that dies, if such a policy were to be imgated, would be blamed on our
spraying of herbicides.

So it's one gquestion whether spraying is effecthand | think that is actually a
guestion, given the experience in Columbia — bsitaih entirely different question to say
whether a spraying policy would so severely undeenthe broader goals in Afghanistan,
which the report lays out, | think is so foolhatdyhave made me continually somewhat
mystified as to why they continue to push this koehard.

MR. KORB: | would say two things about this. Wadhconsidered this, but we —
like Alex said, we recognized that this wouldnth&othe problem. So I think it's
important to keep in mind, because some people aapesd, well, Afghanistan could be
just like Turkey and that would make this problemagvay. It won’t, and we have no
objections to this pilot project.

The other, in terms of the nations, we did saydlage 37 nations that are
involved there and we — on page 24, we mentionedties who've taken the most
casualties. We didn’t mean to diminish all of doaintries that have been there. In fact,
we make the argument that's why it's so — you h&wenuch better chance to succeed, is
because you've got so many nations involved.

MR. DOBBINS: Let me just make one point on thederation. First of all, it is
hard to understand how the support for this hagw-this has advanced. We know that
the U.S. military are against aerial eradication,kmow the allies are against aerial



eradication, and we know the Afghan governmengarsst aerial eradication. | must
say it's a real credit to the State Departmentet@lble to prevail against those odds.
(Laughter.) I'm absolutely amazed.

There is one argument for aerial eradication thttar appeals to me, although |
generally accept the conventional wisdom thatritsa good idea, which is that you can
—that it’s the only way that you can actually ecate your enemy’s crops. The current
system is based on physical eradication; thatesple go in and beat the crops down
with sticks, and you can only do that in friendhgas. In other words, you can only
eradicate the crops of Karzai's supporters, bectheseare the only ones who will let
you. You can’t go into the Taliban areas; it's ttamgerous. Eradication only takes
place in the areas where the government is sugporte

And so clearly, a program of physical eradicatias the worst possible political
— in that you’re harming your friends and simplgreasing the price realized by your
enemies, who aren’t subject to the eradicationtiaheradication does let you go after
your enemies and their crops. So, | mean, | tthiak's the one argument that I've heard
for it that actually makes sense.

MS. WADHAMS: Mark Schneider, in the back here?

Q: Mark Schneider, International Crisis Groupsoit of followed Alex out of
Afghanistan last week. Thank you very much forrgyort and for the event today. Itis
crucial, in terms of what Alex was talking abotie heed to demonstrate that the U.S., at
least, and hopefully, the rest of the allied comityinvill make a long-term commitment
to governance and to reconstruction in Afghanistsliost of the people that I've met
with in the government and the UN and the alliechownity really were in doubt
whether the political support would continue overe.

And one of the reasons, which | think is — it's¢bad on in the report in several
ways is, there is concern about the inability ef Kkarzai governmerib take certain steps
that are crucial to good governance and are crtwiahy effective counter-narcotics
policy, and that is to remove people in governnamt not to appoint people to
provincial police level, particularly, who are eged in drug-trafficking. If I found
anything there that was disturbing, it was thatadrupon mechanisms for anti-
corruption, the joint board on vetting senior appaients, which had been agreed to at
the — by the Afghanistan accord between the Kayaaernment, the opposition and the
international community has not moved forward.

And the mechanisms that were to be put in plaged¢gent, in a sense, corrupt
people from having official jobs during the day amfficial jobs at night, those
mechanisms are not working. And that’'s a majorceom, because what it says to the
population is that this counter-drug policy is athet the farmer and the big guys are
getting off, and that governance is not supporntiteg And that's very devastating when
you have an insurgency to deal with, and so | woudge the continued focus on that
issue.



MS. WADHAMS: Any comments on that? Yes, sir, tigjere. Sorry, right up
front, second row.

Q: James Kitfield, froniNational Journalmagazine. I'd like the panel to
address this issue that Ambassador Dobbins satlaghiong as you have a relationship
with Iran, in the situation that it is now on ondes and as long as you have a Pakistan
government, for the reasons we can all see, it s¢etally incapable of going into the
tribal areas and stopping the sanctuary that al@aed the Taliban have gotten in its
tribal regions. How difficult this will be becaus® be quite honest with you, | don’t see
either one of those things turning around any tsmen. Could you all sort of explore, if
that remains the case, which I think it's reasoadablassume, can we get Afghanistan
right?

MS. WADHAMS: Larry, you want to take that?

