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Summary

Stated U.S. policy is to ensure that Afghanistan will not again become a base for terrorist attacks
against the United States. Following policy reviews in 2009, the Obama Administration asserted
that it was pursuing a well-resourced and integrated military-civilian strategy intended to pave the
way for a gradual transition to Afghan leadership from July 2011 until the end of 2014. To carry
out U.S. policy, a total of 51,000 additional U.S. forces were authorized by the two 2009 reviews,
bringing U.S. troop numbers to a high of about 99,000, with partner forces adding about 42,000.
On June 22, 2011, President Obama announced that the policy had accomplished most major U.S.
goals and that a drawdown of 33,000 U.S. troops would take place by September 2012. The first
10,000 of these are to be withdrawn by the end of 2011. The transition to Afghan leadership
began, as planned, in July 2011 in the first wave of areas, four cities and three full provinces, and
some U.S. troops have been withdrawn. Amid widespread doubts that Afghan governance and
security institutions will be strong enough to protect themselves by the end of 2014, U.S. and
Afghan officials are negotiating a “strategic partnership” that would guide the long-term
relationship, although differences over U.S. latitude to conduct operations have slowed
negotiations.

The death of Al Qaeda founder Osama bin Laden in a U.S. raid on May 1, 2011, has caused some
to argue that overarching U.S. goals will not be jeopardized by the U.S. drawdown. However, Al
Qaeda has had a minimal presence on the Afghanistan battlefield itself since 2001, and the
official U.S. military view is that security gains achieved against mostly Taliban and affiliated
Afghan insurgent groups in 2010 remain “fragile and reversible.” Some believe that a negotiated
settlement to the Afghanistan conflict has become more likely in the aftermath of bin Laden’s
death, and both Afghan and U.S. officials have begun talks with Taliban figures. There are major
concerns among Afghanistan’s minorities and among its women that reconciliation might produce
compromises that erode the freedoms enjoyed since 2001.

Others believe that the crucial variable is the quality and extent of Afghan governance. In
particular, President Hamid Karzai’s failure to forcefully confront governmental corruption has
caused a loss of Afghan support for his government. However, the Administration view is that
governance is expanding and improving slowly. U.S. officials also hope to draw on Afghanistan’s
vast mineral resources to promote long-term growth—several major mining, agricultural, and
even energy development programs, mostly funded by private investment, have begun in the past
few years, with more in various stages of consideration.

The United States is placing increased emphasis on ensuring regional support for Afghanistan’s
stability and development. U.S. officials maintain that all of Afghanistan’s neighbors, including
Pakistan and Iran, should cease using Afghanistan to promote their own interests and instead help
Afghanistan reemerge as a major regional trade route. Some strategists doubt that Afghanistan
can be rendered permanently stable unless Afghan militants are denied safe haven in Pakistan.

Much of the development to date has been accomplished with foreign, particularly U.S., help,
although donor aid is likely to decline as the transition proceeds. Through the end of FY2011, the
United States has provided over $67 billion in assistance to Afghanistan since the fall of the
Taliban, of which about $30 billion has been to equip and train Afghan forces. During FY2001-
FY2011, the Afghan intervention has cost about $443 billion, including all costs. For FY2012,
about $17 billion in aid (including train and equip) is requested, in addition to about $100 billion
for U.S. military operations there. (See CRS Report RS21922, Afghanistan: Politics, Elections,
and Government Performance, by Kenneth Katzman.)

Congressional Research Service



Afghanistan: Post-Taliban Governance, Security, and U.S. Policy

Contents
BaCKZIOUIN. ...ttt st b e s it et bt et be bt et e b eaeens 1
From Early HiStory t0 the 19™ Century ..........o.oueeveueeeeeeeeeeeeeee e oo 1
Early 20™ Century and Cold WAr EIa ............ooovuiveiveeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeee oo 1
Geneva Accords (1988) and Soviet Withdrawal.............cccocvviiiieiiiiniinieiic e 3
The Mujahedin Government and Rise of the Taliban............ccccceeevieviiiniiiiiiviicecceecee e, 5
Taliban Rule (September 1996-November 2001).........coecveriirieiieniiieieree e see e esieeseesenens 5
U.S. Efforts Against Al Qaeda During Taliban Rule..........c.ccccevieriiiiiiniiiiiceeeeeeeee 6
The “Northern Alliance” CONGEAlS..........ccvveivieciiiriieriieiie ettt ereesreeeeeereereesreesreeseneeeve e 6
Policy Pre-September 11, 2001 ......ccvevuiiiiiiiiieiierieeseesteete et eiees e sresresseeseesseesseessnessseenseens 7
September 11 Attacks and Operation Enduring Freedom ...........ccccoeevvvviveciieniinnencienieenen, 8
Post-Taliban Governance-Building EffOrts..........c.coveviiiiiiiiiiiiiicciece e 9
Post-Taliban Political Transition PTOCESS .........ccoeeiiririerieniirieieneeeceeereeee e 10
Major GOVETNANCE ISSUECS ....vvevvereiieiiieiieiieriteseteeteeteeteesteesteeseresssessseesseesseesseesssesssensseenseenses 11
Continuing Influence of Faction Leaders or “Warlords”...........ccccecveiiriiiivieenieneecieenens 11
ANTI-COTTUPLION .....teeiveeiieiieeie st et et esteeseeesetesaeesseeteesseesseesssessseasseesseesseesssesssensseeseessees 11
Expanding Local GOVEINANCE ...........ceecvieriieriieiieiieeieeieeseeseee e ereeieeseessnessesnseesseensnes 11
Human Rights and Democracy/Women’s Rights...........cccccveevieniiiiieciienieciecreereeveeen, 12
Narcotics Trafficking/Insurgent FINancCing............cccceevvevieiviieniieniienie e e 12
Civilian POLICY SEIUCLUTE ......eoviiiieiiecieeie ettt ete e este et eseaesebeesbeesseesseesssesnseenseensens 13
Consulates in Mazar-e-Sharif and Herat ...........cccooeeieiiiieniiieeeeee e 14
Security Policy and 2011-2014 “Transition” .........c..ccvereeieeeireeneeseeseeereesreesreesseesssesneesesssesssees 15
Who Is “The Enemy”’? Taliban, Al Qaeda, and Related Insurgents ............cccceevveeereerreenenennen. 16
Groups: The Taliban (“Quetta Shura Taliban™)...........ccceeeviiviiiieniiiie e, 16
Al Qaecda/Bin Laden..........cooouiiiiiiiiiiiiciee ettt et e e 17
HiKmatyar FACLION. .......c.cccvviiiieriieeieeie ettt ettt e staesea e st e ebe e seessnesnsesnseenseensnas 18
Haqqani FACHION ........ciiiiiiiiie ettt ettt e e sibe e s veeeebeeenseeesssee e 19
PaKIStani GTOUPS ...cccvveeeerieeiiieciee ettt ecteeecteeeiteesveeetteesebeeetseesssesssseeessseesssasasseessseesnsseenns 20
The U.S.-Led Military Effort: 2001-2008 ..........ccoeiiiiiieenieeeeteeeeeee e 20
Perception of “Victory” in the First Five Post-Taliban Years........cc.ccccceverieneninienenene. 21
Perception of Deterioration and Growing Force Levels in 2007 and 2008....................... 21
Obama Administration Policy: March 2009 Policy Announcement/Initial Troop
Increase/McChrystal Appointment and ASSESSINENL ........c.cccvreevrerreerieerrerreeieereeseesaesnenns 22
Late 2009 Review: “Surge” Coupled With Transition...........c.cccueeeveeerieneesiesieereereeereeseeeenes 23
McChrystal Replaced by Petracus.........ccccvieeviiiiiiiiiie ettt evne e 23
July 2011 “Deadline” Yields to “Transition” By the End of 2014 .........ccooceeviiiiiinnnnnne 24
Surge Implementation and ReESUILS .........c.ccvviiviiiiiiiiiiic ettt 25
Significant Progress Reported in Helmand and Qandahar..............ccccccoveeiiiiieniiennnennnennn, 27
Initial Transition and U.S. Drawdown Announced and Begun .............cccccvevvenvenvencienniennnen. 28
Pace of First U.S. Drawdowns Set and Drawdown Begun ...........cccecvevvencieeciienieeninennen. 29
Beyond 2014: Long-Term Commitment/Strategic Partnership Agreement..............ccoeeuveeneen. 29
NO “SOFA” in Place CUITeNtLY .....c.covieriiiiieiieiieiiesee st seees 30
Threats to Long-Term U.S. Presence: Civilian Casualties and 2011 Protests................... 31
Policy Component During Transition: Building Afghan Forces and Establishing Rule
OF LW ettt et et b bt b e s h e ettt bt e e bt e eat e st eabe e beenbeeaes 32
ATghan National ATINY ........cecieeiieriierierierteeie et et eseeseestestesbeeseesseessnessseesseesseesseessees 33
ATZNAN ATL FOTCE.....uviiiiiiiciie ettt ettt et e et e et e e et e e esabeesabeeesseessseeensseenns 35

Congressional Research Service



Afghanistan: Post-Taliban Governance, Security, and U.S. Policy

Afghan National Police (ANP) ....ccooviiiiiiiieieriece ettt 35

Rule of Law/Criminal JUStICE SE@CLOT......c.eeruireieieiieeieie ettt 36

U.S. Security Forces Funding/”CERP” .........ccoooviiiiiieiie et 36
Policy Component: Provincial Reconstruction Teams (PRTS) .........cccceviriinininncniiiiieene 37

Karzai CriticiSm Of PRTS......co.oiiiiiiiiiiieee et 38
Policy Component: Cooperation With Allies and Burdensharing/Preventing Allied

“RUSh 01 the EXItS™ ..ottt sttt 38

Major Contingent Developments During the U.S. “Surge” .........cccocvveninieniinnnenennn 40

Security/Political Innovations To Facilitate the Transition..........c.cccceevevvreviienieeneenieeieenens 41
“Reintegration” and “Reconciliation” With InSurgents...........cccccveeevieerieveeniesieeieereennen. 41
Local Security Experiments: Afghan Provincial Protection Program (APPP),
Afghan Local Police (ALP), and Village Stability Operations .............ccceeeveeereevreennnenne. 44
Current and Post-Transition Policy Alternatives/Support for Rapidly Reducing U.S.

Military INVOIVEMENL.......ccciieiieiieiieiierte ettt e seesteete e e e teeseaesnbeenseessaesseesnnesnseensaens 47
Counter-Terrorism/Counter-Terrorism “Plus” Proposals ..........ccccccveveercieeiiennieneenieenens 47
Expand Afghan Forces/Rapid Transition to Afghan Lead...........c.ccccoeevvevieviincieeiieieenen, 47
Make Concessions to the Taliban/De-Facto Partition .............ccceeeviecieninieseseeeeeee, 47
Legislatively Mandated DrawdOWn .........ccvecieerienieiieeieenieesee e eve e sre e esaeeees 48

Regional DIMENSION ....couuiiiuiiiiiiiiieieet ettt ettt b e s bt st et e e bt e sbe e sbeesaeenbeenas 48
Pakistan/Pakistan-Afghanistan BOTder.............ccoevveviiicieeniienieiesiecie et 51
Increased Direct U.S. Action Against Afghan Militants in Pakistan...........c..cccoceeenneene 51
Pakistan’s Cooperation Against Al Qaeda..........cceecvveieviiiiciiiiiieciee e 51
Pakistan-Afghanistan REIations ...........cccecceivieiiiieniieniienie et 52
TEAI ottt ettt sttt es 54
Iran’s Development Aid for Afghanistan.............cccceeviiiiiiiiccicnieccce e 54
Iranian Assistance to Afghan Militants and to Pro-Iranian Groups and Regions.............. 54
Bilateral Government-to-Government Relations ...........cccccvevvievveriienciieceenienieeieeieenenn 55
INARA ettt e b e et b et bt et e bt et nee 56
India’s Development Activities in Afghanistan.............ccccoeveeviiiiiiviecicciece e, 57
Russia, Central Asian States, and CRINA............oovveouiiiiiiiiiiiieieeeee ettt eee e 57
Russia/Northern Distribution NEtWOTrK ........c.ccocevirieiiniiiiiiiieieeceeee e 57
Central ASIAN SEALES .....cc.eeiiieeieieteeese ettt ettt ettt et e st e teeneeteene et e seeeneeneas 59
L] 1 F: TSSTPTSUR 60
Persian Gulf States: Saudi Arabia and UAE..........ccooiiiiiiiiiiieeeeeeeeeee 61
UAE INVOIVEIMENT ...ttt ettt ettt ettt sb e sttt eb e b b e naeas 61
Keys to Afghanistan’s Post-War Future: U.S. and International Aid and Economic
DEVEIOPIMENL . ....e.eieieieetieiete ettt ettt ettt et et e te et e e st et e entenseeseentanseeseenseaseensesseeneensesseensans 62
U.S. Assistance to AfZhaniStan...........cceeevieeeiiiiiiie et cciee et ree v e e sraeeseseeens 62
AL OVEISIGNL ....oiiiieiieiiecece ettt ettt e st e st e e b e esbeessaesaesssessaesssennsens 63
Aid Authorization: Afghanistan Freedom Support ACt........ccccevevveeiienieriieniienieeieeieeeen, 63
Direct Support to the Afghan GOVernment............c.cccuveeevieeiieeriiieecie e 64
International Reconstruction Pledges/National Development Strategy ...........c.covveveeneee. 66
Development in KEY SECLOTS .....ccvieiieiiieiieiieiieeieeie et e see st sre e teeseessaeseressseesseesseessnesnnas 67
EAUCALION. ...ttt ettt sttt et st 67
HeEAIth ...ttt et ettt st as 67
ROAAS ..ttt et sttt sttt 68
BIIAZES ..ttt ettt ettt ettt te et eeer e enbeesbe e saensaesnbeenseenraan 68
RAIIWAYS ...eiiiii ettt ettt s e et e e s bt e etaeessbeeessaeessseesnseeesseeenreeenns 68
] (<To] g Tod 7O RS TUURUPRRRPRRN 68

