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AFP: Most Americans see Afghan fight worth US bloodshed: poll
http://www.google.com/hostednews/afp/article/ALeqM5hq7eQnaJQCCdXnISZJ6OiXFy-pYw

A solid majority of Americans are willing to see some of their countrymen die to achieve a terror-free

Afghanistan, but US misgivings about sending more troops remain, a poll released Wednesday said.

Sixty-five percent of US voters "are willing to have American soldiers 'fight and possibly die' to eliminate the

threat of terrorists operating from Afghanistan," according to the Quinnipiac University poll.

But 49 percent of those surveyed said the United States will not be successful in crushing the Taliban

insurgency as it gathers steam, against 38 percent who projected success in the US-led mission.

50 percent expressed worries the United States would stay "too long" in the war-torn country and 32 percent

said America was "headed for another Vietnam."

28 percent said a large US military contingent should be in Afghanistan for less than a year.

14 percent said two to five years

21 percent supported US involvement for one to two years

30 percent backed keeping US troops there for "as long as it takes."

just 38 percent want troop levels there increased
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28 percent said they want to lower troop levels

VOA News - US, UK Public Support for Afghan War Declines
http://www.voanews.com/english/2009-10-07-voa60.cfm

Opinion polls in the United States and Britain indicate that on the eighth anniversary of the start of the war in

Afghanistan Wednesday, public support for the conflict is slipping.

An Associated Press poll finds only 40 percent of Americans support the war, while in Britain, 56 percent of

people surveyed in a BBC poll said they are against it.

In Afghanistan, a Taliban statement marking the anniversary said the group never had any agenda to harm

other countries, nor has it such an agenda today.

War support slipping | Andrew Hanon | Columnists | News | Edmonton Sun
http://www.edmontonsun.com/news/columnists/andrew_hanon/2009/10/06/11317446-sun.html

In Canada, support for the mission has been sliding as the number of troops killed in action climbs. It's

currently at 131.

A poll conducted over the summer showed 54% of Canadians opposed the Afghanistan mission. That number

was only 20% in 2002 when Canada first started sending troops.

NO PRESSURE TO EXTEND

Canada's combat mission will be over in 2011. So far, Obama has not pressured Ottawa to extend that.

That would be difficult even if the government wanted to, MacKenzie said, because our military is being taxed

to its limit. Sending soldiers back for six or more tours, he said, "would be abuse."

'Code Pink' rethinks its call for Afghanistan pullout | csmonitor.com
http://www.csmonitor.com/2009/1006/p06s10-wosc.html

In Afghanistan, the US women's activist group finds that their Afghan counterparts want US troop presence –

as well as more

reconstruction.

By Aunohita Mojumdar

| Correspondent of The Christian Science Monitor

from the October 6, 2009 edition

Kabul, Afghanistan - When Medea Benjamin stood up in a Kabul meeting hall this weekend to ask Masooda

Jalal if she would prefer more international

troops or more development funds, the cofounder of US antiwar group Code Pink was hoping her fellow



activist would support

her call for US troop withdrawal.

She was disappointed.

<!--startclickprintexclude-->

<!--endclickprintexclude-->

Ms. Jalhal, the former Afghan minister of women, bluntly told her both were needed. "It is good for

Afghanistan to have more

troops – more troops committed with the aim of building peace and against war, terrorism, and security –

along with other

resources," she answered. "Coming together they will help with better reconstruction."

The former Afghan MINISTER FOR WOMEN. They are speaking to the wrong women, those who are

tied to the occupation regime and directly derived benefits from it. This is not an honest and balanced

exchange of idea with a representative group of Afghan women. And yes, do not forget, there are also

TALIBAN WOMEN.

Code Pink, founded in 2002 to oppose the US invasion of Iraq, is one of the more high-profile women's antiwar

groups being

forced to rethink its position as Afghan women explain theirs: Without international troops, they say, armed

groups could

return with a vengeance – and that would leave women most vulnerable.

While the group hasn't dropped its call for a pullout, the visit convinced them that setting a deadline isn't in

Afghanistan's

interests, say Ms. Benjamin and fellow cofounder Jodie Evans.

"We would leave with the same parameters of an exit strategy but we might perhaps be more flexible about a

timeline," says

Benjamin. "That's where we have opened ourselves, being here, to some other possibilities. We have been

feeling a sense of

fear of the people of the return of the Taliban. So many people are saying that, 'If the US troops left the

country, would

collapse. We'd go into civil war.' A palpable sense of fear that is making us start to reconsider that."

"In the current situation of terrorism, we cannot say troops should be withdrawn," Shinkai Karokhail, an

Afghan member of



Parliament and woman activist, told them. "International troop presence here is a guarantee for my safety."

Afghan Vignette 6: What “Unwinnable” Looks Like « OPEN ANTHROPOLOGY
http://openanthropology.wordpress.com/2009/10/07/afghan-vignette-6-what-unwinnable-looks-like

Afghan Taliban say they pose no threat to the West - AP
http://news.yahoo.com/s/nm/20091007/wl_nm/us_afghanistan_taliban_anniversary

KABUL (Reuters) –

The Afghan Taliban pose no threat to the West but will continue their fight against occupying foreign forces,

they said on Wednesday, the eighth anniversary of the U.S.-led invasion that removed them from power.

"We had and have no plan of harming countries of the world, including those in Europe ... our goal is the

independence of the country and the building of an Islamic state," the Taliban said in a statement on the

group's website www.shahamat.org <http://us.rd.yahoo.com/dailynews/nm/wl_nm/storytext

/us_afghanistan_taliban_anniversary/33651975/SIG=10plko3d6/*http://www.shahamat.org> .

"Still, if you (NATO and U.S. troops) want to colonize the country of proud and pious Afghans under the

baseless pretext of a war on terror, then you should know that our patience will only increase and that we are

ready for a long war."

Since 2001, each year, several thousand Afghans, many of them civilians, have been killed in Afghanistan, with

Taliban and al Qaeda leaders still at large despite the rising number of foreign troops.

In the statement, the Taliban said the U.S. invasion of Afghanistan for its refusal to hand over al Qaeda leaders,

was hasty and unjustified. Washington had not given leaders of the movement any proof to show the

involvement of al Qaeda in the September 11 attacks, it said.

Some 1,500 foreign troops have also died in Afghanistan since the Taliban's ouster causing many nations to

question the presence of its soldiers in the country and whether stability can ever be achieved eight years after

the overthrow of the militants.

US: Insurgents breached base during Kamdesh battle - AP
http://news.yahoo.com/s/ap/20091007/ap_on_re_as/as_afghanistan_kamdesh_battle

Insurgents who conducted one of the deadliest attacks against American troops in Afghanistan breached the

perimeter of a U.S. outpost before being repelled, a U.S. official said Wednesday as new details emerged of the

battle.

Eight American and three Afghan soldiers were killed in the nearly six-hour firefight Saturday

Most U.S. installations in Iraq and Afghanistan are heavily guarded with rings of razor wire, huge sand-filled

barriers, blast walls and security cameras. It is rare — almost unheard of — for insurgents to breach such

defenses and get inside.



The local police chief was also captured by the attackers and executed

large portions of the base burned down, probably from incoming rocket and machine gun fire.

about 200 "local fighters" launched a coordinated attack, showering a joint U.S.-Afghan army outpost with

small arms, rocket-propelled grenades and mortar shells. Taylor said insurgents fired from at least three sides

Two American platoons as well as Afghan troops were in the outpost at the time. U.S. infantry platoons

ordinarily number 30 to 40 soldiers.

Insurgents also attacked an observation post perched on a ridge above manned by another American platoon.

Such posts are set up to keep watch over other allied positions.

"The attackers were able to breach the perimeter of one of the bases and get inside," Taylor said. "They got a

foothold on the base. But coalition and Afghan national army forces consolidated their positions, retook the

parts of the base the enemy was on and re-established security."

The fighting lasted about five and a half to six hours, Taylor said. Coalition reinforcements were flown in by

helicopter to a nearby location around that time and traveled to the bases on foot.

NATO officials have said the coalition used artillery and helicopter gunships

BBC NEWS | UK | UK Politics | Most 'remain against Afghan war'
http://news.bbc.co.uk/2/hi/uk_news/politics/8292771.stm

Most people in the UK continue to oppose Britain's military operations in Afghanistan, a BBC survey suggests.

Of 1,010 people polled on the eighth anniversary of the start of operations, 56% were opposed, 37% in favour,

6% unsure and 1% refused to answer.

Lindsay German, convenor of the Stop the War Coalition, said the conflict was "mission impossible" and would

prove to be an "unwinnable war".

Behind Afghan War Debate, a Battle of Two Books Rages - WSJ.com
http://online.wsj.com/article/SB125487333320069331.html?mod=WSJ_hpp_MIDDLTopStories

OCTOBER 7, 2009

WASHINGTON -- The struggle to set the future course of the Afghan war is becoming a battle of two books --

both suddenly popular among White House and Pentagon brain trusts.

The first book describes a White House in 1965 being marched into an escalating war by a military viewing the

conflict too narrowly to see the perils ahead. President Barack Obama recently finished the book, according to

administration officials, and Vice President Joe Biden is reading it now.



The second describes a different administration, in 1972, when a U.S. military that has finally figured out how

to counter the insurgency is rejected by political leaders who bow to popular opinion and end the fight.

It has been recommended in multiple lists put out by military officers, including a former U.S. commander in

Afghanistan, who passed it out to his subordinates.

The two books -- "Lessons in Disaster," on Mr. Obama's nightstand, and "A Better War" on the shelves of

military gurus -- have become a framework for the debate over what will be one of the most important

decisions of Mr. Obama's presidency.

On Tuesday, in a White House meeting that went well over its allotted hour, Mr. Obama discussed the war with

31 members of Congress. Republican leaders, and some Democrats, pressed him to quickly accept the judgment

of his commanders and send as many as 40,000 additional troops to Afghanistan. But some Democrats asked if

the war was winnable.

In Washington, books are flying off shelves. None of the major bookstores near the White House have the

recently released paperback edition of "Lessons in Disaster" in stock, and one major shop in the Georgetown

area, Barnes & Noble, said all its remaining copies were being held for buyers.

"A Better War" shaped the debate over the 2007 troop surge in Iraq: Military commanders and top Pentagon

civilians pushed the book ardently on surge skeptics, winning important converts.

"Lessons in Disaster" entered West Wing circulation after Deputy National Security Adviser Tom Donilon, one

of the top foreign-policy voices in the White House, gave it to White House Chief of Staff Rahm Emanuel after

reading it himself.

Mr. Emanuel read the book in a weekend, then showed it to the president, who was already working on his own

copy. Instead, Mr. Emanuel gave his copy to senior White House adviser David Axelrod, according to an

administration official familiar with the book's path.

Once in Mr. Obama's hands, the book drew attention throughout the administration's foreign-policy ranks.

There are striking similarities between the debates of today and yesteryear. Now, as in the 1960s, the

discussion in the administration is how to best defeat a perceived national-security threat. In both periods, the

U.S. had partnered with corrupt governments with tainted leaders.

Al Jazeera English - CENTRAL/S. ASIA - 'False pretext' used in Afghan war
http://english.aljazeera.net/news/asia/2009/10/2009106175023363406.html

The leader of an Afghan political group wanted by the US has said that Washington used a false pretext to

launch its war on Afghanistan, on the eve of the eighth anniversary of the conflict.

Gulbuddin Hekmatyar, who leads a faction of the Hizb-e Islami group, said that the war launched against the

Taliban and al-Qaeda by the US in 2001 was not justified as the September 11 attacks had not been carried out



by Afghans.

Hekmatyar said that the widely criticised election in Afghanistan has benefited Iran and Russia

"No Afghan has taken any military action against you in Europe and the US. The September 11 attacks were

planned in Europe and the US and not in Afghanistan or Iraq," he said in a video released on Tuesday.

"Those who carried it out were people born in the US and Europe and they were trained there. They were not

Afghans and they never got training in Afghanistan," he said.

"You tricked the world and the Afghans by making a funny election show ... Hundreds of millions of dollars

were spent. What was the result? You admitted 20 per cent of Afghans took part.

"You have managed through your propaganda to turn Afghans against each other through highlighting

language and tribal differences.

"Moscow and Tehran have already congratulated Karzai for winning."

Nato's International Security and Assistance Force (Isaf) said on Tuesday that Hizb-e Islami fighters loyal to

Hekmatyar were possibly involved in an attack in Nuristan province on Saturday, in which eight US soldiers

were killed.

Hekmatyar, a Pashtun regional commander and former Afghan prime minister, has traditionally allied his

forces to fighters who are opposed to the presence of foreign troops.

Taliban Gaining Firepower and Confidence - CBS Evening News - CBS News
http://www.cbsnews.com/stories/2009/10/05/eveningnews/main5365042.shtml

The momentum now is on the side of the insurgents and terrorists. They're watching anti-war feeling in the

U.S. grow and they smell victory.

Hillary Clinton Interview Full Transcript - CBS Evening News - CBS News
http://www.cbsnews.com/stories/2009/10/06/eveningnews/main5367884.shtml

Clinton: I think it's mixed. I think that-- certainly-- as we've now seen, General McChrystal's-- assessment was

that it-- is deteriorating. That the Taliban have-- the momentum. That they are much more aggressive. They are

better equipped. They are-- moving-- more broadly in the country than they had been before.

CIVIL-MILITARY OVERVIEW AFGHANISTAN
https://cmo.act.nato.int/Pages/CFCAfghanistanReports.aspx

Mixing fighting and food in Afghanistan | Stars and Stripes



http://www.stripes.com/article.asp?section=104&article=64774

By Kevin Baron, Stars and Stripes

Mideast edition, Tuesday, September 15, 2009

WASHINGTON - Across four northeastern Afghan provinces this summer,

Task Force Duke ambushed insurgents, cut off enemy supply lines from Pakistan

and secured key roads.

Those thousands of American troops from the 3rd Brigade Combat Team, 1st

Infantry Division also planned to spend more than $100 million reconstructing

540 miles of area roads and building nearly 100 schools. Along the way, they

conducted election registrations, aided earthquake victims and distributed wheat

alongside the World Food Program.

Yet there is something inherently wrong with that approach, according to

international humanitarian aid and development organizations. Mixing fighting

and food distribution, they say, is a recipe for disaster.

The problem, pillar organizations of the global aid community maintain, is

that U.S. counterinsurgency strategy places aid directly in the hands of the

U.S. military, which is instructed to flush insurgents from among civilian

populations and then work — often alongside aid workers, the State Department

and other agencies — to quickly provide emergency needs such as water, food and

medicine and establish services such as sewage treatment, garbage collection and

schools.

Insurgents such as the Taliban then

have even less incentive to distinguish between combatants and caregivers.

"The days are gone when driving in a white jeep with a humanitarian logo was

a guarantee of safety," said Jonathan Mitchell, the emergency response director

for CARE International, in a statement released last month. "Today aid has

become a target."

Robert Gates

"In fact, one of the messages that I had for the Marines when

I had the opportunity to talk to a group of them is the importance of making

sure that the Afghan people know that we are there as their friends and their

allies, and that we are there to help make their lives better as well as to

protect ourselves and them from the Taliban and these other extremist groups."

Provincial reconstruction teams became one preferred solution. The teams,



which combine personnel from the military, the State Department and other

agencies and work with humanitarian nongovernmental organizations, already were

operating in Afghanistan and so were introduced into Iraq.

Over time, the military became so involved in aid and development projects

that the strategy was written into the highly regarded 2006 Counterinsurgency

Field Manual, otherwise known as the Petraeus Doctrine.

Defeating an insurgency, Petraeus wrote, "requires soldiers and Marines to

employ a mix of familiar combat tasks and skills more often associated with

nonmilitary agencies."

But aid groups criticized the provincial reconstruction teams almost

immediately for blurring the historical distinction between warfighters and aid

deliverers. By 2007, the U.S. Institute of Peace, the Pentagon and a coalition

of NGOs released a guidebook for military-NGO relations outlining strict

separations between the groups, from where they work to what they wear. The

military should not even refer to humanitarian groups as "partners," it said.

"Obviously, humanitarian aid is a key factor in any population-centric

operation." said Maj. Gen. Michael Tucker, deputy chief of staff for operations

of the International Security Assistance Force and deputy commander for

operations for U.S. Forces Afghanistan. "They both work hand in hand. One sets

the condition for the other. And it’s absolutely essential to progress in

counterinsurgency operations."

But a dozen leading humanitarian organizations released a report last spring

sharply criticizing the U.S. and NATO for what they called the "militarization"

of aid. 

"Military forces should clearly distinguish themselves" from civilian groups,

the document said, and "should not use relief or development activities to

attempt to win people’s hearts and minds for tactical, counter-insurgency or

other military objectives."

It was signed by giants of global aid, including CARE, Catholic Relief

Services, Save the Children, Oxfam Great Britain and the International Rescue

Committee.

Historically, enemy combatants have allowed aid workers safe passage to reach

civilians caught amid conflicts, explained Cornish, the CARE Canada program

director.



But with a "counterinsurgency umbrella" now placed over humanitarian aid, he

said, a well-intended strategy has effectively demolished that time-honored

right.

"When we’ve been asked to achieve a military or security objective with

resources, we don’t take the funding," said Kuennen-Asfaw. "They call them

humanitarian and medical missions, but then they make reference to us as a

‘strategic partner’ in advancing U.S. national security interests, and we’re

not. We are there for development and humanitarian assistance purposes."

Aid groups have attempted to work out mutually agreeable rules for aid

delivery. Last year, NATO’s International Security Assistance Force signed such

an agreement with the U.N. and more than 100 NGOs intended to delineate the

clear distinction between civilian aid activities and the military’s fight

against insurgents and terrorists.

But a spokeswoman said U.S. forces under Operation Enduring Freedom did not

sign on to the document.

And neither, of course, did the Taliban.

"We have no idea about these guidelines and were never part of the process

which produced them," a Taliban spokesman told a U.N. news service. "We only

respect truly neutral and independent aid organizations which do not work at the

behest of American and Western forces."

Welcome to the Civil Military Overview
https://cmo.act.nato.int/Pages/CMOwelcome.aspx

Are US taxpayers funding the Taliban?
http://www.globalpost.com/print/3342511

USAID probes the possibility that contractors give a cut to the Taliban.

By Jean MacKenzie <http://www.example.com/bio/jean-mackenzie> - GlobalPost

Published: September 2, 2009 20:56 ET

Updated: September 16, 2009 15:36 ET

KABUL — The United States Agency for International Development has opened an investigation into



allegations that its funds for road and bridge construction in Afghanistan are ending up in the hands of the

Taliban, through a protection racket for contractors.

And House Foreign Affairs Committee member, Rep. Bill Delahunt (D-Mass.) vowed to hold hearings on the

issue in the fall, saying: "The idea that American taxpayer dollars are ending up with the Taliban is a case for

grave concern."

U.S. officials confirmed that the preliminary investigation and the proposed hearings were sparked by a

GlobalPost special report on the funding of the Taliban <http://www.globalpost.com/dispatch

/taliban/funding-the-taliban> last month that uncovered a process that has been an open secret in

Afghanistan for years among those in international aid organizations. 

“We are looking into this. We are always interested in fraud, waste and abuse,” said Dona Dinkler, the chief of

staff for congressional affairs at USAID’s Office of Inspector General in Washington, D.C.  

But, she added: “It’s a real hard thing to prove. Who is going to survive to testify about that?  That is our

challenge. But that doesn’t mean we stop trying. We want to get to the bottom of it.”

USAID’s Inspector General has only one investigator in Afghanistan and two auditors tracking the billions of

tax payers’ dollars that go to NGOs in that troubled country.

As part of a special report called "Life, Death and the Taliban," GlobalPost traced a web of financial connections

between major international contractors and the Taliban in which the insurgents provide protection — largely

from themselves — in return for a healthy cut of the proceeds. One source, with direct knowledge of such

payments, estimated the Taliban can take upwards of 20 percent from many contracts awarded in unstable

areas, which would include about half of the country.

When the money is not paid out, then bridges get blown up, engineers get kidnapped and projects tend to stall,

according to sources quoted in the story.

It is also going to be very difficult to establish, let alone control. Most of the monetary  transactions take place

at a sub-contractor level, invisible to balance sheets or oversight committees. Any records that are kept are not

likely to make their way into the U.S. government accounting system.

As GlobalPost reported, the Taliban allegedly receives kickbacks from almost every major contract that comes

into the country. The arrangements are at times highly formalized and, as GlobalPost spelled out, the Taliban

actually keeps an office in Kabul to review major deals, determine percentages and conduct negotiations.

U.S. Special Envoy Richard Holbrooke has recently asked the Treasury Department to look into the matter of

Taliban funding, and has stated publicly that opium and heroin most likely account for far less of the Taliban

budget than had previously been thought.

In an upcoming article, Time magazine outlines similar types of pay-offs to the Taliban in Kunduz, in northern

Afghanistan, which is now experiencing a major increase in insurgent activity.



The contracts belonged to GTZ, a German aid organization, but the procedures were very much the same as

with USAID-funded projects.

Analysis: Rising threat to aid agencies in Afghanistan
http://www.globalpost.com/print/3621250

NGO officials dispute allegations that they pay off the Taliban, claim Pentagon efforts to enlist their help place

them in peril.

By William Dowell <http://www.example.com/bio/william-dowell> - GlobalPost

Published: September 18, 2009 06:40 ET

Updated: September 18, 2009 08:20 ET

Amid concerns for security, the United States Agency for International Development has opened an

investigation <http://www.globalpost.com/dispatch/afghanistan/090902/usaid-taliban-funding>

into claims highlighted in a GlobalPost special report <http://globalpost.com/taliban> that some

international contractors may be involved in payments — through local Afghan subcontractors — that end up in

the hands of the Taliban in exchange for protection in Taliban-controlled areas.

The officials agreed that no established NGO would ever knowingly pay a local insurgency, such as the Taliban,

for safe passage for their staff because it is a dangerous and slippery slope, and one that could ultimately

imperil their operations more.

Given accounting requirements, the officials say it is impossible that the Taliban could be paid directly even by

subcontractors. But they say it is harder, perhaps even impossible, to know if local subcontractors in a Taliban-

controlled community may be making payments or delivering some form of aid indirectly to the Taliban at

some point down the line.

A three-hour meeting here for U.N. aid agencies, NGOs and an assortment of diplomats in room XI of the

Palais des Nations, the U.N.’s headquarters in Europe, last week, rolled out a progress update and flashy

marketing pitch for an Afghan war “information and knowledge sharing” platform, called the Civil-Military

Fusion Centre.

to establish a mechanism that will let military planners tap the vast reservoir of information that NGOs and aid

organizations have on the ground

What has particularly upset humanitarian organizations is the suggestion made during the presentation that

several hundred NGOs are already “users” of the centre’s information and that they therefore support the idea

by implication. The claim is apparently based on a mailing list for a newsletter, which the center put together

without first asking the NGOs if they actually wanted to participate. Most don’t.

“If the military wants to share information,” he said, ”they can declassify it so that everyone can see it. We don’t

want to receive information that will include us in a military dynamic.”



“Even the term itself is a problem,” said Jonathan Mitchell, emergency response director for NGO Care

International’s secretariat in Geneva. “The word 'fusion' implies a connection between humanitarianism and

the military. The suggestion that we would be involved in sharing information through some sort of database

that is managed by the military goes against all concepts of maintaining a clear distinction between

humanitarian actors and the military.”

The NGO concern is that the soldier who helps a villager as part of a Provincial Reconstruction Team (PRT),

may come back shooting tomorrow.

To a villager, already at the mercy of forces beyond his control, blurring the lines between aid and combat can

make everyone, including aid workers, look like the enemy — and that makes life difficult, if not dangerous, for

humanitarians.

A report by the U.N. last year documented a dramatic increase in the killing and abduction of aid workers in

Afghanistan

The term “fusion centre” originally referred to anti-terrorism response and prevention centers set up by U.S.

Homeland Security and the Justice Department from 2003 to 2007, as part of the Global War on Terror

(GWOT).

The goal of those centers was to provide a better way of sharing information between intelligence and law

enforcement agencies. Eventually, the private sector was roped in and AT&T, Sprint, MCI and Verizon were

encouraged to provide intelligence information on Americans as well as foreign suspects. At least 72 U.S.-based

fusion centers are currently recognized by Homeland Security.  

The Civil-Military Fusion Centre is currently being sold as a NATO initiative, but the headquarters is in Norfolk,

Va., and the officer assigned to present the idea in Geneva was a U.S. Air Force lieutenant colonel.

an extension of Hillary Clinton’s goal of creating a synergy between the three D's — Diplomacy Development

and Defense.

That may make sense from Washington’s perspective, but from the NGO’s viewpoint the program effectively

turns aid workers into amateur intelligence agents and bolsters the Taliban’s rationale for kidnapping and

assassination, a point that doesn’t seem to have occurred to the Pentagon, or if it did, no one seems to have

really cared.

An initial red flag was waved when Richard Holbrooke, the administration’s chief trouble shooter in

Afghanistan, casually remarked last April that 90 percent of what the U.S. actually knows about Afghanistan

comes from aid agencies and humanitarian groups.

Holbrooke’s remarks reinforced the Taliban’s contention that humanitarian workers are really an arm of the

war effort against them and thus legitimate targets. The fact that the Pentagon is still pushing the center despite

the furor that surrounded Holbrooke’s remarks is added proof that Washington still lacks a firm grasp of

Afghan thinking on the ground.



“I know that Care doesn’t have the money to pay anyone,” Kassenberg said, but he adds that when you are

providing aid to a community, it is not always possible to know who might be a Taliban supporter.

 “We need to be able to work with local communities in a country like Afghanistan based on the community’s

needs,” said Care’s Jonathan Mitchell. “We can’t always know the political affiliation of all the members of the

community, and in fact, it is not our business to know that.”

But talking with possible Taliban supporters or any of the myriad armed insurgent groups springing up across

the country is another matter. “We can’t avoid it,” said Saillard. “Otherwise our people in the field would be

shot, or kidnapped. In any other conflict we talk to all sides. Why should we make an exception in Afghanistan?

If we want to reach out, we have no choice but to talk and negotiate access and security of our teams. That is

just the way it is.”

Discussion: US taxpayers sponsor the Taliban | GlobalPost
http://www.globalpost.com/dispatch/afghanistan/090904/discussion-us-taxpayers-sponsor-the-taliban

“It is the open secret no one wants to talk about, the unwelcome truth that most prefer to hide,” wrote

GlobalPost’s Kabul correspondent <http://www.globalpost.com/dispatch/taliban/funding-

the-taliban> Jean MacKenzie <http://www.globalpost.com/dispatch/taliban/funding-

the-taliban> . “In Afghanistan, one of the richest sources of Taliban funding is foreign assistance…”

including U.S. taxpayer money that’s supposed to help stabilize the country.

MacKenzie’s reporting has triggered a U.S. State Department investigation

<http://www.globalpost.com/dispatch/afghanistan/090902/usaid-taliban-funding> , and

Representative Bill Delahunt (D-MA) is vowing to hold hearings <http://www.youtube.com

/watch?v=_9D4XdnXpRo&feature=player_embedded> on the issue in Congress this fall.

McChrystal: Cooperation Key in Afghanistan - CBS Evening News - CBS News
http://www.cbsnews.com/stories/2009/10/06/eveningnews/main5367450.shtml?tag=contentBody;featuredPost-PE

The top U.S. commander in Afghanistan, Gen. Stanley McChrystal, says success will require tens of thousands

of additional troops and a new way of operating.

Defense Secretary Robert Gates made it clear this week he doesn't want the general saying that - or giving any

other opinions - in public anymore.

Everybody knows McChrystal wants more troops, but when he spoke with "60 Minutes" in August he made

clear more troops alone will not defeat the Taliban.

"We're going to change the way we operate," he said, by "connecting with the people in a way that the people



don't believe that you're an outsider and occupier."

McChrystal wants to see less traditional warfare - airstrikes, ambushes, raids - and more cooperation - soldiers

helping to protect civilians.

But he knows American troops - whether they're protectors or occupiers - can't win this war by themselves. He

needs to vastly increase the size of Afghan forces.

"I'm recommending about a total of 400,000 people between the army and the police," he said - doubling its

current size.

McChrystal admitted, "It'll take us longer than I'd like."

But McChrystal believes he only has 12 months to turn this war around, and that's not time enough for the

Afghan government of Hamid Karzai to put its house in order.

"There's corruption in the afghan government at senior levels," he said.

Eight years of fighting and the U.S. is still looking for glimmers of success.

<!-- sphereit end-->

Are Pentagon contracts funding the Taliban?
http://www.globalpost.com/print/3874523

A US military aid program that favors Afghan vendors is being used by the Taliban as an extortion racket to the

tune of a projected $80 million in the last year.

By Jean MacKenzie <http://www.example.com/bio/jean-mackenzie> - GlobalPost

Published: October 6, 2009 10:53 ET

Updated: October 6, 2009 10:59 ET

the concept of Afghan First, a policy of preferential treatment for Afghan-owned companies that steers military

aid into the hands of Afghan vendors.

All local procurement from fuel delivery for the Afghan army to the production of winter socks for the Afghan

police — everything short of weapons and ammunition — now comes from a variety of local contractors, who



are being paid about $800 million per year from the U.S. military. The largesse comes out of the total $1.1

billion budget for local purchases that falls under the Combined Security Transition Command-Afghanistan,

CSTC-A for short. It is the lead U.S. agency responsible for developing the Afghan army and police.

a significant portion of that money going to Afghan vendors trickles down into the hands of the very enemy the

U.S. is battling in Afghanistan — the Taliban.

those knowledgeable about the process estimate that at least 10 percent, or about $80 million, has in the last

year gone to the diverse groupings of Afghan insurgents whom the U.S. military has come to call the Taliban

Some contractors say as much as 20 percent of the contracts go to paying off the insurgency, which would put

the number closer to $160 million a year.

Over the last month, GlobalPost conducted a series of interviews with contractors, military personnel and

others who work inside the system and confirmed that a flow of money goes from these local Afghan

contractors to the Taliban for payoffs and protection in the widening areas of the country that are Taliban

controlled.

In fact, GlobalPost found almost no one inside the military procurement and aid community

<http://www.globalpost.com/dispatch/worldview/090916/rising-threat-aid-agencies-

afghanistan> who expressed surprise at the phenomenon, but very few who were willing to discuss the

process on the record out of fear of losing their lucrative contracts, their jobs, or their lives.

They describe a system in which huge contracts in the tens of millions of dollars are being pushed through in a

chaotic and violent environment with too few project managers and accountants. This is happening as the U.S.

and coalition partners try to balance the desperate development needs of the country against the knowledge

that some of those funds are ending up in the hands of the Taliban.

All agreed: Payoffs to insurgent groups do occur, are almost impossible to track and will be extremely difficult

to stop.

military procurement money is a major source of financing for the resurgent Taliban

“ISAF (International Security Assistance Force) is aware of allegations that procurement funds may find their

way into the hands of insurgent groups, but we do not directly support or condone this activity, if it is

occurring,” said Col. Wayne Shanks, chief of public affairs for the U.S. Forces in Afghanistan (USFOR-A).  

His candid assessment of the process and the blind spots in it reflect an age-old struggle in counterterrorism:

Money often flows through local businesses to the insurgency. It was a problem that was faced by the British

Empire here in the 19th century and later by the Soviet Union when it invaded Afghanistan.

As GlobalPost first reported in its special report “Life, Death and the Taliban

<http://www.globalpost.com/taliban> ,” the insurgents are reaping rich dividends from local



contractors <http://www.globalpost.com/dispatch/taliban/funding-the-taliban> who are paid

through U.S. and coalition development funding. The story prompted a probe by the USAID

<http://www.globalpost.com/dispatch/afghanistan/090902/usaid-taliban-funding> inspector

general’s office which is now underway. Large contracts awarded to American firms often have accounting

procedures in place, but most U.S. companies engage a variety of Afghan subcontractors to carry out the work.

This is where things begin to fall apart for both military and NGOs, or non-governmental organizations that

provide development assistance.

“Of course we pay off the Taliban,” said one procurement director for an Afghan company that imports fuel for

the military. “What is the alternative?”  

Contractors often tell the story of one transportation company that refused to pay: It lost 800 trucks before it

bowed to the inevitable.

when fuel comes into the country from Central Asia it costs approximately $1 per liter.   

By the time it reaches a military base in Kandahar or Tirin Kot, in the volatile, dangerous, Taliban-controlled

south, the price has gone up to $1.60 — billed, of course, to the U.S. military. A modest portion — between 10

and 20 cents — goes to the company as profit. The remaining 40 to 50 cents, or more than 25 percent of the

total, goes for “security” — which means handouts to the Taliban or other local insurgents to allow the

shipment through.  

If, as insiders say, between 10 and 20 percent is being siphoned off to the Taliban, then CSTC-A funding from

the U.S. military would rival the narcotics industry as a source of revenue for the insurgency.

Attempts are also being made to track and control the “hawala” system, a traditional financial structure in this

part of the world that does not conform easily to regulation.  

Hundreds of thousands, perhaps millions, of dollars are moved through hawala every day. The procedure is

simple, and virtually untraceable. The customer brings his money, in cash, to a hawala trader at a central

market. The broker takes a percentage, then makes a phone call to a partner in London, Cairo, New York or

Sydney, who dispenses the requisite amount in cash to a designated recipient.

“Of course we do not record everything,” snorted one hawala broker. “We record a percentage — usually for

those businesses that are all legitimate and above board. We do not register the rest.”

The major customers for hawala, according to the broker, are those dealing in drug money and those with

major international contracts.

giving the Taliban a cut of the funding is not seen as treason — it is merely expedient.  



Obama mum on adding more troops in Afghanistan - AP
http://news.yahoo.com/s/ap/20091007/ap_on_go_pr_wh/us_us_afghanistan

President Barack Obama on Tuesday ruled out shrinking the Afghanistan war to a counterterrorism campaign

Yet he did not signal whether he is prepared to send any more troops to the war zone — either the 40,000 his

top commander wants or a smaller buildup, according to several officials.

Obama said the war would not be reduced to a narrowly defined counterterrorism effort, with the withdrawal

of many U.S. forces and an emphasis on special operations forces that target terrorists in the dangerous border

region of Afghanistan and Pakistan

Two senior administration officials say such a scenario has been inaccurately characterized and linked to Vice

President Joe Biden

His top commander in Afghanistan, Gen. Stanley McChrystal, has bluntly warned that more troops are needed

to right the war, perhaps up to 40,000 more

Obama also gave no timetable for a decision, which prompted at least one pointed exchange

Inside the State Dining Room, where the meeting was held, Obama's Republican opponent in last year's

presidential race, Sen. John McCain, told Obama that he should not move at a "leisurely pace," according to

people in the room.

That comment later drew a sharp response from Obama, they said. Obama said no one felt more urgency than

he did about the war, and there would not be nothing leisurely about it.

Obama may be considering a more modest building of troops — closer to 10,000 than 40,000 — according to

Republican and Democratic congressional aides

"We do recognize that he has a tough decision, and he wants ample time to make a good decision," said House

Republican leader John Boehner. "Frankly, I support that, but we need to remember that every day that goes

by, the troops that we do have there are in greater danger."

What's clear is that the mission in Afghanistan is not changing. Obama said his focus is to keep al-Qaida

terrorists from having a base from which to launch attacks on the U.S or its allies

"The one thing that I think was interesting is that everyone, Democrats and Republicans, said, 'Whatever

decision you make, we'll support it,' basically," said Senate Majority Leader Harry Reid, D-Nev. "So we'll see."

The Senate's top Republican, Mitch McConnell of Kentucky, said later: "I think Republicans will be able to

make the decisions for themselves." But he added that Obama is likely to get significant Republican support if

he follows the advice of his military commanders. Boehner agreed, saying "my colleagues on the House side

will be there to support" Obama if he stays true to the mission of denying a haven for al-Qaida terrorists or



Taliban militants who are fiercely fighting coalition forces.

Public support for the war in Afghanistan is dropping. It stands at 40 percent, down from 44 percent in July,

according to a new Associated Press-GfK poll. A total of 69 percent of self-described Republicans in the poll

favor sending more troops, while 57 percent of self-described Democrats oppose it.

Cindy Sheehan Arrested Outside White House - Political Hotsheet - CBS News
http://www.cbsnews.com/blogs/2009/10/05/politics/politicalhotsheet/entry5365082.shtml

Cindy Sheehan, dressed all in black with the words "greed kills" printed on her chest, was arrested by United

States Park Police today after chaining herself to a White House fence as part of a protest against the wars in

Afghanistan and Iraq.

According to organizers <http://www.commondreams.org/newswire/2009/10/05-16> , 61 people in

total were arrested at the protest, which was also in service of efforts to "Close Guantanamo and Bagram, Surge

Spending on Housing and Jobs."

The groups involved in the protest were the National Campaign for Nonviolent Resistance, the War Resisters

League, Witness Against Torture, Code Pink, Peace Action, World Can’t Wait, Veterans for Peace and Voices for

Creative Nonviolence.

Asked about the protest at his daily briefing Monday, White House spokesman Robert Gibbs said he hadn't

heard about it. He addressed the concepts of protests more generally.

"I think the president has long believed that whether your opinion is on one side of the issue or the other, that

this is the -- the greatness of our country is that you get to amplify that opinion," he said.

United for Peace & Justice : Index
http://www.unitedforpeace.org



October 7th Local Actions on the Anniversary of the Afghanistan Invasion

This week the New York Times <http://www.nytimes.com/2009/08/30/us/30antiwar.html> said the "Antiwar Movement

Plans an Autumn Campaign Against Policies on Afghanistan." They are damn right!

They also said, "United for Peace and Justice are also planning smaller events in communities around the

country, including teach-ins with veterans and families of deployed troops, lobbying sessions with members of

Congress, film screenings and ad hoc memorials featuring the boots of deceased soldiers and Marines."

Possible Afghanistan Anniversary events on October 7th:

Host a "Peace for Afghanistan House Party <http://www.peaceforafghanistan.org/> ." Peace Action is providing

easy step-by-step tips and materials to organize your house party.

Organize a film showing of Robert Greenwald's new film series Rethink Afghanistan. Find out how

<http://rethinkafghanistan.com/screenings/?utm_source=rgemailto> to get the Rethink Afghanistan DVD and

organize a film showing.

Oct 7 National Day of Local Action

End the War in Afghanistan

Change = Peace!

President Barack Obama was elected on a platform of CHANGE and with hopes for diplomacy, not war! As the

war in Iraq winds down, more troops have been sent to Afghanistan. Some in the Pentagon are calling for

more!

Now, 54% of the people believe <http://edition.cnn.com/2009/POLITICS/08/06

/poll.afghanistan/> the Afghanistan war is a mistake. The peace movement is challenged to organize the

hope for CHANGE into a movement to end the war in Afghanistan as one of the big steps towards addressing

the crisis in our communities.

On October 7, the beginning of the 9th year of occupation and war in Afghanistan, we must mobilize

nationwide a call for diplomacy, not war. Change ≠ War!  



United For Peace and Justice <http://salsa.democracyinaction.org/o/302/t/6687

/content.jsp?content_KEY=1553> is calling on the grassroots movements for peace and economic and social

justice to gather in their cities and towns on October 7 for action, dialog, and reflection on the 8 years of death

and dying in Afghanistan and now in Pakistan.

United For Peace and Justice is calling on its member groups across the country to initiate local actions or

educational events <http://www.example.com/article.php?id=4019> in your community on October

7:

Teach-Ins on the costs, human and economic, of the occupation and war in Afghanistan and impact on

the region.

Vigils, pickets and delegations to Congressional offices, as well as faxes, emails and calls.

Rallies, demonstrations, vigils and marches to bring the peace and justice message into the streets.

House parties to raise money for Afghanistan relief or other aid to the Afghan people.

Creative actions to highlight the devastating effects of the Drone air strikes.

CNN Political Ticker: All politics, all the time Blog Archive - Cindy Sheehan
arrested at White House anti-war protest « - Blogs from CNN.com
http://politicalticker.blogs.cnn.com/2009/10/05/cindy-sheehan-arrested-at-white-house-anti-war-protest



WASHINGTON (CNN) — As the war in Afghanistan nears the start of its ninth year, a group of anti-war

protesters gathered in front of the White House today to express their disappointment that the wars in Iraq and

Afghanistan are not yet over, and to request a meeting with President Obama.

An estimated 500 people from different anti-war groups gathered on the sidewalk in front of the White House.

A few chained themselves to the fence, some laid down on the sidewalk as if they were dead, and others

chanted: "mourn the dead, heal the wounded, end the war!"

The protest was peaceful, though U.S. Park Police said that 61 people were arrested for failure to obey a lawful

order after the crowd was repeatedly asked to move back from the sidewalk. According to Park Police Sgt.

David Schlosser, all were cited and released.

White House Press Secretary Robert Gibbs said that neither he nor the president were aware of the protest

until it was mentioned in the daily briefing to the press, adding: "I think the president has long believed that

whether your opinion is on one side of this issue or the other, that this is the greatness of our country, is that

you get to amplify that opinion."

Gates blames past lack of troops for Taliban edge - Reuters
http://news.yahoo.com/s/nm/20091006/ts_nm/us_afghanistan

WASHINGTON (Reuters) –

U.S. Defense Secretary Robert Gates on Monday blamed the past U.S. failure to deploy enough troops to

Afghanistan for the Taliban's revival and said the United States could not afford to become the second

superpower defeated there.

Gates made clear the United States was not pondering a withdrawal despite the war's growing unpopularity.

"We are not leaving Afghanistan. This discussion is about next steps forward and the president has some



momentous decisions to make," Gates said in a TV program taped at George Washington University that will be

aired by CNN on Tuesday.

"I don't think we have the option to leave," said White House spokesman Robert Gibbs. "That's quite clear."

Gates urged U.S. military advisers to speak "candidly but privately" but defended McChrystal, who has been

criticized for appearing to lobby in public for sending more troops, "as exactly the right person to be the

commander in Afghanistan."

"The reality is that because of our inability, and the inability, frankly, of our allies, (for putting) enough troops

into Afghanistan, the Taliban do have the momentum right now, it seems," Gates said.

However, he said the United States could not afford to give al Qaeda and the Taliban the propaganda victory of

a U.S. retreat in Afghanistan, where mujahideen forced the Soviet Union to withdraw in 1989 after a decade of

bloody warfare.

Describing the Afghanistan-Pakistan border as "the modern epicenter of jihad," Gates said the militants sensed

a chance "to defeat a second superpower," which he said would help al Qaeda to recruit, fundraise and plan

operations.

"What's more important than that in my view is the message that it sends that empowers al Qaeda ... The notion

that they have come back from this defeat, come back from 2002, to challenge not only the United States but

NATO, 42 nations, is a hugely empowering message should they be successful." he said.

There also have been increasing calls from the anti-war left and foreign policy critics for a U.S. pullout. Dozens

of protesters gathered outside the White House on Monday, and a few were arrested when they chained

themselves to the gates.

Beyond Bureaucracy - FOXNews.com
http://www.foxnews.com/search-results/m/20297839/beyond-bureaucracy.htm#q=haake

Timothy M. Haake & Associates
http://www.haake-dc.com/expertise.htm

8 US troops killed in fierce Afghan fighting - AP
http://news.yahoo.com/s/ap/20091005/ap_on_re_as/as_afghanistan

Hundreds of insurgents armed with automatic rifles and rocket-propelled grenades stormed a pair of remote

outposts near the Pakistan border, killing eight U.S. soldiers and capturing more than 20 Afghan security

troops in the deadliest assault against U.S. forces in more than a year, military officials said.

The fierce gunbattle, which erupted at dawn Saturday in the Kamdesh district of mountainous Nuristan

province and raged throughout the day, is likely to fuel the debate in Washington over the direction of the

troubled eight-year war.



It was the heaviest U.S. loss of life in a single battle since July 2008, when nine American soldiers were killed

in a raid on an outpost in Wanat in the same province.

Gen. Stanley McChrystal, the top U.S. and NATO commander in Afghanistan, plans to shift U.S. troops away

from remote outposts that are difficult to defend and move them into more heavily populated areas as part of

his new strategy to focus on protecting Afghan civilians.

U.S. troops used artillery, helicopter gunships and airstrikes Saturday to repel the attackers, inflicting "heavy

enemy casualties," according to a NATO statement. Fighting persisted in the area Sunday, U.S. and Afghan

officials said.

NATO spokesman Brig. Gen. Eric Tremblay said the assailants included a mix of "tribal militias," Taliban and

fighters loyal to Sirajudin Haqqani, an al-Qaida-linked militant based in sanctuaries in the tribal areas of

Pakistan near the Afghan border.

"This was a complex attack in a difficult area," U.S. Col. Randy George, the area commander, said in a

statement. "Both the U.S. and Afghan soldiers fought bravely together."

A NATO statement said the attacks were launched from a mosque and a nearby village on opposite sides of a

hill, which included the two outposts — one mostly American position on the summit and another mostly

Afghan police garrison on a lower slope.

NATO said eight Americans and two Afghan security troopers were killed.

An Afghan military official, speaking on condition of anonymity because of security issues, said three Afghan

soldiers and one policeman had been killed in two days of fighting

He also said at least seven Afghan army soldiers were missing and feared captured.

In addition, provincial police chief Mohammad Qasim Jangulbagh said 15 Afghan policemen had been

captured, including the local police chief and his deputy. Jangulbagh estimated that about 300 militants took

part in the attack.

Taliban spokesman Zabiullah Mujahid said militants overran both outposts, but U.S. spokeswoman Capt.

Elizabeth Mathias said U.S. troops were holding the outposts Sunday

She also said a roadside bomb killed a U.S. service member southwest of Kabul on Saturday, bringing the U.S.

death toll for the month to 15.

Billions in US aid never reached Pakistan army - Yahoo! News
http://news.yahoo.com/s/ap/as_wasted_aid_to_pakistan

The United States has long suspected that much of the billions of dollars it has sent Pakistan to battle militants

has been diverted to the domestic economy and other causes, such as fighting India.



Between 2002 and 2008, while al-Qaida regrouped, only $500 million of the $6.6 billion in American aid

actually made it to the Pakistani military, two army generals tell The Associated Press.

backed up by other retired and active generals, former bureaucrats and government ministers.

At the time of the siphoning, Pervez Musharraf, a Washington ally, served as both chief of staff and president,

making it easier to divert money intended for the military to bolster his sagging image at home through

economic subsidies.

"We don't have a mechanism for tracking the money after we have given it to them," Pentagon spokesman Lt.

Col. Mark Wright said in a telephone interview.

The misuse of funding helps to explain how al-Qaida, dismantled in Afghanistan in 2001, was able to regroup,

grow and take on the weak Pakistani army. Even today, the army complains of inadequate equipment to battle

Taliban entrenched in tribal regions.

Pakistan has received more money from the fund than any other nation

compared with $76,870 in Afghanistan

The amount the U.S. spends per soldier per month is just $928

$85,640 in Iraq

Yet by 2008, the United States had provided Pakistan with $8.6 billion in military money, and more than $12

billion in all.

Some of the money from the U.S. even went to buying weapons from the United States better suited to fighting

India than in the border regions of Afghanistan — armor-piercing tow missiles, sophisticated surveillance

equipment, air-to-air missiles, maritime patrol aircraft, anti-ship missiles and F-16 fighter aircraft.

As a result, in 2007, Pakistan had only one working helicopter

"They both deserved each other, Musharraf and the Americans," he said.

Kilcullen on Afghanistan: “It’s Still Winnable, But Only Just.”: Interesting
Times : The New Yorker
http://www.newyorker.com/online/blogs/georgepacker/2008/11/kilcullen-on-af.html

I wrote about David Kilcullen two years ago, in a piece called “Knowing the Enemy

<http://www.newyorker.com/archive/2006/12/18/061218fa_fact2> .” Few experts understand

counterinsurgency and counterterrorism better than this former Australian army officer and anthropology

Ph.D, who has advised the American, British, and Australian governments, was one of General Petraeus’s

strategic whizzes at the start of the surge, in early 2007, and writes so well that you’d never imagine he’s spent



his whole career in government, the military, and academia.

And after two years, Packer still does not know that Kilcullen's PhD is in Political Science, not

Anthropology.

Kilcullen is now a senior fellow at the Center for a New American Security, which has provided Obama with

foreign-policy advisers and advice.

Kilcullen agreed to do an e-mail Q. & A.

It’s bad: violence is way up, Taliban influence has spread at the local level, and popular confidence in the

government and the international community is waning fast.

The classical counterinsurgency theorist Bernard Fall wrote, in 1965, that a government which is losing to an

insurgency isn’t being out-fought, it’s being out-governed. In our case, we are being both out-fought and

out-governed for four basic reasons:

(1) We have failed to secure the Afghan people. That is, we have failed to deliver them a well-founded feeling of

security.

(2) We have failed to deal with the Pakistani sanctuary that forms the political base and operational support

system for the Taliban

(3) The Afghan government has not delivered legitimate, good governance to Afghans at the local level—with

the emphasis on good governance

(4) Neither we nor the Afghans are organized, staffed, or resourced to do these three things (secure the people,

deal with the safe haven, and govern legitimately and well at the local level)—partly because of poor coalition

management, partly because of the strategic distraction and resource scarcity caused by Iraq, and partly

because, to date, we have given only episodic attention to the war.

There has been an emphasis on fighting the Taliban, which has led us into operations (both air and ground-

based) that do a lot of damage but do not make people feel safer

Similarly, we have a lot of troops in rural areas—small outposts—positioned there because it’s easier to bring

firepower to bear on the enemy out in these areas. Meanwhile, the population in major towns and villages is

vulnerable because we are off elsewhere chasing the enemy main-force guerrillas, allowing terrorist and

insurgent cells based in the populated areas to intimidate people where they live

eighty per cent of people in the southern half of Afghanistan live in one of two places: Kandahar city, or

Lashkar Gah city

Police are another main issue. We have built the Afghan police into a less well-armed, less well-trained version

of the Army and launched them into operations against the insurgents. Meanwhile, nobody is doing the job of



actual policing—rule of law, keeping the population safe from all comers (including friendly fire and coalition

operations), providing justice and dispute resolution, and civil and criminal law enforcement.

the Taliban have stepped into this gap; they currently run thirteen law courts across the south, and ninety-five

per cent of the work of these courts is civil law, property disputes, criminal matters, water and grazing disuptes,

inheritances etc.

Where governance does exist, it is seen as corrupt or exploitative, in many cases, whereas the people remember

the Taliban as cruel but not as corrupt.

They remember they felt safer back then.

I doubt that an Anbar-style “awakening” is likely in Afghanistan. The enemy is very different from A.Q.I. and, in

any case, Pashtun tribes have a very different makeup from Arab tribes.

Rather than talking about negotiations (which implies offering an undefeated Taliban a seat at the table, and is

totally not in the cards) I would prefer the term “community engagement.”

Rather than negotiate directly with the Taliban, a program to reconcile with local communities who are tacitly

supporting the Taliban by default (because of lack of an alternative) would bear more fruit.

The situation in Afghanistan is dire. But the war is winnable. We need to focus our attention on the problem,

and think before acting. But we need to think fast, and our actions need to involve a major change of direction,

focussing on securing the population rather than chasing the enemy, and delivering effective legitimate

governance to the people, bottom-up, at the local level. Do that, do it fast, and we stand an excellent chance of

turning things around.

8 U.S. Troops Die in Attack on Remote Afghan Outpost | NewsChannel 8
http://www.news8.net/news/stories/1009/665376.html

The military says eight American soldiers and two Afghans were killed in an attack on two outposts in remote

eastern Afghanistan.

The military statement Sunday said a tribal militia launched the attack from a mosque and a nearby village in

Nuristan, one of the most dangerous regions of Afghanistan.

Meanwhile, on Sunday President Barack Obama (web <http://cfc.news8.net/externalwebsite.cfm?website=http:

//www.barackobama.com/> | news <http://cfc.news8.net/mainsearch.cfm?s=key&k=obama> | bio <http://cfc.news8.net/externalwebsite.cfm?website=http:

//www.barackobama.com/learn/meet_barack.php> ) 's national security adviser said Afghanistan is not in imminent danger of

falling to the Taliban as he downplayed worries that the insurgency could set up a renewed sanctuary for

al-Qaida

"I don't foresee the return of the Taliban. Afghanistan is not in imminent danger of falling," Jones said on

CNN's "State of the Union."



"The al-Qaida presence is very diminished," he said. "The maximum estimate is less than 100 operating in the

country, no bases, no ability to launch attacks on either us or our allies."

Underscoring those concerns was the deadly battle Sunday near the Pakistan border, where several hundred

militant fighters streamed from an Afghan village and a mosque and attacked a pair of remote outposts.

Strategy? What Strategy? - The Daily Beast
http://www.thedailybeast.com/blogs-and-stories/2009-09-29/strategy-what-strategy/full

Gen. Stanley McChrystal doesn't have a strategy for Afghanistan

To escalate or not to escalate is the dramatic and consequential question of the moment. But it rests on an

unexamined assumption that is only weakly substantiated

It assumes that McChrystal actually has a strategy. Does he?

That he has a diagnosis, there is no doubt. And it is dire. After eight years, nearly 800 American fatalities, and

hundreds of billions of dollars: "the overall situation is deteriorating." Afghanistan is plagued by "a lack of

security, governance, and economic opportunity."

faced with "a resilient and growing insurgency" compounded by "a crisis of confidence among Afghans."

economy is fueled almost entirely by illegal drugs and foreign aid

citizens of Afghanistan "do not trust GIRoA [Government of the Islamic Republic of Afghanistan] to provide

their essential needs, such as security, justice, and basic services."

"political disenfranchisement" and alienation from governing authorities are exacerbated by the "weakness of

state institutions, malign actions of power brokers, widespread corruption and abuse of power by various

officials."

US and NATO forces are blamed for "the unpunished abuse of power by corrupt officials and power-brokers."

many "elements of the population" are "tolerating the insurgency and calling to push out foreigners."

Misgovernment and lack of economic opportunity has created "fertile ground for the insurgency."

McChrystal obviously hopes to enhance security, improve the quality of governance, reduce official corruption,

favoritism and abuse of power, and increase economic opportunity. In this way, the population will be

reconciled to the government supported by U.S. and NATO forces, and the Taliban will be undercut. But this is

a wish list, not a strategy. How does he propose to bring any of this about?

Up front is his proposal to build up the Afghan security forces through an increase in training, equipping,

mentoring and partnering



Training is so non-controversial that even advocates of a light footprint in Afghanistan accept it fully

(Critics worry, on the other hand, that we are creating a military that cannot be sustained by domestic Afghan

resources and that training doesn't prevent corruption or desertion or, for that matter, create loyalty to a

central government viewed as illegitimate.)

He freely admits that he is merely restating and applying to the Afghan campaign "the basics of

counterinsurgency" in line with the thinking of his immediate superior, General David Petraeus.

To change the dynamics on the ground, McChrystal wants his troops to do, and do immediately, something

they are naturally reluctant to do, namely to leave their walled compounds, dismount from their turreted

vehicles, and perhaps even shed their body armor to "share risks" with the people they are trying to protect.

But such proposals, like the ban on airstrikes in residential areas, do not add up to a new comprehensive

strategy. At most, they represent a few building blocks which, when stacked alongside other new approaches,

will contribute to a comprehensive strategy.

Here we come to the report's fatal flaw. McChrystal's request for additional resources is justified only if this

integrated civilian-military counterinsurgency strategy is intelligently and realistically designed.

The report states several times that "protecting the people means shielding them from all threats." Two threats

in particular are singled out. The first is the insurgency. To protect the population against the insurgency,

McChrystal proposes a surge of new forces into densely populated areas, effectively abandoning sparsely

populated areas to the Taliban, especially at night. The second and equally grave threat is misgovernment at

national, provincial, and local levels.

So what is McChrystal's strategy for dealing with this second threat to the American mission? He provides his

ostensible answer in his curiously hortatory recommendation that we "prioritize responsive and accountable

governance." We need to do this for the simple reason that thieving, faction-dominated, incompetent,

unresponsive and unaccountable governance "emboldens the insurgents." To prevent that from happening, the

report explains, the U.S. must "insist" that the elected government of Afghanistan "redouble efforts to

understand the social and political dynamics of all regions of the country."

Strictly speaking, improving the quality of governance and reducing official corruption, favoritism and abuse of

power is a civilian not a military mission.

To achieve this essential part of his overall strategy, without which, he admits, the military component would

be entirely useless, McChrystal innocently expects Washington and its NATO allies to provide "a corresponding

cadre of civilian experts to support the change in strategy."

The civilian experts he needs to prop up one half of his mission will not arrive because they do not exist.

The expertise he imagines cannot be found in any agency of the governments of the U.S. and its allies.



Private contractors may be adept at securing multimillion dollar contracts to promote the rule of law in

underdeveloped countries, but the results of their well-remunerated efforts have been consistently nil.

A realistic strategy for Afghanistan must begin with an admission of the profound limits of American power.

Turning an illegitimate government into a legitimate one is simply beyond the capacities of foreigners, however

wealthy or militarily unmatched

Having established that the civilian "pillar" of the alleged strategy cannot bear the weight that McChrystal

wants to place upon it, we can now turn a skeptical eye back on the military pillars as well.

key officials in ISAF remain totally "inexperienced in local languages and culture."

That soldiers coming America can be successfully ordered to demonstrate intellectual curiosity about a foreign

people seems questionable. American soldiers, operating according to a conventional warfare model, came to

Afghanistan to kill the enemy not to help (or understand) the population. McChrystal's principal hope is to

change their priorities. But is that realistic?

McChrystal's assertion that building personal relations with the civilian population is a good way to gather

accurate information has something to it; but it is also worth debating for reasons he does not seem to

understand.

Afghans, and not only they, have a lot of experience with manipulating foreigners by feeding them

disinformation.

The closer we listen, the more lies as well as truths we will take in.

What, in the end, does state building in Afghanistan have to do with protecting America from terrorist attacks?

If state strength is a cure for terrorism, why do we worry about states that sponsor terrorism?

But the very possibility that state building can make counterterrorism more difficulta possibility never even

mentioned in McChrystal's weakly reasoned report—further undermines the credibility of his "new strategy,"

this time by throwing its central but wholly unargued aim in doubt.

Report Cites Firefight as Lesson on Afghan War - NYTimes.com
http://www.nytimes.com/2009/10/03/world/asia/03battle.html?pagewanted=all

A few days later, they were almost overrun by 200 insurgents.

That firefight, a debacle that cost nine American lives <http://www.nytimes.com/2008/07/14/world

/asia/14afghan.html> in July 2008, has become the new template for how not to win in Afghanistan. The

calamity and its roots have been described in bitter, painstaking detail in an unreleased Army history, a

devastating narrative that has begun to circulate in an initial form even as the military opened a formal review

this week of decisions made up and down the chain of command.



The 248-page draft history, obtained by The New York Times, helps explain why the new commander in

Afghanistan, Gen. Stanley A. McChrystal <http://topics.nytimes.com/top/reference/timestopics

/people/m/stanley_a_mcchrystal/index.html?inline=nyt-per> , is pressing so hard for a full-fledged

commitment to a style of counterinsurgency that rests on winning over the people of Afghanistan even more

than killing militants.

Before the soldiers arrived, commanders negotiated for months with Afghan officials of dubious loyalty over

where they could dig in, giving militants plenty of time to prepare for an assault.

But then this would seem to be the culturally sensitive thing to do, right, to cooperate with locals?

an episode that had enraged the local population, the killing a week earlier in an airstrike of a local medical

clinic’s staff as it fled nearby fighting in two pickup trucks.

Above all, the unit and its commanders had an increasingly tense and untrusting relationship with the Afghan

people.

The history cited the “absence of cultural awareness and understanding of the specific tribal and governance

situation” and the emphasis on combat operations over the development of the local economy and other civil

affairs, a reversal of the practices of the unit that had just left the area.

48 American soldiers and 24 Afghan soldiers outnumbered three to one in a four-hour firefight that left nine

Americans dead and 27 wounded in one of the bloodiest days of the eight-year war

Soldiers who survived the battle described how their automatic weapons turned white hot and jammed from

nonstop firing. Mortally wounded troops continued to hand bullet belts to those still able to fire.

The ammunition stockpile was hit by a rocket-propelled grenade, igniting a stack of 120-millimeter mortar

rounds — and the resulting fireball flung the unit’s antitank missiles into the command post.

One insurgent got inside the concertina wire and is believed to have killed three soldiers at close range,

including the platoon commander, Lt. Jonathan P. Brostrom.

The battle stands as proof that the United States is facing off against a far more sophisticated adversary in

Afghanistan today, one that can fight anonymously with roadside bombs or stealthily with kidnappings — but

also can operate like a disciplined armed force using well-rehearsed small-unit tactics to challenge the

American military for dominance on the conventional battlefield.

The four-hour firefight finally ended when American warplanes and attack helicopters strafed insurgent

positions. The paratroopers drove back the insurgents, but ended up abandoning the village 48 hours later.

In Afghanistan, the Distance Between ‘We Must’ and ‘We Can’ - NYTimes.com
http://www.nytimes.com/2009/10/04/weekinreview/04traub.html?ref=world



By JAMES TRAUB

Published: October 3, 2009

This summer, Mr. Obama described the effort in Afghanistan as “a war of necessity.” In such a war, you do

whatever you need to do to win. But now, as criticism mounts from those who argue that the war in

Afghanistan cannot, in fact, be won with more troops and a better strategy, the President is having second

thoughts.

A war of necessity is presumably one that is “fundamental to the defense of our people,” as Mr. Obama has said

about Afghanistan.

Mr. Will cited the testimony of George Kennan, the diplomat and scholar, to a Senate Foreign Relations

Committee hearing on Vietnam in 1966: “Our country should not be asked, and should not ask of itself, to

shoulder the main burden of determining the political realities in any other country. ... This is not only not our

business, but I don’t think we can do it successfully.”

Mr. Kennan’s astringent counsel has become piercingly relevant today, as Americans discover, time and again,

their inability to shape the world as they would wish.

Indeed, George W. Bush <http://topics.nytimes.com/top/reference/timestopics/people

/b/george_w_bush/index.html?inline=nyt-per> ’s tenure looks in retrospect like an inadvertent proof of

the wisdom of restraint, for his ambitious policy to transform the Middle East through regime change and

democracy promotion largely ended in failure.

The irony is that Mr. Obama, who as a candidate reassured conservative critics that he had read and absorbed

the wisdom of Reinhold Niebuhr <http://topics.nytimes.com/top/reference/timestopics/people

/n/reinhold_niebuhr/index.html?inline=nyt-per> , Mr. Kennan and other “realists,” is now himself

accused of ignoring the limits of American power, like Mr. Bush or Lyndon Johnson

<http://topics.nytimes.com/top/reference/timestopics/people/j/lyndon_baines_johnson

/index.html?inline=nyt-per> , in his pursuit of victory in an unwinnable war.

But Mr. Kennan, Mr. Niebuhr, Hans Morgenthau and others tried to imbue their sometimes-grandiose fellow-

citizens with a rueful awareness of the intransigence of things.

“The problems of this world are deeper, more involved, and more stubborn than many of us realize,” Mr.

Kennan said in a 1949 speech to the Academy of Political Science. “It is imperative, therefore, that we

economize with our limited resources and that we apply them where we feel that we will do the most good.”

The neoconservatives who came to power with George W. Bush were just as dismissive of the cautionary sprit

of realism as the liberals of an earlier generation had been, and thought of themselves as conservative heirs of

the idealistic tradition of Woodrow Wilson <http://topics.nytimes.com/top/reference/timestopics

/people/w/woodrow_wilson/index.html?inline=nyt-per> .

Now, as Americans debate whether or not to double down in Afghanistan, it’s striking how opinion is divided

not according to left and right, or hawk and dove, but rather by the difference between the Wilsonian “what we

must do” and the Kennanite “what we can do.”

Stephen Holmes, a left-leaning law professor at New York University <http://topics.nytimes.com

/top/reference/timestopics/organizations/n/new_york_university/index.html?inline=nyt-org> ,



recently wrote a critique <http://www.thedailybeast.com/blogs-and-stories/2009-09-29

/strategy-what-strategy/full/> of General McChrystal <http://topics.nytimes.com

/top/reference/timestopics/people/m/stanley_a_mcchrystal/index.html?inline=nyt-per> ’s plan

that almost exactly echoed Will/Kennan: “Turning an illegitimate government into a legitimate one is simply

beyond the capacities of foreigners, however wealthy or militarily unmatched.”

Americans broadly agree that their government must at all costs prevent major attacks on American soil by Al

Qaeda <http://topics.nytimes.com/top/reference/timestopics/organizations/a/al_qaeda

/index.html?inline=nyt-org> . But there the consensus ends, and their questions begin: Do we need to

sustain the rickety Afghan government of President Hamid Karzai <http://topics.nytimes.com

/top/reference/timestopics/people/k/hamid_karzai/index.html?inline=nyt-per> in order to

achieve that objective? If so, will a combination of overwhelming military force and an accompanying civilian

surge not only repel the Taliban but make Afghanistan self-sustaining over the long term?

The question boils down to this: How grave a price would Americans pay if Afghanistan were lost to the

Taliban? Would this be a disaster, or merely, as with Vietnam, a terrible misfortune for which the United States

could compensate through a contemporary version of Mr. Kennan’s “intelligent long-range policies”? If the

latter, then how can Americans justify the immense cost in money and manpower, and the inevitable loss of

life, attendant upon General McChrystal’s plan? How can they gamble so much on the corrupt, enfeebled and

barely legitimate government of President Karzai? Why insist on seeking to do that which in all probability can

not be done?

Afghan in Police Uniform Kills U.S. Soldiers - NYTimes.com
http://www.nytimes.com/2009/10/04/world/asia/04afghan.html?ref=world

By SABRINA TAVERNISE <http://topics.nytimes.com/top/reference/timestopics/people

/t/sabrina_tavernise/index.html?inline=nyt-per> and RICHARD A. OPPEL

<http://topics.nytimes.com/top/reference/timestopics/people/o/richard_a_jr_oppel

/index.html?inline=nyt-per> Jr.

Published: October 3, 2009

KABUL, Afghanistan — An Afghan wearing a police uniform shot and killed two American soldiers and wounded

two others during a joint patrol in eastern Afghanistan <http://topics.nytimes.com/top/news

/international/countriesandterritories/afghanistan/index.html?inline=nyt-geo> on Friday, Afghan

officials said. The man later escaped.

investigating whether the attacker was a police officer or a militant dressed as one

the country’s leading opposition political figure attacked the United Nations <http://topics.nytimes.com

/top/reference/timestopics/organizations/u/united_nations/index.html?inline=nyt-org> ,

accusing its top official here of refusing to properly investigate widespread voting fraud that seriously tainted the

national election in August.

The man escaped, but local Afghan forces arrested two of his relatives, Mr. Shahid said.



Much about the episode was still unclear, but it raised the troubling specter of the risks of mentoring Afghan

security forces, who often are poorly educated and sometimes have sympathies for the Taliban

<http://topics.nytimes.com/top/reference/timestopics/organizations/t/taliban

/index.html?inline=nyt-org> .

n Kabul, the main Afghan opposition candidate, Abdullah Abdullah <http://topics.nytimes.com/topics

/reference/timestopics/people/a/abdullah_abdullah/index.html?inline=nyt-per> , asserted Saturday

that the reputation of the United Nations had been harmed by what he said was a flawed investigation of the

voting fraud during the Aug. 20 presidential election.