MR. KORB: Fools rush in where angels fear to trebldistart and I'm sure Jim
and Alex can amplify and probably give you a beitteight. One of the things we’'ve
tried to point out in this report, and all the regdhat we’ve done, is you can’t solve
these things individually; you have to solve thagionally. And | think that’s
important.

We talk about getting a contact group, which ineshAfghan’s neighbors,
including India. We've sort of talked a little l@bout India today, but we haven’t really
talked about the role that they could play. Anenthof course, if India plays a
constructive role, that will help you with Pakistamcause it's been pointed out a lot of
the money we give to Pakistan to fight the insucgegoes to buy weapons, that they're
worried more about India.

In the same way, in terms of Iran, there’s no dpabtl we point out in the report,
that they’ve turned away from giving the excelleabperation that Jim has pointed out.
In fact, on other occasions, I've heard Jim sayheuit the Iranians, the Bond Accord
would not have been as successful as they werel tBunk if you're going to deal with
Iran, you're going to have to deal with them imterof the situation in Iraq, as well as
Afghanistan, and a whole host of other issues.

My personal view is you've got to sit down with thevithout preconditions,
because you're not going to solve these problertisowi them. So | think that's the way
that you can do it, but your point is well takeyiou can’t solve these things individually;
it has to be done regionally.

MS. WADHAMS: Jim?

MR. DOBBINS: 1 think that to the extent the Irangaare misbehaving in
Afghanistan, it’s largely a function of their reatship with the United States, not a
function of their perceived self-interest in Afglstan. | think they’re interest in
Afghanistan, and ours, are largely coincidenthay tvere in 2001. We both support the
same factions in Afghanistan basically, and toexient they’re now shifting in



providing limited support to the Taliban or othesurgent groups, it’s largely, | think, a
not so subtle reminder to the United States theyt tould be even more unhelpful if
driven to it.

Pakistan, | think that's not something that a semgiift in American policy is
going to solve. It's a much more serious fundamlgotoblem, but | do think that we
need to do for Afghanistan — for Pakistan, we dedn& concerted international strategy
for dealing with Pakistan, much as we had a coadartternational strategy for dealing
with the Soviet Union, not because it's an enemgroadversary, but because we've got
an alliance that’s now tied down in Afghanistarttesresult of what's coming across that
border, and we need to understand it and we neleavi® common approaches to it.

And we need to acknowledge that Pakistan is, allmagsbeen, and probably will
remain the central front in any international warterrorism — if one wants to use that
phrase — because that’s still where people who tealnlow up buildings in London go
for inspiration and guidance. They’re not goindra; they’re going to Pakistan. And
so, a candid acknowledgement that this is our grai¢oreign policy — foreign and
security policy challenge today is, | think, theglmning of wisdom.

MR. THIER: [ would only add to that by saying thahink that right now,
obviously, Pakistan is experiencing some extrerag@bility, and I think that we have to
be very careful. Pakistan is a much bigger garae jlist Afghanistan for the United
States and the region. When you hear people dndidés of the aisle talking about the
need to think about unilateral action in Pakistaget rid of insurgent hideouts, I think is
a terrible idea right now.

The instability in Pakistan has a lot of factomne of which have to do with
those areas where militancy is on the rise, ancesairwvhich have nothing to do with
that. But to stoke the flames of anti-Americanenal in favor of Islamic militancy in
Pakistan at this movement of instability, which angven that rhetoric does, let alone
actual attacks, | think is a grave error. And $loink that we need to be careful.

| think that what we do need to do, to act at tlwemmant, along the lines with the
recommendation of this report, is to have sometbirg surge in troop levels that can be
dedicated to the Afghan side of the Afghan-Pakisiarder. | mean, we're never going to
stop everything coming across there, but we coetthnly do more, together with the
Afghan government, than what we’re doing now. Anen the fact that this instability,
| think, is a boon to those insurgents, we neetbtanore where we clearly can do more
now, and that’s on the Afghan side of the equation.

MS. WADHAMS: Thank you. Sir? Right here, the dlstriped shirt.

Q: Lowell Smith. This is a question for Ambassabobbins. You've stated
that the recommendations in this report are prgbgéherally acceptable by the
administration. By that, do you mean the Statedbpent administration or the
Department of Defense administration, or both? Awal if they are generally



acceptable to the — one or two or both of the athtnations, what is preventing their
more proactive implementation, other than the djgace of attention in Iraq?