Congressional Research Service



Afghanistan: Post-Taliban Governance, Security, and U.S. Policy

AGIICUITUTE ..ottt e et e e te e teesteessbessseesseessaesseessnesssesssesnseensens 70
TelECOMMUNICALIONS. .....euieeieeieieteeeieie et ete sttt et et ee e e et eneesteeseenseeneensesseeneesesseensesseeneenns 71
ATTTIIIES 1ttt ettt et e bt e shte s it e et e e bt e bt e sat e et et e b entean 71
MiNING ANA GEIMS ...uveeierieiieeieerieeeteete et et esteeseesttessesseesseessaesssesssessseesseesseesssesssesssensens 71
Oil, Gas, and Related PIpelines..........cccevcveriiieriierienieeie ettt esieesseesenesene e 72
Trade Promotion/Reconstruction Opportunity ZONES..........ccveeveeveerreenreerreeseesveeveesseessessses 72
Residual Issues from Past CONliCtS........ccueviirierciiiciieiieierierie et ere e e e ees 91
StINGET REIIEVAL.....coviiiiiiicieece ettt e et e e s e e eebe e e teeestbeessseeessaessseeas 91
MiINE EradiCation ......coouieiiiiiiiieeieeie ettt et ettt e b et sttt et et an 91
Figures
Figure A-1. Map of AfghaniStan.........c.cceeeiiiiiieiieiiiccccceeeesee e et ve e e 94
Figure A-2. Map of Afghan EthNiCities .........cccverieriiriiriieiieiesee e e 95
Tables
Table 1. Comparative Social and ECONOMIC StatiStiCS........ccovvrrverrieeriierierieeieeeeeeesreseresseeseeneens 4
Table 2. Afghanistan Political Transition ProCess........c.cccvveiuiiiiiciiiniieniiesiee et 10
Table 3. U.N. Assistance Mission in Afghanistan (UNAMA) ........ccccevievienieeie e 15
Table 4.Summary of Current U.S. Strategy and Implementation .............ccoeevevververcreecieeneennnenne 25
Table 5. Operation Enduring Freedom Partner FOIces ..........cooevviiiiiiiiiiiiienieiiecie e 32
Table 6. Background on NATO/ISAF Formation and U.N. Mandate............ccccooevveneneenenennne. 39
Table 7. Major Security-Related INdiCators...........cccviivieiieiieiiiiie e 46
Table 8. Afghan and Regional Facilities Used for
Operations in and Supply Lines to AfghaniStan ............cceeeeviereiieciienienienie e 50
Table 9. Major Reporting REqQUITEMENLS.........c.cecveriiiiieiieiierie et ee e be e eee 66
Table 10. Major Non-U.S. Donors to Afghanistan 2002-2011 ........ccceveevieiieeviienienie e e 74
Table 11. U.S. Assistance to Afghanistan, FY1978-FY1998.......ccccoviriiniiiiiineeeeeereeeee e 75
Table 12. U.S. Assistance to Afghanistan, FY1999-FY2002........c.cccoevieiiieiiiieiieeeceecee e 76
Table 13. U.S. Assistance to Afghanistan, FY2003 ...........cccocviiiriiiinienieree e 77
Table 14. U.S. Assistance to Afghanistan, FY2004 .........c.cooiiiiiiiiiieiienie e 78
Table 15. U.S. Assistance to Afghanistan, FY2005 .........cccooovriiiiinnienieneeceeeeeie e 79
Table 16. U.S. Assistance to Afghanistan, FY2000 ............ccccoovviiiiiviiinieniecie e 80
Table 17. U.S. Assistance to Afghanistan, FY2007 .........cccocvviiiiiiiniinienie e 81
Table 18. U.S. Assistance to Afghanistan, FY2008 ...........cccccooviiiiiirniinienienieeieeie e 82
Table 19. U.S. Assistance to Afghanistan, FY2009 ...........cccoeiviiiiiiiiiiieiiece e 83
Table 20. FY2010 Assistance (Includes Supplemental)............cccocvvviierieniieniienieeieeeecee e 84
B 1) (o R 2 6 1 USSR 85

Congressional Research Service



Afghanistan: Post-Taliban Governance, Security, and U.S. Policy

Table 22. FY2012 REGUESE....ccviiiieiiieciieciie ettt ettt ettt e te st e et e v eteestaestaestbeeaveesveesveesssaeseens 86
Table 23. Total Obligations for Major Programs: FY2001-FY2010.......ccccoeciviininnininienineene 87
Table 24. NATO/ISAF Contributing NAtionS .........ccceevieiieiieiiieieenieesieeseeseeere e eveesreesveeseneeens 88
Table 25. Provincial Reconstruction TEamS...........cccuveevieeiieriienienieiieeieesieesee e eae e eveeseeeseneenns 89
Table 26. Major Factions/Leaders in AfghaniStan .............cccceeeiiiiiiiiniienicnie e 90
Appendixes

Appendix. U.S. and International Sanctions Lifted ...........cccceeviiiviiiviiiiiiiiiiiic e 92
Contacts

Author Contact INFOrMAtION.........cceerieriiiiieiieieeteree et ettt et e b e b e esseesaesseesseessnessseans 95

Congressional Research Service



Afghanistan: Post-Taliban Governance, Security, and U.S. Policy

Background

Afghanistan has a history of a high degree of decentralization, and resistance to foreign invasion
and occupation. Some have termed it the “graveyard of empires.”

From Early History to the 19* Century

Alexander the Great conquered what is now Afghanistan in three years (330 B.C.E. to 327
B.C.E), although at significant cost and with significant difficulty, and requiring, among other
steps, marriage to a resident of the conquered territory. From the third to the eighth century, A.D.,
Buddhism was the dominant religion in Afghanistan. At the end of the seventh century, Islam
spread in Afghanistan when Arab invaders from the Umayyad Dynasty defeated the Persian
empire of the Sassanians. In the 10™ century, Muslim rulers called Samanids, from Bukhara (in
what is now Uzbekistan), extended their influence into Afghanistan, and the complete conversion
of Afghanistan to Islam occurred during the rule of the Gaznavids in the 11" century. They ruled
over the first vast Islamic empire based in what is now Ghazni province of Afghanistan.

In 1504, Babur, a descendent of the conquerors Tamarlane and Genghis Khan, took control of
Kabul and then moved on to India, establishing the Mughal Empire. (Babur is buried in the Babur
Gardens complex in Kabul, which has been refurbished with the help of the Agha Khan
Foundation.) Throughout the 16" and 17" centuries, Afghanistan was fought over by the Mughal
Empire and the Safavid Dynasty of Persia (now Iran), with the Safavids mostly controlling Herat
and western Afghanistan, and the Mughals controlling Kabul and the east. A monarchy ruled by
ethnic Pashtuns was founded in 1747 by Ahmad Shah Durrani, who was a senior officer in the
army of Nadir Shah, ruler of Persia, when Nadir Shah was assassinated and Persian control over
Afghanistan weakened.

A strong ruler, Dost Muhammad Khan, emerged in Kabul in 1826 and created concerns among
Britain that the Afghans were threatening Britain’s control of India; that fear led to a British
decision in 1838 to intervene in Afghanistan, setting off the first Anglo-Afghan War (1838-1842).
Nearly all of the 4,500-person British force was killed in that war, which ended with a final
British stand at Gandamack. The second Anglo-Afghan War took place during 1878-1880.

Early 20* Century and Cold War Era

King Amanullah Khan (1919-1929) launched attacks on British forces in Afghanistan (Third
Anglo-Afghan War) shortly after taking power and won complete independence from Britain as
recognized in the Treaty of Rawalpindi (August 8, 1919). He was considered a secular
modernizer presiding over a government in which all ethnic minorities participated. He was
succeeded by King Mohammad Nadir Shah (1929-1933), and then by King Mohammad Zahir
Shah. Zahir Shah’s reign (1933-1973) is remembered fondly by many older Afghans for
promulgating a constitution in 1964 that established a national legislature and promoting
freedoms for women, including dropping a requirement that they cover their face and hair.
However, possibly believing that he could limit Soviet support for Communist factions in
Afghanistan, Zahir Shah also entered into a significant political and arms purchase relationship
with the Soviet Union. The Soviets began to build large infrastructure projects in Afghanistan
during Zahir Shah’s time, such as the north-south Salang Pass/Tunnel and Bagram airfield. He
also accepted agricultural and other development aid from the United States, including large
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USAID-funded irrigation and hydroelectric dam projects in Helmand Province. In part, the
countryside was secured during the King’s time by local tribal militias called arbokai.

Afghanistan’s slide into instability began in the 1970s when the diametrically opposed
Communist Party and Islamic movements grew in strength. While receiving medical treatment in
Italy, Zahir Shah was overthrown by his cousin, Mohammad Daoud, a military leader who
established a dictatorship with strong state involvement in the economy. Daoud was overthrown
and killed' in April 1978 by People’s Democratic Party of Afghanistan (PDPA, Communist party)
military officers under the direction of two PDPA (Khalq faction) leaders, Hafizullah Amin and
Nur Mohammad Taraki, in what is called the Saur (April) Revolution. Taraki became president,
but he was displaced in September 1979 by Amin. Both leaders drew their strength from rural
ethnic Pashtuns and tried to impose radical socialist change on a traditional society, in part by
redistributing land and bringing more women into government. The attempt at rapid
modernization sparked rebellion by Islamic parties opposed to such moves. The Soviet Union
sent troops into Afghanistan on December 27, 1979, to prevent a seizure of power by the Islamic
militias, known as the mujahedin (Islamic fighters). Upon their invasion, the Soviets replaced
Amin with another PDPA leader perceived as pliable, Babrak Karmal (Parcham faction of the
PDPA), who was part of the 1978 PDPA takeover but was exiled by Taraki and Amin.

Soviet occupation forces, which numbered about 120,000, were never able to pacify the outlying
areas of the country. The mujahedin benefited from U.S. weapons and assistance, provided
through the Central Intelligence Agency (CIA) in cooperation with Pakistan’s Inter-Service
Intelligence directorate (ISI). The mujahedin were also relatively well organized and coordinated
by seven major parties that in early 1989 formed a Peshawar-based “Afghan Interim
Government” (AIG). The seven party leaders were Mohammad Nabi Mohammadi; Sibghatullah
Mojaddedi; Gulbuddin Hikmatyar; Burhanuddin Rabbani; Yunus Khalis; Abd-i-Rab Rasul
Sayyaf; and Pir Gaylani. Mohammadi and Khalis have died in recent years of natural causes, and
Rabbani was killed in a September 20, 2011, assassination, but the others are still active in
Afghan politics and governance or, in the case of Hikmatyar, fighting the Afghan government.

The mujahedin weaponry included U.S.-supplied portable shoulder-fired anti-aircraft systems
called “Stingers,” which proved highly effective against Soviet aircraft. The United States
decided in 1985 to provide these weapons to the mujahedin after substantial debate within the
Reagan Administration and some in Congress over whether they could be used effectively and
whether doing so would harm broader U.S.-Soviet relations. The mujahedin also hid and stored
weaponry in a large network of natural and manmade tunnels and caves throughout Afghanistan.
Partly because of the effectiveness of the Stinger in shooting down Soviet helicopters and fixed
wing aircraft, the Soviet Union’s losses mounted—about 13,400 Soviet soldiers were killed in the
war, according to Soviet figures—turning Soviet domestic opinion against the war. In 1986, after
the reformist Mikhail Gorbachev became leader, the Soviets replaced Karmal with the director of
Afghan intelligence, Najibullah Ahmedzai (known by his first name). Najibullah was a Ghilzai
Pashtun, and was from the Parcham faction of the PDPA. Some Afghans say that some aspects of
his governing style were admirable, particularly his appointment of a prime minister (Sultan Ali
Keshtmand and others) to handle administrative duties and distribute power.