“I have no doubt in my mind that it has seriously damaged the U.N.’s credibility in Afghanistan,” Mr. Abdullah, a

former foreign minister, told reporters. In the preliminary tally, President Hamid Karzai

<http://topics.nytimes.com/top/reference/timestopics/people/k/hamid_karzai

/index.html?inline=nyt-per> won 54.6 percent of the vote, but a partial recount and fraud review under way

could reduce that to less than 50 percent, forcing a runoff against Mr. Abdullah.

Mr. Abdullah’s comments followed a report in The New York Times about a letter the United Nations’ No. 2

official in Afghanistan, Peter W. Galbraith, sent to the United Nations secretary general, Ban Ki-moon

<http://topics.nytimes.com/top/reference/timestopics/people/b/ban_ki_moon

/index.html?inline=nyt-per> , days before Mr. Galbraith was fired last week.

In the letter, Mr. Galbraith, an American, accused the top United Nations official in Afghanistan, Kai Eide, a

Norwegian, of concealing reports of electoral fraud that benefited Mr. Karzai, blocking efforts by United Nations

officials to limit the fraud and admitting bias toward Mr. Karzai.

CBC News - World - Canadian troops kill 2 Afghans riding motorcycle
http://www.cbc.ca/world/story/2009/10/02/kandahar-motorcycle-shooting.html

October 2, 2009

Canadian troops in the volatile Panjwaii district west of Kandahar fired on a speeding motorcycle, killing an

apparently unarmed driver and his passenger, officials said Friday.

The motorcycle was carrying two "fighting aged" males and was travelling at high speed, showing intent to

penetrate the security cordon, White said.

"Verbal and visual warnings were used and one aimed warning shot was fired close to the motorcycle to alert the

driver to stop," he said.

"The driver did not heed the warnings. In fact he accelerated, demonstrating known insurgent protocols. Soldiers

then fired shots in order to stop the motorcycle."

No weapons found on motorcycle riders

"In this instance, the lives of the other villagers participating in the shura were also endangered," he said.

The incident is similar to one reported two months ago in the same region, when a young Afghan girl died after



Canadian forces fired a warning shot at a motorcycle speeding towards them.

The driver in that incident did not heed signals to stop and the motorcycle changed direction and sped away after

the shot was fired, military officials said. Moments later, the soldiers noticed a crowd gathering and discovered that

a girl had been hit by the ricocheting bullet.

Canadian soldiers were involved in another incident in July 2009, when they shot and killed an Afghan man in the

city of Kandahar and wounded three others after the car the Afghans were in failed to heed orders to stop.

The car was speeding toward a team of troops who were defusing a roadside bomb, Canadian officials said.

Andrew J. Bacevich -- To Defeat Terrorism, U.S. Should Wage a Cold War -
washingtonpost.com
http://www.washingtonpost.com/wp-dyn/content/article/2009/09/25/AR2009092502011_Comments.html

Andrew J. Bacevich -- To Defeat Terrorism, U.S. Should Wage a Cold War
http://www.washingtonpost.com/wp-dyn/content/article/2009/09/25/AR2009092502011_pf.html

By Andrew J. Bacevich

Sunday, September 27, 2009

America's long war, which began on Oct. 7, 2001, when U.S. bombs and missiles started falling on Afghanistan, has

become the longest in this country's history.

The counterinsurgency campaign proposed in Gen. Stanley A. McChrystal's strategic assessment

<http://www.washingtonpost.com/wp-dyn/content/article/2009/09/21/AR2009092100110.html> will

prolong the war for an additional five or 10 years. The war's most ardent proponents insist that President Obama

has no choice: It's either fight on or invite another 9/11.

the United States should wage a cold war to keep the threat at bay

At the dawn of what the Bush administration came to call the Long War, Defense Secretary Donald Rumsfeld told

<http://www.defenselink.mil/transcripts/transcript.aspx?transcriptid=1893> U.S. military personnel:

"We have two choices. Either we change the way we live, or we must change the way they live. We choose the

latter." In both Afghanistan and Iraq, the work of changing the way they live has turned out to be difficult, costly

and problematic. After years of exertions, $1 trillion expended and more than 5,000 American troops lost, U.S.

forces have yet to win a decisive victory.

The high-tech American way of war developed during the 1990s (once celebrated in phrases such as "shock and

awe" and "speed kills") stands thoroughly discredited.



The Long War is a losing proposition; it will break the bank and break the force.

Devising a new course requires accurately identifying the problem, which is not "terrorism" and, despite

Washington's current obsession with the place, is certainly not Afghanistan.

essential problem is a dispute about God's relationship to politics

Power, no matter how imaginatively or ruthlessly wielded, cannot provide a solution. The opposing positions are

irreconcilable.

Rather than setting out to clear, hold and build thousands of tiny, primitive villages scattered across the Afghan

countryside, such a strategy should emphasize three principles: decapitate, contain and compete.

Decapitation won't eliminate the threat

but it can reduce it to manageable levels

A crucial caveat is that assassinations must be precise and accurate. The incidental killing of noncombatants is

immoral as well as politically counterproductive. The missiles launched from U.S. unmanned aerial vehicles in

Pakistan have repeatedly demonstrated the wrong approach.

Ideally, this approach should include strenuous efforts to reduce the West's dependence on Middle Eastern oil,

which serves to funnel many billions of dollars into the hands of people who may not wish us well.

He messes up here. It's the dependence on oil, period, worldwide, that ensures high profits for oil

producers. The U.S. gets a small fraction of its oil from the Middle East.

The competitive challenge facing the West is not to prove that Islamic fundamentalism won't satisfy the aspirations

of humanity, but to demonstrate that democratic capitalism can, even for committed believers.

In short, the key to winning the current competition is to live up to the ideals that we profess rather than

compromising them in the name of national security.

The upshot is that by modifying the way we live -- attending to pressing issues of poverty, injustice, exploitation of

women and the global environmental crisis -- we might through our example induce the people of the Islamic world

to consider modifying the way they live. Here lies the best chance of easing the differences that divide us.

Rethink Afghanistan: Filmmaker Robert Greenwald Launches Film Opposing
Escalation of War
http://www.democracynow.org/2009/10/2/rethink_afghanistan_filmmaker_robert_greenwald_launches

AFGHANISTAN: A War Worth Winning
http://www.heritage.org/Press/FactSheet/fs0041.cfm

A Campaign Promise Worth Keeping:



On March 27, 2009, as President, he announced his intention to keep this promise, saying that "the safety of the

world is at stake."

Vice President Biden, who opposed the successful surge in Iraq, is also opposing a surge in Afghanistan

General Stanley McChrystal, Obama's handpicked commander of U.S. Forces in Afghanistan, recently revealed he

had only one meeting with the President in almost three months. They met again briefly on Air Force One while the

President was in Copehagen since that comment

Afghanistan Should Be a Priority:

It appears Defense Secretary Gates is backtracking on supporting General McChrystal's promising strategy for the

war

Gates Flip-Flopping:

This is not similar to the Soviet occupation of Afghanistan, as some have argued. This mission is supported by over

40 NATO allies and troop-contributing nations. The Soviets had no international backing. The Afghan people

support the presence of coalition forces and want them to prevail, while the Soviets were seen as occupiers. The

Soviets did not face the specter of a heightened terror threat in the case of their withdrawal, as the U.S. does.

That '80s Show:

The war cannot be effectively waged merely with air power, predator drones, and Special Forces. President Clinton

launched cruise missiles at easily replaceable al-Qaeda training camps in Afghanistan and yet al-Qaeda remained

strong enough for 9/11.

Drones Cannot Win a War:

Counterterrorism vs. Counterinsurgency: Washington opted to focus narrowly on counterterrorism goals in

Afghanistan -- rather than counterinsurgency operations -- in order to free up military assets for the war in Iraq.

This allowed the Taliban to regroup across the border in Pakistan and make a violent resurgence.

few Afghans would risk their lives to provide such intelligence unless they are assured of protection against the

Taliban's ruthless retaliation

Continue the Surge: It's too soon to write off President Obama's well-considered surge strategy announced in

March.

Listen to the Generals: The Commanding Generals are reportedly asking for up to 40,000 more troops.

Return Clarity and Focus to the War: President Obama must convince his political allies and the American

public that this is a war worth winning.

Obama meets with Afghanistan commander in Denmark - AP



http://news.yahoo.com/s/ap/20091002/ap_on_go_pr_wh/eu_us_afghanistan

COPENHAGEN – President Barack Obama summoned his top commander in Afghanistan for a 25-minute meeting

aboard Air Force One on Friday as part of his review of a war strategy that has divided the president's national

security team.

McChrystal had been in London, where he said in a speech Thursday that insurgents are gaining strength in

Afghanistan and more troops are needed to "buy time" for the Afghan military and police forces to prepare to take

control of the country in 2013.

The meeting was the third conversation between the two since McChrystal disclosed in a television interview that

aired Sunday that he had spoken with Obama only once since taking over the U.S. military efforts in Afghanistan.

Obama tapped McChrystal in May to replace ousted Gen. David McKiernan.

He declared that the U.S. would fail to meet its objectives of causing irreparable damage to Taliban militants and

their al-Qaida allies if the administration did not significantly increase American forces.

Wednesday's war council meeting, the second of at least five planned by Obama, exposed emerging fault lines

within the administration over Afghanistan — with military commanders pressing for more troops and other

advisers expressing skepticism.

Secretary of State Hillary Rodham Clinton and special Afghan and Pakistan envoy Richard Holbrooke appeared to

be leaning toward supporting a troop increase, while White House Chief of Staff Rahm Emanuel and Gen. James

Jones, Obama's national security adviser, appeared to be skeptical of troop increases. Vice President Joe Biden also

has been reluctant to support sending more troops, favoring a strategy that directly targets al-Qaida fighters who

are believed to be hiding in Pakistan.

Adm. Mike Mullen, chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, and Gen. David Petraeus, the top commander for the wars

in Iraq and Afghanistan, both support McChrystal's strategy. Defense Secretary Robert Gates has remained

noncommittal.

6 or more Afghan civilians die in airstrike - AP
http://news.yahoo.com/s/ap/20091001/ap_on_re_as/as_afghanistan

An airstrike on a compound in southwestern Afghanistan killed a family of six, a local tribal leader said Thursday,

after the U.S. military reported that ground forces were coming under fire from inside the residence and called in

aircraft.

"We must protect the Afghan people from all threats — from the enemy, from our own actions," McChrystal said in

a speech Thursday in London. "We are going to have to do things dramatically differently, even uncomfortably

differently in the way we operate."

Lt. Col. Nick Richardson, spokesman for British forces in the area, said there were unconfirmed reports that the

airstrike killed a total of 12 people: six children, two women and four militants.



In Logar province, in eastern Afghanistan, a spokesman for the governor said villagers claimed a U.S. operation

overnight killed an innocent shopkeeper and complained that American forces had wrongly detained three

civilians. Din Mohammad Darwesh, the spokesman, said villagers were refusing to bury the shopkeeper's body, in

order to prove his innocence, and demanding the release of the three men.

Afghan Insurgents' Diverse Funding Sources Pose Challenges
http://www.washingtonpost.com/wp-dyn/content/article/2009/09/26/AR2009092602707_pf.html

By Craig Whitlock

Washington Post Foreign Service

Sunday, September 27, 2009

The Taliban-led insurgency has built a fundraising juggernaut that generates cash from such an array of criminal

rackets, donations, taxes, shakedowns and other schemes that U.S. and Afghan officials say it may be impossible to

choke off the movement's money supply.

Obama administration officials say the single largest source of cash for the Taliban, once thought to rely mostly on

Afghanistan's booming opium trade to finance its operations, is not drugs but foreign donations

The CIA recently estimated that Taliban leaders and their allies received $106 million in the past year from donors

outside Afghanistan.

In July, Richard C. Holbrooke, the Obama administration's special representative for Afghanistan and Pakistan, said

the Taliban was reaping the bulk of its revenue from donors abroad, especially from the Persian Gulf.

U.S. officials said there is no evidence today that the Saudi, UAE or other Gulf governments are giving official aid to

the Taliban. They said they suspect that Pakistani military and intelligence operatives are continuing to fund the

Afghan insurgency, although the Islamabad government denies this.

As the insurgency has grown in strength, the Taliban and its affiliates have embraced a strategy favored by

multinational corporations: diversification. With money pouring in from so many sources, the Taliban has been able

to expand the insurgency across the country with relative ease, U.S. and Afghan officials said.

In an Aug. 30 report assessing the overall state of the war, Gen. Stanley A. McChrystal, commander of U.S. and

NATO forces in Afghanistan, said the Taliban's range of financial resources made it difficult to weaken the

movement.

"Eliminating insurgent access to narco-profits -- even if possible, and while disruptive -- would not destroy their

ability to operate so long as other funding sources remained intact," McChrystal wrote.

U.S. officials said reliable estimates of the Taliban's overall cash flow are difficult to calculate because the

insurgency is a decentralized movement comprising many factions and commanders. But annual revenue is thought



to total hundreds of millions of dollars.

The U.S. military has estimated that the Taliban collects $70 million annually from poppy farmers and narcotics

traffickers. The U.N. Office on Drugs and Crime, which monitors opium production, earlier projected that the

Taliban and its affiliates earned as much as $400 million a year from the drug trade. The agency later revised the

figure sharply downward, to about $100 million a year.

"The international community and the Americans have been deceiving themselves for the past seven years, saying

the Taliban has been getting all of their money from drugs," said Waheed Mojda, who served as a Foreign Ministry

official for the Taliban before the U.S.-led invasion of Afghanistan in late 2001.

Increasingly, Taliban commanders are paying for their operations through a variety of extortion schemes, U.S. and

Afghan officials said. Many insurgent leaders impose a "tax" on local Afghans or take a cut from gemstone, timber

or antiquity smugglers. Ransoms from kidnappings in Afghanistan and Pakistan also have proven lucrative.

Another rich source of revenue: extortion payments from Afghan and Western subcontractors forced to cough up

"protection money" to safeguard redevelopment projects, according to U.S and Afghan officials.

The Taliban and its affiliates also move large amounts of cash via human couriers, both domestically and

internationally, U.S. and Afghan officials said. Foreign recruits who travel to Pakistan to train in Taliban-sponsored

camps are regularly asked to bring $10,000 in cash with them, the U.S. law-enforcement official said.

Escaping the "Graveyard of Empires": A Strategy to Exit Afghanistan | Malou
Innocent and Ted Galen Carpenter | Cato Institute: White Paper
http://www.cato.org/pub_display.php?pub_id=10533

Given the nature of the conflict in Afghanistan,

a definitive, conventional "victory" is not a

realistic option. Denying a sanctuary to terrorists

who seek to attack the United States does not

require Washington to pacify the entire country,

eradicate its opium fields, or sustain a long-term

military presence in Central Asia.

On the ground, the United States can retain a

small number of covert operatives for intelligence

gathering and discrete operations against specific

targets, as well as an additional small group of

advisers to train Afghan police and military forces

The United States should withdraw most of its

forces from Afghanistan within the next 12 to 18

months and treat al Qaeda's presence in the



region as a chronic, but manageable, problem.

Security. Support, rather than supplant, indigenous

security efforts by training and assisting

the Afghan national army and police and, where

appropriate, paying off or otherwise co-opting

regional militias. Training should be tied to clear

metrics. If those benchmarks are not achieved,

Washington must cut its losses and cease further

assistance. U.S. forces should not become Afghanistan's

perpetual crutch.

It would seem more logical to argue that Afghanistan has been Washington's crutch in fomenting a state,

and the corresponding industrial complex, premised on permanent war.

Intelligence and Regional Relations. Sustain

intelligence operations in the region through aerial

surveillance, covert operations, and ongoing

intelligence-sharing with the Afghan and Pakistani

governments.

Central Asia holds little intrinsic strategic value

to the United States, and America's security will

not be endangered even if an oppressive regime

takes over a contiguous fraction of Afghan territory.

America's objective has been to neutralize the

parties responsible for the atrocities committed

on 9/11. The United States should not go beyond

that objective by combating a regional insurgency

or drifting into an open-ended occupation and

nation-building mission.

escaping-graveyard-empires-strategy-exit-afghanistan.pdf (application/pdf
Object)
http://www.cato.org/pubs/wtpapers/escaping-graveyard-empires-strategy-exit-afghanistan.pdf

Special Inspector General for Afghanistan Reconstruction : SIGAR Homepage
http://www.sigar.mil

Since 2001, the U.S.

Congress has appropriated more than $38 billion in humanitarian and reconstruction assistance to Afghanistan.

This includes $5.04 billion

provided for the reconstruction of Afghanistan in the Supplemental Appropriation for FY 2009 (P.L. 111-32), which



signed by the President

in June 2009. Congress created the Office of the Special Inspector General for Afghanistan Reconstruction to

provide independent and objective

oversight of these funds. Under the authority of Section 1229 of the National Defense Authorization Act for Fiscal

Year 2008 (PL 110-181),

which was signed into law on January 28, 2008, SIGAR conducts audits, investigations and inspections to both

promote efficiency and effectiveness

of reconstruction programs, and to detect and prevent waste, fraud, and abuse of taxpayer dollars. Major General

Arnold Fields, U.S. Marine

Corps (Ret.), was appointed by President George W. Bush on June 12, 2008 to be the first SIGAR and was

subsequently sworn into office on July

22, 2008. SIGAR’s budget to date totals $23.2 million

U.S. lacks human touch: NATO adviser
http://www.ottawacitizen.com/news/lacks+human+touch+NATO+adviser/1981722/story.html

Mission at risk because army can't connect with people, military told

The U.S. could be stuck fighting in Afghanistan for a long time because its army doesn't have the training to connect

with the population or understand that country's complicated culture, a senior NATO adviser warns.

Stephen Henthorne says the U.S. army puts too much emphasis on combat while paying lip service to working with

civilian agencies and Afghans, and figuring out a plan to establish stability in Afghanistan.

army commanders are well trained in kinetic operations, a term used to describe combat, but don't understand how

to successfully use their resources to provide for civilian-military co-operation

"The real problem is that almost all of these U.S. Army Generals are 'War Fighters,' " writes Henthorne, an

American and the senior adviser to NATO's Civil-Military Co-operation Centre of Excellence in the Netherlands.

The Pentagon is working on designing a civil-military campaign plan for Afghanistan over the next 16 months, but

he pointed out that the team consists of one senior public servant and an officer, with little staff or budget. "I really

believe that it's doomed to fail and its failure is intentional," he added.

The military uses sociologists and cultural anthropologists to help it understand local cultures, he added.

Daily Times - Leading News Resource of Pakistan - ‘Deterioration’ in Karzai govt’s
popularity: ‘NATO risks losing Afghan war’
http://www.dailytimes.com.pk/default.asp?page=2007\04\29\story_29-4-2007_pg7_1

* Canada says fate of NATO operation ‘hangs by thread’

* NATO chief says defeat will affect all nations



BRUSSELS: NATO risks losing the war in Afghanistan because of a “tremendous deterioration” in the popularity of

the government of US-backed President Hamid Karzai, former US ambassador to the United Nations Richard

Holbrooke said on Saturday.

“Afghanistan represents the ultimate test for NATO,” Holbrooke, who recently toured the war-torn country, told the

Brussels Forum, an annual transatlantic security conference.

Holbrooke said he was struck during his visit by how unpopular Karzai’s government had become because of

corruption caused by the country’s burgeoning drug problem. “I have heard increasingly that the government has

lost its momentum,” he said.

“I can sense a tremendous deterioration in the standing of the government. Afghans are now universally talking

about their disappointment with Karzai. Let’s be honest with ourselves ... the government must succeed or else the

Taliban will gain from it.”

At a news conference later, Canadian Foreign Minister Peter Mackay said the fate of the allied operation in

Afghanistan - in which 54 Canadian soldiers have died so far - hangs by a thread. “While I don’t want to sound

alarmist, I think there is going to be a tipping point unless we are able to stabilise (southern Afghanistan,

especially), unless we are able to get on with” building the economy, rule of law and government institutions.

NATO Secretary General, Jaap de Hoop Scheffer added: “If we lose ... the consequences will be felt not only in

Afghanistan but in all nations.”

“We don’t want to see the kind of political chaos (in Kabul) that in Baghdad is destroying the coalition effort,” he

said.

He lambasted the US-financed effort to train the Afghan police, saying it had produced a force that was corrupt and

incompetent. “The US training programme (for the police) under DynCorp is an appalling joke ... a complete

shambles,” he said. He referred to Falls Church, Virginia-based DynCorp International Inc a major provider of

security and defence services in Afghanistan, Iraq and other trouble spots. “I don’t want to appear negative, but

unless we are honest about the problem we will continue saying year after year that we are making progress, but

have lost ground. We all know where that leads.”

Robert Hunter: Congressional Testimony on the Future of NATO | Atlantic Council
http://www.acus.org/highlights/robert-hunter-congressional-testimony-future-nato

Robert Hunter <http://www.acus.org/users/robert-hunter> , a member of the executive committee of the

Atlantic Council Board of Directors <http://www.acus.org/about/people/board> and the Council's

Strategic Advisors Group <http://www.acus.org/about/people/strategic-advisors-group> , testified

before the Senate Foreign Relations Committee Subcommitte on European Affairs.  His remarks, "NATO After

the Summit: Rebuilding Consensus," addressed the future of the NATO alliance.  A PDF of this testimony is

available at RAND <http://www.rand.org/pubs/testimonies/CT331/> .



TESTIMONY:

I would be less than candid, Madame Chair, if I did not start by saying that NATO faces some challenges that could

prove to be of greater magnitude than at many times in the past, because they relate to the Alliance’s basic purposes

and the degree to which each of its members subscribe to a single set of purposes or even to activities in which

NATO is already engaged.

During the Cold War, NATO had clarity of purpose

Now most of that essential work has been done, and questions are again being raised “What next?” and even “Why

NATO at all?”

As in all its other commitments throughout its history, NATO must succeed and it must be seen to succeed.

the drafting of a new NATO Strategic Concept, to replace the one agreed to at the 1999 Washington Summit and

supplemented at Prague (2002), Riga (2006) and Strasbourg-Kehl (2009)

First, an agreed recognition and mutual commitment, expressed both in general terms and in specific actions to be

taken, of a revised transatlantic compact, in which the Alliance as a whole will agree to be engaged in some areas

outside of Europe – although, to be clear, this will not include the creation of a “global NATO”: there will be no

basis in common interest among today’s NATO allies for going too far afield. There is already serious discussion

about whether Afghanistan has been “a bridge too far.”

A second important criterion is a clear perception that, when NATO does agree to become engaged in a mission, all

the allies are prepared, in some politically-significant measure, to share risks and burdens.

Taliban presence seen across almost all Afghanistan | Reuters
http://www.reuters.com/article/GCA-Afghanistan-Pakistan/idUSTRE5893HQ20090910?sp=true

SINGAPORE (Reuters) - The Taliban <http://www.example.com/news/globalcoverage

/afghanistanpakistan> have a significant presence in almost every corner of Afghanistan, data from a policy

think tank showed on Thursday, as the country lurches into political uncertainty after a disputed presidential

election.

A security map by policy research group the International Council on Security and Development (ICOS) however

showed a deepening security crisis with substantial Taliban <http://www.example.com/news/globalcoverage

/afghanistanpakistan> activity in at least 97 percent of the country.

The ICOS data, obtained by Reuters before its release on Thursday, painted an even darker picture than an Afghan

government map last month that showed almost half of Afghanistan at either a high risk of attack or under "enemy

control."

Based on reports of an average of one or more insurgent attacks a week since January 2009, it showed heavy

Taliban <http://www.example.com/news/globalcoverage/afghanistanpakistan> activity across 80 percent



of Afghanistan. A substantial Taliban presence -- one or more attacks per month -- was seen in another 17 percent of

the country.

A similar map released by ICOS researchers in Afghanistan late last year noted a permanent Taliban

<http://www.example.com/news/globalcoverage/afghanistanpakistan> presence in 72 percent of the

country and a substantial presence in another 21 percent.

"Across the north of Afghanistan, there has been a dramatic increase in the rate of insurgent attacks against

international, Afghan government, and civilian targets," said ICOS policy analyst Alexander Jackson.

The Taliban <http://www.example.com/news/globalcoverage/afghanistanpakistan> -led insurgency has

grown this year out of traditional strongholds in the south and east and has even hit the capital, Kabul. Violence

escalated further before the poll.

Foreign Policy In Focus | Afghanistan: NATO's Graveyard?
http://www.fpif.org/fpiftxt/6465

Celebrating its 60th birthday this year, NATO is looking peaked and significantly worse for wear. Aggressive and

ineffectual, the organization shows signs of premature senility.

its internal politics have become fractious to the point of dysfunction

The painful truth is that NATO may be suffering from a terminal illness. Its current mission in Afghanistan, the

alliance's most significant and far-flung muscle-flexing to date, might be its last. Afghanistan has been the graveyard

of many an imperial power from the ancient Macedonians to the Soviets. It now seems to be eyeing its next victim.

At the April 2009 NATO summit in Strasbourg, Obama failed to get the troop reinforcements he wanted from his

European allies

NATO powers, in any case, have attached so many strings and caveats to the troops they are supplying

The real nail in NATO's coffin, however, has been its stunning lack of success on the ground. The Taliban has, in

fact, not only increased its hold over large parts of southern Afghanistan, but spread north as well

Most embarrassingly for NATO, a recent surge of alliance troops seems only to have made

<http://www.reuters.com/article/GCA-Afghanistan-Pakistan/idUSTRE5893HQ20090910?sp=true> the

Taliban stronger

What was once billed as the most powerful military alliance in history has been thwarted by an irregular set of

militias and guerrilla groups without the backing of a major power in one of the poorest countries on Earth.

European public opinion is, by increasingly large margins, in favor of reducing or withdrawing troops from

Afghanistan (55% of West Europeans and 69% of East Europeans according to a recent German Marshall Fund poll

<http://www.transatlantictrends.org/trends/> )



Meanwhile, in the United States, both elite and public opinion is turning against the war. With the American

economy still reeling from recession, President Obama faces a guns-vs-butter <http://fpif.org/fpifzines

/wb/6433> dilemma that threatens to wreck his domestic agenda as surely as the Vietnam War deep-sixed Lyndon

Johnson's Great Society reforms of the 1960s

Not so long ago, pundits were calling for a global NATO <http://www.foreignaffairs.com/articles/61922

/ivo-daalder-and-james-goldgeier/global-nato> that would expand its power and membership to include

U.S. partners in Asia and elsewhere. This hubris has given way to despair and discord

Some U.S. officials are fed up with what they consider European dilly-dallying about Afghanistan. "We have been

very much disappointed by the performance of many if not most of our allies," Robert E. Hunter, the U.S.

ambassador to NATO during the Clinton administration, recently <http://www.acus.org/highlights/robert-

hunter-congressional-testimony-future-nato> said in testimony before Congress. "Indeed, there are

elements within the U.S. government that are beginning to wonder about the continued value of the NATO

Alliance."

When the Cold War ended and the Warsaw Pact vanished, NATO was suddenly an organization without a mission.

During the early 1990s, it cast around for new portfolios — environmental work, humanitarian missions, anything.

It needed a raison d'être fast

Then, in 1999, responding to fears of Serbian escalation in Kosovo, NATO engaged in its first-ever war. During the

77-day conflict, the alliance conducted 38,000 air sorties against Serbian targets that resulted in considerable

"collateral" damage including Serbian civilians, Albanian refugees, and, famously, the Chinese embassy in Belgrade

On the eve of September 11th, a decade after the end of the Cold War, NATO had become an overstretched alliance

with an ill-defined but expansive mission and a collection of member states increasingly at odds with each other.

When the United States prepared to attack Afghanistan and then Iraq, the Bush administration simply bypassed

NATO, constructing its own ad hoc coalitions "of the willing."(Only in 2003 did the Bush administration turn to

NATO to shoulder some of the local burden.) There could have been no greater vote of no-confidence in the

institution.

Since the end of the Cold War, the U.S. troop presence in Europe has been plummeting. From a Cold War peak of

several hundred thousand, it had dropped to around 44,000 by 2007. Reductions to the 30,000-level or even lower

have been <http://abcnews.go.com/International/wireStory?id=7179404> discussed. With U.S. forces

stretched to the limit elsewhere in the world and U.S. strategists fixated on the energy heartlands of the Middle East

and Central Asia, the European theater of operations has been (and remains) the obvious place for force reductions.

Washington will certainly continue to maintain key military bases in the United Kingdom, Italy, and Germany and

has been setting up new ones in Bulgaria, Romania, and Kosovo (that just happen to be closer to the energy

resources of Eurasia and the Middle East)

in the Bush years Washington chose to push the alliance to expand beyond its traditional focus on Europe and think

global, focusing on terrorism, piracy, nuclear proliferation, and other international threats



In this way, the United States imagined that it might be able to place some of the financial burden for its own

self-appointed global mission on its European allies

If Afghanistan is the test, then NATO is flunking. The Taliban has made a steady comeback since its rout in 2001.

More American soldiers, as well as more soldiers from the other coalition partners, have

<http://www.icasualties.org/OEF/index.aspx> already died in 2009 than in any of the previous eight years.

The number of civilian casualties — 2008 was a record year <http://www.cnn.com/2009/WORLD/asiapcf

/02/17/afghanistan.civilian.casualties/index.html> and 2009 will likely break

<http://i.abcnews.com/International/wireStory?id=8218269> that record — fly in the face of NATO's

"responsibility to protect" guidelines

Nor are there sufficient <http://www.tomdispatch.com/post/175116

/ann_jones_us_or_them_in_afghanistan> Afghan troops trained, almost eight years after the initial invasion of

that country, to "Afghanize" the NATO side of the conflict

proven <http://www.ottawacitizen.com/news/lacks+human+touch+NATO+adviser/1981722/story.html>

ill-trained for "hearts and minds" work

As for the grander projects of democracy promotion and nation-building, Afghanistan's rudimentary economy

remains heavily dependent on opium poppy production and its political system suffers from rampant corruption of

which the irregularities of the most recent presidential election represent only the tip of the malfeasance.

After a suicide attack in Kabul killed six Italian paratroopers in mid-September, for instance, Prime Minister Silvio

Berlusconi announced <http://www.time.com/time/world/article/0,8599,1924841,00.html> that "we

must bring our boys home as soon as possible."

Just over the summer, the British lost 40 soldiers in the conflict, and a majority

<http://www.independent.co.uk/news/uk/politics/voters-turn-against-war-in-afghanistan-

1763227.html> of Britons now want their troops withdrawn right away, which is likely to mean that the

government's reported <http://www.reuters.com/article/latestCrisis/idUSN22339629%22%3Ereported>

decision to send yet another 1,000 troops to Afghanistan will go down very poorly indeed with the voters.

How can NATO go global when it can't even pass its first major test in Afghanistan? "It is of course possible that

NATO can survive Afghanistan even in the absence of total success: it depends on the extent of its failure," Danish

security analysts Jens Ringsmose and Sten Rynning have written <http://www.policypointers.org

/Page/View/8981> . "What seems certain is that failure in the Hindu Kush will constitute a serious blow to global

NATO."

Today, the European Union maintains two rapid-deployment battle groups of 1,500 soldiers each and expects, in

the near future, to pull together another 10 or so battle groups from existing national armies. These forces have

already conducted missions in more than 20 countries



Europe's military-industrial complex, meanwhile, is trying to push up military budgets and aggressively market

European arms in overseas markets.

Why "Victory" in Afghanistan Is an Absolute Myth | PEEK | AlterNet
http://www.alternet.org/blogs/peek/142963/why_%22victory%22_in_afghanistan_is_an_absolute_myth

There has never been such thing as a triumphant counter-insurgency strategy. Why are we deluding ourselves?

There is no such thing a "victory" in the kinds of wars we’re fighting in Iraq and Afghanistan

The best one can hope for in these types of conflicts

is to not be seen as having "lost."

For that to happen, unfortunately, you have to stick around for so long and fade away so gradually that, by the time

you leave, nobody notices you’re gone. 

The neoconservative apparatus that got us into Iraq for reasons we still haven’t decided on threatens to keep us in

Afghanistan indefinitely for reasons yet to be determined.

Everything we’re doing in Central and Southwest Asia supposedly has something to do with eradicating al-Qaeda,

yet there is no sign of al-Qaeda in Afghanistan.

argument for persisting in Afghanistan says that we have to make sure al-Qaeda doesn’t go back there, yet as former

CIA officer Philip Giraldi recently noted, credible assessments suggest that "Osama bin Laden’s al-Qaeda has likely

been reduced to a core group of eight to ten terrorists who are on the run more often than not."

Gen. Stanley McChrystal and his legion of supporters in the Pentagon, Congress and the media insist we need to

bring increase U.S. troop levels to over 100,000, and the overall coalition force level to a half-million, the number

of troops we had on the ground at one point in Vietnam.  

short-circuited as the cognitive quagmire going on in the minds of McChrystal and the people backing him.  

The counterinsurgency manual’s dictum that we must "convince the people of the government’s legitimacy"

contains two dismal flaws in the context of Afghanistan (and Iraq as well).

There is no convincing the Afghan people of the legitimacy of the Hamad Karzai government or any other

government we replace it with.

Yet it is that the military-industrial-congressional complex has adopted the "long war" concept, a gem of tank

thinkery straight our of Orwell designed to keep America on a permanent wartime economy and in an endless state

of fear and loathing of enemies vaguely defined and overly demonized.  

the American war mafia, headed by Bill Kristol’s Israeli-centric neoconsevative cabal, cast about desperately for a

"new Pearl Harbor" to justify its existence



When it comes to Afghanistan, our counterinsurgency manual amounts to little more than a ream of latrine linen. 

Commander Jeff Huber, U.S. Navy (Retired) writes at Pen and Sword .

Let's Not Abandon Afghan Women - The Daily Beast
http://www.thedailybeast.com/blogs-and-stories/2009-09-29/lets-not-abandon-afghan-women/p

America may have developed Intervention Fatigue, but are we really considering throwing Afghan women back into

the darkness after their return to freedom?

In all the debate about Afghanistan, we don’t hear much about our obligation to the wretched Afghan women

They are being treated as collateral damage as the big boys discuss geopolitical goals

No, we can’t go around saving every failed state, but as well as clear national security interest, there’s a moral

obligation here that is being forgotten.

Today the grounds for betraying Afghan women again are being fertilized by the received wisdom of the “quagmire”

lobby, which keeps summoning up the analogy of Vietnam.

Anne McBride, who observed the elections last month, emailed me: “The women I met at polling stations risked

their lives to come out and vote, but they are angry that the Taliban ruined their lives and are willing to risk it. They

are not tolerant of half-steps for women.” Are we really considering throwing them back into the dark, leaving them

even more vulnerable after their return to freedom?

But Afghanistan is not Vietnam, and the Taliban is not the Vietcong. The Vietcong had the sympathies, if not the

active allegiance, of 80 percent of the people. The Taliban approval rating is no more than 8 percent, even in the

grassroots Pashtun southeast region

She needs to see the ICOS map of Taliban dominance in Afghanistan today...and ask herself why more

troops are needed, if the Taliban are so weak and marginal as she imagines.

The Taliban may want to separate their image from al Qaeda’s after we bombed the hell out of them, but they still

share al Qaeda’s radical Islamic ideology, expressed in beatings, suicide bombings, and hostility to female

education.

The Taliban "approval rating," lol, hopeless.

By the way, "bombing the hell out of them" also meant bombing the hell out of hundreds of women and

other innocent civilians. Very foolish and ignorant writer.

Afghan Star

Afghanistan’s craze for its very own version of American Idol



hungry for modernity

We see how the popular TV show offers an experience of democracy more vividly personal than the polling

booth—the chance for Afghans to send a text message to vote for their favorite candidate in a talent contest. The

kids we see in the film tell us over and over they are sick of war and death. They want to be cool, they want to sing

and dance, and they speak the language of pop culture, English.

And what tiny fraction of Afghanistan has televisions and cell phones? Is she insane?

Karzai Family Secrets - The Daily Beast
http://www.thedailybeast.com/blogs-and-stories/2009-09-27/heroin-kingpin-or-hero/p

“I am the most wanted person by al Qaeda and the Taliban. That is because I have brought the tribes together. I

have done so much work for the Americans, so much of it secret, it is incredible how much I have helped the

Americans. And I am repaid with these press reports?”

Afghan and American officials have privately accused Ahmed, who heads the powerful provincial council in

Kandahar, of being a heroin kingpin in the nation that supplies 90 percent of the world’s opium supply. They cite a

few examples. In 2004, Afghan security forces stumbled on a cache of heroin hidden in tractor-trailer outside

Kandahar. The local commander, Habibullah Jan, said Ahmed called him and demanded the drugs be released. Jan

was ambushed and shot to death in 2007, with government officials blaming the Taliban. In 2006, a DEA

informant, Hajji Aman Kheri, gave a tip about a truck near Kandahar carrying 110 pounds of pure heroin, allegedly

under the watchful eye of one of Ahmed’s bodyguards. And last month, the German magazine Stern reported that

British troops seized several tons of raw opium on one of Ahmed’s farms.

Evidently Hamid Karzai heard the rumors often enough that he wanted to know if they were true. In 2006, he

summoned to the presidential palace both the American ambassador, Ronald Neumann, and the embassy’s CIA

station chief. Also present were the British ambassador and his MI6 spymaster.

“He asked us directly if his brother was involved in the drug trade,” Neumann, recently retired, disclosed to me for

the first time. “There was no evidence in a judiciary or evidentiary sense. None of what we had could take him to

court and get a conviction. I told President Karzai this would need to be addressed as a political matter because of

the problems it created for him.”

“Neumann called me to the American Embassy,” Ahmed confirmed to me. “He said I was a political liability to my

brother and said I should go away for a while. ‘This is not a legal issue. You can be an ambassador and serve your

country elsewhere.’ I was very, very unhappy.”

Look, the Taliban has wasted nine suicide bombers on me. Once they killed a bodyguard. If I am a drug trafficker,

then I am helping the Taliban since they are making money from it. So why would they try to kill me nine times if I

am helping them?”

“Ahmed has been tried and convicted in the press,” added Mahmoud, talking to me from his Kabul home, only a

couple of days before flying off to Dubai to see one of his business partners. “It is different, but just as bad for me.



This is all part of a campaign to undermine my brother, the president.”

Does Mahmoud have anything he wants to say to the West? “Yes, tell the G-20 to stop debating about the election

results (his brother’s reelection has been challenged for widespread reported ballot fraud), and send some money to

Afghanistan for infrastructure improvement. They must invest in this country to make it a member of the

international community. We have one foot in democracy, now we need to move the other into free-market

capitalism. But we can’t without help from them.”

Change of Tactics Needed in Afghanistan War, Chief of NATO Says - Bloomberg
http://news.yahoo.com/s/bloomberg/20090929/pl_bloomberg/aippsazxtf6y

Sept. 29 (Bloomberg) -- NATO Secretary General Anders Fogh

Rasmussen said nations waging the war in Afghanistan must

change their tactics and promote successes or risk losing

public support there and at home.

“Reaching our goal in Afghanistan is not guaranteed,”

Rasmussen told an audience at the Atlantic Council policy group

in Washington yesterday.

More troops will be needed

“We cannot continue to do exactly what we’re doing now,”

Rasmussen said, calling for more focus on civilian

reconstruction to accompany the military campaign. “Things are

going to have to change.”

The North Atlantic Treaty Organization leads the 41-nation

military campaign in Afghanistan

Leaders of the nations fighting in Afghanistan must speak

out more about the successes achieved in the eight years of the

war to win back public support, Rasmussen said.

He cited 7 million Afghan students in school, one-third of

them girls, and that millions of citizens were able to vote in

the nationâ€™s presidential election last month in the face of

threats from the Taliban.

Rasmussen said he agreed that the NATO-led

alliance needs a “credible and legitimate government in

Afghanistan.”

“We should let the Afghans decide whether they consider



the elections to be credible or not,” Rasmussen said.

Do those Afghans include Abdullah Abdullah and the millions of supporters of the other candidates in

opposition to Karzai? We'll see.

“NATO will stay for as long as it takes to succeed,” he

said. “But that cannot mean forever.”

He cautioned the U.S. against criticizing European

partners in NATO for not sending more troops or restricting the

mission of their forces in a way that limits their ability to

fight. All 28 NATO member nations are part of the mission and

more than 20 countries have lost soldiers there.

“Talking down the European and Canadian contributions as

some here in the United States have done can become a self-

fulfilling prophecy,” Rasmussen said.

War in Afghanistan|Australian troops in Afghanistan
http://www.smh.com.au/world/war-in-afghanistan-splits-the-nation-20090927-g7t3.html

AUSTRALIANS are divided over the nation's role in the war in Afghanistan but strongly oppose any suggestion that

the military contribution be increased.

The poll found 41 per cent of voters supported Australian troops being involved in Afghanistan and 35 per cent

were opposed. Opposition to sending more troops remained high. Only 26 per cent agreed; about twice as many, 51

per cent, were opposed.

Mr Rudd, who was in the US last week, showed no enthusiasm for sending more troops: ''We believe that our

current commitment's about right and I note again for the record that in the six or nine months since President

Obama has been in office, we've already increased our contribution by about 50 per cent.''

Eleven Australian soldiers have been killed in Afghanistan and 83 wounded.

The Afghanistan Analysts Network (AAN) / Blogs / Thomas Ruttig
http://aan-afghanistan.com/index.asp?id=337

What remained of a democratic process in Afghanistan had been brought to a halt with screeching brakes by the

massive and systematic fraud on 20 August.



The range of fraud clearly has implications both on the outcome of the election and on its legitimacy, both in the

eyes of the Afghan voters and the international community

The political chief analyst of the EU observer mission, former German ambassador Gunter Mulack, states

<http://de.euronews.net/agenturmeldungen/18479-wahlbeobachter-sieht-laquogrossflaechigen-

betrugraquo-bei-afghanistan-wahl/> that fraud in the range of around 5 per cent of the vote would be

'acceptable' in countries like Afghanistan, but beyond the 10 per cent threshold it ‘puts the election in doubt’. Most

figures given on the 20 August vote are far beyond this threshold.

A ‘senior Western diplomat’ in Afghanistan was quoted as saying that about 800 ‘fake poll sites’ (not specified

whether polling stations, i.e. ballot boxes, or polling centres) did not open on election-day but delivered ballots into

the counting process and, ‘besides’, that Karzai supporters took over ‘approximately [other] 800 legitimate polling

centers and us[ing] them to fraudulently report tens of thousands of additional ballots for Mr. Karzai’. The same

source gives 350,000 votes counted for Kandahar province while only estimated 25,000 votes had been really casts

there – this is a fraud surplus of 325,000 alone in one province (see: Dexter Filkins and Carlotta Gall, ‘Fake

Afghan Poll Sites Favored Karzai, Officials Assert <http://www.nytimes.com/2009/09/07/world

/asia/07fraud.html?_r=1&scp=3&sq=shorabak&st=nyt> ’, New York Times, 6 Sept 2009).

Suspiciously, we still have not been told by the IEC how many polling stations were open on 20 August.

If we took the IEC turn-out figure of 6 million for real, the 1.5 million votes called ‘suspicious’ by the EU observers

would represent 25 per cent.

Sources close to the President admitted off the records that there might have been no more than 2 – 2.5 million real

votes.

After the EU Observer mission’s initially very weak statements that tried to paint the picture of a flourishing Afghan

democracy – echoing what it obviously perceived to be the view preferred by most of the EU member-state

governments at this point of time - the EU foreign ministers have taken a strong position

<http://www.cbsnews.com/stories/2009/09/15/world/main5311890.shtml> now. In their meeting on 15

September they demanded that the fraud allegations ‘must all be dealt with’ and expressed their hope ‘that it will

result in an election result seen as credible by the Afghans themselves’.

But there doesn’t seem to be unanimous support for this in Kabul, in particular on the UN and the US side. UNAMA

needs to insist on a full investigation, too. But UNAMA deputy head Peter Galbraith who reportedly did do has been

sent on a ‘vacation’ by SRSG Kai Eide. In the UN mission in Kabul, there was something like a mutiny

<http://www.timesonline.co.uk/tol/news/world/Afghanistan/article6834487.ece> against a position to

not publicly comment on voter turn-out figures, fraud etc.

This is particularly worrying because UNAMA with its field presence definitely has a lot of real figures, reports and

other evidence of what really had happened on 20 August at its disposal

Richard Holbrooke goes into the same direction. He has recently repeated apologetic remarks that ‘there



are imperfect elections <http://news.bbc.co.uk/2/hi/south_asia/8249733.stm> throughout the west as

well’ and that ‘that happens <http://www.voanews.com/english/2009-09-02-voa22.cfm> in every

democracy’. As if Afghanistan were a democracy already.

At the same time, the IEC’s announcement of the preliminary final result last Tuesday tries to establish a fait

accompli which will be difficult to challenge. The presidential spokesman <spokesman%20> Wahid Omar echoed

the feeling of the inner circle in ‘the palace’ by saying: ‘Unless a miracle happens, we are the winner.’

This hangs a sword of Damocles over the whole process. It keeps the option open that the IEC simply overrules the

ECC. It already has ignored the call of the head of the EU observers MEP Phillipe Morrillon not to publish any

further results before all accusations of fraud has been checked.

Meanwhile, President Karzai lashed out against foreign ‘interference’ by the ECC – as if it were an illegal body

installed by a colonial power. But the ECC is based on current Afghan law after all; opportunities to change it

beforehand were wasted by the parliament and under the eyes of the current executive.

Karzai <Karzai%20> further defends ‘the integrity of the election and the integrity of the Afghan people, and the

integrity of the government in that process’ and says that ‘[i]f there was fraud, it was small - it happens all over the

world’. That sounds like what Holbrooke stated.

Paul McGeough Afghanistan Dateline report|Highway to Hell
http://www.smh.com.au/world/new-road-paved-with-promises-and-projects-20090927-g7r5.html

PAUL MCGEOUGH

September 28, 2009

America's top general says he needs thousands more troops to avoid

defeat, and Barack Obama has added "cut and run" to America's list of

options

Paul McGeough, and the SBS Dateline

cameraman David Brill travelled to Afghanistan's south-east, where a

Taliban warlord has declared war against a $US100 million road being

built by the Americans.

Their report, Highway to Hell, is on Dateline <http://www.sbs.com.au/dateline/>

The US hopes a highway from Khost, on the border with Pakistan, to the hub city of Gardez will help tame

Afghanistan's wild south-east

Herald's Chief Correspondent finds distrust and unease in the village of Gerda Serai.



"The enemy's not far away," he says. "They're watching us now, working out what we are doing so they can

intimidate the people."

The Americans fully understand the push-me, pull-me power of the local warlords: Jalaluddin Haqqani, who, with

his son, is the bridge between the Taliban and Osama bin Laden's al-Qaeda; and Pacha Khan Zadran, who is erratic

and brutal, but seemingly is acceptable to the Americans because, for the time being at least, he says he supports

President Hamid Karzai - a position that could change with any coming phase of the moon.

"The original tribe lived to the north and what became the Zadran came to this harsh area," says an American

analyst before invoking the film Deliverance in an unsettling description of the people and their culture. "This is the

West Virginia of Afghanistan - they moved to the mountains and they did not evolve. They are very clannish,

xenophobic."

Grappling to explain the Zadran people, another US analyst at Gardez turns on a computer and calls up a recently

commissioned anthropological study.

"It says they are savages," he says, incredulous. The analyst refuses to endorse the report's terminology, yet he is

taken by some of the sentiment: "A savage is someone who has no self-restraint and no moral obligations in terms

of himself and his own desires. As an assessment of these people, that's possibly unfair, but there is an element of

'it's all about me, and screw everyone else because I want my share of the pie - and I'm going to get it.' "

The American reads the critical paragraphs from the computer: "The Zadran have been written up as a small tribe,

but they are the biggest in the south-east. Their manners resemble the Waziris [who straddle the nearby border

with Pakistan] and the Kharotis [also concentrated in the east], from which we may infer that they are utter savages.

They live in small villages … they are great robbers and their country was a refuge for bad characters."

Thomas Ruttig, a member of the Afghanistan Analysts Network, is shocked by the anthropologists' assessment of the

locals as savages. "I take exception to that," he says. "I have been working in Afghanistan for 25 years. They might

look like savages, but they have a sophisticated political understanding."

The ''savage's'' point, and Ruttig's, is that America's military tactics have created so much local hostility that it has

become difficult, if not impossible, for the locals to accept the US presence and Washington's aid.

Ruttig says that local people he knows in Khost, at the far end of the K-G Road, who had long supported the

presence of foreign troops, turned against the US earlier this year after a controversial civilian casualty.

"They told me they had no option but to join a tribal uprising."

''There is great hostility to the Americans, but it is not because the people are savages."

"I came into the army to kill people, for a sense of adventure - not to sit in meetings like this or to foster

development. I want an army formation to manoeuvre on top of - but this is not that kind of war."

"A couple of years ago, Haji Sangeen would have said 'yes' to the American colonel, but now he is afraid - he knows



the Taliban will come later," Ruttig, an expert on the political dynamic in the south-east, says later. "My guess is that

he would have told the Taliban he was going to see the colonel. To do otherwise would be to risk his life."

McChrystal Says Insurgents Are Winning Communications Battle -
washingtonpost.com
http://www.washingtonpost.com/wp-dyn/content/article/2009/09/26/AR2009092601748.html

The United States and its allies in Afghanistan must "wrest the information initiative" from the Taliban and other

insurgent groups that have undermined the credibility of the Kabul government and its international backers,

according to the top U.S. and NATO commander in the country.

"The information domain is a battlespace," Gen. Stanley A. McChrystal wrote in an assessment

<http://media.washingtonpost.com/wp-srv/politics/documents/Assessment_Redacted_092109.pdf>

made public on Monday, adding that the allies need to "take aggressive actions to win the important battle of

perception."

As an initial step, McChrystal wants to change the goal of public relations efforts in Afghanistan from a "struggle for

the 'hearts and minds' of the Afghan population to one of giving them 'trust and confidence' " in themselves and

their government. At the same time, he said, more effort should be made to "discredit and diminish insurgents and

their extremist allies' capability to influence attitudes and behavior in Afghanistan."

to target insurgent networks "to disrupt and degrade" their effectiveness

to expose what he calls the insurgents' "flagrant contravention of the principles of the Koran," including

indiscriminate use of violence and terrorism, and attacks on schools and development projects.

McChrystal's approach mirrors one that U.S. intelligence operatives are taking covertly, with some success, in the

Middle East, where direct and indirect support is being given to Islamic leaders who speak out against terrorists.

Michael E. Leiter, director of the National Counterterrorism Center, said last year that the goal is to show "that it is

al-Qaeda, not the West, that is truly at war with Islam."

McChrystal recognized in his report that Afghans traditionally communicate by word of mouth. He called for better

exploitation of those "more orthodox methods" -- getting "authoritative figures" such as religious leaders and tribal

elders to deliver the messages "so that they are credible."

One of the main changes from the current approach should be creating "opportunities for Afghans to communicate

as opposed to attempting to always control the message," McChrystal wrote.

Another element he wants changed is the military's public responsiveness to incidents involving U.S. or allied forces

that result in Afghan civilian deaths. Overreliance on firepower that kills civilians and destroys homes "severely

damaged" the coalition's legitimacy in the eyes of Afghans, he noted, saying the Taliban publicized such incidents.

New procedures must be developed for sharing information about such events, he wrote, so that when they happen,

"we are first with the truth."



Holbrooke has repeatedly complained that the Taliban has communicated more effectively than the United States,

and he told a House subcommittee in June that there was a need to refine the coalition's message and use new ways

to reach Afghans, suggesting cellphones, radio and other means.

Mullen, in a recent issue of Joint Force Quarterly <http://www.ndu.edu/inss/Press/jfq_pages

/editions/i55/1.pdf> , emphasized that the problem with communicating with people rested on "policy and

execution." He added, "To put it simply, we need to worry a lot less about how to communicate our actions and

much more about what our actions communicate."

A proposed contract for 275 contractors to work in the Defense Ministry says two are to be assigned to the public

affairs office to develop an "effective" media relations program.

McChrystal also called in his assessment for the coalition to develop its own print, radio and television systems, and

to take steps to "partner more effectively with the Afghan commercial sector."

In addition, McChrystal lists as a goal making public relations efforts beyond Afghanistan more effective. There has

already been a step-up in press material sent to U.S. journalists. On Friday, seven releases were sent to The

Washington Post, including one with four photos. The caption of one photo reads: "An Afghan commando team

advances toward practice targets at a Kandahar training facility Sept. 24. Afghan National Army and police training

is overseen by ISAF military mentors, with a goal that the Afghans will one day independently foster peace and

stability in Afghanistan."

NOTE: Using the US press to publicize military propaganda back home.

Congress, however, has expressed concern about the rapid growth of the military's involvement in an area once

under the purview of the State Department. In July, the House Appropriations Committee, in approving the fiscal

2010 defense funding bill, said it had identified 10 strategic communications programs that boosted costs from $9

million in fiscal 2005 to a "staggering $988 million request for fiscal 2010." The committee said many of the costlier

programs appear as "alarmingly non-military propaganda, public relations, and behavioral modification

messaging."

In Iraq, the U.S. military spent more than $500 million over six years developing a public relations campaign run

mainly by American contractors. Starting with nearly $100 million for a U.S. contractor to run the newspaper, radio

and television networks owned by one of Saddam Hussein's sons, the strategic communications program was

expanded to include billboards, pamphlets, radio and TV spots, and programs to place articles in Iraqi newspapers

and magazines.

In June, The Post's Ernesto Londo?o reported from Baghdad that the multimillion-dollar campaign ultimately did

not help burnish the U.S. military's image, marginalize extremists, promote democracy or foster reconciliation.

By way of example, Londo?o quoted Ziyad al-Aajeely, director of Iraq's nonprofit Journalistic Freedom

Observatory, as saying while he flipped through an issue of the U.S.-subsidized newspaper Baghdad Now: "The

millions spent on this is wasted money. Nobody reads this."



The descent of Britain's Afghan campaign into a Vietnam-style madness | Mail
Online
http://www.dailymail.co.uk/home/moslive/article-1215607/The-descent-Britains-Afghan-campaign-Vietnam-style-madness.html

The Afghan soldiers dragged our Taliban prisoner off the path. There was a burst
of gunfire. "What the hell is going on?" 

"They've shot the prisoner. The Afghans. They've bloody shot him."

Their medic did it with his AK-47

Live's shocking first-hand report from Afghanistan's frontline

Captain Doug Beattie and British troops, in liaison with Afghan National Army forces, capture and handcuff a

Taliban fighter. The ANA are told to deliver him safely to interrogators...

The beautiful little Afghan girl stared straight back at me, blankly. How could she be so expressionless? For she

must have been in absolute agony. There were at least three penetration wounds to her young body, caused by a

mortar shell exploding close to where she'd been playing.

The round that had done the damage had been ours - British - fired as we edged forward through part of a village in

Helmand. There had been no immediate threat, none I could determine anyway, but someone else had thought

otherwise.

I never saw Shabia again. And nor did her relatives. Because within hours she died. She was just seven years old. I

heard later how the British authorities refused to pay her father the compensation he'd requested, based on the size

of dowry Shabia would have received when she married. The excuse for not paying? Her death had been '

incidental'; she was a casualty of conflict.



...only to drag him into scrubland and shoot him dead moments later. An ANA medic deliveres the first shots; his

fellow soldiers then shoot into the Taliban prisoner's corpse

How were we going to win the battle to bring the civilians onside if we killed one of their number and offered

nothing to ease the pain in terms they understood? It was heartless. It was wrong. And it was no way to wage a

campaign against an enemy ready to exploit any of our mistakes to turn the 26 million people of Afghanistan

against us. Christ, as if things weren't tough enough.

'I served in Vietnam and witnessed the collapse of military discipline,' he said. 'And now as I walk about here, I see

it again'

a visiting U.S. general on the modern British soldier

I served in Vietnam,' he'd said, 'and witnessed first the collapse of military discipline and then the collapse of our

campaign. We looked a defeated army. And now as I walk about here, I see it once more: a defeated army.'

His beef was that the Brits were not immaculately turned out. They had sideburns, moustaches and beards; their

hair was unkempt. I couldn't believe it. It was a contemptuous and arrogant thing for him to say. And now a British

warrant officer was wasting time telling the story.

But then nothing was subtle about the Americans. You could tell that by the Stars and Stripes that flew sneeringly

above their bases, in full sight of the local population. This wasn't the way to win friends and influence people, just

as the death of Shabia had not been. It was bad enough that the natural and societal hardships robbed Afghan

children of the innocence of youth. Yet there we were, compounding the misery.





The Afghan National Army had been trained by the Americans

Clive Fairweather has accused Gordon Brown of poor leadership. | News Of The
World
http://www.newsoftheworld.co.uk/scottish/scottish_news/524266/Clive-Fairweather-has-accused-Gordon-Brown-of-poor-

leadership-over-Afghanistan.html



MAJOR General Mackay's blistering attack on the Government's Afghan

strategy was last night backed up by a former SAS chief.

accused Gordon Brown of poor leadership.

He blasted the PM for creating "chaos" at the heart of government.

Speaking exclusively to the News of the World, he said: "Unlike 27 years ago,

there is no real sense of purpose across most Government departments that

we're really out to fight and repel this latest threat."

The colonel went on: "Instead they go on fighting like angry ferrets in a sack

- often set at each other's throats by the ex-Chancellor, who is now our

Prime Minister, resulting in intermittent chaos and indecision.

"Hence the fact no one quite articulates our war aims or what equipment is

needed by our gallant young soldiers who, despite appalling frontline

conditions, are more than a match for the Taliban.

"But this war could be LOST on the home front - where decisions are made about

kit, such as desperately needed helicopters and armoured vehicles.

"Without Thatcher-like leadership our Government seems to be drifting."

Maj Gen Andrew Mackay reveals why he quit the Army over strategy in
Afghanistan. | News Of The World
http://www.newsoftheworld.co.uk/scottish/scottish_news/524296/Maj-Gen-Andrew-Mackay-reveals-why-he-quit-the-Army-over-

Afghanistan.html



THE most senior Army officer to quit over Afghanistan has blasted the

Government for INSULTING the sacrifice of our troops by the shambolic way

they're running the war.

Major General Andrew Mackay, head of the Army in Scotland, was "dumb- founded"

by their FAILURE to support Britain's troops, he told pals.

the FIFTH senior

commander to leave Britain's Armed Forces in two years

branded the



conflict a "MUDDLE" and warned there was no long-term strategy or leadership

from the Government. And he said they lacked the will to win.

A close friend revealed Mackay's despair and said: "It's clear that he has

been utterly dumbfounded and disillusioned by the tragic failure of

leadership at a time of war.

"Mackay has made very clear his view that the failure of government to get

behind the war is an insult to the sacrifices made by all the soldiers."

head of the Edinburgh-based 2nd Division, decided to quit

after months of candid warnings that Britain's contribution in Afghanistan

was being undermined at the highest levels.

repeatedly pressed the Ministry of Defence to reinforce the UK

operation to ensure the Taliban were not able to reform and fight back

"Andrew was concerned that the

failure by government to approve the deployment of more resources,

especially helicopters, was forcing us to use the roads more and that meant

we were handing the tactical advantage to the insurgents.

"All they had to do was stick roadside bombs everywhere and then just watch

and wait for UK armour to pass and attack it.

"Sadly he was correct and we are now in a terrible situation. There is

a feeling across the Army that the Government has switched off over Helmand.

"They are risk-averse and only think about the bad effect on them if a Chinook

is shot down with 44 men on board.

"We are in a WAR situation and you need to take risks, not stand back from

them. Ask any soldier and they'll tell you we can defeat the Taliban and

deliver security to Helmand - but they are growing in capability and we are

not.

"All we keep getting is more armoured vehicles which the insurgents will

simply blow up.

"It is not rocket science. You get in an armoured vehicle and the bad guys



can you see you coming as the sand cloud behind you gives away your

position. Mackay was telling them this before, during and after his tour. He

was asking for more choppers to control the battle space, more troops to

protect the locals and there was no military will in Whitehall.

He complained bitterly about pointless "clearances" of Taliban territory and

too much emphasis on counting the enemy dead.

He was said to be shocked to find senior officers "making it up as we go

along".

"Unless we gain and win the consent of the

population in Helmand we lose the campaign."

He also admitted to a "growing realisation that what we had taken on was in

excess of what we had anticipated."

6 foreign troops killed in Afghanistan - Yahoo! News
http://news.yahoo.com/s/ap/20090927/ap_on_re_as/as_afghanistan

An airstrike Saturday by international forces in Wardak province, bordering Kabul, killed three Afghan civilians,

said Shahidullah Shahid, spokesman for the provincial governor.

Two U.S. service members died Saturday in the country's south — one from a roadside bomb explosion and the

other from an insurgent attack, the NATO-led force said. A British soldier died Sunday from a bomb explosion

while patrolling in southern Afghanistan, Britain's Defense Ministry said.

Elsewhere, three French soldiers died in a violent storm in northeastern Afghanistan late Saturday. One soldier was

struck by lightning while two were swept away by a rain-swollen river during an operation in Kapisa province, said

military spokesman Christophe Prazuck.

Gates: Mistake to set Afghan withdrawal timelines - AP
http://news.yahoo.com/s/ap/20090927/ap_on_go_ca_st_pe/us_us_afghanistan

Defense Secretary Robert Gates is pushing back against liberal calls for withdrawal timelines from Afghanistan,

saying it's a mistake to set a deadline to end U.S. military action and a defeat would be disastrous for the U.S.

"The notion of timelines and exit strategies and so on, frankly, I think would all be a strategic mistake. The reality is,

failure in Afghanistan would be a huge setback for the United States," Gates said in an interview broadcast Sunday

on CNN's "State of the Union."

"Taliban and al-Qaida, as far as they're concerned, defeated one superpower. For them to be seen to defeat a

second, I think, would have catastrophic consequences in terms of energizing the extremist movement, al-Qaida

recruitment, operations, fundraising, and so on. I think it would be a huge setback for the United States."



Secretary of State Hillary Rodham Clinton suggested Obama's decisions will come after the election in Afghanistan

is sorted out.

"This is not like an election in Western Europe or the United States, to carry out an election in these circumstances

was going to be difficult under any conditions. It's not over yet," Clinton told CBS' "Face the Nation."

"We have to wait until it is resolved, hopefully very soon. Then make a new commitment on how to meet our

strategic goals. And it's going to be up to the president to determine how best to achieve that."

The prospect of sending additional soldiers has created a backlash among some Democrats in Congress and has

angered anti-war activists on the left who rallied behind Obama's presidential candidacy last year.

Sen. Russ Feingold of Wisconsin has said the administration should set a "flexible timeline" to draw down troops.

Sen. Dianne Feinstein of California, who heads the Senate Intelligence Committee, has called for a timeline and a

time limit for achieving objectives in Afghanistan.

"I do not believe the American people want to be in Afghanistan for the next 10 years, effectively nation building,"

she told "Fox News Sunday."

Obama's War: Afghanistan Is Spelled V-I-E-T-N-A-M | The Smirking Chimp
http://www.smirkingchimp.com/thread/23522

President Barack Obama has staked his presidency on winning his "necessary" war in Afghanistan. Coming into

office, one of his first acts, on Feb. 18, was to boost US troop levels in that country by 17,000, bringing the total

number of soldiers and Marines in the country to about 57,000, to which one must also add about 33,000 other

soldiers from NATO countries and Australia. That's 100,000 foreign soldiers fighting against Taliban fighters.

even with the new US troops, US military commander Admiral Mike Mullen this month has described the situation

in Afghanistan as being "serious and deteriorating."

Afghani national government--if an organization that is basically confined to the capital city of Kabul and a few

other cities can be called a national government, is hopelessly corrupt and ineffective, and a current national

election, which US forces sought to "protect" by sending troops to election districts, appears to have been a disaster,

plagued by vote rigging and with low turnout.

If the American people don't rise up and demand an end to this thing right now, we could be in for another 8-10

years of brutal and bloody warfare, and in the end, the United States is, once again, going to lose.

Counterterrorism at the expense of counterinsurgency will doom Afghanistan and
Pakistan: US officials - The Long War Journal
http://www.longwarjournal.org/archives/2009/09/reliance_of_countert.php



US military and intelligence officials are concerned that a proposed alternative plan to ramp up cross-border

attacks in Pakistan and rapidly build the Afghan security forces in lieu of a comprehensive counterinsurgency

strategy may take hold and lead to a catastrophic failure in Afghanistan and Pakistan.

This alternative strategy, which was proposed by Vice President Joe Biden and reported in The New York

Times <http://www.nytimes.com/2009/09/23/world/asia/23policy.html?_r=3> , calls for reducing the US

military mission in Afghanistan and ramping up airstrikes and covert raids against the al Qaeda in Pakistan’s tribal

areas.

"Rather than trying to protect the Afghan population from the Taliban, American forces would concentrate on

strikes against Qaeda cells, primarily in Pakistan, using special forces, Predator missile attacks and other surgical

tactics," The New York Times reported. "The Americans would accelerate training of Afghan forces and provide

support as they took the lead against the Taliban. But the emphasis would shift to Pakistan."

But US military and intelligence officials contacted by The Long War Journal warned that a strict focus on a

counterterrorism mission concentrating on al Qaeda's leaders in Pakistan would cede the ground in Afghanistan to

both the Taliban and al Qaeda and would have only a limited impact on al Qaeda's leadership.

ramped up program of cross-border strikes into Pakistan would also likely lead to the destabilization of Pakistan's

government and a possible revolt within the Pakistani military and intelligence services

would only play into the propaganda message of al Qaeda and the Taliban

a US military intelligence official who focuses on al Qaeda and the Taliban told The Long War Journal. "If anything,

the relationship between the Taliban and al Qaeda has strengthened, not weakened, over the past few years."

relationship between the Haqqani Network and al Qaeda is cited as the prime example of the increased linkage

between the Taliban and al Qaeda

Mullah Sangeen Zadran, a senior Haqqani Network military commander, recently said the relationship between al

Qaeda and the Taliban is strong. Sangeen made the statement in an interview with As Sahab, al Qaeda's propaganda

arm. According to Sangeen <http://www.longwarjournal.org/threat-matrix/archives/2009/09

/an_interview_with_mullah_sange.php> :

"All praise is for Allah, Al-Qaeda and Taliban all are Muslims and we are united by the brotherhood of Islam. We do

not see any difference between Taliban and Al Qaeda, for we all belong to the religion of Islam. Sheikh Osama has

pledged allegiance to Amir Al-Mumineen (Mullah Muhammad Omar) and has reassured his leadership again and

again. There is no difference between us, for we are united by Islam and the Sharia governs us. Just as the infidels

are one people, so are the Muslims, and they will never succeed in disuniting the Mujahideen, saying that there is

Al- Qaeda and Taliban, and that Al-Qaeda are terrorists and extremists. They use many such words, but by the

Grace of Allah, it will not affect our brotherly relationship. Now they are also trying to disunite the Taliban, saying

that there are two wings, one extremist and another moderate. However, the truth is that we are all one and are

united by Islam."



According to McChrystal, the Haqqanis' territories in Khost, Paktika, and Paktia provinces are ripe for al Qaeda

camps.

"If we pull back, the Afghan military will not be able to hold ground, and the Taliban, the Haqqanis, HIG

[Gulbuddin Hekmartyr's Hizb-i-Islami faction], and smaller groups will take the ground in much of the South and

East, and even in areas in the West and North," a senior US military intelligence official told The Long War

Journal.

"There are already Taliban safe havens in many areas in Afghanistan, and al Qaeda trainers and advisers, and even

some paramilitary units from Brigade 055 are in Afghanistan," the official continued, referring to one of the

brigades of al Qaeda's paramilitary Shadow Army based along the Afghanistan-Pakistan border.

"The Pakistanis have long believed we will pull back, that our will to ride out the storm in Afghanistan is weak, and

they've kept some Taliban groups in reserve for just that day," one official said.

