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Mr. Chairman and Members of the Committee, 

 

I appreciate the opportunity to testify before you on an issue that has reached a crisis point. The 

president and his new national security adviser have both said that ñwe are not winning.ò Others 

have talked about a ñstalemate.ò  

 

Letôs be more frank: we may be winning tactical battles, but we are clearly losing the war, and 

2009 and 2010 will be years of crisis.  

 

Under the right circumstances, and with the right resources and implementation, President 

Obamaôs proposed shifts in strategy may well be enough to win the war. It is up to this Congress 

to fully exercise its role in ensuring that resources are adequate and are being used to win, and 

that we do not again fall into the trap of lying to ourselves about what is happening. For seven 

years, we have overpromised and underperformed.  We have spun what is happening into victory 

while the enemy has gained, and we have sent men and women home in body bags. It is time to 

underpromise and overperform. 

 

The trends in Afghanistan are not good.  The decline in our position can be measured in crude 

terms by looking at the trends in violence, although our count ignores many of the most critical 

trends in Afghan-on-Afghan violence and are far more accurate in some parts of the country than 

in others.  

 

Some of these trends are shown in the maps and charts attached to this testimony. Others are 

clear in even the most basic statistics. 

 
¶ The average monthly number of major incidents rose from only 50 in 2002 to 80 in 2003, 150 in 2005, 425 

in 2006, and 566 in 2007. Suicide bombings rose from 1 in 2001 and 0 in 2002 to 2 in 2003, 6 in 2004, 21 

in 2005, 123 in 2006, and 160 in 2007, and reached just over 120 by the end of the first six months of 2008.  

 

¶ The number of IEDs and roadside bombs rose from 22 in 2002 to 83 in 2003, 325 in 2004, 782 in 205, 

1,931 in 2006, and 2,615 in 2007, although the number of effective IED attacks remained low.  

 

¶ The number of attacks in the peak month in each year rose from 400 in 2005 to 800 in 2006 and 1,000 in 

2007, and reach 1,000 in September 2008.  

 

¶ Attacks causing at least one death rose from 366 in 2005 to 695 in 2006 and 892 in 2007, and the number 

killed, injured, or kidnapped rose from 1,540 in 2005 to 3,557 in 2006 and 4,672 in 2007. Peak monthly 

U.S. casualties (killed and wounded) rose from less than 20 from 2002 to 2003 to the mid-30s in 2004, 70 

in 2005 and 2006, and 130 in 2007.  

 

¶ These figures rose by roughly a third between 2007 and 2008, as the NATO/ISAF figures attached to this 

analysis show.  

 



 

¶ During 2008, there was a 33% increase in kinetic events or military clashes, a 27% increase in indirect fire 

attacks, and a 67% increase in surface to air fire.  

 

¶ In 2008 the number of IED attacksðthe most serious source of casualtiesðrose by 27%. There was a 

119% increase in the number of attacks on government of Afghanistan personnel, and 50% rise in 

kidnappings and assassinations. The number of suicide attacks dropped by 5%, but their lethality and skill 

increased, and so did estimates of the number of suicide bombers in training. The number of NATO/ISAF 

deaths rose by 35%, and civilian deaths rose by 40 to 46%.  

 

¶ The situation deteriorated further in late 2008 and early 2009, in part because the weather permitted more 

Jihadist movement. Clashes and attacks in the first two months of 2009 were twice the numbers as during 

the same period in 2008. They surged by 131% in the eastern province of Kunar relative to the same month 

in 2008, highlighting the growth of the threat in the east as well as in the south. 

 

¶ This situation continued to deteriorate in March. U.S. forces reported that ñkinetic activityò in eastern 

Afghanistan increased by 68 percent this year compared to the same 80-or-so-day span last year. In the two 

provinces bordering Pakistanôs Waziristan Provinces, violence involving Western troops is up 90 percent, 

and attacks rose by 130% in the area across from the Mohmand and Bajaur tribal areasðwhere the 

Pakistani military claimed the Taliban had ñlost.ò  

 

The US and her allies continue to win every tactical engagement.  The fact is, however, that 

tactical victories are irrelevant if the insurgent sanctuaries in Pakistan continue, if the insurgency 

gathers strength, and if the insurgency steadily expands its areas of influence. We are fighting a 

battle of political attrition on the enemyôs terms, and they are winning. 