" Daoud’s grave was discovered outside Kabul in early 2008. He was reburied in an official ceremony in Kabul in
March 2009.
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Geneva Accords (1988) and Soviet Withdrawal

On April 14, 1988, Gorbachev agreed to a U.N.-brokered accord (the Geneva Accords) requiring
it to withdraw. The withdrawal was completed by February 15, 1989, leaving in place the weak
Najibullah government. A warming of relations moved the United States and Soviet Union to try
for a political settlement to the Afghan conflict, a trend accelerated by the 1991 collapse of the
Soviet Union, which reduced Moscow’s capacity for supporting communist regimes in the Third
World. On September 13, 1991, Moscow and Washington agreed to a joint cutoff of military aid
to the Afghan combatants.

The State Department has said that a total of about $3 billion in economic and covert military
assistance was provided by the U.S. to the Afghan mujahedin from 1980 until the end of the
Soviet occupation in 1989. Press reports say the covert aid program grew from about $20 million
per year in FY 1980 to about $300 million per year during FY 1986-FY1990.” The Soviet pullout
decreased the perceived strategic value of Afghanistan, causing a reduction in subsequent covert
funding. As indicated in Table 11, U.S. assistance to Afghanistan remained at relatively low
levels from the time of the Soviet withdrawal, validating the views of many that the United States
largely considered its role in Afghanistan “completed” when Soviets troops left, and there was
little support for a major U.S. effort to rebuild the country. The United States closed its embassy
in Kabul in January 1989, as the Soviet Union was completing its pullout, and it remained so until
the fall of the Taliban in 2001.

With Soviet backing withdrawn, Najibullah rallied the PDPA Army and the party-dominated
paramilitary organization called the Sarandoy, and successfully beat back the first post-Soviet
withdrawal mujahedin offensives. Although Najibullah defied expectations that his government
would immediately collapse after a Soviet withdrawal, military defections continued and his
position weakened in subsequent years. On March 18, 1992, Najibullah publicly agreed to step
down once an interim government was formed. That announcement set off a wave of rebellions
primarily by Uzbek and Tajik militia commanders in northern Afghanistan—particularly Abdul
Rashid Dostam, who joined prominent mujahedin commander Ahmad Shah Masud of the Islamic
Society, a largely Tajik party headed by Burhannudin Rabbani. Masud had earned a reputation as
a brilliant strategist by preventing the Soviets from occupying his power base in the Panjshir
Valley of northeastern Afghanistan. Najibullah fell, and the mujahedin regime began April 18,
1992.° Each year, a public parade is held to mark that day.

2 For FY 1991, Congress reportedly cut covert aid appropriations to the mujahedin from $300 million the previous year
to $250 million, with half the aid withheld until the second half of the fiscal year. See “Country Fact Sheet:
Afghanistan,” in U.S. Department of State Dispatch, vol. 5, no. 23 (June 6, 1994), p. 377.

3 After failing to flee, Najibullah, his brother, and aides remained at a U.N. facility in Kabul until the Taliban
movement seized control in 1996 and hanged them.
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Table 1. Comparative Social and Economic Statistics

Population
Ethnicities/Religions

Size of Religious
Minorities

Literacy Rate

GDP and Growth Rates
(2010)

Unemployment Rate

Children in
School/Schools Built
since 2002

Afghans With Access to
Health Coverage

Roads Built
Judges/Courts

Banks Operating

Access to Electricity
Government Revenues

(excl. donor funds)

Financial Reserves/Debt

Foreign/Private
Investment

Mining/Minerals

Legal Exports/
Agriculture

Imports

QOil Proven Reserves

Cellphones/Tourism

28 million +. Kabul population is 3 million, up from 500,000 in Taliban era.
Pashtun 42%; Tajik 27%; Uzbek 9%; Hazara 9%; Aimak 4%; Turkmen 3%; Baluch 2%.

Religions: Sunni (Hanafi school) 80%; Shiite (Hazaras, Qizilbash, and Isma’ilis) 19%;
other |%Christians-estimated 500-8,000 persons; Sikh and Hindu-3,000 persons;
Bahai’s-400 (declared blasphemous in May 2007); Jews-| person; Buddhist- small
numbers, mostly foreigners. No Christian or Jewish schools. One church.

28% of population over |5 years of age. 43% of males; 12.6% of females.

$29.8 billion purchasing power parity (PPP). 109t in the world. Per capita: $1,000
purchasing power parity. 212t in the world. Growth: about 9% for 2010 and expected
for 201 1. GDP was about $10 billion (PPP) during last year of Taliban rule.

40%

7.1 million, of which 40% are girls. Up from 900,000 boys in school during Taliban era.
4,000 schools built (all donors) and 140,000 teachers hired since Taliban era. |7
universities, up from 2 in 2002. 75,000 Afghans in universities in Afghanistan (35%
female); 5,000 when Taliban was in power.

65% with basic health services access-compared to 8% during Taliban era. Infant
mortality down 22% since Taliban to 135 per 1,000 live births. 680 clinics built .

About 2,500 miles paved post-Taliban, including repaving of “Ring Road” (78%
complete) that circles the country. Kabul-Qandahar drive reduced to 6 hours.

Over 1,000 judges (incl. 200 women) trained since fall of Taliban.

17, including branches in some rural areas, but about 90% of the population still use
hawalas (informal money transfer services). Zero banks existed during Taliban era.
Some limited credit card use. Some Afghan police now paid by cell phone (E-Paisa).

15%-20% of the population. Much of its electricity imported from neighboring states.

About $1.7 billion in 2010; more than double the $720 million 2007. Total Afghan
budget is about $4.5 billion (including development funds)—shortfall covered by
foreign donors, including through Afghanistan Reconstruction Trust Fund.

About $4.4 billion, up from $180 million in 2002. Includes amounts due Central Bank.
$8 billion bilateral debt, plus $500 million multilateral. U.S. forgave $108 million in
debt in 2004, and $1.6 billion forgiven by other creditors in March 2010.

About $500 million to $1 billion per year. Four Afghan airlines: Ariana (national) plus
at least two privately owned: Safi and Kam. Turkish Air and India Air fly to Kabul.

Vast untapped minerals affirmed by U.S. experts (June 2010). Chinese firm mining
copper in Lowgar Province. December 2010: contracts let to produce oil in Sar-I-Pol
Province (north) and for private investors to mine gold in Baghlan Province.

80% of the population is involved in agriculture. Self-sufficiency in wheat production as
of May 2009 (first time in 30 years). Exports: $403 million (2009): fruits, raisins,
melons, pomegranate juice (Anar), nuts, carpets, lapis lazuli gems, marble tile, timber
products (Kunar, Nuristan provinces). July 2010 Afghanistan-Pakistan trade agreement.

Imports: $3.4 billion (2009): food, energy, capital goods, textiles, autos. Top five
trading partners (in descending order): Pakistan, Russia, Iran, India, United States.

3.6 billion barrels of oil, 36.5 trillion cubic feet of gas. Current oil production
negligible, but USAID funding project to revive oil and gas facilities in the north.

About 6.5 million cellphone subscribers, up from neglibile amounts during Taliban era.
Tourism: National park opened in Bamiyan June 2009. Increasing tourist visits.

Sources: CIA, The World Factbook; various press and U.S. government official testimony.
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The Mujahedin Government and Rise of the Taliban

The fall of Najibullah exposed the differences among the mujahedin parties. The leader of one of
the smaller parties (Afghan National Liberation Front), Islamic scholar Sibghatullah Mojadeddi,
was president during April-May 1992. Under an agreement among the major parties, Rabbani
became President in June 1992 with agreement that he would serve until December 1994. He
refused to step down at that time, saying that political authority would disintegrate without a clear
successor. Kabul was subsequently shelled by other mujahedin factions, particularly that of
nominal “Prime Minister” Gulbuddin Hikmatyar, a Pashtun, who accused Rabbani of
monopolizing power. Hikmatyar, who never formally assumed a working prime ministerial role
in Kabul because of suspicions of Rabbani, was purportedly backed by Pakistan. Hikmatyar’s
radical faction of the Islamist Hizb-e-Islami (Islamic Party) had received a large proportion of the
U.S. aid during the anti-Soviet war.

Yunus Khalis, an Islamic cleric, led a more moderate Hizb-e-Islami mujahedin party during that
war, although Khalis turned anti-U.S. in the mid-1990s. Taliban leader Mullah Umar was a fighter
in Khalis’s party during the anti-Soviet war. Khalis died in 2006.

In 1993-1994, Afghan Islamic clerics and students, mostly of rural, Pashtun origin, formed the
Taliban movement. Many were former mujahedin who had become disillusioned with conflict
among mujahedin parties and had moved into Pakistan to study in Islamic seminaries
(“madrassas”) mainly of the “Deobandi” school of Islam.* Some say this interpretation of Islam is
similar to the “Wahhabism” that is practiced in Saudi Arabia. Taliban practices were also
consonant with conservative Pashtun tribal traditions.

The Taliban viewed the Rabbani government as corrupt and anti-Pashtun, and the four years of
civil war (1992-1996) created popular support for the Taliban as able to deliver stability. With the
help of defections, the Taliban peacefully took control of the southern city of Qandahar in
November 1994. By February 1995, it was approaching Kabul, after which an 18-month
stalemate ensued. In September 1995, the Taliban captured Herat province, bordering Iran, and
imprisoned its governor, Ismail Khan, ally of Rabbani and Masud, who later escaped and took
refuge in Iran. In September 1996, new Taliban victories near Kabul led to the withdrawal of
Rabbani and Masud to the Panjshir Valley north of Kabul with most of their heavy weapons; the
Taliban took control of Kabul on September 27, 1996. Taliban gunmen subsequently entered a
U.N. facility in Kabul to seize Najibullah, his brother, and aides, and then hanged them.

Taliban Rule (September 1996-November 2001)

The Taliban regime was led by Mullah Muhammad Umar, who lost an eye in the anti-Soviet war
while fighting as part of the Hizb-e-Islami mujahedin party of Yunis Khalis. Umar held the title of
Head of State and “Commander of the Faithful,” remaining in the Taliban power base in
Qandahar and almost never appearing in public, although he did occasionally receive high-level
foreign officials. Umar forged a political and personal bond with bin Laden and refused U.S.
demands to extradite him. Like Umar, most of the senior figures in the Taliban regime were

* The Deobandi school began in 1867 in a seminary in Uttar Pradesh, in British-controlled India, that was set up to train
Islamic clerics and to counter the British educational model.
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Ghilzai Pashtuns, which predominate in eastern Afghanistan. They are rivals of the Durrani
Pashtuns, who are predominant in the south.

The Taliban lost international and domestic support as it imposed strict adherence to Islamic
customs in areas it controlled and employed harsh punishments, including executions. The
Taliban authorized its “Ministry for the Promotion of Virtue and the Suppression of Vice,” headed
by Maulvi Qalamuddin, to use physical punishments to enforce strict Islamic practices, including
bans on television, Western music, and dancing. It prohibited women from attending school or
working outside the home, except in health care, and it publicly executed some women for
adultery. In what many consider its most extreme action, and which some say was urged by bin
Laden, in March 2001 the Taliban blew up two large Buddha statues carved into hills above
Bamiyan city, considering them idols.

The Clinton Administration held talks with the Taliban before and after it took power, but was
unable to moderate its policies. The United States withheld recognition of Taliban as the
legitimate government of Afghanistan, formally recognizing no faction as the government. The
United Nations continued to seat representatives of the Rabbani government, not the Taliban. The
State Department ordered the Afghan embassy in Washington, DC, closed in August 1997. U.N.
Security Council Resolution 1193 (August 28, 1998) and 1214 (December 8, 1998) urged the
Taliban to end discrimination against women. Women’s rights groups urged the Clinton
Administration not to recognize the Taliban government. In May 1999, the Senate-passed S.Res.
68 called on the President not to recognize an Afghan government that oppresses women.

U.S. Efforts Against Al Qaeda During Taliban Rule

The Taliban’s hosting of Al Qaeda’s leadership gradually became the Clinton Administration’s
overriding agenda item with Afghanistan. In April 1998, then U.S. Ambassador to the United
Nations Bill Richardson (along with Assistant Secretary of State Karl Inderfurth and NSC senior
official Bruce Riedel) visited Afghanistan, but the Taliban refused to hand over bin Laden. They
did not meet Mullah Umar. After the August 7, 1998, Al Qaeda bombings of U.S. embassies in
Kenya and Tanzania, the Clinton Administration progressively pressured the Taliban, imposing
U.S. sanctions and achieving adoption of some U.N. sanctions as well. On August 20, 1998, the
United States fired cruise missiles at alleged Al Qaeda training camps in eastern Afghanistan, but
bin Laden was not hit.” Some observers assert that the Administration missed several other
opportunities to strike him, including a purported sighting of him by an unarmed Predator drone
at the Tarnak Farm camp in Afghanistan in the fall of 2000.° Clinton Administration officials said
that domestic and international support for ousting the Taliban militarily was lacking.