MR. DOBBINS: | don’t think that there’s a differe@ between State and
Defense, as far as | know, on Afghanistan. Theag be a difference between the Bush
administration and the Cheney administration, lmitbetween — (laughter) — State and
Defense, at least as far as | know. And more gslyo| don’t know that there're
necessarily differences between the vice presigedtothers either.

| think it’s partially limited resources. They leg\as | have suggested, increased
assistance to Afghanistan by 20 times. Betwee2 20@ 2008, they’'ve quadrupled the
number of troops. So you know, they are puttingiore resources, but clearly, they are
limited by the immense and much larger commitmentsag. And that’s particularly
true on the manpower side, where it's really unséalto think the United States is going
to put in large numbers of new manpower in the tsteom.

They're also limited by simply the intractability some of the problems and the
difficulties of securing agreement among all of pfaties, for instance, the idea that we
should appoint a czar or a supremo or somebodysihaharge of coordinating
international assistance and non-military aspefcteamnstruction. The administration
agrees with that. They've been talking to othartoes in an effort to decide whether
it's in the UN or some other structure, and whoudti@o it, and they simply haven't
been able to get agreement for a variety of reasons

When you say Iraq is absorbing resources, it's ablsmrbing time and attention.
And so the secretary of state, the secretary ardef and other senior officials at the top
simply don’t have the time to devote to Afghanistiaat they would if it was our only
war. If it was the only thing that was at the tdpur international agenda, then they
would be able to — they would be more successfhlilding coalitions and securing
cooperation of other governments and, of coursappfying resources.

MS. WADHAMS: Yes, this lady in the black sweater.

Q: Hello. Paula (Lloyd ?) from IRG. I just hasee quick comment. When you
mentioned the diplomats in Kabul that don’t get, ddtsay that's very true, but you do
have State Department, USDA and USAID who are mtite field, and your first
civilian casualty was USDA representative in thstea

My question is, | hear from — | heard in this pathalt we need to focus on
counterinsurgency, and then again, that we neéattes on nation-building. Those
aren’t two — they aren’t the same thing, and I'miaws to see how you think the best
way forward is for doing that at the same timeseparate question is, if you could
address information about the growing — the quigtbwing influence of Russia, I'd be
interested in that. Thank you.

MS. WADHAMS: Larry, you want to take the first cgimon?



MR. KORB: | think if you read the counterinsurggmaanual that was put out,
they emphasize that you’ve got to put nation-bagdand political first. And, in fact,
they say don’t overuse force because if you dorgayoing to undermine the other goal.
So that’'s what we were trying to say, that you &by — the military has recognized this
and moved along. Now, you've heard some other cemtsrhere today about whether,
in fact, they have done that, but at least it'paper.

Now, of course, one of the problems you have y®if don’'t have enough troops
and you’re worried about security, then of couysey call an air strike and, of course,
that does not help you in terms of a politicallsetent and gaining the confidence of the
people, and that's what we’re trying to point dugre. So in terms of counterinsurgency,
nation-building, obviously, has got to be a paritoét least according to the new manual.

MS. WADHAMS: Can anyone speak to the influenc&assia?

MR. DOBBINS: I'm not sure. |think the Russiarflience is not necessarily
malign from our standpoint. It could become s@sfAlex suggested, some of the
former Northern Alliance elements are beginningaabt the capability of the Karzai
government to hold the line, Russia would be ongcof support and supply that they
might turn to.

The Russians, like the Iranians, were actuallyegnélpful in the aftermath of
9/11, and a Russian demarche made in Kabul atethesb of Colin Powell, but made by
the — at the direction of the Russian foreign ntériscreated one of the main
breakthroughs in the Bonn negotiations for the fran of the Karzai government.

So the Russians were quite helpful and quite coaste in that period. | haven't
heard of anything particularly troubling they’reidg, but that doesn’t mean it's not
happening. And maybe Alex is more aware of it,ibaértainly would be true that if you
begin to see a disintegration of the Karzai caalitthen elements of that would begin
looking for foreign sponsors.

MR. THIER: | haven’t heard anything different.
MS. WADHAMS: Any more questions? Yes?

Q: Thank you. My name is Elizabeth Rood. I'madign Service officer with
the State Department. I'm one of a large numbétanéign Service officers, who are
right now in language training bound for Afghanrsta the coming year. I'm going to a
PRT. I noticed that you have a number of recomragods with respect to PRTs in the
report. | wonder if you could discuss it a litHe, the effectiveness of the PRTs as you
have been able to examine them, and why you hade th& recommendations that you
have made. Thank you.

MS. WADHAMS: Larry, you want to speak to that?