"Pakistan will want to fill the political and security vacuum in Afghanistan with its historic allies: the Taliban," an

official said.

An increase in Predator and Reaper strikes in Pakistan's border areas will also have a negative impact on relations

with Pakistan, and might potentially destabilize the Pakistani government.

"The Pakistani military might be able to look the other way from the unmanned strikes, as they currently do, but

drastically increasing the strikes along with the addition of US Special Operations Forces regularly entering the

country would not be accepted for long," the official continued. "Just look at the uproar last September's raid in

South Waziristan caused. The Pakistanis closed the Khyber Pass in protest."

The government officially condemns the strikes while privately approving them, and has tasked the military to

provide intelligence on terror groups in the tribal areas. At least one US Predator base has been identified in

Pakistan's southwestern province of Baluchistan.

Northern Afghan violence undercuts US supply route - AP
http://news.yahoo.com/s/ap/20090925/ap_on_re_as/as_afghan_supply_route

Growing Taliban influence in northern Afghanistan is threatening a new military supply line painstakingly

negotiated by the U.S., as rising violence takes hold on the one-time Silk Road route.

The north has deteriorated over just a few months, showing how quickly Taliban influence is spreading in a once

peaceful area. Local officials say the Taliban are establishing a shadow government along the dilapidated road that

ultimately could prevent vital supplies carried in hundreds of trucks every week from reaching the military. It also

raises the danger that the supplies could end up in militant hands as fodder for suicide attacks.

People in Baghlan and Kunduz provinces complain that international forces, the government in Kabul and aid have

passed them by in favor of more troublesome regions. Militants are taking advantage of that resentment, and

control by either Afghan or international forces is slipping.



"The people are demoralized."

Kabul: A Luxurious Hidden Paradise?
http://abcnews.go.com/print?id=8627349

Think of Kabul and you might well think of armored cars bombed out buildings <http://www.example.com

/International/wireStory?id=8599982> and bullet-proof vests. But behind the blast walls, this city is flush with

discrete oases, where one can indulge <http://www.example.com/International/wireStory?id=8624142> in

a steak tartare or relax with a Swedish massage.

To get into the trendy French <http://www.example.com/Entertainment/wireStory?id=8549112>

"L'Atmosphere" restaurant, one must pass through two thorough security checks before emerging in a lovely garden

lit by lanterns. Wicker chairs, wooden tables and a large outdoor bar make it a relaxed and warm setting. Inside

there are two dining rooms, one with a large fireplace that is apparently very cozy during the winter.

The menu <http://www.example.com/Technology/wireStory?id=8488059> at "L'Atmosphere" is about as

French as it gets. From foie gras and salade nicoise, to steak tartare and crepes suzette, the only thing missing are

the escargots. I went with the foie gras, which was surprisingly tasty, and one of our party was bold enough to order

the tartare (that's raw beef for those who aren't familiar) which he assured me was very good and quite safe. The

food at "L'Atmosphere" is actually pretty mediocre, but the wine list <http://www.example.com/Travel

/wireStory?id=7679944> is impressive and the ambience is lovely, making it a favorite for expats living in Kabul.

For those who are not fans of French cuisine, you can also choose from Lebanese, Italian, Indian, American, Thai

and more. The lovely "Bocaccio" has the best pizza in the country and simple pastas and salads.

One of the best places to eat in Kabul is the restaurant at the hotel/pub "The Gandamack." The Greek salad was

fresh and crisp and delicious and the shepherd's pie had a perfectly golden potato crust. The veranda and garden,

with trees all tangled in Christmas lights, make for a fun and relaxed night out and it is undoubtedly one of the

social hubs of the capital.

A nice meal out <http://www.example.com/Business/wireStory?id=8436676> at one of Kabul's finest

restaurants does not come cheaply, particularly if you choose to wash it down with a glass of wine. An average meal

at the restaurants mentioned above will set you back about $50 a head (if you order a bottle of wine). That may not

sound like much to a New Yorker, but for Kabul it's very expensive indeed.

If food is not your thing, there are other luxuries <http://www.example.com/Travel/wireStory?id=8591072>

to be enjoyed in Kabul. At the five star "Serena Hotel" the "Maisha" spa is complete with an aerobics studio, sauna

and steam rooms and a heated swimming pool. There are a variety of beauty treatments and massages that guests

can choose from, including facials, manicures and massages.

For those who prefer to spend their money on something more tangible, there is some fantastic shopping in Kabul.

Lapis lazuli and turquoise are abundant in Afghanistan and you can find some lovely pieces of jewellery. If scarves

are your thing, you will be in paradise as there is an endless array of silk and cashmere pashminas with incredibly



intricate designs and sometimes extraordinary embroidery. It is very important to go shopping with someone local

who knows the stores and you must, must bargain if you really want to get a good deal!

For years Kabul was considered a tourist destination by its neighbors and people from all over the region visited

here. After decades of war and conflict that image has been tarnished, but spend a bit of time in this city and you

will find it is still rich with hidden treasures.

Afghan Election Mess Aiding Taliban's Propaganda - washingtonpost.com
http://www.washingtonpost.com/wp-dyn/content/article/2009/09/20/AR2009092000995.html

KABUL, Sept. 20 -- The big winner in the fraud-ridden, never-ending Afghanistan elections is turning out to be a

party not even on the ballot: the Taliban.

A stream of revelations about systematic cheating during last month's vote has given the Taliban fresh ammunition

in their propaganda campaign to portray President Hamid Karzai's administration as hopelessly corrupt

Infighting among U.S., U.N. and European diplomats over whether to accept the results with Karzai the winner or

force a new round of voting has also fed the Taliban line that the government in Kabul is merely a puppet of foreign

powers.

Mohammad Omar, the Taliban's reclusive leader, broke his silence Saturday to denounce "the so-called elections

which were fraught with fraud and lies and which were categorically rejected by the people."

Omar also railed against what he called "the rampant corruption in the surrogate Kabul administration, the

embezzlement, drug trafficking, the existence of mafia networks, the tyranny and high-handedness of the warlords,"

according to a translation by the NEFA Foundation, a terrorism research group.

the Taliban's rhetoric has been echoed in recent days by U.S. and European officials, as well as some Afghan

leaders, who have characterized the Aug. 20 election as a debacle and Karzai's government as inept.

"They are benefiting enormously from all this," said Haroun Mir, a political analyst and director of Afghanistan's

Center for Research and Policy Studies in Kabul.

"The credibility of this election has already been highly undermined, both by the opposition and by the

international community itself," he added. "Now people have lost their trust, not only with the Afghan government,

but also in the NATO forces."

Taliban leaders first tried to discredit the elections by intimidating voters to stay away from the polls. It largely

worked: Only 39 percent of registered voters turned out, compared to 70 percent in the 2004 Afghan elections. But

self-inflicted wounds by Karzai's government in counting and policing the vote have done at least as much damage,

according to diplomats and analysts in Kabul.

On the streets of the capital, Afghans said they were increasingly worried that the Taliban -- whose forces now

control more territory than at any point since they were toppled in 2001 -- would attract more support from



Afghans angry with the weak performance of the central government.

"Every day they make more propaganda against the government. This election has been a gold mine for them," said

Abdul Sawad Nawabi, a 52-year-old money changer, who opposes the Taliban.

Ghulam Abbas, 34, a clerk at a menswear store in central Kabul, said ordinary Afghans favor democracy but do not

understand how an election monitored by tens of thousands of international troops and observers could have been

bungled so badly.

"All the discussion about the fraud and the pressure will not help anyone, and it will only give the insurgents more

opportunities," said Halim Fidai, the governor of Wardak province, just to the southwest of Kabul. "The longer this

goes on, the more the enemy will try to exploit the situation."

Khalid Pashtun, a member of the Afghan parliament from Kandahar, said a dragged-out recount would only

weaken the standing of the central government

"That's what we are trying to tell the commission: Please don't push this issue too much because the Taliban will

just take advantage," he said. "They will constantly tell people that this is not a legitimate government."

"These Taliban are getting more and more powerful, so it's harder and harder to get them to come to the table," said

Arsala Rahmani, a former Taliban deputy minister who now serves in the Afghan Parliament. "They have better

weapons than ever and they think they are stronger than the 40 countries that are fighting against them."

Fareed Zakaria's Strategy for Afghanistan | Newsweek Voices - Fareed Zakaria |
Newsweek.com
http://www.newsweek.com/id/215318

We need to buy off our enemies.

It's time to get real about Afghanistan.

Withdrawal is not a serious option.

The United States, NATO, the European Union, and other nations have invested massively in stabilizing the country

over the past eight years, and they will not—and should not—abandon it because the Taliban is proving a tougher

foe than anticipated.

But it's also time for the Obama administration to get real about the country.

Were America to leave the scene, all the region's players would start jockeying for influence over Afghanistan. That

would almost certainly mean the revival of the poisonous alliance between the Pakistani military and the

hardest-line elements of the Taliban.



It is worth reminding ourselves that Afghanistan is not in free fall. The number of civilian deaths, while grim, is less

than a 10th the number in Iraq in 2006. In the recent election, all four presidential candidates publicly endorsed

the U.S. presence there. Compare this to Iraq, where politicians engaged in ritual denunciations of the United States

constantly, to satisfy the public's anti-Americanism.

But if the goal is to give Afghanistan a strong, functioning central government and a viable economy, the task will

require decades, not years. Afghanistan is one of the 10 poorest countries in the world. It has had a weak central

government for centuries. Illiteracy rates are somewhere around 70 percent. Building a 400,000-strong security

force, as some in Congress have proposed, will be arduous in this context, not to mention that its annual cost would

be equivalent to 300 percent of the country's GDP.

The focus must shift from nation building to dealmaking. The central problem in Afghanistan is that the Pashtuns,

who make up 45 percent of the country and almost 100 percent of the Taliban, do not feel empowered. We need to

start talking to them, whether they are nominally Taliban or not. Buying, renting, or bribing Pashtun tribes should

become the centerpiece of America's stabilization strategy, as it was Britain's when it ruled Afghanistan.

The dealmaking should extend to the top. U.S. officials should stop trashing Karzai. We have no alternative.

Afghanistan needs a Pashtun leader; Karzai is a reasonably supportive one. Let's assume the charges of corruption

and vote rigging against him are true. Does anyone really think his successor would be any more honest and

efficient? The best strategy would be to see if we can get Karzai to work with his leading opponent, Abdullah

Abdullah, in some kind of coalition. The muddied elections actually create an opportunity to build a national-unity

government.

There are three ways to change security conditions in Afghanistan. First, increase American troops. Second,

increase Afghan troops. Third, shrink the number of enemy forces by making them switch sides or lay down their

arms. That third strategy is what worked so well in Iraq and urgently needs to be adopted in Afghanistan. A few

years from now, we can be sure that Afghanistan will still be poor, corrupt, and dysfunctional. But if we make the

right deals, it will be ruled by leaders who keep the country inhospitable to Al Qaeda and terrorist groups like it.

That's my definition of success.

Wicked problems for Afghanistan’s development surge « Budget Insight
http://budgetinsight.wordpress.com/2009/09/22/wicked-problems-for-afghanistan%E2%80%99s-development-surge

In theory, this is where the war in Afghanistan will be won or lost: At the district and the local level. The PRTs in

Afghanistan – originally called Joint Regional Teams <http://www.defenselink.mil/transcripts

/transcript.aspx?transcriptid=2942> — were first created to help extend the reach of the central government

into Afghanistan’s provinces. They were also a vehicle for expanding the geographic presence of the NATO-led

International Security Assistance Force, which began as a small UN-mandated peacekeeping contingent in Kabul.

ISAF expanded its mandate by assuming command of PRTs, starting first in the north and expanding around

Afghanistan in a counter-clockwise fashion.

A new push is underway to bring civilian experts down to the local level, in part through something called “district

support teams,” as well as embed more civilians within PRTs. This development surge – officially referred to as



“civilian uplift” – will require a major contribution from other government agencies in Afghanistan. It will mean

sending diplomats, aid workers and agricultural experts out to places like Sayghan, where they would potentially

have the most impact.

The PRTs, for the most part, seem focused on projects that make for good photo opportunities, and that’s not

necessarily what’s best for local communities. And underlying the whole enterprise is an assumption – questionable

at best – that a firehose of aid money will automatically bring down violence and promote stability in Afghanistan.

A successful construction job does not automatically translate to peace, reconciliation or stability. As researcher

Andrew Wilder <https://wikis.uit.tufts.edu/confluence/display/FIC/Andrew+Wilder> recently noted

in a recent briefing <http://www.google.ge/url?sa=t&source=web&ct=res&cd=1&url=http%3A%2F

%2Fwww.box.net%2Findex.php%3Frm%3Dbox_download_shared_file%26blog%26file_id%3Df_327761318%26shar

ei=DpGwSreIBoPK_gbY2cDZDA&rct=j&q=andrew+wilder+usip+briefing+tufts&usg=> at the U.S. Institute of

Peace, aid is often seen as a zero-sum game in Afghanistan.

If contractors have to pay off insurgents to keep their projects from being attacked – and there is strong

anecdotal evidence that extortion is widespread <http://www.globalpost.com/dispatch/taliban

/funding-the-taliban> – the infusion of aid dollars, in effect, means an increase in funding for the Taliban.

Expert Faults U.S. Strategy In Afghanistan : NPR
http://www.npr.org/templates/story/story.php?storyId=113177012

Selig Harrison of the Center for International Policy in the Woodrow Wilson Center has been writing about and

covering Afghanistan ever since 1963. And he has written about another dimension of the Afghan conflict: the

ethnic fault lines that run through the country in what he's called the tyranny of the minority

Dr. HARRISON: Well, the largest ethnic group are the Pashtuns, at least 42 percent. This is the ethnic group that

has produced the Taliban. And this group is, you know, almost twice as big as the next biggest one: the Tajics who

are perhaps 24 percent. And there are smaller groups: the Uzbeks and the Hazaras.

the United States has gotten itself on the side of the Tajic minority, helped it to get control of the key security

agencies of the government, including the intelligence and secret police agencies that operate in the Pashtun areas;

control of the armed forces.

How are we going to build an Afghan army - which seems to be the way the Obama administration hopes to get out

- if we have an army dominated by a minority so that the Pashtuns don't want to join it?

SIEGEL: You've written about the fact that Tajic officers are represented disproportionately in the officer corps...

Dr. HARRISON: Very, very disproportionately. And this is born out in all the expert studies, recently the Rand

study for the Pentagon. Seventy percent of the battalion commanders are Tajics, according to a U.N. report. So

you've got a built-in problem in recruiting Pashtuns in the most important populous area of Afghanistan where the

insurgency is going on, into the new Afghan army that we are hoping to create.



Dr. HARRISON: Yeah, he was the Pashtun face on a regime that was established after we went in in 2001. After

9/11, we'd ousted the Taliban with the help of a group of Tajics who had been active in the war against the Russians.

So when they set up an interim government in Afghanistan right after we went in, the Tajics, they wanted a sort of

safe Pashtun, an Uncle Tom Pashtun. And Karzai was the one Pashtun figure who was acceptable to the Tajics.

So from the beginning, he's been distrusted by his fellow Pashtuns as not a really strong defender of their interests.

And particularly in the fact that with the backing of the U.S., Karzai has gone along with Tajic control of the army,

the police, and the key intelligence agencies, including the secret police, which is very important.

U.S. Troops Withdraw From Isolated Afghan Areas : NPR
http://www.npr.org/templates/story/story.php?storyId=113182575

U.S. soldiers walk through the mountains on patrol in Afghanistan's northeastern Nuristan province in February.

The U.S. military is beginning to pull troops out of remote areas such as Nuristan and move them to more

populated areas.

The U.S. military is starting to pull its troops from some of the more remote areas of Afghanistan. The decision is

part of a counterinsurgency strategy by Gen. Stanley McChrystal, the top military commander in Afghanistan, but

there are concerns that the Taliban could capitalize on the move.

Retired Army Gen. Dan McNeill says McChrystal's decision is sound because there are not enough troops to cover

all the areas. McNeill, who was the NATO commander in Afghanistan until last year, says there is a calculus the U.S.

military uses to determine the size of a force that is needed to secure the population in a place like Afghanistan.



"If you apply that calculus, I think the number comes out to be on the high side of 480,000," McNeill says, adding

that figure is a combination of indigenous security forces and international forces.

One of those areas is Nuristan, in Afghanistan's northeast. James Fussell, a retired Army major, has spent several

years in the Nuristan area and co-authored a report on the region for the Institute for the Study of War. Fussell says

Nuristan has rarely been controlled by any Afghan government.

"It's a very, very rugged terrain. You have elevations above 10,000 feet. You have very sparsely populated remote

valley regions," he says. "In some of those valleys, the inhabitants ... speak a separate language from the rest of their

neighbors."

Fussell says there are no paved road networks in many parts of Nuristan. The U.S. military has built roads in some

of the neighboring provinces, but faced resistance in Nuristan, where many communities want to remain isolated as

part of a defense strategy: They don't want strangers coming into their area.

"There have been cases where small elements of U.S. forces — platoon-size, company-size elements — have almost

been overrun and would have been overrun if not for the reliance on artillery fire and close air support," Fussell

says.

"There's a war for a narrative here that's incredibly important," he says.

Fick, now the chief executive officer at the Center for a New American Security, says al-Qaida created a myth that it

single-handedly pushed the Russians out of Afghanistan in the 1980s, and may use the same tactic to capitalize on

the U.S. pullback from Nuristan and other areas.

"The jihadists have used that narrative as a rhetorical victory, as a recruiting tool to strengthen their own story, and

they're going to try to do that again," he says.

Fick says he does not believe the pullout of troops is a retreat. He describes it as a triage situation where the U.S. is

choosing the least bad option.

'Civilian Surge' Plan For Afghanistan Hits A Snag : NPR
http://www.npr.org/templates/story/story.php?storyId=112976965



the administration is expected to increase the deployment of American government civilian workers — experts who

can help rebuild the country.

But there are problems persuading civilians with the requisite skills to go to Afghanistan.

"We need agricultural specialists and educators, engineers and lawyers," he said. "That's how we can help the

Afghan government serve its people, and develop an economy that isn't dominated by illicit drugs. That's why I'm

ordering a substantial increase in our civilians on the ground."

Retired New York City Police Lt. Roger Parrino (right) talks with elders in Khawji Jamal village in Afghanistan. The

civilian law enforcement adviser is part of a U.S. team trying to improve relations with local Afghans. President

Obama has said civilian experts are just as critical as the tens of thousands of additional U.S. service personnel sent

to the country.



To that end, the administration announced it would send about 450 civilians from several branches of the

government by March 2010. The timetable was then accelerated to December of this year. But so far, only about a

quarter of that number have been deployed to Afghanistan.

it's difficult to find enough people who have the right skills and who are willing to stay in Afghanistan for a yearlong

deployment.

The idea is that the military clears the way, secures an area, which in turn should allow civilians to move in and

start working with local Afghans.

John Dempsey, who has been in Kabul for several years with the nonpartisan United States Institute of Peace.

"Security is such that it's so difficult for people to actually be able to move off of forward operating bases and get out

into the field to actually meet with Afghans and do their work," he says. "They don't have the adequate logistical or

security support to do that."

And the military often doesn't have the resources to move the civilians around the country — or provide security. As

a result, military reservists and contractors fill in the gaps.

Mark Schneider of the International Crisis Group says there has long been a lack of funding, focus and leadership to

fully implement these so-called civilian surges.

CIA expanding presence in Afghanistan -- latimes.com
http://www.latimes.com/news/nationworld/world/la-fg-afghan-intel20-2009sep20,0,6061626,full.story

The buildup coincides with new warnings that the Taliban has continued to gain territory and strength. McChrystal

wants to improve intelligence on the Taliban and focus on reducing the number of bombings.
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<!-- P2P_LIVE_EDIT "content_item_body_preview" START -->The CIA is deploying teams of spies, analysts and

paramilitary operatives to Afghanistan, part of a broad intelligence "surge" that will make its station there among

the largest in the agency's history, U.S. officials say.

When complete, the CIA's presence in the country is expected to rival the size of its massive stations in Iraq and

Vietnam at the height of those wars. Precise numbers are classified, but one U.S. official said the agency already has

nearly 700 employees in Afghanistan.

under pressure from Army Gen. Stanley A. McChrystal to improve intelligence on the Taliban and find ways to

reverse a series of unsettling trends.

Among them are a twofold increase in the number of roadside bombs, a growing sophistication in the kinds of

assaults aimed at coalition troops and evidence that a Taliban group has developed an assembly-line approach to

grooming suicide bombers and supplying them to other insurgent organizations.

U.S. officials have also been alarmed by a more sophisticated suicide attack: sending multiple fighters armed with

guns to carry out coordinated assaults before detonating their bombs.

The spies are being used in various assignments -- teaming up with special forces units pursuing high-value targets,

tracking public sentiment in provinces that have been shifting toward the Taliban and collecting intelligence on

corruption in the Afghan government.

The intelligence expansion goes beyond the CIA to involve every major spy service, officials said, including the

National Security Agency, which intercepts calls and e-mails, as well as the Defense Intelligence Agency, which

tracks military threats.

The Obama administration is under pressure to show progress in Afghanistan, calculating that it has only until next

summer before public support for the war effort collapses.

The deployments coincide with new warnings from U.S. spy services that the insurgency in Afghanistan has

continued to gain territory and strength.

"The Taliban is at its most capable level since 2001, when it was ejected from the country," said a Defense

Department official who has access to classified intelligence estimates.

The official said the Taliban's geographic gains have slowed only because it has already pushed into almost every

area with a significant Pashtun population, the tribal networks that make up the Taliban's home turf.

"They seem never to have a shortage of manpower," the official said. "And there doesn't appear to be any shortage

of funding."



Officials said the insurgency is believed to have 15,000 to 20,000 fighters. The estimates are broad, officials said,

because there are loose affiliations among the groups, each of which has fighters with varying commitments to the

cause.

"You're not talking about fixed formations that rely solely on full-time combatants," a U.S. counter-terrorism official

said. "Numbers ebb and flow; bands of fighters appear and vanish."

Most recently, the CIA has been preparing to deploy Crisis Operations Liaison Teams, small units that are attached

to regional military commands, giving officers access to information gathered by the CIA as well as satellites and

other sources.

The CIA is also carrying out an escalating campaign of unmanned Predator missile strikes on Al Qaeda and

insurgent strongholds in Pakistan. The number of strikes so far this year, 37, already exceeds the 2008 total,

according to data compiled by the Long War Journal website, which tracks Predator strikes in Pakistan.

Wicked Problems for Afghanistan’s Civilian ‘Surge’ | Danger Room | Wired.com
http://www.wired.com/dangerroom/2009/09/wicked-problems-for-afghanistans-civilian-surge

“The international community must address its own corrupt or counter-productive practices, including reducing

the amount of money that goes toward overhead and intermediaries rather than the Afghan people,” the assessment

states. “… ISAF must pay particular attention to how development projects are contracted and to whom. Too often

these projects enrich power-brokers, corrupt officials or international contractors and serve only limited segments

of the population.”

Eight years after 9/11 Taliban now have a permanent presence in 80% of
Afghanistan - International Council on Security and Development
http://www.icosgroup.net/modules/press_releases/eight_years_after_911

Eight years after 9/11 Taliban now has a permanent presence in 80% of Afghanistan

The Taliban now has a permanent presence in 80% of Afghanistan, up from 72% in November 2008, according to a

new map released today by the International Council on Security and Development (ICOS). According to ICOS,

another 17% of Afghanistan is seeing ‘substantial’ Taliban activity. Taken together, these figures show that the

Taliban has a significant presence in virtually all of Afghanistan.

“Eight years after the 9/11 attacks, the Taliban has returned to touch almost every corner of Afghanistan”, said

Jackson.

The Afghan Electoral Law states an election run-off must be held “within 2 weeks after the announcement of the

election results”. However, a modified schedule had been organised stipulating a second round in the first days of

October. As a result of the Electoral Complaints Commission stipulating recounts and audits, this schedule cannot

be maintained and final results may well not be known for several weeks.

If a run-off or revote is necessary, this would be hampered in the next months by the harsh winter conditions in



many areas of northern Afghanistan. This would delay the second round until spring – leaving Afghanistan in a

constitutional vacuum for months. There are no provisions in the Afghan Constitution to allow President Karzai to

continue in the Presidency in such circumstances.

“This raises the possibility of both a lack of legal authority in the Presidency and resulting political instability and

government paralysis dragging on for many months,” said MacDonald. “There are a lot of questions to be asked at

the moment and no good answers being offered. Great uncertainties lie ahead.”

“The Taliban has expanded its grip on Afghanistan to the point where holding another round of voting will be even

more difficult. The Afghan people who did take the risk to vote in August may not be willing to risk their lives for a

second round of voting - especially when the first round was so riddled with fraud”, said Jackson.

Shockfront: Afghanistan: &quot;Everything that has been acheived.&quot;
http://www.shockfront.org/blog/shockfront/display/522/index.php



“All is not doom and gloom in Afghanistan,” But “walking away would destroy everything that has been



achieved.”

-- Sir Sherard Cowper-Coles, <http://www.nytimes.com/2009/09/14/world/europe/14nato.html?_r=1&

ref=global-home&pagewanted=print>

 Special Representative for Afghanistan,

Global Strategic Review

International Institute for Strategic Studies

ICOS Press Release: <http://www.icosgroup.net/modules/press_releases/eight_years_after_911>

Eight years after 9/11 Taliban now have a permanent presence in 80% of Afghanistan

National Campaign for Nonviolent Resistance
http://www.iraqpledge.org

Join us at the White House to act against the Afghanistan War!



Join us at the White House to act against the Afghanistan War!

Join us October 5th when we visit the White House, and you can sign the petition to President Obama... HERE

<nogoodwar.html> !

If you plan on being a part of the October 5th mobilization in Washington, please fill out this online form

<http://vcnv.org/ncnr> .

We will be gathering at McPherson Square (15th and I Streets NW) at 10 a.m. on Monday, October 5th

and then silently processing (two and a half blocks) to the White House to deliver a letter to Obama and request a

meeting. The gathering will feature Liz McAlister as a speaker.

Join us October 5th when we visit the White House, and you can sign the petition to President Obama... HERE

<nogoodwar.html> !

We will be gathering at McPherson Square (15th and I Streets NW) at 10 a.m. on Monday, October 5th

and then silently processing (two and a half blocks) to the White House to deliver a letter to Obama and request a

meeting. The gathering will feature Liz McAlister as a speaker.

In front of the White House we will be joined by various affinity groups, such as the Atlantic Life Community,

Witness Against Torture, Veterans for Peace, World Can't Wait, and Activist Response Team. Other groups fully

endorsing the action and participating are Peace Action, Code Pink, the War Resisters' League, Voters for Peace,

The Washington Peace Center, and Student Peace Action Network. During this action we will all be following the

Nonviolence Guidelines <http://www.example.com/Nonviolence_Guidelines.html> listed on this site.

We are calling for withdrawal of all U.S. troops from Afghanistan,

ending the illegal bombing with US drones, including neighboring Pakistan, and the closing of the Bagram prison

and ending indefinite detention

and torture. We are calling

for an end to these wars and occupations, including that of Iraq, so

that our resources can be used for life-sustaining actions including

the funding and the rebuilding of Afghanistanâ€™s and Iraq's

infrastructure and medical assistance to Afghans and Iraqis, in

addition to poverty reduction programs in the United States and world

wide. We are calling for accountability for those who have committed

war crimes.

5 US troops killed in southern Afghan attacks - AP
http://news.yahoo.com/s/ap/20090925/ap_on_re_as/as_afghanistan



The commander of U.S. and NATO forces, Gen. Stanley McChrystal, told "60 Minutes" the strength of the militant

group took him by surprise when he arrived this summer.

"I think that in some areas that the breadth of the violence, the geographic spread of violence, is a little more than I

would have gathered," he said in the interview, to be broadcast on Sunday.

but the Pentagon said McChrystal would ask this week for as many as 40,000 new forces. Some question the

wisdom of sending more troops to support a government facing allegations of widespread fraud in last month's

disputed vote.

The New York Times/CBS News poll found that only 29 percent of respondents believed the U.S. should add troops

in Afghanistan.

In a report to the White House, McChrystal argued that military commanders need to be less preoccupied with

protecting their troops and send them out into Afghan communities more. He acknowledged this "could expose

military personnel and civilians to greater risk in the near term," but said the payoff in terms of forging ties with the

Afghan people would be worth it.

The light-armored Stryker vehicles were sent to Afghanistan as part of a plan to take over a large swathe of the

south. The idea behind the vehicles is that they can deploy quickly over large distances, exercising control over a

much larger area than can be held by foot soldiers. However, they are more vulnerable to roadside bombs than

more heavily armored vehicles.

The Vietnamization of Afghanistan | The American Prospect
http://www.prospect.org/cs/articles?article=the_vietnamization_of_afghanistan

Obama's choices in Afghanistan will either break the Democrats' association with Vietnam or confirm it.

The Nixon administration, elected on a promise to end the Vietnam War via "peace with honor," described its

strategy as "Vietnamization": building the capacity of the Vietnamese armed forces so that American troops could

leave.



Sen. Carl Levin, the influential chair of the Senate Armed Services Committee, announced his opposition to sending

more American soldiers to Afghanistan but has proposed a "surge of Afghanistan security forces." Which is to say,

Afghanistan-ization.

John Kerry speaks to the Senate Foreign Relations Committee on behalf of the Vietnam Veterans Against the War

on April 22, 1971. (AP Photo/Henry Griffin)

Democrats, still haunted by the legacy of that conflict, are trying to apply its lessons to today's war.

Perhaps the most important personal Vietnam legacy belongs to the man who almost had Clinton's job: Sen. John

Kerry, the chair of the Senate Foreign Relations Committee, a decorated Vietnam veteran who spoke out against the

war upon his return from combat. Kerry has been holding a series of hearings questioning the underpinnings of

American strategy in Afghanistan. At the outset of one, he departed from his prepared remarks to describe his own

past:

I recall full well in 1964 and 1965 being one of those troops who responded to the call to augment our

presence in Vietnam, and there was this constant refrain from President Johnson and from General

Westmoreland, you know, 'Give us more troops. We just need X more and we'll get the job done.' But, in

fact, some of the core assumptions were not being examined about the domino theory, about the nature

of the civil war and the structure.

A recent profile in The New Yorker reports a 1967 memo Holbrooke wrote as a State Department staffer under

Johnson, arguing the war was a lost cause that could only be ended with massive escalation or a policy of

de-escalation, Vietnamization, and negotiation. Holbrooke now struggles not to fall into his old bosses' bad habits.

Afghanistan is not Vietnam, though the Afghan government's crisis of legitimacy mirrors that of America's client

government in South Vietnam. U.S. military forces are better prepared for the dynamics of this conflict than they

were for Vietnam: Our understanding of the conflict is more realistic, U.S. presence remains relatively popular

among the Afghans, and we have international support.



Foreign Policy In Focus | Afghanistan: What Are These People Thinking?
http://www.fpif.org/fpiftxt/6407

Conn Hallinan | September 10, 2009

One of the oddest — indeed, surreal — encounters around the war in Afghanistan has to be a telephone call this past

July 27. On one end of the line was historian Stanley Karnow, author of Vietnam: A History. On the other, State

Department special envoy Richard Holbrooke and the U.S. military commander in Afghanistan, General Stanley

McChrystal

Karnow did not divulge what he said to the two men, but he told <http://www.mercurynews.com/nationworld

/ci_13008093?nclick_check=1> Associated Press that the "lesson" of Vietnam "was that we shouldn't have been

there," and that, while "Obama and everybody else seems to want to be in Afghanistan," he, Karnow, was opposed to

the war.

It is hardly surprising that Washington should see parallels to the Vietnam debacle. The enemy is elusive enemy.

The local population is neutral, if not hostile. And the governing regime is corrupt with virtually no support outside

of the nation's capital.

But in many ways Afghanistan is worse than Vietnam. So, it is increasingly hard to fathom why a seemingly

intelligent American administration seems determined to hitch itself to this disaster in the making. It is almost as if

there is something about that hard-edged Central Asian country that deranges its occupiers.

Delusion #1

In his address to the Veterans of Foreign Wars, Obama characterized <http://www.latimes.com

/news/nationworld/nation/la-na-obama-vfw18-2009aug18,0,838307.story> Afghanistan as "a war of

necessity" against international terrorism. But the reality is that the Taliban is a polyglot collection of conflicting

political currents whose goals are local, not universal jihad.

"The insurgency is far from monolithic," says <http://www.alternet.org/world/110447> Anand Gopal, a

reporter for the Christian Science Monitor based in Afghanistan. "There are shadowy, kohl-eyed mullahs and

head-bobbing religious students, of course, but there are also erudite university students, poor illiterate farmers,

and veteran anti-Soviet commanders. The movement is a mélange of nationalists, Islamists, and bandits...made up

of competing commanders and differing ideologies and strategies who nonetheless agree on one essential goal:

kicking out the foreigners."

Taliban spokesman Yousef Ahmadi told Gopal, "We are fighting to free our country from foreign domination,"

adding, "Even the Americans once waged an insurgency to free their country."

Besides the Taliban, there are at least two other insurgent groups. Hizb-I-Islam is led by former U.S. ally Gulbuddin

Hekmatyer. The Haqqani group, meanwhile, has close ties to al-Qaeda.



The White House's rationale of "international terrorism" parallels the Southeast Asian tragedy. The U.S.

characterized Vietnam as part of an international Communist conspiracy, while the conflict was essentially a

homegrown war of national liberation.

Delusion #2

One casualty of Vietnam was the doctrine of counterinsurgency, the theory that an asymmetrical war against

guerrillas can be won by capturing the "hearts and minds" of the people. Of course "hearts and minds" was a pipe

dream, obliterated by massive civilian casualties, the widespread use of defoliants, and the creation of "strategic

hamlets" that had more in common with concentration camps than villages.

In Vietnam's aftermath, "counterinsurgency" fell out of favor, to be replaced by the "Powell Doctrine" of relying on

massive firepower to win wars. With that strategy the United States crushed the Iraqi army in the first Gulf War.

Even though the doctrine was downsized for the invasion of Iraq a decade later, it was still at the heart of the attack.

After four years of getting hammered by insurgents, the Pentagon rediscovered counterinsurgency, and its prophet

was General David Petraeus, now commander of all U.S. forces in the Middle East and Central Asia. "Hearts and

minds" was dusted off, and the watchwords became "clear, hold, and build." Troops were to hang out with the

locals, dig wells, construct schools, and measure success not by body counts of the enemy, but by the "security" of

the civilian population.

Delusion #3

But as Patrick Cockburn of The Independent discovered <http://www.independent.co.uk/opinion

/commentators/patrick-cockburn-only-one-thing-unites-iraq-hatred-of-the-us-764307.html> , the

surge didn't work in Iraq.

According to investigative journalist Jordan Michael Smith, the "U.S/ Army/Marine Corps Counterinsurgency Field

Manual" — co-authored by Petraeus — recommends <http://www.inthesetimes.com/article

/4754/coin_toss> "a minimum of 20 counterinsurgents per 1,000 residents. In Afghanistan, with its population

estimated at 33 million, that would mean at least 660,000 troops." And this requires not just any soldiers, but

soldiers trained in counterinsurgency doctrine.

The United States and its North Atlantic Treaty Organization (NATO) allies currently have

<http://www.nytimes.com/2009/08/04/world/04nato.html> about 64,000 troops in Afghanistan, and that

figure would rise to almost 100,000 when the present surge is completed. Some 68,000 of those will be American.

There is also a possibility that Obama will add another 20,000, bringing the total to 120,000, larger than the Soviet

Army that occupied Afghanistan. That's still only a fifth of what the counterinsurgency manual recommends.

Meanwhile, the American public is increasingly disillusioned with the war. According to a recent CNN poll

<http://politicalticker.blogs.cnn.com/2009/09/01/cnn-poll-afghanistan-war-opposition-at-all-

time-high/> , 57% of Americans oppose the war, a jump of 9% since May. Among Obama supporters the

opposition is overwhelming: Nearly two-thirds of "committed" Democrats feel "strongly" the war is not worth



fighting.

Delusion #4

Afghanistan isn't like Iraq because NATO is behind us. Way behind us.

The British — whose troops actually fight, as opposed to doing  "reconstruction" like most of the other 16 NATO

nations — have lost the home crowd. Polls show <http://www.google.com/hostednews/afp/article

/ALeqM5hXJgIDj7TqGDcuD9x3c9Lj3iNOmQ> deep opposition to the war, a sentiment that is echoed all over Europe.

Indeed, the German Defense Minister Franz-Joseph Jung has yet to use <http://www.nytimes.com/2009/08

/21/world/europe/21iht-germany.html> the word "war" in relation to Afghanistan.

"Where the enemy is strong, disperse. Where the enemy is weak, concentrate."

The United States and NATO can't — or won't — supply the necessary troops, and the Afghan army is small, corrupt

and incompetent. No matter how one adds up the numbers, the task is impossible. So why is the administration

following an unsupportable course of action?

Why We Fight

There is that oil pipeline <http://atimes.com/c-asia/DA25Ag01.html> from the Caspian that no one wants to

talk about. Strategic control of energy is certainly a major factor in Central Asia. Then, too, there is the fear that a

defeat for NATO in its first "out of area" war might fatally damage the alliance.

But when all is said and done, there also seems to be is a certain studied derangement about the whole matter, a

derangement that was on display July 12 when British Prime Minister Gordon Brown told parliament that the war

was showing "signs of success."

British forces had just suffered 15 deaths in a little more than a week, eight of them in a 24-hour period. It has now

lost more soldiers that it did in Iraq. This is Britain's fourth war in Afghanistan.

The Karzai government has stolen the election. The war has spilled over to help destabilize and impoverish

nuclear-armed Pakistan. The American and European public is increasingly opposed to the war. July was the

deadliest month ever for the United States, and the Obama administration is looking at a $9 trillion deficit.

What are these people thinking?

Afghan war can't be won by foreigners | The Australian
http://www.theaustralian.news.com.au/story/0,25197,24903783-5014047,00.html

Benjamin Gilmour

January 13, 2009



US missiles fired into Pakistani territory, along with commando raids in the past year, have fuelled rebellion and

support for Islamic militants even among moderate, secular Pashtuns on both sides of the border.

everyone - regardless of whether they agree with the Taliban ideology - despises foreign troops in southern

Afghanistan

This includes those who accept bribes and foreign aid there, those who inform on Taliban positions for money to

feed their starving families, and even members of the Afghan National Army who, according to Khan, "could turn

their weapons on NATO troops at any time"

This hatred is not surprising when, for example, Australian troops are accused of barging into village compounds

and firing on civilians, as it's claimed happened in Oruzgan on January 5

Kevin Rudd dropped into Oruzgan to express sympathy for our young men and women having to spend Christmas

in such a "godforsaken part of the world", which he also described as a hellhole

How arrogant of us, given our hedonistic society riddled with depression, alcoholism and failed relationships, to

describe Afghanistan as a godforsaken hellhole.

Rudd's other comment to our Diggers, that "the Australian people are behind you", was also mistaken

the most recent Lowy Institute opinion poll (September 2008) showed a majority of Australians - 56 per cent - did

not support the war in Afghanistan

the most comprehensive study of suicide attacks, by Robert Pape of the Chicago Project, found that 95 per cent of

these attacks have the same specific strategic goal: to cause an occupying state to withdraw forces from a disputed

territory

So the opposite is true: by remaining an unwelcome element in Afghanistan, we are potentially making ourselves a

target for terrorism

Recent statistics showing a 20per cent to 30per cent increase in Afghans fighting with the Taliban proves that our

war is counterproductive

We are, in fact, fighting not the "evil" Taliban but a Taliban-led insurgency

Does Molan, who has boasted about his perceived successes in Iraq, truly believe that doubling the 120,000 foreign

and local troops in Afghanistan can achieve what almost a half million Soviet and local loyalist troops failed to do in

the 1980s?

former US secretary of state and chairman of the joint chiefs of staff Colin Powell, interviewed on CNN, expressed

doubt that more troops would make a difference in Afghanistan.

the rapidly growing support for the extremists is a direct result of intensified foreign interference



We are, it appears, our own worst enemy. The thousands of extra US troops due to land at Bagram this year will,

predictably, inspire even greater resistance

Since completing Son of a Lion in 2007, one of our actors has been shot and killed, another kidnapped, while our

production car was destroyed by an explosion in which its owner and his son also died. And yet, after all this, a

group of extras from the film has left to join the Taliban.

A war on terror will forever feed itself. We are better off ceasing our cat-and-mouse games with the Taliban and

strengthening the Pashtun tribal institution instead. It may not be the style of democracy we wish to install, but it

comes pretty close.

Benjamin Gilmour is the Australian director of the 2008 feature film Son of a Lion, set on the border between

Pakistan and Afghanistan.

t r u t h o u t | UN Agrees Afghan War Cannot Be Won Militarily
http://www.truthout.org/100708N

Kabul - The war in Afghanistan cannot be won militarily and success is

only possible through political means including dialogue among all

relevant parties, the United Nation's top official in the country said

on Monday.

Kabul - The war in Afghanistan cannot be won militarily and success is

only possible through political means including dialogue among all

relevant parties, the United Nation's top official in the country said

on Monday.

"I've always said to those that talk about the military surge ... what

we need most of all is a political surge, more political energy," Kai

Eide, the UN special envoy to Afghanistan, told a news conference in

Kabul.

The British ambassador to Kabul said a troop surge would only create

more targets for the Taliban. The comments were made to a French

colleague who sent a telegram to Paris which was leaked and published

in

Le Canard Enchaine newspaper last week.

Faced with the persistent reluctance of some of its European allies to

send more troops to Afghanistan or allow them to fight once there, the

United States has asked Japan and NATO countries to help foot the

$17-billion bill to build up the Afghan army.



More foreign troops have been killed in Afghanistan already this year

than in any entire year since U.S.-led and Afghan forces toppled the

Taliban after the Sept. 11 attacks in 2001.

 "As we said before, as long as the invader forces are in Afghanistan,

we

won't participate in any negotiations," Taliban spokesman Qari Mohammad

Yousuf told the Pakistan-based Afghan news agency, AIP, on Monday.

War on Taliban cannot be won, says army chief - Times Online
http://www.timesonline.co.uk/tol/news/uk/article4882597.ece

Brigadier Mark Carleton-Smith said

the British public should not expect a “decisive military victory” but

should be prepared for a possible deal with the Taliban.

His assessment followed the leaking of a memo from a French diplomat who

claimed that Sir Sherard Cowper-Coles, the British ambassador in Kabul, had

told him the current strategy was “doomed to fail”.

“lower our

expectations”. He said: “We’re not going to win this war. It’s about

reducing it to a manageable level of insurgency that’s not a strategic

threat and can be managed by the Afghan army.”

Last week Gulab Mangal, the governor of Helmand, said the Taliban controlled

more than half the province despite the increased presence of British forces.

War in Afghanistan cannot be won, British commander Brigadier Mark
Carleton-Smith warns - Telegraph
http://www.telegraph.co.uk/news/newstopics/onthefrontline/3139702/War-in-Afghanistan-cannot-be-won-British-commander-

Brigadier-Mark-Carleton-Smith-warns.html

The war in Afghanistan cannot be won, Britain's most senior military commander in the country has warned.



Brigadier Mark Carleton-Smith said the British public should not expect "a

decisive military victory" and that he believed groups of insurgents

would still be at large after troops pulled out.

However, he told a Sunday newspaper: "We're not going to win this war.

It's about reducing it to a manageable level of insurgency that's not a

strategic threat and can be managed by the Afghan army.

"We may well leave with there still being a low but steady ebb of rural

insurgency... I don't think we should expect that when we go, there won't be

roaming bands of armed men in this part of the world.

"That would be unrealistic."

A Ministry of Defence spokesman defended the brigadier's comments and said the

aim was to provide a secure infrastructure for the Afghan National Police

and Afghan National Army.

"We have always said there is no military solution in Afghanistan.

Insurgencies are ultimately solved at the political level, not by military

means alone," the spokesman said.

"We are not looking for a total military victory, it is much wider than

that, improving the infrastructure to alllow the country to move forward

without the need for a total defeat of the Taliban.



"We fully support President Karzai's efforts to bring disaffected Afghans

into society's mainstream with his proviso that they renounce violence and

accept Afghanistan's constitution."

Last week, the British ambassador to Kabul, Sir Sherard Cowper-Coles, was

linked to disparaging remarks about the role of international troops in

Afghanistan.

A French newspaper printed what it claimed was a leaked memo which quoted Sir

Sherard as saying that foreign forces were "slowing down and

complicating and eventual end to the crisis".

Afghanistan: The Unwinnable War « OPEN ANTHROPOLOGY
http://openanthropology.wordpress.com/2009/09/24/afghanistan-the-unwinnable-war

ominous parallels between the situation in Afghanistan today and the quagmire in Vietnam in the 1960s

United States is allied to a corrupt local government that rigs the political process and has little legitimacy in the

eyes of its own people

United States seeks to hand over more counterinsurgency work to local police and military forces, but they are

ill-trained and poorly motivated

Villages that seem to be friendly one day turn out to be hotbeds of insurgent activity the next, and U.S. soldiers on

patrol are never sure who their friends are

Because the insurgents melt into the civilian population, attempts to target them inevitably end up killing civilians,

earning Washington more enemies

The U.S. military admits all isn’t going according to plan, but says it can win if it’s given more troops

U.S. public support for the war has dropped, with most Americans now opposed to it

All that’s needed, they say, are more troops so that fence-sitting villagers who want to support the U.S. occupation

will feel safe doing so, and lots of development projects so that the average Afghan will see his or her life improving

under occupation

If only we build enough schools, clinics, and bridges, so the argument goes, Afghans will ask themselves the

question Ronald Reagan famously posed to the American people–”Are you better off now than you were four years

ago?”–and they will reject the Taliban.



This all may sound good in the airtight world of White House briefings but, in the real world, the very phenomena

the counterinsurgency gurus see leading to success–more troops and more development–will make the U.S. effort

fail. Counterinsurgency in Afghanistan contains within itself the seeds of its own ineluctable failure.

This is so for three reasons–(1) Newton’s Third Law, (2) the development dilemma, and (3) the prohibitionist

paradox

there is an equal and opposite reaction

U.S. soldiers, dressed like armadillos in sunglasses

anonymous group of former intelligence officials: “Our policy makers do not understand that the very presence of

our forces in the Pashtun areas is the problem. The more troops we put in, the greater the opposition. We do not

mitigate the opposition by increasing troop levels, but rather we increase the opposition and prove to the Pashtuns

that the Taliban are correct.”

the development dilemma

development projects make foreigners and their values more visible and thus inflame some local cultural

opposition. More importantly, every time the United States increases its development budget in Afghanistan, it also

increases the Taliban’s budget. This is because a major source of Taliban funding consists of taxes it levies on

Western development projects. The more schools, bridges, and clinics Washington builds, the more money the

Taliban will have to blow them up and to attack U.S. soldiers.

Afghan citizens don’t feel the same way about opium as, say, DEA agents do. By some estimates, opium accounts for

almost one-half of Afghanistan’s gross domestic product, and opium is so deeply entrenched in Afghan life that it

functions as a sort of reserve currency: Children buy candy with it; mothers buy food with it; men pay barbers with

it. If the United States attacks the opium trade, which it has now decided to do, it might as well open recruiting

stations for the Taliban. But if it leaves the opium trade alone, it will be assuring the Taliban a steady source of

revenue. Lose-lose.

Diplomat questions Canada’s role in Afghanistan
http://www.nationalpost.com/news/world/afghanistan/story.html?id=1976536

OTTAWA -- A Canadian diplomat held hostage with his assistant for 130 days in Niger by agents claiming to

represent al-Qaida said he no longer believes in the country's mission in Afghanistan.

Robert Fowler suggested to the CBC that he thinks Canada's money and efforts should be spent elsewhere.

"It strikes me as rather extreme that one goes out and looks for particularly complex misery to fix," he told the CBC

in part 2 of an interview airing Wednesday. "There's lots of things to fix that can be done more efficiently and

probably more effectively."

"It's not just the commitment and the wasting of our youth and the enormous, enormous cost in difficult financial



times," he said in the interview. "It's to get it done, we will have to do some unpleasant things. I mean some deeply

hard, this isn't -- this is not a nice war."

Confident voice of Canadian troops rarely heard in Afghan debate
http://www.nationalpost.com/news/world/afghanistan/story.html?id=1989902

"I want to say that part of the Canadian population negatively views the work that we do here, above all because

they don't understand what we do. In my opinion, the majority of the Afghan population benefits from what we do.

"Sadly, there are dangers in this, as you saw in yesterday's incident. All the soldiers feel deeply that we will finish

this work for one another."

soldiers are acutely aware that some commentators -- with little or no knowledge of what soldiers confront in

Afghanistan -- have given up on them and their mission

They say they are more than a little bewildered by all the discussion about "wither Afghanistan" and disappointed

that the Liberals and Conservatives -- who ordered them to the far side of the world -- have become so terrified

about the Afghan file's potential political consequences that they have fallen silent about the current mission and

what Canada may do when Parliament's current mandate expires in 2011.

There could not be two more different views of what Canada is achieving in Afghanistan than that of the troops and

of the mission's critics at home.

Because the troops are trained to be hawkish, these statements are a sign of an automatic reflex -- the

defend the mission, because that is their job. They also have microscope perspective on Afghanistan,

whereas "critics back home" (some of whom are very familiar with Afghanistan more broadly than any of

the troops), have a more macroscopic view. Unless these troops work in Karzai's office as well, and the

courts, they have no idea whatsoever of how corruption is affecting ordinary Afghans and turning them

away.

Troops are not ethnographers either, remember that.

all Canadian soldiers are under strict orders from Ottawa to remain silent about the Afghan mission's future and

ways that Canada might adapt or change its mission for the better

However, in stark contrast to the talk at home, there is confidence among Canadian troops and civilians in

Kandahar that a tipping point has been reached recently in the province, with the long awaited arrival of the U.S.

cavalry.

Clear evidence of the high regard the Pentagon has for Canadian military leadership was Washington's unusual

decision to place that infantry battalion and, more recently, some U.S. military police under Canadian command. At

the same time, and in a similar situation, U.S. Marines fighting beside the British next door in Helmand have all



remained under U.S. command.

Further evidence of how well Canadian forces are thought of was provided recently by Gen. Stanley McChrystal, the

American who commands the NATO force in Afghanistan, and Anders Rasmussen, the Danish NATO secretary-

general. They both lauded Canada for its model village project, which is being expanded at this moment from its

base in Dand District, southwest of Kandahar. It is now being copied by other armies, most notably by the Stryker

battalions.

Last month's presidential election in Afghanistan has created a political debacle. However, what was obscured by

credible charges of vote-buying and ballot stuffing has been the fact that, despite loud boasts by the Taliban, the

Canadians and their Afghan and U.S. allies kept the lid on violence in Kandahar on election day, denying the

insurgents an expected propaganda victory.

Really!? The turnout in Kandahar was miserably low and the vote virtually nullified by fraud. Now whose

propaganda victory is that?

What several deadly attacks on Afghan civilians in the provincial capital have demonstrated is that suicide bombers

and IEDs have become the only way for insurgents to fight.

That's good enough, wouldn't you say?

Militarists should not be allowed to pen articles until their education has been completed. This is shallow

prose.

Although badly battered, the Taliban remains resilient because there still is a steady stream of religious fanatics

being recruited from across the border in Pakistan and wealthy donors in the Gulf continue to provide strong

financial support.

By all accounts, the majority of their fighters come from within Afghanistan, not Pakistan. As for badly

battered, anyone with any credibility notes that the Taliban now control huge parts of the country, and have

a significant presence in most parts, and that is a gain from when Canadian troops first entered.

What they want is for Canadian and coalition forces to stay until their own forces are strong enough to confront the

insurgents.

The view of many Canadian soldiers, which they have not been allowed to express publicly, is that the war in

Afghanistan is far from being lost. There is much evidence that the Taliban is running out of room to hide and will

find themselves in a dire situation if more U.S. troops are made available to cover the flanks and the routes they

take to their winter sanctuaries in Afghanistan are cut off.

Retreat!
http://www.nationalpost.com/story-printer.html?id=1989072

It is time for Canadians to face the fact that we are unable to achieve our goals in Afghanistan



COLIN KENNY

I have long been wary of our military mission to Afghanistan. After three visits, I have with my colleagues on the

Senate Committee on National Security and Defence expressed certain doubts about the mission's sustainability.

Like most observers who respect the courage and accomplishments of our troops, however, I have stopped short of

saying outright that I thought the mission could not succeed.

The rationale behind Canada's foray into Afghanistan, under the Martin Liberals and then the Harper

Conservatives, was simple: To help contain the Taliban until the government of Afghanistan could mature enough

to stabilize the nation.

But our initial assumption - that the Taliban was a spent force - proved to be a pipe dream. Canada and its NATO

allies do not have time and space on our side. Our troops are fighting a highly motivated, resilient opponent on its

own turf, where military intruders had never sniffed success.

The punishment for failure was just as obvious: lives extinguished; a huge drain on Western treasuries; increased

potential for anarchy in Pakistan; strengthening of the radicalism that threatens world stability; continued erosion

of respect for Western leadership; and for Afghans civil war, or a return to brutal Taliban rule.

Much depended on the success of Hamid Karzai's government in winning popular support and building military

strength. That hasn't happened.

As members of our Senate committee observed in December 2006: "Ours is an enormously difficult task.

Meanwhile, the task of the enemy ... is relatively easy. They don't have to win major battles. They only need to keep

attracting disaffected people to their cause ... and persist for as many years as it takes for Canada and its allies to

lose heart."

If we had lost 130 Canadians, funnelled over $10 billion into the mission, exhausted the strength of the Canadian

Forces, and skewed Canada's foreign aid budget, but if there were significant signs of progress, then maybe our

huge investment would make sense.

There are good reasons to lose heart.

But that isn't the case. A few years ago maps showing Taliban control or unrestricted movement focused on a few

southern provinces. Now they show growing Taliban strength in nearly every part of the country, although there are

now more than 100,000 U.S. and allied troops on the ground.

Some say Canada should focus on aid, not military assistance. But aid projects can't succeed without protection.

Canada has long had plans to build or rehabilitate 50 schools, but has succeeded with only five.

Support for the war among the British and American public is on the wane. But in Canada there is a strange hush.

One senses that many Canadians don't want to confront the fact that our soldiers' lives might have been wasted.

While U.S. President Barack Obama argues publicly for his "necessary war," and British Prime Minister Gordon



Brown defends Britain's presence, Prime Minister Stephen Harper avoids talking to Canadians about what he hopes

to accomplish there.

What we hoped to accomplish in Afghanistan has proved to be impossible. We are hurtling toward a Vietnam

ending.

John Ivison: Operation sleepwalk
http://www.nationalpost.com/story-printer.html?id=1990933

A political consensus has emerged over Canada's involvement in Afghanistan. That is, there are no votes to be won

in talking about it, so our politicians have decided not to bother.

Even NDP leader Jack Layton, who could always be relied on to bang on about Canadian troops being withdrawn

with immediate effect, has been strangely mute on the subject.

But as one Canadian with military, governance and NGO experience in Afghanistan put it, Canada is sleepwalking

toward 2011, with no clear vision of what is going to follow the military mission.

"It's the latter half of 2009 and Canadians still don't have a picture in their mind's eye of what military pullout

really means.

"Are we going to leave development projects protected by the Afghan national army? Are we still going to contribute

to Afghan police and army training? Are we going to keep the PRT [Provincial Reconstruction Team] in Kandahar --

and if not, how is CIDA [Canadian International Development Agency] going to operate?" he said.

will Canada continue to expend much of its development efforts in the Kandahar region, where the security

situation has made aid efforts all but impossible?

Both the concentration on Kandahar region, which received about half of the $349-million spent on development

aid in the last fiscal year, and the creation of signature projects were recommendations of the independent panel on

Canada's future in Afghanistan, chaired by former Liberal finance minister John Manley.

The quarterly report reveals that in "zero of six key districts, a majority of Kandaharis perceive an improvement in

security."

In this worsening security situation, the graph on just about every metric of success has gone south. "Development

work in these areas is not cost-beneficial because the security costs are so high," said Ms. Banerjee.

Only 25% of the Afghan National Police force have completed training -- a percentage that will fluctuate "due to

high desertion and casualty rates" but is unlikely to reach the goal of 80% anytime soon. The report also says

"minimal judicial infrastructure exists in Kandahar City" and the Afghan Ministry of Justice lacks the capacity to

put into effect legislation passed by its own parliament. Small wonder that many Afghans are said to prefer the

Taliban's rural courts that are quicker and give more predictable rulings.



First-hand observers note that in areas of uncertain security -- which include large swaths of the country --

humanitarian and development work is non-existent, which greatly reduces the efficiency of the dollars poured in

by CIDA and the UN.

What is clear is that Canada's political class is not talking about what military pullout really means. The lack of

debate offers proof to the adage that, if diplomacy is about surviving into the next century, politics in a minority

parliament is about surviving into next week. But the blood and treasure already paid by Canadians demands our

political leaders take a more strategic view and start talking openly about the next step.

Robert Fisk’s World: Everyone seems to be agreeing with Bin Laden these days -
Robert Fisk, Commentators - The Independent
http://www.independent.co.uk/opinion/commentators/fisk/robert-fiskrsquos-world-everyone-seems-to-be-agreeing-with-bin-

laden-these-days-1790058.html

we’re losing Afghanistan

I would have chosen very different wording, instead of this kind of easy and sloppy reproduction of the

dominant group's propaganda. Afghanistan was never mine, and not mine to lose, and I do not identify with

the "we" in that statement.

No wonder Osama bin Laden decided to address "the American people"

this week. "You are waging a hopeless and losing war," he said in

his 9/11 eighth anniversary audiotape. "The time has come to liberate

yourselves from fear and the ideological terrorism of neoconservatives and

the Israeli lobby."

In

any event, Muslim fighters wold wear down the US-led coalition in

Afghanistan "like we exhausted the Soviet Union for 10 years until it

collapsed". Funny, that. It's exactly what bin Laden told me personally

in Afghanistan – four years before 9/11 and the start of America's 2001

adventure south of the Amu Darya river.

"I do not

believe we can build a democratic state in Afghanistan," announces

Dianne Feinstein, the California Democrat who chairs the senate intelligence

committee. "I believe it will remain a tribal entity." And Nancy

Pelosi, the House Speaker, does not believe "there is a great deal of

support for sending more troops to Afghanistan".

Colin Kenny, chair of Canada's senate committee on national security and

defence, said this week that "what we hoped to accomplish in

Afghanistan has proved to be impossible. We are hurtling towards a Vietnam



ending".

Toronto's National Post put it in an admirable headline

three days' ago, "Operation Sleepwalk". The latest report,

revealed this week, proves that Kandahar province is becoming more violent,

less stable and less secure – and attacks across the country more frequent –

than at any time since the fall of the Taliban in 2001. There was an "exceptionally

high" frequency of attacks this spring compared with 2008.

Canada's army will be leaving Afghanistan in 2011, but so far only five of the

50 schools in its school-building project have been completed. Just 28 more

are "under construction". But of Kandahar province's existing 364

schools, 180 have been forced to close. Of progress in "democratic

governance" in Kandahar, the Canadian report states that the capacity

of the Afghan government is "chronically weak and undermined by

widespread corruption". Of "reconciliation" – whatever that

means these days – "the onset of the summer fighting season and

the concentration of politicians and activists for the August elections

discouraged expectations of noteworthy initiatives...".

Changes in Afghanistan, Washington May Require Shift in U.S. War Strategy
http://www.washingtonpost.com/wp-dyn/content/article/2009/09/20/AR2009092002878_pf.html

Inside the White House, the way forward in Afghanistan is no longer so clear.

Although Obama endorsed a strategy document in March that called for "executing and resourcing an integrated

civilian-military counterinsurgency strategy," there have been significant changes in Afghanistan and Washington

since then. A disputed presidential election, an erosion in support for the war effort among Democrats in Congress

and the American public, and a sharp increase in U.S. casualties have prompted the president and his top advisers

to reexamine their assumptions about the U.S. role in defeating the Taliban insurgency.

Instead of debating whether to give McChrystal, the top U.S. commander in Afghanistan, more troops, the

discussion in the White House is now focused on whether, after eight years of war, the United States should vastly

expand counterinsurgency efforts along the lines he has proposed -- which involve an intensive program to improve

security and governance in key population centers -- or whether it should begin shifting its approach away from

such initiatives and simply target leaders of terrorist groups who try to return to Afghanistan.

McChrystal's assessment, in the view of two senior administration officials, is just "one input" in the White House's

decision-making process. The president, another senior administration official said, "has embarked on a very, very

serious review of all options." The officials spoke on the condition of anonymity to discuss internal White House

deliberations.

Obama, appearing on several Sunday-morning television news shows, left little doubt that key assumptions in the



earlier White House strategy are now on the table. "The first question is: Are we doing the right thing?" the

president said on CNN. "Are we pursuing the right strategy?"

"Until I'm satisfied that we've got the right strategy, I'm not going to be sending some young man or woman over

there -- beyond what we already have," Obama said on NBC's "Meet the Press." If an expanded counterinsurgency

strategy in Afghanistan contributes to the goal of defeating al-Qaeda, "then we'll move forward," he said. "But, if it

doesn't, then I'm not interested in just being in Afghanistan for the sake of being in Afghanistan or saving face or . . .

sending a message that America is here for the duration."

In his 66-page assessment, McChrystal does not address other approaches to combating the Taliban. A senior U.S.

military official in Kabul said the general was operating under the assumption that the earlier White House

endorsement of a counterinsurgency approach "was a settled issue."

The implicit recommendation is that the United States and its NATO partners need to do more nation-building, and

they need to do it quickly.

Improving the Afghan government, McChrystal says -- particularly the effectiveness of its security forces and its

ability to deliver basic services to the population -- is as critical as offensive actions against insurgents. He defines

the defeat of the Taliban not as the moment when the insurgents are vanquished, but when the international

community has built a strong enough Afghan government so that "the insurgency no longer threatens the viability of

the state."

The principal game-changer, in the view of White House officials, was Afghanistan's presidential election last

month, which was compromised by fraud, much of it in support of President Hamid Karzai. Although the results

have not been certified, he almost certainly will remain in office, but under a cloud of illegitimacy that could

complicate U.S. efforts to promote good governance.

Congressional Democrats have also expressed new doubts about sending more forces to Afghanistan. House

Speaker Nancy Pelosi (Calif.) said last week that she does not "think there's a great deal of support for sending more

troops to Afghanistan in the country or the Congress." Senate Armed Services Chairman Carl M. Levin (Mich.), an

influential voice on military matters, said the administration should not send additional forces until more Afghan

soldiers have been trained.

"Who's to say we need more troops?" this official said. "McChrystal is not responsible for assessing how we're doing

against al-Qaeda."

The administration's template for error is the Bush administration's policy in Iraq. Initially, a small group of White

House and Pentagon officials set the policy without regard for dissenting views; in later years, President George W.

Bush said he was following advice from military commanders. "We have seen what happens when an

administration makes decisions by momentum and doesn't challenge underlying assumptions and . . . ensure that

everybody with an equity in the matter is heard," another official said.

Some officials charge that the military has been trying to push Obama into a corner with public statements such as



those by Adm. Mike Mullen, the chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, that the situation in Afghanistan is "serious

and deteriorating" and "probably needs more forces." One official questioned whether McChrystal had already gone

beyond his writ with public statements describing the protection of the Afghan population as more important than

killing Taliban fighters.

When Obama announced his strategy in March, there were few specifics fleshing out his broad goals, and the

military was left to interpret how to implement them. As they struggle over how to adjust to changing reality on the

ground, some in the administration have begun to fault McChrystal for taking the policy beyond where Obama

intended, with no easy exit.

But Obama's deliberative pace -- he has held only one meeting of his top national security advisers to discuss

McChrystal's report so far -- is a source of growing consternation within the military. "Either accept the assessment

or correct it, or let's have a discussion," one Pentagon official said. "Will you read it and tell us what you think?"

Within the military, this official said, "there is a frustration. A significant frustration. A serious frustration."

Assessment_Redacted_092109.pdf (application/pdf Object)
http://media.washingtonpost.com/wp-srv/politics/documents/Assessment_Redacted_092109.pdf?hpid=topnews

COMISAF Initial Assessment (Unclassified) -- Searchable Document -
washingtonpost.com
http://www.washingtonpost.com/wp-dyn/content/article/2009/09/21/AR2009092100110.html?hpid=topnews

McChrystal: More Forces or 'Mission Failure'
http://www.washingtonpost.com/wp-dyn/content/article/2009/09/20/AR2009092002920_pf.html

Top U.S. Commander For Afghan War Calls Next 12 Months Decisive

The top U.S. and NATO commander in Afghanistan warns in an urgent, confidential assessment of the war that he

needs more forces within the next year and bluntly states that without them, the eight-year conflict "will likely

result in failure," according to a copy of the 66-page document obtained by The Washington Post.

Gen. Stanley A. McChrystal says emphatically: "Failure to gain the initiative and reverse insurgent momentum in

the near-term (next 12 months) -- while Afghan security capacity matures -- risks an outcome where defeating the

insurgency is no longer possible."

But he repeatedly warns that without more forces and the rapid implementation of a genuine counterinsurgency

strategy, defeat is likely. McChrystal describes an Afghan government riddled with corruption and an international

force undermined by tactics that alienate civilians.

He provides extensive new details about the Taliban insurgency, which he calls a muscular and sophisticated enemy

that uses modern propaganda and systematically reaches into Afghanistan's prisons to recruit members and even

plan operations.

The assessment offers an unsparing critique of the failings of the Afghan government, contending that official



corruption is as much of a threat as the insurgency to the mission of the International Security Assistance Force, or

ISAF, as the U.S.-led NATO coalition is widely known.

"The weakness of state institutions, malign actions of power-brokers, widespread corruption and abuse of power by

various officials, and ISAF's own errors, have given Afghans little reason to support their government," McChrystal

says.

McChrystal is equally critical of the command he has led since June 15. The key weakness of ISAF, he says, is that it

is not aggressively defending the Afghan population. "Pre-occupied with protection of our own forces, we have

operated in a manner that distances us -- physically and psychologically -- from the people we seek to protect. . . .

The insurgents cannot defeat us militarily; but we can defeat ourselves."

McChrystal continues: "Afghan social, political, economic, and cultural affairs are complex and poorly understood.

ISAF does not sufficiently appreciate the dynamics in local communities, nor how the insurgency, corruption,

incompetent officials, power-brokers, and criminality all combine to affect the Afghan population."

In a four-page annex on detainee operations, McChrystal warns that the Afghan prison system has become "a

sanctuary and base to conduct lethal operations" against the government and coalition forces. He cites as examples

an apparent prison connection to the 2008 bombing of the Serena Hotel in Kabul and other attacks. "Unchecked,

Taliban/Al Qaeda leaders patiently coordinate and plan, unconcerned with interference from prison personnel or

the military."

The assessment says that Taliban and al-Qaeda insurgents "represent more than 2,500 of the 14,500 inmates in the

increasingly overcrowded Afghan Corrections System," in which "[h]ardened, committed Islamists are

indiscriminately mixed with petty criminals and sex offenders, and they are using the opportunity to radicalize and

indoctrinate them."

Noting that the United States "came to Afghanistan vowing to deny these same enemies safe haven in 2001," he says

they now operate with relative impunity in the prisons. "There are more insurgents per square foot in corrections

facilities than anywhere else in Afghanistan," his assessment says.