The “Northern Alliance” Congeals

The Taliban’s policies caused different Afghan factions to ally with the ousted President Rabbani
and Masud and their ally in the Herat area, Ismail Khan—the Tajik core of the anti-Taliban
opposition—into a broader “Northern Alliance.” Joining the Tajik factions in the Alliance were
Uzbek, Hazara Shiite, and even some Pashtun Islamist factions discussed in Table 6. Virtually all

5 A pharmaceutical plant in Sudan (Al Shifa) believe to be producing chemical weapons for Al Qaeda also was struck
that day, although U.S. reviews later corroborated Sudan’s assertions that the plant was strictly civilian in nature.

® http://www.msnbc.msn.com/id/4540958.
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the figures mentioned remain key players in politics in Afghanistan, sometimes allied with and at
other times adversaries of President Hamid Karzai. (For more information on many of these
figures, see CRS Report RS21922, Afghanistan: Politics, Elections, and Government
Performance, by Kenneth Katzman.)

e Uzbeks/General Dostam. One major faction was the Uzbek militia (the
Junbush-Melli, or National Islamic Movement of Afghanistan) of General Abdul
Rashid Dostam. Frequently referred to by some Afghans as one of the “warlords”
who gained power during the anti-Soviet war, Dostam first joined those seeking
to oust Rabbani during his 1992-1996 presidency, but later joined him and the
other Northern Alliance factions opposed to the Taliban.

o Hazara Shiites. Members of Hazara tribes, mostly Shiite Muslims, are
prominent in Bamiyan, Dai Kundi, and Ghazni provinces (central Afghanistan)
and are always fearful of, and subject to some extent to, repression by Pashtuns
and other larger ethnic factions. The Hazaras have tended to serve in working
class and domestic household jobs, although more recently they have been
prominent in technology jobs in Kabul, raising their economic status. They are
also increasingly cohesive politically, leading to gains in the September 2010
parliamentary elections. During the various Afghan wars, the main Hazara Shiite
militia was Hizb-e-Wahdat (Unity Party, composed of eight different groups).
Hizb-e-Wahdat suffered a major setback in 1995 when the Taliban captured and
killed its leader Abdul Ali Mazari. One of Karzai’s vice president’s Karim
Khalili, is a Hazara. Another prominent Hazara faction leader, Mohammad
Mohageq, is a Karzi critic.

e Pashtun Islamists/Sayyaf. Abd-i-Rab Rasul Sayyaf, now a leading Islamic
conservative in parliament, headed a Pashtun-dominated hardline Islamist
mujahedin faction called the Islamic Union for the Liberation of Afghanistan
(Ittihad Islami) during the anti-Soviet war. Even though he is an Islamist
conservative, Sayyaf viewed the Taliban as selling out Afghanistan to Al Qaeda
and he joined the Northern Alliance.

Policy Pre-September 11, 2001

Throughout 2001, but prior to the September 11 attacks, Bush Administration policy differed little
from Clinton Administration policy—applying economic and political pressure while retaining
dialogue with the Taliban, and refraining from militarily assisting the Northern Alliance. The
September 11 Commission report said that, in the months prior to the September 11 attacks,
Administration officials leaned toward such a step. The report added that some officials wanted,
in addition, to assist ethnic Pashtuns who were opposed to the Taliban. Other covert options were
reportedly under consideration as well.”

In a departure from Clinton Administration policy, the Bush Administration stepped up
engagement with Pakistan to try to reduce its support for the Taliban. At that time, there were
allegations that Pakistani advisers were helping the Taliban in their fight against the Northern
Alliance. In accordance with U.N. Security Council Resolution 1333, in February 2001 the State
Department ordered the Taliban representative office in New York closed, although Taliban

’ Drogin, Bob. “U.S. Had Plan for Covert Afghan Options Before 9/11.” Los Angeles Times, May 18, 2002.
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representative Abdul Hakim Mujahid continued to operate informally.® In March 2001,
Administration officials received a Taliban envoy to discuss bilateral issues.

Even though the Northern Alliance was supplied with Iranian, Russian, and Indian financial and
military support—all of whom had different motives for that support—the Northern Alliance
nonetheless continued to lose ground to the Taliban after it lost Kabul in 1996. By the time of the
September 11 attacks, the Taliban controlled at least 75% of the country, including almost all
provincial capitals. The Alliance suffered a major setback on September 9, 2001 (two days before,
and possibly an integral part of, the September 11 attacks), when Ahmad Shah Masud was
assassinated by Al Qaeda operatives posing as journalists. He was succeeded by his intelligence
chief, Muhammad Fahim,’ a veteran figure but one who lacked Masud’s undisputed authority.

September 11 Attacks and Operation Enduring Freedom

After the September 11 attacks, the Bush Administration decided to militarily overthrow the
Taliban when it refused a final U.S. offer to extradite bin Laden in order to avoid military action.
President Bush articulated a policy that equated those who harbor terrorists to terrorists
themselves, and judged that a friendly regime in Kabul was needed to enable U.S forces to search
for Al Qaeda personnel there. The Administration sought and obtained U.N. backing: U.N.
Security Council Resolution 1368 of September 12, 2001, said that the Council

expresses its readiness to take all necessary steps to respond (implying force) to the
September 11 attacks.

This was widely interpreted as a U.N. authorization for military action in response to the attacks,
but it did not explicitly authorize Operation Enduring Freedom to oust the Taliban. Nor did the
Resolution specifically reference Chapter VII of the U.N. Charter, which allows for responses to
threats to international peace and security.

In Congress, S.J.Res. 23 (passed 98-0 in the Senate and with no objections in the House, P.L.
107-40, signed September 18, 2011), was somewhat more explicit than the U.N. Resolution,
authorizing'’

all necessary and appropriate force against those nations, organizations, or persons he
determines planned, authorized, committed, or aided the terrorist attacks that occurred on
September 11, 2001 or harbored such organizations or persons.

Major combat in Afghanistan (Operation Enduring Freedom, OEF) began on October 7, 2001. It
consisted primarily of U.S. air-strikes on Taliban and Al Qaeda forces, facilitated by the
cooperation between small numbers (about 1,000) of U.S. special operations forces and CIA
operatives. The purpose of these operations was to help the Northern Alliance and Pashtun anti-
Taliban forces by providing information to direct U.S. air strikes against Taliban positions. In
part, the U.S. forces and operatives worked with such Northern Alliance contacts as Fahim and

¥ Mujahid has reconciled with the current Afghan government, and serves as one of the deputy leaders of the 70
member High Council on political reconciliation.

% Some Afghan sources refer to him by the name “Fahim Khan,” or “Marshal Fahim.”

1% Another law (P.L. 107-148) established a “Radio Free Afghanistan” under RFE/RL, providing $17 million in funding
for it for FY2002.
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Amrollah Saleh, who during November 2001-June 2010 served as Afghanistan’s intelligence
director, to weaken Taliban defenses on the Shomali plain north of Kabul (and just south of
Bagram Airfield. That airfield marked the forward position of the Northern Alliance during
Taliban rule). Some U.S. combat units (about 1,300 Marines) moved into Afghanistan to pressure
the Taliban around Qandahar at the height of the fighting (October-December 2001), but there
were few pitched battles between U.S. and Taliban soldiers.

The Taliban regime unraveled rapidly after it lost Mazar-e-Sharif on November 9, 2001, to forces
led by Dostam.'' Other, mainly Tajik, Northern Alliance forces—the commanders of which had
initially promised then-Secretary of State Colin Powell that they would not enter Kabul—entered
the capital on November 12, 2001, to popular jubilation. The Taliban subsequently lost the south
and east to U.S.-supported Pashtun leaders, including Hamid Karzai. The end of the Taliban
regime is generally dated as December 9, 2001, when the Taliban surrendered Qandahar and
Mullah Umar fled the city, leaving it under tribal law administered by Pashtun leaders such as the
Noorzai clan.

Subsequently, U.S. and Afghan forces conducted “Operation Anaconda” in the Shah-i-Kot Valley
south of Gardez (Paktia Province) during March 2-19, 2002, against 800 Al Qaeda and Taliban
fighters. In March 2003, about 1,000 U.S. troops raided suspected Taliban or Al Qaeda fighters in
villages around Qandahar (Operation Valiant Strike). On May 1, 2003, Secretary of Defense
Rumsfeld announced an end to “major combat.”

Post-Taliban Governance-Building Efforts!?

With Afghanistan devastated after more than 20 years of warfare by the time of the 2001 fall of
the Taliban regime, there were questions about the extent of a U.S. and international commitment
to Afghanistan. Taking the view that leaving the region after the 1989 Soviet pullout allowed
Afghanistan to degenerate into chaos, the Bush Administration decided to try to build a relatively
strong Afghan central government and economy. The effort, which many outside experts
described as “nation-building,” was supported by the United Nations, international institutions,
and U.S. partners in several post-Taliban international meetings.

The Obama Administration’s strategy review in late 2009, the results of which were announced
on December 1, 2009, narrowed official U.S. goals to preventing terrorism safe haven in
Afghanistan and Pakistan. However, the elements of Obama Administration strategy during 2009-
2011 continued, or in some cases, expanded the nation-building programs put in place by the
Bush Administration." That task has proved slower and more difficult than anticipated because of
the devastation that years of war wrought on governing institutions, on the education system, and
on the already limited infrastructure. Some observers believe the international community had
unrealistic expectations of what could be achieved in a relatively short time frame.

' In the process, Dostam captured Taliban fighters and imprisoned them in freight containers, causing many to
suffocate. They were buried in a mass grave at Dasht-e-Laili.

12 See also CRS Report RS21922, Afghanistan: Politics, Elections, and Government Performance, by Kenneth
Katzman, which covers the issues in this section in substantially greater depth.

13 Text of the released summary is at http://documents.nytimes.com/the-obama-administrations-overview-on-
afghanistan-and-pakistan.
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Post-Taliban Political Transition Process

Table 2 depicts, in brief, the process and events that led to the formation of the post-Taliban
government of Afghanistan. For more detail, see CRS Report RS21922, Afghanistan: Politics,
Elections, and Government Performance.

Table 2. Afghanistan Political Transition Process

Interim
Administration

Constitution

Presidential Election

First Parliamentary
Elections

First Provincial
Elections/
District Elections

Second
Presidential/Provincial
Elections
Parliamentary
Elections

Third Presidential
Election

Formed by Bonn Agreement. Headed by Hamid Karzai, an ethnic Pashtun, but key security
positions dominated by mostly minority “Northern Alliance.” Karzai reaffirmed as leader
by June 2002 “emergency loya jirga.” (A jirga is a traditional Afghan assembly).

Approved by January 2004 “Constitutional Loya Jirga” (CLJ). Set up strong presidency, a
rebuke to Northern Alliance that wanted prime ministership to balance presidential
power, but gave parliament significant powers to compensate. Gives men and women
equal rights under the law, allows for political parties as long as they are not “un-Islamic;”
allows for court rulings according to Hanafi (Sunni) Islam (Chapter 7, Article 15). Set out
electoral roadmap for simultaneous (if possible) presidential, provincial, and district
elections by June 2004. Named ex-King Zahir Shah to non-hereditary position of “Father
of the Nation;” he died July 23, 2007.

Elections for President and two vice presidents, for 5-year term, held Oct. 9, 2004.
Turnout was 80% of 10.5 million registered. Karzai and running mates (Ahmad Zia Masud,
a Tajik and brother of legendary mujahedin commander Ahmad Shah Masud, who was
assassinated by Al Qaeda two days before the Sept. | | attacks, and Karim Khalili, a
Hazara) elected with 55% against 16 opponents. Second highest vote getter, Northern
Alliance figure (and Education Minister) Yunus Qanooni (16%). One female ran. Funded
with $90 million from donors, including $40 million from U.S. (FY2004, P.L. 108-106).
Elections held Sept. 18, 2005, on “Single Non-Transferable Vote” System; candidates
stood as individuals, not in party list. Parliament consists of a 249 elected lower house
(Wolesi Jirga, House of the People) and a selected 102 seat upper house (Meshrano Jirga,
House of Elders). 2,815 candidates for Wolesi Jirga, including 347 women. Turnout was
57% (6.8 million voters) of 12.5 million registered. Upper house is appointed by Karzai (34
seats, half of which are to be women), and by the provincial councils (68 seats). When
district councils are elected, they will appoint 34 of the seats. Funded by $160 million in
international aid, including $45 million from U.S. (FY2005 supplemental, P.L. 109-13).
Provincial elections held Sept. 18, 2005, simultaneous with parliamentary elections. Exact
powers vague, but now taking lead in deciding local reconstruction Provincial council sizes
range from 9 to the 29 seats on the Kabul provincial council. Total seats are 420, of which
121 held by women. 13,185 candidates, including 279 women. District elections not held
due to complexity and potential tensions of drawing district boundaries.