 

U.S. and UN intelligence maps that were issued or leaked during 2005 to 2007, and more recent 

NATO/ISAF maps issued in January 2009, show that the size of the high-risk areas inside 

Afghanistan have increased by 30% to 50% every year since 2005. Kabul is scarcely under siege, 

but it has turned from a city where NATO/ISAF and aid personnel could wander as tourists to 

one so filled with violence that the U.S. and foreign compounds have become the equivalent of a 

ñGreen Zone.ò There has been a particularly serious increase in violence in the Afghan-Pakistan 

border area. There were 431 insurgent attacks in the Khyber border area during January to 

November 2007, and 625 during the same period in 2008ðan increase of 45%. 

 

The president recognized these realities in his speech on March 27, and he advanced a range of 

concepts that may be able to address them. Let me stress, however, that these were concepts and 

not a strategy. The president took immediate steps to confirm the deployment of 17,000 more 

troops and provide some 4,000 more advisers to develop Afghan security forcesðadvisers that 

our commanders in the field have needed for more than three years.  

 

He raised the need for more proactive contributions to the fighting by the Afghan and Pakistani 

governments. He talked about a far better focused and honest aid effort and more aid to Pakistan. 

He put a critical new emphasis on diplomacy in dealing with both governments and with 

neighboring states. 



 

 

He also called for a major shift from our present focus on tactical victories to holding territory, 

providing Afghans with lasting security, and rushing in civilian advisers to provide jobs, better 

governance, and development in the field. Put differently, he called for a shift to the ñclear, hold, 

and buildò tactics that recognize that counterinsurgency is won at the local level and can never be 

won by military means. 

 

Those who helped draft these concepts know, however, that they are still concepts. They also do 

not guarantee victory, even in the sense of destroying al Qaeda and other jihadist power, bring 

some stability to Afghanistan and Pakistan, and largely replace our forces and allied forces with 

Afghan and Pakistani forces.  

 

The administrationôs shift in strategy, if properly resourced and implemented, can win the war.  

Our enemies are still relatively weak and heavily dependent on paid part-time fighters and 

exploiting the power vacuum left by too few NATO/ISAF troops and half-willing, half-able 

Afghan and Pakistan governments. Al Qaeda, the Taliban, Hekmatyar, Haqqani, and all of their 

ilk are extreme and unpopular. 

 

The odds are better than even, but they are not good. We face two to three years of bitter fighting 

to come. We will probably not score significant gains in 2009, and we will need to be involved in 

armed nation building well beyond the presidentôs present term and phase into post-conflict 

reconstruction activities that may well extend beyond 2018. If we are not prepared and willing to 

this, we will almost certainly lose. Moreover, this is our war. Our allies and host country partners 

are critical, but it is our actions and resources that will determine whether we win or lose. 

 

Moreover, and this is critical, the president did not really advance a ñstrategyò:  

 
¶ There are no clear benchmarks for action, progress, or to measure success. 

 

¶ We do not yet have a clear plan for using U.S. troops, improving the role of our allies, and solving NATOôs 

command and caveat problems.  

 

¶ We do not have a plan or schedule for bringing in the civilian expertise we need in the field or recasting a 

corrupt and ineffective aid program to put the resources in Afghanistan and where they can defeat the 

enemy.  

 

¶ We donôt have a budget or a long-term spending plan; we will have to fall back on supplementals for at 

least one more year. 

 

¶ We do not have a detailed plan to build up credible Afghan security forces, to create a fully effective army 

of the size that is needed, or to correct the near disaster that has failed to produce an effective Afghan 

National Police. The core of the program may now be there, but the resources are not. 

