The Great Game is no fun anymore. The term "Greaté> was used by nineteenth-century British imfistsato
describe the British-Russian struggle for positorthe chessboard of Afghanistan and Central Asiacontest
with a few players, mostly limited to intelligenfmays and short wars fought on horseback witlesifand with
those living on the chessboard largely bystandevictims. More than a century later, the game icgs. But
now, the number of players has exploded, thosedivin the chessboard have become involved, andttesity of
the violence and the threats it produces affectetii@e globe. The Great Game can no longer béetiess a
sporting event for distant spectators. It is tim@gree on some new rules.

Seven years after the U.S.-led coalition and thghah commanders it supported pushed the leaderships
Taliban and al Qaeda out of Afghanistan and intkid®an, an insurgency that includes these and affteerps is
gaining ground on both the Afghan and the Pakigtigs of the border. Four years after Afghanistfirst-ever
presidential election, the increasingly besiegedegament of Hamid Karzai is losing credibility airhe and
abroad. Al Qaeda has established a new safe havba tribal agencies of Pakistan, where it is dééel by a new
organization, the Taliban Movement of Pakistan. gibeernment of Pakistan, beset by one politicaismafter
another and split between a traditionally autonosnilitary and assertive but fractious elected égadhas been
unable to retain control of its own territory angpplation. Its intelligence agency stands accu$edigporting
terrorism in Afghanistan, which in many ways hgasaeed Kashmir as the main arena of the still-urivesl
struggle between Pakistan and India.

For years, critics of U.S. and NATO strategies hasen warning that the region was headed in théction. Many
of the policies such critics have long proposednane being widely embraced. The Bush administrasiod both
presidential campaigns are proposing to send moops$ to Afghanistan and to undertake other pdaitdesustain
the military gains made there. These include acatig training of the Afghan National Army and thtghan
National Police; disbursing more money, more effety for reconstruction and development and topsupbetter
governance; increasing pressure on and coopenatiibrPakistan, and launching cross-border attadisout
Pakistani agreement to eliminate cross-bordertsafens for insurgents and to uproot al Qaeda; stipgo
democracy in Pakistan and bringing its Inter-Sawimtelligence (ISI) under civilian political coak; and
implementing more effective policies to curb Afgisan's drug industry, which produces opiates euekport
value to half of the rest of the Afghan economy.

Cross-border attacks into Pakistan may producéatober surprise” or provide material for apolagisbping to
salvage George W. Bush's legacy, but they willprovide security. Advancing reconstruction, devetept, good
governance, and counternarcotics efforts and mgldffective police and justice systems in Afghtariswill
require many years of relative peace and seciN#ither neglecting these tasks, as the Bush admaticen did
initially, nor rushing them on a timetable deteredrby political objectives, can succeed. Afghamisequires far
larger and more effective security forces, inteorat! or national, but support for U.S. and NAT(lbgments is
plummeting in troop-contributing countries, in thiler region, and in Afghanistan itself. Afghanistéhe poorest
country in the world but for a handful in Africacmith the weakest government in the world (ex&qialia,
which has no government), will never be able tdansational security forces sufficient to confrearrent -- let
alone escalating -- threats, yet permanent forsigpsidies for Afghanistan's security forces catmeoguaranteed
and will have destabilizing consequences. Moreaveasures aimed at Afghanistan will not address the
deteriorating situation in Pakistan or the escatatf international conflicts connected to the AdgkPakistani war.
More aid to Pakistan -- military or civilian -- wihot diminish the perception among Pakistan'somati security
elite that the country is surrounded by enemiesrd@hed to dismember it, especially as cross-baraids into
areas long claimed by Afghanistan intensify thatpption. Until that sense of siege is gone, it bél difficult to
strengthen civilian institutions in Pakistan.