Presidential and provincial elections were held Aug. 20, 2009, but required a runoff
because no candidate received over 50% in certified results issued October 20. Second
round not held because Dr. Abdullah, pulled out of runoff. Election costs: $300 million.
Originally set for May 22, 2010; held September 18, 2010. Results disputed, but agreement
reached for Karzai inaugurate new lower house on January 26, 201 1, six days after original
date. 70 women elected, two more than quota. Speaker selected on February 27, Abdul
Raouf Ibrahimi, an ethnic Uzbek. Special tribunal set up to investigate results and on June
23 ruled that 62 results be altered, prompting a backlash from those who might be
deprived of seats and threats of impeaching Karzai. Crisis eased on August | I, 2011, when
Karzai disbanded special tribunal and announced that only the election bodies have
standing to overturn results. Independent Election Commission announced August 21 that
nine lower house winners would be unseated for fraud. They were sworn in September 4,
but a majority of the lower house has boycotted since, rendering it non-functional. For the
upper house, 68 seats council are appointed to four-year terms by the elected provincial
councils in each of Afghanistan’s 34 provinces, and remain in office. Karzai made his 34
appointments on February 9. The speaker of that body is Muslim Yaar (a Pashtun).

To be held in 2014. In August, 201 I, Karzai told members of the National Assembly he
will not seek to alter the constitution to allow him to run again (the constitution permits
only two consecutive terms).
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Major Governance Issues

Building the capacity of and reforming Afghan governance has been consistently and widely
judged to be key to the success of U.S. policy. This has been stated explicitly in each Obama
Administration policy review, strategy statement, and report on progress in Afghanistan. The
centrality of governance was emphasized at the two major international conferences on
Afghanistan in 2010—the January 28, 2010, “London Conference” and the July 20, 2010, “Kabul
Conference.”"* This issue is expected to be a focus of an international conference on
Afghanistan—to be chaired and organized by the Afghan government—in Bonn in December
2011, the 10™ anniversary of the Bonn Agreement that began the post-Taliban political transition.
Although the issue of governance is inseparable from that of securing Afghanistan, the sections
below briefly outline Afghan-generated and international community-led efforts to build
Afghanistan’s governing capacity. The issues below are covered extensively in CRS Report
RS21922, Afghanistan: Politics, Elections, and Government Performance, by Kenneth Katzman.

Continuing Influence of Faction Leaders or “Warlords”

Governing Afghanistan is complicated by the continuing influence of local strongmen (often
referred to as “warlords”), many of whom wield personal militias or have other indirect influence.
Although U.S. policy has been to build up Afghanistan’s government as a monopoly of authority,
in some cases U.S. and Afghan government officials have worked with faction leaders to stabilize
areas of Afghanistan. Several of these figures are discussed in CRS Report RS21922,
Afghanistan: Politics, Elections, and Government Performance.

Anti-Corruption

U.S. officials believe that rife corruption at all levels of the Afghan government has undermined
U.S. domestic support for the U.S. mission in Afghanistan, and caused the Afghan population to
sour on the Karzai government. Therefore, a trend in U.S. policy—and emphasized in every
Obama Administration strategy review as well as by many in Congress—has been to press Karzai
to confront governmental corruption. One reported decision of the Administration in late 2010
was to focus on lower level corruption rather than investigations of senior Afghans or Afghans
close to President Karzai. Doing so in 2009 and early 2010 had proved counter-productive by
causing Karzai to become suspicious of U.S. intent and to ally with undemocratic elements in
Afghanistan. A major corruption-related issue that has caused tensions between the United States
and the Afghan government is the scandal surrounding concessionary lending to allies of senior
government figures by the Kabul Bank, an issue that has led to the suspension of the IMF aid
program and related withholding of some donor funds. The FY2011 appropriation (P.L. 112-10,
Section 2122) contains strict requirements for Afghanistan to take steps against corruption as a
condition of receiving U.S. aid funds.

Expanding Local Governance

In part because building the central government has gone slowly and because official corruption
is widespread, there has been a U.S. shift, predating the Obama Administration, toward promoting

14 A draft of the final communiqué of the Kabul Conference is at http:/news.yahoo.com/s/ap/20100720.ap_on_re_as/
as_afghanistan/print.
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local governance. Some argue that, in addition to offering the advantage of bypassing an often
corrupt central government, doing so is more compatible with Afghan traditions of local
autonomy. Building local governance has suffered from a deficit of trained and respected Afghan
administrators ready or willing to serve, particularly where hostilities are ongoing. On the other
hand, the DOD report on stability in Afghanistan, covering late 2010 and early 2011, reports that
governance is emerging or taking root in large portions of districts that have been the focus of
U.S. and NATO stability operations in 2010." The slow progress accounts for many of the
uncertainties clouding the prospects for transition to Afghan leadership by the end of 2014.

Human Rights and Democracy/Women’s Rights

The Administration and Afghan government claim progress in building a democratic Afghanistan
that adheres to international standards of human rights practices. The State Department report on
human rights practices for 2010 (released April 8, 2011)'® presented a substantial list of human
rights deficiencies in Afghanistan, including extra-judiciary killings, torture, arbitrary arrest and
detention, restriction on freedom of the press, limits on freedom of assembly, official corruption,
violence against women, sexual abuse of children, child labor, and abuse of workers rights. Still,
the report attributes many of the shortfalls to the overall state of continued conflict and virtually
all observers agree that Afghans are freer than they were under the Taliban.

A major debate is over whether gains made by women since the fall of the Taliban can be
sustained as the U.S.-led coalition transitions to Afghan leadership and, particularly if there is an
overall political settlement between the government and insurgent leaders. Women enjoy legal
protections and play public roles unheard of during the Taliban era, although conservatives
attitudes prevail and often undermine the intentions of formal laws and regulations. These issues
are covered in substantial depth in CRS Report RS21922, Afghanistan: Politics, Elections, and
Government Performance.

Narcotics Trafficking/Insurgent Financing!’

Narcotics trafficking is regarded by some as a core impediment to the U.S. mission in
Afghanistan by undermining rule of law and providing funds to the insurgency. It is an area on
which there has been progress in recent years, although there are questions whether progress is
sustainable. The trafficking is said to generate an estimated $70 million-$100 million per year for
the Taliban. A UNODC report of September 2010, continued a relatively positive trend in
reporting on this issue, noting that all of the 20 provinces (out of 34 provinces in Afghanistan) in
the “poppy free” category remain that way. Total production in 2010 was estimated at 3,600
metric tons, a 48% decrease from 2009, although this was due to a crop disease, for the most
part."® The UNODC winter survey, released April 19, 2011, said that the price for opium
increased dramatically in late 2010, and that there is likely to be a rise in cultivation in northern
and western Afghanistan, with several “poppy free” provinces likely to fall out of that category.

13 http://www.defense.gov/news/1230_1231Report.pdf.
' For text, see http://www.state.gov/g/drl/rls/hrrpt/2010/sca/154477 htm.

'7 For a detailed discussion and U.S. funding on the issue, see CRS Report RL32686, Afghanistan: Narcotics and U.S.
Policy, by Christopher M. Blanchard.

'8 UNDOC. Opium Survey 2010. http://www.unodc.org/documents/crop-monitoring/A fghanistan/
Afg_opium_survey 2010_exsum_web.pdf
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The Obama Administration approach focuses on promoting legitimate agricultural alternatives to
poppy growing—and that sector is discussed extensively later in this paper—in line with Afghan
government preferences. In July 2009, the United States ended its prior focus on eradication of
poppy fields on the grounds that this practice was driving Afghans into the arms of the Taliban as
protectors of their ability to earn a living. The de-emphasis on eradication also put aside the long-
standing differences with Karzai over whether to conduct aerial spraying of fields. Congress
apparently has sided with Karzai’s view; the successive annual appropriations laws since FY2008
have prohibited U.S. counter-narcotics funding from being used for aerial spraying on
Afghanistan poppy fields without Afghan concurrence. Other policies, such as “good
governance” U.S.-funded bonuses, give an incentive to provinces to actively work against
cultivation.

How consistently to use U.S. and NATO forces to combat narcotics has been under almost
constant debate. Britain’s forces, for example, focus on interdicting traffickers and raiding drug
labs. The U.S. military, in support of the effort after initial reluctance, is flying Afghan and U.S.
counter-narcotics agents (Drug Enforcement Agency, DEA) on missions and identifying targets; it
also evacuates casualties from counter-drug operations and assists an Afghan helicopter squadron
to move Afghan counter-narcotics forces around the country. To help break up narcotics
trafficking networks, the DEA presence in Afghanistan is has expanded from 13 agents in 2008 to
over 80 by the start of 2011.

The Obama Administration has placed additional focus on the other sources of Taliban funding,
including continued donations from wealthy residents of the Persian Gulf. It established a
multinational task force to combat Taliban financing generally, not limited to narcotics, and U.S.
officials are emphasizing with Persian Gulf counterparts the need for cooperation.

The Bush and Obama Administrations have exercised waiver provisions to required certifications
of full Afghan cooperation needed to provide more than congressionally stipulated amounts of
U.S. economic assistance to Afghanistan. A certification requirement (to provide amounts over
$300 million) was contained in the FY2008 appropriation (P.L. 110-161); in the FY2009 regular
appropriation, P.L. 111-8 ($200 million ceiling); and the FY2010 appropriation, P.L. 111-117,
($200 million ceiling). The FY2009 supplemental (P.L. 111-32) withheld 10% of State
Department narcotics funding (International Narcotics Control and Law Enforcement, INCLE)
pending a report that Afghanistan is removing officials involved in narcotics trafficking or gross
human rights violations. No specific counter-narcotics requirement was in the FY2011
appropriation (P.L. 112-10) although there are more general certification requirements that
Afghanistan is taking steps to eliminate official corruption. No funds for Afghanistan have been
held up on these grounds. Narcotics trafficking control was perhaps the one issue on which the
Taliban regime satisfied much of the international community. However, cultivation flourished in
provinces under Northern Alliance control, such as Badakhshan.

Civilian Policy Structure

Building the capacity of the Afghan government, and helping it develop economically, is
primarily, although not exclusively, the purview of U.S. and international civilian officials and
institutions. In line with the prioritization of Afghanistan policy, in February 2009, the
Administration set up the position of appointed “Special Representative for Afghanistan and
Pakistan” (SRAP), occupied first by Ambassador Richard Holbrooke, reporting to Secretary of
State Clinton. Holbrooke died on December 13, 2010, but his team at the State Department, led as
of February 2011 by Ambassador Marc Grossman, remains largely intact, consisting mainly of
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members detailed from several different agencies; several, such as deputy SRAP Vikram Singh,
have long-term experience on Afghanistan and Pakistan affairs.

At the U.S. Embassy in Kabul, Ambassador Ryan Crocker replaced Karl Eikenberry on July 25,
2011. Crocker is expected to improve the embassy’s relations with President Karzai—relations
that suffered partly because of Ambassador Eikenberry’s blunt criticisms of the Karzai
government’s shortcomings. There is a “deputy Ambassador” (currently State Department official
David Pearce) and separate Ambassador rank officials to manage U.S. economic assistance issues
and to oversee Embassy operations. Another official of Ambassador rank, Hans Klemm, (as of
June 2010) coordinates U.S. rule of law programs. Ambassador Timothy Carney oversaw U.S.
policy for the 2009 elections.

The U.S. Embassy has progressively expanded its personnel and facilities to accommodate the
additional civilian hires and Foreign Service officers who have been posted to Afghanistan since
2009 as mentors and advisers to the Afghan government. U.S. officials say there are more than
1,130 U.S. civilian officials in Afghanistan, as of September 2011, up from only about 400 in
early 2009. Of these at least 400 serve outside Kabul as part of initiatives such as the 32 “District
Support Teams” and the “District Working Groups.” That is up from 67 outside Kabul in 2009.

On February 7, 2010, in an effort to improve civilian coordination between the United States, its
foreign partners, and the Afghan government, a NATO “Senior Civilian Representative” in
Afghanistan, UK Ambassador Mark Sedwill, took office. This official works not only with U.S.
military officials but with representatives of the embassies of partner countries and with a special
U.N. Assistance Mission—Afghanistan (UNAMA, see Table 3). In April 2011, Sedwill was
replaced by the former British Ambassador to Iran, Sir Simon Gass. The contribution of the
United Nations to enhancing governance and coordinating donors is discussed below.

Afghan Ambassador to the United States, Sayed Tayib Jawad, served as Ambassador from 2004
until his recall in August 2010. He was recalled because of complaints in Kabul about Western-
style parties that were being held at the Afghan embassy in the United States. Then deputy
Foreign Minister Eklil Hakimi replaced him in February 23, 2011.