 



 

¶ We do not have a plan to use Afghans to provide the level of local and provincial governance, 

development, and rule of law that will ultimately be as critical to success as creating effective Afghan 

forces. 

 

¶ We do not have a clear plan to implement tied aid to Pakistan, to get Pakistan to play the necessary role in 

FATA and the Baluchi border area, or to persuade its leaders, its military, and its people that this war is as 

critical to themðif not more soðthan it is to us. 

 

¶ Our top intelligence and policy officials admit that we do not yet have the range of metrics to fully 

understand what is happening and measure success or failure. 

 

Let me stress the fact that I believe we may well be able to develop these capabilitiesð

particularly the Afghan part. We do, however, need to stop talking concepts and create real facts 

on the ground, and we cannot wait to do this perfectly and in ways that deploy as many 

accountants as troops. We need to operate on the principle that there are no good intentions, there 

are only successful actions. 

 

And this brings me to my conclusion. The Congress has four critical roles to perform.  

 
¶ First, it must decide whether it is as committed to this war as our president. It needs to accept the cost, the 

risk, and recognize that losing is not an exit strategy, it is defeat. It needs to recognize that killing bin Laden 

without ñwin, hold, buildò will probably only create a martyr, and that there is no way to inflict a lasting 

defeat on al Qaeda if you leave a power vacuum in either Afghanistan or Pakistan. It needs to understand 

that any perceived defeat threatens the future of a nuclear Pakistan, will greatly strengthen jihadists 

throughout the world, and ultimately end in moving the conflict somewhere else. 

 

¶ Second, it needs to get critical resources forward and focus on when they actually arrive and whether they 

meet the need. This is not the time to temporize, delay, or create a long list of legislate milestones. That can 

come, but not before 2010 at the earliest. We need to move enough resources to give the president and our 

forces the initiative and the ability to act, and we needed to do it in 2005.  

 

¶ Third, the Congress needs to look forward to fully exercising its role in ensuring that resources are 

adequate, and are being used to win. Congress must ensure that progress reporting on Afghanistan is 

honest, and that we do not again fall into the trap of lying to ourselves about what is happening.  

 

¶ Fourth, Congress needs to demand that a real, detailed strategy is ready this summer, and it needs to 

demand honest reporting and real measures of effectiveness. It needs to push the administration into 

showing it is fully supporting our commanders with the resources they need and into cleaning up the mess 

that is coming out of far too many U.S., UN, allied, and NGO economic aid efforts. It then needs to insist 

on regular reviews of our strategy and its effectiveness. 

 

But with all due respect, let me suggest there are things the Congress should not do. It should not 

make counternarcotics reform, or mid- and long-term development goals and political and social 

reform, until we have made far more military progress. It should not legislate diplomacy in the 

form of sanctions or deadlines. It should not try to mandate an exit strategy without a destination. 

It should not try to turn the chaos of war into an accounting exercise where the focus is how the 



 

last dollar was spent rather than on how to spend in ways that are effective. It should not attempt 

to micromanage operations or visit our commanders to the point where Codels become a new 

threat.  

 

Thank you, Mr. Chairman and members of the Committee, and I look forward to your questions. 

 

 



 

UN Estimate of Expanding No Go Zones: 2005 versus 2007  
 

 

 
Source: Senlis Council.  ñAfghanistan, Decision Point 2008ò, London, 2008, p. 27; 

 

UN Estimate of Expanding No Go Zones: 2008 
 

 



 

 

Rise in Afghan Violence:  

2002 -2007 Average Annual Monthly Incidents  

 
 

 



 

Security Summary: February 2009  
 

 

 
 
Source: NATO/ISAF ñMetrics Brief  February 2009.ò  Strategic Advisory Group, HQ ISAF.  March, 2009. 

 

 

 



 

Insurgent Activ ities in Afghanistan and Pakistan: 2007  
 

 

 
 

Source: Senlis Council, ñStumbling into Chaos, Afghanistan on the Brink.ò November 2007, p. 

8.  