U.S. diplomacy has been paralyzed by the rhetdrithe war on terror" -- a struggle against "evih'which other
actors are "with us or with the terrorists.” Subbtoric thwarts sound strategic thinking by asstinly opponents
into a homogenous "terrorist” enemy. Only a pditiand diplomatic initiative that distinguishesipiohl opponents
of the United States -- including violent onesren global terrorists such as al Qaeda can redwcthteat faced by
the Afghan and Pakistani states and secure thefrést international community from the internatibterrorist
groups based there. Such an initiative would haweeglements. It would seek a political solutionhdts much of
the Afghan and Pakistani insurgencies as possfflering political inclusion, the integration of Rstan's indirectly
ruled Federally Administered Tribal Areas (FATAJdrthe mainstream political and administrativeitnsibns of
Pakistan, and an end to hostile action by inteonatitroops in return for cooperation against adé@a And it
would include a major diplomatic and developmeittdtive addressing the vast array of regional glothal issues
that have become intertwined with the crisis -- #rat serve to stimulate, intensify, and prolongftict in both
Afghanistan and Pakistan.

Afghanistan has been at war for three decadeperiad longer than the one that started with Waviar | and
ended with the Normandy landings on D-day in WaMdr 1l -- and now that war is spreading to Pakistad
beyond. This war and the attendant terrorism caugtil continue and spread, even to other contineras on 9/11 -
- or lead to the collapse of a nuclear-armed stdte.regional crisis is of that magnitude, andsgefar there is no
international framework to address it other thamuhderresourced and poorly coordinated operaiions
Afghanistan and some attacks in the FATA. The k& administration should launch an effort, idijidoased on
a contact group authorized by the UN Security Cduttcput an end to the increasingly destructiyaamics of the



Great Game in the region. The game has becomestadiydand has attracted too many players; it n@embles
less a chess match than the Afghan game of buzkaishiAfghanistan playing the role of the goataass fought
over by innumerable teams. Washington must sezeiportunity now to replace this Great Game witlew
grand bargain for the region.

THE SECURITY GAP

The Afghan and Pakistani security forces lack thelpers, skills, equipment, and motivation to confrite
growing insurgencies in the two countries or toagpral Qaeda from its new base in the FATA, aldrgAfghan-
Pakistani border. Proposals for improving the sécsituation focus on sending additional interoatl forces,
building larger national security forces in Afghstain, and training and equipping Pakistan's saciarices, which
are organized for conflict with India, for domestimunterinsurgency. But none of these proposasfiient to
meet the current, let alone future, threats.

Some additional troops in Afghanistan could protecal populations while the police and the adntiation
develop. They also might enable U.S. and NATO fetoereduce or eliminate their reliance on theafsar strikes,
which cause civilian casualties that recruit fightand supporters to the insurgency. U.S. GenemalyBvicCaffrey,
among others, has therefore supported a "geneshttommitment” to Afghanistan, such as the Uniteates made
to Germany and South Korea. Unfortunately, no gowemt in the region around Afghanistan supportsg-term
U.S. or NATO presence there. Pakistan sees everuthent deployment as strengthening an Indiaehlggime in
Kabul; Iran is concerned that the United Stateswgié Afghanistan as a base for launching "regihange" in
Tehran; and China, India, and Russia all have vatiens about a NATO base within their spheresififience and
believe they must balance the threats from al Qaedahe Taliban against those posed by the USitatks and
NATO. Securing Afghanistan and its region will reguan international presence for many years, hlyt a
regional diplomatic initiative that creates a carses to place stabilizing Afghanistan ahead ofrotigectives
could make a long-term international deploymentyis.

Afghanistan needs larger and more effective sgcfoites, but it also needs to be able to susteisd security
forces. A decree signed by President Karzai in Bz 2002 would have capped the Afghan Nationaly’aim
70,000 troops (it had reached 66,000 by mid-20083. Secretary of Defense Robert Gates has sinmaaced a
plan to increase that number to 122,000, as wedlds32,000 police, for a total of 204,000 in tHghfan National
Security Forces (ANSF). Such increases, howevenjduwequire additional international trainers angntors --
which are, quite simply, not available in the faeable future -- and maintaining such a force wéalexceed the
means of such a destitute country. Current estsratéhe annual cost are around $2.5 billion ferahmy and $1
billion for the police. Last year, the Afghan gowsrent collected about 7 percent of a licit GDPreated at $9.6
billion in revenue -- about $670 million. Thus, evié Afghanistan's economy experienced uninterrdpéal growth
of 9 percent per year, and if revenue extracticarlgedoubled, to 12 percent (both unrealistic faists), in ten years
the total domestic revenue of the Afghan governmentld be about $2.5 billion a year. Projected |ui@s and
mines might add $500 million toward the end of ghésiod. In short, the army and the police aloneld@ost
significantly more than Afghanistan's total revenue

