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Afghan Metrics: How to Lose a War and Possibly How to Win One

Anthony H. Cordesman

Nine months after President Obama announced a new strategy in Afghanistan, the US still seems undecided as to how to actua
shape and implement that strategy and how to measure its success.

President Obama may have made his decisions, but it is far from clear that his Administration has agreed on how to act upon
them, or has the right mix of ciwhilitary capabilities to do so.

There have been continuing reports of divisibs®me minor and some serioddetween the Presidents civil and national
security advisors, over the meaning of the 2011 deadline, over the future cost and budgets for the war, and over tite timing a
size of US military and civilian deployments. Equally seriously, there seems to be a serious risk that debates overwhsources
and how to act, and various turf fights will undercut action in the field in the same way that crippled US and NATO/IS&\F effo
during 2002through early 2009.

No mix of metrics can adequately describe the way the US has fought the war to date, and particularly the problems it
encountered in adapting to irregular warfare, counterinsurgency, and the challenges of armed nation building in Afghanistan.
metrics that are available, however, reinforce the more detailed military history and lessons analysis now being detisdoped by
US Army. They also add a major dimensiothe extent to which the war was systematicaligerresourcedand the US failed to

act decisively in dealing with its own internal problems, the problems in the NATO/ISAF alliance and Afghan government, and
the need to focus on the Afghan population rather than tactical victories against the Taliban.
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Bogged Down in Conceptual Debates Without Clear Plans, Action Schedules, and Metrics?

The Presidentds new strategy i s supposed to focus optansbrhe ¢
details have been announced for securing the popul amstoon or
have shifted slightly to Aclear, hold, build, andnaransfer
announced any tangible plans to i mplement any give pghase

which seems to be defined as a major increase in career and government contract civilians, but which will result imezgasr inc
relative to the military and in terms of the ratio of US civilians (under 1,000) to a population of over 31 million.

Debates still take pl ace over Taleebwithdadlneost nonsgetificgas to whatthe differe fi ¢ 0 L
really is in tangible terms, and at a time when increases in the role of Special Forces in Afghanistan serve both esdtl Thikre
about showing decisive results in 12 to 18 moiitheesumably before mid 2011but no public indication of what this really ares.

The US is now more than eight years into the war. However, the war, the Obama Administration still has to demonstisate that it
more effective than the Bush Administration in creating detailed plans of action, actually implementing them, and provide
transparency as to their cost, risk, and effectiveness. The US is still conceptualizing a war it should be activesiigmngext

year could somehow be the first year of the war. It is still debating how to plan and what metrics to use.

See James Dao, AArmy Hi st orNew YoikilimesDedemberd39,20809, eps i n Af ghani s
http://www.nytimes.com/2009/12/31/world/asia/31history.htamd the attached draft AfDifferent Kind of Waby Donald P.

Wright, James R. Bird, Steven E. Clay, PetelOdhnersLt. Colonel Scott C. Farquhar, Lynn Chandler Garcia, and Dennis Van Wey,
Combat Studies Institute Press, US Army Combined arms Center, Fort Leavenworth, Kansas{2009cuments.nytimes.corm/a
differentkind-of-war#p=1
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The Other Missing Dimensions of Strategy, Plans, Actions, and Metrics

Six additional-- and equally criticat- elements of a successful campaign have not yet been addresdedst in a meaningjf
enough public form to provide any confidence that the Pr e

Adow to restructure and strengthen the national military and PRT elements of ISAF to produce far better unity of effort in
a populatiororiented campaign. This is only a matter of force and resource levels to a limited degree. It is far more a
guestion of how to deal with short tours and constant rotations, differing national policies and patterns of actiog, differin
national caveats and priorities, and a lack of allied-onilitary coordination at the national level in many allied zones of
responsibility.

AMow to restructure the UN, national, and NGO aid effo
that can win the war coupled to realistic and achievable efforts at mid antetomglevelopmerit a effort with goals and
objectives Afghans actually want rather than meet donor goals, that is reasonably well coordinated, that is transparent an
resists corruption, and that has meaningful measures of effectiveness.

Aow to create truly effective, integrated ciwililitary effortsi at least within the US country effort, and hopefully with
key allies as well.

Aow to build Afghan civil capacity to govern, provide prompt justice and an effective rule of law, and provide essential
government services at every level with acceptable levels of waste and corruption as seen by the Afghan population.
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Adow to build up an effective mix of Afghan security forces that produce regular military, paramilitary, and police forces
that provide reasonable levels of effectiveness in the field on a sustained basis and provide the capability to begin trans
of responsibility to the Afghan forces in r11. This effort must be tied to success in building Afghan capacity to

govern down to the district and local levels and link a civil and criminal justice system to the development of the Afghan
police.