For now, because of a lack of capacity, "productive interrogations and detainee intelligence collection have been

reduced" at Bagram. "As a result, hundreds are held without charge or without a defined way-ahead. This allows

the enemy to radicalize them far beyond their pre-capture orientation. The problem can no longer be ignored."

The general says his command is "not adequately executing the basics" of counterinsurgency by putting the Afghan

people first. "ISAF personnel must be seen as guests of the Afghan people and their government, not an occupying

army," he writes. "Key personnel in ISAF must receive training in local languages."

He also says that coalition forces will change their operational culture, in part by spending "as little time as possible

in armored vehicles or behind the walls of forward operating bases." Strengthening Afghans' sense of security will

require troops to take greater risks, but the coalition "cannot succeed if it is unwilling to share risk, at least equally,

with the people."



McChrystal warns that in the short run, it "is realistic to expect that Afghan and coalition casualties will increase."

He proposes speeding the growth of Afghan security forces. The existing goal is to expand the army from 92,000 to

134,000 by December 2011. McChrystal seeks to move that deadline to October 2010.

Overall, McChrystal wants the Afghan army to grow to 240,000 and the police to 160,000 for a total security force

of 400,000, but he does not specify when those numbers could be reached.

McChrystal says the military must play an active role in reconciliation, winning over less committed insurgent

fighters. The coalition "requires a credible program to offer eligible insurgents reasonable incentives to stop fighting

and return to normalcy, possibly including the provision of employment and protection," he writes.

Coalition forces will have to learn that "there are now three outcomes instead of two" for enemy fighters: not only

capture or death, but also "reintegration."

Again and again, McChrystal makes the case that his command must be bolstered if failure is to be averted. "ISAF

requires more forces," he states, citing "previously validated, yet un-sourced, requirements" -- an apparent

reference to a request for 10,000 more troops originally made by McChrystal's predecessor, Gen. David D.

McKiernan.

McChrystal identifies three main insurgent groups "in order of their threat to the mission" and provides significant

details about their command structures and objectives.

Quetta Shura Taliban (QST) headed by Mullah Omar

Mullah Omar's insurgency has established an elaborate alternative government known as the Islamic Emirate of

Afghanistan, McChrystal writes, which is capitalizing on the Afghan government's weaknesses. "They appoint

shadow governors for most provinces, review their performance, and replace them periodically. They established a

body to receive complaints against their own 'officials' and to act on them. They install 'shari'a' [Islamic law] courts

to deliver swift and enforced justice in contested and controlled areas. They levy taxes and conscript fighters and

laborers. They claim to provide security against a corrupt government, ISAF forces, criminality, and local power

brokers. They also claim to protect Afghan and Muslim identity against foreign encroachment."

The second main insurgency group is the Haqqani network (HQN), which is active in southeastern Afghanistan and

draws money and manpower "principally from Pakistan, Gulf Arab networks, and from its close association with al

Qaeda and other Pakistan-based insurgent groups."

"Al Qaeda's links with HQN have grown, suggesting that expanded HQN control could create a favorable

environment" for associated extremist movements "to re-establish safe-havens in Afghanistan."

The third is the Hezb-e-Islami Gulbuddin insurgency, which maintains bases in three Afghan provinces "as well as



Pakistan," the assessment says. This network, led by the former mujaheddin commander Gulbuddin Hekmatyar,

"aims to negotiate a major role in a future Taliban government. He does not currently have geographical objectives

as is the case with the other groups," though he "seeks control of mineral wealth and smuggling routes in the east."

Overall, McChrystal provides this conclusion about the enemy: "The insurgents control or contest a significant

portion of the country, although it is difficult to assess precisely how much due to a lack of ISAF presence. . . . "

"eliminating insurgent access to narco-profits -- even if possible, and while disruptive -- would not destroy their

ability to operate so long as other funding sources remained intact."

Report: More troops needed for Afghan war success - Yahoo! News
http://news.yahoo.com/s/ap/20090921/ap_on_go_pr_wh/us_us_afghanistan

The situation in Afghanistan is growing worse, and without more boots on the ground the U.S. risks failure in a war

it's been waging since September 2001, the top U.S. and NATO commander in Afghanistan says in a confidential

report.

"Resources will not win this war, but under-resourcing could lose it," Gen. Stanley McChrystal wrote in a five-page

Commander's Summary. His 66-page report, sent to Defense Secretary Robert Gates on Aug. 30, is now under

review by President Barack Obama.

While asserting that more troops are needed, McChrystal also pointed out an "urgent need" to significantly revise

strategy. The U.S. needs to interact better with the Afghan people, McChrystal said, and better organize its efforts

with NATO allies.

"We run the risk of strategic defeat by pursuing tactical wins that cause civilian casualties or unnecessary collateral

damage. The insurgents cannot defeat us militarily; but we can defeat ourselves," he wrote.

In his blunt assessment of the tenacious Taliban insurgency, McChrystal warned that unless the U.S. and its allies

gain the initiative and reverse the momentum of the militants within the next year the U.S. "risks an outcome where

defeating the insurgency is no longer possible"

Obama is re-evaluating whether the renewed focus on hunting al-Qaida that he announced just months ago has

become blurred and whether more forces will do any good.

"Are we doing the right thing?" he asked during one of a series of interviews broadcast Sunday. "Are we pursuing

the right strategy?"

In Congress, the war has taken on a highly partisan edge. Senate Republicans are demanding more forces to turn

around a war that soon will enter its ninth year, while members of Obama's own Democratic Party are trying to put

on the brakes. Obama said in the Sunday interviews that he will not allow politics to govern his decision.

"No, no, no, no," Obama responded when asked whether he or aides had directed McChrystal to temporarily



withhold a request for additional U.S. forces and other resources.

"The only thing I've said to my folks is, 'A, I want an unvarnished assessment, but, B, I don't want to put the

resource question before the strategy question,'" Obama said. "Because there is a natural inclination to say, 'If I get

more, then I can do more.'"

In the interviews taped Friday at the White House, Obama mentioned concerns about the "mission creep" that

befell former President George W. Bush's attempt to build and prop up a viable democratic government in a

country unaccustomed to central rule and sensitive to foreign meddling.

Obama said he's asking this question now of the military regarding his plan: "How does this advance America's

national security interests? How does it make sure that al-Qaida and its extremist allies cannot attack the United

States homeland, our allies, our troops who are based in Europe?"

"If supporting the Afghan national government and building capacity for their army and securing certain provinces

advances that strategy, then we'll move forward," the president continued. "But if it doesn't, then I'm not interested

in just being in Afghanistan for the sake of being in Afghanistan or saving face or, in some way, you know, sending a

message that America is here for the duration."

Japan may provide more aid to Afghanistan - AP
http://news.yahoo.com/s/ap/20090920/ap_on_re_as/as_japan_afghanistan

Tokyo is considering sending more financial aid to Afghanistan after its current naval refueling mission supporting

the U.S.-led coalition ends next January, but has no intention of sending ground troops to the region, Japan's new

foreign minister said Sunday.

a new government that took power last week has said it wants to reframe its relations with the U.S. and will not

extend the refueling operations in the Indian Ocean in support of U.S. troops in Afghanistan.

The U.S. is boosting troop levels in Afghanistan even as international support for the coalition wanes, and is loathe

to lose the backing of an ally.

"In the current situation we can't guarantee the safety of our civilians, so it may be the case that we provide funding

instead," Okada said in an interview on TV Asahi.

The new government in Tokyo swept to power in national elections last month, and in the campaign was critical of

what it saw as Japan's unwavering military and diplomatic support for the U.S. in the past.

The Liberal Democratic Party, which it forced from power, ruled Japan for half a century with almost no

interruption, during which it maintained close ties with Washington.

Tokyo is currently providing hundreds of millions of dollars in financial aid to Afghanistan for areas such as

managing elections, counterterrorism and humanitarian assistance, according to the Foreign Ministry.



Fracture healed by US forces, Afghan boy goes home - AP
http://news.yahoo.com/s/ap/20090920/ap_on_re_as/as_afghan_injured_boy

The rooftop fall that cracked Malik's skull Aug. 19 set in motion a chain of events that took the boy from his remote

village to the U.S. military hospital in Kandahar, where doctors patched the tear in his brain and replaced the bone

"God answered our prayers," said Khodadad, who like many Afghans uses only one name. "God sent someone to

save my son."

Josh, one of the medics who treated Malik and arranged to evacuate him to Kandahar, said the boy's father lights up

every time he sees the Americans

Lt. Col. James Miller, commander of the 2nd Battalion, 7th Special Forces Group, said the resolve of the U.S. medics

to treat the child "demonstrates we mean what we say."

"When Malik goes home, that is a village of mainly poor people. This will be their only memory of Americans," he

said. "At some point somebody will be working in that village and hopefully they will say these are the guys that

helped that baby."

Afghan commandos try persuasion in strategic towns - Yahoo! News
http://news.yahoo.com/s/ap/20090919/ap_on_re_as/as_afghan_commandos

In the past, American psychological operations teams would have conducted the kind of meeting led by Aziz. The

U.S. spends millions of dollars printing leaflets and funding radio stations in Afghanistan, but few of these programs

have been as effective as the visits by the Afghan commandos, American trainers said.

The Afghan Information Dissemination Operations program is still in its infancy. Created eight months ago,

American trainers are working to train teams for all six Commando Kandak units, hoping they will draw more

respect than the troubled Afghan police force or army.

"They are the bridge between us and the target audience," said a Fort Bragg-based sergeant among the trainers. A

native of Puerto Rico, he spoke on the condition of anonymity for security reasons. "We are always in search of key

communicators. What better kind of key communicator than a local."

But it is up to the Afghans to tailor the message, explain to locals how destructive the Taliban have been and show

them the promise of an Afghan government. In the region of Kandahar, where the Taliban hold sway and have their

own shadow government, delivering that message will be a challenge.

"The enemy was using my religion, history and culture against me," Farid said. "We have to offset insurgent

propaganda."

Anthony H. Cordesman, a scholar at the Center for Strategic and International Studies in Washington, said

persuading a foreign culture is always hard for soldiers.



"You can't win the information battle because fundamentally it is fought with local values," he said. "Even with good

communications skills, they are going to be treated differently. The host country has to take the lead because

nothing we do is going to be convincing."

"Commandos can show the people that they are here to win hearts and minds," Abdullah said. "The help we give to

the people is the message we have for the people."

"Sometimes in the class I don't think they are getting it, but seeing them in action blows my mind," the sergeant

said. "You put a local in there and the words go straight to their ears."

Taliban leader tells 'invaders' to study history - AP
http://news.yahoo.com/s/ap/20090919/ap_on_re_as/as_afghanistan

The Taliban's reclusive leader said in a Muslim holiday message Saturday that the U.S. and NATO should study

Afghanistan's long history of war, in a pointed reminder that foreign forces have had limited military success in the

country.

This year has been the deadliest of the conflict for U.S. and NATO troops, and political support at home for the war

is declining.

Taliban attacks have spiked around Afghanistan in the last three years, and the militants now control wide swaths of

territory.

In his message for the upcoming Muslim holiday of Eid al-Fitr, which ends the fasting month of Ramadan, Omar

said the U.S. and NATO should study the history of Alexander the Great, whose forces were defeated by Pashtun

tribesmen in the 4th century.

"We would like to point out that we fought against the British invaders for 80 years from 1839 to 1919 and

ultimately got independence by defeating" Britain, a statement attributed to Omar said.

"Today we have strong determination, military training and effective weapons. Still more, we have preparedness for

a long war and the regional situation is in our favor. Therefore, we will continue to wage jihad until we gain

independence and force the invaders to pull out," it said. The statement's authenticity could not be verified but it

was posted on a Web site the Taliban frequently uses.

Militant ambushes have become increasingly sophisticated and deadly, and U.S. troops say the Taliban is no longer

the ragtag force the military first faced in late 2001.

Civilian deaths and a corrupt Afghan government have turned many toward the militants, who have pushed into

northern Afghanistan this year for the first time.

The Danish military said Saturday that one of its soldiers was also killed after militants fired on troops on patrol in

the southern province of Helmand. Denmark has lost 25 soldiers in Afghanistan since it joined the U.S.-led coalition

in 2002



Separately, Hungarian officials said a suicide attacker drove a vehicle into a Hungarian convoy in the northern city

of Pul-e-Khumri. No troops were killed.

Al-Qaida posted a new video this week threatening that if Germans do not push their political parties to withdraw

the country's soldiers from Afghanistan, "there will be a rude awakening after the elections." Germany holds

national elections Sept. 27.

Omar's message said the international community has "wrongly depicted" the Taliban as a force against education

and women's rights.

A high-stakes bid for Afghan hearts | csmonitor.com
http://www.csmonitor.com/2009/0831/p09s07-wosc.html

The US has pledged more than $300 million in development over the next year in Helmand Province. Success

could sway farmers

at the center of both the insurgency and the opium trade.

Kabul, Afghanistan - First came the Marines, then came the promises. Over the next year, the US is pledging an

economic makeover costing more than

$300 million for Afghanistan's war-torn Helmand Province.

But Afghans have grown cynical about foreign talk of development. Just as the Marines had to prove they could

retake territory

with minimal civilian casualties – which they did in an offensive in the southern province during the summer – the

development

community has a more difficult point to prove to ordinary Afghans: Siding with the government brings prosperity.

Success would win over the farmers in the heartland of the insurgency and at

the center of poppy cultivation, and demonstrate a formula for holding ground in Afghanistan. Failure – given the

high-profile

nature of this mission – could lose Afghans for good and dishearten Western publics about the prospects of the war.

"I can take a USAID worker and put him in an MRAP [armored vehicle] and go anywhere, but it's really the Afghan

civilian officials

that matter – their freedom of movement," says Mr. Donohoe, who is based in Helmand. The safety radius for those

Afghan officials

is now limited to about 1,000 feet from the bases – a distance that security forces will now start pushing outward.

"We can't

build a school if we don't have a Ministry of Education representative in there, and if he cannot leave the forward

operating

base, we are not there yet," says Donohoe.

Afghanistan's 'civilian surge' fizzles | csmonitor.com



http://www.csmonitor.com/2009/0914/p19s01-usmi.html

Washington - It is an oft-spoken truth in Washington these days that American success in its wars overseas will

come at the hands of those

not in uniform as much as those who are. Civilian engineers, lawyers, farmers, and business people are as important

to progress

as the men and women carrying guns in a modern counterinsurgency, experts agree.

But when it comes to Afghanistan, the problem is that a "civilian surge" probably won't happen. A similar effort

faltered

two years ago in Iraq, and the bureaucratic landscape hasn't changed much since.

"We don't have any more capacity now than we did," says one former aide on the Pentagon's Joint Staff who didn't

want to speak

publicly on a politically sensitive matter. In Afghanistan, the former aide predicts, "They will make the same

commitment

and have the same lack of follow-through."

In short, all-civilian branches of the US government aren't designed to deploy people the way the Pentagon can.

They must

find civilians willing to deploy to war zones, pay to ferry them around the country with armed escorts, and endeavor

to put

the right people in the right spots – all on tight budgets.

This points to a serious flaw in US counterinsurgency efforts. Developing local government, rooting out corruption,

improving

education, and building economic opportunity are cornerstones of US strategy in Afghanistan, and civilian expertise

is crucial

to each. One measure of Obama's commitment to the Afghan mission is how well he musters civilians to contribute,

some say.

That was apparent to Col. Alan Mangan, who was the deputy commander of a provincial reconstruction team

working in western

Iraq last year. He and his team tried to help the local government better serve its own people. But few of the

civilians on

the roughly 30-member team were the right fit, says Mangan, now a distinguished fellow at the Project on National

Security

Reform and a Marine Corps reservist.

"One of them was brilliantly qualified," Mangan says pointedly, suggesting the others were not up to scratch.

The political officer – the person tasked to help the local population build a strong government – was someone

whose specialty



was communication, not politics. As a result, the team made little progress on this issue, Mangan says. "He filled a

billet,

he was a body on the team, but while the mission was perhaps not ineffective, it was seriously handicapped."

Some agencies don't want to "give up" their

most skilled employees for long periods of time, and there are few professional incentives for others. As a result, the

ad

hoc deployments of government employees to missions overseas tend to put the wrong people in critical jobs.

Security regulations state that most civilians working for the State Department in a war

zone have an armed escort outside any secure compound. So their most important activity – getting out among the

population

and meeting with local officials – is costly and can sop up limited resources.

Moreover, the Pentagon gets the lion's share of the resources. The baseline Defense Department budget of $534

billion is 10

times that of the State Department ($53 billion). The State-funded US Agency for International Development

(USAID) had a force

of about 15,000 civilians during the Vietnam War. Today, it has 7,000-plus, and, seven months into his presidency,

Mr. Obama

has yet to name anyone to lead the agency.

As a result, the US government continues to operate under a jury-rigged civilian staffing system that relies heavily

on private

contractors and leaves the military to shoulder much of the remaining work overseas.

instead

of turning to the US Department of Agriculture for many consultants, the Pentagon sent dozens of National

Guardsmen who are

farmers in civilian life.

Seeking `smart power' - Other Views - MiamiHerald.com
http://www.miamiherald.com/opinion/other-views/story/1224029.html

Wednesday, 09.09.09

The debate is heating up over whether we should send more U.S. troops to Afghanistan if our commanders request

them. However, there's virtually no debate over the need for a ``civilian surge'' in Afghanistan.

Top administration officials -- and the U.S. commander in Afghanistan, Gen. Stanley McChrystal -- say they need

more American civilian experts to create jobs and improve the lives of Afghans. If we can't ``hold and build'' after

clearing an area, young Afghans will continue to join the Taliban for a paycheck.

So the concept of a civilian surge seems critical to success in Afghanistan. It also fits President Obama's ``smart



power'' strategy, which calls for using all tools at our disposal -- civilian, military and economic.

Anthony Cordesman, a defense analyst who served as an advisor to McChrystal, believes plans for such a surge are

unrealistic.

``The so-called civilian surge won't come close to the minimal requirements,'' Cordesman said at a Brookings

Institution forum last week. ``And . . . if we can't define better what it means to do the civil side of operations . . . we

will continue to alienate the Afghan people rather than secure them and give them a future.''

``Most of the aid money has gone outside the country, been wasted'' or been used corruptly, Cordesman said.

The Obama team is trying to recover, but it must cope with a U.S. aid bureaucracy that has been denuded of most of

its technical expertise and turned into mainly a contracting agency. Holbrooke is trying to recruit a wide variety of

civilian experts, especially in agriculture, who are willing to work in war zones. So far, only about one-fourth of the

450 additional civilians expected by year's end have arrived.

Moreover, it's hard for U.S. civilians to operate in violent areas. ``You can't have civilians go [into the field] unless

there's security,'' Holbrooke said recently.

``Development aid should immediately reach an area after it has been cleared,'' Mohammad Ehsan Zia, the

respected Afghan minister of reconstruction and rural development, told me. ``If you deliver quickly, you get trust.

Otherwise, you can't build relationships.''

Decision on Airstrike in Afghanistan Was Based Largely on Sole Informant's
Assessment
http://www.washingtonpost.com/wp-dyn/content/article/2009/09/05/AR2009090502832_pf.html

The grainy live video transmitted from an American F-15E fighter jet circling overhead, which was projected on a

screen in a German tactical operations center four miles north of here, showed numerous black dots around the

trucks -- each of them a thermal image of a human but without enough detail to confirm whether they were

carrying weapons. An Afghan informant was on the phone with an intelligence officer at the center, however,

insisting that everybody at the site was an insurgent, according to an account that German officers here provided to

NATO officials.

Based largely on that informant's assessment, the commander ordered a 500-pound, satellite-guided bomb to be

dropped on each truck early Friday. The vehicles exploded in a fireball that lit up the night sky for miles,

incinerating many of those standing nearby.

A NATO fact-finding team estimated Saturday that about 125 people were killed in the bombing, at least two dozen

of whom -- but perhaps many more -- were not insurgents. To the team, which is trying to sort out this complicated

incident, mindful that the fallout could further sap public support in Afghanistan for NATO's security mission here,

the target appeared to be far less clear-cut than it had to the Germans.

None of the survivors and the relatives dispute that some Taliban fighters were at the scene. But just how many



remains unclear, as does the number of civilians. And because many of the bodies were burned beyond recognition,

and others were buried in the hours after the explosion, it may be impossible to ascertain.

The incident has generated intense disquiet among Afghans, many of whom say military operations since the fall of

the Taliban government in late 2001 have resulted in an unacceptably high number of civilian casualties. Local

media reports have been filled with people alleging -- some with little proof -- that scores of civilians were killed in

the airstrike.

Without a chance to talk to survivors, they would not be able to determine that day whether the German claims that

no civilians were killed were accurate. The consequence was that NATO would have to continue issuing tentative

statements promising a thorough investigation, while plenty of Afghans were taking to the airwaves to describe

what they had seen.

But there was no way to tell whether the dots on the screen were insurgents, as the source maintained.

He probably would not have been alive had the airstrike coordinator at Klein's command center not rejected the

F-15 pilot's recommendation to use 2,000-pound bombs on the trucks, which would have created far wider

devastation. Instead, the coordinator demanded that 500-pound GBU-38 bombs be used.

Klein ordered the strike about 2:30 a.m. Two minutes later, the bombs had hit their targets

Inside the command center, the screen showed a huge mushroom cloud enveloping the island. A few black dots --

survivors -- could be seen scurrying away. But most of the 100 or so dots that had been on the screen were gone.

Instead of sending troops to the scene for an assessment of casualties -- as McChrystal's directive requires -- the

Germans waited until morning to send an unmanned aircraft over the site to take photographs. The first German

troops did not arrive at the scene until noon Friday. By then, all the bodies had been removed.

"I don't agree with the rumor that there were a lot of civilian casualties," said one key local official, who said he did

not want to be named because he fears Taliban retribution. "Who goes out at 2 in the morning for fuel? These were

bad people, and this was a good operation."

The World from Berlin: Afghanistan Withdrawal Plan 'Breaks Through a
Conspiracy of Silence' - SPIEGEL ONLINE - News - International
http://www.spiegel.de/international/germany/0,1518,648921,00.html

Germany's foreign minister has drawn up a 10-step plan for getting German soldiers out of Afghanistan. But the

document doesn't stipulate a deadline and only says that the basis for a withdrawal should be created by 2013.

German commentators approve of the program's goals, but not its timing or possible effects.

The two-page document, entitled "Ten Steps for Afghanistan," calls for placing a greater focus on training the police

force so that Afghans can take over responsibility for their own protection as soon as possible and allow the more

than 4,200 German soldiers serving there to return home. To do this, the paper calls for a "significant increase"

over the 200 German military trainers currently in Afghanistan, as well as more measures to encourage Taliban



members to reintegrate into society.

"the aim is to create the basis for a withdrawal from Afghanistan within the next legislative period." That period

would end in 2013, unless early elections were called.

The war is deeply unpopular in Germany, where more than 60 percent of the population wants Germany to

withdraw from the NATO mission in Afghanistan

"Getting out now," Steinmeier said, "would mean all the women would have to go back in the cellar, girls would no

longer go to school, farmers would grow drugs again and much, much more."

The center-left Süddeutsche Zeitung writes:

"Steinmeier has figured out that the controversial mission to Afghanistan is really bothering people. He feels that it

is now necessary to put some time pressure on the country to force it to make some progress. But, instead of

naming a clear date, he undercuts his message by saying that Germany needs to create the 'basic conditions (for a

withdrawal) in the next legislative period.'

The center-right Frankfurter Allgemeine Zeitung writes:

"That is a rational exit strategy. The quicker the Afghans are able to do this, the better for us. Or, put another way,

the more that the states involved in Afghanistan are willing to invest in 'security' -- that is, the more police and

military advisers they are willing to send -- the faster they can all get out. In that respect, Steinmeier's proposal also

implies that there have been failures (on the part of the international community)."

The conservative Die Welt writes:

But the closer the rhetoric of the Social Democrats comes to that of the Left Party, the more realistic it is that there

will be a coalition of the parties in the opposition who believe that populism is more important in foreign-policy

matters than being loyal to one's allies and staying the course."

he Financial Times Deutschland writes:

"By discussing the withdrawal of German forces from Afghanistan, Steinmeier has done nothing more and nothing

less than broken a taboo. … The four parliamentary groups that supported the mission to Afghanistan have long

been scrupulously avoiding the issue, because they know that such a debate is highly risky in political terms.

Nonetheless, the majority of German voters would prefer to see (German soldiers) come home sooner rather than

later."

"Steinmeier's proposal breaks through a conspiracy of silence. That's a good thing, but he's doing it at the wrong

time.

"German politicians have hidden behind the taboo issue of Afghanistan for too long. For too long, the mission's

supporters have done everything they could to dodge the difficult debate on Germany's deployment in



Afghanistan."

The left-leaning Die Tageszeitung writes:

"The West has failed because it hasn't been able to create a realistic alternative to the Taliban. The advantage for the

Taliban is that they don't really have to be 'better.' Rather, it's enough for them to be able to discredit the 'Western

system' and to present themselves as the true advocate of Afghan and Islamic interests. …"

"The most that the West can still hope for in Afghanistan is to leave behind an authoritarian ruler who -- true to the

old American saw, 'he's a son of a bitch, but he's our son of a bitch' -- can keep his government on a pro-Western

course."

Photo Gallery: The Afghan Disaster - SPIEGEL ONLINE - News - International
http://www.spiegel.de/fotostrecke/fotostrecke-46581-8.html



German Colonel Georg Klein (left) and United States General Stanley McChrystal (center): "We have to think and

act differently," McChrystal wrote in a revised tactical directive he issued in August. "The conflict will be won by

persuading people, not by destroying the enemy."

Photo Gallery: The Afghan Disaster - SPIEGEL ONLINE - News - International
http://www.spiegel.de/fotostrecke/fotostrecke-46581-6.html

German Defense Minister Franz-Josef Jung has come under criticism for his ministry's handling of the events. On

the day of the incident, his ministry uncritically defended the Bundeswehr, but evidence is stacking up of civilian

casualties.

Photo Gallery: The Afghan Disaster - SPIEGEL ONLINE - News - International
http://www.spiegel.de/fotostrecke/fotostrecke-46581-4.html



Shafiullah, a 10-year-old boy, was among those injured in the air strike.

Photo Gallery: The Afghan Disaster - SPIEGEL ONLINE - News - International
http://www.spiegel.de/fotostrecke/fotostrecke-46581-3.html



Afghan victims of the air strike are given medical treatment at a hospital in Kabul. One victim, recovering from

second-degree burns at a hospital in Kunduz, said 30 to 40 Taliban had been standing at the river bank near the

two tanker trucks, filling large containers with fuel.

Photo Gallery: The Afghan Disaster - SPIEGEL ONLINE - News - International
http://www.spiegel.de/fotostrecke/fotostrecke-46581-2.html





Klein has come under criticism for his decision in Germany and abroad. Berlin politicians have often criticized their

allies, including the Americans in the past, for causing civilian deaths during missions in Afghanistan. "The colonel

is absolutely devastated," fellow soldiers at the German base in Kunduz.

Photo Gallery: The Afghan Disaster - SPIEGEL ONLINE - News - International
http://www.spiegel.de/fotostrecke/fotostrecke-46581.html



On Friday, Sept. 4, German Bundeswehr Colonel Georg Klein gave the order for NATO air support after the Taliban

had hijacked two fuel tankers near Kunduz. The tankers exploded after being struck by NATO bombers, killing

dozens.

'We Need to Change': America's Last Big Effort to Turn the Tide in Afghanistan -
SPIEGEL ONLINE - News - International
http://www.spiegel.de/international/world/0,1518,647531,00.html

Public support for the war in Afghanistan is being undermined by incidents such as Friday's air strike, in which

many civilians are reported to have died. US President Barack Obama and the commander of US and NATO forces

in Afghanistan, General Stanley McChrystal, want to try a new approach.

An armored car belonging to Western forces races through the streets of an Afghan city. Panicked civilians scramble

to get out of the way. A civilian car moves into the lane ahead of the military vehicle. The machine gunner aims,

fires and scores a hit.

The military vehicle then races away while a number of Afghans run over to the attacked car, which is now in

flames. They can be seen yelling and waving their arms frantically. Some of them try to help injured passengers out

of the car.

Some of the videos were downloaded from YouTube. They are embarrassing, painful scenes documenting the fact

that Western soldiers actually do insult, wound and kill Afghan civilians.



More than 100,000 foreign troops are currently stationed in Afghanistan, nearly 62,000 from the United States and

the remaining 40,000 from the other NATO countries. The German contingent numbers around 4,000.

The End of Innocence in Afghanistan: 'The German Air Strike Has Changed
Everything' - SPIEGEL ONLINE - News - International 6
http://www.spiegel.de/international/world/0,1518,648925-6,00.html

Militarily, this war is unwinnable. The strategy based on the belief that if enough insurgents are killed, the enemy

would be crushed and forced into withdrawing, has proven itself to be unsuccessful. The flow of insurgents is

endless, and every new death produces dozens, perhaps even hundreds, of new enemies -- brothers, sons and

cousins who want revenge.

But withdrawal is currently not an option. The country would fall into chaos, and the ambitions of neighbors such as

Iran and Pakistan loom large. There is a real risk of a terrorist state being created. Specifying a concrete withdrawal

date also doesn't help. In that case, the population would only begin preparing itself for the time afterwards -- the

new era of the Taliban. All cooperation with ISAF would end immediately.

Sidique knows what people at the hospital think about the bombing. "Simple village people were killed. They were

not Taliban," he says. "The German air strike has changed everything. The sympathy for the Germans is gone.

Would it be any different for you if your homeland was bombed?"

The End of Innocence in Afghanistan: 'The German Air Strike Has Changed
Everything' - SPIEGEL ONLINE - News - International
http://www.spiegel.de/international/world/0,1518,648925-5,00.html

The belligerence creeping into the German operation in the Hindu Kush is evident not only in the firmer approach

of the troops. There has been a shift of emphasis in the rules of engagement, too.

On April 8, a number of German caveats, which place restrictions on operational capability in Afghanistan, were

deleted from a NATO document. One of them was the following: "The use of lethal force is prohibited unless an

attack is occurring or is imminent."

The so-called pocket card with instructions for German soldiers, which had previously emphasized self-defense,

was also revised this summer. Now the emphasis is on the measures involving the use of force that are permitted in

order to accomplish the mission.

But the huge reconstruction project that is Afghanistan, a project that promised to bring peace, democracy and

prosperity to the country, has nevertheless failed.

The beautiful plans forged at negotiating tables in Europe and the US had little to do with reality -- not with the

reality in Afghanistan and not with the reality in the West.

No one there was really ready to accept the enormous burden that needs to be shouldered if the Afghanistan project

is to succeed.



The End of Innocence in Afghanistan: 'The German Air Strike Has Changed
Everything' - SPIEGEL ONLINE - News - International 4
http://www.spiegel.de/international/world/0,1518,648925-4,00.html

The public relations nightmare began on the Friday of the air strike. "According to our knowledge at present, no

civilian was injured," Defense Ministry spokesperson Captain Christian Dienst told journalists in Berlin.

The news agencies, however, were already reporting civilian casualties. Dienst, who is notorious for his

condescending tone, seemed annoyed in his reaction to follow-up questions by the assembled journalists. He had no

time for speculation made by reporters who were sitting, as he put it, "in their warm armchairs in Berlin."

The attack was ordered because the military was in possession of data "which allowed the conclusion that no

uninvolved civilians would be harmed in the attack," Dienst added. German soldiers were "completely in the know"

about "what they are allowed to do and what they are not allowed to do." That was all Dienst had to say on the

matter.

The defense minister did not consider it necessary to bring his top people -- military personnel, senior ministry

officials, press officers -- together at one table to get an overview of all the facts. Neither was there a common

official version of events. Soon everyone in the ministry was babbling away just as they pleased.

On Friday afternoon, senior Defense Ministry official Thomas Kossendey, a member of Angela Merkel's Christian

Democratic Union, justified the air strike by saying that a delay in acting would have presented "the greatest

possible danger" as the tankers could have been used as a rolling bomb to attack the German base in Kunduz.

Meanwhile, lower-ranking officials spread the word around that Colonel Klein had sent out reconnaissance drones

and Fennek reconnaissance vehicles during the night to gather information about the situation in the river bed.

None of this was true.

Immediately after the bombing, he had fobbed them off with a 17-line statement that was equivalent to a press

release. The tone of the statement can be seen in phrases such as "a successful operation against insurgents near

Kunduz."

he had relied solely on videos from American jets and the statements of a single Afghan informant.

The Taliban launched a new series of attacks and an armored personnel carrier was hit. That evening, a German

non-commissioned officer sitting in the camp said: "Today I thought it was absolutely right to bomb those tanker

trucks. We just can't hit enough of these assholes."

The End of Innocence in Afghanistan: 'The German Air Strike Has Changed
Everything' - SPIEGEL ONLINE - News - International 3
http://www.spiegel.de/international/world/0,1518,648925-3,00.html

"Brothers, each of those killed has a hundred relatives who will then fight against the government. Bombs sow the

seeds of hate."



Mullah Shamsuddin already has a deep-seeded hatred of the West. He is a high-ranking Taliban and one of the

most infamous commanders in the region surrounding Kunduz. When he received a call on his mobile phone from

Mullah Abdul Rahman last Thursday evening at around 9:00 p.m., he was amazed, and then delighted. Without

further ado, Rahman told his boss Shamsuddin that his 20 men had taken control of two NATO fuel trucks in

Aliabad, over 20 kilometers (13 miles) south of Kunduz. Now Rahman was asking for instructions.

Shamsuddin was surprised. "Of course we all had orders to attack NATO transport convoys, if we had the

opportunity," he told SPIEGEL last week over the phone, "but I never would have believed that we would have

managed to take a number of vehicles under our control."

During the night the insurgents had set up a checkpoint on the main road, as usual, when the convoy approached

them. Since the vehicles were only guarded by a handful of security personnel, the Taliban had the upper hand.

"The commander said that there was a brief exchange of fire and that a number of vehicles had broken through our

checkpoint," says Shamsuddin. Two of the fuel tankers couldn't accelerate fast enough, and the Taliban immediately

killed one of the drivers and took the other one prisoner. In contrast to all previous reports, Rahman said that the

driver's throat had not been cut, but that he had been executed "with a shot to the head."

According to Shamsuddin, he didn't know exactly what he wanted to do with the two tankers at the time. "We

simply planned to drive them to Chahar Dara and unload the fuel there," he says. "We can always use more

supplies."

Shamsuddin rejects the theory circulated by the Bundeswehr and the German Defense Ministry that the Taliban

intended to convert the trucks into bombs on wheels. "Every weapon against the Germans and ISAF is fine with us,"

he boasts, "but fuel tankers are far too impractical in terrain like this."

The attack did little damage to the Taliban, he now says. Only Rahman and a few of his men were standing around

the tankers at the time of the explosion.

When a German soldier at a checkpoint shot and killed an Afghan boy in August -- and the father accused the

Germans of firing without warning -- Klein went to the parent to apologize.

The End of Innocence in Afghanistan: 'The German Air Strike Has Changed
Everything' - SPIEGEL ONLINE - News - International 2l
http://www.spiegel.de/international/world/0,1518,648925-2,00.html

At 8:00 p.m. the J2 officer at the German field camp in Kunduz received a call from Afghan security forces, who

reported the hijacking of the two fuel tankers. J2 is the staff division responsible for military intelligence. The

officer informed Colonel Klein, who requested air reconnaissance from the NATO International Security Assistance

Force (ISAF) headquarters in Kabul.

Not far from the scene of the incident, an American B-1B long-range bomber was flying overhead at the time. Klein

told the crew to locate the fuel tankers. At 9:14 p.m. the pilots spotted the trucks on their screens.

At 10:00 p.m. an Afghan informant called the Bundeswehr at its field camp in Kunduz. He reported that the stolen



vehicles were stuck on a sandbank in the Kunduz River. The man is a so-called C-3 source. This means that his

reports have "proven to be reliable on a number of occasions." This classification is the minimum requirement in

order to be able to work with the information.

By now Colonel Klein had moved to the Tactical Operations Center (TOC).

Klein had his eyes glued to the screen of the American remotely operated video-enhanced receiver (ROVER)

device. This looks like a conventional laptop and shows live video feeds from the aircraft.

The images were gray and not particularly clear. It was possible to make out the trucks on the river, and people,

some of whom were apparently carrying weapons. The informant had told the J2 officer that only armed insurgents

were on the ground, including four Taliban leaders. There were no civilians near the fuel tankers, he said.

At 1:08 a.m. two American F-15 fighter jets arrived on the scene and took over the surveillance because the B-1B

needed refueling.

According to the general, if there is a risk of civilian casualties, ISAF commanders should call off air support at the

last minute and allow the enemy to escape. Commanders require at least two mutually independent sources before

they can request air strikes.

The target categories are described in these rules. Air support can be requested when there are "troops in contact,"

the operation would hit "time sensitive targets," or specific persons or objects would be eliminated. These are

known as deliberate targets.

The requesting commander can only order air strikes if there is an imminent threat for troops in contact with the

enemy. It is baffling that Colonel Klein and his forward air controller reported "troops in contact" although no ISAF

ground troops were in the vicinity of the fuel tankers stuck on the river.

As the two F-15 fighter jets circled over Kunduz, Klein apparently changed the rationale for the operation. Now he

referred to "time sensitive targets" and said there was an "imminent threat." However, the trucks were obviously

going nowhere, and had been stuck for four hours.

Klein spoke once again with the informant on location, his C-3 source. He asked: "Are there any civilians nearby?

No children? No buildings?" The answer in each case was "no." Then Klein issued the order: "permission to

engage."



A quarter of an hour later, the fighter jets reported "weapons impact" after dropping two GBU-38 bombs, each

weighing approximately 250 kilograms (500 pounds). These are highly accurate, thanks to a GPS guidance system.

On the ground, the fuel tankers were transformed into an inferno.

There were 30 to 40 armed Taliban standing on the riverbank, he says, and they were surrounded by a huge crowd,

all holding large containers which they were filling with fuel.

The Taliban had called up their friends and relatives and told them that they could come get free fuel here. Nur and

his relatives worked for hours on the trucks, trying to haul them out of the mud. People continued to stream to the

site to stock up on fuel. There may have been hundreds of them during the course of the night,

Does a farmer only become an adversary when he is carrying a weapon? Or is it enough for him to carry fuel for the

Taliban? And does it matter what he is thinking at the time?

"Most of them are Taliban supporters," based on information that he says he has received from the NDS, the Afghan

intelligence agency. But then things start to sound a lot less straightforward: He says that it isn't easy to differentiate

between who is a hardliner, who is a relative, who is a friend and who only happened to find out about the trucks.

There are no clear-cut boundaries.

The End of Innocence in Afghanistan: 'The German Air Strike Has Changed
Everything' - SPIEGEL ONLINE - News - International
http://www.spiegel.de/international/world/0,1518,648925,00.html

The recent bombing of two tanker trucks in an attack ordered by a German military colonel has led to major

international criticism of the Bundeswehr. The incident has given a black eye to a country whose politicians have

never been shy of telling others what's best in Afghanistan

Colonel Georg Klein

He is now the most famous colonel in the world, the man who ordered the air strike and is responsible for the

deaths of dozens of people. Klein appears worn out and tight-lipped.



Why was he so certain that only members of the Taliban would be hit?

"I don't want to comment on that."

Why was it absolutely necessary for him to attack on that very night?

"I really cannot say anything about that right now."

Even before his ill-fated decision, Klein was no top dog or snappy authority. Everything about him seems soft,

despite his uniform. Now it looks like all the life has gone out of him, like the air out of a balloon.

"The colonel is absolutely devastated," says everyone at the German camp in Kunduz. The commander of the

German reconstruction team in the northern city of Kunduz is experiencing the most horrendous days of his life.

His decision to order air strikes against two hijacked NATO fuel trucks on the night of Sept. 4 changed everything --

him, his career, German politics, relations with the Americans and the deployment of German soldiers in

Afghanistan.

The two bombs dropped in this attack have shaken Germany's self-image. After the horrors of Hitler's Third Reich,

the Germans strove to become the world's model country -- the good guys, the nice guys.

The soldiers were expected to conduct military missions with roses in their rifle barrels -- in Somalia, Bosnia,

Kosovo and Afghanistan. They searched out the safest corners, built drinking wells and waved to children -- and did

everything possible to avoid firing a weapon.

But now a German officer has issued a devastating order to shoot, causing two US fighter jets to kill 50 to 100

people on the ground, including civilians

It was an unnecessary air strike, that much is certain.

Berlin had actually wanted the Germans to believe that they were not even involved in a war. Afghanistan has not

been a major issue for this government, anyway -- neither for the conservative German Chancellor Angela Merkel of

the Christian Democratic Union (CDU), nor for her challenger in the upcoming elections, Foreign Minister Frank-

Walter Steinmeier of the left-leaning Social Democrats (SPD).

'Regrettable' if Canada quits Afghanistan: Chertoff
http://www.cbc.ca/canada/story/2009/09/15/michael-chertoff-homeland-security-canada-current.html

A former head of the U.S. Department of Homeland Security calls it "regrettable" that Canada plans to withdraw

from the conflict in Afghanistan.



"The consequences of failure in this part of the world will not be limited to the United States," said Michael

Chertoff, who served from 2005 to 2009 in the administration of former president George W. Bush.

"Support by our NATO allies is a very, very important element of the strategy [in Afghanistan]."

Obama: No 'pending' decision on troops to Afghan - AP
http://news.yahoo.com/s/ap/20090916/ap_on_go_pr_wh/us_obama_afghanistan

one day after Adm. Mike Mullen, his top military adviser as chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, endorsed an

increase in U.S. forces as likely necessary to battle a deepening insurgency. The U.S. and NATO commander in

Afghanistan, Gen. Stanley McChrystal, also has delivered a grim assessment of the war and is expected to follow up

soon with a request for thousands of additional troops.

More U.S. troops — 51 — died in Afghanistan in August than in any other month since the U.S.-led invasion in

October 2001.

Obama faces mounting pressure on what do next, both from an anxious and war-weary public and from members of

his own Democratic Party. He said he will follow his plan of doing a broad assessment of military, diplomatic,

civilian and development efforts in Afghanistan before deciding his next steps.

Asked if U.S. and NATO forces were winning the war in Afghanistan, Obama did not answer directly.

But he said it is clear that "we have lacked as clear of a strategy and a mission as is necessary in order to meet our

overriding objectives."

Harper said the Taliban in Afghanistan does not constitute a viable alternative government, and in that sense

progress had been made. But he said "we are concerned about the strength of the insurgency" and in Afghanistan's

ability to take long-sought, day-to-day responsibility for its own security.

Foreign Policy In Focus | Book Excerpt, 'The Will to Resist' by Dahr Jamail
http://www.fpif.org/fpiftxt/6323

The phrase "Winter Soldiers" was adopted by Vietnam Veterans Against the War (VVAW) when they organized the

first Winter Soldier event in response to the human rights violations that were occurring in Vietnam. The event,

called "Winter Soldier Investigation," was held in Detroit from January 31, 1971, to February 2, 1971, and was

intended to publicize war crimes and atrocities perpetrated by the U.S. Armed Forces in the Vietnam War.

VAW challenged the morality and conduct of the war by exposing the direct relationship between military policies

and war crimes in Vietnam.

A smaller, modern-day incarnation of VVAW is IVAW (Iraq Veterans Against the War), which was founded in 2004.

It seeks to offer a platform to those who have served in the military since September 11, 2001, to speak out against

what they see as an unjust, illegal, and unwinnable war in Iraq.



IVAW had more than 1,400 members in 49 states, Washington, D.C., Canada, and on military bases overseas.

IVAW held a national conference called "Winter Solider: Iraq and Afghanistan" outside Washington, D.C., in March

2008.

The four-day event brought together more than 200 Iraq and Afghanistan veterans from across the country to

testify about their experiences in both occupations. Although largely ignored by the corporate press, the event was

of historical significance.

For the first time since the invasion of Iraq in early 2003, former and current members of the U.S. military had

organized with the specific purpose to make public the truth of their experience. It was hoped, in vain as it turned

out, that the testimonies of veterans would provide the press with sufficient information to report on the truly

catastrophic nature of the occupations and rouse people to take action.

Hart Viges had felt compelled to join the U.S. Army the day after September 11, 2001, in the genuine belief that he

could help make the world a safer place. Like other speakers at the Winter Soldier event, he admitted that U.S.

troops routinely detained innocent people during home raids. "We never went on the right raid where we got the

right house, much less the right person — not once."

take photographs as war trophies

"We changed the ROE more often than we changed our underwear. At one point, we imposed a curfew on the city

[Fallujah], and were told to fire at anything that moved in the dark. I don't think soldiers should ever be put in

situations where they must choose between their morals and their instinct for survival."

Kokesh testified that during two ceasefires in the midst of the siege of Fallujah, the military decided to let out as

many women and children from the embattled city as possible. "For males to be released, they had to be below

fourteen years of age. It was my brief to go over there and turn the men back, separated from their women and

children. We thought we were being gracious."

Steve Casey served in Iraq for more than a year, from mid-2003. "We were scheduled to go home in April 2004, but

due to rising violence had to stay in with Operation Black Jack. I watched soldiers firing into the radiators and

windows of oncoming vehicles. Those who didn't turn around at checkpoints were neutralized one way or another.

Well over twenty times I personally witnessed this."

Jason Hurd, posted in central Baghdad from November 2004 to November 2005, testified how, after his unit took

"stray rounds" from a nearby firefight, a machine gunner responded by firing more than 200 rounds into a nearby

building.

We fired indiscriminately at this building

we reacted with total destruction.

If a foreign occupying force came here to the United States, do you not think that every person that has a shotgun



would come out of the hills and fight for his right for self-determination? Ladies and gentlemen, that country is

suffering from our occupation, and ending that suffering begins with the total and immediate withdrawal of all of

our troops.

Marine Vincent Emmanuel was posted near the northern Iraqi city of Al-Qaim from 2004 to 2005, and disclosed in

his testimony that "taking potshots at cars that drove by happened all the time and were not isolated incidents.

I remember myself emptying magazines into the town, never identifying a target

confessed to abusing prisoners he knew to be innocent. "We took it upon ourselves to harass them, sometimes took

them to the desert and threw them out of our Humvees, kicking and punching them even as we did so."

Others testified that it was not uncommon to justify accidental killings of civilians by planting weapons on them.

By the third tour, if they were carrying a shovel or bag, we were allowed to shoot them. We carried these tools and

weapons in our vehicles, so we could toss them on civilians when we shot them

In 2004, psychiatrist Robert Jay Lifton wrote an article for the Nation. Sharing his insights about the invasion and

occupation of Iraq he writes about, "atrocity-producing situations," which occur when a power structure creates an

environment where "ordinary people, men or women no better or worse than you or I, can regularly commit

atrocities...This kind of atrocity-producing situation...surely occurs to some degree in all wars, including World War

II, our last 'good war.' But a counterinsurgency war in a hostile setting, especially when driven by profound

ideological distortions, is particularly prone to sustained atrocity — all the more so when it becomes an occupation."

April 18, 2006, was the date of my first confirmed kill. I called him "the fat man." He was innocent. I killed him in

front of his father and friend as he was walking home. My first shot made him scream and " look into my eyes, so I

looked at my friend and said, "Well, I can't let that happen," and shot him again. After my first kill, I was

congratulated

Of Bush, Rumsfeld, Cheney, and all others complicit in orchestrating the invasion and occupation of Iraq, Diaz says,

"I think they should be tried, by members of the American community, and also by the Iraqi people. What they have

done is inexcusable, and whatever is done to them, no matter how harsh, will still not suffice to bring justice to the

Iraqi people and the American people after what they have suffered."

Ron Jacobs: It's Time to be Impolite About Afghanistan
http://www.counterpunch.org/jacobs09112009.html

Or will we settle for standing outside it and wishing it away?   

Yes, but it doesn't lie in being polite.  Indeed, it doesn't exist within the rules of the game.

Is there a solution to this enforced irrelevance?

So, like those who are dying in the non-wars of capital, those who oppose them are non-existent.



Their opinion is not only unimportant, it is a non-opinion because it doesn't fit into the box designed by capital.

We've been told there is no alternative for so long that those who suggest that there might be are excluded from the

conversation.

If the citizenry at home continue to receive the fuel necessary for their lifestyle, those dead and maimed children

have even less meaning in their lives.  It is, after all, the price they pay so we can (in the words of an earlier

president), “recreate however we want.”

In Afghanistan, they make desolation and call it freedom.  Enduring freedom.  This is the lesson the Afghans must

learn.  When you are the occupied, the native, the wog, you are subject to the occupier's definitions.  He will kill

your wives and children and call it pacification.  He will choose your leaders, tell you to vote and call it democracy. 

He will kick in the doors to your home, arrest you and your sons, and call you insurgents.  Of course, it is this very

practice which turns many of your men into said insurgents.

In Germany, Chancellor Merkel defends a murderous attack on civilians siphoning fuel from two stuck oil tankers,

telling her countrymen that the war in Afghanistan is not really a war at all.

Finger-wagging won't help Muslim women | Geraldine Brooks | Comment is free |
guardian.co.uk
http://www.guardian.co.uk/commentisfree/belief/2009/aug/28/muslim-women-western-feminism

By "we", I mean modern western feminists, a group among which I am generally proud to be included. Except when

we're full of ourselves.

Western feminism is not the only ideology exquisitely sensible of gender injustice. Nor are western feminists the

only ones willing or able to speak up about it. Muslim women <http://www.guardian.co.uk/commentisfree

/belief/2009/aug/25/muslim-society-us-afghanistan> have been doing this themselves for decades, loudly

and often effectively.

By contrast, western feminist finger-wagging or attempts by pro-western governments to alter Islamic laws by fiat

have been spectacularly counter productive.

the sweet sound of our own politically correct bleatings.

Don't be outraged for Muslim women | Nesrine Malik | Comment is free |
guardian.co.uk
http://www.guardian.co.uk/commentisfree/belief/2009/aug/26/muslim-women-feminism-burqas

Western feminists should not assume everyone's struggle mirrors their own – their obsession with the burqa has a

patronising whiff

This seems to be the initial turn-off when western feminism comes to the rescue, the blanket assumption that the

victim has no volition nor can respond to adversity with the commensurate degree of outrage because she is so



accustomed and desensitised to her own subjugation.

there seems to be an assumption that the salvation of Muslim women must mirror that of western women.

Inordinate focus on sartorial garb for example misses the point and assumes that all women should want to dress a

particular hijab-free way when what we should be trying to ensure is that the choice to do so or not is what is

protected.

The endeavour to help Muslim women is also undermined and treated with increased cynicism when it is morally

hijacked in order to underwrite less idealistic campaigns.

Can western feminism save Muslim women? | The question | Comment is free |
guardian.co.uk
http://www.guardian.co.uk/commentisfree/belief/2009/aug/21/afghanistan-women

Ahmed Rashid -- U.S. Needs to Keep It Simple in Afghanistan
http://www.washingtonpost.com/wp-dyn/content/article/2009/09/04/AR2009090402277_pf.html

Only Muslims can change their society | Asma Barlas | Comment is free |
guardian.co.uk
http://www.guardian.co.uk/commentisfree/belief/2009/aug/25/muslim-society-us-afghanistan

whenever and wherever there was an expansion in racial or sexual or political rights or liberties, it was because the

people themselves fought for them.

It should also tell us that the inveterate misogyny of tribal culture is not localised in the Taliban or their

misogynistic interpretations of Islam.

In fact, if after years of US war and occupation, "moderate" Afghans can only come up with an unspeakably ghastly

law that would tie sex to food (allow a husband to starve a wife if she doesn't have sex with him), doesn't it testify to

the limits of the US project of liberating Afghans?

However, I do think that it is imperialist hubris to believe that the kind of power the US exercises can be

benevolent, regardless of the personal charm of its new president, or that it is possible to bestow freedom through

force or emancipate women from the men of their own culture.

Hence the ease with which Bush could package the Afghan war, which is a war for US global supremacy, as a war

for Afghan women's freedom.

This is not to deny that Anglo-European men have long harboured the desire to be Muslim women's saviours; it is

simply to point out that this desire becomes an alibi for imperialist ventures.

The US "coalition" invaded Afghanistan to kill Osama bin Laden and his cohorts, not to save Afghan women.

If Bush had been committed to women's welfare, his administration wouldn't have tried to undermine some of their



hard-won rights in the US itself.

But we should be clear that the US-led invasion of Afghanistan <http://www.guardian.co.uk/world

/afghanistan> had nothing to do with the feminist sensibilities of George Bush (or Tony Blair)

Fouad Ajami: 9/11 and the ‘Good War’ - WSJ.com
http://online.wsj.com/article/SB10001424052970203440104574402822520657510.html

This is LBJ in 1964, from a definitive history by A.J. Langguth, "Our Vietnam," published in 2000: "I just don't

think it is worth fighting for, and I don't think we can get out. It's just the biggest damn mess." He would prosecute

what he called that "bitch of a war" with a premonition that it could wreck his Great Society programs. He knew

America's mood. "I don't think the people of the country know much about Vietnam, and I think they care a hell of a

lot less." Yet, he took the plunge, he would try to "cheat"—guns and butter at the same time, the war in Asia and the

domestic agenda of civil rights and the Great Society. History was merciless. It begot a monumental tragedy in a

land of no consequences to American security.

This distinction between a war of choice (Iraq) and a war of necessity (Afghanistan) has become canonical to

American liberalism. But we should dispense with that distinction, for it is both morally false and intellectually

muddled. No philosophy of just and unjust wars will support it. It was amid the ferocious attack on the American

project in Iraq that there was born the idea of Afghanistan as the "good war." This was the club with which the Iraq

war was battered.

The road that led to 9/11 was never a defining concern of President Barack Obama. But he returned to 9/11 as he

sought to explain and defend the war in Afghanistan in a speech to the Veterans of Foreign Wars in Phoenix, Ariz.,

on Aug. 17. "The insurgency in Afghanistan didn't just happen overnight and we won't defeat it overnight, but we

must never forget: This is not a war of choice; it is a war of necessity. Those who attacked America on 9/11 are

plotting to do so again. If left unchecked, the Taliban insurgency will mean an even larger safe haven from which al

Qaeda could plot to kill more Americans."

Laura Bush To Continue Work For Afghanistan's Women Post-White House
(video) | wowOwow
http://www.wowowow.com/post/laura-bush-afghanistans-women-today-150009

Mrs. Bush said she hopes to continue her work with the U.S.-Afghan Women’s Council 

<http://usawc.state.gov/> where she established the Laura Bush Afghan Women’s Leaders Fund

Seven years after 9/11, Laura Bush appeared on Meet The Press and told moderator Tom Brokaw that she intends

to continue her work on women’s rights in the country of Afghanistan

Saving Afghan Women from the "Liberators" By Patricia DeGennaro
http://womensmediacenter.com/ex/080309.html

Any time reforms are initiated too quickly, or directly oppose traditions, Afghans tend to respond ruthlessly – as

they did when the Soviets tried to impose progressive decrees that changed women’s status. What followed was the



comprehensive suppression of women’s rights during the Mujahedeen and Taliban eras.

President Karzai has supported women simply through rhetoric. He has promised repeatedly to appoint more

women ministers and nominate them to the Supreme Court, but has reneged on both. Worse, he signed the

“women’s law <http://www.guardian.co.uk/world/2009/mar/31/hamid-karzai-afghanistan-law> ,”

which essentially legalized rather than criminalizing abuse.

She wasn’t kidding. Everywhere, there were groups involved in “saving women” without even asking what the

Ministry needed.

I visited the Ministry of Women’s Affairs, where the first words from the minister’s mouth were, “Please help me

organize these donors. I have no idea who is doing what, and they are everywhere.”

The Feminist Majority Foundation <http://www.feminist.org/afghan/index.asp> has no intention of

abandoning the Afghan women’s cause regardless of hostilities, while Code Pink <http://codepinkalert.org

/article.php?list=type&type=400> is questioning the motive of United States support for Afghan women,

stating, “Congress is hiding behind the skirts of women to fund the war.”

Feminists everywhere are justifiably enraged at the suffering of Afghan women. Following the Taliban’s fall, there

was a rush to alleviate the plight of Afghan women and girls, backed by millions of dollars in aid. The Ministry of

Women’s Affairs and Afghanistan has been overrun by hundreds of organizations trying to help. Unfortunately,

most are not very successful.

Lasting change must come at the hands of Afghan women themselves—and Afghan men.

Lasting change must come at the hands of Afghan women themselves—and Afghan men.

Lasting change must come at the hands of Afghan women themselves—and Afghan men.

Putting Schools in the Line of Fire in Afghanistan « OPEN ANTHROPOLOGY
http://openanthropology.wordpress.com/2009/09/12/putting-schools-in-the-line-of-fire-in-afghanistan

BBC NEWS | Special Reports | Afghanistan's 'weekend jihadis'
http://news.bbc.co.uk/2/hi/in_depth/8248101.stm

In the villages of Afghanistan, many young men are working for the government during the week, but fighting for

the Taliban at weekends.

"We don't get paid," says Gul Mohammad.

"It's voluntary - all for the sake of God. We even buy fuel for the operations ourselves. And our own ammunition

and bullets."

He is educated, in his 20s, married with children and, during the week, he works in a government office.



"At the same time, I work for the Islamic Emirate (the name the Taliban use for their regime in Afghanistan). I've

been fighting for the Taliban for about two years."

As people saw the government becoming more inefficient, corrupt and indifferent, they started

tending towards the Taliban

Moshin, Taliban fighter

Most Taliban fighters in his area are young men, says Mohsin (name changed to protect identity), who is also from

the district of Wardak. He says many are civil servants.

"It's a secret in the village - there are people who are seniors in the Taliban and their brothers are seniors in the

Afghan administration - they are aware of each others' activities and their involvement, and this is accepted as a

matter of fact."

Motives for joining the insurgency vary, he says, from religious fervour to national honour to an eye for making

money from kidnapping, or looting from the enemy.

Mohsin said the spark for the insurgency was the appointment of a particularly predatory police chief to the district.

"Imagine - during the day, the police are police and at night, they are robbers. They plunder people's houses, they

loot the bazaar and kill innocent people.

"People became very angry. They stood against him and his group. And the Taliban grabbed this opportunity. They

attacked the district headquarters and, until now, it's under Taliban control."

Mohsin says American action has just led to more anger.

"The people are helping us from the bottom of their hearts. During the fighting, they give us food. They help us with

economic and technical problems."

He says he will keep fighting during his spare time until the foreigners leave.



"We will win - not because of planes and soldiers, but by the will of God."

Winning hearts and minds with school supplies
http://www2.tbo.com/content/2009/sep/11/na-winning-hearts-and-minds-with-school-supplies/news-opinion-commentary

NEAR THE PAKISTAN BORDER, AFGHANISTAN - The past few weeks in my spare time I have been reading

about counterinsurgency (COIN) doctrine and advice.

In COIN, killing the enemy is easy, but finding him is often nearly impossible unless you have the cooperation of the

villagers. Ultimately, our goal is not to kill all of the insurgents, but rather have the people take back their country's

security so we can eventually leave.

a brave 8-year-old boy I met

I desperately wanted to explain the complexities of the COIN strategy and detail the progress we are making in his

country.

I thought about describing the dynamic vision of my military leaders and his government's officials in an attempt to

alleviate his fears.

Perhaps if I detailed the strategic goals of the coalition forces in winning the hearts and minds, this would help him

understand.

To an eight year old boy??? Nice fabricated speech by the boy, by the way. Who scripts this crap?

In my attempt to understand the enemy, I have delved deeper into the culture of this country and studied its

history, including the rise of the Taliban.

For example: It really bothers me when I read about the schools intentionally destroyed. Why would the enemy

want to blow up a school?

Then it was as if a light came on. The Taliban do not want people educated, especially the female population. An

educated person might rebut their ideology and disagree with the direction of the local mullah or cleric. Since the

majority of Afghanistan (85 percent) is uneducated, most people rely on the mullah for advice on how to live their

lives. The Koran is written in Arabic, and even if it were translated in the native language, only a small percentage of

Afghan citizens could read it, let alone interpret it.

So perhaps one of the answers to winning this war is to educate the people, especially the children, because they are

the future of Afghanistan.

For them, just owning a notebook and a pen is a really big deal. That's why they mob us when we hand out these

supplies.

This is such a cowardly act from the insurgents. Children are so innocent.



Can he read his own words?! He just described an accident, which he then turns into an intentional act,

directed specifically against children.

U.S. Air Force Senior Master Sgt. Rex Temple and his wife, Liisa Hyvarinen Temple, have teamed up with a Florida

nonprofit to send school supplies to Afghanistan this fall.

U.S. Air Force Senior Master Sgt. Rex Temple is a 26-year veteran on his fourth deployment in the Middle East.

Congress wary of more U.S. Afghanistan troops: Pelosi | Reuters
http://www.reuters.com/article/topNews/idUSTRE5896AC20090911?sp=true

There is little support in Congress for sending more U.S. troops to Afghanistan, the top Democrat in the House of

Representatives said on Thursday, indicating possible trouble ahead for President Barack Obama

<http://www.reuters.com/news/globalcoverage/barackobama> .

But U.S. House Speaker Nancy Pelosi said deploying more U.S. troops could be a tough sell.

"I don't think there's a great deal of support for sending more troops to Afghanistan, in the country or in the

Congress," Pelosi said at a news conference.

"I just think we should hold off on a commitment to send more combat troops until these additional steps to

strengthen the Afghan security forces are put in motion," Levin said.

"The president will make a decision based on what he thinks is in the best national security interests of this

country," Gibbs said.

In Afghanistan, Germany is the Weakest Link - WSJ.com
http://online.wsj.com/article/SB10001424052970203440104574402362950228156.html?mod=googlenews_wsj

"Germany is in the crosshairs of international terrorism," the country's interior minister, Wolfgang Schäuble, said

last month. Too bad his boss, Chancellor Angela Merkel, isn't making his job any easier with her equivocal support

for the war in Afghanistan.

The Institute of Terrorism Research and Response recently intercepted jihadist communications threatening an

attack against Germany that would be "much more shocking than that of 9/11/2001." With the jihadi "chatter"

against Berlin intensifying less than three weeks before general elections, the fear is that Islamists bent on driving

NATO forces out of Afghanistan will "attack the supposedly weakest link in the chain of Western nations," as Mr.

Schäuble's top official, August Hanning, put it recently.

The mood in many NATO countries—including the U.S.—has turned sour on the Afghan mission, but nowhere as



much as in Germany, where the public was never sold on the war to begin with

Spain is a sobering case in point. Al Qaeda timed the 2004 Madrid train bombings three days before national

elections. Socialist leader José Luis Rodríguez Zapatero was promptly swept into power on his promise to pull out

of Iraq—a promise he kept when he became prime minister. But Mr. Zapatero's election did not prevent jihadists

from planning attacks—foiled by Spanish antiterror squads—against the country's supreme court and Real Madrid

football stadium in the wake of the train bombings.

It has escaped nobody's notice in Germany that the Left Party, the only strictly antiwar party in the country, saw its

support tick upward by four percentage points since Friday's air strike, to as high as 14% in one poll

Education Policy Today Will Determine What Afghanistan Is In 2020 - Radio Free
Europe / Radio Liberty © 2009
http://www.rferl.org/content/Education_Policy_Today_Will_Determine_What_Afghanistan_Is_In_2020/1811247.html

Amid all the political news, little attention was paid to one startling fact. Election day saw at least 26 armed attacks

on polling stations located in schools across the country.

The Education Ministry has downplayed the attacks, even arrogantly declaring it is prepared to make even "more

and bigger" sacrifices in order to support democracy.

Several nongovernmental organizations, including the Afghanistan Rights Monitor (ARM), have warned the

Independent Election Commission (IEC) and the Education Ministry about the risks of involving schools in the

election process.

more than 2,700 polling stations were set up in schools

Insurgents struck at least 26 of them with rockets, missiles, and other arms on election day, according to the

Education Ministry.

The recent incidents come against a background of steadily increasing attacks on education facilities over the past

few years.

In a nutshell, schools must be treated as apolitical, civilian structures that exclusively serve the interests of the

communities where they are located.

At the same time, the common practice of students flag-waving and singing to greet every visiting government

and/or international delegation must be stopped.

Schools must stop posting portraits of President Hamid Karzai and other government officials or painting donor

logos or flags on school building. Such practices are extremely provocative and counterproductive.

The Afghan government and international security forces must stop the practice of distributing stationary items and

school supplies. Schools must be – and be seen to be – neutral places of learning, rather than showplaces of



government policy successes.

It is a key, undeniable fact that illiteracy and ignorance are the oxygen that fuels the insurgency.

Afghan reporters blame NATO for colleague's death - AP
http://news.yahoo.com/s/ap/20090910/ap_on_re_as/as_afghanistan

Afghan journalists blamed international troops Thursday for the death of a kidnapped colleague during a rescue

operation and said British commandos showed a "double standard" by leaving his body while retrieving a foreign

New York Times writer.

Munadi was shot during the raid, but Farrell survived and was taken away in a helicopter. One British commando

was killed in the raid.

The statement also said it was "inhumane" for the British forces to rescue Farrell, who has dual British-Irish

nationality, and also retrieve the body of the commando killed in the raid while leaving behind Munadi's body.

Fazul Rahim, an Afghan producer for CBS News, said the foreign forces' actions showed a lack of respect.

"It shows a double standard between a foreign life and an Afghan life," he said.

Nato troops criticised over Afghanistan journalist rescue - Herald Scotland | News
| World News
http://www.heraldscotland.com/news/world-news/nato-troops-criticised-over-afghanistan-journalist-rescue-

1.918969?localLinksEnabled=false

Negotiators may have been close to achieving the release of kidnapped journalist Stephen Farrell before British

special forces burst in, it has been claimed.

A British soldier, believed to have been a paratrooper, was killed in the resuce operation

Now a group of Afghan journalists has blamed international troops for the death of a colleague - Farrell’s translator

- during the rescue operation.

The Media Club of Afghanistan also criticised Nato commandos for leaving Sultan Munadi’s body behind while they

rescued Farrell.

ICC prosecutor eyeing war crimes in Afghanistan - AP
http://news.yahoo.com/s/ap/20090909/ap_on_re_us/un_un_international_court

possible war crimes by NATO forces and the Taliban in Afghanistan.

The International Criminal Court is the world's first permanent war crimes tribunal and Afghanistan is one of the

110 countries that have ratified the treaty creating it.



Afghan Vignettes 4 & 5: How to Build Trust « OPEN ANTHROPOLOGY
http://openanthropology.wordpress.com/2009/09/09/afghan-vignettes-4-5-how-to-build-trust

Angela Merkel on defensive after Afghan tanker attack blunder by German forces -
Times Online
http://www.timesonline.co.uk/tol/news/world/europe/article6826088.ece

Afghan forces guard the burnt fuel tanker in Kunduz after Nato jets hit it, killing 59, including civilians

It was the end of Germany’s “Don’t Mention the War” election campaign.

Angela Merkel, the Chancellor,

was forced to fight off her critics and try to persuade a sceptical nation

that German troops should stay in Afghanistan.

But the killing of civilians has outraged the German public and, after months

of trying to bury the war as an election issue, it now seems that it might

tip the popular mood against Ms Merkel's Christian Democrats. The general

election in Germany is due on September 27.

Juergen Trittin, Foreign Affairs spokesman of the opposition Greens, told the

Chancellor: "The new Nato policy in Afghanistan in the case of such

incidents is supposed to be apologise, compensate, investigate. You have

done the opposite: cover-up, deny and in the last resort, if absolutely

necessary, apologise."