Many have therefore proposed long-term internatiinancing of the ANSF; after all, even $5 billienyear is
much less than the cost of an international foef@al/ment. But sustaining, as opposed to trainmgquipping,
security forces through foreign grants would posiitipal problems. It would be impossible to bulddighan
institutions on the basis of U.S. supplemental appations, which is how the training and equippirighe ANSF
are mostly funded. Sustaining a national army dional police force requires multiyear planning pimssible
without a recurrent appropriation -- which wouldanéntegrating ANSF planning into that of the Uditgtates' and
other NATO members' budgets, even if the funds wléesleursed through a single trust fund. And an ANiBfeed
from those budgets would have to meet internationather national, rather than Afghan, legal regjuients.
Decisions on funding would be taken by the U.S.@ess and other foreign bodies, not the Afghanadati
Assembly. The ANSF would take actions that foraappayers might be reluctant to fund. Such longiter
international involvement is simply not tenable.

If Afghanistan cannot support its security forcetha currently proposed levels on its own, evetleurthe most
optimistic economic scenario, and long-term intdomal support or a long-term international preseiscnot
viable, there is only one way that the ANSF carrapgh sustainability: the conditions in the regioust be
changed so that Afghanistan no longer needs sugl énd expensive security forces. Changing thosditions,
however, will require changing the behavior of astioot only inside but also outside of the courtrgnd that has
led many observers to embrace putting pressurar@heven launching attacks into, Pakistan as andéhes ex
machina for the increasingly dire situation witéifghanistan.

BORDERLINE INSECURITY DISORDER

After the first phase of the war in Afghanistan eddvith the overthrow of the Taliban in 2001 (asdfze United
States prepared to invade Iraq), Washington'sdinigenda in the region was to press the Pakisiiditary to go
after al Qaeda; meanwhile, Washington largely igdahe broader insurgency, which remained marginl
2005. This suited the Pakistani military's strateglgich was to assist the United States again®aalda but to
retain the Afghan Taliban as a potential sourcgre$sure on Afghanistan. But the summer of 2006asawjor
escalation of the insurgency, as Pakistan and #fiean interpreted the United States' decisiomansfer command
of coalition forces to NATO (plus U.S. SecretaryDifense Donald Rumsfeld's announcement of a troop



drawdown, which in fact never took place) as a sifjits intention to withdraw. They also saw norsUtroop
contributors as more vulnerable to political presggenerated by casualties.

The Pakistani military does not control the insmge but it can affect its intensity. Putting presson Pakistan to
curb the militants will likely remain ineffectivlowever, without a strategic realignment by thetéthiStates. The
region is rife with conspiracy theories trying tod a rational explanation for the United Stategaxently irrational
strategic posture of supporting a "major non-NATI®"ahat is doing more to undermine the U.S. positin
Afghanistan than any other state. Many Afghansebelithat Washington secretly supports the Talilsam away to
keep a war going to justify a troop presence thattually aimed at securing the energy resourc€gtral Asia
and countering China. Many in Pakistan believe thatUnited States has deceived Pakistan into emnwith
Washington to bring about its own destruction: éndihd U.S.-supported Afghanistan will form a pingeyund
Pakistan to dismember the world's only Muslim naclgower. And some Iranians speculate that in pegjoa for
the coming of the Mahdi, God has blinded the G&san to its own interests so that it would elinertzoth of
Iran's Sunni-ruled regional rivals, Afghanistan &rd|, thus unwittingly paving the way for the leagiaited Shiite
restoration.