MR. KORB: Well, I think that the PRTs are basigathe way they go. If you go
back to the comment that was made before, Alextalesg about the people who won't
leave the embassy. There are people out all beecduntry and that’s certainly part of
the counterinsurgency strategy, and you have torertbey get folks like yourself and
from other agencies, that it can’t all be military.

The only thing, I think, goes back to this — after talked about coordination.
Now, all of the PRTs working together, who's in g are they — do they have one
central authority? One of the problems you haeeetlis you would have PRTs that are
set up by different countries and many times, @r@ybasically not acting in the same
way and sometimes at cross-purposes. So what wklny to get in this whole report
is the whole is not the greater than the sum op#és, and it includes, as well, the PRTSs.

MS. WADHAMS: Do you have any comments?

MR. THIER: Yes, | think that the PRT issue is allginteresting one.
Obviously, it was expanded out into Iraq. It hasiba very, very unevenly conceived
and implemented strategy thus far in Afghanistaiiink that many of these things are
laid out in the report, but let me highlight a ctupf them. First of all, no PRT is alike.
It's almost silly to talk about a PRT unless youatking about a particular one in any
generalized sense. They vary greatly in termb@kize of the PRT, in terms of the
civilian component within the PRT, and in termglod mission that the PRT is meant to
be fulfilling.

| recently drove by the PRT in the Panjshir Valleyich happens to be an
American PRT, and they're not even allowed to cgugs because the authorities in the
Panjshir Valley, who keep things pretty secure,sgod’re welcome up here, but you
don’t need to carry guns. Carrying guns will attieeople who want to shoot you, not
defend you against people who want to shoot you.

There’s a PRT that's run by New Zealand in Bamyemch is doing all kinds of
great work, building the university and so on. {het out into the population. But then
you have other PRTs which are a very, very thicktany shell with a very, very small,
soft civilian center. And the military objectivesthose PRTs dominate, and | mean that
both in the sense of primarily a force protecti@ngpective, but also in terms of wanting
to work in the areas and on the areas that théyafeeof most interest, as opposed to
what they civilians want.

And so there hasn’t been a consistent enough agptoaevaluate them
effectively. But I think that one of the conclusg) which is in the report, which is
fundamental, is that if the PRTs are actually gamgerve as any kind of a mechanism to
enhance civilian governance in Afghanistan, whichne of the things that they're billed
as doing, then they need to have a much largdrasicomponent, which is much more
closely tied to central government objectives arayincial objectives, as opposed to
being essentially a firebase where occasionallypleeget out and give money to a school
and give money to a well project or an irrigationjpct.



They're non-integrated into the national developtrstrategy, and they don’t
have the means to be integrated into the natiomadldpment strategy. And unless that
works, then | don't think that they can ever besefive mechanisms for delivery of
development in the difficult environments that thiegction in.

MR. DOBBINS: First of all, I'd just like to expresny appreciation and support
for your willingness to go out and do this diffitygb in that kind of environment. 1do
think that PRTs are a second-best alternatived@thferable arrangement, which is
more normal, which is that the military establiskesurity and then the civilians are free
to circulate and do the other non-military tasks, encumbered by the need to live in
military concerns, wear flack vests and helmetsdlin military convoys, and behave,
for all intents and purposes, as if they were sofdiwhich definitely reduces their
capability of adding value to the effort by bringianique civilian skills and capabilities.

That said, in areas of very high violence and ing&g it's better than not doing
it at all, and certainly, there are areas in Afghi@m where that’s the case. There are
other areas where it's not so clear that thisisact, the best. You've talked about a
PRT in the Panjshir Valley, where they're not eeiowed to carry weapons because
there’s no risk. Well, why do you have a PRT? Wdidn't the AID just open a branch
office in the Panjshir Valley and do its busindsang some Afghan guards to provide
normal perimeter security and make sure peoplet@ome and rip up your cash box.

But we've established this model and we’re somblying it uncritically
everywhere. That said, once you've got the mogwrl, might as well use it. And it
probably is the only model that will allow the digh agencies of the government to
operate in highly insecure areas.

When | said that there was a need for better coatain of the non-military
aspects of the mission in Afghanistan, the PRTgarkaps the primary example of a
lack of adequate coordination with many nationsdcmting many programs in many
different parts of the country, which they are owith some difficulty coordinating on a
national basis, and which neither NATO, nor the bk, anybody else are coordinating
on an international basis.

MS. WADHAMS: Thank you so much. | think we needatrap this up. If you
have any closing remarks? No, you're all set? nkhau so much for coming. And
please feel free to contact us if you have anyh&rrtjuestions.

(Applause.)

(END)