Ms Merkel's Defence Minister Franz Josef Jung initially denied that any

civilians died in the attack

Other opposition parties also demanded a re-think.Oscar Lafontaine of the Left

Party, which is enjoying a surge of support in the country, demanded a

withdrawal.

"Why don't you have the courage, like the Canadians, to set

an exit date?" he asked. "War is not a political instrument. Bring

the troops back from Afghanistan!" His favoured exit date is 2010 or



2011.

This had flushed out US criticism that the Germans, in calling in air support,

had relied on a single intelligence source (a breach of the new Nato combat

guidelines) and that the best way to have dealt with the incident would have

been to send in German groundtroops.

The US and other Nato allies, in other words, suspected that German commander

was willing to risk civilian casualties in order to shield his own men.

"I will not accept such pre-judgements, neither from critics at home nor

abroad," said Ms Merkel. She had made this plain "and in very

unambiguous terms" to the Nato Secretary-General, Anders Fogh

Rasmussen. As for the victims, "every innocent victim in Afghanistan is

one too many," she said. "We mourn each one of them."

ex-Chancellor Gerhard

Schröder, has started to go on the stump demanding a 2015 exit date from

Afghanistan.

U.S. forces in Afghanistan in dock on two counts over storming of hospital and
airstrike death of 70 civilians | Mail Online
http://www.mailonsunday.co.uk/news/worldnews/article-1211736/U-S-forces-Afghanistan-dock-counts-storming-hospital-

airstrike-death-70-civilians.html

Afghan alcohol ban after Nato staff were 'too hungover' to give explanation for airstrike that killed 70 civilians

US General Stanley McChrystal, head of the International Forces in Afghanistan (Isaf), decided to bar boozing after

launching an investigation into the bombing in northern Afghanistan.

Staff at the Kabul headquarters were 'either drunk or too hungover' to answer his questions. 

He slammed forces for 'partying it up' as German Chancellor Angela Merkel also found herself under attack for the

strike.

She spoke as General McChrystal noted in his daily Commander's Update that too many Nato staff had been

'partying it up' and did not have 'their heads in the right place' following the tanker attack.

The General found he 'couldn't get hold of the people he needed to get hold of and he blamed it on all-night

partying', according to The Times.

'General McChrystal is extremely focused on the mission and he feels that the folk who are here at the headquarters

level need to be at the top of their game in terms of supporting the folks out in the field,' an Isaf spokesman said.



American forces already ban all alcohol for their troops in Afghanistan, while British troops are only allowed to

drink at special functions with explicit permission.

The rest of the 42 nations in Afghanistan, however, have varying rules on drinking.

There are seven bars on half-square mile Isaf compound. One insider told the Times: 'Thursday nights are the big

party nights, because Friday’s

a ‘low-ops’ day. They even open a bar in the garden at headquarters.

'There’s a

‘two can’ rule but people ignore it and hit it pretty hard.'

Civilian deaths and intrusive searches have bred resentment among the Afghan population nearly eight years after

the U.S.-led coalition ousted the Taliban. There are fears the latest incidents will merely fuel the increasingly bitter

feelings towards foreign troops.

America is also facing allegations that it stormed a hospital in Afghanistan.

In the latest allegations, the Swedish Committee for Afghanistan said the U.S. Army's 10th Mountain Division

entered the charity's hospital without permission to look for insurgents in Wardak province, southwest of Kabul,

last Wednesday.

'We demand guarantees ... that such violations will not be repeated and that this is made clear to commanders in

the field,' a statement said.

Afghan recount ordered because of fraud charges - AP
http://news.yahoo.com/s/ap/20090909/ap_on_re_as/as_afghan_election

The image of a crooked Afghan president rigging the vote threatens to discredit the entire U.S.-led mission here at a

time when NATO casualties are mounting and American, European and Canadian voters are fatigued and



disenchanted with the war.

"The perception of fraud will shorten the length of time that one can expect foreign support," said Ronald E.

Neumann, a former U.S. ambassador to Afghanistan. "People will just get disgusted. They'll say, `Why do I sacrifice

my son for a leadership that cannot rally the country fairly?'"

Four more U.S. troops were killed Tuesday during what the military labeled a "complex attack" in eastern Kunar

province. August was already the deadliest month of the eight-year war for both U.S. troops and the entire NATO

force at the hands of a resurgent Taliban in southern Afghanistan.

Obama ordered 21,000 additional troops to the country this year with the immediate goal of ensuring a safe and

credible election

Daoud Ali Najafi, chief electoral officer of the Afghan-run election commission, said recounting votes could take

"two months or three months."

'Taliban, not civilians, killed'- Hindustan Times
http://www.hindustantimes.com/Taliban-not-civilians-killed/H1-Article1-451353.aspx

The German army on Friday said it was confident that those killed in a NATO air strike on hijacked fuel tankers in

the northern Kunduz region of Afghanistan were Taliban militants, not civilians.

“As far as we know at the moment, more than 50 insurgents were killed. We believe there were no non-combatant

casualties. There were no German casualties,” an army statement said, revising an earlier toll of 56.

A spokesman for the defence ministry, Christian Dienst, dismissed what he described as “speculation” and “enemy

propaganda” reports that civilians were also killed in the air strike, which took place at 2:30 am local time.

the German commanding officer in Kunduz ordered the air strike and recalled that NATO rules state that no such

attack should take place if civilians are thought to be present.

“I am firmly convinced that he stuck to the rules of engagement,” he said.

Earlier, a German army spokesman had told AFP: “We are fairly certain that they were all insurgents, but we are

not 100 per cent sure.”

NATO Secretary-General Anders Fogh Rasmussen pledged later on Friday to conduct a thorough investigation into

the bombing.

A health ministry spokesman in Kabul, Farid Rahid, said that between 200 to 250 villagers were believed to have

gathered to help themselves to fuel from tankers hijacked by the fighters.

McChrystal Tries to Calm Afghans After Air Strike - NYTimes.com
http://www.nytimes.com/reuters/2009/09/05/world/international-uk-afghanistan.html?_r=2&scp=4&sq=McChrystal&st=cse



YAQOUBI, Afghanistan (Reuters) - The commander of U.S. and NATO <http://topics.nytimes.com

/top/reference/timestopics/organizations/n/north_atlantic_treaty_organization

/index.html?inline=nyt-org> forces in Afghanistan flew on Saturday to the scene of a deadly air strike by his

forces, trying to cool anger that threatens his strategy of winning hearts and minds.

In an unprecedented televised address to the Afghan people, the general said his forces had launched the air strike

against what they thought was a Taliban <http://topics.nytimes.com/top/reference/timestopics

/organizations/t/taliban/index.html?inline=nyt-org> target. He promised to make the outcome of an

investigation public.

"As Commander of the International Security Assistance Force, nothing is more important than the safety and

protection of the Afghan people," he said in the taped address, released in versions dubbed into the two official

languages, Dari and Pashtu.

"I take this possible loss of life or injury to innocent Afghans very seriously."

A "possible" loss of life or injury...possible...casting into doubt whether there were even the wounded that

he supposedly visited.

NATO says its targets in the raid were Taliban fighters who had hijacked the fuel trucks, but has acknowledged that

some of the victims being treated in hospital are civilians.

"We will take revenge. A lot of innocent people were killed here," one of the Taliban fighters, only his eyes left

uncovered by a thick scarf, said at the funeral.

"Every family around here has victims," said Sahar Gul, a 54-year-old village elder from Yaqoubi. "There are entire

families that have been destroyed."

Village elders said 50 people were buried in Yaqoubi and 70 more in nearby villages, although Afghan officials and

the Red Cross say the precise death toll may never be known.

This means that villagers themselves say at least 120 civilians were killed, more than reported by the

official and state propaganda sources.

Kunduz province Governor Mohammad Omar <http://topics.nytimes.com/top/reference/timestopics

/people/o/muhammad_omar/index.html?inline=nyt-per> said residents had brought the attacks on themselves

by allowing fighters into the area. He told Reuters: "Villagers paid a price for helping and sheltering the

insurgents."

The villagers are to blame for being bombed?

International Security Assistance Force: ISAF Commander Appoints Board to Lead
Investigation into Kunduz Air Strike | Facebook
http://www.facebook.com/note.php?created&&suggest&note_id=169014240728&id=121507024953



ISAF Commander Gen. Stanley McChrystal

has appointed Maj. Gen. C.S. Sullivan to lead the Joint Investigation

Board conducting a formal investigation into the Sept. 3 air strike in

Kunduz.

An initial assessment conducted at the scene of the incident by

McChrystal and several of his senior leadership team concluded that

civilians had been killed or injured in the strike

The Joint Investigation Board, which is expected to take several weeks

to complete its work, has been directed to research and document all

facts and circumstances surrounding the strike and any potential

civilian casualties

Afghan group says NATO strike killed 70 civilians - AP
http://news.yahoo.com/s/ap/20090908/ap_on_re_as/as_afghan_tanker_attack

The attack on the hijacked tankers provoked outrage in Germany, where newspapers ran graphic photos of badly

burned victims, stoking opposition to the war.

Germany, which has some 4,200 soldiers in northern Afghanistan — the third largest contingent of foreign forces

behind the United States and Britain — has been reluctant to commit more troops. At the same time, the U.S. and its

NATO allies are considering a major expansion of their troop levels here.

For many Germans, the country's role in the Afghan conflict raises unwelcome memories of their country's past

militarism.

The German public also fears losing more soldiers — 35 have been killed in Afghanistan since 2002.

But the German soldiers said they have engaged militants whenever necessary and would continue to do so. They

also said their caution has resulted in fewer civilian casualties than U.S. troops operating farther south.

"There's not one cowboy among us," the officer said, as other soldiers nodded assent.

THUS - because it does not have to be that way



http://thusmagazine.com/2009/08/can-we-fucking-move-on-these-people-goddamit-winning-hearts-and-minds-with-the-us-marines-

in-helmand

BBC Newsnight

 a filmed report of US marines patrolling Helmand <http://www.bbc.co.uk/iplayer/episode/b00m8pvq

/Newsnight_19_08_2009/> , Afghanistan’s most troubled province, demonstrating the ‘new’ counter insurgency

strategy of ‘building trust and relationships with the local population.’

The marines found and searched an almost-deserted village, the natives having sensibly fled in advance of the

hearts and minds brigade. Only a young boy remained, with four old men, including a ’sinister man in black’

(Johnny Cash?). ”Why is he shaking? What’s he afraid of?” a 19 year old military genius asks, as camouflaged,

helmeted goons, bristling with weaponry, jostle the kid at gunpoint after ransacking his house, finding a rifle –

which turned out to be a BB gun (air rifle) and ‘urging’ him to reveal the whereabouts of his friends and

family. ”Last time we searched this house they wanted nothing to do with us. Ask them why?” Lance-Corporal

Bunch demanded of the interpretor. You didn’t need a PhD to answer that question, but the marines decided that

the old men standing nearby were intimidating the boy (possibly they were, but telling him ‘you’re fucked, kid’ and

threatening to ‘wax this guy’s ass,’ might have had some bearing on his situation). I bet that village can hardly wait

for the next patrol to pass by.

n contrast to their base commander and to various gurning politicians, the marines on patrol, some (literally) sick

with fear, were respectful of the Taliban’s abilities and skeptical that they would ultimately  ’defeat’ them.

Later in the sequence, a soldier observes: ”(The) Iraq war was different from this. Here . . this is like some Vietnam

shit. No-one even mentions 9/11 here.”

Charity: US troops stormed through Afghan hospital - AP
http://news.yahoo.com/s/ap/20090907/ap_on_re_as/as_afghanistan

A Swedish charity accused American troops Monday of storming through a hospital in central Afghanistan, breaking

down doors and tying up staff in a search for militants. The U.S. military said it was investigating.

The allegation that soldiers violated the neutrality of a medical facility follows the reported deaths of Afghan

civilians in a U.S. airstrike in the country's north last week

An Afghan human rights group said Monday the strike on two hijacked fuel tankers may have killed as many as 70

civilians in Kunduz province

Civilian deaths and intrusive searches have bred resentment among the Afghan population

On Monday, the Swedish Committee for Afghanistan said the U.S. Army's 10th Mountain Division forced their way

into the charity's hospital without permission to look for insurgents in Wardak province, southwest of Kabul.

"This is a clear violation of internationally recognized rules and principles," said Anders Fange, the charity's country



director. He said it also went against an agreement between NATO forces and charities working in the area.

The U.S. troops came to the hospital looking for Taliban insurgents late at night last Wednesday. Fange said they

kicked in doors, tied up four hospital guards and two people visiting hospitalized relatives, and forced patients out

of beds during their search.

They also barged into women's wards, he said, adding that strange men entering rooms where women are in beds is

a serious insult to the local Pashtun culture and word of it could turn the community against international troops.

When they left two hours later, the soldiers ordered hospital staff to inform coalition forces if any wounded

insurgents were admitted, and the military would decide if they could be treated, he said.

The staff refused. Fange said informing on patients would put the staff at risk and make the hospital a target and he

demanded guarantees the military would not enter hospitals without permission in future.

"If the international military forces are not respecting the sanctity of health facilities, then there is no reason for the

Taliban to do it either," he said. "Then these clinics and hospitals would become military targets."

U.S. military spokeswoman Lt. Cmdr. Christine Sidenstricker confirmed that the hospital was searched last week

but had no other details. She said the military was looking into the incident.

"We are investigating and we take allegations like this seriously," she said. "Complaints like this are rare."

"Even if all the victims were supporters of the Taliban, the fact that most of them were unarmed and were not

engaged in any combat activity does not warrant their mass killing," said Ajmal Samadi, the rights group's director.

The things Mr Brown did not say about Afghanistan | Andrew Rawnsley | Comment
is free | The Observer
http://www.guardian.co.uk/commentisfree/2009/sep/06/andrew-rawnsley-gordon-brown-afghanistan

NATO Begins Investigation of Deadly Airstrike on Fuel Tanks in Afghanistan -
NYTimes.com
http://www.nytimes.com/2009/09/06/world/asia/06afghan.html?ref=asia

“The usual spin as predicted:

1. Not that many died

2. Plus they were all or mostly "insurgents or fighters" (whatever that distinction is supposed to mean)

3. We acknowledge some civilians "wounded"

4. Mistakes made, our precision technology is not so good, we were blind.”

US general: Afghan civilians wounded at bomb site - AP
http://news.yahoo.com/s/ap/20090906/ap_on_re_as/as_afghanistan



The top NATO commander confirmed that civilians were wounded

The bombing also sent shock waves through Germany ahead of national elections Sept. 27. Opposition politicians

called for a thorough investigation, even as the defense minister insisted all the dead were militants.

"From what I have seen today and going to the hospital, it's clear to me that there were some civilians that were

harmed at the site," McChrystal told reporters

He did not say if any civilians were killed.

"I think it's a serious event that is going to be a test of whether we are willing to be transparent and whether we are

willing to show that we are here to protect the Afghan people," McChrystal added. "And I think that it's very

important to me that we follow through on that."

"There is no reliable information on numbers, but there's a good sort of a gut sense that there had to have been

civilians that made their way just based on the anecdotal conversations we've been hearing," said U.S. Rear Adm.

Gregory J. Smith, McChrystal's top spokesman.

a preliminary review of surveillance video showed that 56 people died in the blast. But no U.S. or NATO official

would say how many might have been civilians. McChrystal's reference to 120 people at the site suggests that

officials believe civilians died because militants rarely congregate in such numbers.

The nighttime video would have been grainy. Smith described it as showing dark spots on the screen. "You can see

shapes," he said.

French Foreign Minister Bernard Kouchner said the airstrike was "a big mistake." EU External Relations

Commissioner Benita Ferrero-Waldner called the incident "a great, great tragedy."

Afghanistan: From insurgency to insurrection | The Economist
http://www.economist.com/opinion/displaystory.cfm?story_id=14265001

The fraying state of a distant land in which the West seems increasingly bogged down

“We need security. But the Americans are just making trouble for us. They cannot bring peace, not if they stay for

50 years.”

At which, your British correspondent, who had been attracting attention in a dicey area, offered his hand and made

to leave. Mr Ghafoor responded with two distastefully outstretched fingers, and said: “I won’t shake hands with a

Kafir.”

this encounter was consistent with a worrying change detected by many grizzled Afghanistan hands, Western

diplomats and soldiers

Across Afghanistan, but especially in the mainly-Pushtun south and east (Pushtuns making up about 43% of this



multi-ethnic population), resentment against the foreign-funded government of President Hamid Karzai, the

NATO-led force that protects it, known as ISAF, and Westerners in general, is growing.

Yet there are also worrying signs that the Taliban insurgency, now estimated to affect 40% of the country’s districts,

has in some places become an insurrection.

over 90 suicide-blasts in Afghanistan this year

But misdirected American air strikes, which have many times destroyed wedding-parties and sleeping villagers in

Afghanistan—for example, in western Farah province in May when at least 63 civilians were killed—are the main

focus for Afghan rage

Acknowledging this, Mr Karzai on the campaign trial has often been critical of foreign troops

Afghans, who welcomed this Kafir intervention in 2001 with outstretched arms, tell stories of American and British

soldiers barging into cloistered Pushtun women’s quarters, at night, with unclean dogs

Casual detentions of thousands of Afghan men, on no good evidence, have also done damage

Between 2002 and 2006 in southern Uruzgan, for example, American special-forces soldiers were persuaded by the

controversial then-governor, Jan Mohammad Khan, that a rival Pushtun tribe, the Ghilzais, supported the Taliban.

In the mayhem that ensured, this soon became a self-fulfilling prophecy.

an insane tactic of sporadic sweeps by British soldiers through Taliban-controlled areas, known as “mowing the

lawn”, which might have been designed to turn local villagers to the Taliban

A local parliamentarian, Niamatullah Afari, who said he had been unable to visit his lands on the town’s outskirts

for years, predicted that no Helmandi would vote outside the province’s two main towns

the Taliban, who get perhaps a third of their income from taxing the trade

An American-funded effort to plough up opium poppies, the main cash crop in much of the Pushtun south, has

been wasteful and self-defeating. Last year this policy turned Nad Ali, which, under the control of a pro-government

drug gang, had been a rare Taliban-resistant district of Helmand, into a place as hostile as any other.

ISAF maps, showing incidents of insurgent violence in yellow, reveal the effect of these setbacks. In 2005 southern

and eastern Afghanistan were light yellow, while a speckly yellow arc traversed the west and north. In 2009

Afghanistan is covered by an almost-unbroken yellow ring, encompassing every thickly populated area. The south

and east are rich gold. The northern and western arc is now thickly freckled maize. It includes formerly peaceful

Kunduz province where German soldiers, sent there by an anxious government largely for their safety, were last

month engaged in heavy fighting.

To what extent is the conflict a popular resistance? It is not a national Pushtun insurrection—like those, rooted in

implacable xenophobia, that defeated 19th-century British adventurers and Soviet occupiers in the 1980s



the Taliban and other Pushtun militant groups may be able to call on 25,000 fighters

foreign troops are now creating more conflict than they can possibly quell

Afghan army’s spokesman, Major-General Zahir Azimi, acknowledged this. “Where international forces are fighting,

people think it is incumbent on them to resist the occupiers and infidels. This feeling is strong in the south and east

and it may spread to other places.”

the international effort to bring stability to Afghanistan, in which a strong, somewhat liberal and democratic state

can take root, is failing

Among a relatively few foreign experts on the country—as opposed to the thousands of fat-salaried Western

consultants bunkered in Kabul—the mood is bleak

“We think we’re at the centre of things, but we’re not, we’re at the margins of Afghanistan,” says Martine van Bijlert

of the Afghanistan Analysts Network, a think-tank. “And we’re so busy having meetings and discussing our plans

we’re not even seeing what’s coming at us.”

Complete failure—withdrawal by NATO and a return to civil war—seems unimaginable. But failure of some lesser

sort, still undefined, looks increasingly inevitable.

General Stanley McChrystal

“Afghanistan is this tremendously complex, Mad Max, utterly devastated society that’s got to be repaired, and I

don’t know if we can fix it. But we can’t ignore it. And I believe there are certain forces here, maybe just the will of

the people, fatigue with war—there is a tremendous desire to sort it out.”

As a symbol, then, of international support for the country—and not for anything he achieved, while mostly

confined for fear of assassination in his Kabul palace—Mr Karzai went on to win Afghanistan’s inaugural

presidential election in 2004. He has achieved little since, presiding over a spread of narco-corruption by which he

seems blithely unperturbed

As a hedge against wavering foreign support, Mr Karzai has also favoured detested warlords—including several

whom the Taliban were first launched, in the mid-1990s, to eliminate

Rashid Dostum, an Uzbek warlord linked to the slaughter of 2,000 Taliban prisoners

Mohammad Mohaqeq, a Hazara strongman

As a campaign adviser, Mr Karzai enlisted Abdul Rasul Sayyaf, an Islamist who welcomed Osama bin Laden to

Afghanistan in 1996

Air power is to be used only when there is no significant risk of civilian deaths

On the wall of the marines’ base in Garmser, a note reads: “You have to look at these people as if they want to kill



you, but you can’t treat them that way.”

In similar fashion, military convoys are to be driven more carefully. House-searches must be conducted more

politely, with respectful understanding of Pushtuns’ habit of keeping their womenfolk prisoner and their names

secret. Detention facilities, General McChrystal will recommend, should be more humane—and better intelligence

gathered from them

To maintain political support for his task, General McChrystal reckons he has a year to show serious progress—a

blink-of-an-eye in counter-insurgency time

In the words of Colonel Ghooli Khan, the police chief of Garmser, “They do not like the British or the Americans.

They just want peace.”

Tell Me Why We’re There? Enduring Interests in Afghanistan (and Pakistan) |
Center for a New American Security
http://www.cnas.org/node/675

By the end of this summer’s fighting season, the war in Afghanistan will not yet be won, but it could well be lost.

there is still no consensus on whether the future of Afghanistan matters to the United States and Europe, or on what

can realistically be achieved there

Afghanistan does matter. A stable Afghanistan is necessary to defeat Al Qaeda and to further stability in South and

Central Asia

Understanding the war in Afghanistan, maintaining domestic and international support for it, and prosecuting it

well requires three things: a clear articulation of U.S. interests in Afghanistan, a concise definition of what the

coalition seeks to achieve there, and a detailed strategy to guide the effort

U.S. interests in Afghanistan may be summarized as “two no’s”

no sanctuary for terrorists with global reach in Afghanistan

no broader regional meltdown

Marines Fight Taliban With Little Aid From Afghans - NYTimes.com
http://www.nytimes.com/2009/08/23/world/asia/23marines.html?_r=2&pagewanted=all

Despite those efforts, only a few hundred Afghans were persuaded to come out here and vote for president on

Thursday.

American officers say their troops alone are not enough to reassure Afghans. Something is missing that has left even

the recently appointed district governor feeling dismayed. “I don’t get any support from the government,” said the

governor, Massoud Ahmad Rassouli Balouch.



About all he says he does have are police officers who steal and a small group of Afghan soldiers who say they are

here for “vacation.”

the military lacks the troop strength even to try to secure some significant population centers and guerrilla

strongholds in central and southern Helmand.

And they do not have nearly enough forces to provide the kinds of services throughout the region that would make

a meaningful difference in Afghans’ lives, which, in any case, is a job American commanders would rather leave for

the Afghan government.

Governor Massoud said he personally admired the Marines here, from the Second Light Armored Reconnaissance

Battalion, but he said many people “just don’t want them here.”

He estimated that two of every three local residents supported the Taliban, mostly because they make a living

growing poppy for the drug trade, which the Taliban control. Others support them for religious reasons or because

they object to foreign forces.

Not least, people understand that the Taliban have not disappeared, but simply fallen back to Garmsir, 40 miles

north, and will almost surely try to return.

Frustrated, Governor Massoud said his “government is weak and cannot provide agricultural officials, school

officials, prosecutors and judges.”

He said he was promised 120 police officers, but only 50 showed up. He said many were untrustworthy and poorly

trained men who stole from the people, a description many of the Americans agree with. No more than 10 percent

appear to have attended a police academy, they say. “Many are just men from the streets,” the governor said.

The war in Afghanistan: Losing Afghanistan? | The Economist
http://www.economist.com/opinion/displaystory.cfm?story_id=14258750

THIS is the just war, the “war of necessity”, as Barack Obama likes to put it, in contrast to the bad war, the war of

misguided choices in Iraq.

But as a deeply flawed election went ahead in Afghanistan this week, there were echoes, in the mission by America

and its allies, of the darkest days of the Iraq campaign: muddled aims, mounting casualties and the gnawing fear of

strategic defeat

Why the West is there

The war is going badly. Much of the south of the country is out of government control. A scattered, disparate

insurgency has gained strength and risks turning into a widespread insurrection against Western forces and the

elected government they are backing



Western governments use a lazy shorthand to justify this war. Its purpose, they say, is to deny terrorists the base

and haven that Afghanistan under the Taliban provided to al-Qaeda

But al-Qaeda’s surviving leaders are reckoned to have decamped across the border to the tribal areas of Pakistan,

where Western forces do not tread

The other reasons that Western governments keep their soldiers in Afghanistan are harder to sell to voters: first,

because a precipitate departure would damage the West’s global clout, and, second, to stop the country becoming

the theatre for a war which could destabilise Pakistan and draw in other powers, such as Iran, India and Russia.

The shortage of soldiers has hampered the generals’ ability to hold territory and forced them to use air power to

make up for the lack of numbers. The civilian casualties that are the inevitable consequence of conducting a war

from the air are, in turn, damaging the war effort.

The opposition, casually described as “the Taliban”, is far from a unified force in a country of great ethnic

complexity. It includes not just religious zealots but all manner of tribal warlords and local strongmen. Many have

alarming ideas and repellent social attitudes. But if Afghanistan is to be stabilised, the West will have to hold its

nose and encourage its allies in government to do deals with them.

In parts of Afghanistan where insurgents have been driven out and the writ of the government has been restored,

residents have sometimes hankered for the warlords, who were less venal and less brutal than Mr Karzai’s lot.

By giving too many contracts to foreigners, it has created grudges instead of buying goodwill.

To most Afghan eyes, watching heavily guarded foreign aid-workers glide by in their Landcruisers, it is obvious that

much of the money is going straight back out of the country

Topic A: Is the War in Afghanistan Worth Fighting? - washingtonpost.com
http://www.washingtonpost.com/wp-dyn/content/article/2009/08/31/AR2009083103131.html

JOHN NAGL

President of the Center for a New American Security

America has vital national security interests in Afghanistan <http://www.cnas.org/node/675> that make

fighting there necessary

The key objectives of the campaign are preventing Afghanistan from again serving as a sanctuary for terrorists with

global reach and ensuring that it does not become the catalyst for a broader regional security meltdown

U.S. efforts to secure Afghanistan on the cheap after 2001 led it to support local strongmen whose actions alienated

the population and thereby enabled the Taliban to reestablish itself as an insurgent force



The so-called "light footprint" option has failed to secure U.S. objectives; as the Obama administration and the U.S.

military leadership have recognized, it is well past time for a more comprehensive approach

ANDREW J. BACEVICH

Professor of history and international relations at Boston University

Afghanistan, an impoverished, landlocked country producing nothing that Americans want or need (apart from

illegal drugs), qualifies as a vital U.S. national security interest

That fixing the place -- an effort at armed nation-building likely to require at least as many years as we have already

wasted -- provides the most expeditious way to satisfy those interests.

That adequate resources -- troops, dollars, will, and expertise -- exist to see the project through.

ERIN M. SIMPSON

Former professor at the Marine Command and Staff College; contributor to the blog Abu

Muqawama <http://www.cnas.org/blogs/abumuqawama>

The war is worth fighting, and it's worth fighting well. Years of strategic neglect and severely limited resources have

seriously undermined U.S. and NATO efforts in Afghanistan. In the last year we finally acknowledged that Pakistan

is critical to the success of our efforts in Afghanistan. In the next year we must recognize the degree to which

Afghanistan is key to Pakistan's future stability.

Is the War in Afghanistan worth fighting? Yes, but we've really only just begun.

CLINT DOUGLAS

Freelance writer and Afghanistan war veteran; will redeploy to Afghanistan soon

It has become painfully difficult to continue to argue for a continued American occupation of Afghanistan.

However, I can see no other realistic options. The war, odious and vicious as it is, must continue

The difficulty lies not with all of the tragically squandered blood and treasure, nor with the tenacity of the Taliban,

but with the venality of the Karzai regime



The thuggish kleptocracy that passes for a government in Afghanistan does more to further the spread of the

insurgency than any misguided air strike

If the Afghan government, which is propped up by both American guns and money, cannot provide some facsimile

of a reasonably efficient rule, then the brutal but otherwise predictable alternative offered by the Taliban will

prevail

We can continue to fund the expansion of the Afghan security forces, and we can enforce zones of relative stability

that could facilitate the organic emergence of an Afghan leadership that can project both strength and integrity. All

of which is a long shot, but a return to the status quo antebellum is impossible given the ever closer ties between the

Taliban and the jihadist movement

THOMAS H. JOHNSON

Research professor and director of the Program of Culture and Conflict Studies at the Naval

Postgraduate School

The war in Afghanistan is worth fighting only if we have well-defined goals and a realistic political and military

strategy to achieve our objectives

Right now, we have neither

If the goal is to build a stable, "democratic" regime in Kabul, we will almost certainly fail

Afghans will never see such a government in Kabul as legitimate because democracy is not and has never been a

source of legitimacy for governance in Afghanistan

Just as we misunderstand the basis for regime legitimacy in Afghanistan, we also profoundly misunderstand the

nature of the enemy

We can succeed in Afghanistan, but we need a strategy that is village-based and represents decentralized,

bottom-up nation building based on traditional Afghan tribal leadership and legitimacy.

DANIELLE PLETKA

Vice president for foreign and defense policy studies at the American Enterprise Institute

Poor Afghanistan, so lacking in succor for the self-righteous. No Jews oppressing Muslims, no apartheid, no

Islamists starving Africans. Angelina Jolie doesn't seem to care. It isn't even Iraq. It's no longer the good war, the



one worth winning, as it was during the elections. And when Cindy Sheehan and George Will agree it's time to

get out <http://www.washingtonpost.com/wp-dyn/content/article/2009/08/31/AR2009083102912.html>

, can a hasty retreat be far behind?

Afghanistan has both strategic and moral value to the United States

PostPartisan - No Will, No Way
http://voices.washingtonpost.com/postpartisan/2009/09/no_will_no_way.html

David Ignatius - Roll the Dice on Afghanistan - washingtonpost.com
http://www.washingtonpost.com/wp-dyn/content/article/2009/09/01/AR2009090103429.html

It's the nature of Afghanistan that nothing there ever works out quite the way outsiders expect, and that certainly

was the case with last month's presidential election. Rather than producing a mandate for good governance, as U.S.

officials once hoped, the balloting has instead brought allegations of fraud, political squabbling and delay

"Obama's Vietnam."

before he commits to the broad goal of stabilizing Afghanistan, he should be confident that the United States has a

better chance of succeeding than did two earlier aspirants, Britain and the Soviet Union

McChrystal's supporters argue that comparison with the Brits or Soviets is misplaced. "No one has ever tried

counterinsurgency in Afghanistan," argues one key official. "The British didn't try to protect the Afghan population,

and the Russians certainly didn't." This official cautions that McChrystal's goal isn't remaking Afghanistan into "a

21st-century Jeffersonian democracy," but something more realistic: "We're shooting for something above Somalia

but below Bangladesh."

"Protecting the people is the mission. The conflict will be won by persuading the population, not by destroying the

enemy."

Even in Iraq, the successes attributed to counterinsurgency came as much from bribing tribal leaders and

assassinating insurgents as from fostering development projects and building trust.

Michael Gerson - U.S. Has Reasons to Hope for Afghanistan - washingtonpost.com
http://www.washingtonpost.com/wp-dyn/content/story/2009/09/03/ST2009090302950.html

We are seeing the stirrings of a cross-ideological revolt against American military involvement in Afghanistan.

On the right, some who accepted the Cold War as a great moral cause view the war on terror as a bother -- even as a

dangerous excuse for global social engineering

And because Afghanistan is now Barack Obama's war, no partisan motive remains to support it.

On the left, some view every conceivable war as a "war of choice" that should never be chosen.



The strategic importance of Afghanistan is difficult for critics of the war to deny. The events of Sept. 11, 2001, which

began in state-sponsored terror academies there, are not yet generally regarded as a myth.

Gen. David Petraeus, head of U.S. Central Command. "To be fair," he responded, "all of us should be asking that

question more, in view of allegations of electoral fraud" in the recent Afghan election

<http://www.washingtonpost.com/wp-dyn/content/article/2009/09/02/AR2009090200329.html> . "I don't

think anyone can guarantee that it will work out even if we apply a lot more resources. But it won't work out if we

don't."

"We have to regain the initiative. We have to get ahead of this, to arrest the downward spiral, to revive momentum."

But America is not without advantages in this fight. The people of Afghanistan know what it is like to live under the

Taliban, and there is no evidence they want to go back to it. Afghan consent for the American presence in their

country, according to polls, is resilient and sustained.

George F. Will - Time for the U.S. to Get Out of Afghanistan - washingtonpost.com
http://www.washingtonpost.com/wp-dyn/content/article/2009/08/31/AR2009083102912.html

Allen and others of America's finest are also in Washington's hands. This city should keep faith with them by rapidly

reversing the trajectory of America's involvement in Afghanistan, where, says the Dutch commander of coalition

forces in a southern province, walking through the region is "like walking through the Old Testament."

U.S. strategy -- protecting the population -- is increasingly troop-intensive while Americans are increasingly

impatient about "deteriorating" (says Adm. Mike Mullen <http://www.washingtonpost.com/wp-dyn

/content/article/2009/08/23/AR2009082300660.html> , chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff) conditions. The

war already is nearly 50 percent longer than the combined U.S. involvements in two world wars, and NATO

assistance is reluctant and often risible.

The U.S. strategy is "clear, hold and build." Clear? Taliban forces can evaporate and then return, confident that U.S.

forces will forever be too few to hold gains. Hence nation-building would be impossible even if we knew how, and

even if Afghanistan were not the second-worst place to try: The Brookings Institution ranks Somalia as the only

nation with a weaker state.

Kabul controls only about a third of the country

"control" is an elastic concept -- and " 'our' Afghans may prove no more viable than were 'our' Vietnamese, the

Saigon regime."

The New York Times reports <http://www.nytimes.com/2009/08/23/world/asia/23marines.html> a

Helmand official saying he has only "police officers who steal and a small group of Afghan soldiers who say they are

here for 'vacation.' "

Afghanistan's $23 billion gross domestic product is the size of Boise's



Counterinsurgency doctrine teaches, not very helpfully, that development depends on security, and that security

depends on development

Three-quarters of Afghanistan's poppy production for opium comes from Helmand. In what should be called

Operation Sisyphus, U.S. officials are urging farmers to grow other crops. Endive, perhaps?

Even though violence exploded across Iraq after, and partly because of, three elections, Afghanistan's recent

elections were called "crucial." To what? They came, they went, they altered no fundamentals, all of which militate

against American "success," whatever that might mean

Creation of an effective central government? Afghanistan has never had one.

President Hamid Karzai's government -- his vice presidential running mate is a drug trafficker -- as so "inept,

corrupt and predatory" that people sometimes yearn for restoration of the warlords, "who were less venal and less

brutal than Mr. Karzai's lot."

Mullen speaks of combating Afghanistan's "culture of poverty." But that took decades in just a few square miles of

the South Bronx.

If U.S. forces are there to prevent reestablishment of al-Qaeda bases -- evidently there are none now -- must there

be nation-building invasions of Somalia, Yemen and other sovereignty vacuums?

Ray McGovern: Holbrooke's Afghan Benchmark
http://www.counterpunch.org/mcgovern09042009.html

I’ve seen this Afghanistan movie before. The first time, Vietnam was in the title.

As in an early scene from the Vietnam version, U.S. military officials are surprised to discover that the insurgents in

Afghanistan are stronger than previously realized.

McChrystal is preparing to tell President Barack Obama that thousands of more troops are needed to achieve the

U.S. objective — whatever that happens to be

On August 12 at the Center for American Progress, a Washington, D.C., think tank, Holbrooke tried to clarify how

the Obama administration will gauge success in Afghanistan.

“We know the difference with input and output, and what you are seeing here is input … the payoff is still to come. We

have to produce results, and we understand that.

“And we’re not here today to tell you we’re winning or we’re losing. We’re not here today to say we’re optimistic or

pessimistic. We’re here to tell you that we’re in this fight in a different way with a determination to succeed.”

Holbrooke’s flattery, though, did not deter Podesta, who kept insisting on some kind of cogent answer about objectives



and metrics.

Podesta: “From the perspective of the American people, how do you define clear objectives of what you’re trying to

succeed as outputs with the inputs that you just talked about?”

Holbrooke: “A very key question, John, which you’re alluding to is, of course, if our objective is to defeat, destroy,

dismantle al-Qaeda, and they’re primarily in Pakistan, why are we doing so much in Afghanistan? ... if you abandon

the struggle in Afghanistan, you will suffer against al-Qaeda as well. But we have to be clear on what our national

interests are here….

“The specific goal you ask, John, — is really hard for me to address in specific terms. But I would say this about

defining success in Afghanistan and Pakistan. In the simplest sense, the Supreme Court test for another issue, we’ll

know it when we see it.” (Emphasis added.)

Holbrooke almost chokes on the words as they proceed out of his mouth, and then takes a very visible gulp of air.

After the “we’ll know it when we see it” remark, Podesta pauses for a few seconds and looks at Holbrooke — as if to

say, “and that's it?” Then, like a high school teacher ready to move on to the next ill-prepared student, Podesta

utters a curt "okay."

How is it that we let people get away with that kind of rubbish when it means people — Iraqis, Afghanis, as well as

Americans — are going to get killed and maimed?

But Holbrooke’s “we’ll know-it-when-we-see-it” measure of success is just the latest sign that the Obama

administration has been playing the Af-Pak strategy by ear. The President himself seems generally aware of this,

given his readiness to give wide latitude, not clear instructions, to Holbrooke and the generals.

More important, the President also took pains to assure us that: “Going forward, we will not blindly stay the

course.” Rather, he promised there will be “metrics to measure progress and hold ourselves accountable.”

(Yet the key “metric” appears to be what Holbrooke blurted out on Aug. 12, “we’ll know it when we see it.”)

In Holbrooke, Hillary Clinton and Barack Obama have picked a loser.

Perhaps Secretary Clinton and President Obama were also unaware of his well-deserved reputation for logical

inconsistencies, not to mention the delight he takes in bullying foreign officials — the more senior the person, the

better.

Surprisingly, one of the new voices urging a troop drawdown in Afghanistan is conservative columnist George Will,

in an op-ed appearing Tuesday in the Washington Post, “Time to Get Out of Afghanistan.”

NATO probes airstrike on tankers in Afghanistan - AP



http://news.yahoo.com/s/ap/20090905/ap_on_re_as/as_afghanistan

NATO investigated Saturday whether villagers siphoning fuel were among scores killed in a U.S. airstrike on two

tanker trucks hijacked by the Taliban

a bomb blast wounded four German troops in the same northern Afghan province

A 10-member investigative team flew over the site on the Kunduz river

The investigative team led by U.S. Rear Admiral Gregory J. Smith, NATO's director of communications in Kabul,

also spoke to two injured villagers in the Kunduz hospital, including a boy and a farmer with shrapnel wounds. Both

said they were not at the river with the tanker trucks when the bombs fell but were standing a long distance away.

"We don't yet know how many civilians" were at the site of the blast, Smith said. "Unfortunately, we can't get to

every village."

A bomb blast, meanwhile, hit a German military convoy Saturday, damaging at least one vehicle. Kunduz provincial

police chief, Abdullah Razaq Yaqoobi, said a suicide car bomb caused the blast, though German military officials

said it was a roadside bomb.

An AP reporter at a nearby German base said the blast created a shock wave that could be felt inside the base.

Dems signal resistance to Afghan troop increase - AP News
http://news.yahoo.com/s/ap/20090905/ap_on_go_co/us_us_afghanistan

Afghanistan - Reuters News Photos
http://news.yahoo.com/nphotos/Afghanistan/ss/events/wl/08072001afghanistan



An Afghan villager injured lies in hospital after Friday's ...



An Afghan villager injured lies in hospital after Friday's NATO air strike on a Taliban target in northern Kunduz

September 4, 2009. NATO aircraft opened fire on hijacked fuel trucks in Afghanistan before dawn on Friday, killing

as many as 90 people in an incident that could trigger a backlash against Western troops. NATO initially said it

believed the casualties were all Taliban fighters, but later acknowledged that large numbers of civilians were being

treated in hospitals in the area

US Embassy fires 8 guards in lewdness scandal - AP
http://news.yahoo.com/s/ap/20090904/ap_on_re_as/as_afghan_us_embassy_guards

Eight security guards at the U.S. Embassy in Afghanistan have been fired following allegations of lewd behavior and

sexual misconduct at their living quarters, the embassy said Friday

Kabul senior management team of ArmorGroup North America, the private contractor that provides the guards for

the State Department, is also "being replaced immediately," an embassy statement said

A team from the State Department inspector general has arrived to lead an investigation, the embassy said.

In at least one case, supervisors brought prostitutes into the quarters where the guards live, a serious breach of

security and discipline, the watchdog said this week

In other instances, members of the guard force drew Afghans into activities forbidden by Muslims, such as drinking

alcohol, it said.

Afghanistan: Oversight AWOL? | Mother Jones
http://www.motherjones.com/politics/2009/07/afghanistan-oversight-awol

The effort to monitor billions of dollars in reconstruction contracts is understaffed and underfunded. So says the

guy in charge.

After the legendary corruption of the Iraq occupation—private contractors fashioning spurs for their cowboy boots



from stolen Iraqi gold, vanishing pallets of shrink-wrapped cash—you'd think the US government would be keeping

an extra-close watch on the reconstruction effort in Afghanistan. But you'd be wrong. Who says so? The guy in

charge of rooting out corruption

Afghanistan is an ideal destination for would-be war profiteers

We are really constructing as opposed to reconstructing in Afghanistan

At the time of the US invasion in 2003, Iraq boasted the world's third-largest oil reserves, a per-capita annual

income of $4,000, an average life expectancy of 70 years, and 74 percent literacy. Afghanistan, by contrast, has no

natural resources to speak of, per-capita annual income is just $800, life expectancy is a dismal 45 years, and only

28 percent of the population can read or write.

It has precious few paved roads, no railways, and only four airports with runways suitable for large aircraft

indigenous fraudsters siphon off far less money than do foreign ones

The Government Accountability Office warned this spring that "the sudden influx of substantial amounts of donor

money into a system already weak from poorly regulated procurement practices increases the risk of corruption

and the waste of resources."

The Cowboys of Kabul
http://www.motherjones.com/print/25645

In their bankruptcy filing <http://www.motherjones.com/files/Spier_Chapter%207_filing.pdf> , the

Spiers' company, which they founded in 1987 and named the Agency for Investigation and Protective Services, was

deemed of "no marketable value."

Barbara Spier had filed the paperwork to form a new corporation called US Protection and Investigations. Soon,

thanks to the contracting sweepstakes that was the war in Afghanistan, she was signing an $8.4 million deal with the

Louis Berger Group

USPI's job was to provide security for contractors repairing a 300-mile road stretching from Kabul to Kandahar

"Sections of the Road are subject to hijackings, robberies, and killings," Berger acknowledged in its contract

<http://www.motherjones.com/files/USPI%20subcontract%202003.pdf> with USPI. "Organized terrorist

groups are operating within the Road corridor environs, and expatriates have been intentionally targeted in recent

incidents." Safeguarding the hundreds of contractors working on the road, the construction conglomerate warned,

would be "challenging."

handed a noncompete contract to a firm with no reputation to speak of and a freshly bankrupted management team

They were defrauding the government, according to the Justice Department, filing phony receipts and billing for

ghost employees to bilk millions of dollars from programs aimed at rebuilding the country's war-ravaged



infrastructure

Afghanistan's Wild West contracting bonanza

Not only are taxpayers unwittingly enriching fly-by-night contractors, corrupt officials, and local power brokers, but

unscrupulous operators are undermining the prospects for progress that US troops have given their lives to make

possible.

Afghanistan has received even less scrutiny

With oversight woefully thin and auditors scarce <http://www.motherjones.com/politics/2009/07

/afghanistan-oversight-awol> , the bombed-out country has been a Disneyland for profiteers

A quiet man with a rugged demeanor, a thick Texas drawl, and the cowboy boots to match, Del, who's 73, told his

employees stories of working as an intelligence operator during the Vietnam War for Air America, the CIA-run

airline. In the early '90s, when he was heading a company called Del Spier & Associates, he'd worked

<http://findarticles.com/p/articles/mi_qn4182/is_19960806/ai_n10095818/> in Algeria for Bechtel,

helping to protect its employees from attacks by Islamic militants.

She once served as the president of the Federation of Houston Professional Women; the National Association of

Women Business Owners even named her Houston's Woman Business Owner of the Year. In Afghanistan, she took

a keen interest in the plight of Afghan women.

Afghanistan's fledgling Ministry of Interior, which agreed to loan USPI hundreds of its troops—a coterie of ragtag

militiamen under the command of a notorious warlord named General Din Mohammad Jurat

described <http://www.hrw.org/reports/2003/afghanistan0703/8.htm%20> to Human Rights Watch in

2003 as a "maniac" and "dangerous."

"If you wanted security, you had to pay off the warlord or whoever controlled that region," says the former Berger

official. In some cases, he says, militia commanders were paid simply to ensure "they're not going to attack you."

Others, he said, "were ex-Taliban, or even current Taliban, but the fact that they weren't attacking us along the

way—whatever worked for us worked."



Employing Afghan guards may have solved the manpower issue. But it may have also worked against one of the

international community's crucial goals: demilitarizing armed factions.

In 2005, the International Crisis Group reported <http://www.motherjones.com/files

/ICG%20Report%202005.pdf> that USPI's hiring practices had in fact served to strengthen militia commanders

"politically, militarily, and economically."

a side project set up roadblocks on the stretches of road they were supposed to be protecting, extorting money from

passersby

Building on its foundation with Berger, USPI drummed up contracts with the World Bank, the Japan International

Cooperation Agency (that country's version of USAID), the United Nations, and a range of private businesses,

including local banks and hotels

By 2006, USPI claimed to employ more than 3,000 Afghan guards, along with 160 US and expat employees, and

had a significant presence throughout the country, especially in Kabul, where guard shacks bearing its logo were a

common sight.

On its website <http://uspi.us> , the company described itself as "the foremost private security company

working in support of Operation Enduring Freedom in Afghanistan." Its stated goal? To "help bring about change

and improvement for the people of Afghanistan."

brought about change and improvement for the Spiers. In Kabul, they took up residence in a luxurious compound

that some of their employees jokingly called the "marble palace." In their bedroom, an ex-employee adds, was a safe

that sometimes contained upward of $1 million cash, used to bankroll USPI's operation.

The former USPI security coordinator told me, "I remember at one point seeing boxes of cash that they were

bringing in. I thought, 'Wow, that's really fucking weird.'"

only about 50 percent of the guards for which USPI billed LBGI actually existed

"USPI was absolutely detested by Afghan civilians" and had developed a reputation for being "very aggressive and

very cowboyish."

"I was thrown into it. Here's a bulletproof vest, here's a couple of grenades, here's an AK." Like a mafia payout, his

$600-a-day salary came in an envelope jammed with cash

He and other ex-USPI employees tell of being dangerously underequipped, issued faulty weapons and Land

Cruisers that would frequently break down on perilous stretches of road. "I was really thrown out there… without

any proper gear. They didn't care, Del and Barbara." It wasn't until he went out to take target practice one day that

he realized his USPI-issued AK-47 was broken. "It would only do single shot. I had to cock it every time I fired it. I

thought, 'Holy fuck, thank god I didn't get in a firefight, because it would have been over really quick.'"

"Our guards would just take off, leave them in the middle of nowhere. I'd get sat phone calls saying, 'Where the fuck



are the guards! We're out here in the middle of nowhere by ourselves!'"

"USPI lost a lot of guys," he says. "We were out in the desert getting pretty much executed."

"We were our own little warlords over there. We did our own thing. I could have shot a guy in the head on the side

of the road and nobody would have said a thing."

the company spirited him out of the country before a formal probe could be launched

"People just don't understand unless you've lived through it the kind of pressure to deliver results," he told me. "In

this case to get that road built under difficult circumstances in a very short timeframe. Expediency becomes the

driving force."

Embassy Guards Gone Wild: The Pictures (NSFW) | Mother Jones
http://www.motherjones.com/mojo/2009/09/embassy-guards-gone-wild-pictures-nsfw





Animal House in Afghanistan | Mother Jones
http://www.motherjones.com/mojo/2009/09/animal-house-afghanistan

POGO says that nearly a tenth of the company's 450-man embassy security force contacted the watchdog group to

"express concerns about and provide evidence of a pattern of blatant, longstanding violations of the security



contract, and of a pervasive breakdown in the chain of command and guard force discipline and morale."

According to the State Department, "nearly 90% of the incumbent US/Expats left within the first six months of

contract performance."

According to POGO sources, the U.S./ex-pat guard turnover may be as high as 100 percent annually.

Despite Wackenhut Vice President Sam Brinkley's sworn Senate testimony that "…the Kabul contract has been

fully-staffed since January 2009…" the truth is that chronic understaffing of the guard force continues to be a major

problem. And evidence suggests Mr. Brinkley knew that.

Guards have come to POGO with allegations and photographic evidence that some supervisors and guards are

engaging in near-weekly deviant hazing and humiliation of subordinates. Witnesses report that the highest levels of

AGNA management in Kabul are aware of and have personally observed—or even engaged in—these activities, but

have done nothing to stop them

management has condoned this misconduct, declining to take disciplinary action against those responsible and

allowing two of the worst offending supervisors to resign and allegedly move on to work on other U.S. contracts

lewd and deviant behavior of approximately 30 supervisors and guards

One email from a current guard describes scenes in which guards and supervisors are "peeing on people, eating

potato chips out of [buttock] cracks, vodka shots out of [buttock] cracks (there is video of that one), broken doors

after drnken [sic] brawls, threats and intimidation from those leaders participating in this activity…."

Why did a top State official tell Congress in June that ArmorGroup's performance in Afghanistan "has been and is

sound" when internal documents suggest he had reason to belive otherwise?

Our Embassy in Afghanistan Is Guarded by Sexually Confused Frat Boys
http://gawker.com/5350465/our-embassy-in-afghanistan-is-guarded-by-sexually-confused-frat-boys/gallery

Wonder what it's like to guard State Department facilities in Kabul? In photos first published by Gawker, security

contractors get their kicks peeing on one another, simulating anal sex, doing "butt shots," and "eating potato chips

out of ass cracks."

According to POGO, employees of ArmorGroup North America—a unit of contracting giant Wackenhut—get their

jollies off by "deviant hazing [that] has created a climate of fear and coercion, with those who declined to

participate often ridiculed, humiliated, demoted, or even fired."

What sort of hazing? The traditional desperately homoerotic frat boy kind, mostly involving eating and drinking

things off of other men's butts.

Also some nipple-biting



"They have a group of sexual predators, deviants running rampant over there. No, they are not jamming guys in the

ass per say [sic], but they are showing poor judgenment [sic]."

those who didn't really want to drink vodka shots out of the clenched butt-cheeks of their male co-workers were

penalized and reported barricading themselves in their rooms

sometimes the behavior extended to the locals

Mercs Gone Wild at U.S. Embassy Kabul (Updated, With Photos) | Danger Room |
Wired.com
http://www.wired.com/dangerroom/2009/09/mercs-gone-wild-at-us-embassy-kabul

it’s more like Animal House with automatic weapons

“peeing on people, eating potato chips out of ass cracks, vodka shots out of ass cracks”



yet why did you continue to extend the contract?

MR. KELLY: Well, as I say, these are serious allegations. What you just read me, I would – I think they’re very

serious too.

QUESTION: These aren’t allegations. These are your own words. These are your own words.

Party Ends for Kabul Embassy’s Booze-Soaked Guard Force | Danger Room |
Wired.com
http://www.wired.com/dangerroom/2009/09/party-ends-for-kabul-embassys-booze-soaked-guard-force

Amid allegations that the contracted security force guarding the Kabul embassy had turned into the 101st Tequila

Brigade <http://www.wired.com/dangerroom/2009/09/mercs-gone-wild-at-us-embassy-kabul/> , the

State Department sent a top-level team <http://www.state.gov/r/pa/prs/dpb/2009/sept/128597.htm> to

investigate. Alcohol has been banned at Camp Sullivan <http://www.google.com/hostednews

/ap/article/ALeqM5hvWEqwq3CrRvaQCmt21MfoYhjZJQD9AFQNR81> — the compound where the guards live — and

diplomatic security officers have been assigned to keep an eye on the guards.



t’s brought the spotlight on ArmorGroup, the relatively low-key security firm that has provided security for the

embassy since 2007 under a contract worth $189 million. Wackenhut, a subsidiary of G4S

<http://www.g4s.com/usw/usw-about_wackenhut.htm> , had bid for the initial embassy security contract, only

to be outbid by ArmorGroup North America; in Senate testimony <http://mccaskill.senate.gov

/pdf/BrinkleyInvite.pdf> this year, Samuel Brinkley, vice president of homeland and international security

services at Wackenhut, complained the firm had been losing $1 million a month on the embassy contract

<http://online.wsj.com/article/SB124468336429504781.html> since G4S acquired ArmorGroup in

mid-2008.

It's Not About Us | Foreign Policy
http://www.foreignpolicy.com/articles/2009/09/01/its_not_about_us?page=full

The United States need not be Miss Congeniality to win the war of ideas. We just need to make moderates hate

extremists more than they dislike us.



On Aug. 17, Judith McHale, my successor as U.S. undersecretary of state for public diplomacy and public affairs, sat

down with a Pakistani journalist in a hotel conference room in Karachi. According to a New York Times account

<http://www.nytimes.com/2009/08/20/world/asia/20holbrooke.html> , the one-on-one meeting was part of

U.S. President Barack Obama's strategy to convince "the Pakistani people that the United States is their friend."

McHale gave a "polite presentation about building bridges between America and the Muslim world." Then, the

Pakistani journalist, Ansar Abbasi, told her, "You should know that we hate all Americans. From the bottom of our

souls, we hate you."

Why John Nagl isn't being realistic about Afghanistan - By Michael Cohen | The
AfPak Channel
http://afpak.foreignpolicy.com/posts/2009/09/03/why_john_nagl_isnt_being_realistic_about_afghanistan

If the

United States does not have host country support to conduct counterinsurgency

operations then why does Nagl believe we should continue engaging in an

operational approach that is missing this vital ingredient?

In Iraq, it took roughly five years

to create a somewhat functional security apparatus and that was in a country

with a tradition of a professional army and a reasonably well-educated

population -- Afghanistan has neither

How long will it take to train 400,000 police

and military in Afghanistan? One can imagine years or even decades. And how

exactly will this be paid for and sustained? Today, the current budgets of both



the police and military exceed the Afghan government's revenues

But these long-term concerns,

notwithstanding, what happens in Afghanistan while this force is being trained?

Who provides the "clear" and "hold" functions of

counter-insurgency? The obvious and unmistakable answer is the U.S. military

and NATO.

If the face of the

counterinsurgency fight in Afghanistan remains that of a U.S. soldier for the

next several years then this military effort will be fatally undermined.

As FM

3-24 makes clear, "eventually all foreign armies are seen as interlopers

or occupiers."

Nagl argues that the United

States "knows how to conduct counterinsurgency successfully." It's a

debatable point, but even if one accepts this view by the precepts of

counterinsurgency laid out FM 3-24 the U.S. simply lacks the resources to be

successful in this endeavor

Without host country support an effort to increase

the legitimacy of the Afghan government will simply not succeed -- which makes

the current focus on COIN tactics that much more bewildering.

The key here is to move away from a population centric

counter-insurgency fight, particularly in southern Afghanistan, to a more

focused and politically realistic operation oriented around counter terrorism.

re-focusing the fight in Afghanistan

from counterinsurgency to a policy of containment is a good place to start

this discussion

Afghanistan is today's Vietnam- By Thomas H. Johnson and M. Chris Mason |
Foreign Policy
http://www.foreignpolicy.com/articles/2009/08/20/saigon_2009?page=full

For those who say that comparing the current war in

Afghanistan to the Vietnam War is taking things too far, here's a reality

check: It's not taking things far enough. From the origins of these North-South

conflicts to the role of insurgents and the pointlessness of this week's Afghan

presidential elections, it's impossible to ignore the similarities between



these wars.

Even at first glance the structural parallels alone are

sobering. Both Vietnam and Afghanistan (prior to the U.S. engagement there) had

surprisingly defeated a European power in a guerrilla war that lasted a decade,

followed by a largely north-south civil war which lasted another decade. Insurgents

in both countries enjoyed the advantage of a long, trackless, and uncloseable

border and sanctuary beyond it, where they maintained absolute political

control. Both were land wars in Asia with logistics lines more than 9,000 miles

long and extremely harsh terrain with few roads, which nullified U.S.

advantages in ground mobility and artillery. Other key contributing factors bear

a striking resemblance: Almost exactly 80 percent of the population of both

countries was rural, and literacy hovered around 10 percent.

In both countries, the United States sought to create an

indigenous army modeled in its own image, based on U.S. army organization

charts.

assignment of personnel as combat advisors and mentors was the absolute lowest

priority

in both wars, the  U.S.

military grossly misled the American people about the size of the indigenous

force over a protracted period

In Afghanistan, for example, the U.S. military touts

91,000 ANA soldiers as "trained and equipped," knowing full well that barely

39,000 are still in the ranks and present for duty.

It's

hard to defeat an enemy you don't understand, and in Afghanistan, as in

Vietnam, this fight is being played out in a different war.

The United States lost the war in Vietnam, historical revisionism

notwithstanding, because of a fatal nexus of political and military failure,

and the exact same thing is happening in Afghanistan.

Almost exactly the same percentage of personnel in

Afghanistan has rural reconstruction as its primary mission (the Provincial

Reconstruction Teams) as had "pacification" (today's "nation-building")

as their primary mission in Vietnam, about 4 percent.

other 96 percent is



engaged in chasing illiterate teenage boys with guns around the countryside,

exactly what the enemy wants us to do. 

Meanwhile the political failure in Kabul is Saigon déjà vu. A government that is seen as

legitimate by 85 or 90 percent of the population is considered the sine qua non of success by

counterinsurgency experts.

Robert Kagan - Is Obama Really Waging a 'War of Necessity' in Afghanistan? -
washingtonpost.com
http://www.washingtonpost.com/wp-dyn/content/article/2009/08/21/AR2009082102922.html

President Obama recently defended <http://www.whitehouse.gov/the_press_office/Remarks-by-the-

President-at-the-Veterans-of-Foreign-Wars-convention/> American combat in Afghanistan as a "war of

necessity," not a "war of choice." He borrowed this deceptively neat distinction from Richard Haass, president of

the Council on Foreign Relations and author of a recent book on the subject

Haass quickly corrected the president. No, Afghanistan is a "war of choice," he declaimed

<http://www.nytimes.com/2009/08/21/opinion/21haass.html> in the New York Times, "Mr. Obama's

choice."

There have been few if any clear-cut wars of necessity in America's history.

The fact is, unless the nation is invaded or its very survival is imminently threatened, going to war is always a

choice.

For many, including Obama, the present purpose is to distinguish Afghanistan from Iraq, Obama's "good" war from

George W. Bush's "bad" war. But it won't work. As Haass correctly argues, right or wrong, they were both wars of

choice.

Just because America declares something necessary doesn't mean that the rest of the world, and especially its

victims, will believe it is just. The claim of necessity will not absolve the United States, and Obama, from

responsibility for its actions.

An action can be right or just without being necessary.

NATO air riad kills '100 civilians' in Afghanistan
http://www.presstv.com/detail.aspx?id=105263&ionid=351020403

Wackenhut aids inquiry into its Afghanistan contractor - CNN.com
http://www.cnn.com/2009/WORLD/asiapcf/09/03/afghanistan.contractors

The parent company of a security contractor said Thursday it is "fully cooperating" in the investigation of

allegations that the contractor allowed mistreatment, sexual activity and intimidation within the ranks of private

guards hired to protect the U.S. Embassy in Afghanistan.



a video of a man with a bare backside and another man apparently drinking a liquid that had been poured down the

man's lower back

She said that ranking supervisors were "facilitating this kind of deviant hazing and humiliation, and requiring

people to do things that made them feel really disgusted."

NATO airstrike kills or wounds 90 - CNN.com
http://edition.cnn.com/2009/WORLD/asiapcf/09/04/afghanistan.airstrike/index.html?eref=edition

A NATO airstrike on a pair of stolen fuel trucks in northern Afghanistan early Friday killed or injured 90 people -- a

mix of Taliban militants and civilians, a provincial government official said.

Most of the casualties were militants, said Mahboobullah Sayeedi, a spokesman for the governor of Kunduz

province.

NATO had no casualty figures but said the strike was carried out after "it was determined that there were only

insurgents in the area," said Christine Sidenstricher of NATO's International Security Assistance Force, or ISAF.

Al Jazeera English - CENTRAL/S. ASIA - Afghanistan air attack kills scores
http://english.aljazeera.net/news/asia/2009/09/200994465561117.html

At least 60 people are thought to have been killed in northern Afghanistan after a Nato raid hit two hijacked petrol

lorries.

Gulam Mohyuddin, the local chief of police, said on Friday that the air raid had hit the tankers in Kunduz province,

near the Tajikistan border.

"The Taliban there said 'help yourself' to the village, and a large crowd appeared," Bays said.

"It appears that then the US launched a bombing mission to bomb those trucks."

Mohammad Omar, the Kunduz governor, said that many Taliban fighters were killed in the attack, including a



senior Taliban commander.

Zabihullah Mujahid, a Taliban spokesman, said that as many as 90 civilians, who had come out to take the fuel from

the lorries, had been killed in the attack.

An Al Jazeera producer in Kunduz province said that he had seen at least 50 injured people in a local hospital, all

burn-victims, and all of them said they had lost family in the incident.

Our correspondent said: "If these reports are confirmed, this will be a definite blow to General [Stanley]

McChrystal, the US and Nato army commander in Afghanistan, who has urged US forces to avoid civilian causalities

where at all possible."

Afghan official: Airstrike on fuel trucks kills 40 - AP
http://news.yahoo.com/s/ap/20090904/ap_on_re_as/as_afghanistan

A U.S. jet dropped 500-pound bombs on two tanker trucks hijacked by the Taliban before dawn Friday

killed up to 90 people

including dozens of civilians who had rushed to the scene to collect fuel, Afghan officials said

likely to intensify concern

Look at the absolute lack of any note of outrage, unlike the heavy language used by AP to describe

anti-Western attacks

Germany, whose troops called in the 2:30 a.m. strike in the northern province of Kunduz

Police Chief Gulam Mohyuddin

Gov. Mohammad Omar of Kunduz province said at least 45 were killed

The police chief said the airstrike killed 40 people

Hours earlier, the top Pentagon officer, Adm. Mike Mullen, said civilian casualties had recently been greatly

reduced in Afghanistan.

Kunduz Gov. Mohammad Omar said 90 people were killed

Afghan police officer, speaking on condition of anonymity because of the sensitivity of the information, said that

included about 40 civilians who were siphoning fuel from the trucks

Germany said about 50 fighters were killed and no civilians were believed in the area at the time

NATO chief Anders Fogh Rasmussen, however, acknowledged some civilians may have died, and the U.S.-led

coalition and the Afghan government announced a joint investigation



Afghan President Hamid Karzai announced he was creating a panel to investigate the attack. "Targeting civilians is

unacceptable for us," he said.

Local government spokesman Mohammad Yawar said police found pieces of dozens of weapons scattered around

the site. He estimated that more than 70 people were killed, at least 45 of them militants

Navy Lt. Cmdr. Christine Sidenstricker, a public affairs officer, said the attack occurred after commanders in the

area determined that there were no civilians there.

The local governor, Mohammad Omar, said 72 were killed and 15 wounded. He said about 30 of the dead were

identified as insurgents, including four Chechens and a local Taliban commander

In Brussels, however, NATO Secretary General Anders Fogh Rasmussen said "a number" of Taliban fighters were

killed and "there is a possibility of civilian casualties as well."

The rest were probably fighters or their relatives

villagers buried some in a mass grave

Many of the bodies were burned beyond recognition

Defense Department press secretary Geoff Morrell said Friday that McChrystal's new orders have started to reduce

civilian casualties, but that the effort is "a process" as opposed to something instantly achieved

the Germans called for a U.S. airstrike, which occurred about 40 minutes after the tankers were seized

A large number of civilian casualties in Friday's attack could also stoke opposition in Germany to the Afghan

mission ahead of the Sept. 27 German national elections. There are 4,050 German soldiers in Afghanistan, and polls

show a majority of Germans oppose their presence here.

Abdul Moman Omar Khel, member of the Kunduz provincial council and a native of the village where the airstrike

happened, said about 500 people from surrounding villages swarmed the trucks before the attack.

villagers told him insurgents had invited them to help themselves to the fuel.

"The Taliban called to the villagers 'Come take free fuel,'" he said, and the prospect of free fuel must have been

irresistible. "The people are so hungry and poor."

The German commander ordered the airstrike after an unmanned surveillance aircraft determined no civilians

were in the area, German officials said.

The officials, who spoke on condition of anonymity as a matter of policy, said a U.S. jet dropped two bombs 40

minutes after the request. It was unclear whether civilians began to gather during that time.

It was impossible to independently verify details because the attack was in an area where Taliban forces operate.



Travel is risky, and the Germans refused to allow an Associated Press reporter to accompany them to the site.

German troops who inspected the area hours afterward exchanged gunfire with militants but there were no German

casualties, an army statement said.

Fifty-one U.S. troops died in Afghanistan in August, making it the bloodiest month for American forces there since

the U.S.-led invasion in late 2001.

When the hijackers tried to drive the trucks across the Kunduz River, the vehicles became stuck in the mud and the

insurgents opened valves to release fuel and lighten the loads, he said.

Villagers swarmed the trucks to collect the fuel despite warnings that they might be hit with an airstrike, Mujahid

said, claiming no Taliban fighters died in the attack.

Abdul Moman Omar Khel, a member of the Kunduz provincial council and a native of the village, said about 500

people from surrounding communities swarmed the trucks after the Taliban invited them to help themselves to the

fuel. Many were awake at that hour because of a late-night wedding party and festivities marking the Islamic holy

month of Ramadan, when Muslims can eat and drink only during hours of darkness.

This is the only source in the entire article that is actually placed in the village, not a governor, not a police

chief, not a NATO official, not a German officer, but a villager.

Last May, U.S. warplanes struck military targets in the western Farah province, killing an estimated 60-65

insurgents. The U.S. said 20-30 civilians also died in those attacks. The Afghan government said 140 civilians were

killed.

Survivors expressed anger that NATO and Afghan forces were unable to provide enough security in the area to

prevent Taliban violence

Bizarre insertion, since the Taliban were not attacking the villagers, NATO was.

Also Friday, a French soldier was killed and nine others injured when their vehicles were hit by a bomb near

Bagram Air Base north of Kabul. The death brings the total number of French soldiers killed in Afghanistan since

2001 to 20

Spanish authorities said Spanish troops in western Afghanistan killed 13 insurgents and wounded three in a

five-hour battle Thursday. There were no Spanish casualties.