The true answer is much simpler: the Bush admatisin never reevaluated its strategic prioritiethmregion after
September 11. Institutional inertia and ideologptly assured that Pakistan would be treated adlgniran as an
enemy, and Iraq as the main threat, thereby gmftakistan a monopoly on U.S. logistics and, tmaificant
extent, on the intelligence the United States maafghanistan. Eighty-four percent of the matefaglU.S. forces
in Afghanistan goes through Pakistan, and thed8lains nearly the sole source of intelligence abdetnational
terrorist acts prepared by al Qaeda and its affgian Pakistan.

More fundamentally, the concept of "pressuring”iBtak is flawed. No state can be successfully presksinto acts
it considers suicidal. The Pakistani security dihiment believes that it faces both a U.S.-IndMghan alliance
and a separate Iranian-Russian alliance, each amaulermining Pakistani influence in Afghanistert even
dismembering the Pakistani state. Some (but npirathe establishment see armed militants wittakiftan as a
threat -- but they largely consider it one thatltgmately controllable, and in any case secondaute threat posed
by their nuclear-armed enemies.

Pakistan's military command, which makes and impletsithe country's national security policies, shar
commitment to a vision of Pakistan as the homefan&outh Asian Muslims and therefore to the incogion of
Kashmir into Pakistan. It considers Afghanistamvahin Pakistan's security perimeter. Add to thiattPakistan
does not have border agreements with either linti@which Islamabad contests the incorporatioKashmir, or
Afghanistan, which has never explicitly recognizled Durand Line, which separates the two countassn
interstate border.

That border is more than a line. The frontier betwPakistan and Afghanistan was structured asopé#re
defenses of British India. On the Pakistani sidéhefDurand Line, the British and their Pakistaricessors turned
the difficulty of governing the tribes to their athtage by establishing what are now the FATA. Withie FATA,
these tribes, not the government, are responsibleeicurity. The area is kept underdeveloped apdaomed as a
barrier against invaders. (That is also why anygdintervention there by the United States or NAWiDfail.)
Now, the Pakistani military has turned the FAT Aot staging area for militants who can be usedialoct
asymmetric warfare in both Afghanistan and Kashsiige the region's special status provides forr@singly)
plausible deniability. This use of the FATA hasagd state control, especially in Pakistan's Nor#tweontier
Province, which abuts the FATA. The Swat Valley enhPakistani Taliban fighters have been battlimy t
government for several years, links Afghanistan thed=ATA to Kashmir. Pakistan's strategy for exétisecurity
has thus undermined its internal security.

On September 19, 2001, when then Pakistani Pradiigaez Musharraf announced to the nation hissaetio
support the U.S.-led intervention against the Tadibn Afghanistan, he stated that the overridirsgoa was to save
Pakistan by preventing the United States fromadjywith India. In return, he wanted concessionBdkistan on its
security interests.

Subsequent events, however, have only exacerbatasté's sense of insecurity. Musharraf askedirfor to form
a "moderate Taliban" government in Afghanistanfailéd to produce one. When that failed, he asketithe
United States prevent the Northern Alliance (pathe anti-Taliban resistance in Afghanistan), whiad been
supported by India, Iran, and Russia, from occup¥abul; that appeal failed. Now, Pakistan claitrat the
Northern Alliance is working with India from insidifghanistan's security services. Meanwhile, Irftia
reestablished its consulates in Afghan citiesuditlg some near the Pakistani border. India hasigerconsular
interests there (Hindu and Sikh populations, consiaktravel, aid programs), but it may also in faetusing the
consulates against Pakistan, as Islamabad clangig. thas also, in cooperation with Iran, completdidghway
linking Afghanistan's ring road (which connectsritajor cities) to Iranian ports on the Persian Gudtentially
eliminating Afghanistan's dependence on Pakistaadoess to the sea and marginalizing Pakistan/sAnabian
Sea port of Gwadar, which was built with hundrefimibions of dollars of Chinese aid. And the newSJIndian
nuclear deal effectively recognizes New Delhi'stiegacy as a nuclear power while continuing to tieiamabad,
with its record of proliferation, as a pariah. listcontext, pressuring or giving aid to Pakistaithout any effort to
address the sources of its insecurity, cannot deldstainable positive outcome.