Consulates in Mazar-e-Sharif and Herat

The tables at the end of this report include U.S. funding for State Department and USAID
operations, including Embassy construction and running the “Embassy air wing,” a fleet of twin-
engine turboprops that ferry U.S. officials and contractors around Afghanistan. In a significant
development attempting to signal normalization of certain areas of Afghanistan, in early 2010 the
United States formally inaugurated U.S. consulates in Herat and Mazar-e-Sharif. In November
2010 contracts were announced for expansion of the U.S. Embassy ($511 million) and to
construct the two consulates ($20 million for each facility). As discussed below, both cities were
in the first tranche of areas to be transitioned to Afghan control.
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Table 3. U.N.Assistance Mission in Afghanistan (UNAMA)

The United Nations is extensively involved in Afghan governance and national building, primarily in factional conflict
resolution and coordination of development assistance. The coordinator of U.N. efforts is the U.N. Assistance
Mission in Afghanistan (UNAMA), headed as of March 22, 2010, by Swedish diplomat Staffan de-Mistura, replacing
Norwegian diplomat Kai Eide. Mistura formerly played a similar role in Irag. U.N. Security Council Resolution 1806 of
March 20, 2008, expanded UNAMA’s authority to coordinating the work of international donors and strengthening
cooperation between the international peacekeeping force (ISAF, see below) and the Afghan government. In concert
with the Obama Administration’s emphasis on Afghan policy, UNAMA is to open offices in as many of Afghanistan’s
34 provinces as financially and logistically permissible. The mandate of UNAMA, was renewed for another year on
March 22, 201 1, by Resolution 1974. As did Resolution 1917 the previous year, Resolution 1974 largely restated
UNAMA’s coordinating role with other high-level representatives in Afghanistan and election support role, while
referring to UNAMA’s role in facilitating the coming transition to Afghan leadership. As part of the expansion of its
mandate, UNAMA is playing a role in reintegration of surrendering insurgent fighters that is receiving increased
emphasis. It is doing so through a “Salaam (Peace) Support Group,” working with Afghanistan’s High Peace Council
that is promoting reconciliation and reintegration. UNAMA has always been involved in local dispute resolution,
disarmament of local militias, and donor coordination. Under a March 2010 compromise with Karzai, it nominates
two international members of the five person Electoral Complaints Commission (ECC), one fewer than the three it
selected under the prior election law.

UNAMA is also playing a growing role in engaging regional actors in Afghan stability. It was a co-convener of the
January 28, 2010, and July 20, 2010, London and Kabul Conferences, respectively. Along with Turkey, UNAMA chairs
a “Regional Working Group” to enlist regional support for Afghan integration.

On donor coordination, UNAMA is co-chair of the joint Afghan-international community coordination body called
the Joint Coordination and Monitoring Board (JCMB), and is helping implement the five-year development strategy
outlined in a “London Compact,” (now called the Afghanistan Compact) adopted at the January 3 1-February |, 2006,
London conference on Afghanistan. The priorities developed in that document comport with Afghanistan’s own
“National Strategy for Development,” presented on June 12, 2008, in Paris.

The difficulties in coordinating U.N. with U.S. and NATO efforts were evident in a 2007 proposal to create a new
position of “super envoy” that would represent the United Nations, the European Union, and NATO in Afghanistan.
The concept advanced and in January 2008, with U.S. support, U.N. Secretary General Ban Ki Moon tentatively
appointed British diplomat Paddy Ashdown as the “super envoy.” However, Karzai rejected the appointment
reportedly over concerns about the scope of authority of such an envoy. Ashdown withdrew his name on January 28,
2008 and further discussion has withered. The NATO senior civilian representative. post, discussed above, appears to
represent a step in the direction of improved donor coordination in Afghanistan and streamlining of the foreign
representative structure there.

For more information on UNAMA, see CRS Report R40747, United Nations Assistance Mission in Afghanistan:
Background and Policy Issues, by Rhoda Margesson.

Security Policy and 2011-2014 “Transition”??

Although the formal Obama Administration policy goal is to prevent Afghanistan from again
becoming a safe haven for global terrorism, since 2002 the U.S. criteria for judging achievement
of that goal have been the degrees to which the Afghan government and security force can defend
itself, govern effectively, and develop economically. The President’s June 22, 2011, speech on
Afghanistan announcing a U.S. troop drawdown outlined that the Afghan government is to
increasingly assume the lead on security as the United States reduces its level of military effort
over the next several years. Until the transition is complete, the basic pillars of U.S. and NATO
security strategy that have been in place since 2001 will largely continue. Aside from the civilian

1 Some of the information in this section is taken from Department of Defense. “Report on Progress Toward Security
and Stability in Afghanistan.” April 2011.
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advice and aid discussed above and later in this paper, U.S.-led activities have included (1)
combat operations by U.S. forces and a NATO-led International Security Assistance Force (ISAF)
to “provide space” for the expansion of Afghan governance, security leadership, and economic
development; (2) U.S. and NATO operation of “provincial reconstruction teams” (PRTs) to serve
as enclaves to facilitate the strategy; and (3) the equipping, training, and expansion of
Afghanistan National Security Forces (ANSF).

Who Is “The Enemy”? Taliban, Al Qaeda, and Related Insurgents

As noted in Defense Department and other U.S. government reports on Afghanistan stability,
security is being challenged by a confluence of related and, to varying degrees, cooperating
armed groups whose tactics continue to evolve based on experiences from previous fighting.”’ Of
these groups, Al Qaeda is the least materially significant to the insurgency in Afghanistan,
although it may pose the greatest transnational threat to the United States and its allies. There has
not been agreement about the relative strength of insurgents in all of the areas where they operate.
U.S. assessments are that there up to 25,000 total Afghan insurgents operating in Afghanistan.

As far as tactics, U.S. commanders have, prior to mid-2011, worried most about insurgent use of
improvised explosive devices (IEDs), including roadside bombs. IED’s are the leading cause of
U.S. combat deaths, although the Joint Improvised Explosive Device Defeat Organization, a part
of DOD, reported in February 2011 substantial progress finding IED’s before they explode. In
January 2010, President Karzai issued a decree banning importation of fertilizer chemicals
(ammonium nitrate) commonly used for the roadside bombs, but there reportedly is informal
circumvention of the ban for certain civilian uses, and the material reportedly still comes into
Afghanistan from at least two major production plants in Pakistan. U.S. commanders have said
they have verified some use of surface-to-air missiles,”' although it does not appear that
sophisticated missiles were involved in the apparent shootdown of a U.S. Chinook helicopter in
which about 30 U.S. soldiers (mostly special forces) were killed on August 6, 2011. Throughout
2011, insurgents appear to have made increasing use of infiltrators within the Afghan security
forces, persons impersonating Afghan security personnel, or recruits to their ranks from among
aides trusted by Afghan leaders. Afghan officials have tried to increase monitoring over the sale
of military-style clothing that might be used for such attacks. Other insurgents, particularly in
southern Afghanistan, appear to be making increasing use of bombs hidden in turbans, which are
generally not searched out of respect for Afghan religious traditions. Such a bomb killed former
President Rabbani on September 20, 2011, as noted above.

Groups: The Taliban (“Quetta Shura Taliban”)

The core of the insurgency remains the Taliban movement loyal, to varying degrees, to Mullah
Umar, who led the Taliban regime during 1996-2001. He and many of his top advisers reportedly
have relative safe haven in Pakistan, reportedly the city of Quetta, thus accounting for the term
usually applied to Umar and his aides: “Quetta Shura Taliban” (QST). Some, such as Mullah
Dadullah, his son Mansoor, and Mullah Usmani have been killed or captured. Others, such as
Mullah Hassan Rahmani, former Taliban governor of Qandahar, are said to have come under
some Pakistani pressure to refrain from militant activities.

20 http://www.defense.gov/news/1230_1231Report.pdf.
2! Major General John Campbell, commander of RC-E, July 28, 2010, press briefing.
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For now still committed to insurgent action, Umar has been making appointments to replenish the
QST leadership ranks. When his top deputy, Mullah Bradar, was arrested in Pakistan in February
2011, Umar replaced him with younger and reputedly hardline, anti-compromise leaders Mullah
Abdul Qayyum Zakir, a U.S. detainee in Guantanamo Bay, Cuba until 2007; and Akhtar
Mohammad Mansoor, a logistics expert.”> The Taliban has several official spokespersons still at
large, including Qari Yusuf Ahmadi and Zabiullah Mujahid, and it operates a clandestine radio
station, “Voice of Shariat” and publishes videos.

Some believe that Umar and his inner circle blame their past association with Al Qaeda for their
loss of power and want to distance themselves from Al Qaeda. Other experts see continuing close
association that is likely to continue were the Taliban movement to return to power. It is unclear
how this internal Taliban debate might be affected by the death of Al Qaeda founder Osama bin
Laden on May 1, 2011. Some within the movement might argue that his removal from the
regional picture might lessen international military pressure on the Taliban. Others might argue
that his death will lead to a weakening of Al Qaeda in the immediate region and association with
Al Qaeda has little value to the Taliban effort. Even before the death of bin Laden, U.S. officials
argued that the successes produced by the U.S. “surge” in Afghanistan were causing some Taliban
leaders to mull the concept of a political settlement, and Mullah Umar released a statement on the
tenth anniversary of the September 11 attacks on the United States acknowledging there have
been some talks, although only over prisoner exchanges, according to his statement.
Reconciliation talks are discussed in the section on that issue later in this paper.

Al Qaeda/Bin Laden

U.S. officials have long considered Al Qaeda to have been largely expelled from Afghanistan
itself. This view was enhanced by the May 1, 2011, death of bin Laden. U.S. commanders have,
for several years, characterized any Al Qaeda militants in Afghanistan as facilitators of militant
incursions into Afghanistan rather than active fighters in the Afghan insurgency. Then-Director of
Central Intelligence (now Defense Secretary) Leon Panetta said on June 27, 2010, that Al Qaeda
fighters in Afghanistan itself might number 50-100.* Contradicting those comments to some
extent, NATO/ISAF officials said in October 2010, that Al Qaeda cells may be moving back into
remote areas of Kunar and Nuristan provinces,** particularly in areas vacated by U.S.-led forces.
Press reports in April 2011 added that some Al Qaeda training camps may have been established
inside Afghanistan, but then top U.S. and NATO commander in Afghanistan General Petracus
tried to refute these stories on April 10, 2011, by saying that the Al Qaeda presence in
Afghanistan remains small at “less than 100 or so.” Some of the Al Qaeda fighters are believed to
belong to Al Qaeda affiliates such as the Islamic Movement of Uzbekistan (IMU).

Until the May 1, 2011, death of bin Laden, there had been frustration within the U.S. government
that Al Qaeda’s top leadership had eluded U.S. efforts to capture them. In December 2001, in the
course of the post-September 11 major combat effort, U.S. Special Operations Forces and CIA
operatives reportedly narrowed Osama bin Laden’s location to the Tora Bora mountains in
Nangarhar Province (30 miles west of the Khyber Pass), but the Afghan militia fighters who were
the bulk of the fighting force did not prevent his escape. Some U.S. military and intelligence

22 1bid.; Moreau, Ron. “New Leaders for the Taliban.” Newsweek, January 24, 2011.
2 Text of the Panetta interview with ABC News is at http://abcnews.go.com/print?id=11025299.
?* Dreazen, Yochi. “Al Qaida Returning to Afghanistan for New Attacks.” Nationaljournal.com. October 18, 2010.
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officers (such as Gary Berntsen and Dalton Fury, who have written books on the battle) have
questioned the U.S. decision to rely mainly on Afghan forces in this engagement.

U.S. efforts to find Al Qaeda leaders are expected to now focus on his close ally Ayman al-
Zawahiri, who is also presumed to be on the Pakistani side of the border and who was named new
leader of Al Qaeda in June 2011. CNN reported October 18, 2010, that assessments from the
U.S.-led coalition said Zawahiri (and bin Laden) was likely in a settled area near the border with
Afghanistan, and not living in a very remote uninhabited area. A U.S. strike reportedly missed
Zawahiri by a few hours in the village of Damadola, Pakistan, in January 2006, suggesting that
there was intelligence on his movements.”> Many observers say that Zawahiri is not well liked
within Al Qaeda and may have trouble holding the leading figures of the group together.

Other senior Al Qaeda leaders are either in or are allowed to transit or reside in Iran. Among them
are Al Qaeda’s former spokesman, Kuwait-born Sulayman Abu Ghaith, as well as Sayf al Adl.
The United States has no diplomatic relations with Iran and therefore has no known anti-terrorism
operations in Iran, but instead has called on Iran to arrest and submit any Al Qaeda operatives to
international authorities for trial.