Afghan Vignette 3: Protecting Civilians, Winning Hearts and Minds « OPEN
ANTHROPOLOGY
http://openanthropology.wordpress.com/2009/09/04/afghan-vignette-3-protecting-civilians-winning-hearts-and-minds

NATO airstrike hits Afghan fuel truck: officials - AFP
http://news.yahoo.com/s/afp/20090904/wl_afp/afghanistanunrestnato_20090904053615;_ylt=AsgEegveSXIGWedwIbydywf9xg8F;

_ylu=X3oDMTE2NjY4NTFiBHBvcwMyBHNlYwN5bi1yLWItbGVmdARzbGsDZXYtbmF0b2FpcnN0



KUNDUZ, Afghanistan (AFP) –

An airstrike carried out by the NATO force in Afghanistan targeted a fuel tanker hijacked by Taliban insurgents

causing dozens of casualties on Friday, officials and witnesses said.

"Last night, the Taliban tried to take a fuel tanker that they hijacked on the highway to Angorbagh village," said

Baryalai Basharyar Parwani, police chief of the Ali Abad district in northern Kunduz province.

"The fuel tanker got stuck in the river. There were local civilians with them as well. The Taliban were bombed. More

than 60 people have been killed and injured," he said.

A spokesman for the International Security Assistance Force (ISAF) under NATO told AFP: "It was an ISAF

airstrike."

Around eight bodies were in terrible condition -- the skin burnt black and peeling off to expose raw red muscle.

Others were so badly wounded, they were incapable of crying, with their badly burnt clothes stuck to their flesh.

"They managed to take one of the tankers over the river. The second got stuck so they told villagers to come and

take the diesel," Daud said.

"Villagers rushed to the fuel tanker with any available container that they had, including water buckets and pots for

cooking oil.

"There were 10 to 15 Taliban on top of the tanker. This was when they were bombed. Everyone around the fuel

tanker died.

"Nobody was in one piece. Hands, legs and body parts were scattered everywhere. Those who were away from the

fuel tanker were badly burnt."

Blast after Afghan air strike, scores feared killed - Reuters
http://news.yahoo.com/s/nm/20090904/wl_nm/us_afghanistan_1;_ylt=AnkPmy5gtuhvwLTUZ8hjtbj9xg8F;

_ylu=X3oDMTE2Y3ZocGFwBHBvcwMxBHNlYwN5bi1yLWItbGVmdARzbGsDZXYtYmxhc3RhZnRl

KUNDUZ, Afghanistan (Reuters) –

Scores of people were feared killed on Friday in a big fuel-tanker blast in northern Afghanistan that followed a

NATO air strike in the area, Afghan officials said.

NATO forces confirmed that they had carried out an air strike, and said their target was insurgents. They had no

immediate information about the report of the explosion and casualties.



Kunduz province Governor Mohammad Omar said as many as 90 people were feared killed, burned alive in the

giant blast, which took place as villagers gathered to collect fuel from tanker trucks captured by Taliban militants.

Asked about reports the blast may have been caused by NATO forces firing on fuel tankers, Captain Jon Stock, press

officer for NATO's International Security Assistance Force (ISAF), said: "I can confirm that there was an air strike

last night or early this morning."

Brown says UK troops stay in Afghanistan for now - Yahoo! News
http://news.yahoo.com/s/ap/20090903/ap_on_re_eu/eu_britain_afghanistan

Britain's military will stay in Afghanistan until it can look after its own security, Prime Minister Gordon Brown said

Friday, dismissing a call from one of his government's defense aides to begin planning a pullout from the country.

"People ask what success in Afghanistan would look like," Brown said in excerpts released to the media ahead of the

speech. "The answer is that we will have succeeded when our troops are coming home because the Afghans are

doing the job themselves."

the resignation of defense aide Eric Joyce over Brown's management of the conflict

Joyce, a former army major, is one of the few members of the governing Labour Party with significant military

experience.

"I do not think the public will accept for much longer that our losses can be justified by simply referring to the risk

of greater terrorism on our streets," the letter said. "We also need to make it clear that our commitment in

Afghanistan is high but time limited."

Ron Jacobs: Embedded With the Taliban
http://www.counterpunch.org/jacobs09032009.html

Anand Gopal is a reporter based in Kabul who has reported from all parts of Afghanistan

I have some well-placed Taliban contacts and I was offered a chance to come out and see how the insurgents really

operate. Since there is so little about this in public domain, it seemed like an excellent opportunity.

Passing from Kabul to the rural countryside where the Taliban holds sway was pretty illuminating: all traces of

government presence vanish and instead the streets are filled with gun-toting insurgents. The Taliban rule through

fear, but they also have a degree of support in the areas in which they exist. In some cases I saw locals coming up

and offering them food or shelter.  

The insurgents, like most rural Afghans, were uneducated and not very worldly. However, they managed to develop

a somewhat sophisticated analysis of the situation in Afghanistan. They felt that they were fighting to free their

country from foreign oppression, and they felt that they were fighting to preserve their culture and values.

We shouldn't read this to mean that they are heroic guerrillas or liberators of the Afghan people. They represent the



values and outlook of rural Pashtun life, something that is not applicable to the rest of society, whether that be the

urban population or non-Pashtun ethnic groups. This is why, for example, the Taliban has little support among

these groups.

The amount of area it controls grows yearly, and in the Pashtun areas it is much stronger than the Afghan

government.

The insurgency is certainly getting stronger.

Undercutting the growth of the insurgency would require bringing development, providing jobs and opportunities

for social advancement to rural Pashtuns.  It would also require bringing an honest and responsive government.

The number of civilian casualties do appear to be down from last year, although its very difficult to say with

certainly since many such cases are not reported. 

In many places where the insurgents operate, for example, they enjoy the active support and protection of the

locals.

McChrystal's order to bar international forces from starting fights with militants near the homes of Afghan civilians

would mean that very little fighting happens at all, since the Taliban (for example) are rooted in the villages and

operate there.

McChrystal has made clear that the military component is only part of the strategy to turn things around here--

equally if not more important is bringing good governance and economic opportunities. There has been no

announcement of a plan to do this, nor is the military capable of doing it, so I suspect that the military will continue

fall back on what it does best--fighting.

same day that McChrystal announced his revamped counterinsurgency doctrine, U.S. forces raided a hospital, for

example--a clear violation of international law and the new doctrine.

The Afghan and Pakistani Taliban are distinct entities.

there are Pakistani Taliban commanders who don't fight against Islamabad and focus their energies solely in

Afghanistan, for example.

overall the Pakistani Taliban has very little presence in Afghanistan, while the Afghan Taliban don't fight in

Pakistan.

The Afghan Taliban are products of the war-ravaged rural Afghan countryside. The Pakistani Taliban however are

as much the product of the gross social and economic inequalities of the Pakistani tribal areas as they are of the

events in Afghanistan.

The Pakistani Taliban tend to attack village chiefs and some landowners, creating an almost Robin Hood air about

them--one of the reasons for their initial support amongst local populations--whereas the Afghan Taliban do



nothing of the sort. The latter are allied with village chiefs and landlords.

In Afghanistan, however, 30 years of warfare have eroded tribal structures in many parts of the country and we

rarely see the Taliban caught up in tribal conflicts.

U.S. Faces Further Afghan Questions - WSJ.com
http://online.wsj.com/article/SB125200528923584181.html

Washington is about to become fixated on a number: the number of troops President Barack Obama wants to add in

Afghanistan.

Can the administration convince Washington that a significantly different strategy is in place? And second, is the

timeline for that strategy fast enough that it will show progress before political support collapses?

If the answers to those two questions are positive, the level of American troops will become secondary

If the answers are no, the administration, by the middle of next year, will find it hard to sustain support for troops

at any level.

Concern about an abstract troop count dominates when the strategy isn't working.

The tendency now is for Americans to see Afghanistan with a combination of weariness and wariness: weariness

because the fight the U.S. and its allies are waging has, in some form, been under way for eight years; wariness

because of a growing sense that the longstanding American goal of constructing a stable and effective Afghan central

government that can keep Islamic militants in check is simply not achievable.

Gates Signals He’s Open to More Troops in Afghanistan - NYTimes.com
http://www.nytimes.com/2009/09/04/us/politics/04military.html?_r=1&hp

Defense Secretary Robert M. Gates <http://topics.nytimes.com/top/reference/timestopics/people

/g/robert_m_gates/index.html?inline=nyt-per> signaled on Thursday that he was open to an increase in

American troops in Afghanistan <http://topics.nytimes.com/top/news/international

/countriesandterritories/afghanistan/index.html?inline=nyt-geo> and Adm. Mike Mullen

<http://topics.nytimes.com/top/reference/timestopics/people/m/michael_g_mullen

/index.html?inline=nyt-per> , the chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff <http://topics.nytimes.com

/top/reference/timestopics/organizations/j/joint_chiefs_of_staff/index.html?inline=nyt-org> ,

said there was now a “sense of urgency” about the eight-year-old war and that “time is not on our side.”

Mr. Gates said his previous concerns about the American “footprint” becoming too big in Afghanistan had been

“mitigated” by Gen. Stanley A. McChrystal <http://topics.nytimes.com/top/reference/timestopics

/people/m/stanley_a_mcchrystal/index.html?inline=nyt-per>

Mr. Gates said that although he had long been worried that a large number of American forces would alienate the

Afghan population, as happened when the Russians had 120,000 troops in Afghanistan in the 1980s, he was taking



seriously the views of General McChrystal, who has indicated that the size of the force is less important than what it

does.

“Where foreign forces have had a large footprint and failed in no small part has been because the Afghans

concluded they were there for their own imperial interests and not there for the interests of the Afghan people,” Mr.

Gates said.

Mr. McChrystal’s efforts since June to reduce civilian casualties and interact more with Afghans “has given us a

greater margin of error in that respect.”

Gates says it's not time to leave Afghanistan - AP
http://news.yahoo.com/s/ap/20090903/ap_on_go_ca_st_pe/us_us_afghanistan

Facing eroding public support for the war in Afghanistan, the Pentagon chief said Thursday that the Obama

administration's effort in the eight-year-old conflict is "only now beginning." Defense Secretary Robert Gates also

said he disagrees with people who say it's time to get out of Afghanistan.

"I don't believe that the war is slipping through the administration's fingers," Gates said. "The nation has been at

war for eight years. The fact that Americans would be tired of having their sons and daughters at risk and in battle is

not surprising."

"I think what is important to remember is the president's decisions on this strategy were only made at the very end

of March; our new commander appeared on the scene in June," Gates said, adding that the extra troops Obama

ordered are not even all there yet, nor is the "civilian surge" he wants on hand to help.

Anti-war groups turn against Barack Obama after Afghanistan surge - Telegraph
http://www.telegraph.co.uk/news/worldnews/northamerica/usa/barackobama/6116178/Anti-war-groups-turn-against-Barack-Obama-

after-Afghanistan-surge.html

Anti-war protesters are planning an autumn campaign against President Barack Obama's extension of operations in

Afghanistan to coincide with the eighth anniversary of the first bombing of the Taliban.

There is rising disillusion among liberals and peace activists that a president who built his campaign on his

opposition to the war in Iraq now views America's other conflict as a "war of necessity".

Some organisations that campaigned against the Iraq war are biding their time or are more inclined to side with the

president's argument that a stronger counter-insurgency effort in Afghanistan is in US national interests.

others have run out of patience, and though they know they will not yet fill city centre streets with protestors, they

plan to hold marches and smaller events such as forums with war veterans and troops' families, as well as lobbying

members of Congress.

"As progressives feel more comfortable protesting against the Obama administration and challenging Democrats as

well as Republicans in Congress, then we'll be back on track," Medea Benjamin of the anti-war group Code Pink



said.

Perry O'Brien, president of the New York chapter of Iraq Veterans Against the War, said: "In the next year, it will

more and more become Obama's war. He'll be held responsible for the bloodshed."

Coalition strategy in Afghanistan failing, admits US - Telegraph
http://www.telegraph.co.uk/news/worldnews/asia/afghanistan/6117298/Coalition-strategy-in-Afghanistan-failing-admits-US.html

The Army is making the same old mistakes in Afghanistan, say soldiers - Times
Online
http://www.timesonline.co.uk/tol/news/uk/article6819344.ece

Setback in Afghanistan: The Right Response Is Not a Retreat. -
washingtonpost.com
http://www.washingtonpost.com/wp-dyn/content/article/2009/09/02/AR2009090203083.html?hpid=opinionsbox1

LAST MONTH we expected <http://www.washingtonpost.com/wp-dyn/content/article/2009/08

/19/AR2009081903425.html> that Afghanistan's elections would mark a modest step forward for the country.

Now it appears that they could be a major reverse.

Election Day itself is emerging as a disaster of relatively low turnout and massive irregularities

<http://www.washingtonpost.com/wp-dyn/content/article/2009/08/23/AR2009082300411.html>

Unless the fraud can be reversed or repaired through a U.N.-backed complaints commission

<http://www.washingtonpost.com/wp-dyn/content/article/2009/09/01/AR2009090102843.html> or a

runoff vote, Mr. Karzai may emerge as a crippled winner, his already weak and corruption-plagued administration

facing further discredit or even violent protests.

This grim prospect is particularly worrisome because the United States and its allies were counting on the election

to provide the Afghan government with a new lease on public support

They hoped the vote would be followed by a drive to reform both national and local administrations and extend

their authority to areas where only the Taliban has been present.

That construction of government capacity -- call it nation-building if you like -- is essential to the counterinsurgency

strategy adopted by U.S. commanders during the last year and embraced by President Obama in March.



Unknown News | Casualties in Afghanistan & Iraq
http://www.unknownnews.net/casualties.html

A good national turnout: between 40 and 45 percent | The AfPak Channel
http://afpak.foreignpolicy.com/posts/2009/08/21/a_good_national_turnout_between_40_and_45_percent

turnout had already declined from 70 percent to 50 percent between

2004 and 2005

Already in 2005 many of the voters I interviewed blamed that

decrease on growing frustration and disillusionment with the poor performance

of the Karzai government

Given the 50 percent turnout rates of 2005, and the much worse

security environment and disillusionment in 2009, any turnout rate between 40

and 45 percent in 2009 would seem to be quite good, and much higher than that

bordering on suspicious

If there isn't massive ballot box stuffing, and voters

only vote once, turnout rates should also be lower simply due to the

implausibly high voter registration figure of 17 million voters.

In discussions about turnout rates in the south, it's

important to note that turnout for the 2004 presidential election was only 53

percent, which declined sharply to 29 percent for the 2005 parliamentary

election

Zabul and Uruzgan had the lowest 2005 turnout rates in the country of

20 and 23 percent respectively.

I would be surprised

if overall turnout in the south was much higher than 20 percent in 2009

The 55

percent turnout rates in 2005 in the southeast were suspiciously high given the

security situation, and support the reports of massive ballot box stuffing (or

"proxy voting") in the female polling stations

The central region dominated by Kabul

had a 60 percent turnout rate in 2004, which declined to 36 percent in 2005.

The turnout rate in Kabul

province in 2005 was only 33 percent, not much higher than the rates in the

insecure south.



low Kabul

figures could also partly reflect a better educated and more cynical and

disillusioned electorate

Paktika also had suspiciously high female turnout rates,

so much so that in 2005 the JEMB did not post the figures on its website (which

is why those figures are missing from the table).

Reports of large-scale ballot

box stuffing in female polling stations, is probably an even more important

factor (especially in the southeast).

several of the candidates I interviewed highlighted their concerns about ballot

box stuffing in the female polling stations

They noted that outside of Kandahar

city they and their polling agents hardly saw any female voters on election

day, and in some stations none at all, but then the ballot boxes came back to

the counting center in Kandahar

full.

registration of new voters

highlights that use of female voter registration cards to rig the elections is

a high risk

Losing Hearts and Minds in Afghanistan « OPEN ANTHROPOLOGY
http://openanthropology.wordpress.com/2009/09/02/losing-hearts-and-minds-in-afghanistan

Misconduct Claimed at U.S. Embassy in Kabul - NYTimes.com
http://www.nytimes.com/2009/09/02/world/asia/02embassy.html?_r=1&ref=world

ecurity at the United States Embassy in Afghanistan <http://topics.nytimes.com/top/news/international

/countriesandterritories/afghanistan/index.html?inline=nyt-geo> has been seriously compromised by

mismanagement and misbehavior among civilian guards and their supervisors, according to reports by a

Congressional subcommittee and a nonprofit oversight organization.

ArmorGroup North America

a “pervasive breakdown” in discipline and morale among guards at the embassy in Kabul, which employs about

1,000 people, including American diplomats and staff members as well as Afghans.

many guards spoke so little English that they communicated by pantomime, and that staffing shortages meant

guards had to work 14-hour shifts for weeks at a time



anonymous testimony from dozens of American guards who provided lurid details of hazing and other abuses

The oversight group’s report said guards worked in a “ ‘Lord of the Flies’ environment,” where they and their

supervisors groped and urinated on one another.

guards have drawn Afghans into activities forbidden in a conservative Muslim country

“Multiple guards say this deviant hazing has created a climate of fear and coercion,” the report said, “with those

who declined to participate often ridiculed, humiliated, demoted or even fired.”

Yet in sworn testimony to Congress, the report said, department officials said the problems had been fixed.

the State Department renewed the company’s contract through July 2010.

ArmorGroup is owned by Wackenhut Services Inc <http://www.wsihq.com/> .

Afghan Vignette 2: They Are Animals! « OPEN ANTHROPOLOGY
http://openanthropology.wordpress.com/2009/09/02/afghan-vignette-2-they-are-animals

Afghan Vignette 1: Those Cowardly Taliban « OPEN ANTHROPOLOGY
http://openanthropology.wordpress.com/2009/09/02/afghan-vignette-1-those-cowardly-taliban

Spy chief among 23 killed in Taliban suicide blast : NPR
http://www.npr.org/templates/story/story.php?storyId=94657615

A Taliban suicide bomber killed Afghanistan's deputy chief of intelligence during a visit to a mosque east of Kabul

on Wednesday in an attack that left 23 others dead.

Several top provincial officials from Laghman were among the dead, and President Hamid Karzai and the U.N.

condemned the attack.



Zalmai Younosi, Abdullah's campaign chief in six northern provinces

"After that, if there is no result, then it is protest and violence," he warned. "Yes, violence is bad for the country ...

When Russia occupied Afghanistan, we had to fight. When the Taliban came we had to fight back. How can we

accept a corrupt government funded by drugs and not respected by the world? We have to defend our own rights."

The blast east of Kabul killed Laghmani, the executive director of Laghman's governor's office, the head of

Laghman's provincial council, two of Laghmani's body guards, and 18 civilians, said Sayed Ahmad Safi, the

spokesman for Laghman's governor.

t r u t h o u t | A Little Girl in Kabul
http://www.truthout.org/090109A

Guljumma talked about what happened one morning last year when she was sleeping

at home in southern Afghanistan's Helmand Valley. At about 5 AM, bombs exploded.

Some people in her family died. She lost an arm.

Khan hasn't gotten anywhere through official channels. He's struggling

to take care of his daughter. And he has additional duties because he's a representative

for 100 of the families in the camp, which is little more than ditches, mud

structures and ragged canvas.

 Khan pointed to a plastic bag containing a few pounds of rice. It was his responsibility

to divide the rice for the 100 families.

Basics like food arrive at the camp only sporadically, Khan said. Donations

come from Afghan businessmen. The government of Afghanistan does very little.

The United Nations doesn't help. Neither does the US government.



You could say that the last time Guljumma and her father had meaningful contact

with the US government was when it bombed them.

If rhetoric were reality, this would be a war that's about upholding humane

values. But rhetoric is not reality.

 Official Washington could start a move toward decency now. Helmand Refugee

Camp District 5 is easy to find. It's in the capital of Afghanistan, on Charahe

Qambar Road. A government that uses satellite guidance systems to aim missiles

should be able to find it.

Afghanistan and the Emergence of the Taliban: Reviewed Works « OPEN
ANTHROPOLOGY
http://openanthropology.wordpress.com/2009/09/02/afghanistan-and-the-emergence-of-the-taliban-reviewed-works

Winning the War in Afghanistan: An Oil Spot Plus Strategy for Coalition Forces
http://smallwarsjournal.com/blog/journal/docs-temp/227-slaikeu.pdf

‘Oil Spot Spock’ and the Human Terrain Team | Danger Room | Wired.com
http://www.wired.com/dangerroom/2009/08/oil-spot-spock-and-the-human-terrain-team

The Human Terrain System, the Army’s social-science program, has seen pay cuts <http://www.wired.com

/dangerroom/2009/02/more-hts-mania/> , tragedy <http://www.wired.com/dangerroom/2009/01/third-

human-ter/> — and an exodus of talent. But plans are still in the works <http://www.wired.com/dangerroom

/2009/06/army-to-afghan-farmers-trade-opium-for-saffron/> to boost the number of anthropologists and

social scientists the Army has deployed overseas.

“The number of highly trained social scientists with extensive knowledge about Afghanistan and Iraq is extremely

limited, and most of them don’t want anything to do with the military,”

Neither Sleiku nor Lang have any prior Afghanistan experience

his efforts to win friends in Afghan villages don’t seem to guarantee success. Despite their experiment in the district

of Maywand, violence there continues to rise

the Afghanistan “experts” know nothing about Afghanistan and have never been there before. How could they be

deployed as Afghanistan advisors without ever having set foot in the country before?

2 American, 2 British troops killed in Afghanistan - AP
http://news.yahoo.com/s/ap/20090831/ap_on_re_as/as_afghanistan

The U.S. already has about 62,000 troops in Afghanistan â€” a record number â€” and will have 68,000 by the end

of the year. In total there are more than 100,000 U.S. and NATO troops in the country. There were roughly

250,000 international forces in Iraq during the 2003 invasion.



Gates: Report details highs, lows of Afghan fight - AP
http://news.yahoo.com/s/ap/20090831/ap_on_go_ca_st_pe/us_us_afghanistan

Gen. Stanley McChrystal

his report is expected to be a blunt appraisal of the Taliban's increasing tactical prowess and diminishing popular

support in Afghanistan for both the foreign-led war effort and the fragile, corruption-riddled central government.

U.S. officials are bracing for a troop request above the 21,000 new American forces President Barack Obama

committed to Afghanistan this year. That would force an unpleasant choice on Obama: Add more troops to

Afghanistan just as the strain of the huge force commitments to the Iraq war begins to diminish, or risk losing the

war he had argued the United States neglected in favor of Iraq.

There is little appetite at the White House and in Congress for further expansion of a war that is backsliding despite

nearly eight years of fighting and millions in development money.

U.S. and NATO commanders have said they do not have sufficient troops and support to expand the fight against a

resilient and well-organized Taliban insurgency.

Gates noted his oft-repeated worry about placing too many forces in Afghanistan, a strategy that failed for the Soviet

Union in the 1980s.

McChrystal's report recommends focusing the U.S. and NATO counterinsurgency efforts on the Afghan population

and less on militants

Last week, McChrystal said troops "must change the way that we think, act and operate" in newly released

counterinsurgency guidance. McChrystal hopes to instill a new approach in troops to make the safety of villagers

the top priority.

McChrystal said the supply of fighters in the Afghan insurgency is "essentially endless," the reason violence

continues to rise

He called on troops to think of how they would expect a foreign army to operate in their home countries, "among

your families and your children, and act accordingly," to try to win over the Afghan population.

The deaths of two U.S. service members Monday in the south — raising the record death toll to 47 in August, the

deadliest month of the eight-year war — underscored the escalating violence.

US faces smaller, smarter enemy in Afghanistan - AP
http://news.yahoo.com/s/ap/20090829/ap_on_go_ca_st_pe/as_afghanistan_comparing_the_enemy

After three tours in Iraq, U.S. Marine Sgt. Andre Leon was used to brutal shootouts with enemy fighters and

expected more of the same in Afghanistan.

what he's seen so far are anonymous attacks in the form of mines and roadside bombings



the mark of what he calls a cowardly adversary

"I'm not impressed with them," Leon, 25, of Herndon, Va., said this past week from a Marines camp deep in the

southern province of Helmand, where U.S. forces are challenging Taliban insurgents and their devastating use of

IEDs, or homemade bombs. "I expected more of a stand-and-fight. All these guys do is IEDs."

"Enemy here is equally brutal and cowardly in conducting despicable acts of intimidation and cruelty directed

against (the) local population," said Nicholson, who was severely wounded in a rocket attack in Fallujah in 2004

during the first of his two commands in Iraq.

But new U.S. battle guidelines that limit shooting into or otherwise attacking buildings without ensuring there are

no civilians inside have at times made the fighting more difficult.

The rules were put into place this summer after dozens of Afghans were killed in a May battle in Farah province

that ended when U.S. forces bombed a building where Taliban fighters were believed to be hiding.

"It's frustrating to be attacked from a building," said Lt. Joe Hamilton of Baltimore as he scrutinized two-story

village structures on the other side of dirt-and-barbed wire walls at Combat Outpost Fiddler's Green. "You can't

shoot back because you don't know if there are civilians there."

Cash: A softener in Afghan war zone - AP
http://news.yahoo.com/s/ap/20090828/ap_on_re_as/as_afghan_hearts_and_wallets

As winning the "hearts and minds" of ordinary Afghans becomes a higher priority in the war on the Taliban and

al-Qaida, U.S. troops are finding that one of the most potent weapons in their arsenal is hard cash.

Under a special allocation from Congress, a project called the Commander Emergency Relief Program uses

American taxpayer dollars to repay Afghans for damage caused during military operations.

The program isn't new. Commanders have been doling out money in Iraq and Afghanistan for years to compensate

civilians for combat losses.

A slain civilian translates to $2,500 in compensation to a family. A dead cow goes for nearly the same amount,

because they are so hard to raise in southern Afghanistan's barren countryside and are crucial to a family's

well-being. A broken window: about $50. A broken door can go up to $110 if it's made of metal and has nice

smithery.

"People here are really struggling to make a living, so any material damage is a very big deal," said Staff Sgt. Todd

Bowers, 30, from Washington, D.C. "Just a little money can make their lives much better."

The U.S. military is reaching out to civilians more now that NATO's top commander in Afghanistan, U.S. Gen.

Stanley McChrystal, has made gaining popular support the crux of his counterinsurgency strategy.



While that includes doling out cash, it also means consulting villagers in a region where local councils are a normal

means of decision-making — including allowing residents directly affected by operations to air their grievances.

Afghan soldiers who'd moved in along with the Marines were already plucking chickens from his courtyard.

"That's fine," the farmer said. "But what about my lost dignity?"

During the inspection alongside Staff Sgt. Evan Matos four days later, Abdul-Hamid seemed more content, though

it turned out that he would not be repaid for the 66 pounds of opium the Marines had seized in his home.

"That's not fair, these are my savings — I buy sugar and tea, and clothes for the children with it," Abdul-Hamid said.

August deadliest month for US in Afghanistan - AP
http://news.yahoo.com/s/ap/as_afghanistan

An American service member died Friday when his vehicle struck a bomb in eastern Afghanistan, making August

the deadliest month for U.S. forces in the nearly eight-year war

An airstrike by U.S. fighter jets that appears to have killed Afghan civilians could turn into a major dispute for

NATO allies Germany and the United States, as tensions began rising between them Sunday over Germany's role in

ordering the attack

Afghan officials announced an 80 percent increase in the number of major fraud allegations submitted after last

week's disputed presidential election

both German and U.S. officials already appeared to be trying to deflect blame

deep challenges facing the U.S. and its allies in shoring up a legitimate Afghan government capable of withstanding

the Taliban insurgency, corruption and drug trafficking.

German Defense Minister Franz Josef Jung said the Taliban's possession of the two tankers "posed an acute threat

to our soldiers." German officials have said the tankers might have been used as suicide bombs.

"If there were civilian casualties or injuries, of course we deeply regret that. At the same time, it was clear that our

soldiers were in danger," Jung said in comments to German broadcasters. "Consequently, I stand clearly behind our

commander's decision" to order the air strike.

Meanwhile, Rear Adm. Gregory J. Smith, the top U.S. and NATO spokesman in the country, said German troops let

too many hours pass before visiting the site of the bombing Friday.

He explained that it's important to hold the ground after a strike and determine what happened before the enemy

comes out with its own version of events.

"Why didn't RC-North come here quicker?" McChrystal asked Col. Georg Klein, the commander of the German base



in Kunduz.

"I can honestly say it was a mistake," Klein answered, in a discussion witnessed by an Associated Press reporter.

On Sunday, Smith said that in McChrystal's judgment the response time "was probably longer than it should have

been."

German troops in Afghanistan have long been criticized for avoiding combat operations, even as militants have

increasingly infiltrated northern Afghanistan the last year, destabilizing the once-peaceful region.

At least 732 U.S. service members have died in the Afghan war since the U.S.-led invasion of late 2001. Nearly 60

percent of those deaths occurred since the Taliban insurgency began to rebound in 2007.

Whether the German commanders or the U.S. pilot are at fault for any civilian casualties may turn into an

inner-NATO tussle.

a pilot can refuse an order to drop a bomb

A German Joint Terminal Air Controller, or JTAC

the rules for ordering an attack clearly state that the ultimate decision rests with the ground commander

But rules also require that both the pilot and the JTAC get a good positive identification of the target before the

commander can order a weapon deployed, the JTAC said.

On Friday, the U.N.-backed Electoral Complaints Commission said the number of major fraud complaints which

could "materially affect" the outcome had soared to 270. On Wednesday, the commission said it had received 150

major complaints, which could delay announcement of the final results.

he German Defense Ministry, meanwhile, pushed back against a story published in the Washington Post that

German officials said painted their commander in a poor light and played up the U.S. version of events. The

ministry said the article "will definitely influence at least the preliminary investigation by the various bodies."

The lengthy election process has added to strains in U.S.-Afghan relations, which had already cooled since the

Obama administration took office.

"The Defense Ministry is very surprised about the unusual procedure of using a journalist as a source to reveal

initial investigation results," the ministry said.

On Friday, two officials said Karzai angrily accused the U.S. of pushing for a runoff vote during a heated meeting

with the special envoy to the region.

According to officials familiar with the encounter, the verbal exchange occurred the day after the Aug. 20 vote

during a meeting in Kabul between Karzai and U.S. special envoy Richard Holbrooke. The officials were briefed

about the meeting and spoke on condition of anonymity because of the sensitivity of the information.



Karzai assured Holbrooke he would accept the election results but bristled when Holbrooke asked if he would also

agree to a runoff.

An angry Karzai accused the U.S. of urging a second round before all votes had been counted. Karzai said he would

accept the election commission's tabulation as long as it reflected the facts. He did not elaborate, according to the

officials.

The director of an Afghan human rights group criticized NATO's International Security Assistance Force for the

deaths. "It was carelessness in terms of ISAF using force without doing enough to investigate whether this is a

civilian location," Ajmal Samadi of Afghan Rights Monitor said.

"They're as oriented toward staying in their armored vehicles as any group I've met," Cordesman said. "They're not

active enough to present much of a threat to the Taliban most of the time."

The New York Times reported this week that the Obama administration is alarmed at the prospect that Karzai's

running mate, Mohammad Qasim Fahim, may be linked to the drug trade.

Quoting an unidentified administration official, the newspaper said if Fahim becomes vice president, the U.S. would

likely consider imposing sanctions such as refusing him a U.S. visa or going after his personal finances.

A U.S. official in Washington confirmed the essence of the report, saying there were "a number of individuals"

whom the U.S. would not like to see in a future Afghan government.

Pentagon Probes War-Reporter Screening | Danger Room | Wired.com
http://www.wired.com/dangerroom/2009/08/pentagon-reconsiders-war-reporter-screening

The Pentagon is looking into reports <http://www.stripes.com/article.asp?section=104&

article=64421> that the military’s public affairs apparatus in Afghanistan has been rating reporters according to

their degree of sympathy to U.S. war aims

The military hired U.S. PR firm The Rendon Group to handle the assessments, Stars & Stripes revealed. Reporters

who request embeds have their previous work rated as “positive,” “negative” or “neutral” towards U.S. strategy

“Bringing democracy to Afghanistan is a massive challenge,” the International Federation of Journalists said. “But it

will not be made easier by trying to manipulate media <http://www.google.com/hostednews/afp/article

/ALeqM5heN4LY_geElAM7soOWX1YdBV5ZYg> or encouraging journalists to show bias in favor of the military.”

“If the military pre-approves only certain journalists to report a specific point-of-view or agenda, our decisions

cannot be made independently or freely and that threatens our democracy <http://www.multichannel.com

/article/329081-AFTRA_Joins_Outcry_Over_Allegations_Of_Pentagon_Embed_Vetting.php> ,” The

American Federation of Radio & Television Artists said.

U.S. Failed (Again) to Track Deliveries of Afghan Equipment | Danger Room |



Wired.com
http://www.wired.com/dangerroom/2009/08/us-failed-again-to-track-deliveries-of-afghan-equipment

Courtesy of the U.S. Congress, Afghan security forces are slated to receive a total of $15.3 billion in new gear.

Problem is, Combined Security Transition Command-Afghanistan (CSTC-A), which is overseeing the effort to train

and equip the Afghans, has failed to track a lot of the equipment that has been purchased to date.

no way to check that they were in the right hands

US, Afghans attack clinic after Taliban checks in - AP
http://news.yahoo.com/s/ap/20090827/ap_on_re_as/as_afghanistan

U.S. and Afghan forces attacked a clinic in eastern Afghanistan after a wounded Taliban commander sought

treatment, and a U.S. helicopter gunship fired on the medical center after militants put up resistance, officials said

Thursday.

Insurgent snipers fired from a tower near the clinic, and troops called in an airstrike, Zhwak said.

Analysis: Afghan summer brings reversals - AP
http://news.yahoo.com/s/ap/20090826/ap_on_re_as/as_afghan_setbacks_analysis

It's been a summer of setbacks in Afghanistan — with rising casualties, a divisive election and growing public doubts

about the war in the United States and among key allies.

fraud allegations — not only from Abdullah but some of the other 34 candidates — have so poisoned the political

atmosphere that it will be difficult to bring together social and political groups opposed to the Taliban. At the worst,

the controversy may trigger street riots and splinter the country along ethnic lines.

Nearly 300 international troops have been killed in Afghanistan this year, making this the deadliest year since the

conflict began in 2001.

At the same time, the insurgents show no sign of shrinking from the fight.

Taliban intimidation kept many Afghans from the polls in the south last week — despite major U.S. and British

military operations aimed at making the vote secure.

The Times of London newspaper reported Thursday that only 150 of the several thousand Afghans eligible to vote

in one area of Helmand cast ballots. Four British soldiers were killed this summer trying to make the area, Babaji,

safe enough for Afghans to vote, the newspaper said under the headline:

"Four British soldiers die for the sake of 150 votes."

A recent Washington Post-ABC News poll found that just over half the respondents said the war in Afghanistan was

not worth fighting.



A survey last month in Britain found that 58 percent of the respondents believe the war is unwinnable and 52

percent wanted British troops withdrawn immediately.

But sending more troops to an unpopular, meat-grinder war could be a hard sell among many of Obama's fellow

Democrats.

Handbook: Win Friends and Influence People in Afghanistan | Danger Room |
Wired.com
http://www.wired.com/dangerroom/2009/08/handbook-win-friends-and-influence-people-in-afghanistan

An ISAF [International Security Assistance Force] patrol was traveling through a city at a high rate of speed, driving

down the center to force traffic off the road. Several pedestrians and other vehicles were pushed out of the way. A

vehicle approached from the side into the traffic circle. The gunner fired a pen flare at it, which entered the vehicle

and caught the interior on fire. As the ISAF patrol sped away, Afghans crowded around the car. How many

insurgents did the patrol make that day?

Car bomb blasts in Afghanistan kill at least 41 - AP
http://news.yahoo.com/s/ap/20090825/ap_on_re_as/as_afghan_violence

A cluster of vehicle bombs detonated simultaneously Tuesday in the Taliban's spiritual homeland near a

foreign-owned construction company that had recently taken over a contract to build a road through an

insurgent-held area. At least 41 people were killed, all civilians, officials said.

in a district that includes U.N. facilities and an Afghan intelligence office

It appeared the main target was the Japanese company that is involved in reconstruction efforts in the southern

Afghan city. The company recently took over a contract to build a road that insurgents had stalled for several

months.

The blast in the center of the city was one of the largest since the Taliban were expelled from the country in 2001. It

destroyed about 40 shops, including restaurants and bakeries.

They are not human. They are animals

In other violence, a bomb blast killed four U.S. troops in southern Afghanistan on Tuesday, said military

spokeswoman Lt. Cmdr. Christine Sidenstricker.

The number of overall NATO deaths this year is a record as well: at least 292. Last year 286 died, according to the

AP count.

Glorifying Terror? « P U L S E
http://pulsemedia.org/2009/08/25/glorifying-terror



A British artist made these impressive propaganda posters during the Afghan war against the Soviet occupation.

The picture to the left was made for Gulbedeen Hekmatyar’s Hizb-i-Islami, which then had a London office

raised no horrified eyebrows in the UK

Today, however, Hekmatyar is fighting the NATO occupation of his country, and were a British artist to dare paint

an Afghan mujahid, with Qur’an in one hand and kalashnikov in the other, standing on an American flag,

underneath a calligraphed ‘Allahu Akbar’, he would quite probably be charged under anti-terror legislation.

t r u t h o u t | Feingold to Obama: Announce Withdrawal Timetable From
Afghanistan
http://www.truthout.org/082509H

The Obama administration has been keenly aware of discontent among many in

its liberal base with regard to its Afghanistan policy and an expected request

for additional troops following General McChrystal's upcoming assessment of

the situation there.



 Sen. Russ Feingold, D-WI, called on President Obama to announce a timetable

for withdrawal of American troops from Afghanistan. "This is a strategy

that is not likely to succeed," Sen. Feingold said about the troop buildup

in Afghanistan.

"After eight years, I am not convinced that pouring more and more troops

into Afghanistan is a well thought out policy," said Feingold.

he says he has "never

been convinced they have a good answer."

The senator opposed the war in Iraq

and eventually became a leading voice among Democrats in pushing the Bush administration

to adopt a timetable for withdrawal from Iraq.

Sen. Feingold highlighted that the three top terrorist targets

originally in Afghanistan - Osama bin Laden, al-Zawahiri, and Mullah Omar -

are now in Pakistan.

Sen. Feingold pointed to Af-Pak Ambassador Richard Holbrooke's recent comments

when asked about what success will look like in Afghanistan. "We'll know

it when we see it," said Holbrooke.

    "That's not good enough for me," Feingold responded.

Last April, Sen. Feingold issued a report card on President Obama's handling

of "rule of law" issues and gave him a "D" on his administration's

posture on "state secrets."

Afghans "Sandwiched" between Taliban and US-NATO backed Warlords
http://www.globalresearch.ca/index.php?context=va&aid=14879

U.S. Military Says Its Force in Afghanistan Is Insufficient - NYTimes.com
http://www.nytimes.com/2009/08/24/world/asia/24military.html?hp



American military commanders with the NATO <http://topics.nytimes.com/top/reference/timestopics

/organizations/n/north_atlantic_treaty_organization/index.html?inline=nyt-org> mission in

Afghanistan told President Obama <http://topics.nytimes.com/top/reference/timestopics/people

/o/barack_obama/index.html?inline=nyt-per> ’s chief envoy to the region this weekend that they did not have

enough troops to do their job, pushed past their limit by Taliban <http://topics.nytimes.com/top/reference

/timestopics/organizations/t/taliban/index.html?inline=nyt-org> rebels who operate across borders.

The possibility that more troops will be needed in Afghanistan presents the Obama administration with another

problem in dealing with a nearly eight-year war that has lost popularity at home, compounded by new questions

over the credibility of the Afghan government, which has just held an as-yet inconclusive presidential election beset

by complaints of fraud.

“I think it is serious and it is deteriorating,” Admiral Mullen said Sunday on CNN’s “State of the Union” program.

“The Taliban insurgency has gotten better, more sophisticated, in their tactics.”

“I believe we’ve got to start to turn this thing around from a security standpoint in the next 12 to 18 months.”

Mr. Holbrooke visited regional command centers in Kandahar, Herat, Mazar-i-Sharif and Bagram on Saturday and

Sunday. Speaking to Afghan reporters at the NATO base in Mazar-i-Sharif, Mr. Holbrooke said that part of the new

strategy would include reaching out to members of the Taliban who show a willingness to lay down their arms.

Many Taliban fighters, Mr. Holbrooke said, “fight because they’re misguided, or because they want a job.”

“Anyone who renounces Al Qaeda and comes back to work peacefully in the Afghan system,” he continued, “will be

welcome.”

Americans train Georgian military contingent to be sent to Afghanistan: Foreign
Ministry - Topix
http://www.topix.com/world/afghanistan/2009/08/americans-train-georgian-military-contingent-to-be-sent-to-afghanistan-



foreign-ministry

American instructors are arrived in Georgia to train the Georgian military contingent before sending them to

Afghanistan, Foreign Minister Alexander Nalbandov said at a regular Monday briefing on Aug. 24.

Afghans move toward reconciliation with Taliban | Stars and Stripes
http://www.stripes.com/article.asp?section=104&article=64361

LASHKAR GAH, Afghanistan — Once the national elections are behind them,

local Afghan leaders will step up efforts to reconcile with midlevel Taliban in

the extremists’ southern Helmand province stronghold, a key provincial official

said Monday.

Helmand Gov. Gullab Mangal called reconciliation efforts the next top

project.

officials are looking to turn what some call

the “ten-dollar Taliban” — locals who are hired to fight for the militants.

Bad Medicine
http://www.michaelyon-online.com/bad-medicine.htm

Contracts for school buildings signed
http://aliveinafghanistan.org/reports/view/221

JALALABAD (PAN): Contracts for constructing 14 school buildings in eastern Nangarhar province have been signed

between the Education Department and the US Provincial Reconstruction Team (PRT).

The school buildings would cost $900,000, Education Director Mohammad Iqbal Azizi told Pajhwok Afghan News.

The schools will be built in Surkh Rod, Khogyani, Haska Mina and Kama districts of the province.

The Taliban: Who are they? Why are they fighting? And what will make them stop?
http://www.zmag.org/znet/viewArticle/22295

If you take some time to consider the 22 Taliban that were killed by the US-led coalition in Afghanistan on 10 July

according to an Associated Press report, chances are you are probably imagining a group of fanatical, irrational,

medieval-minded men hell bent on destroying the very foundations of Western civilisation.

But is this an accurate, or useful, description of those people violently resisting British forces on the ground in

Afghanistan

or merely a simplistic demonisation of the official state enemy?



Or at least that is what Western propaganda would have you believe.

the very word ‘Taliban' has become a reductive, disparaging catch-all that successfully limits debate about exactly

who the British Army are fighting - and killing - in Helmand province

Thousands of miles away from the war zone, British politicians are keen on trotting out the line that 'our brave boys'

are in Afghanistan

to protect the population from the Taliban

However, as Jason Burke, arguably the British journalist with the most expertise in the area, notes, "the tougher truth

is that the Taliban, almost exclusively composed of the Pashtun tribes who comprise at least 40% of the country's

population, are an integral part of the Afghan people."

80 percent of insurgents were local people

James Fergusson, a freelance journalist who has travelled to Afghanistan

several times and met members of the Taliban in 2007, explained that those fighting British forces have "a large

variety of reasons and motivations and it's a complex patchwork and it's always changing." 

"Supposing thousands of Afghans had invaded your country, and bombed your villages and killed your wives and

children, what would you do?" Strangely this analysis is broadly supported by none other than the former British

Secretary of Defence Des Browne, who argued over three years ago that "the very act of deployment into the south

has energised the Taliban".

an illuminating poll of Taliban fighters in Kandahar

, conducted by the Canadian Globe and Mail newspaper in 2007

Speaking to 42 insurgents, the survey found the typical Taliban foot soldier battling Canadian troops and their allies

"is not a global Jihadist who dreams of some day waging war on Canadian soil" but a young man who knows

someone "killed by a bomb dropped from the sky" and "fervently believes that expelling the foreigners will set things

right in his troubled countries."

The Globe and Mail's findings jar uneasily with Gordon Brown's assertion that Britain

has to fight in Afghanistan

"to prevent terrorism coming to the streets of Britain."

As Rory Stewart, the former-Coalition Deputy Governor of Maysan province in Iraq who is currently running an NGO

in Kabul, argued in the Guardian this week, "The idea that we are there so we don't have to fight terrorists in Britain

is absurd... the people the Americans and British are fighting in Afghanistan are mostly local tribesman resisting

foreign forces."

seeing our ‘enemy' in Afghanistan as human beings with rational concerns and legitimate grievances can only

damage the Government‘s increasingly unpopular case for the continuing occupation

Relatives accuse Pakistan forces in Swat killings - AP
http://news.yahoo.com/s/ap/20090824/ap_on_re_as/as_pakistan_swat_killings

COLUMN: Suckers for an election
http://www.palmbeachpost.com/opinion/content/opinion/epaper/2009/08/24/a14a_blackburncol_0824.html

Poor, backward countries know how to wow American audiences. Put on a show of democracy, and you'll have us

suckers lining up at the box office. Wave a purple finger to show you voted, and our hearts melt into puddles of

affection.



Now we obese and happy Americans may feel that Afghan women have rights (Ha); that the rule of law prevails

(Ha, ha), and that democracy flourishes (Ha, ha, ha).

Look at the election staged in Afghanistan.

There is a problem of definition here. If you share in the delusions of our nation's capital, you call the warlords

"tribal leaders" and hope that you can turn them into, at worst, ward bosses. It's like that Citigroup guy who got the

$98 million bonus. If you like him, he is an "energy trader." If you don't, he is an "oil speculator."

In a USA Today/Gallup poll last week, 52 percent of Americans called the war in Afghanistan a mistake.

Elections are a western affectation, like grand opera. We'll buy a ticket and bring a hankie, but the election won't

change anything.

NATO commanders press for more resources in Afghanistan - Reuters
http://news.yahoo.com/s/nm/20090823/ts_nm/us_bc_afghanistan_usa_holbrooke

NATO military commanders told U.S. President Barack Obama's envoy on Sunday that they needed more troops

and other resources to beat back a resurgent Taliban, particularly in eastern Afghanistan near the Pakistan border

The Taliban has made inroads in recent months in many areas that U.S. forces though they had stabilized

Taliban commander Jalaluddin Haqqani had expanded his reach in several areas in Afghanistan near the border

with Pakistan

Some military officials contend that there are a growing number of Uzbek and other foreign fighters among the

Taliban in border areas.

In the city of Herat, the commander of Italian forces, General Rosario Castellano, said he told Holbrooke that the

Iranian border was "very porous" and neither he nor Afghan authorities had enough guards to prevent arms

smuggling. He said the Afghans have only 170 guards to protect a border that stretches nearly 1,000 km (620

miles).

In the north, one commander said progress was being made but that Taliban activity had increased in some areas

such as Kunduz.

VOA News - Pentagon Lists US Casualties in Iraq, Afghanistan
http://www.voanews.com/english/2009-08-22-voa14.cfm

Germany's Steinmeier proposes Afghan pull-out talks | International | Reuters
http://www.reuters.com/article/worldNews/idUSTRE57L12B20090822?sp=true

German Foreign Minister Frank-Walter Steinmeier, who is bidding to oust Angela Merkel as chancellor of Germany

in an election next month, said he wanted a timetable for a military pull-out from Afghanistan.



once it became clear who would lead Afghanistan after last Thursday's election there, talks should begin over how

long foreign troops should stay

Merkel this week tried to quash a public debate about pulling troops out of Afghanistan that has grown louder as

violence surged.

most voters want the 4,200 German troops in Afghanistan as part of a six-year-old NATO mission to return home

hope of preventing debate over the deployment from coloring the election race

Defense Minister Franz Josef Jung, a party ally of Merkel's, said on Thursday that he expected German troops to

stay in Afghanistan for another five to 10 years and dismissed calls for troop cuts once the Afghan election was over.

Mullen worried over public support for Afghan war - AP
http://news.yahoo.com/s/ap/20090823/ap_on_go_ca_st_pe/us_us_afghanistan

The U.S. military's top uniformed officer expressed concern Sunday about eroding public support for the war in

Afghanistan and said the country remains vulnerable to being taken over again by extremist forces.

A large number of civilian experts is also required to help bring stability to Afghanistan's government and develop

the economy.

Arizona Sen. John McCain, the top Republican on the Senate Armed Services Committee, said he wants the military

leadership in Afghanistan to use the same aggressive approach that Gen. David Petraeus used successfully in Iraq.

Afghanistan Contractors Outnumber Troops - WSJ.com
http://online.wsj.com/article/SB125089638739950599.html

Despite Surge in U.S. Deployments, More Civilians Are Posted in War Zone; Reliance Echoes the Controversy in

Iraq

Even as U.S. troops surge to new highs in Afghanistan they are outnumbered by military contractors working

alongside them, according to a Defense Department census due to be distributed to Congress -- illustrating how

hard it is for the U.S. to wean itself from the large numbers of war-zone contractors that proved controversial in

Iraq.

The number of military contractors in Afghanistan rose to almost 74,000 by June 30, far outnumbering the roughly

58,000 U.S. soldiers on the ground at that point

As the military force in Afghanistan grows further, to a planned 68,000 by the end of the year, the Defense

Department expects the ranks of contractors to increase more.

Yet in Afghanistan as in Iraq, the Pentagon has found that the military has shrunk so much since the Cold War

ended that it isn't big enough to sustain operations without using companies to directly support military operations.



In Iraq, as of June 30 there were 119,706 military contractors, down 10% from three months earlier and smaller

than the number of U.S. troops, which stood at approximately 132,000

their ranks have been growing in Afghanistan -- rising by 9% over that same three-month period to 73,968

More than two-thirds of those are local

Many contractors in Afghanistan are likely to face combat-like conditions, particularly those manning far-flung

outposts, and are exposed to possible militant attacks -- blurring the line between soldier and support staff.

A recent contract is worth up to $15 billion to two firms, DynCorp International Inc. and Fluor Corp., to build and

support U.S. military bases throughout Afghanistan.

Poll shows most Britons oppose war in Afghanistan | World | Reuters
http://in.reuters.com/article/worldNews/idINIndia-41919120090823?sp=true

More than two-thirds of people in Britain think troops should not be fighting in Afghanistan

only 1.5 percent of those polled think Prime Minister Gordon Brown is handling the war "very well".

three-quarters of those questioned did not think fighting in Afghanistan was making British people safer from

terrorism

Asked if British troops should be fighting a war in Afghanistan, only 31 percent said yes, while 69 percent said n

Asked how Brown was handling the war, 1.5 percent said "very well"

40 percent said "fairly badly" and 32 percent said "very badly"

Can Canada really leave in 2011?
http://www.cbc.ca/crossroads-afghanistan/story/2009/08/20/f-vp-stewart.html

Helmand Blog - Afghanistan
http://helmandblog.blogspot.com

British troops forced to destroy their own helicopter after Taleban attack - Times
Online
http://www.timesonline.co.uk/tol/news/world/Afghanistan/article6803988.ece



Although the MoD never confirm how many of the twin-rotor Chinooks are

deployed in Afghanistan, there are estimated to be between 10 and 13, of

which three or four have been upgraded with extra armour and armaments to be

flown on special forces operations.

Truthdig - Reports - Vietnam’s Lesson Lost in Afghanistan
http://www.truthdig.com/report/item/20090820_vietnams_lesson_lost_in_afghanistan

In 1991, following the defeat of Saddam Hussein and Iraqi forces in Kuwait, President George H.W. Bush proudly

announced that we had “kicked the Vietnam Syndrome.”

“When you [the Americans] leave here, the Taliban will come at night and ask us why we were talking to you,” a villager named Abdul

Razzaq said. “If we cooperate [with the U.S.], they would kill us.”

Déjà vu all over again. The U.S. military in Vietnam often announced it had killed a particular number of Viet Cong and had “freed” a

village. The Americans left, assuming the enemy had lost control, but at night, of course, the VC returned and reminded villagers of the

reality.

Whatever “syndrome” we kicked, Vietnam’s primary lesson remains intact: American power is not without limits,

both in terms of defeating an enemy and in terms of its domestic support. The primary lesson of Vietnam seems to

be that it is a lesson lost. And now we have some of the same intractable problems in Afghanistan.

Gen. Stanley McChrystal and Special Envoy Richard Holbrooke recently called Vietnam War historian Stanley

Karnow for advice. After the conversation <http://www.historycommons.org

/context.jsp?item=HolbrookeMcChrystalCallKarnow&scale=0#HolbrookeMcChrystalCallKarnow> , Karnow

told the AP <http://www.mercurynews.com/nationworld/ci_13008093?nclick_check=1%20> that the main

lesson to be learned from Vietnam was that “we shouldn’t have been there in the first place.”

Bloodied Brits to Bail on Afghanistan? | Danger Room | Wired.com
http://www.wired.com/dangerroom/2009/08/bloodied-brits-to-bail-on-afghanistan

A recent poll showed some 60 percent of Britons oppose the war.



BBC NEWS | South Asia | Afghan warlord wants troops out
http://news.bbc.co.uk/2/hi/south_asia/8210147.stm

Hardly winning | The AfPak Channel
http://afpak.foreignpolicy.com/posts/2009/08/11/hardly_winning

General McChrystal

"It's a very

aggressive enemy right now... We've got to stop their momentum, stop their

initiative. It's hard work."

McChrystal added that the Taliban were moving beyond their

strongholds in southern Afghanistan

to threaten formerly stable areas in the north and west.

"I

wouldn't say we are winning or losing or stalemated... What I would say at this

particular point is that the insurgency has a certain amount of initiative and

momentum that we are working to stop and, in fact, reverse."

A new national poll indicates that

support among Americans for the war in Afghanistan has hit a new low: Fifty-four

percent say they oppose the war in a CNN poll <http://edition.cnn.com/2009/POLITICS/08/06

/poll.afghanistan/> released last Thursday.

But it's worth recalling that the Taliban are a rather small force of up to

perhaps 20,000 fighters that hasn't been able to hold on to towns in the more

than seven years they have been fighting, let alone take cities. There will

never be a Taliban Tet Offensive or anything remotely close to it. The Taliban are

not winning, nor are they enjoying the upper hand.

Mr. Holbrooke, pick up the phone | The AfPak Channel
http://afpak.foreignpolicy.com/posts/2009/08/18/mr_holbrooke_pick_up_the_phone

the United

States remains deeply unpopular in Pakistan. In a survey <http://www.iri.org/newsreleases

/pdfs/2009%20May%2011%20Survey%20of%20Pakistan%20Public%20Opinion,%20March%207-30,%202009.pdf>

released last May, the International Republican Institute - an organization

that has been polling Pakistanis regularly for three years - reported that a

mere 37 percent of respondents thought that Pakistan should cooperate with the

U.S. in its so-called war on terror

a Pew survey <http://pewglobal.org/reports/pdf/265.pdf> revealed that



only 9 percent of Pakistanis think of the U.S. as a partner, with 64 percent

considering it an enemy

A Gallup/Al-Jazeera

poll <http://english.aljazeera.net/focus/2009/08/2009888238994769.html> showed similar

disenchantment with the U.S.

A clear majority of

respondents, 59 percent to be precise, consider the U.S.

the greatest threat to Pakistan;

the corresponding numbers for India

and the Taliban were eighteen and eleven respectively.

But the charge of "America's

war" is still one that resonates for many, and just because Pakistanis now

rightly see the Taliban as an enemy does not mean that they see the U.S. as a

friend.

Every Holbrooke visit, and every follow-up press

conference featuring a Pakistani

diplomat telling the assembled media <http://dailytimes.com.pk

/default.asp?page=2009%5C08%5C17%5Cstory_17-8-2009_pg1_1> that Pakistan will do all it can to

eradicate the terrorist threat, makes it easier to paint Pakistan's leaders as

marching to the tune of American drummers.

The Taliban will still be winning -- unless what comes after the election is real
change. - By J Alexander Thier | Foreign Policy
http://www.foreignpolicy.com/articles/2009/08/18/the_day_after?page=full

The Taliban will still be winning -- unless what comes after the election is real change.



However, just days before

the election, violence is at a seven-year high and it is difficult to say

whether Afghans in the most restive provinces will have the confidence to show

up in force at the polls

Taliban threats to cut off voters' fingers

Denied by the Taliban.

The twin pillars of legitimacy in Afghanistan are security

and justice. In the absence of either -- or both -- people will look for

alternatives. This is where the Taliban come in.

From 1994 to 1996, as the Taliban

swept across an Afghanistan rent by chaos and warlordism, it was their

approach to security and justice, not Islam, that won them legions of supporters.

The Taliban brought law and order, often absurd in form (no kite-flying) and

brutal in application, but always swift and effective. Today, they are drawing

from the same playbook, and it is still working.

Why? Because the Karzai government and its international

backers have failed after nearly eight years to create a government that is

respected and trusted by many of its people.

Warlords who committed



well-documented atrocities -- some after the U.S. invasion in 2001 -- continue

to occupy high positions in the government.

The return of Gen. Rashid Dostum

this week to Afghanistan -- the infamous Warlord of the North who has a

well-documented human rights abuse beat sheet going back nearly three decades

-- is only one example of how the Karzai government has undermined itself by

cozying up to criminals.

Corruption is also endemic in the country. Afghanistan was

ranked among the top five most-corrupt countries in the world by Transparency

International this year. Ties to the $4 billion opium trade are found at every

level of government. Even when the justice system seems to function, the

powerful go free. In April, President Hamid Karzai pardoned five convicted drug

traffickers -- one the nephew of his campaign manager. And most ordinary

Afghans don't have access to a reliable court to resolve their disputes.

Attacks rock Kabul ahead of vote; media restricted
http://news.yahoo.com/s/ap/20090818/ap_on_re_as/as_afghanistan

Insurgents struck the Afghan capital two days before national elections, firing rockets or mortars at the presidential

palace and unleashing a suicide car bomber on a NATO convoy

Alarmed, the government asked news media not to report violence the day of the vote

U.S. officials believe a strong turnout is essential if the new Afghan president is to gain the legitimacy to tackle the

formidable challenges facing this nation, including the insurgency, political divisions, ethnic tension,

unemployment and corruption

the NATO-led military force announced that the more than 100,000 international troops here will refrain from

offensive operations on election day

protecting voters

"Our efforts alongside our Afghan security partners will focus on protecting the people of Afghanistan from the

insurgents so that the population can freely exercise their right to choose their next president and their provincial

representatives," NATO spokesman Brig. Gen. Eric Tremblay said.

Fearing that violence may dampen turnout, the Foreign Ministry issued a statement Tuesday asking news

organizations to avoid "broadcasting any incidence of violence" between 6 a.m. and 8 p.m. on election day "to

ensure the wide participation of the Afghan people."

Rachel Reid, the Afghanistan researcher for Human Rights Watch, said freedom of expression was enshrined in the

Afghan constitution and that any attempt to censor the reporting would be "an unreasonable violation of press



freedoms."

"Afghans have a right to know about the security threats that they face, and make their own assessments about

security," Reid said.

Hours before the suicide attack, militants fired a pair of rockets at the presidential compound in central Kabul.

Like a Diamond Bullet to the Forehead « OPEN ANTHROPOLOGY
http://openanthropology.wordpress.com/2009/08/18/like-a-diamond-bullet-to-the-forehead

Afghanistan’s Little Girls on the Front Line, Part 2 « OPEN ANTHROPOLOGY
http://openanthropology.wordpress.com/2009/08/17/afghanistans-little-girls-on-the-front-line-part-2

Women activists condemn Afghan marriage law
http://news.yahoo.com/s/ap/20090817/ap_on_re_as/as_afghan_marriage_law

Women's rights activists alleged Monday that Afghan President Hamid Karzai has used a constitutional loophole to

enact a law that allows minority Shiite Muslim husbands to refuse food and money to their wives if they deny them

sex.

Karzai had taken advantage of a legislative recess to approve the law by decree

Afghanistan's post-Taliban constitution enshrines equal rights for women, but in practice, discrimination is still rife

Obama Delivers Remarks At the VFW National Convention - washingtonpost.com
http://www.washingtonpost.com/wp-dyn/content/article/2009/08/17/AR2009081701657.html

preparing to deploy and now serving in Afghanistan to protect Americans here at home

We will begin removing our combat brigades from Iraq later this year. We will remove all our combat brigades by

the end of next August. And we will remove all our troops from Iraq by the end of 2011. And for America, the Iraq

war will end.

We also need to protect the Afghan people and improve their daily lives.

But we must never forget: This is not a war of choice. This is a war of necessity. Those who attacked America on

9/11 are plotting to do so again. If left unchecked, the Taliban insurgency will mean an even larger safe haven from

which Al Qaida would plot to kill more Americans.

a war worth fighting

fundamental to the defense of our people

The Taliban: A Brief History
http://www.nationalpost.com/scripts/story.html?id=1799662



The Taliban is no longer a unitary organization. There are many groups that call themselves Taliban. Some are

closely and ideologically aligned to al-Qaeda. Others are believed to be nothing more than criminal enterprises that

find it useful to use the brand.

Gulbuddin Hekmatyar, CIA Op and Homicidal Thug
http://www.golshan.com/english/articles/20030220a.txt

Gulbuddin Hekmatyar, Pashtun warlord, former Afghan prime minister,

fundamentalist religious fanatic, and homicidal thug, has been much in the

news of late

the Hezb-i Islami movement, which is

Hekmatyar's military arm

It's been widely alleged that

Hekmatyar, who has been sighted in six Afghan provinces in the last three

months, has linked up with Mullah Omar, remnants of the Taliban and

al-Qaeda (Boston Globe, February 9). This is plausible, although one must

note a history of sour relations between the Taliban and the warlord.

Few articles in the mainstream press mention the far more substantial

historical association: that between Hekmatyar and the CIA. During the

1980s he received fully 90% the CIA-supplied funds doled out via Pakistan's

Inter-Service Intelligence (ISI) to the Mujahadeen Islamic warriors (see

Ahmed Rashid, Taliban [Yale University Press, 2000], p. 91).

Following the Soviet invasion of Afghanistan in late 1979, Hezb-i-Islami

played a leading role in the Islamic jihad against the pro-Soviet regime

and so naturally went on the US payroll.

Sheikh Omar Abdul-Rahman, convicted of responsibility for the first attack

on the World Trade Center in 1995, helped the CIA establish contacts with

ekmatyar.

in November 1986, in Peshawar, Pakistan, Hezb-i-Islami forces

assassinated Dr. Faiz Ahmad, founder and leader of the Maoist Afghanistan

Liberation Organization, and ten other key ALO members.

The next year, according to the Revolutionary Association of Women of

Afghanistan (RAWA, a secular, anti-fundamentalist organization rooted in

the Maoist movement), they were complicit in the assassination of RAWA

founder Meena (b. 1957)in Quetta, Pakistan. (I doubt the CIA found any of

this objectionable.)



In June 1993, following the Mujahadeen victory over the last government

installed by the Soviets, Hekmatyar became prime minister of the country,

serving under the new president, Burhanuddin Rabbani. But he broke with the

government in the fall, and in January 1994, in alliance with Abdul Rashid

Dostum (the warlord who presently controls much of northern Afghanistan)

laid siege to Kabul. In two months, 4,000 residents of Kabul (which had

been an island of stability and prosperity during the pro-Soviet period)

were killed. 21,000 were injured, and 200,000 were forced to flee the city.

For a time Rabbani's forces joined an alliance with the Taliban against

Hekmatyar, and in November, Pakistan broke ties with Hekmatyar in favor of

the Taliban.

(As Benzadir Bhutto explained in 2001, "We developed relations

with [the Taliban] because we were interested in routes to Central Asia"

and she felt that the Taliban could restore peace and order.)

Hekmatyar was on the same side as Ahmed

Shah Massoud (whom the Northern Alliance continues to idolize), whose

troops systematically raped and killed members of the Shi'ite Hazzara

community in Kabul.

The CIA perhaps severed ties with Hekmatyar and his forces. In any case,

one heard little more from the warlord until November 2001, after the

Northern Alliance, abetted by US bombing, retook the city of Kabul. Rabbani

was back in power as president, but the US refused to recognize his

government, and urged the selection of a Pashtun president to balance the

overwhelmingly Tajik-Uzbek composition of the government.

The Rise of the Taliban and Islamic Fundamentalism
http://www.socialistalternative.org/literature/taliban/rise.html

The US did not utter a single word of criticism when the Taliban occupied the city of Herat and expelled thousands

of girls from the schools. At the time, the Clinton administration looked favorably on the Taliban because they

hoped to build oil pipelines through Afghanistan. As recently as May of this year, the US gave the Taliban $43

million, supposedly to combat the opium trade.

NATO - Topic: NATO's role in Afghanistan
http://www.nato.int/cps/en/natolive/topics_8189.htm

Danger Room in Afghanistan: The Perils of Armed Social Work | Danger Room |
Wired.com
http://www.wired.com/dangerroom/2009/08/danger-room-in-afghanistan-the-perils-of-armed-social-work



Counterinsurgency, to borrow David Kilcullen’s convenient shorthand <http://smallwarsjournal.com

/documents/28articles.pdf> , is described as “armed social work.” On the practical level, that means a young

company commander has to play combat soldier, cop and child welfare worker, all in the span of one long morning.

The day before, the company had swept the village with the Afghan National Police and with working dogs — a

fairly intrusive operation. Today’s mission would be a combination of a KLE (key leader engagement) and HA

(humanitarian assistance) drop.

The company rolled up in a convoy of mine-resistant ambush -protected (MRAP) vehicles and armored security

vehicles. Some troopers dismounted, gathered sacks filled with elements of humanitarian aid and began to sling

them on the porch of the local elder’s house

By organizing this small drop of humanitarian aid — packets of tea, school supplies, some soccer balls — Wilson

said he hoped to shore up the authority of a village elder, Abdul Ghani

The village’s former leader — described by Wilson as a “negative influencer” — had worked with the coalition, but

when he received humanitarian assistance, he would dispense only a little of it and then sell the rest on the open

market. “I am trying to bolster his [Ghani's] authority inside the village so he can take more responsibility,” Wilson

said. “I need to establish Abdul Ghani — I want to help build up his power base.”

Ghani, however, seemed a bit reluctant to exert power.

Worse, there was no female interpreter, meaning the medical team working with local women in a partitioned part

of the house could only rely on gestures to make simple diagnoses. Sweating inside the curtained room, the irritated

medical officer shouted at Wilson: “This is not working. I’ve got women all over the top and this is not working.”

Things reached a chaotic peak when soldiers spotted a young man with a neatly trimmed goatee, apparently

snapping photos with a cellphone camera. They stopped him, made sure the pictures were deleted from his phone

and digitally scanned his irises and fingerprints with a BATS (Biometric Automated Tool Set

<http://www.wired.com/dangerroom/2007/08/fallujah-pics/> ) scanner. The young man was not detained,

but now he was in the system.

Afghanistan passes 'barbaric' law diminishing women's rights | World news |
guardian.co.uk
http://www.guardian.co.uk/world/2009/aug/14/afghanistan-womens-rights-rape

Rehashed legislation allows husbands to deny wives food if they fail to obey sexual demands



Afghanistan <http://www.guardian.co.uk/world/afghanistan> has quietly passed a law permitting Shia

men to deny their wives food and sustenance if they refuse to obey their husbands' sexual demands, despite

international outrage over an earlier version of the legislation which President Hamid Karzai had promised to

review.

The new final draft of the legislation also grants guardianship of children exclusively to their fathers and

grandfathers, and requires women to get permission from their husbands to work.

"It also effectively allows a rapist to avoid prosecution by paying 'blood money' to a girl who was injured when he

raped her," the US charity Human Rights Watch said.

Although Karzai appeared to back down, activists say the revised version of the law still contains repressive

measures and contradicts the Afghan constitution and international treaties signed by the country.