BIG HAT, NO CATTLE



Rethinking U.S. and global objectives in the regiat require acknowledging two distinctions: firdtetween
ultimate goals and reasons to fight a war; andyrsgicamong the time frames for different objecti®venting al
Qaeda from regrouping so that it can organize tistrattacks is an immediate goal that can justify, to the extent
that such war is proportionate and effective. Sftle@ning the state and the economy of Afghanistanmedium- to
long-term objective that cannot justify war excepsofar as Afghanistan's weakness provides a hvesgecurity
threats.

This medium- to long-term objective would requieglucing the level of armed conflict, including Beking a
political settlement with current insurgents. Isalissions about the terms of such a settlemedgigdinked to
both the Taliban and other parts of the insurgdtaye asked, What are the goals for which the UrStates and
the international community are waging war in Afgistan? Do they want to guarantee that Afghanistantitory
will not be used to attack them, impose a particgtavernment in Kabul, or use the conflict to eBtlbpermanent
military bases? These interlocutors oppose many fbiies toward the Muslim world, but they acknegge that
the United States and others have a legitimatedsitén preventing Afghan territory from being usedaunch
attacks against them. They claim to be willingupport an Afghan government that would guarantaeith
territory would not be used to launch terrorisaels in the future -- in return, they say, for withdrawal of
foreign troops.

The guarantees these interlocutors now envisagiaf@m those required, and Afghanistan will nésernational
forces for security assistance even if the cumeartsubsides. But such questions can provide aefnark for
discussion. To make such discussions credibldJttited States must redefine its counterterrorisigdt should
seek to separate those Islamist movements with dwazational objectives from those that, like a@e@a, seek to
attack the United States or its allies directlinstead of lumping them all together. Two Talibanlespeople
separately told The New York Times that their moeatrhad broken with al Qaeda since 9/11. (Othaked to the
insurgency have told us the same thing.) Suchrataits cannot simply be taken at face value, batibes not
mean that they should not be explored further. gr@@ment in principle to prohibit the use of Afgian Pakistani)
territory for international terrorism, plus an agmgent from the United States and NATO that suchaaantee
could be sufficient to end their hostile militargtian, could constitute a framework for negotiatidmy agreement
in which the Taliban or other insurgents disavowEe@aeda would constitute a strategic defeat f@@adda.
Political negotiations are the responsibility of hfghan government, but to make such negotiatmssible, the
United States would have to alter its detentiongyolSenior officials of the Afghan government $hgt at least
through 2004 they repeatedly received overturas senior Taliban leaders but that they could nguarantee that
these leaders would not be captured by U.S. fandgetained at Guantdnamo Bay or the U.S. airdtaBagram,
in Afghanistan. Talking with Taliban fighters oher insurgents does not mean replacing Afghangstamistitution
with the Taliban's Islamic Emirate of Afghanistafgsing girls' schools, or accepting other retrdgraocial
policies. Whatever weaknesses the Afghan governarahsecurity forces may have, Afghan society -ctvinas
gone through two Loya Jirgas and two electionssgsses over five million cell phones, and has adoean
explosion of new media -- is incomparably strortfpan it was seven years ago, and the Taliban kholWhese
potential interlocutors are most concerned withgtesence of foreign troops, and some have adwbcate
strengthening the current ANSF as a way to fatdithose troops' departure. In November 2006, 6iteeo
Taliban's leading supporters in Pakistan, MaulaaelUf Rahman, publicly stated in Peshawar thaTtidan could
participate as a party in elections in Afghanisjast as his party did in Pakistan (where it relgelost
overwhelmingly), so long as they were not labelgedearorists.