U.S. efforts in the region have killed numerous senior operatives other than bin Laden. A January
2008 strike near Damadola killed Abu Laith al-Libi, who purportedly masterminded, among other
operations, the bombing at Bagram Air Base in February 2007 when Vice President Cheney was
visiting. In August 2008, an airstrike was confirmed to have killed Al Qaeda chemical weapons
expert Abu Khabab al-Masri, and two senior operatives allegedly involved in the 1998 embassy
bombings in Africa reportedly were killed by an unmanned aerial vehicle (Predator) strike in
January 2009. Following the killing of bin Laden, another top Al Qaeda leader, Ilyas Kashmiri,
was reportedly killed by an armed drone strike in June 2011. Such aerial-based strikes have
become more frequent under President Obama, indicating that the Administration sees the tactic
as effective in preventing attacks.

Hikmatyar Faction

Another “high value target” identified by U.S. commanders is the faction of former mujahedin
party leader Gulbuddin Hikmatyar (Hizb-e-Islami Gulbuddin, HIG) allied with Al Qaeda and
Taliban insurgents. As noted above, Hikmatyar was one of the main U.S.-backed mujahedin
leaders during the Soviet occupation era. Hikmatyar’s faction received extensive U.S. support
against the Soviet Union, but is now active against U.S. and Afghan forces in Kunar, Nuristan,
Kapisa, and Nangarhar provinces, north and east of Kabul. On February 19, 2003, the U.S.
government formally designated Hikmatyar as a “Specially Designated Global Terrorist,” under
the authority of Executive Order 13224, subjecting it to financial and other U.S. sanctions. It is
not designated as a “Foreign Terrorist Organization” (FTO).

Hikmatyar has expressed a willingness to discuss a cease-fire with the Karzai government since
2007, and several of Karzai’s key allies in the National Assembly are members of a moderate
wing of Hikmatyar’s party. While U.S. commanders continue to battle Hikmatyar’s militia, on
March 22, 2010, both the Afghan government and Hikmatyar representatives confirmed talks in
Kabul, including meetings with Karzai. The speaker of the lower house, Abdul Raouf Ibrahimi, is

25 Gall, Carlotta and Ismail Khan. “U.S. Drone Attack Missed Zawahiri by Hours.” New York Times, November 10,
2006.
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said to be a member of this group. In January 2010, Hikmatyar outlined specific conditions for a
possible reconciliation with Karzai, including elections under a neutral caretaker government
following a U.S. withdrawal. Some close to Hikmatyar apparently attended the consultative peace
loya jirga on June 2-4, 2010, which discussed the reconciliation issue, as analyzed further below.

Haqqani Faction?

Another militant faction, cited repeatedly as a major threat to stabilization efforts in Afghanistan,
is the “Hagqgani Network™ led by Jalaludin Haqqgani. As a mujahedin commander during the U.S.-
backed war against the Soviet Union, he was a U.S. ally. He subsequently joined the Taliban
regime (1996-2011) and served as Minister of Tribal Affairs in that government. Since the ousting
of the Taliban regime in 2001, he has been a staunch opponent of the Karzai government and his
faction is believed closer to Al Qaeda than to the ousted Taliban leadership in part because one of
his wives is purportedly Arab. Press reports indicate that the few Al Qaeda fighters that are in
Afghanistan are mostly embedded with Haqqani fighters. Now led mostly by his sons, Siraj (or
Sirajjudin) and Badruddin, the faction is most active around its key objective, Khost city, capital
of Khost Province. Another Haqqani brother, Mohammad, was reportedly killed by a U.S.
unmanned vehicle strike in late February 2010, although Mohammad was not thought to be a key
militant commander. On August 16, 2011, the Obama Administration designated a Haqqani
member, Mullah Sangeen Zadran, “shadow governor” of Paktika Province, as a Specially
Designated Global Terrorist (SDGT). It is estimated that there may be as many as 3,000 Haqqani
fighters.

Suggesting it may act as a tool of Pakistani interests, the Haqqani network has primarily targeted
Indian interests. It claimed responsibility for two attacks on India’s embassy in Kabul (July 2008
and October 2009), and reportedly was involved, possibly with other groups, on the December
2009 attack on a CIA base in Khost that killed seven CIA officers. U.S. officials attribute the June
28, 2011, attack on the Intercontinental Hotel in Kabul and a September 10, 2011, truck bombing
in Wardak Province to the group. U.S. officials say the attacks on the U.S. Embassy and ISAF
headquarters in Kabul on September 13, 2011, were the work of the faction as well. Some believe
the group may have also been responsible for the September 20 killing of Professor Rabbani. That
the faction has a degree of protection in the North Waziristan area of Pakistan and alleged ties to
Pakistan’s Inter-Services Intelligence Directorate (ISI) were causes of sharp U.S. criticism of
Pakistan - in particular by Secretary of Defense Panetta and Joint Chiefs of Staff Chairman
Mullen - following the September 2011 attacks on the U.S. Embassy. Admiral Mullen testified
before the Senate Armed Services Committee on September 22, 2011, that the Haqqani network
acts “as a veritable arm” of the ISI. The ISI is believed to see the Haqqganis as a potential ally in
any new Afghan political structure that might be produced by a political settlement in
Afghanistan.

In addition to pressing Pakistan to deny the group safehaven, U.S. officials say they are
continuing to pressure the Hagqani network with military action in Afghanistan and air strikes on
the Pakistani side of the border, as well as with direct ground action, such as a raid in late July
2011 that reportedly killed over 80 Hagqani network militants. During a visit to Afghanistan on
July 31, 2011, Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff Mullen said that recent U.S. efforts to prevent
the movement of Haqqani fighters from Pakistan into Afghanistan were yielding successes.

%6 A profile of the faction and its activities is provided in: Joshua Partlow. “In Afghan War, Haqqani Group Is
‘Resilient” Foe.” Washington Post, May 30, 2011.
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Pakistan reportedly arrested a minor family member (Nasruddin Haqqani) in December 2010—a
possible indication that Pakistan senses U.S. pressure for increased action against the network.
However, the faction is viewed as resilient and able to tap a seemingly infinite pool of recruits.

The faction has generally been considered least amenable to a political settlement with the
Afghan government, but it is possible that the May 1, 2011, raid that killed Osama bin Laden will
reinforce those within the faction who might want to reassess that stance. To facilitate such a
reassessment by the faction, in July 2010, General Petracus advocated that the Haqqani network
be named as an FTO under the Immigration and Naturalization Act. Such a move would be
intended to signal to Pakistan that it should not continue to support the Haqqani network.”” In
May 2011, there were reports that ISI is pushing the Haqqgani network to join nascent settlement
talks under way between the Afghan government and other insurgent factions. Siraj Haqqani said
after the September 13, 2011, attacks on the U.S. Embassy that the faction might, at some point,
participate in settlement talks, although many doubt that intent in light of the recent high profile
attacks by the group.

Pakistani Groups

The Taliban of Afghanistan are increasingly linked politically and operationally to Pakistani
Taliban militants. The Pakistani groups might see a Taliban recapture of Afghanistan’s
government as helpful to the prospects for these groups inside Pakistan or in their Kashmir
struggle. A major Pakistani group, the Pakistani Taliban (Tehrik-e-Taliban Pakistan, TTP), is
primarily seeking to challenge the government of Pakistan, but they facilitate the transiting into
Afghanistan of Afghan Taliban and support the Afghan Taliban goals of recapturing Afghanistan.
The TTP may also be seeking to target the United States, an assessment based on a failed
bombing in New York City in May 2010. The State Department designated the TTP as a Foreign
Terrorist Organization (FTO) under the Immigration and Naturalization Act on September 2,
2010, allegedly for having close connections to Al Qaeda. Its current leader, Hakimullah Mehsud,
was named as terrorism supporting entities that day. (He succeeded Baitullah Mehsud, who was
killed in a U.S. drone strike in August 2009.)

Another Pakistani group said to be increasingly active inside Afghanistan is Laskhar-e-Tayyiba
(LET, or Army of the Righteous). LET is an Islamist militant group that has previously been
focused on operations against Indian control of Kashmir.

The U.S.-Led Military Effort: 2001-2008

To combat the insurgency, in partnership with 49 other countries and the Afghan government and
security forces (see Table 24), there were about 99,000 U.S. troops in Afghanistan as of the
beginning of July 2011—the height of the U.S. presence. The vast majority operate under
NATO/ISAF command, but about 9,000 are part of the post-September 11 anti-terrorism mission
Operation Enduring Freedom (OEF). On April 28, 2011, President Obama nominated the top U.S.
and NATO commander in Afghanistan, General David Petraeus, to become CIA Director, and
Lieutenant General John Allen took over the command in Afghanistan on July 18, 2011. Serving
under the top U.S. and NATO/ISAF commander is an “Intermediate Joint Command” focused

27 Jane Perlez, Eric Schmitt, and Carlotta Gall, “Pakistan Is Said to Pursue Foothold in Afghanistan,” New York Times,
June 24, 2010.
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primarily on day-to-day operations; it is headed since July 2011 by Lieutenant General Curtis
Scaparrotti, who succeded Major General David Rodriguez.

Prior to the U.S. surge in 2009, most U.S. forces were in eastern Afghanistan and lead Regional
Command East (RC-E) of the NATO/ISAF operation. The most restive provinces in RC-E are
Paktia, Paktika, Khost, Kunar, and Nuristan. Helmand, Qandahar, Uruzgan, Zabol, Nimruz, and
Dai Kundi provinces constituted a “Regional Command South (RC-S),” a command formally
transferred to NATO/ISAF responsibility on July 31, 2006. The growing U.S. troop strength in
RC-S in 2009 and 2010—a product of the fact that most of the 2009-2010 U.S. “surge” was
focused on the south—prompted a May 2010 NATO decision to bifurcate RC-S, with the United
States leading at first leading a “southwest” subdivision for Helmand and Nimruz. U.S.
commanders now lead both RC-S and RC-SW. About 4,000 U.S. forces are under German
command in RC-North, headquartered in Konduz.

Perception of “Victory” in the First Five Post-Taliban Years

During 2001 to mid-2006, U.S. forces and Afghan troops fought relatively low levels of insurgent
violence with focused combat operations against Taliban concentrations in the south and east. For
example, the United States and partner forces conducted “Operation Mountain Viper” (August
2003); “Operation Avalanche” (December 2003); “Operation Mountain Storm” (March-July
2004); “Operation Lightning Freedom” (December 2004-February 2005); and “Operation Pil”
(Elephant, October 2005). By late 2005, U.S. and partner commanders appeared to believe that
the combat, coupled with overall political and economic reconstruction, had virtually ended any
insurgency. Anticipating further stabilization, NATO/ISAF assumed lead responsibility for
security in all of Afghanistan during 2005-2006.

Contrary to U.S. expectations, violence increased significantly in mid-2006, particularly in the
cast and the south, where ethnic Pashtuns predominate. Reasons for the deterioration include:
Afghan government corruption; the absence of governance or security forces in many rural areas;
the safe haven enjoyed by militants in Pakistan; the reticence of some NATO contributors to
actively combat insurgents; a popular backlash against civilian casualties caused by NATO and
U.S. military operations; and the slow pace of economic development. Many Afghans are said to
have turned to the Taliban as a source of impartial and rapid justice, in contrast to the slow and
corrupt processes instituted by the central government.

Perception of Deterioration and Growing Force Levels in 2007 and 2008

Since 2006, and particularly during 2010, the key theater of implementation of U.S. strategy has
been eastern and southern Afghanistan, especially Helmand and Qandahar provinces. NATO
counter-offensives during 2006-2008—such as Operation Mountain Lion, Operation Mountain
Thrust, and Operation Medusa (August-September 2006, in Panjwai district of Qandahar
Province)—cleared key districts but did not prevent subsequent reinfiltration because Afghan
governance was not established in cleared areas.

As a further response, NATO and OEF forces tried to apply a more integrated strategy involving
preemptive combat and increased development work. Major combat operations in 2007 included
U.S. and NATO attempted preemption of an anticipated Taliban “spring offensive” (“Operation
Achilles,” March 2007) in the Sangin district of Helmand Province, around the Kajaki dam, and
Operation Silicon (May 2007), also in Helmand. (In September 2010, Britain turned over security
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leadership in Sangin to U.S. forces. That district produced half of Britain’s casualties in
Afghanistan to date.)

Despite the additional resources put into Afghanistan, throughout 2008, growing concern took
hold within the Bush Administration. Pessimism was reflected in such statements as a September
2008 comment by Joint Chiefs of Staff chairman Admiral Mike Mullen that “I’m not sure we’re
winning” in Afghanistan. Several major incidents supported that assessment, including (1)
expanding Taliban operations in provinces where it had not previously been active, particularly
Lowgar, Wardak, and Kapisa, close to Kabul; (2) high-profile attacks in Kabul, such as the
January 14, 2008, attack on the Serena Hotel in Kabul and the July 7, 2008, suicide bombing at
the Indian Embassy in Kabul, killing more than 50; (3) the April 27, 2008, assassination attempt
on Karzai during a military parade celebrating the ouster of the Soviet Union; and (4) a June 12,
2008, Sarposa prison break in Qandahar, in which several hundred Taliban captives were freed.