"Tamkeen is the readiness of the wife to submit to her husband's reasonable sexual enjoyment, and her prohibition

from going out of the house, except in extreme circumstances, without her husband's permission. If any of the

above provisions are not followed by the wife she is considered disobedient."

Human Rights Watch, which has obtained a copy of the final law, called on all candidates to pledge to repeal the

law, which it says contradicts Afghanistan's own constitution.

The group said that Karzai had "made an unthinkable deal to sell Afghan women out in the support of

fundamentalists in the August 20 election".

Brad Adams, the organisation's Asia director, said:

"These kinds of barbaric laws were supposed to have been relegated to the past with the overthrow of the Taliban in

2001, yet Karzai has revived them and given them his official stamp of approval."

Women at Arms - G.I. Jane Breaks the Combat Barrier - Series - NYTimes.com
http://www.nytimes.com/2009/08/16/us/16women.html?_r=1&hp=&pagewanted=all



But the Afghanistan <http://topics.nytimes.com/top/news/international/countriesandterritories

/afghanistan/index.html?inline=nyt-geo> and Iraq wars, often fought in marketplaces and alleyways, have

changed that. In both countries, women have repeatedly proved their mettle in combat. The number of

high-ranking women and women who command all-male units has climbed considerably along with their status in

the military.

“Iraq has advanced the cause of full integration for women in the Army <http://topics.nytimes.com

/top/reference/timestopics/organizations/a/us_army/index.html?inline=nyt-org> by leaps and

bounds,” said Peter R. Mansoor, a retired Army colonel who served as executive officer to Gen. David H.

Petraeus <http://topics.nytimes.com/top/reference/timestopics/people/p/david_h_petraeus

/index.html?inline=nyt-per> while he was the top American commander in Iraq. “They have earned the

confidence and respect of male colleagues.”

Women are barred from joining combat branches like the infantry, armor, Special Forces and most field artillery

units and from doing support jobs while living with those smaller units

Women can lead some male troops into combat as officers, but they cannot serve with them in battle.

Yet, over and over, in Iraq and Afghanistan, Army commanders have resorted to bureaucratic trickery when they

needed more soldiers for crucial jobs, like bomb disposal and intelligence.

They face sexual discrimination and rape, and counselors and rape kits are now common in war zones.

They have proved indispensable in their ability to interact with and search Iraqi and Afghan women for weapons, a

job men cannot do for cultural reasons.

More than a dozen countries allow women in some or all ground combat occupations

<http://wrei.org/News.html> . Among those pushing boundaries most aggressively is Canada, which has



recruited women for the infantry and sent them to Afghanistan.

Poll numbers, however, show that a majority of the public supports allowing women to do more on the battlefield.

Fifty-three percent of the respondents in a New York Times/CBS News poll in July, said they would favor

permitting women to “join combat units, where they would be directly involved in the ground fighting.”

But the Iraq insurgency obliterated conventional battle lines. The fight was on every base and street corner, and as

the conflict grew longer and more complicated, the all-volunteer military required more soldiers and a different

approach to fighting. Commanders were forced to stretch gender boundaries, or in a few cases, erase them

altogether.

“We literally could not have fought this war without women,” said Dr. Nagl, who is now president of the Center for

a New American Security <http://www.cnas.org> , a military research institution in Washington.

Of the two million Americans who have fought in these wars since 2001, more than 220,000 of them, or 11 percent,

have been women.

121 women have also died, 66 killed in combat

BBC NEWS | UK | Northern Ireland | Man dies working in Afghanistan
http://news.bbc.co.uk/2/hi/uk_news/northern_ireland/8204127.stm

working for a private security firm

a former soldier in the British Army

Afghanistan: father accuses Government of 'ignoring blood on its hands' -
Telegraph
http://www.telegraph.co.uk/news/newstopics/politics/defence/6038720/Afghanistan-father-accuses-Government-of-ignoring-

blood-on-its-hands.html

Graham Knight, whose 25-year-old son Ben was killed in a Nimrod explosion in

2006, said troops were being failed by the ministers who had sent them into

the conflict.

“My son died because of failures by

the MoD and yet still we are hearing that their kit is not good enough out

there now.

“We keep hearing from the Government that they have ‘learned lessons’. Now is

the time to show it. As far as I can tell, it is ignoring the blood on its

hands.”

“We went in with our eyes closed and our



purses closed - yet 200 lives on, they’re still not open.

“There is talk that there could be a military presence for the next 40 years.

It sends a cold shiver down my spine.

“We are ill-equipped and ill-advised - we should be getting the non-militant

Taliban around the table and begin talks so we can embark on a withdrawal."

He said the death toll, which relates back to 2001, was misleading as there

had only been five deaths before 2006: “We are really looking at three

years, not eight.”

Mr Philippson, 69, from St Albans, Hertfordshire, said the entire conflict had

been based on “falsehoods” but that it was now too late to abandon their

task.

New death takes UK Afghan toll to 201
http://news.yahoo.com/s/ap/20090816/ap_on_re_eu/eu_britain_afghanistan

The Political Economy of the Bullet in Afghanistan « OPEN ANTHROPOLOGY
http://openanthropology.wordpress.com/2009/08/16/the-political-economy-of-the-bullet-in-afghanistan

Tactics or Strategy?
http://smallwarsjournal.com/blog/2009/08/tactics-or-strategy

I came back from my latest month in the field in Afghanistan disquieted about our basic military mission

Is the military mission to engage, push back and dismantle the Talbian networks, with population protection being a

tactic to gain tips and local militia, or is the military mission to build a nation by US soldiers

It appears our strategy is nation-building, with fighting and dismantling of the Taliban a secondary consideration

Thus, the number of enemy killed will not be counted, let alone used as a metric

This non-kinetic theory of counterinsurgency has persuaded the liberal community in America to support or at least

not to vociferously oppose the war

But we have to maintain a balance between messages that gain domestic support and messages that direct

battlefield operations

For our generals to stress that the war is 80% non-kinetic discounts the basic activity of our soldiers



I’m not arguing that we Americans can ever dominate the Taliban gangs. There’s a level of understanding and

accommodation among Afghans in the countryside that culturally surpasses our understanding.

Only the Afghans can figure out what sort of society and leaders they want.

Simply put, our ground forces are not inflicting heavy losses on the enemy. However, the annual bill for the US

military in Afghanistan exceeds $70 billion, with another four to six billion for development. We’ve already spent

$38 billion on Afghan reconstruction.

The problem is we’re liable to be gradually pulled out while the Taliban is intact.

Our soldiers only get a small number of chances to engage the enemy. Our battalions average one arrest every two

months, and one platoon-sized patrol per day per company that infrequently makes solid contact.

On average, a US rifleman will glimpse a Taliban once a month.

The Taliban initiate the fights because they know they can escape.

Our soldiers are carrying 70 pounds; a Taliban is carrying ten pounds.

Our patrols have firepower but lack mobility.

A recent directive forbids applying indirect fires against compounds where civilians might be hiding. That directive

upholds human decency and may reduce enemy propaganda.

Now that such fires are restricted, what provides our advantage when the enemy sensibly fights from compounds?

We have equipped and trained the Afghans in our image. They are as heavy and slow-moving on the ground as we

are, and rely upon our advisors to call in the firepower.

This is my third war. It has the highest level of military scholars. Those scholars who emphasized the concepts of

non-kinetic counterinsurgency need also to design concepts that bring more lethality to the ground battlefield.

Inside the Taliban: 'The more troops they send, the more targets we have' | World
news | The Guardian
http://www.guardian.co.uk/world/2009/aug/15/fighting-taliban-in-afghanistan-war

Jalaluddin Haqqani. A famous commander, tribal chief and cleric, Haqqani came to prominence during the war

against the Soviets

His operations have struck deep into the territory controlled by Hamid Karzai's government, reaching targets in

Kabul.

From nine in the morning until four in the afternoon, the government controls the country's main arteries. The rest

of the time they belong to the Taliban.



"Ninety-five per cent of the people here support the Taliban. They give the Taliban shelter. The businessmen and

traders give them money, and the five per cent who work for the government look the other way and wave you

through if you are with Taliban. The tribes here are very strong. It would bring great shame on you to arrest your

cousin.

"The situation is very simple here," he continued. "We are Muslims and tribal people, the Taliban are Muslim and

from the same tribes, the foreign troops are non-Muslims and there was no referendum from the people to ask

them to come here. God told us to fight the occupation so the people are against the occupation. The people are

ideologically similar to the Taliban, so the Taliban don't hide, they live with the people."

"We attack the towns, like in Wazi Zadran, where there is a strong American and Afghan garrison, and mine the

streets every day. We average two or three attacks a day against the Americans and their allies. The more troops

they send, the more targets we have, so it's good."

"We are Afghans, we have lived all our lives in the trenches and caves," said the commander as he shook my hand.

"We tell the Americans to stop this war, we are not tired." His fatigued voice, however, told a different story.

"There is an Iraqi commander who is fighting in the mountains. He has been here for many years and he is very

good."

"The villagers are good," he said. "They feed us and give us shelter, even if we are 100 men, but sometimes their

hearts are weak – they think that the foreigners bring development projects to help them, which is not true. This is

why we have to forcefully stop these projects, to protect the villagers."

What about schools, and education for the villagers? "We have no problem with education, it's the curriculums that

we have problems with. Under our [Taliban] government, when we taught the children the letter J it stood for jihad.

Now it's jar [meaning neighbour]. So we closed the schools, but we have madrasas for the children."

As we drove out of the valley the Taliban pickup truck again gave lifts to villagers.

On a mountain road outside the valley, a group of contractors and their heavily-armed security escorts were

clearing the road of debris. It was the wreckage of one of their cars, an SUV that had been blown in half earlier in

the week. Bits of blackened flesh lay on the road and a piece of blue cloth hung from a bush.

Bait & Switch from the Anti-Colonial Hearts & Minds « OPEN ANTHROPOLOGY
http://openanthropology.wordpress.com/2009/08/15/bait-switch-from-the-anti-colonial-hearts-minds

Glimpses of What the Mainstream Media Might Have Told Us About Afghanistan «
OPEN ANTHROPOLOGY
http://openanthropology.wordpress.com/2009/08/14/glimpses-of-what-the-mainstream-media-might-have-told-us-about-afghanistan

Afghan woman MP lists 'enemies' « RAWA News
http://www.rawa.org/temp/runews/rawanews.php?id=1170



Malalai Joya

Ms Joya named those "enemies" as Nato forces who bomb from the sky, the resurgent Islamists of the Taliban, and

the country's "warlords".

she dismissed next month's presidential election as a "deception".

Ms Joya technically remains an MP, but has been suspended since 2007, on charges of insulting the parliament

after she compared it to a zoo.

there is no functioning democracy in Afghanistan under current conditions

"The election is a showcase for the US government to deceive people around the world,"

"We have a proverb - an old donkey but a new saddle,"

"No nation can donate liberation to another nation," Ms Joya said, to loud applause from the audience.

"Only nations which liberate themselves can be free."

Afghanistan's bravest woman brings her message to UK « RAWA News
http://www.rawa.org/temp/runews/rawanews.php?id=1164

"I have a country full of people who know what I know and believe what I believe; that we Afghans can govern

ourselves without foreign interference."

"There can never be lasting peace if the lives of Afghans are not valued as much as the lives of Western soldiers.

Every death is a tragedy, but too often the Afghan victims of this war are merely nameless 'collateral damage'

reported in the media as having been killed by 'mistake'."

"Helmand is not the whole of Afghanistan. Even if they annihilate Taliban there, they should not call it a success

because Taliban are logistically and militarily stabilised in hundreds of other parts of Afghanistan ... and growing

stronger as each day dawns."

"But it is the responsibility of our own people to fight for their rights, to achieve values like democracy and women's

rights, human rights in our country. It's a prolonged struggle, it's a risky struggle full of hardships and challenges,

but I trust in my people."

One of the most widely-cited advantages of Nato's intervention has been improved conditions for Afghan women.

Ms Joya disagrees. "Just as the US air strikes have not brought security to Afghans, nor has the occupation brought

security to Afghan women. The reality is quite the opposite. The now infamous 'Family Law' is but the tip of the

iceberg of the women's rights catastrophe in our occupied country. The whole system, and especially the judiciary,

is infected with the virus of fundamentalism and so, in Afghanistan, men who commit crimes against women do so

with impunity."



Western "whitewash"

"war criminals" who sit in the Afghan parliament

so much of Afghanistan's reality has been kept veiled by a Western media consensus in support of the 'good war',"

she says

Next month's elections offer little hope of change, she believes, and will be tainted by vote-rigging. "It is clear that

the future president is already chosen in Washington. As in the proverb of our people 'Same donkey but with a new

saddle!'"

American Empire Project: Everything That Happens in Afghanistan Is Based on
Lies or Illusions
http://aep.typepad.com/american_empire_project/2009/07/everything-that-happens-in-afghanistan-is-based-on-lies-

or-illusions.html

Just this week, the Obama

administration first claimed <http://www.google.com/hostednews/ap/article

/ALeqM5gjc2gjOKXqk3dgB6yvfHT9LRxwxgD99C0JNG0>

it had no grounds to investigate General Abdul Rashid Dostum's infamous

2001 massacre of Taliban prisoners, even though Dostum seems to have

been on the CIA payroll at the time, and his troops were backed by U.S.

military operatives. Later, the president reversed course, ordering <http://edition.cnn.com/2009/POLITICS

/07/12/obama.afghan.killings/index.html>

national security officials to "look into" the matter. In the end,

President Obama may prefer to "move on." As does Dostum, who recently

rejoined the Karzai administration.

Ajmal's stricken father asks, "What kind of government doesn't

protect its own citizens?" The answer is: a government that's bought,

paid for, and answerable to outsiders, a government that has neither

the need nor the inclination to care for its citizens.

That's the government the international community is now spending

more than $500 million to reelect. (Most of that money comes from the

U.S.) International election officials, of course, are neutral -- so

neutral that they look the other way as Karzai makes deals with rival

warlords to ensure his reelection. One by one they come over to his

side, and word leaks out about which ministries they've been promised.

International agencies responsible for mounting the election have

already abandoned the goal of a "free and fair" vote. They're aiming

for "credible," which is to say, an election that looks pretty good,



even if it's not. In the context of accumulated illusions, this goal is

called "realistic," and perhaps it is. As the fixer's grieving father

says, "Our government is a puppet of foreigners. That is why we expect

nothing from it."

The big lie of Afghanistan | Malalai Joya | Comment is free | The Guardian
http://www.guardian.co.uk/commentisfree/2009/jul/25/afghanistan-occupation-taliban-warlords

In 2005, I was the youngest person elected to the new Afghan parliament. Women like me, running for office, were

held up as an example of how the war in Afghanistan had liberated women. But this democracy was a facade, and

the so-called liberation a big lie.

It is my view that these British casualties, like the many thousands of Afghan civilian dead, are victims of the unjust

policies that the Nato countries have pursued under the leadership of the US government.

Almost eight years after the Taliban regime was toppled, our hopes for a truly democratic and independent

Afghanistan have been betrayed by the continued domination of fundamentalists and by a brutal occupation that

ultimately serves only American strategic interests in the region.

the government headed by Hamid Karzai is full of warlords and extremists who are brothers in creed of the Taliban

For expressing my views I have been expelled from my seat in parliament, and I have survived numerous

assassination attempts.

The fact that I was kicked out of office while brutal warlords enjoyed immunity from prosecution for their crimes

should tell you all you need to know about the "democracy" backed by Nato troops.

In the constitution it forbids those guilty of war crimes from running for high office. Yet Karzai has named two

notorious warlords, Fahim and Khalili, as his running mates for the upcoming presidential election

<http://news.bbc.co.uk/1/hi/world/south_asia/8102805.stm> .

Under the shadow of warlordism, corruption and occupation, this vote will have no legitimacy, and once again it

seems the real choice will be made behind closed doors in the White House. As we say in Afghanistan, "the same

donkey with a new saddle".

Today the situation of women is as bad as ever. Victims of abuse and rape find no justice because the judiciary is

dominated by fundamentalists

This week, US vice-president Joe Biden asserted that "more loss of life [is] inevitable

<http://www.guardian.co.uk/world/2009/jul/23/afghanistan-british-us-troops-deaths> " in

Afghanistan, and that the ongoing occupation is in the "national interests" of both the US and the UK.

The Afghan people want peace, and history teaches that we always reject occupation and foreign domination.



we know that values like human rights must be fought for and won by Afghans themselves.

The Afghanistan industry « RAWA News
http://www.rawa.org/temp/runews/2009/07/16/the-afghanistan-industry.html

For ordinary Afghans, the west is part of the machinery of corruption that thrives on the conflict

But the western intervention in Afghanistan has long ceased to be about improving the lives of civilians. It has

become a separate entity, with its own economy, creating lucrative jobs – for those who knew how to exploit the

situation.

Unemployed expatriate Afghans from the west have returned to the country, setting up NGOs and flying around

their relatives – who have become their employees – in helicopters with foreign aid money. After all, 80% of

foreign aid is channelled through NGOs.

Reckless Afghans with expertise for violence have been recruited to provide security for foreign special forces.

A cabal of discredited Afghan warlords accused of war crimes and ousted by the Taliban allied themselves with the

foreign troops against the Taliban, and were co-opted into the system, becoming ministers, MPs and governors.

As local wisdom has it, there are three types of people in Afghanistan today: al-Qaida (the fighters), al-faida (the

enriched) and al-gaida (the fucked). Most Afghans belong to the third category.

If the Afghan leadership is corrupt and incompetent, so is the western leadership involved in Afghanistan. If Afghan

warlords ignore international standards of warfare and engage in torture, so does the US in Bagram and

Guantánamo. If the Taliban endanger civilian lives by suicide attacks, so do the foreign troops by carrying out

reckless air strikes. The lines between the bad and the good, the problem and the problem-solvers, have become

blurred.

Moreover, the problem-solvers have themselves become part of the problem; they are costly but ineffective. Every

little project, from digging a well to conducting a research project, involves hiring an entourage of armed security

guards.

A majority of Americans oppose both the war in Afghanistan and the war in Iraq, though the war in Afghanistan is a

little more popular. Here are details:OVERALL RESULTS: 34 percent favor the war in Iraq and 63 percent are

opposed; 44 percent favor the war in Afghanistan and 53 percent are opposed.

Afghanistan: Led by donkeys « RAWA News
http://www.rawa.org/temp/runews/2009/07/10/afghanistan-led-by-donkeys.html

It is not good enough for the defence secretary, Bob Ainsworth, to strike Churchillian tones by saying the way

forward will be hard and dangerous, and then plead for public forbearance. The business of government is to set a

goal and provide a strategy for getting there. In Afghanistan we have neither. And the British public's tolerance is

running on a timer.



British soldiers are notionally dying to allow a national election to take place in Helmand. Unless miracles happen,

this poll will usher in four more years of a corrupt narco-regime whose leader, Hamid Karzai, is the not-so-private

despair of everyone from Barack Obama downwards.

Mr Karzai's re-election could trigger a violent backlash from Afghans yearning for a government they can trust

Colonel David Haight put it pithily: "Four more years of this crap?"

Mr Karzai

continues to be confident of victory, even an outright one in the first round. He should be, because he has placed his

loyalists in the election commission. The only question is whether the Afghan voters are so fed up with this that they

will defy their clan elders and vote him out.

Let us all be clear. As things stand, we are losing this war, not just because the Taliban show more resilience, nor

simply because people like Mr Karzai and his family thrive off the instability their rule creates. We are losing

because a coalition spending $20bn a month on military operations has - after eight painful and bloody years - no

political strategy for reaching its stated goals. Afghanistan is not the only country whose government is failing.

Successive British governments that mouth platitudes about the sacrifice their troops make fail them time and time

again.

U.S. Faces Resentment in Afghan Region « RAWA News
http://www.rawa.org/temp/runews/2009/07/02/u-s-faces-resentment-in-afghan-region.html

The mood of the Afghan people has tipped into a popular revolt in some parts of southern Afghanistan, presenting

incoming American forces with an even harder job than expected in reversing military losses to the Taliban and

winning over the population.

Villagers in some districts have taken up arms against foreign troops to protect their homes or in anger after losing

relatives in airstrikes, several community representatives interviewed said. Others have been moved to join the

insurgents out of poverty or simply because the Taliban’s influence is so pervasive here.

Villagers interviewed in late June said that they preferred to be left alone under Taliban rule and complained about

artillery and airstrikes by foreign forces.

“Now there are more people siding with the Taliban than with the government,” said Abdul Qader Nurzai, head of

the Afghan Independent Human Rights Commission in southern Afghanistan.

People who traveled to Lashkar Gah from the districts complained of continued civilian suffering and questioned

American intentions.

“They come here just to fight, not to bring peace,” said Allah Nazad, a farmer.

People from Marja said that foreign troops carrying out counter-narcotics operations conducted nighttime raids on



houses, shot people dead inside their homes and used dogs that bit the occupants.

“The people are very scared of the night raids,” said Spin Gul, a farmer from the area. “When they have night raids,

the people join the Taliban and fight.”

“Who are the Taliban? They are local people,” interjected another man who did not give his name.

Yet mistrust of the government remains so strong that even if the Taliban is defeated militarily, the government and

the American-led coalition will find the population reluctant to cooperate, said Haji Abdullah Jan, the head of the

provincial council of Helmand.

“These people will still not trust the government,” he said. “Even if security is 100 percent, it will take time because

the government did not keep its promises in the past.”

McChrystal Digs In, Afghan Women Say Get Out – Rethink Afghanistan
http://rethinkafghanistan.com/blog/?p=630

One of the central talking points justifying our ongoing war has always been talk about protecting or saving the

women of Afghanistan. Both the right and the left have used this argument as a rationale for continuing – yet few

ever listen to the wishes of actual Aghan women.

After the US air strike killed more than 140 Afghan civilians in Farah province, Malalai Joya, the MP for Farah

<http://afghanwomensmission.org/awmnews/index.php?articleID=80> who was forced from Parliament by

the US backed warlords noted:

Perhaps if the citizens of North America had been better informed about my country, President Obama would not

have dared to send more troops and spend taxpayers’ money on a war that is only adding to the suffering of our

people and pushing the region into deeper conflicts.

To really help Afghan women, citizens in the U.S. and elsewhere must tell their government to stop

propping up and covering for a regime of warlords and extremists. If these thugs were finally brought to

justice, Afghan women and men would prove quite capable of helping ourselves

More women’s voices were heard this week in the statement <http://www.alternet.org

/reproductivejustice/141165

/why_is_a_leading_feminist_organization_lending_its_name_to_support_escalation_in_afghanistan/>

of Sonali Kolhatkar, co-cirector of the Afghan Women’s Mission <http://afghanwomensmission.org

/index.php> and Mariam Rawi is a member of the Revolutionary Association of Women of Afghanistan:

…The U.S. invasion has been a failure, and increasing the U.S. troop presence will not undo the destruction the war

has brought to the daily lives of Afghans.

After the invasion, Americans received reports that newly liberated women had cast off their burquas and gone back

to work. Those reports were mythmaking and propaganda. Aside from a small number of women in Kabul, life for



Afghan women since the fall of the Taliban has remained the same or become much worse.

Under the Taliban, women were confined to their homes. They were not allowed to work or attend school. They

were poor and without rights. They had no access to clean water or medical care, and they were forced into

marriages, often as children.

Today, women in the vast majority of Afghanistan live in precisely the same conditions, with one notable difference:

they are surrounded by war.

Paper gains for women’s rights mean nothing when, according to the chief justice of the Afghan Supreme Court, the

only two rights women are guaranteed by the constitution are the right to obey their husbands and the right to pray,

but not in a mosque.

Forced marriages continue, and more women than ever are being forced into prostitution — often

to meet the demand of foreign troops.

The U.S. presence in Afghanistan is doing nothing to protect Afghan women. The level of self-immolation among

women was never as high as it is now. When there is no justice for women, they find no other way out but suicide.

Waging war does not lead to the liberation of women anywhere. Women always disproportionately suffer the effects

of war, and to think that women’s rights can be won with bullets and bloodshed is a position dangerous in its

naïveté.

Are Afghan Lives Worth Anything? – Rethink Afghanistan
http://rethinkafghanistan.com/blog/?p=627

Bombs will kill women in Afghanistan – Rethink Afghanistan
http://rethinkafghanistan.com/blog/?p=604

Self immolation is a method of suicide by lighting oneself on fire. According to the Revolutionary Association of

the Women of Afghanistan <http://rawa.org> , self immolation has never been such an epidemic in

Afghanistan as it is today.

our efforts in Afghanistan have done nothing for the vast majority of women there

Despite this, politicians, military leaders, and sadly even some misguided American feminist groups continue to use

the plight of women in Afghanistan to justify more spending, more troops and more war. People who care for the

people of Afghanistan have got to see this for what it is. Women never benefit from bombs and bullets.

Clear, hold, build? Not in Afghanistan | Peter Beaumont | Comment is free |
guardian.co.uk
http://www.guardian.co.uk/commentisfree/cifamerica/2009/jul/14/military-afghanistan-clear-build-hold



General Petraeus's oft-cited military formula is not the key to success in Afghanistan

From the surge in 2007 in Iraq to Afghanistan today, allied military strategy in both conflicts has been focused on

three words that have been iterated and reiterated at each crisis and turning point. Those words are "clear, hold,

build", representing the credo of General David Petraeus's Field Manual 3-24 on Counterinsurgency (pdf)

<http://www.fas.org/irp/doddir/army/fm3-24.pdf> , first published in 2006.

Clear

The problem, however, with the notion of "clearing" is that it assumes that the Taliban are somehow "other" to the

rest of the population, not least in the Pashtun south. But the reality, whether we like it or not, is that the social and

cultural values represented by the Taliban have large areas of cross-over with substantial sections of the rest of

Afghanistan.

what is being earmarked for excision represents often commonly shared values – a policy that risks inflaming the

conflict rather than "pacifying" it.

Their argument in Afghanistan – as in Iraq – is that those opposing coalition efforts can be separated into

categories: those absolutely committed to fighting who must be killed or otherwise taken out of the equation; and

those less committed or those who fight for money, who can be discouraged by the elimination of the first group

it ignores the social organisation, cohesion and strong kinship relationships in Afghanistan, as well as the reciprocal

obligations

over the last few years, US and UK estimates have proved to be consistently wrong about the numbers,

concentrations in locations and levels of local support for Taliban fighters – and why people are supporting them.

There has been a failure to grasp even why individuals are fighting.

Hold

I

Despite eight years in Afghanistan, and a procession of campaigns, US and UK forces are no closer to holding the

ground than they were three years ago.

inevitably, the Taliban returns more determined, more knowledgeable about their enemy and with ever more

effective weapons.

And given the increasingly wide distribution of the violence, the policy of holding requires ever greater troop levels,

suggesting to the population an occupation ever more determined. And in doing so, it poses the risk of an ever more

intensified resistance.

Build



Eight years of largely wasted effort in Afghanistan have barely made an impact on its multiple conflicts and

challenges – for which the coming elections will once again be presented as a fig leaf.

LRB · Rory Stewart: The Irresistible Illusion
http://www.lrb.co.uk/v31/n13/stew01_.html

This policy rests on misleading ideas about moral obligation, our capacity, the strength of our adversaries, the threat

posed by Afghanistan, the relations between our different objectives, and the value of a state.

We should not encourage the creation of an authoritarian military state.

One indication of the enduring strength of such assumptions is that they are exactly those made in 1868 by Sir

Henry Rawlinson, a celebrated and experienced member of the council of India, concerning the threat of a Russian

presence in Afghanistan:

In the interests, then, of peace; in the interests of commerce; in the interests of moral and material

improvement, it may be asserted that interference in Afghanistan has now become a duty, and that any

moderate outlay or responsibility we may incur in restoring order at Kabul will prove in the sequel to be

true economy.

All these attitudes are aspects of a single worldview and create an almost irresistible illusion.

It misleads us in several respects simultaneously: minimising differences between cultures, exaggerating our fears,

aggrandising our ambitions, inflating a sense of moral obligations and power, and confusing our goals.

Even if the invasion was justified, that does not justify all our subsequent actions.

‘There can be only one winner: democracy and a strong Afghan state,’ Gordon Brown predicted in his most recent

speech on the subject. Obama and Brown rely on a hypnotising policy language which can – and perhaps will – be

applied as easily to Somalia or Yemen as Afghanistan.

When we are not presented with a dystopian vision, we are encouraged to be implausibly optimistic.

The fundamental assumptions remain that an ungoverned or hostile Afghanistan is a threat to global security; that

the West has the ability to address the threat and bring prosperity and security; that this is justified and a moral

obligation; that economic development and order in Afghanistan will contribute to global stability; that these

different objectives reinforce each other; and that there is no real alternative.

The new UK strategy for Afghanistan is described as

International . . . regional . . . joint civilian-military . . . co-ordinated . . . long-term . . . focused on

developing capacity . . . an approach that combines respect for sovereignty and local values with respect

for international standards of democracy, legitimate and accountable government, and human rights; a

hard-headed approach: setting clear and realistic objectives with clear metrics of success.



This is not a plan: it is a description of what we have not got.

Indeed, at times it seems that all these activities – building a state, defeating the Taliban, defeating al-Qaida and

eliminating poverty – are the same activity. The new US army and marine corps counter-insurgency doctrine

sounds like a World Bank policy document, replete with commitments to the rule of law, economic development,

governance, state-building and human rights.

But a bewildering range of different logical connections and identities can be concealed in a specialised language

derived from development theory and overlaid with management consultancy.

What is concealed is our underlying assumption that when we want to make other societies resemble our (often

fantastical) ideas of our own society, we can.

The language of modern policy does not help us to declare the limits to our power and capacity; to concede that we

can do less than we pretend or that our enemies can do less than we pretend; to confess how little we know about a

country like Afghanistan or how little we can predict about its future; or to acknowledge that we might be

unwelcome or that our presence might be perceived as illegitimate or that it might make things worse.

US generals have spoken openly about wanting a combined Afghan army-police-security apparatus of 450,000

soldiers (in a country with a population half the size of Britain’s). Such a force would cost $2 or $3 billion a year to

maintain; the annual revenue of the Afghan government is just $600 million.

In Obama’s words, ‘security and humanitarian concerns are all part of one project.’

It conjures nightmares of ‘failed states’ and ‘global extremism’, offers the remedies of ‘state-building’ and ‘counter-

insurgency’, and promises a final dream of ‘legitimate, accountable governance’.

The path is broad enough to include Scandinavian humanitarians and American special forces; general enough to

be applied to Botswana as easily as to Afghanistan; sinuous and sophisticated enough to draw in policymakers;

suggestive enough of crude moral imperatives to attract the Daily Mail; and almost too abstract to be defined or

refuted.

If you have the Taliban you have terrorists, if you don’t have development you have terrorists, and as Obama

informed the New Yorker, ‘If you have ungoverned spaces, they become havens for terrorists.’

From a narrow (and harsh) US national security perspective, a poor failed state could be easier to handle than a

more developed one: Yemen is less threatening than Iran, Somalia than Saudi Arabia, Afghanistan than Pakistan.

There cannot be security without development, or development without security.

You need to defeat the Taliban to build a state and you need to build a state to defeat the Taliban.

It is impossible for Britain and its allies to build an Afghan state. They have no clear picture of this promised ‘state’,

and such a thing could come only from an Afghan national movement, not as a gift from foreigners.



Counter-insurgency is neither a necessary nor a sufficient condition for state-building.

It papers over the weakness of the international community: our lack of knowledge, power and legitimacy

It conceals the conflicts between our interests: between giving aid to Afghans and killing terrorists

He assumes that we have a moral justification and obligation to intervene, that the US and its allies have the

capacity to address the threat and that our global humanitarian and security objectives are consistent and mutually

reinforcing.

It assumes that Afghanistan is predictable

It makes our policy seem a moral obligation, makes failure unacceptable, and alternatives inconceivable

We criticise developing countries for spending 30 per cent of their budget on defence; we are encouraging

Afghanistan to spend 500 per cent of its budget.

Furthermore, there are no self-evident connections between the key objectives of counter-terrorism, development,

democracy/ state-building and counter-insurgency.

Afghanistan, however, is the graveyard of predictions. None of the experts in 1988 predicted that the Russian-

backed President Najibullah would survive for two and a half years after the Soviet withdrawal.

And no one predicted at the beginning of 1994 that the famous commanders of the jihad, Hekmatyar and Masud,

then fighting a civil war in the centre of Kabul, could be swept aside by an unknown group of madrassah students

called the Taliban.

Obama, then, combines a negative account of Afghanistan’s past and present – he describes the border region as

‘the most dangerous place in the world’ – with an optimism that it can be transformed

Or that the Taliban would, in a few months, conquer 90 per cent of the country, eliminate much corruption, restore

security on the roads and host al-Qaida.

Even if – as seems most unlikely – the Taliban were to take the capital, it is not clear how much of a threat this

would pose to US or European national security. Would they repeat their error of providing a safe haven to

al-Qaida? And how safe would this safe haven be? They could give al-Qaida land for a camp but how would they

defend it against predators or US special forces? And does al-Qaida still require large terrorist training camps to

organise attacks? Could they not plan in Hamburg and train at flight schools in Florida; or meet in Bradford and

build morale on an adventure training course in Wales?

They are no longer perceived, as they were by some in 1994, as young student angels saving the country from

corruption. Millions of Afghans disliked their brutality, incompetence and primitive attitudes.

Obama’s new policy has a very narrow focus – counter-terrorism – and a very broad definition of how to achieve it:



no less than the fixing of the Afghan state.

to disrupt, dismantle and defeat al-Qaida in Pakistan and Afghanistan, and to prevent their return to either country

in the future.

A necessary condition of the defeat of al-Qaida is the defeat of the Taliban because

if the Afghan government falls to the Taliban . . . that country will again be a base for terrorists who want

to kill as many of our people as they possibly can.

We must implement a counter-insurgency strategy, which includes

the deployment of 17,000 troops [to] take the fight to the Taliban in the south and the east

but also adopt a more ‘comprehensive approach’, aiming to

promote a more capable and accountable Afghan government . . . advance security, opportunity and

justice . . . develop an economy that isn’t dominated by illicit drugs.

Or, in the pithier statement made by Obama last October:

In order to catch Osama bin Laden we have to win in Afghanistan and stabilise Pakistan.

These connections are global: in Obama’s words, ‘our security and prosperity depend on the security and prosperity

of others.’

Meanwhile, the Taliban can exploit the ideology of religious resistance that the West deliberately fostered in the

1980s to defeat the Russians. They can portray the Kabul government as US slaves, Nato as an infidel occupying

force and their own insurgency as a jihad. Their complaints about corruption, human rights abuses and aerial

bombardments appeal to a large audience. They are attracting Afghans to their rural courts by giving quicker and

more predictable rulings than government judges.

Finally, Afghanistan cannot be addressed without addressing Pakistan:

To defeat an enemy that heeds no borders or laws of war, we must recognise the fundamental

connection between the future of Afghanistan and Pakistan.

But the Taliban are very unlikely to take over Afghanistan as a whole. Their previous administration provided basic

road security and justice but it was fragile and fell quickly

The ingredients of successful counter-insurgency campaigns in places like Malaya – control of the borders, large

numbers of troops in relation to the population, strong support from the majority ethnic groups, a long-term

commitment and a credible local government – are lacking in Afghanistan.

Some policymakers have been quick to point out that this cost is unsustainable and will leave Afghanistan

dependent for ever on the largesse of the international community. Some have even raised the spectre (suggested



by the example of Pakistan) that this will lead to a military coup.

News | Taliban saved us from terrorizing police: Afghans
http://www.alarabiya.net/articles/2009/07/12/78542.html

Afghans say they prefer Taliban to police that rape and steal

As British troops moved into the village newly freed from Taliban control, they heard one message from the anxious

locals: for God's sake do not bring back the Afghan police.

As the troops advance, they are learning uncomfortable facts about their local allies: villagers say the government's

police force was so brutal and corrupt that they welcomed the Taliban as liberators.

"The police would stop people driving on motorcycles, beat them and take their money,"

pre-teen children had been abducted by police to be used for the local practice of "bachabazi," or sex with

pre-pubescent boys

"If the boys were out in the fields, the police would come and rape them," he said. "You can go to any police base

and you will see these boys. They hold them until they are finished with them and then let the child go."

"We were happy (after the Taliban arrived). The Taliban never bothered us," he said.

Why Is a Leading Feminist Organization Lending Its Name to Support Escalation
in Afghanistan? | Reproductive Justice and Gender | AlterNet
http://www.alternet.org/reproductivejustice/141165

/why_is_a_leading_feminist_organization_lending_its_name_to_support_escalation_in_afghanistan/?page=entire

Waging war does not lead to the liberation of women anywhere -- even if you call soldiers "peacekeeping forces."

s humanitarians and as feminists, it is the welfare of the civilian population in Afghanistan that concerns us most

deeply.

That is why it was so discouraging to learn that the Feminist Majority Foundation <http://feminist.org/>

has lent its good name -- and the good name of feminism in general -- to advocate for further troop escalation and

war.

Feminist Majority Foundation's "Campaign for Afghan Women and Girls" is to "expand peacekeeping forces."

First of all, coalition troops are combat forces and are there to fight a war, not to preserve peace. Not even the

Pentagon uses that language to describe U.S. forces there.

tired claim that one of the chief objectives of the military occupation of Afghanistan is to liberate Afghan women is

not only absurd, it is offensive.



Waging war does not lead to the liberation of women anywhere. Women always disproportionately suffer the effects

of war, and to think that women's rights can be won with bullets and bloodshed is a position dangerous in its

naïveté. The Feminist Majority should know this instinctively.

Here are the facts: After the invasion, Americans received reports that newly liberated women had cast off their

burquas and gone back to work. Those reports were mythmaking and propaganda. Aside from a small number of

women in Kabul, life for Afghan women since the fall of the Taliban has remained the same or become much worse.

Under the Taliban, women were confined to their homes. They were not allowed to work or attend school. They

were poor and without rights. They had no access to clean water or medical care, and they were forced into

marriages, often as children.

Today, women in the vast majority of Afghanistan live in precisely the same conditions, with one notable difference:

they are surrounded by war.

In the past few years, some cosmetic changes were made regarding Afghan women. The establishment of a Ministry

of Women's Affairs was one celebrated example. In fact, this ministry is so useless many think that it should be

dissolved.

The quota for 25 percent women in the Afghan parliament was another such show. Although there are 67 women in

the Afghan parliament, most of them are pro-warlord and are themselves enemies of women's rights. When the

famed marriage rape law was passed in the parliament, none of them seriously raised their voice against it.

Paper gains for women's rights mean nothing when, according to the chief justice of the Afghan Supreme Court, the

only two rights women are guaranteed by the constitution are the right to obey their husbands and the right to pray,

but not in a mosque.

One in three Afghans suffers from severe poverty. With a 1 in 55 chance of mothers surviving delivery, Afghanistan

has been, and still, is the second most dangerous place for women to give birth. Afghan infants still face a 25 percent

risk of dying before their fifth birthdays. These are the consequences of war.

Some of the biggest drug-traffickers are part of the U.S. puppet regime.

The U.S. presence in Afghanistan is doing nothing to protect Afghan women.

Columbia Professor Lila Abu-Lughod, a woman of Palestinian descent, writes: "We need to be suspicious when neat

cultural icons are plastered over messier historical and political narratives; so we need to be wary when Lord

Cromer in British-ruled Egypt, French ladies in Algeria, and Laura Bush, all with military troops behind them, claim

to be saving or liberating Muslim women."

Campaign for Afghan Women & Girls - Feminist Majority Foundation
http://feminist.org/afghan

Canada should be proud of role in Afghanistan: ambassador - The Globe and Mail



http://www.theglobeandmail.com/news/world/canada-should-be-proud-of-role-in-afghanistan-ambassador/article1231592

American Thinker: Obama on Afghanistan: victory is a four-letter word
http://www.americanthinker.com/2009/07/post_23.html

Durango Herald News, Book indicates Afghanistan war cannot be won
http://durangoherald.com/sections/Opinion/Columnists/My_Turn/2009/07/26/Book_indicates_Afghanistan_war_cannot_be_won

The title of historian Seth G. Jones' just published book on our current war in Afghanistan sounds like a warning: In

the Graveyard of Empires.

"Afghanistan was one of the most difficult campaigns that Alexander the Great ever fought. His adversaries were

not conventional European armies, but tribesmen and horse warriors who inhabited the steppes and mountains.

"Both sides fought barbarously. Alexander's army was technically superior to the local forces, but it needed to clear

and hold an expansive territory.

"Despite the bloodletting, his army failed to subjugate Afghanistan's population, and his tenuous grasp on the

region collapsed after his death in 323 B.C."

Alexander's march was eventually followed by the Islamic conquest of Afghanistan, which began around 652 AD,

two decades after the death of the prophet Mohammad in Medina, when Arab armies from the Middle East

captured Herat. But they failed to convert the recalcitrant mountain tribes, and their revolt preserved the loose

conglomerate of Buddhists, Zoroastrians, Hindus and others that had dominated before the rise of the caliphate.

Later, Marco Polo, the Venetian trader and explorer, trekked across Afghan mountains, remarking that "this

kingdom has many narrow passes and natural fortresses, so that the inhabitants are not afraid of any invader

breaking in to molest them. Their cities and towns are built on mountaintops or sites of great natural strength."

In 1383, the conqueror Timur began his Afghan conquest again with the capture of Herat.

In the 19th century, the British fought two wars in Afghanistan to balance Russian influence in the region. But

Britain paid a heavy price for its interest in Afghanistan. The first Anglo-Afghan war which lasted from 1839 to

1842, ended in a British defeat.

In 1878 the British invaded again, launching the second Anglo-Afghan War. About 33,000 troops began a swift

assault on three fronts, but cholera decimated the British ranks, and many were felled by heat. Daytime

temperatures rose to more than 100 degrees.

On July 27, 1880, Afghans loyal to Ayub Khan defeated the British army at the Battle of Maiwand. Despite a victory

at the Battle of Kandahar in September 1880, the British pulled out of the country after intense domestic opposition

to the war.

"you have the watches, but we have the time."



U.S. Command Considering Private Security on Afghan Front Lines -
washingtonpost.com
http://www.washingtonpost.com/wp-dyn/content/article/2009/07/25/AR2009072501738.html?nav=emailpage

The U.S. military command is considering contracting a private firm to manage security on the front lines of the war

in Afghanistan, even as Defense Secretary Robert M. Gates says that the Pentagon intends to cut back on the use of

private security contractors.

soliciting information from prospective contractors who would develop a security plan for 50 or more forward

operating bases and smaller command outposts across Afghanistan.

this contract would award a commercial company unusually broad "theater-wide" authority to protect forward

operating bases in a war zone

Commission on Wartime Contracting

"Contractors are now literally in the center of the battlefield in unprecedented numbers," the commission said,

creating "a need to define specific functions that are not appropriate for performance by contractors in a

contingency operation."

Afghan army and police officers totaling roughly 160,000, and the number of U.S. service members in Afghanistan

set to grow to 68,000 by year's end

if contractors were to take over security at forward operating bases, they would be the first to see hostile fire, and

they -- not soldiers -- would have to decide whether to employ weapons against an enemy

CWC_Interim_Report_At_What_Cost_06-10-09.pdf (application/pdf Object)
http://www.wartimecontracting.gov/images/download/documents/reports/CWC_Interim_Report_At_What_Cost_06-10-09.pdf

U.S. Weighing New Road Rules for Troops in Afghanistan | Danger Room |
Wired.com
http://www.wired.com/dangerroom/2009/07/us-weighing-new-road-rules-for-troops-in-afghanistan

coalition convoys have come in for some recent criticism, particularly in the capital, for driving like the armed

equivalent of New York City cabbies. Earlier this year, security consultant Tim Lynch

<http://blog.freerangeinternational.com/?page_id=2> posted a scathing commentary

<http://blog.freerangeinternational.com/?p=1147> about the way the Army was driving in downtown

Kabul. “For the life of me,” he wrote, “I cannot figure out why it is that they continue to operate in Kabul as if they

were on [Baghdad's notorious 'road of death'] Route Irish <http://www.smh.com.au/news/World/The-worlds-

most-dangerous-road/2005/06/07/1118123840061.html> back in 2005.”

Tom Hayden: Pentagon Enlists Feminists for War Aims
http://www.huffingtonpost.com/tom-hayden/pentagon-enlists-feminist_b_238715.html



But I had no idea then that I was joining The Feminist Majority in a coalition with the Pentagon to invade and

occupy Afghanistan.

it's still hard to believe that they think Afghan women can be liberated by an invading, bombing, imprisoning

American army.

It's hard to believe that Predators, drones, Special Forces, detention camps and foreign occupiers are solutions to

Taliban fundamentalism

Even the US-supported Kabul government showed its real character this year by passing a law requiring women to

obey their husbands in sexual matters, in violation of the country's own constitution and international norms.

A top United Nations official this month told a Kabul audience "that violence against women is not being challenged

or condemned." This was eight years following the Bonn Agreement which included human rights at its core. In

northern areas under Western occupation, the UN report found that in 39 percent of rapes "that perpetrators were

directly linked to power brokers who are, effectively, above the law and enjoy immunity from arrest as well as

immunity from social condemnation."

The Feminist Majority echoes Democratic Party hawks in claiming that the liberation of Afghanistan was well

underway until the Bush Administration wandered off into Iraq.

According to the United Nations, Afghanistan is 174th of 178 countries in its human development index. One in

every four children dies at birth, the fourth highest child mortality rate in the world. Half of Afghan children is

malnourished, and an estimated 40 per cent of children die from diarrhoea and acute respiratory infections.

Thirteen per cent of the population have access to safe drinking water and 12 per cent have access to adequate

sanitation. In both Afghanistan and Pakistan, children are growing up traumatized, malnourished, stunted and

extremely stunted [the categories the United Nations uses]. Life expectancy for women in "peacetime" is 44, twenty

percent below the global mean.

The real effect of the Pentagon's game plan is to kill Al Qaeda and Taliban suspects, round up and hold thousands

more in detention camps with no due process, lock Afghanistan into the Western alliance, and obtain American

military bases and pipeline projects in the region. Women's rights always will be secondary to military objectives.

The Feminist Majority is being used by the Pentagon to advance its war aims.

Britain 'will need more troops' for success in Afghanistan - Times Online
http://www.timesonline.co.uk/tol/news/uk/article6729794.ece

Britain may need to send more troops to Afghanistan despite the success of

Operation Panther’s Claw, military chiefs admit.

The scale of the challenge was revealed yesterday as it emerged that British

soldiers have faced nearly 1,000 roadside bombs in the past three months



holding an area in Helmand

province about the size of the Isle of Wight

the existing

troops could not be expected to mount further significant operations without

reinforcements

Gordon Brown hailed the offensive as an “heroic” military

success, saying it had made Britain safer and “pushed back the Taleban”

David Miliband, the Foreign Secretary, however, called for renewed efforts

to engage the Taleban politically

23 soldiers have died since the operation began on June 19

“If they [the Taleban] carry on trying

to kill British troops, then of course we can’t reconcile them into the

system, because they will be making a choice of violence.”

M. Jamil Hanifi: Interrogating Conventional Wisdom about Terrorism « OPEN
ANTHROPOLOGY
http://openanthropology.wordpress.com/2009/07/30/m-jamil-hanifi-interrogating-conventional-wisdom-about-terrorism

UN: Civilian deaths up 24 percent in Afghanistan - Yahoo! News
http://news.yahoo.com/s/ap/20090731/ap_on_re_as/un_un_afghanistan

Since May, insurgents have attached magnetic explosive devices to vehicles to target civilians who have worked with

government or international military forces

So are these among the "civilians" counted by the UN as having been killed by the Taliban? Of course,

they must be, but no number is given and the subject of whether foreign civilians working for military

forces should be considered "innocent" civilians is thus evaded.

M. Jamil Hanifi: Engineering Division, Instability, and Regime Change with
Naheed, Neda, and Allah « OPEN ANTHROPOLOGY
http://openanthropology.wordpress.com/2009/07/31/m-jamil-hanifi-engineering-division-instability-and-regime-change-

with-naheed-neda-and-allah

3 US troops killed in ambush; 9 NATO deaths in Aug - Yahoo! News
http://news.yahoo.com/s/ap/20090802/ap_on_re_as/as_afghanistan

Three American soldiers died in a complex militant ambush in eastern Afghanistan on Sunday, raising NATO's

two-day August death toll to nine and continuing the bloodiest period of the eight-year war for U.S. and allied

troops



The U.N.'s representative in Afghanistan, meanwhile, called for peace talks with the Taliban's top leadership, saying

deals with local militant commanders as proposed by Britain's foreign secretary would not be enough to end the

violence

The deaths Sunday brought to nine the number of NATO troops killed this month, after six NATO troops died on

Saturday. Six of the nine deaths were American

July was the deadliest month for international troops since the 2001 U.S.-led invasion to oust the Taliban

government for sheltering al-Qaida leader Osama bin Laden, with 74 foreign troops, including 43 Americans, killed

A record 62,000 U.S. troops are now in Afghanistan

Other NATO countries have about 39,000 troops in Afghanistan

Three American troops, two Canadians and one French soldier died on Saturday

U.S. troops say militants are now using bombs with little or no metal in them, making them even harder to detect.

Militants are also planting multiple bombs on top of one another and planting several bombs in one small area

Taliban militants have promised to disrupt the country's Aug. 20 presidential election

"If you want relevant results, you have to talk to those who are relevant. If you want important results, you have to

talk to those who are important. If you only have a partial reconciliation process, you will have partial results,"

stanley mcchrystal protect civilians - Google Search
http://www.google.ca/search?hl=en&safe=off&ei=Oot3Sq2NB82ptgf1jNWWCQ&sa=X&oi=spell&resnum=0&ct=result&

cd=1&q=stanley+mcchrystal+protect+civilians&spell=1

BBC NEWS | South Asia | US 'to protect Afghan civilians'
http://news.bbc.co.uk/2/hi/south_asia/8096374.stm

Gen Stanley McChrystal said the population needed protection from the enemy, but also "from the unintended

consequences of our operation".

New Afghan mission commander vows to protect civilians
http://www.cbc.ca/world/story/2009/06/15/mcchrystal-command-nato-afghanistan015.html

Afghan people are at the centre of our mission

"The Afghan people are at the centre of our mission. In reality, they are the mission. We must protect them from

violence, whatever its nature. We must respect their religion and traditions," McChrystal said Monday. "But while

operating with care, we will not be timid."

The Pentagon's 21st Century Counterinsurgency Wars: Latin America and South
Asia



http://www.globalresearch.ca/index.php?context=va&aid=14599

The current Obama administration has continued and accelerated the expansion of the Afghan war into neighboring

Pakistan, with almost six times the population of its neighbor and nuclear weapons; and its enhanced role in

Colombia, a nation that launched a military assault into Ecuador in March of last year and has been installing bases

and deploying troops on its border with Venezuela, can also drag the entire Andean region into the vortex of armed

confrontation and eventual war

the dubious "peace dividend" following withdrawal of troops - far slower and less extensive than promised - from

Iraq

On June 10th of this year the US Senate approved former chief of the Pentagon's Joint Special Operations

Command, Stanley McChrystal, to replace General David McKiernan, previously sacked, as commander of the U.S.

Forces Afghanistan (USFOR-A) and the NATO-led International Security Assistance Force (ISAF), putting him in

charge of over 90,000 US, NATO and NATO partner troops in Afghanistan

Germany is soon to have the 4,500-troop maximum currently allowed by parliamentary restrictions, along with

Tornado warplanes, Marder tanks and AWACS; Italy is sending more troops, helicopters and drones; Turkey may

dispatch an additional 1,000 soldiers; Romania has been tapped for over 1,000 troops; Britain, which has lost 191

soldiers, its highest combat fatalities since the 1982 Falklands/Malvinas War, recently revealed it was deploying yet

more troops, Chinook and Merlin helicopters and Predator drones

On July 27 NATO and the Pentagon activated a new global Strategic Airlift Capability in Papa, Hungary

For the occasion the first C-17 Globemaster III transport plane, "used for rapid strategic airlift of troops and cargo to

main operating bases or forward operating base anywhere in the world," [3] arrived at the base where "Soldiers,

combat vehicles...will be flown on the heavy transport planes, primarily to remote countries, even amid warlike

conditions." [4] Afgahnistan will be their chief destination

Troops, arms and equipment are pouring into Afghanistan from all parts of the world. US ambassador to NATO Ivo

Daalder has just recruited more New Zealand special forces; Armenia announced that it may send its first troops

under NATO Partnership for Peace obligations to join those from its Caucasus neighbors Georgia and Azerbaijan;

South Korea has been pressured to return military forces withdrawn in 2007 as part of a hostage release deal;

Japanese government officials have recently spoken of deploying soldiers on the ground in Afghanistan even while

armed hostilities rage, a violation of the nation's constitution; the army of Mongolia, wedged between Russia and

China, "which has not seen major combat since assisting the Soviet invasion of Manchuria in 1945" will soon deploy

troops as part of its "third neighbor" policy "to reach out to allies other than China and Russia" and "cement its

alliance with the United States and secure grants and aid....Mongolia's deployment will mark its largest military

presence in Afghanistan since the age of Genghis Khan...."

On July 28, the world's newest nation, diminutive Montenegro (population 650,000), announced that it was

assigning an initial 40 troops to NATO for the war.



Albania, inducted into NATO in March, will double its contingent

US Green Beret-trained Colombian commandos were headed to Afghanistan to apply their brutal

counterinsurgency methods in South Asia

including what is left of alleged neutral nations in Europe ( Austria , Finland , Ireland , Sweden and Switzerland )

There will soon officially be military units from fifty or more nations serving under NATO command in Afghanistan

Afghanistan is the training and testing ground for an embryonic world army

"I think there hasn't been enough focus on counterinsurgency. I am certainly not in a position to criticize counter-

terrorism. But at this point in the war, in Afghanistan , it is most important to focus on almost classic

counterinsurgency."

Operation Strike of the Sword (Khanjar) began with an assault by Marines, tanks and attack helicopters and is still

raging almost a month afterwards. Britain began a simultaneous and complementary offensive, Operation Panther's

Claw, also in Helmand Province

The US has carried out at least 35 drone attacks on Pakistan 's tribal areas, killing and wounding over 500 people

over the past year

top NATO military commander, James Stavridis. He was head of the Pentagon's Southern Command (SOUTHCOM)

from October of 2006 until being sworn in as NATO Supreme Allied Commander on July 2

"The operations I've been most focused on in South America has been the insurgency in Colombia . My experience

there will translate well to my role as the NATO commander in Afghanistan....[M]y experiences in understanding

and learning counter-insurgency I think are up to the task.

a US special forces training camp in North Carolina called Pineland

The latter was described as "a fictional country created five decades ago, made up of 16 counties in central North

Carolina " which is "the setting for Robin Sage, the Special Forces final exam. In it, students from nearby Fort Bragg

parachute and helicopter into Pineland at the end of almost a year of training, organize a guerrilla force and

overthrow an oppressive regime on the eve of an American invasion."

CBS news on July 28 ran a feature on General Stavridis' two wars coming together, revealing that the US was

sending Green Beret-trained Colombia commandos to Afghanistan and quoted an unnamed Pentagon official as

saying "The more Afghanistan can look like Colombia , the better."

the Pentagon's penetration of Colombia , one which in the decade beginning in 1998 has seen US military assistance

rise from $50 million to $5 billion annually

Afghan villagers say 3 boys killed in airstrike



http://news.yahoo.com/s/ap/20090805/ap_on_re_as/as_afghanistan

The angry villagers shouted "Death to America! Death to infidels!" as they displayed the corpses in the back of a

pickup truck.

"It is our clear intention to do everything possible to reduce the number of civilian casualties to an absolute

minimum,"

Abdur Rahim, the father of the boys and uncle of the slain man, told the AP that he heard a pair of helicopters

circling over his compound at 1:30 a.m. Wednesday before they fired two missiles that hit his home. His brother

and another son were wounded, he said.

"What was the fault of my innocent children? They were not Taliban," Rahim said. "Did they come here to build our

country or kill our innocent children?"

Afghan Analyst Bibliography
http://www.afghanconflictmonitor.org/aabiblio2008.pdf

Kandahar Provincial Reconstruction Team
http://www.afghanistan.gc.ca/canada-afghanistan/kandahar/kprt-eprk.aspx

Twenty-five PRTs throughout Afghanistan help the democratically-elected government of Afghanistan extend its

authority and ability to govern, rebuild the nation, and provide services to its citizens.

The 330-person PRT combines the expertise of diplomats, corrections experts, development specialists, the

Canadian police, including the RCMP <http://www.rcmp-grc.gc.ca/po-mp/afghanistan-eng.htm> , and the

military. It supports key initiatives in the province and carries out a broad range of enabling roles such as police

training and strengthening local governance capacity, in line with Canada’s priorities <http://www.example.com

/canada-afghanistan/priorities-priorites/index.aspx> in Afghanistan.

Canada should stay in Afghanistan: NATO head
http://www.cbc.ca/world/story/2009/08/06/afghanistan-rasmussen006.html

Canada should keep its troops in Afghanistan beyond 2011, NATO's new secretary general says

"At the end of the day, it is a question of our own security. We cannot allow Afghanistan, once again, to become a

safe haven for terrorists. And I also think it is in Canada’s interest to ensure a peaceful and stable Afghanistan."

Recent polls show majorities in Britain, Germany and Canada oppose sending more troops to Afghanistan, even as

President Barack Obama moves in more U.S. forces.

uly was the bloodiest month for the U.S. and NATO in the nearly eight-year war, and the UN says civilian deaths

soared by 24 per cent in the first half of 2009.

Danger Room in Afghanistan: Rebranding the ‘Civilian Surge’ | Danger Room |



Wired.com
http://www.wired.com/dangerroom/2009/08/danger-room-in-afghanistan-rebranding-the-civilian-surge

A cornerstone of the administration’s re-think of Afghanistan strategy is the so-called “civilian surge”: A plan to

nearly double the number of U.S. civilians deployed to Afghanistan. According to a recent Congressional

Research Service estimate <http://opencrs.com/document/RS21922> , a total of around 900 civilians will

deploy to Afghanistan to help improve governance, oversee economic development projects and build security

institutions.

Pointing to the importance of Provincial Reconstruction Teams — hybrid civil-military teams staffed with

governance, development and economics experts — McChrystal said, “I think that when the civilian uplifts come in

from the U.S. side, and a lot of our partner nations are bringing in more [too], we will get more robust over time and

get more focused.”

Danger Room in Afghanistan: MRAPs Out, Motorcycles In | Danger Room |
Wired.com
http://www.wired.com/dangerroom/2009/08/danger-room-in-afghanistan-mraps-out-motorcycles-in

Want to drive down that village street? Better make sure it’s not too narrow. Want to visit that rural polling station?

Might have to find a different way to get there.

When a convoy of MRAPs rolls up to a village to drop off some humanitarian aid, for instance, the effect can still be

a little intimidating.

Afghanistan: Politics, Government Formation and Performance: Open CRS
Network - CRS Reports for the People
http://opencrs.com/document/RS21922

The central governments limited writ and widespread official corruption are helping sustain a Taliban insurgency,

and have fed pessimism about the Afghanistan stabilization effort

to win over remaining members of his Pashtun community, some of which have begun to lean toward or tolerate

Taliban insurgents

Karzai has faced substantial loss of public confidence, in large part due to widespread official corruption, but his

opponentsdivided by ethnicity and personal ambitionwere unable to form a strong electoral coalition, and Karzai is

considered a favorite for re-election on August 20, 2009

The core of the new strategy is a so-called civilian surge that will virtually double, to about 900, the number of U.S.

civilian personnel to deploy to Afghanistan to help build its governing and security institutions, particularly at local

levels, and to increase economic development efforts

Afghanistan: Politics, Government Formation and Performance
http://assets.opencrs.com/rpts/RS21922_20090626.pdf



July equals deadliest month of Afghan war
http://news.yahoo.com/s/nm/20090715/wl_nm/us_afghanistan

The new troops are rapidly being sent to small outposts in towns and villages, mirroring some tactics of the "surge"

of additional forces that Bush ordered in Iraq in 2007, which saw months of sharply increased U.S. losses before

violence declined.

U.S. commanders do not use the term "surge" to refer to the reinforcements in Afghanistan because the increase is

indefinite, not for a limited time as Bush ordered in Iraq.

But they say they are employing counter-insurgency tactics which proved successful in Iraq: pushing extra troops

off big bases and onto streets to show they can protect the public.

Q&A : 'We will not leave you alone' - IPS ipsnews.net
http://ipsnews.net/news.asp?idnews=46785

U.S. President Barack Obama has made Afghanistan and Pakistan his number one foreign policy priority

Many Afghans are confused. Why has President Obama called for an end to U.S. military action in Iraq but

increased military involvement in Afghanistan despite his Secretary of Defense, Robert Gates, saying there is "no

military solution" to defeating the Taliban and al Qaeda

We have also put the emphasis on development. President Obama has just gone in for much more money to

promote agriculture projects here, educational projects, good governance projects to help the best people who are

already in your government to clean it up and prevent corruption

Along with those extra soldiers we are bringing more American civilians; specialists in agriculture, education,

higher ranked, greater numbers and greater expertise working with your government and private individuals

How realistic is "civilian uplift" when it is already difficult for U.S. embassy and USAID mission to get permission

from your security officials for site visits?

most of the American civilians like most of the American military will be concentrating in the south and in the east,

precisely where most of the problems are

We are here to help your very brave policemen and soldiers defeat a terrible enemy - for us that is al Qaeda and the

people who support them.

DefenseLink News Article: Top U.S. Commander in Afghanistan Shares Strategy
http://www.defenselink.mil/news/newsarticle.aspx?id=55146

Army Gen. Stanley A. McChrystal



The counterinsurgency approach is shape, clear, hold and build, with emphasis on the last two, the general said.

He stressed that the clearing phase lasts longer than people realize, and that the hold and build phase won’t be as

effective with security threats looming.

the high level of casualties will likely continue until “insurgent fighters decide that they cannot force us out,”

Keeping the enemy at bay - Army News, news from Iraq, - Army Times
http://www.armytimes.com/news/2009/07/army_baylough_072709w

AP NewsBreak: US looks to Vietnam for Afghan tips
http://news.yahoo.com/s/ap/20090806/ap_on_re_eu/eu_afghan_lessons_of_vietnam

Top U.S. officials have reached out to a leading Vietnam war scholar to discuss the similarities of that conflict 40

years ago with American involvement in Afghanistan, where the U.S. is seeking ways to isolate an elusive guerrilla

force and win over a skeptical local population.

The overture to Pulitzer Prize-winning historian Stanley Karnow, who opposes the Afghan war, comes as the U.S. is

evaluating its strategy there.

Holbrooke briefly commented on contrasts between the two conflicts, noting that the military regime in Saigon was

corrupt and unpopular, while the international community seeks to build a democracy in Afghanistan.

Note the nonsensical contradiction: the Saigon government was corrupt and unpopular, just as Karzai's

governments is now...but instead of noting the similarity, Holbrooke/AP compare a reality with a fantasy:

the "international community SEEKS to build..."

• In both wars, security forces had an overwhelming advantage in firepower over lightly armed but highly mobile

guerrillas.

• Insurgents in both cases were able to use safe havens in neighboring countries to regroup and re-equip.

_He pointed to McChrystal's order to limit airstrikes and prevent civilian casualties, linking it to the overuse of air

power in Vietnam which resulted in massive civilian deaths.

McAllister drew a parallel to another failed political strategy from Vietnam — the presidential election.

"That ('67 ballot) helped ensure that U.S. efforts would continue to be compromised by its support for a corrupt,

unpopular regime in Saigon," McAllister said.



David Kilcullen, a counterinsurgency specialist who will soon assume a role as a senior adviser to McChrystal,

compared Karzai to South Vietnamese President Ngo Dinh Diem.

"He has a reasonably clean personal reputation but he's seen as ineffective; his family are corrupt; he's alienated a

very substantial portion of the population," Kilcullen said Thursday at the U.S. Institute of Peace.

"He seems paranoid and delusional and out of touch with reality," he said. "That's all the sort of things that were

said about President Diem in 1963."

White House Struggles to Gauge Afghan Success - NYTimes.com
http://www.nytimes.com/2009/08/07/world/asia/07policy.html?_r=1&ref=world

Raphael Alexander: It's too late to "sell" the Afghanistan mission to Canadians -
Full Comment
http://network.nationalpost.com/np/blogs/fullcomment/archive/2009/08/07/raphael-alexander-it-s-too-late-to-quot-sell-

quot-the-afghanistan-mission-to-canadians.aspx

Simply said, Canadians don’t have the stomach for a protracted war that

sort of sounds like it might constitute the defence of Canada’s

interests, but in the rather vague and peripheral view of global

geopolitical security and stabilization.

So although NATO wants us to stay beyond 2011 <http://ca.reuters.com/article/topNews

/idCATRE5755ER20090806> , not even the former cheerleaders from the Harper government can muster more

than a “no thanks” <http://www.google.com/hostednews/afp/article

/ALeqM5gYdBb3GqS3yqod2W31ihaLghYKcQ>

“Our government is abiding by the motion passed in parliament in

2008 — that is that our combat forces will leave by 2011,” Cannon said.

Canadians just aren’t really “into” the mission.

They don’t know much about it, they don’t care, and they don’t see the

security threat or danger of withdrawal without knowing whether the

mission has been a success or not.

Even Conservative partisans have decided to simply

let the issue drop. Gone are the “Red Fridays” and the support the

troops decals. It was exciting for a while, but the 24-hour news

generation has moved on to other things. The only time you’ll really

hear about Canadian soldiers in the media is to learn about some new

statistical casualty milestone. Because that’s all that gets

emphasized, the morale-sapped Canadian public absorbs the information,



shakes their collective heads, and ask “Why are we in Afghanistan,

anyway”?

Eight British, U.S. troops killed in Afghanistan | Top News | Reuters
http://uk.reuters.com/article/idUKSP48254320090807?feedType=RSS&feedName=topNews&sp=true

NATO's new chief called Friday for additional reinforcements in Afghanistan, and the alliance announced the

deaths of eight more U.S. and British troops as violence worsens in the eight-year-old war's deadliest phase.

The NATO chief's open call for more troops was perhaps the clearest indication yet that a major escalation ordered

this year by new U.S. President Barack Obama is far from over.

"Honestly speaking, I think we need more troops," Anders Fogh Rasmussen, who took over as head of the trans-

atlantic alliance this month, said during his first visit to Kabul.

"I have seen progress in the south (of Afghanistan), not least thanks to the increase in the number of troops, so

definitely the number matters," he told BBC radio.

There are now more than 100,000 Western troops in Afghanistan, including about 62,000 Americans -- nearly

double the U.S. strength at the start of the year as Obama has sent tens of thousands

More Western troops have died in Afghanistan since the beginning of March than in the entire period from

2001-2004.

U.S. Marines launched Operation Strike of the Sword

Britain's 9,000s-strong contingent has also launched a large, simultaneous offensive in another part of Helmand,

Operation Panther's Claw

The Daily Dish | By Andrew Sullivan
http://andrewsullivan.theatlantic.com/the_daily_dish/2009/08/the-debate-over-afghanistan.html

Abu Muqawama writes <http://www.cnas.org/blogs/abumuqawama/2009/08/nope.html> :

Plenty of us in Washington have in fact been having a very sober-minded



discussion about U.S. interests in Afghanistan and the limits of our

new counterinsurgency doctrine.