There is no more a political solution in Afghanistlone than there is a military solution in Afglstan alone.
Unless the decision-makers in Pakistan decide teratabilizing the Afghan government a higher ptyathan
countering the Indian threat, the insurgency cotetlifrom bases in Pakistan will continue. Pakistatrategic
goals in Afghanistan place Pakistan at odds notjith Afghanistan and India, and with U.S. objees in the
region, but with the entire international communitiet there is no multilateral framework for conftimg this
challenge, and the U.S.-Afghan bilateral framewak relied excessively on the military-supply lielaghip.
NATO, whose troops in Afghanistan are daily losihgir lives to Pakistan-based insurgents, has ksRa policy.
The UN Security Council has hardly discussed Pakistrole in Afghanistan, even though three ofpdiemanent
members (France, the United Kingdom, and the UrStaties) have troops in Afghanistan, the otheraweo
threatened by movements (in the North Caucasugnaxihjiang) with links to the FATA, and China, Hatan's
largest investor, is poised to become the largesstor in Afghanistan as well, with a $3.5 billistake in the
Aynak copper mine, south of Kabul.

The alternative is not to place Pakistan in a exli%axis of evil." It is to pursue a high-level lipatic initiative
designed to build a genuine consensus on the geahéeving Afghan stability by addressing the legate sources
of Pakistan's insecurity while increasing the ofpwsto its disruptive actions. China, both aryalf Pakistan and
potentially the largest investor in both Afghanistand Pakistan, could play a particularly significeole, as could
Saudi Arabia, a serious investor in and ally ofiBtak, former supporter of the Taliban, and custodif the two
holiest Islamic shrines.

A first step could be the establishment of a cargagup on the region authorized by the UN Secu@€ibyincil. This
contact group, including the five permanent membeis perhaps others (NATO, Saudi Arabia), couldnmte
dialogue between India and Pakistan about theiree®/e interests in Afghanistan and about findirgplution to



the Kashmir dispute; seek a long-term politicalonsfor the future of the FATA from the Pakistamivg@rnment,
perhaps one involving integrating the FATA into Btdn's provinces, as proposed by several Pakigtditical
parties; move Afghanistan and Pakistan toward dsons on the Durand Line and other frontier issie®lve
Moscow in the region's stabilization so that Afgiséan does not become a test of wills between thieed States
and Russia, as Georgia has become; provide guasattf ehran that the U.S.-NATO commitment to Afgktan
is not a threat to Iran; and ensure that Chingseésts and role are brought to bear in internatidiscussions on
Afghanistan. Such a dialogue would have to be htiethe pledge of a multiyear international depetent aid
package for regional economic integration, inclgdaid to the most affected regions in AfghanisRakistan, and
Central Asia, particularly the border regions. pa¢sent, the United States is proposing to pro$ici0 million in
aid to the FATA but without having any politicahfnework to deliver the aid.)

A central purpose of the contact group would bagsure Pakistan that the international communitpmsmitted to
its territorial integrity -- and to help resolvesti\fghan and Kashmir border issues so as to bd¢fiare Pakistan's
territory. The international community would haeeptrovide transparent reassurances and aid totRakjgedge
that no state is interested in its dismembermet,guarantee open borders between Pakistan and\fghthnistan
and India. The United States and the European Um@irid have to open up their markets to Pakistenitisal
exports, especially textiles, and to Afghan produgind the United States would need to offer a noag to
Pakistan to achieving the same kind of nuclear thedilwas reached with India, once Pakistan hasparent and
internationally monitored guarantees about the raifpration of its nuclear weapons technology.
Reassurances by the contact group that addreskedaid& security concerns might encourage Pakistgnomote,
rather than hinder, an internationally and natignatceptable political settlement in AfghanistBacking up the
contact group's influence and clout must be theaththat any breaking of agreements or suppotefoorism
originating in the FATA would be taken to the UNc8#ty Council. Pakistan, the largest troop conttids to UN
peacekeeping operations, sees itself as a legéimtgrnational power, rather than a spoiler; comted with the
potential loss of that status, it would compromise.

India would also need to become more transparenmitats activities in Afghanistan, especially redjag the role
of its intelligence agency, the Research and AmaM&ng. Perhaps the ISI and the RAW could be pated to
enter a dialogue to explore whether the covertthvey have waged against each other for the pagt&@& could
spare the territory of Afghanistan. The contacugroould help establish a permanent Indian-Pakibiaaty at the
intelligence and military levels, where complaiotsild be lodged and discussed. The World Bank lamd\sian
Development Bank could also help set up joint retriction programs in Afghanistan. A series of oagi
conferences on economic cooperation for the renaetgin of Afghanistan have already created a glarti
framework for such programs.