To try to arrest deterioration, the United States and its partners decided to increase force levels by
partly fulfilling a mid-2008 request by General McKiernan for 30,000 additional U.S. troops. The
decision whether to fulfill the entire request was deferred to the next Administration. U.S. troop
levels started 2006 at 30,000; climbed slightly to 32,000 by December 2008; and reached 39,000
by April 2009 (shortly after President Obama took office). Partner forces were increased
significantly as well, by about 6,000 during this time, to a total of 39,000 at the end of 2009
(rough parity between U.S. and non-U.S. forces). Many of the U.S. forces deployed in 2008 and
2009 were Marines that deployed to Helmand, large parts of which had fallen out of
coalition/Afghan control.

In September 2008, the U.S. military and NATO each began strategy reviews. The primary U.S.
review was headed by Lieutenant General Douglas Lute, the Bush Administration’s senior adviser
on Iraq and Afghanistan (who is in the Obama NSC with responsibility for Afghanistan). These
reviews were briefed to the incoming Obama Administration.

Obama Administration Policy: March 2009 Policy
Announcement/Initial Troop Increase/McChrystal Appointment
and Assessment

The Obama Administration maintained that Afghanistan needed to be given a higher priority than
it was during the Bush Administration, but also that the U.S. mission in Afghanistan not be
indefinite. The new Administration integrated the reviews under way at the end of the Bush
Administration’s into an overarching 60-day inter-agency “strategy review.” It was chaired by
South Asia expert Bruce Riedel and co-chaired by Ambassador Holbrooke and Under Secretary
of Defense for Policy Michele Flournoy.

Following its initial review, President Obama announced a “comprehensive” strategy on March
27,2009.% In conjunction, he announced the deployment of an additional 21,000 U.S. forces, of
which about 4,000 would be trainers. Shortly after the announcement, the Administration decided
that U.S. military leadership in Afghanistan was insufficiently innovative. On May 11, 2009, then
Secretary of Defense Gates announced that General McKiernan would be replaced by General

28 «“White Paper”: http://www.whitehouse.gov/assets/documents/Afghanistan-Pakistan White Paper.pdf.
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Stanley McChrystal, considered an innovative commander as head of U.S. Special Operations
forces from 2003 to 2008. He assumed command in Afghanistan on June 15, 2009.

General McChrystal, after assuming command, assessed the security situation and suggested a
strategy in a report of August 30, 2009, and presented to NATO on August 31, 2009,” as follows:

e That the goal of the U.S. military should be to protect the population—and to
help the Afghan government take steps to earn the trust of the population—rather
than to focus on searching out and combatting Taliban concentrations. Indicators
of success such as ease of road travel, participation in local shuras, and normal
life for families are more significant than counts of enemy fighters killed.

e That there is potential for “mission failure” unless a fully resourced,
comprehensive counter-insurgency strategy is pursued and reverses Taliban
momentum within 12-18 months. About 44,000 additional U.S. combat troops
(beyond those approved by the Obama Administration strategy review in March
2009) would be needed to have the greatest chance for his strategy’s success.

Late 2009 Review: “Surge” Coupled With Transition

The McChrystal assessment set off debate within the Administration and another policy review,
taking into account the McChrystal recommendations and the marred August 20, 2009, Afghan
presidential election. Some senior U.S. officials, such as then Secretary of Defense Gates, were
concerned that adding many more U.S. forces could create among the Afghan people a sense of
“occupation” that could prove counter-productive. The high-level review included at least nine
high-level meetings, chaired by President Obama, and reportedly concluded on November 19,
2009. The President announced the following decisions in a speech at West Point military
academy on December 1, 2009:*°

e That 30,000 additional U.S. forces (a “surge”) would be sent (bringing U.S.
levels close to 100,000) to “reverse the Taliban’s momentum” and strengthen the
capacity of Afghanistan’s security forces and government.

e That there would be a transition, beginning in July 2011, to Afghan leadership of
the stabilization effort and a corresponding beginning of a drawdown of U.S.
force levels. The July 2011 “deadline” caused significant controversy, as
discussed below.

McChrystal Replaced by Petraeus

On June 23, 2010, President Obama accepted the resignation of General McChrystal after
summoning him to Washington, DC, to discuss the comments by him and his staff to a reporter
for Rolling Stone magazine that disparaged several civilian figures involved in Afghanistan
policy. He named General Petracus as General McChrystal’s successor. In a June 23, 2010,

2 Commander NATO International Security Assistance Force, Afghanistan, and U.S. Forces, Afghanistan.
“Commander’s Initial Assessment.” August 30, 2009, available at http://media.washingtonpost.com/wp-srv/politics/

documents/Assessment Redacted 092109.pdf?.

3% president Obama speech, op. cit. Testimony of Secretary Gates, Secretary Clinton, and Admiral Mullen before the
Senate Armed Services Committee and the House Foreign Affairs Committee. December 2, 20009.
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statement, President Obama attributed the change purely to the Rolling Stone comments, and
stated that Afghanistan policy would not change. General Petracus was confirmed by the Senate
on June 30, 2010, and assumed command on July 4, 2010.

July 2011 “Deadline” Yields to “Transition” By the End of 2014

The Obama Administration emphasis on transition to Afghan security leadership beginning in
July 2011 was perhaps the most widely debated aspect of policy. Debate over whether to
announce such a timeframe is described in the 2010 book by Bob Woodward called Obama's
Wars. The Administration explained the time frame as a means of demonstrating to a war-weary
public that U.S. military involvement in Afghanistan is not open-ended, and to compel the Afghan
government to assume greater ownership and responsibility for the mission. However, the 2011
“deadline” was interpreted by some Administration critics—and by some Afghan and regional
leaders—as laying the groundwork for winding down U.S. involvement in coming years.’’
Perhaps to address perceived criticism of such a deadline in the upper ranks of the U.S. military,
in an August 31, 2010, statement, the President asserted that the pace and scope of any drawdown
would be subject to conditions on the ground.

The debate over the July 2011 drawdown abated substantially with an agreement between the
United States and NATO partner forces to focus on allowing a longer time frame for transition to
Afghan leadership. At the November 19-20, 2010, NATO summit in Lisbon, it was agreed that
the transition to Afghan leadership would begin in 2011 and would be completed by the end of
2014. The 2014 date is one that Karzai articulated in 2009 as a time when Afghan forces would
be able to secure Afghanistan.

3! Commander NATO International Security Assistance Force, Afghanistan, and U.S. Forces, Afghanistan.
“Commander’s Initial Assessment.” August 30, 2009, available at http://media.washingtonpost.com/wp-srv/politics/
documents/Assessment Redacted 092109.pdf. White House. Remarks by the President In Address to the Nation on the
Way Forward in Afghanistan and Pakistan. December 1, 2009; Chandrasekaran, Rajiv. “Differing Views of New
Afghanistan Strategy.” Washington Post, December 26, 2009.
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Table 4.Summary of Current U.S. Strategy and Implementation

The major outlines of Obama Administration strategy have taken shape as outlined below.

Goals: (1) to disrupt terrorist networks in Afghanistan and Pakistan to degrade their ability to launch international
terrorist attacks; (2) promote a more capable, accountable, and effective government in Afghanistan; (3) develop self-
reliant Afghan security forces; and (4) involve the international community to achieve these objectives.

Strategy Definition: to employ the U.S. and NATO-led International Security Assistance Force (ISAF) to protect the
population and build Afghan institutions and prepare them for a transition to full responsibility for securing and
developing Afghanistan by the end of 2014. A U.S. drawdown began in July 201 | in concert with the start of a
transition to Afghan security leadership in seven areas specified by President Karzai in March 201 | (four cities and
three provinces). The United States and Afghanistan are negotiating a long-term security partnership agreement that
will outline the continuing U.S. commitment to Afghan stability subsequent to 2014.

Surge and then Drawdown: with the buildup of troops (surge) announced in December 2009, U.S. commanders
asserted that resource “inputs” were, as of October 2010, aligned with mission requirements. U.S. force levels
reached a high of 99,000. A U.S. drawdown of 33,000 is to be completed by September 2012, with the remaining
drawdown plan until 2014 to be determined at a NATO meeting in Chicago in May 2012.

Afghan Governance: to develop Afghan institutions, particularly at the provincial and local levels. The Administration
asserts that the Karzai government is being held to account for its performance, although no specific penalties have
been imposed on the Afghan government for shortfalls.

Reintegration and Reconciliation: to support Afghan efforts to reach a settlement with insurgent leaders and provide
financial and social incentives to persuade insurgents to lay down their arms.

Pakistan: to engage Pakistan and enlisting its increased cooperation against militant groups, such as the Haqqani
network, that have a measure of safehaven in Pakistan. See also: CRS Report RL33498, Pakistan-U.S. Relations, by K.
Alan Kronstadt.

International Dimension: to integrate Afghanistan into existing and new international diplomatic and economic
structures, and to better coordinate all “stakeholders” in the Afghanistan issue (NATO, Afghanistan’s neighbors,
other countries in Afghanistan’s region, the United Nations, and other donors). A major conference is to be held in
Bonn in December 201 I, the tenth anniversary of the original Bonn Conference on Afghanistan.

Partner Contributions: to encourage partner forces to remain in Afghanistan at least until the completion of the
transition.

Metrics: to measure progress along clear metrics. P.L. 111-32 (FY2009 supplemental appropriation) requires that the
President submit to Congress, 90 days after enactment (by September 23, 2009), metrics by which to assess progress,
and a report on that progress every 180 days thereafter. The Administration’s approximately 50 metrics32 and
reports are submitted regularly, the latest of which was issued in April 201 1. In its September 22, 2009, report on the
situation in Afghanistan (A/64/364-5/2009/475), the United Nations developed its own “benchmarks” for progress.

Surge Implementation and Results

The pace and scope of the transition to Afghan security leadership was intended to depend on
assessments of how well U.S. policy is working. Prior to the surge, the Karzai government was
estimated by to control about 30% of the country, while insurgents controlled 4% (13 out of 364
districts). Insurgents “influenced” or “operated in” another 30% (Afghan Interior Ministry
estimates in August 2009). Tribes and local groups with varying degrees of loyalty to the central
government control the remainder. Some outside groups report higher percentages of insurgent
control or influence.* The Taliban had named “shadow governors” in 33 out of 34 of

32 http://www.foreignpolicy.com/articles/2009/09/16/evaluating_progress_in_afghanistan_pakistan.
33 http://www.nytimes.com/2010/09/12/world/asia/12afghan html? r=1.
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Afghanistan’s provinces, although many provinces in northern Afghanistan were assessed as
having minimal Taliban presence.

General Petraeus stated in his March 15 and 16, 2011, testimony before the two armed services
committees of Congress that U.S. strategy is showing results, particularly in the provinces of
focus (Helmand, Qandahar) although such gains are “fragile and reversible.” That same
assessment was reflected in a White House report to Congress submitted in March 2011 and
covering July 2010-March 2011,* and in the DOD “1230 Report” of April 2011, covering the six
months prior to April 1, 2011. In his June 22, 2011, speech, President Obama stated that the
United States had achieved its core objectives, articulated in the December 2009 speech, of
pressuring Al Qaeda, reversing Taliban momentum, and building capable Afghan security forces.
Some specifics include:

e Opening of a contiguous secure corridor for commerce between Helmand and
Qandahar, and markets, and other signs of normal life proliferating in Helmand
and Qandahar. Less progress has been achieved in RC-East, where a relatively
small proportion of the U.S. surge forces were deployed. However, as noted
above, U.S. and partner forces are increasing defenses along the border with
Pakistan to prevent the movement of Haqqani and other militants into
Afghanistan.

e U.S. commanders receiving overtures from local insurgent leaders who have lost
morale and seek to discuss possible terms for their reintegration. Commanders
also say they have obtained internal insurgent communications indicating low
morale and reluctance to obey orders on the part of insurgent fighters.

e The Afghan forces are becoming increasingly large, adding 70,000 personnel
since mid-2009, and are increasingly in the lead on operations.

Still, many commanders attributed the signs of progress not only to the increase in numbers of
U.S. forces, but to General Petracus’ tactics, including nearly tripling Special Operations Force
operations in Afghanistan since 2009 (nearly 2,000 such missions during January-August 2011)
and greatly increased UAV (unmanned aerial vehicle) strikes on concentrations across the border
in Pakistan to try to drive insurgents to reconcile with the Karzai government and cease fighting.
In November 2010, General Petracus approved the deployment of about 17 M1A1 tanks for use
by the Marines in southern Afghanistan in order to put further pressure on militants.

Less optimistic assessments of the surge are based on observations