Michael Cohen counters <http://www.democracyarsenal.org/2009/08/our-public-debate-about-

afghanistan.html> :

While sure some people have had this discussion; but to argue that it's

been a key feature of the public discourse on Afghanistan is pretty

hard to swallow. And for [Muqawama] to use Stephen Biddle's tortured logic argument

<http://www.democracyarsenal.org/2009/07/the-thinnest-of-reeds.html>

for staying in Afghanistan that offers a strawman choice between

withdrawal and stay the course is not what I would call a robust debate. [...] And what's more I'll call

your Stephen Biddle and raise you Peter Bergen's recent piece in the Washington Monthly

<http://www.washingtonmonthly.com/features/2009/0907.bergen.html> .

I like Peter and he is a colleague, but I think it's fair to say that

his article focuses far more on the operational side of the Afghanistan

war and tends to gloss over the larger strategic issues raised by

Bacevich.

It's one thing to focus on cloistered debates among think tank denizens. It's quite another to call that a robust public

debate. The level of public debate in Washington about US interests and objectives in Afghanistan has been

frightfully constricted.

From a media perspective, the WP and NYT are filled with stories about operational elements of our mission in

Afghanistan; a lot less on national interests. Indeed, not one reporter even bothered to ask President Obama in his

recent press conference a single question about Afghanistan.

Hours Before Court-Martial, Army Resister Victor Agosto Speaks Out on Why He’s
Refusing to Fight in Afghanistan | Iraq Veterans Against the War
http://www.ivaw.org/node/5311

General Sir David Richards: Afghanistan will take 40 years - Times Online
http://www.timesonline.co.uk/tol/news/uk/article6788043.ece

Britain’s mission in Afghanistan could last for up to 40 years, the next head

of the Army warns today in an exclusive interview with The Times.

General Sir David Richards, who becomes Chief of the General Staff on August

28, said: “The Army’s role will evolve, but the whole process might take as

long as 30 to 40 years.”



insisted that there was “absolutely

no chance” of Nato pulling out. “I believe that the UK will be committed to

Afghanistan in some manner — development, governance, security sector reform

— for the next 30 to 40 years,” he said.

Of the Taleban, he said: “We can and are outfighting them.”

Andrew Bacevich: The War We Can’t Win
http://www.commonwealmagazine.org/article.php3?id_article=2609

Afghanistan & the Limits of American Power

History deals rudely with the pretensions of those who presume to determine its course. In an American

the Wilsonian Conceit

consider how the Wilsonian vision of the United States as crusader state called upon to redeem the world in World

War I has periodically resurfaced despite Woodrow Wilson’s own manifest failure to make good on that expectation

The prophet declaims and departs. Yet traces of his testimony, however at odds with the facts, remain lodged in our

consciousness.

Barack Obama has embraced that conflict as “the war we must win.”

When it comes to Afghanistan, Obama may be singing in a different key, but to anyone with an ear for music—

especially for military marches—the melody remains intact.

Candidate Obama once derided the notion that the United States is called upon to determine the fate of Iraq.

President Obama expresses a willingness to expend untold billions—not to mention who knows how many lives—in

order to determine the fate of Afghanistan.

It turns out—apparently—that the president genuinely views this remote, landlocked, primitive Central Asian

country as a vital U.S. national-security interest.

What is it about Afghanistan, possessing next to nothing that the United States requires, that justifies such lavish

attention? In Washington, this question goes not only unanswered but unasked. Among Democrats and Republicans

alike, with few exceptions, Afghanistan’s importance is simply assumed—much the way fifty years ago otherwise

intelligent people simply assumed that the United States had a vital interest in ensuring the survival of South

Vietnam. As then, so today, the assumption does not stand up to even casual scrutiny.

Those who profess to be in the know insist that the fight in Afghanistan is essential to keeping America safe. The

events of September 11, 2001, ostensibly occurred because we ignored Afghanistan. Preventing the recurrence of

those events, therefore, requires that we fix the place.



Averting a recurrence of that awful day does not require the semipermanent occupation and pacification of distant

countries like Afghanistan.

Of course, Americans, insistent that the dominion over which they preside does not meet the definition of empire,

evince little interest in how Brits, Russians, or other foreigners have fared in attempting to impose their will on the

Afghans

a view common among the ranks of the political and military elite: We’re Americans. We’re different. Therefore, the

experience of others does not apply.

the United States Army’s rediscovery of (and growing infatuation with) counterinsurgency doctrine

Given the embarrassing yet indisputable fact that this was an utterly needless war—no Iraqi weapons of mass

destruction found, no ties between Saddam Hussein and the jihadists established, no democratic transformation of

the Islamic world set in motion, no road to peace in Jerusalem discovered in downtown Baghdad—to describe Iraq

as a success, and as a model for application elsewhere, is nothing short of obscene

The great unacknowledged lesson of Iraq is the one that the writer Norman Mailer identified decades ago: “Fighting

a war to fix something works about as good as going to a whorehouse to get rid of a clap.”

For those who, despite all this, still hanker to have a go at nation building, why start with Afghanistan? Why not first

fix, say, Mexico? In terms of its importance to the United States, our southern neighbor—a major supplier of oil and

drugs among other commodities deemed vital to the American way of life—outranks Afghanistan by several orders

of magnitude.

Yet any politician calling for the commitment of sixty thousand U.S. troops to Mexico to secure those interests or

acquit those moral obligations would be laughed out of Washington—and rightly so. Any pundit proposing that the

United States assume responsibility for eliminating the corruption that is endemic in Mexican politics while

establishing in Mexico City effective mechanisms of governance would have his license to pontificate revoked.

Anyone suggesting that the United States possesses the wisdom and the wherewithal to solve the problem of

Mexican drug trafficking, to endow Mexico with competent security forces, and to reform the Mexican school

system (while protecting the rights of Mexican women) would be dismissed as a lunatic. Meanwhile, those who

promote such programs for Afghanistan, ignoring questions of cost and ignoring as well the corruption and

ineffectiveness that pervade our own institutions, are treated like sages.

What should the United States do about Afghanistan?

denying Al Qaeda safe havens in Afghanistan shouldn’t require military occupation by the United States and its

allies

It would be much better to let local authorities do the heavy lifting. Provided appropriate incentives, the tribal

chiefs who actually run Afghanistan are best positioned to prevent terrorist networks from establishing a large-scale

presence. As a backup, intensive surveillance complemented with precision punitive strikes (assuming we can

manage to kill the right people) will suffice to disrupt Al Qaeda’s plans.



that approach offers a cheaper and more efficient alter-native to establishing a large-scale and long-term U.S.

ground presence

we can’t eliminate every last armed militant harboring a grudge against the West. Nor do we need to. As long as we

maintain adequate defenses

As for the putatively existential challenge posed by Islamic radicalism, that project will prove ultimately to be a

self-defeating one. What violent Islamists have on offer-a rejection of modernity that aims to restore the caliphate

and unify the ummah [community]—doesn’t sell.

The ethos of consumption and individual autonomy, privileging the here and now over the eternal, will conquer the

Muslim world as surely as it is conquering East Asia and as surely as it has already conquered what was once known

as Christendom.

In many ways, Bacevich's own analysis needs to be de-imperialized:

(1) Bacevich does not argue for a fundamental transformation in the ways the U.S. relates to the world --

instead he essentially just calls for fortified defenses, because it's cheaper.

(2) Bacevich does not call for an end to all forms of U.S. intervention that provoke hatred, resentment, and

resistance. Instead he calls for more indirect intervention, by proxy.

(3) Ultimately, Bacevich insists that the West has already won: the Western consumerist and individualist

cultural system will triumph. This is a rehash, with a deferral, of Fukuyama's End of History thesis.

Ironically, Bacevich writes this precisely at the time that this Western cultural system is in its greatest

crisis.

Winning the Good War - Peter Bergen
http://www.washingtonmonthly.com/features/2009/0907.bergen.html

In May, fifty-one House Democrats voted against continued funding for the Afghan war

David Obey, the chairman of the powerful House Appropriations Committee, which controls federal spending, says

the White House must show concrete results in Afghanistan within a year—implying that if it doesn’t do so, he will

move to turn off the money spigot

It’s not just politicians who are souring on the Afghan war. A USA Today poll earlier this year found that 42 percent

of Americans believe the war is a mistake, up from 6 percent in 2002

the renewed and better resourced American effort in Afghanistan will, in time, produce a relatively stable and

prosperous Central Asian state.

The graveyard of empires metaphor belongs in the graveyard of clichés.



The Soviets’ strategy, tactics, and behavior were, in short, the exact opposite of those used in successful

counterinsurgency campaigns.

Unsurprisingly, the brutal Soviet occupation provoked a countrywide insurrection that drew from a wide array of

ethnic groups—Tajiks, Uzbeks, Pashtuns, and Hazaras—and every class in Afghan society, from mullahs to urban

professionals to peasants. By contrast, the insurgents in Afghanistan today are overwhelmingly rural Pashtuns with

negligible support in urban areas and among other ethnic groups.

The Taliban insurgency today is only around 10 percent the size of what the Soviets faced.

But the level of violence in Afghanistan is actually far lower than most Americans believe. In 2008 more than 2,000

Afghan civilians died at the hands of the Taliban or coalition forces; this is too many, but it is also less than a quarter

of the deaths last year in Iraq, a country that is both more sparsely populated and often assumed to be easier to

govern

First Bergen argues: don't compare Afghanistan with Iraq...and now he compares them when convenient. If

your argument is that they are not comparable, then stick to it.

The some 20,000 Taliban fighters are too few to hold even small Afghan towns, let alone mount a Tet-style

offensive on Kabul. As a military force, they are armed lightly enough to constitute a tactical problem, not a strategic

threat.

in Afghanistan last year, 154 American soldiers died, the largest number since the fall of the Taliban; in 1968, the

deadliest year of the Vietnam conflict, the same number of U.S. servicemen were dying every four days

Estimates of the total civilian death toll in Vietnam are in the low millions, while estimates of the total number of

Afghan civilian casualties since the fall of the Taliban are in the thousands.

Nor has the U.S. intervention in Afghanistan been anywhere near as expensive as Vietnam was

In 2005, four years after the fall of the Taliban, eight out of ten Afghans expressed in a BBC/ABC poll a favorable

opinion of the United States, and the same number supported foreign soldiers in their country

Contrast that with Iraq, where a BBC/ABC poll in 2005 found that only one in three Iraqis supported international

forces in their country

has a better chance of success? In part, because the Afghan people themselves, the center of gravity in a

counterinsurgency, are rooting for us to win

BBC/ABC polling found that 58 percent of Afghans named the Taliban—who only 7 percent of Afghans view

favorably—as the greatest threat to their nation; only 8 percent said it was the United States

There are other positive indices. Refugees don’t return to places they don’t think have a future, and more than four

million Afghan refugees have returned home since the fall of the Taliban



Under Taliban rule the country was so poor that the World Bank didn’t even bother to measure its economic

indicators

Foolish: the World Bank had no presence and no ties with the Taliban, so accumulating any numbers at all

was impossible.

Obama’s Afghanistan strategy is well poised to deliver on these expectations because it primarily emphasizes

increased security for the Afghan people—the first public good that Afghans want

Another possible objection to the introduction of more U.S. soldiers into Afghanistan is that, inevitably, they will kill

more civilians, the main issue that angers Afghans about the foreign military presence

presence of more boots on the ground is likely to reduce civilian casualties, because historically it has been the

overreliance on American air strikes—as a result of too few ground forces—which has been the key cause of civilian

deaths.

Is It Worth It? - Stephen Biddle - The American Interest Magazine
http://www.the-american-interest.com/article-bd.cfm?piece=617

The war in Afghanistan has been nearly invisible to the American public since its initial combat phase ended in

early 2002, but it has rapidly come once again into view. Indeed, the war is now poised to become perhaps the most

controversial and divisive issue in U.S. defense policy.

The strategic case for waging war is stronger than that for disengaging, but not by much: The war is a close call on

the merits. The stakes for the United States are largely indirect; it will be an expensive war to wage; like most wars,

its outcome is uncertain; even success is unlikely to yield a modern, prosperous Switzerland of the Hindu Kush;

and as a counterinsurgency campaign its conduct is likely to increase losses and violence in the short term in

exchange for a chance at stability in the longer term

But failure is not inevitable

The U.S. military is now a far more capable counterinsurgency force than the Soviets who lost to the mujaheddin in

the 1980s; the Obama Administration is committed to reforming a corrupt government in Kabul that the Bush

Administration mostly accepted; and perhaps most important, the United States has the advantage of a deeply

flawed enemy in the Taliban. The stakes, moreover, are important even though indirect: Failure could have grave

consequences for the United States

Public opinion is beginning to sour on the war, but for now most voters prefer reinforcement to withdrawal

Given that the rationale for war is such a close call, it will make for a daunting challenge in political management

regardless of the Administration’s policy choice

The Stakes: The United States has two primary national interests in this conflict: that Afghanistan never again

become a haven for terrorism against the United States, and that chaos in Afghanistan not destabilize its neighbors,



especially Pakistan

The first interest is the most discussed—and the weakest argument for waging the kind of war we are now waging.

The United States invaded Afghanistan in the first place to destroy the al-Qaeda safe haven there—actions clearly

justified by the 9/11 attacks.

But al-Qaeda is no longer based in Afghanistan, nor has it been since early 2002.

little evidence of al-Qaeda infrastructure within Afghanistan today that could directly threaten the U.S. homeland

But the risk that al-Qaeda might succeed in doing this isn’t much different than the same happening in a wide range

of weak states throughout the world, from Yemen to Somalia to Djibouti to Eritrea to Sudan to the Philippines to

Uzbekistan, or even parts of Latin America or southern Africa

The Cost: What will it cost to defeat the Taliban? No one really knows. War is an uncertain business. But it is very

hard to succeed at counterinsurgency (COIN) on the cheap

Prospects of Success: In general, the historical rate of great power success in COIN is not encouraging—around 25

percent.4 And some important features of Afghanistan today are enough to give anyone pause. Orthodox COIN

theory puts host-government legitimacy at the heart of success and failure, yet the Karzai government is widely

seen as corrupt (even by local standards), inept, inefficient and en route to losing the support of the population.

Ultimate economic and political development prospects are constrained by Afghanistan’s forbidding geography,

lack of infrastructure and political history. The Taliban enjoy a cross-border sanctuary in the FATA that the

Pakistani government seems unwilling or unable to eliminate. Violence is up, perceptions of security are down,

casualties are increasing, and the Taliban enjoys freedom of movement, access to the population and financial

support from a thriving drug trade

Barack Obama’s presidential campaign promised to de-emphasize Iraq and refocus on Afghanistan. At the time, his

Afghan hawkishness drew little opposition. The dovish wing of the Democratic Party feared they might hand John

McCain the presidency if they undermined support for their nominee. Republicans saw the Iraq war and the Afghan

war as important on the merits and also as Republican political legacies, discouraging opposition to either war

At the same time, some left-leaning Democrats, increasingly frustrated with the Administration’s centrism on other

issues, see escalation in Afghanistan as a further demotion of the progressive agenda they expected Obama to push

forward.

A March 17, 2009 USA Today/Gallup poll, for example, found that 42 percent of those polled believed it was a

mistake for the United States to send troops to Afghanistan, up from 30 percent in February and just 6 percent in

January 2002. The percentage of those saying the war is going well dropped to 38 percent in March from 44

percent just two months earlier

A February 20–22 Gallup poll found 65 percent of respondents favoring the President’s decision to send an

additional 17,000 U.S. troops to Afghanistan, with only 17 percent favoring a total withdrawal



The coming Afghanistan debate is unlikely to get as vitriolic as the one over in Iraq in 2006–07.

democracyarsenal.org: The Thinnest of Reeds
http://www.democracyarsenal.org/2009/07/the-thinnest-of-reeds.html

Stephen Biddle has an interesting piece on Afghanistan <http://www.the-american-interest.com

/article-bd.cfm?piece=617> in the most recent issue of American Interest. There he tries to answer the

question of whether the US war in Afghanistan is "worth it." Kudos to Biddle for trying to answer this difficult

question: unfortunately I don't think he he comes up with the right answer

The chain of events that Biddle presents are a very, very long shot, beginning with a possible Taliban take-over of

the country AND the collapse of Pakistan's civilian government. Even more remote is the chance that a Pakistani

nuke would fall into the hands of jihadist terrorists and even if it did, it seems a bit far-fetched to assume that such

groups would have the ability to deliver this weapon and use it against the United States? Indeed, it seems worth

reminding folks that a similarly unlikely chain of events was presented as a rationale for going to war with Iraq in

2003.

But perhaps what is most frustrating about Biddle's analysis is that he actually takes the time to survey the political

landscape and draws the right conclusions about America's lack of political will for the mission in Afghanistan:

If the conflict proves as long and arduous as many

counterinsurgencies have, votes on many budgets over several years will

be needed to bring this war to a successful conclusion. These votes

will take place against the backdrop of mounting casualties, increasing

costs and growing pressure to restrain Federal budgets in the face of

unprecedented deficits. The result could be a slow bleeding of support

as a protracted COIN campaign goes through its inevitable

darkest-before-the-dawn increase in casualties and violence.

So basically what you have is a counter-insurgency mission that will be very long, very difficult and will involve the

expenditure of billions of dollars and countless lives - and is still not guaranteed to succeed. You have a growing

anti-war coalition in Congress and a diminishing political window of opportunity to make real progress. Combine all

these drawbacks with a mission that is grounded on assumptions of unlikely worst-case scenarios and it's very hard

to see why Biddle thinks the mission should continue.

Part of the problem is that Biddle presents the US options as two extremes: continuing the current counter-

insurgency mission or withdrawal

I would add to both these suggestions a ramped-up effort to train and equip Afghanistan's police force and military

so that they can take responsibility for waging war with the Taliban while actively working to degrade the Taliban's

core group of fighters. At the same time the US needs to focus more energy on goading the Pakistani political and

military establishments to commit more resources to internal nation-building.

This author, like so many others who think the middle of two options must be best, makes the mistake of



calling total withdrawal an "extreme" without even engaging the idea. It is dismissed out of hand, which is

the preferred tactic, in fact, of extremist writers.

democracyarsenal.org: Our Public Debate About Afghanistan
http://www.democracyarsenal.org/2009/08/our-public-debate-about-afghanistan.html

Andrew Bacevich asks an important question about Afghanistan

<http://www.commonwealmagazine.org/article.php3?id_article=2609> :

What is it about Afghanistan, possessing next to nothing that the

United States requires, that justifies such lavish attention? In

Washington, this question goes not only unanswered but unasked. Among

Democrats and Republicans alike, with few exceptions, Afghanistan’s

importance is simply assumed—much the way fifty years ago otherwise

intelligent people simply assumed that the United States had a vital

interest in ensuring the survival of South Vietnam. As then, so today,

the assumption does not stand up to even casual scrutiny.

Over at Abu Muqawama <http://www.cnas.org/blogs/abumuqawama/2009/08/nope.html#comments> ,

Andrew Exum disagrees:

I'm sorry, I like Andrew Bacevich very much, but this is simply and

demonstrably false. Plenty of us in Washington have in fact been having

a very sober-minded discussion about U.S. interests in Afghanistan and

the limits of our new counterinsurgency doctrine. To suggest otherwise

reveals ignorance of the discourse here.

While sure some people have had this discussion; but to argue that it's been a key feature of the public discourse on

Afghanistan is pretty hard to swallow. And for Andrew to use Stephen Biddle's tortured logic argument

<http://www.democracyarsenal.org/2009/07/the-thinnest-of-reeds.html> for staying in Afghanistan that

offers a strawman choice between withdrawal and stay the course is not what I would call a robust debate.

And not only is the debate constricted around the strategy for Afghanistan it is too around the tactics

Exum argues that the debate has "moved on to strategic and operational concerns." Yeah, but only if you think that

population centric counter-insurgency is the only way to further US objectives in Afghanistan.

And what's more I'll call your Stephen Biddle and raise you Peter Bergen's recent piece in the Washington

Monthly <http://www.washingtonmonthly.com/features/2009/0907.bergen.html> . I like Peter and he is a

colleague, but I think it's fair to say that his article focuses far more on the operational side of the Afghanistan war

and tends to gloss over the larger strategic issues raised by Bacevich.

It's one thing to focus on cloistered debates among think tank denizens. It's quite another to call that a robust public



debate. The level of public debate in Washington about US interests and objectives in Afghanistan has been

frightfully constricted. The only discordant voices from political leaders is coming from the left of the Democratic

Party, Russ Feingold and his ilk.  When Bacevich says "Among

Democrats and Republicans alike, with few exceptions, Afghanistan’s

importance is simply assumed" well I'm sorry, but if we're talking the political realm that certainly seems to be the

case.

From a media perspective, the WP and NYT are filled with stories about operational elements of our mission in

Afghanistan; a lot less on national interests. Indeed, not one reporter even bothered to ask President Obama in his

recent press conference a single question about Afghanistan. And as the mission evolves from a counter-terrorism

mission (disrupt, defeat and dismantle Al Qaeda) into a full-fledged counter-insurgency (protecting the populace

and building Afghan government legitimacy) it's more important than ever that these questions are asked and

answered.

Nope | Center for a New American Security
http://www.cnas.org/blogs/abumuqawama/2009/08/nope.html

I think one of the things that annoys Bacevich is that some of us have moved on to strategic and operational

concerns after reaching different political conclusions than his own. It's not that we have not asked or have failed to

consider the questions Bacevich asks. We've just asked them and then arrived at different answers. I have all the

respect and admiration in the world for Bacevich's call for us to live within our means and to not get involved with

costly misadventures like the one in Iraq. (I invited him to Washington, in fact, to speak on our Afghanistan panel at

CNAS because I think his voice is one that needs to be heard.) But the two of us have simply reached different

conclusions on Afghanistan, and I for one am sick of this argument that just because some of us are now working on

operational concerns, we have somehow failed to ask the questions of policy Bacevich is asking. It's a little

condescending, or at the very least reveals an ignorance of the debates and discussion actually taking place.

Now read what readers of his blog are telling him:

I support the mission, too, but if you're going to narrowly describe it the way Biddle does solely in terms of

American national interest, it does tend to limit the argument's appeal, particularly for those of us who aren't

Americans.

Well you and Biddle have come to an agreement, but I poked around the state department website for an hour

yesterday looking for a clear statement of our strategic goals in Afghanistan and couldnt find it. So what are the US

government's goals? The same as Biddle's? I am open to being corrected if anyone has any insight

" Plenty of us in Washington have in fact been having a very sober-minded discussion about U.S. interests in

Afghanistan and the limits of our new counterinsurgency doctrine."

That's certainly not how I would describe the contents of your blog over the last year or so. I haven't ever, once, read

you question whether the US should be fighting the war in Afghanistan. Any debate is over how to fight it, and that



closely reflects the debate in Washington so I don't see how you can call Bacevich's claim "patently false."

"I think one of the things that annoys Bacevich is that some of us have moved on to strategic and operational

concerns after reaching different political conclusions than his own. It's not that we have not asked or have failed to

consider the questions Bacevich asks. We've just asked them and then arrived at different answers."

When? Where on your blog have you ever raised any real debate? Posted anything that would undermine the COIN

narrative on Iraq/ Afghanistan? Anything that would undermine the arguements the people at CNAS are making

about Afghanistan that states that the US needs to fight the war in Afghanistan.

"Now does that read like a man who has not carefully asked the questions Bacevich is asking?"

This is your evidence of the "debate" you claim is taking place? One person who raises a few questions to himself

and then basically agrees with you that the war has to be fought?

I agree with the visitor at 1:20pm. I have not read anything about if/why Afghanistan is important to the national

security of the United States from you on this blog. It seems like it is a given here and there has not really been a

debate about the merits of the conflict 8+ years after the start.

During the CNAS conference panel with Dr. Bacevich, he brought up the same concerns that he has brought up in

this article, and it seemed like you decided to use humor/sarcasm to bypass his "big picture" questions and focus on

operational plans/goals.

So, please tell us, what are your "different answers" or "different political conclusions"? Why is Afghanistan is

important to the national security of the United States? How long do we need to stay there to keep us in the U.S.

safe? When are we going to realize that we can not bring this 15 century country into the 21st century world order.

This is a country with borders only drawn on a map, with no major natural resources, with no real functional

government, where things work better locally through villages than through a central government. So please tell us

the WHY before jumping to the HOW.

Without violating OPSEC, be fair to yourself and explain what, in your opinion, is wrong about our past, present

and, likely, future uses of force in Afghanistan.

Whence does the assumption emanate that U.S. disengagement from Afghanistan (even saying "disengagement" is

probably putting it too strongly; let's stick with the removal of American ground troops) would mean a Taliban

takeover of the country?

Excellent observation, especially as both Bergen and Biddle argue that the Taliban are so deeply hated

and unpopular, it then becomes a serious contradiction to say that they could take over.

Let's articulate what Biddle means here. "Reinforcement" is a noun that is constructed from the syllables of human



flesh. It's a weasel word because in its dry pronounciation as a noun it fails to connote what is really going to

happen. It's much like the term "combat replacement." Who is being replaced by whom? Oh, well, the dead or

maimed, that's who.

The "cost-benefit" analysis is one that's measured, also, on an abacus of human beings. These are my comrades and,

for some of you, your brothers and mothers, fathers and sisters, neighbors and fellow denizens of this democracy.

The other phrase he employs, "political management," is the sophistry of selling a war he, himself, concedes is

murky, risky and likely to fizzle. A younger sort might term is "spin," but let's here accept it as "explain," if only to

be charitable to Biddle.

But I don't recall Pakistan as suffering the siege of Taliban irregulars on Sept 10, 2001. Whatever could have

triggered such dire problems for Pakistan?

Might it be, indeed, the effing occupation? How shall pushing MORE Taliban cadres back into the redoubt we can't

attack help Pakistan? How shall MORE refugees streaming for Pakistan aid the weak regime there? How will

MORE of our development dollars, skimmed by the Taliban tax collectors to fund their twin revolts in Afghanistan

and Pakistan, help Islamabad?

Andrew, you say "...the risks of our counterinsurgency strategy." How can counterinsurgency be a strategy??

Counterinsurgency is a set of tactics, methods, techniques and procedures that makes up a military operation. It is

not strategy. Your use so easily of the two words together betrays the real problem at hand: that we have no strategy

in Astan except for a set of population centric coin tactics that we hope will pull things together. This hope--or this

absence of strategy--is pulled along by the power of the Surge triumph narrative that beguiles folks into thinking

that since it (ostensibly) worked in Iraq it will work in Astan if we just give coin a chance.

"Strategy without tactics is the slowest route to victory...Tactics without strategy is the noise before defeat...Speed is

the essence of war."

Hey Andrew, you are so awash in "operational and strategic concerns" that you never to engage the political

arguments in any meaningful way. What annoys you about Bacevich is that he questions the underlying

assumptions of your COIN based career.

Try a post entitled "Why We Must Remain in Afghanistan," it might give you a bit more credibility.

but -- when you fall into rhetorical traps (have been hanging out with Tom Ricks a lot or something??) like this one:

"Now does that read like a man who has not carefully asked the questions Bacevich is asking?" -- it drives me nuts.

Using a rhetorical question to make your big point (and a rhetorical question that actually uses someone else to



make your argument, no less) is not a good tactic much less a good argument.

By the way, Bacevich has clearly staked out the Vietnam analogy as his historical test case (and other failed

counterinsurgencies/declining empires).

What are your test cases?

MichaelMoore.com : Adviser sees 10-year U.S. role in Afghanistan
http://www.michaelmoore.com/words/latestnews/index.php?id=14300

An incoming adviser to the top U.S. general in Afghanistan predicted Thursday that the United States will see about

two more years of heavy fighting and then either hand off to a much improved Afghan fighting force or "lose and go

home."

David Kilcullen, a counterinsurgency expert who will assume a role as a senior adviser to Gen. Stanley McChrystal,

has been highly critical of the war's management to date. He outlined a "best-case scenario" for a decade of further

U.S. and NATO involvement in Afghanistan during an appearance at the U.S. Institute of Peace.

Can the Right War Be Won? | Foreign Affairs
http://www.foreignaffairs.com/node/65159?page=show

According to the president, "The core goal of the U.S. must be to disrupt, dismantle, and defeat al-Qaeda and its

safe havens in Pakistan, and to prevent their return to Pakistan or Afghanistan."

five tasks

disrupting terrorist networks that are capable of launching international attacks; "promoting a more capable,

accountable, and effective government in Afghanistan"; building up Afghan security forces that are "increasingly

self reliant"; nudging Pakistan toward greater civilian control and "a stable constitutional government"; and getting

the international community to help achieve these objectives under UN auspices

In practical terms, however, the Obama commitment is bigger. Whereas the Bush administration put a ceiling on

troop deployments to Afghanistan (albeit largely because of Iraq), Obama ordered the deployment of an additional

21,000 troops

During the presidential campaign, Obama emphasized that the war in Iraq was the wrong one; it was the effort in

Afghanistan, al Qaeda's base, that was the right war

"Only a comprehensive strategy that prioritizes Afghanistan and the fight against al Qaeda will succeed," Obama

said, "and that's the change I'll bring to the White House."

Total annual spending in Afghanistan will soon exceed that in Iraq -- $65 billion versus $61 billion in the fiscal year

2010 budget request



The administration's strategy will also necessitate far greater civilian involvement in both Afghanistan and Pakistan,

a fact reflected in the $4.1 billion international affairs portion of the request, which covers the cost of diplomats and

technical experts as well as economic assistance to both countries (including a down payment on a five-year $7.5

billion package for Pakistan)

In 2001, most Afghans welcomed the U.S. troops. Inattention, ineptitude, and a lack of resources squandered this

goodwill.

"Obama's Vietnam,"

In the Graveyard of Empires, by Seth Jones, chronicles the misjudgments and blunders that have characterized the

U.S. effort in Afghanistan thus far, intimating that the record does not presage success for Washington's renewed

commitment

The Accidental Guerrilla, by David Kilcullen, deals only partly with Afghanistan per se, but it lays out a

counterinsurgency strategy that he argues would maximize the chances of success there.

By 2007, Jones writes, the United States faced a "perfect storm of political upheaval." Al Qaeda bases were

embedded in Pakistan, a "cancer of corruption" had undermined the Afghan government's legitimacy, and the U.S.

counterinsurgency campaign had been "hamstrung" by the war in Iraq, which had absorbed the troops that would

have been needed to quash the growing violence in Afghanistan. The anarchic setting testified to "America's

inability to finish the job it had started." The Taliban, Hezb-i-Islami, the Haqqani network, criminal groups, and

tribal militias had "beg[u]n a sustained effort to overthrow the government."

Afghanistan expected to cost U.S. dearly - Washington Post- msnbc.com
http://www.msnbc.msn.com/id/32346408/ns/world_news-washington_post

As the Obama administration expands U.S. involvement in Afghanistan, military experts are warning that the

United States is taking on security and political commitments that will last at least a decade and a cost that will

probably eclipse that of the Iraq war.

United States has spent $223 billion on war-related funding for that country, according to the Congressional

Research Service

Aid expenditures, excluding the cost of combat operations, have grown exponentially, from $982 million in 2003 to

$9.3 billion last yea

But many, including some advising McChrystal, say they fear the public has not been made aware of the significant

commitments that come with Washington's new policies.

"We will need a large combat presence for many years to come, and we will probably need a large financial

commitment longer than that," said Stephen Biddle, a senior fellow for defense policy at the Council on Foreign

Relations and a member of the "strategic assessment" team advising McChrystal.



"Afghan forces will need $4 billion a year for another decade, with a like sum for development," said Bing West, a

former assistant secretary of defense and combat Marine who has chronicled the Iraq and Afghan wars.

The House Appropriations Committee said in its report on the fiscal 2010 defense appropriations bill that its

members are "concerned about the prospects for an open-ended U.S. commitment to bring stability to a country

that has a decades-long history of successfully rebuffing foreign military intervention and attempts to influence

internal politics."

Anthony H. Cordesman, another member of McChrystal's advisory group and a national security expert with the

Center for Strategic and International Studies, told reporters recently that even with military gains in the next 12 to

18 months, it would take years to reduce sharply the threat from the Taliban and other insurgent forces.

Defense Secretary Robert M. Gates has pointed out that Afghanistan's national budget cannot support the $2 billion

needed today for the country's army and police force.

Afghanistan expected to cost U.S. dearly - Washington Post- msnbc.com2
http://www.msnbc.msn.com/id/32346408/ns/world_news-washington_post/page/2

"We are looking at two decades of supplying a few billion a year to Afghanistan," said Michael E. O'Hanlon, a senior

fellow and military expert at the Brookings Institution, adding: "It's a reasonable guess that for 20 years, we

essentially will have to fund half the Afghan budget." He described the price as reasonable, given that it may cost

the United States $100 billion this year to continue fighting.

"We are creating a [long-term military aid] situation similar to the ones we have with Israel, Egypt and Jordan," he

said.

The Militarization of Afghan Aid | Foreign Policy
http://www.foreignpolicy.com/articles/2009/07/31/help_not_wanted?page=full

The most dangerous threat to “winning hearts and minds” in Afghanistan could be the counterinsurgency itself.

Aid agencies rely on their sturdy white SUVs to

brave the rough terrain. But though the vehicles offer robust

protection from the rough terrain, they may expose humanitarian workers

to another far more complicated danger: being mistaken for military

personnel.

NATO forces also used white vehicles in

their military fleet. So to the annoyance and alarm of many aid groups,

there was no way of telling one from the other.

the blurred line between aid work

carried out by civilians and security work carried out by the military



Alas, much of the humanitarian assistance in Afghanistan has become secondary to -- or worse, dependent on -- the

military's

counterinsurgency plans

commanders in Afghanistan tend to make security, development, and reconstruction all subservient to

counterinsurgency goals

more dangerous is the risk that the local populace will perceive aid

agencies to be aligned with the external military force

As

the Afghanistan NGO Safety Office concluded <http://www.afgnso.org/2008/2008%20Q4.pdf> , NGOs "were

generally attacked for being perceived as intrinsic to the military and political objectives" of the coalition forces.

In March, 11 NGOs wrote to Secretary of

State Hillary Clinton, noting that "In Afghanistan's

cultural and political environment, it is difficult for military actors

to achieve sufficient levels of community ownership and trust which are

vital for aid effectiveness."

Some of the same NGOs in April wrote <http://www.theirc.org/news/aid-groups-urge-nato-to-protect-

afghan-civilians0402.html> to heads of NATO countries, including President Barack Obama, urging them not

to use military forces for "relief or development activities to attempt to win people's hearts and minds for tactical,

counter-insurgency or other military objectives."

When one former aid

worker complained about <http://csis.org/publication/equipping-usaid-success> a

counterproductive military aid project, "the

military explained that the goal of their project was not development,

but to win friends and push into areas they had not yet reached," she later wrote.

Ninety-nine percent of the International Rescue Committee (IRC)'s 431 staff

in Afghanistan speak one or more local languages because, like most aid

groups in the country, IRC employs almost exclusively Afghan nationals.

It is Afghans themselves who advise IRC's head office about how best to serve their people. And they know this

better than anyone.

Afghanistan's bravest woman brings her message to UK « RAWA News
http://www.rawa.org/temp/runews/2009/07/23/afghanistan-s-bravest-woman-brings-her-message-to-uk.html

"Just as the US air strikes have not brought security to Afghans, nor has the occupation brought security to Afghan

women. The reality is quite the opposite. The now infamous 'Family Law' is but the tip of the iceberg of the women's

rights catastrophe in our occupied country. The whole system, and especially the judiciary, is infected with the virus



of fundamentalism and so, in Afghanistan, men who commit crimes against women do so with impunity."

In Afghanistan It’s Now All About the Little Girls « OPEN ANTHROPOLOGY
http://openanthropology.wordpress.com/2009/08/09/in-afghanistan-its-now-all-about-the-little-girls

Taliban still a major threat 8 years later - CNN.com
http://www.cnn.com/2009/WORLD/asiapcf/08/10/afghanistan.taliban.challenge/index.html?eref=rss_topstories

The Taliban <http://topics.cnn.com/topics/The_Taliban> insurgency has blossomed in northern Afghan

provinces such as Kunduz and Baghlan, long considered some of the safest territory in the country. And just 20

miles east of Kabul, Taliban "judges" operate openly in the back of pickup trucks, settling legal disputes between

villagers in makeshift "mobile courts."

The insurgents are filling a vacuum left by Afghanistan's Western-backed government, which foreign diplomats and

military commanders concede suffers from nepotism, corruption and predatory practices.

McChrystal, a former U.S. joint special operations commander who recently took command of the U.S.-NATO

operation in Afghanistan <http://www.example.com/2009/WORLD/asiapcf/08/10/skateistan/index.html>

, said the Taliban are challenging the very legitimacy of his partners in the Afghan government.

"The fundamental conflict in any insurgency is fighting for legitimacy with the people and the support of the

population," he explained in a recent interview with CNN.

"Who do they look to as their legitimate government? Who do they pay taxes to? Who do they look to for rule of

law? Who do they look to as protection? In the case of this insurgency, what we have is an Afghan government that

is trying to establish itself around the country. It has problems with corruption. It has problems in some cases with

predatory behavior."

"What service has this government provided us?" asked Fawad, a young street vendor who sells watermelons for 20

cents apiece. He said that at least once a week, Afghan police show up and demand bribes of up to $100 from

vendors, who must pay if they want to continue selling their goods.

"We don't want a tyrant who oppresses the people," Fawad said when asked who he would vote for in the elections.

"What we want is security."

Earlier this month, an Afghan employee for CNN, who prefers not to be named for security reasons, witnessed how

locals turn to the Taliban to resolve their disputes, in a village barely 20 miles east of the Afghan capital.

He said openly armed insurgents rolled up in a pickup truck, and a Taliban judge began mediating local disputes. In

one case, the Taliban official resolved a disagreement between two shepherds whose flocks of sheep had gotten

intermixed while grazing.

"I was shocked," said the Afghan eyewitness, who was visiting the village to attend a funeral. "The villagers were

lining up asking for help from the Taliban."



Taliban "mobile courts"

"There are cases of rule of law being taken care of by the Taliban instead of the Afghan government," said Col. Paul

Kolken, a Dutch military spokesman at Kandahar Air Base. He said the Taliban are operating mobile courts as close

as possible to the city of Kandahar.

Human rights activists accuse the Karzai government of making deals with some of the country's most notorious

warlords ahead of the August 20 presidential elections.

Karzai's choice of Mohammed Fahim, a former Northern Alliance militia commander, as vice presidential running

mate. Fahim has long been accused of committing human rights abuses.

Many Afghan observers argue this culture of impunity runs directly to the presidential palace. For years, Karzai's

brother, Ahmed Wali, has been dogged by accusations that he is a major player in the booming drug trade in

southern Afghanistan.

"If the same trend continues, if the same failing of the administration continues, more troops, more resources, more

civilian advisors will not be a substitute," argued presidential candidate Abdullah Abdullah.

"People are frustrated with things not happening," Mohseni said. "In terms of day-to-day life, the development that

they wanted in government has not been happening."

Marc Lynch | Afghanistan Strategy Debate
http://lynch.foreignpolicy.com

Maybe Bacevich Has a Point: Introducing the Afghanistan Strategy Dialogue |
Center for a New American Security
http://www.cnas.org/blogs/abumuqawama/2009/08/maybe-bacevich-has-point-introducing-afghanistan-strategy-dialogue.html

Upon returning from Afghanistan, one of the things I have noticed is how quickly support for the war in

Afghanistan has diminished in the United States (especially in progressive circles) and the frustrations of those who

feel we are prosecuting a war into its ninth year without debating whether or not the war is in U.S. interests.

this blog – like its author – has focused on counterinsurgency operations and tactics without getting involved too

much in either policy or strategy

Many critics of this blog – and, indeed, some of the readership – have contended that it is at best irresponsible and

at worst immoral to be talking about operations and tactics independent of the larger strategic issues. Point taken.

Is the war in Afghanistan in the interests of the United States and its allies? If so, at what point do the resources we

are expending become too high a cost to bear? What are the strategic limitations of U.S. counterinsurgency doctrine

and operations? And if the war is not in the interests of the United States and its allies, what are U.S. and allied

interests in Central Asia – and how do you propose to secure them?



Danger Room in Afghanistan: Have It Your Way at Bagram? | Danger Room |
Wired.com
http://www.wired.com/dangerroom/2009/08/danger-room-in-afghanistan-have-it-your-way-at-bagram

Marine mission to protect Afghans slows progress
http://news.yahoo.com/s/ap/20090813/ap_on_re_as/as_afghanistan

The British jet called in by the U.S. Marines had the Taliban position in sight, but the pilot refused to fire, a decision

that frustrated Marines on the ground

The Marines themselves didn't attack militants shooting at them from a compound Wednesday during the same

battle because women and children were there,

By holding fire, McChrystal hopes to avoid the massive civilian casualty cases of past months and years and help

win over Afghan villagers

The Marines locked in on a Taliban position Wednesday in a cave in a nearby mountain, from which militants were

firing heavy weapons. The troops called for an airstrike against the position, but the British Harrier jet that

responded refused to fire its missiles because British rules of engagement require the pilot himself to identify the

target, not just troops on the ground

McChrystal's order to protect civilians applies to all forces in the country.

"Sure, that's frustrating, but we've got to deal with it," said Capt. Zachary Martin, commander of Golf Company, 2nd

Battalion, 3rd Marines.

The Marines say they can avoid civilian casualties with the help of the sophisticated surveillance technology they

have. Strict orders have also been issued for the Marines to use proportional response when attacked

But many of the riflemen voiced frustration at the limited options they were left with when trying to expand control

of the town on Wednesday. The orders to hold fire appeared to have slowed their advance in Dahaneh, where after

a full day they held only a small foothold outpost.

Afghanistan Conflict Monitor: Civilian Casualty Data
http://www.afghanconflictmonitor.org/civilian.html

t r u t h o u t | Detainees Were Also Murdered at Bagram in Afghanistan
http://www.truthout.org/062509A

A new report documenting the torture of more than two-dozen former prisoners

held at Bagram Air Base in Afghanistan between 2002 and 2008 comes several months

after a bipartisan Congressional committee linked the murder of two detainees

held at the same prison facility to policies enacted by George W. Bush and ex-Secretary



of Defense Donald Rumsfeld.

One of the detainees, identified in the report as Dilawar, was the subject

of the Academy Award-winning documentary "Taxi to the Dark Side."

According to the Armed Services Committee report, another detainee identified

as Habibullah was killed two days after Rumsfeld authorized the use of "enhanced

interrogation" techniques against prisoners in Afghanistan. Dilawar was

murdered six days after Habibullah was killed. The report labeled their deaths

homicides.

 The US military never produced any evidence to prove that either Habibullah

or Dilawar had connections to the Taliban or al-Qaeda. The detainees interviewed

by the BBC during a two-month investigation said they were also apprehended

and indefinitely imprisoned at Bagram on suspicion of being members of the Taliban

or al-Qaeda.

Daily Casualty Count of Afghan Civilians Killed by U.S Bombing and Special Forces
Attacks, October 7 until present day
http://pubpages.unh.edu/%7Emwherold/AfghanDailyCount.pdf

Civilian Victims of United States' Aerial Bombing of Afghanistan
http://cursor.org/stories/civilian_deaths.htm

Ronald Reagan's Seventh State of the Union Speech - Wikisource
http://en.wikisource.org/wiki/Ronald_Reagan%27s_Seventh_State_of_the_Union_Speech

Foreign policy of the Reagan administration - Wikipedia, the free encyclopedia
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Foreign_policy_of_the_Reagan_administration

We Are Protecting Afghan Civilians…from Ourselves « OPEN ANTHROPOLOGY
http://openanthropology.wordpress.com/2009/08/13/we-are-protecting-afghan-civilians-from-ourselves

Life, death and the Taliban: Blowback
http://www.globalpost.com/print/2615208

the first time I came to this frontier town in 1995 to report on what was then a new force in the region, the Taliban

There is anger in the camps these days at both the Pakistani government for the fighting that has left so many

displaced, and the Taliban for going too far in imposing its puritanical beliefs.

“Life is very hard here. It’s the government bombings that drove us from our homes. We were in the middle and

there is nowhere but here. ... There is anger here now.”

Since the birth of the Taliban in 1994, Pakistan has funded and supported the movement out of expediency and



strategic interests. And now Pakistan is engaged in a sweeping military campaign against the force it created, or at

least what the Taliban has become here in Pakistan.

“Absolutely, we have experienced blowback. It is our own people who are fighting us because they deem the

Pakistan army and its policies to be favoring the infidels,” said Gul.

“The Taliban served its purpose for Pakistan and the United States. There is a reason the United States was on

board with the Taliban as well in the mid-1990s. They wanted to set up the natural gas pipeline and that trading

routes would be opened up. They thought, and we thought, the Taliban would be a handy tool … . The Taliban, it

was thought, would be under our control,” explained Gul, a sarcastic smile sweeping over his face.

The Taliban, a Pashto word derived from Arabic which means “religious students” or “those who seek knowledge,”

emerged in 1994 as a spontaneous village revolt around Kandahar in Afghanistan

The Taliban were essentially Pashtun vigilantes led by Mullah Omar, an uneducated, modest cleric and former

mujahedeen

They took a stand against the corrupt and brutal warlords who, in the aftermath of the Soviet withdrawal, were

fighting for control of the country.

The theology of the Taliban and the madrassas that supplied its foot soldiers was grounded in the 19th-century

Islamic revivalist Deobandi movement, which was a reaction to British colonialism in India.

The Deobandi tradition sought guidance in the Quran to counter the colonial presence, lessons that would carry

over in Afghanistan during the Soviet Union’s 1979 invasion and subsequent occupation, and later be leveraged

against America.

But it was also a movement theologically shaped by the Wahhabi sect within Islam. Inspired by the 18th-century

scholar Muhammad ibn Abd-al-Wahhab, it emerged out of what is today Saudi Arabia.

The madrassas in Pakistan in particular became radical hot houses of fundamentalist Islam, fusing the Deobandi

education with the fiercely puritanical, often misogynistic and militantly anti-Western ideology of Wahhabism.

By 1996, the Taliban had taken Kabul, never intending to rule but only to liberate the people from the warlords. At

first, even the U.S. State Department under Madeleine Albright supported the movement.

“While you are cornering and marginalizing people to one side, how can you say it was a mistake? Actually they

were forced to go to these radical elements,”

Pakistani intelligence sources estimate there are 5,000 to 7,000 active insurgents in the Taliban’s two main

organizations

the TNSM, an acronym that translates as the “Movement for the Enforcement of the Law of Mohammed,”



TTP, or “Taliban Movement of Pakistan.”

Rustam Shah, who served as Pakistan’s secretary of the interior and dealt with Afghan refugees closely and later

served as ambassador to Afghanistan and has close links to the Afghan Taliban, believes the Pakistani Taliban has

very different goals from the Afghan Taliban.

He believes the Pakistani Taliban grew out of a reaction to the Pakistani military’s fateful decision and bungled

strategy to send national troops into the tribal areas in defiance of treaties that gave the frontier provinces

autonomous rule.

The Pakistani Taliban flourished amid the failures of governance.

“We have to focus on reviving the civil institutions. The military offensive has created a great sense of despondency

and it may serve to help the Taliban in Pakistan. I think it comes at a tremendous cost to the country. The scars will

never heal. Hearts and minds have been lost. This is a civil war-like situation and I fear further destabilization,” said

Shah.

The Taliban has maintained its hold in these communities largely by playing on the ethnic loyalties of the Pashtun

and by offering what the people here have always required from any local leader throughout the ages: security, a

swift system of justice and freedom of movement for trade.

Yusufzai is widely credited with writing the first story on the Taliban and obtaining one of the only interviews ever

given by Mullah Omar. He also interviewed Osama bin Laden.

“It is a familiar story. When I look at these IDP camps, I say OK, we had these camps for Afghan refugees and they

became the nurseries for the Taliban. Some of them also joined Al Qaeda. So maybe it is being repeated. What will

the despair and the anger of these camps create? We don’t know yet, but it will create something and I fear it will

not be good,” said Yusufzai.

Life, death and the Taliban: Counterinsurgency
http://www.globalpost.com/print/2634461

we were inside the counterinsurgency training center, a small cluster of wooden, military-issue huts known as a

FOB, or Forward Operating Base.

FOBs like this are sometimes referred to by those who reside in them as “Fobistan,” a closed, insular and separate

world, a little American gated community, that is cut off from the reality of Afghanistan and its people.

Only when Col. John Agoglia, director of the counterinsurgency training center, swung open the door of his hut to

greet us was the silence broken by the blaring sounds of AC/DC’s “Thunderstruck.”

“How you guys doing?” he asked, shouting over the heavy metal and not waiting for an answer as he led us back

into a quieter conference room, where we were offered an array of all-American junk food, including Pop Tarts and



Doritos. The air conditioning hummed on high.

The increase of 21,000 troops this summer will bring the total U.S. force in Afghanistan to 68,000 this fall. But even

with this increase,  the troop ratios in Afghanistan are still dramatically lower than the U.S. military’s own stated

doctrine for counterinsurgency, which calls for "a minimum of 20 counter-insurgents for every 1000 residents in

the area of operation." Even when NATO troops and 175,000 Afghan army and police are added to the equation, the

ratios are significantly under what is called for. But troop strength is not the only issue.

“From governance flows security and development. And without governance, I don’t care how many forces you put

on the ground, you won’t get security and you won’t get development.”

“We just haven’t understood the place. We haven’t understood that you gotta provide for the population and you

gotta show ‘em you are the guys who are going to win. And we haven’t demonstrated that to the people because we

haven’t understood how important it is.

“(The) Taliban gets it. They get it. And they know that the immediate thing they can offer is security and justice,

swift justice. And a population at war, they are looking at that and saying, geez, we got it a little better with them

Taliban.

“We lost years. F---in’ years, man. Years.”

They were discussing the art of divide and conquer and the role it played in the full history of counterinsurgency

from ancient Rome to Vietnam.

“While in the Roman Empire, Julius Caesar used to do this separate and rule. Here the Afghan people is a mixture

of tribes and complex reality. So our attempt is to exploit these differences to achieve our aim, yes? But this place is

different, I think the cultures and religions make it very difficult to know which side to trust,”

“Okay, good. Is it possible to take a project like building a well and use it as leverage, saying we need you to support

us in this area. We need you to tell us where there is Taliban in this area. Is that an accurate description?” he asked,

looking back at the fresh-faced Georgia recruit, who nodded like a kid in school.

The commander responded, “Okay, so the answer is, yes. If you can win them over by building a well don’t just

build the well but be in that constant interaction with them that will help build trust. Does that make sense?”

“The Taliban is not monolithic, OK,” he said. “I don’t have access to the intelligence, and I don’t even know if it

exists. But from what I’ve seen the Taliban is fractured on tribal lines, on clan lines … and I think it is wise and part

of the counterinsurgency lore to look at your enemy and try to split them.”



The lessons on divide and conquer and other COIN tactics are spelled out in the Army manual authored by

CENTCOM commander Gen. David Petraeus.

Life under the Taliban
http://www.globalpost.com/print/2580012

“It was a golden time,” said Nasimi, recalling his teenage years under the Taliban. “There was nothing to distract

you — no cinema, no snooker parlors, not too many people on the streets. You could catch your breath.”

at the time that they took over Kabul — in September 1996 — the majority of the capital’s residents hailed them as

saviors

What preceded the Taliban was far worse than the loss of music and kite-flying privileges: Kabul dwellers had spent

four years in the grip of a vicious civil war that had destroyed the city, killed thousands of people and sent even

more into exile.

Kabul was being shelled by various warlords — many of them members of the post-Soviet government

Gulbuddin Hekmatyar was prime minister when he rained rockets down on his own capital

Ahmad Shah Massoud was defense minister when he unleashed similar destruction

The Taliban had been in control in the south since 1994, when they chased out the gunmen who had terrorized the

population with a direct and vicious violence.

“We wanted an end to the warlords, and we wanted national unity,” recalled Nasimi. “The Taliban gave us that.”

Universities continued to function, although girls were absent from all faculties except medicine.

Still, a professor of Darwinism was able to keep teaching throughout the period, although he admits his topic was

not popular with the Taliban.

The Amr bel Maaruf, or the Committee for the Promotion of Virtue and the Prevention of Vice, patrolled the streets

looking for those who strayed outside the narrow confines of their laws.

While women did live under severe restrictions, female doctors continued to work, and women street vendors were

allowed to peddle their wares — to other women.

“I was very comfortable under the Taliban,” said Dr. Malalai, a doctor in Mazar-e-Sharif, capital of Balkh province.

“I worked part-time, but made enough money for my needs. I could go anywhere, security was not a problem. We

did not fear robbery, rape, murder. But now, I work full time and do not make enough money. And if someone

offered me a job in one of the outlying districts, I would never go, because of poor security.”

“The Taliban did not let us work or go to school, but they did not rape us and they did not kill us,” said Soraya

Parlika, a feminist and activist, whose family was prominent in the Communist government.



A mahram was a male, usually a family member, who accompanied women when they had to go out.

“Nobody had anything then,” she sighed. “No mobile phones, no cars, nobody even had a decent house. These days

everybody is trying to get those things.”

“You would go into a ministry, and you could not tell who was the minister and who was the secretary,” laughed

Aziz, a young translator now living in the West. “There were no desks or chairs, they were all sitting on mattresses

on the floor. I went to one office to get a document signed, and they were all shooting watermelon seeds at each

other.”

According to numerous reports from all over the country, a lively society existed just under the surface, carrying on

the more secular traditions of Afghan society.

“We know more about life now,” said Massoud Ahmadi, 32, a civil servant in Herat. “We do not want to experience

that radical regime again.”

Taliban History | Timeline | Afghanistan | GlobalPost
http://www.globalpost.com/taliban

Funding the Afghan Taliban
http://www.globalpost.com/print/2435156

It is the open secret no one wants to talk about, the unwelcome truth that most prefer to hide. In Afghanistan, one

of the richest sources of Taliban funding is the foreign assistance coming into the country.

Virtually every major project includes a healthy cut for the insurgents. Call it protection money, call it extortion, or,

as the Taliban themselves prefer to term it, “spoils of war,” the fact remains that international donors, primarily the

United States, are to a large extent financing their own enemy.

“Everyone knows this is going on,” said one U.S. Embassy official, speaking privately.

Up until quite recently, most experts thought that drug money accounted for the bulk of Taliban funding. But even

here opinion was divided on actual amounts. Some reports gauged the total annual income at about $100 million,

while others placed the figure as high as $300 million — still a small fraction of the $4 billion poppy industry.

Richard Holbrooke, U.S. special envoy for Afghanistan and Pakistan, told a press conference in Islamabad last

month that drugs accounted for less of a share of Taliban coffers than was previously thought.

“In the past there was a kind of feeling that the money all came from drugs in Afghanistan,” said Holbrooke,

according to media reports. “That is simply not true.”

The new feeling is that less than half of the Taliban’s war chest comes from poppy, with a variety of sources,

including private contributions from Persian Gulf states, accounting for much of the rest. Holbrooke told reporters

that he would add a member of the Treasury Department to his staff to pursue the question of Taliban funding.



But perhaps U.S. officials need look no further than their own backyard.

Anecdotal evidence is mounting that the Taliban are taking a hefty portion of assistance money coming into

Afghanistan from the outside.

A shadowy office in Kabul houses the Taliban contracts officer, who examines proposals and negotiates with

organizational hierarchies for a percentage.

The manager of an Afghan firm with lucrative construction contracts with the U.S. government builds in a minimum

of 20 percent for the Taliban in his cost estimates.

has told friends privately that he makes in the neighborhood of $1 million per month. Out of this, $200,000 is

siphoned off for the insurgents.

If negotiations fall through, the project will come to harm — road workers may be attacked or killed, bridges may be

blown up, engineers may be assassinated.

“I was building a bridge,” he said, one evening over drinks. “The local Taliban commander called and said ‘don’t

build a bridge there, we’ll have to blow it up.’ I asked him to let me finish the bridge, collect the money — then they

could blow it up whenever they wanted. We agreed, and I completed my project.”

In the south, no contract can be implemented without the Taliban taking a cut, sometimes at various steps along the

way.

One contractor in the southern province of Helmand was negotiating with a local supplier for a large shipment of

pipes. The pipes had to be brought in from Pakistan, so the supplier tacked on about 30 percent extra for the

Taliban, to ensure that the pipes reached Lashkar Gah safely.

“We assume that our people are paying off the Taliban,” said the foreign contractor in charge of the project.

“This is international money," said one young Kabul resident. “They are not taking it from the people, they are

taking it from their enemy.”

Life, death and the Taliban: War of ideas
http://www.globalpost.com/print/2615209

It is believed the Taliban carried out the attack in retaliation for the girls’ school that had been built in the village in

the Mohammed Agha district.

Education is on the frontline of the war in Afghanistan.

Almost daily, girls’ schools are burned and bombed and teachers, principals, students and their families receive

what are known as “night letters,”



In just two years, more than 640 schools in Afghanistan and more than 350 in Pakistan have been bombed, burned

or shut down, according to the education ministries in both countries. Eighty percent of those targeted were girls’

schools.

In the Helmand Province in the south of Afghanistan, where the Taliban is effectively in control of most of the

province, 75 of the 228 schools have been shut down by Taliban militias that disapprove of the secular teaching and

the idea of girls receiving an education.

It seemed possible that the tribal chiefs had undertaken a classically Afghani deal. They would support the Taliban

in order to keep the school open.

“Yeah, it happens in many provinces that the maliks, they go to Taliban and say, 'We know you have a problem. We

know you are going to fight, but we don’t care … . We want our children to be educated. So you help us with that.

And in response we let you do what you want, but let our children get an education.'"

“The positive aspect is that at least they (the Taliban) are convinced that the girls' school is important. … If all

Taliban agree to this then at least we will have education free of politics. We will be able to establish girls' schools

everywhere in this country. It’s a very positive thing and we will encourage all Talib to do that,” said Wahajir.

“I honestly wish we had never built the school. We put these people at risk. I just don’t know how I am going to get

through that,” she said.

Afghanistan’s Long War | Foreign Policy
http://www.foreignpolicy.com/articles/2009/08/07/afghanistan_s_long_war?page=full

The Taliban's capture of Kabul <http://www.independent.co.uk/news/world/kabul-falls-to-the-

tide-of-the-taliban-1365343.html> on Sept. 27, 1996, set the stage for what would become today's long war in

Afghanistan

President Burhanuddin Rabbani was forced to retreat, along with anti-Taliban leader Ahmed Shah Massoud, who

was commanding the government's forces

the Taliban asserted authority by torturing and killing Najibullah, a one-named former communist president, and

hanging his body on a traffic signal outside the presidential <http://books.google.com

/books?id=kIBgqHWq658C&pg=PR2&dq=taliban+book&client=firefox-a#v=onepage&q=taliban%20book&

f=false> palace

By January 2002, NATO troops had arrived in Kabul as the International Security Assistance Force (ISAF).

Originally scheduled to withdraw from the city on June 20 of that year, ISAF's mission was extended another six

months <http://www.nato.int/docu/update/2003/08-august/e0811a.htm> by the United Nations that May.

ISAF's security responsibilities would later expand beyond the Afghan capital to cover the entire country.

Vice President Haji Abdul Qadir was shot to death <http://www.usatoday.com/news/world/2002/07



/06/afghan-vp.htm> in his car on July 6, 2002, when gunmen fired nearly 40 rounds into the vehicle, killing him

and his driver. Qadir was a prominent Pashtun warlord and one of five vice presidents appointed in June of that

year.

In a pivotal speech shortly after Sept. 11, 2001, Bush outlined his response to al Qaeda with a clear ultimatum: The

Taliban regime would face military consequences if it did not relinquish Osama bin Laden to U.S. authorities. As the

air campaign began on Oct. 7, 2001, Bush delivered another address. "None of these demands was met," he said

<http://archives.cnn.com/2001/US/10/07/ret.attack.bush/> , "and now, the Taliban will pay a price."

Allegations of detainee abuse at Bagram military prison emerged in 2005, when the New York Times acquired

<http://www.nytimes.com/2005/05/22/international/asia/22abuse.html?ex=1274414400&

en=35951e72c65a2185&ei=5088&partner=rssnyt&emc=rss> a U.S. Army report detailing the internment of two

suspected Afghan insurgents in 2002. The prisoners were subjected to intense beatings, the Times reported, and

both died from their injuries. But despite the abuse, a military probe charged only seven of the nearly 30 said to be

involved. Above, former Afghan detainees sit during a ceremony after their release on June 1, 2005.

Amid a worsening insurgency, 2006's Operation Mountain Thrust <http://www.usatoday.com/news/world

/2006-06-19-taliban-afghanistan-cover_x.htm?csp=34> saw more than 10,000 coalition troops move into

Afghanistan's lawless southern region as part of the largest military offensive undertaken in the country since 2001.

The campaign was largely a strategic failure

In October 2005, U.S. commanders relinquished their control <http://www.boston.com/news/world

/middleeast/articles/2006/10/05/nato_takes_command_across_all_of_afghanistan/> over combat

operations as NATO -- which had already assumed responsibility for forces in Afghanistan's northern, western, and

southern reaches -- took over.

Some 400 imprisoned insurgents and 1,000 criminals in total broke free June 13, 2008, when Taliban militants

staged a brazen operation <http://www.guardian.co.uk/world/2008/jun/13/afghanistan> on the

Sarposa Prison in Kandahar. A truck packed full of explosives rammed into the main gate before exploding,

allowing at least 30 attackers on motorcycles into the prison.

Petraeus received U.S. Senate confirmation <http://www.defenselink.mil

/news/newsarticle.aspx?id=50467> on July 10, 2008, to replace Adm. William J. Fallon as head of U.S. Central

Command (Centcom), the body responsible for overseeing U.S. military assets across the Middle East and into

Central Asia.

With Petraeus safely at the helm, Bush tried another tactic that had worked well in Iraq: the surge. Nearly 4,500

additional troops were ordered to Afghanistan <http://english.aljazeera.net/news/middleeast

/2008/09/2008991444715547.html> on Sept. 10, 2008

A Taliban spokesperson rejected <http://www.cbc.ca/world/story/2008/11/17/taliban-talks.html>

President Karzai's offer of peace negotiations on Nov. 17, 2008, saying that until foreign troops withdrew from the



country, "the Taliban will pursue jihad against foreign forces and [Karzai's] government." This was the ISAF's

bloodiest year yet <http://icasualties.org/OEF/DeathsByYear.aspx> , with 294 fatalities in 2008 alone.

2008 was also the year in which cumulative coalition fatalities topped the 1,000 mark.

The Tough Questions Nobody Wants to Ask About Afghanistan - By Morton
Abramowitz | Foreign Policy
http://www.foreignpolicy.com/articles/2009/08/10/the_tough_questions_nobody_wants_to_ask?page=full

Over

the last few years, castigating the media for its failure to examine the case

for war in Iraq, simply accepting the Bush administration's facts and

rationales, has become something of a cottage industry. You might think, given

the fuss over Iraq, that the media and its critics would be zealously examining

our stepped-up efforts in Afghanistan -- one of the most extraordinary,

difficult, and costly ventures of American foreign policy. But, for the most

part, they are not.

Recently, Harvard scholar Rory Stewart and 9/11 Commission

head Lee Hamilton have asked whether the war is worth U.S. blood and treasure.

And no less than General Stanley McChrystal reportedly admitted that U.S.-led

forces may be losing -- or at least not winning.

Later, it was accused of overlooking the wider story by embedding

reporters in the operations of military units once the war began and focusing

attention on tactics and human-interest stories.

By and large, the

media is not asking those basic and critical questions of Afghanistan.

few questions

have been asked about the consequences or the morality of the United States urging Pakistan

to displace two million in the Swat Valley in order to attack

militants using air and artillery

the American media still has little

regular presence in Afghanistan; most well-known columnists visit courtesy of

the aircraft of senior American military and diplomatic officials

The media has barely covered how, exactly, the Taliban succeeded in

restoring a fighting capability with safe havens in Pakistan and support from

sympathetic Pashtuns.

The Obama administration came to the Afghan war with the perspective that it,



not Iraq, was the real

battle of importance

It is pounded home

repeatedly. It is, in the current parlance, a war of necessity -- not of

choice.

But

the deepening U.S involvement in Afghanistan under the Obama administration is

based on assumptions that merit and require more sustained examination by the

media, given the vast importance of the enterprise.

First,

the U.S. strategy asserts

that al Qaeda remains the real threat to the United

States

Can their planning and training only be done in Afghanistan?

Second,

other more publicly acceptable and therefore more durable military approaches

to Afghanistan existed, but they were passed-over with little public scrutiny.

Third,

the administration asserts that if the Taliban is to be permanently prevented

from controlling Afghanistan and allowing al Qaeda to roam, it is necessary to

build an Afghan state with a strong central government.

And

bottom-line questions remain. What will it cost? How much forces will be

needed? How long will it take before an Afghan state can reasonably function

and the threat of al Qaeda is eliminated? 

The administration, not surprisingly, finds such questions inconvenient.

They tend to deflect them

Naturally,

mainstream media are constrained by an evolving industry in which traditional

investigative journalism is no longer as financially viable. It costs lots of

money to keep reporters in Afghanistan.

Security is a daunting problem, as New

York Times journalist David Rohde found as guest of the Taliban for seven

months. Additionally, the investigative journalism of the past inadequately

responds to today's technologies, business models, and audience demands.  The media must cater to an audience



that

expects instantaneous news feed updates from the Internet, and that does not

allow for much in-depth analysis.

A day in the life of a Marine combat outpost - Yahoo! News
http://news.yahoo.com/s/ap/20090814/ap_on_re_as/as_afghan_marine_life

Three years of intense fighting between the Taliban and NATO forces have chased away Now Zad's 30,000

inhabitants, leaving what had been one of the largest towns in southern Helmand province deserted.

The position's name, ANP, stands for Afghan National Police — even though no Afghan government official or

police official has been stationed in the valley for years.

"We're here to kick butt," he says. "But you also want to do what you can to make their life a little bit better."

Raised by his mother and his grandparents in a working class town where most people go to vocational college,

Thompson said the Marines Corp. was his natural choice after high school, because he felt no inclination to further

study.

He doesn't want to be "one of these guys who becomes a civilian and ends up splitting burgers ... or delivering

pizza."

Thompson might then become a police officer, because handling guns is the only thing he's trained for.

Marines try a woman's touch to reach Afghan hearts
http://news.yahoo.com/s/ap/20090814/ap_on_re_as/as_afghan_woman_to_woman

Put on body armor, check weapons, cover head and shoulders with a scarf

That was the drill for female American Marines who set out on patrol this week with a mission to make friends with

Afghan women in a war zone by showing respect for Muslim standards of modesty

The all-female unit of 46 Marines is the military's latest innovation in its rivalry with the Taliban for the populace's

loyalty

Afghan women are viewed as good intelligence sources, and more open to the basics of the military's hearts-

and-minds effort — hygiene, education and an end to the violence

"It's part of the effort to show we're sensitive to local culture," said Capt. Jennifer Gregoire, of East Strasburg, Pa.

She leads the Female Engagement Team in the Now Zad Valley of Helmand province

I think they understand that what we're doing is vital to operations and vital to the counterinsurgency program they

want to run," said Gregoire



"I've found you get great intel from the female population," said Capt. Zachary Martin, who commands the Golf

Company, 2nd Battalion, 3rd Marines, stationed in Now Zad. "The women don't want their men out there

conducting jihad and getting killed."

Martin said units have frequently received tips from women about weapons caches or hidden bombs.

But just to find the women is a challenge.

There were none in sight as Gregoire's team entered Khwaja Jamal, a village of mud brick homes with no electricity

or government presence.

"They look at us through binoculars. They'll kill anybody who talks to the Americans," said Abdul Gayom to explain

why the villagers were so wary of meeting the patrol.

But there was a snag: The translator was male. Could he be in the wife's presence? "No way,"
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