Then there is Iran. The Bush administration respdrtd Iranian cooperation in Afghanistan in 200Ipkacing
Tehran in the "axis of evil" and by promising teeke'all options on the table," which is understasc code for
not ruling out a military attack. Iran has readiegart by aiding insurgents in Afghanistan to sigmow much
damage it could do in response. Some Iranian affichowever, continue to seek cooperation witH.thited
States against al Qaeda and the Taliban. The n&«tddministration can and should open direct diadowith
Tehran around the two countries' common concerAdghanistan. An opening to Iran would show that tnited
States need not depend solely on Pakistan for atcesghanistan. And in fact, Washington and Tehrad such a
dialogue until around 2004. In May 2005, when thtéd States and Afghanistan signed a "declaraticgtrategic
partnership,” Iran signaled that it would not objag long as the partnership was not directed agasm. Iran
would have to be reassured by the contact groupAtiglian territory would not be used as a stagiregdor
activities meant to undermine Iran and that all.\¢cvert activities taking place from there woukldiopped.
Russia's main concern -- that the United Stated\sXiO are seeking a permanent U.S.-NATO militarggance in
Afghanistan and Central Asia -- will also need éassuaged. Russia should be assured that U.8lAad forces
can help defend, rather than threaten, legitimatgsin interests in Central Asia, including throaghperation
with the Shanghai Cooperation Organization. Russéthe Central Asian states should be informetefesults
of legitimate interrogations of militants who caifmem the former Soviet space and were capturedigh@nistan or
Pakistan

To overcome the zero-sum competition taking plaat@ben states, ethnic groups, and factions, thenmegeds to
discover a source of mutual benefit derived fromparation. China -- with its development of mingedources
and access roads in Afghanistan and Pakistanirtiiecial support it gave to build the port of Gwadmd its
expansion of the Karakoram Highway, which links@hio northern Pakistan -- may be that source.&isialso a
major supplier of arms and nuclear equipment tddtak China has a major interest in peace andal@wvent in
the region because it desires a north-south ersrdytrade corridor so that its goods can travehfiinjiang to the
Arabian Sea ports of Pakistan and so that oil @sdpipelines can carry energy from the Persian &dflran to
western China. In return for such a corridor, Chinald help deliver much-needed electricity andnewater to
both countries. Such a corridor would also helpuwethe economies of both Afghanistan and Pakistan.
MORE THAN TROOPS

Both U.S. presidential candidates are committegsetading more troops to Afghanistan, but this wdadd
insufficient to reverse the collapse of securitgréh A major diplomatic initiative involving all ¢hregional
stakeholders in problem-solving talks and settingroad maps for local stabilization efforts is manportant.



Such an initiative would serve to reaffirm that tNest is indeed committed to the long-term rehgtitn of
Afghanistan and the region. A contact group, mealewtvould reassure Afghanistan's neighbors thattest is
determined to address not just extremism in thnelgut also economic development, job creatioa,dtug trade,
and border disputes.

Lowering the level of violence in the region andvimg the global community toward genuine agreenoenthe
long-term goals there would provide the space fighan leaders to create jobs and markets, proétierb
governance, do more to curb corruption and drugjaking, and overcome their countries' wideninprét
divisions. Lowering regional tensions would alldve tAfghan government to have a more meaningfubdis with
those insurgents who are willing to disavow al aeadd take part in the political process. The kethis would be
the series of security measures the contact grioopld offer Pakistan, thereby encouraging the Rakisarmy to
press -- or at least allow -- Taliban and otheuigent leaders on their soil to talk to Kabul.

The goal of the next U.S. president must be taagide the past, Washington's keenness for "victasythe solution
to all problems, and the United States' reluctaaéevolve competitors, opponents, or enemies jahogihacy. A
successful initiative will require exploratory tallnd an evolving road map. Today, such suggestiaysseem
audacious, naive, or impossible, but without suaifeaity there is little hope for Afghanistan, fakistan, or for
the region as a whole.