Aow to link these efforts in Afghanistan to a very differetut directly related campaign in Pakistan that is driven by
the perceptions and actions of a deeply divided Paki s
sets of actions to be to its own advantage. This requires strategy, planning, and action to at least coordinate the
NATO/ISAF effort in Afghanistan, and the US/allied effort in Pakistan, and progress in the war to be measured in net
assessment terms.

For more than eight years, neither the Bush Administration nor the Obama Administration, never effectively addressed plans at
progress in any of the six.

There are obvious costs to public debates and transparen
inherently dishonest. The fact is that our ISAF allies, Afghans, and Pakistanis perceive the war and its goals diferémly fr

US and from each othéras well as all of the other nd#S actors in the conflict. Too much transparency, and too much

insistence on US values and priorities, can lose key allies and potentially the war.

So, however, can too little. Each one of the six challenges listed above can do as much to lose the war as the adibbarof the
and other insurgents. In fact, the lack of transparency, unity of effort, and effective in each of the six areas isghe Vosin

No amount of spin, optimism, and wishful thinking can deal with any one of these challenges. Effective action doesenot requi
open confrontation, but it does require far more honest and objective US efforts than have taken place to date.
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The Uncertain Metrics of Afghanistan

Given these problems, it is not surprising that there are many key gaps in the metrics available on the war, and
other metrics are not properly defined, validated, or supported with the kind of narrative that is essential to giving
any map, chart, or table real meaning. Numbers and maps are no more matters of revealed truth than any other
form of judgment they are simply quantified or symbolic adjectives.

There are, however, enough metrics to show why General McChrystal. Major General Flynn, and so many other
senior officers have described the war as being in a crisis, and edged around the fact that the US, its allies, and the
Afghan government are now losing the war. There are enough metrics to warn that the past failure to provide
proper resources and unity of efforts did at least as much to lose the war as the actions of the Taliban, Haggani
network, Hekmatyar, and other insurgents.



A One Major Regional Contingency
Approach to Two Wars:

Priority to Iraq and
Underresourcing and
Underreacting the Way to Defeat
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Underresourcing and Underreacting the Way to Defeat

Even if one ignores the US failure to deal with Pakistan in realistic terms, rather than as a true ally, the US matleahrestakes
during the first eight years of the war:

At failed to provide the military and aid resources necessary to take the initiative, ceding the initiative to the Tliban an
insurgency in every year from 20@D08;

At focused on using aid for mid and long term development, rather than as an essential part of a counterinsurgency strategy;

At did not address the critical problems of corruption and lack of capacity in the Afghan government and lack of uaity of eff
in NATO/ISAF.

These mistakes were heavily influenced by the war in Iraq, in spite of the fact that Afghanistan was a much larger ttoautargevi
population, far less development and resources, and far more serious weather, terrain, and logistical problems. (8.&rdélis ava
function of the assumption that the Taliban was too shattered and unpopular to recover and the far higher level af Wiate(zesi).
It was not until the late spring of 2009 that the Afghan War overtook the level of violence in Iraq for the first tinvgndodag, the
number of enemy initiated attacks is still about 35% of the peak levels in Iraq.

Inadequate and Poorly Managed Financial Resources
Annual total spending in Iraq is still far higher than Afghanistan, although this will finally change in the FY2010 buggeh¢oUS
spent well over three times as much on Irag between FY2003 and FTY2009 (p. 9). The same was true of spending by the @epartm:
Defense (pp. 21), and peak spending per month was five times higher in Iraq than in Afghanistan (p.1).

Foreign aid spending involved a smaller gap; spending in Iraq was roughly twice as high, but the US acted decisivehedaaty in
War while it waited until FY2008 to start seriously resourcing aid to Afghanistan (p 9). The US also never saw aid faratitigedhs

part of the counterinsurgency effort. State Department foreign aid spending was only 7.5% of Department of Defensespending d
FY2001FY2009. (pp. 12.3). Equally, critically, the US did not take the development of Afghan forces seriously until FY20807, an
then failed to follow up. (p. 14). These failures were particularly critical because, unlike Iraqg, the US had no realubbdsgtm and

the lag between appropriations and creating any new facts on the ground tended to take anywher24froonil®s depending ohe

type of expenditure.
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The Challenge of Afghanlstan vs. Iraq
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* Land Mass — 432,162 sq km

* Population — 27,500,000 people;
84% literacy

* Economy dominated by the oil
sector: $100.0B GDP, $3,600 PCI

» Budget $48.4 billion; $33B+ in

AFGHANISTAN
* Land Mass - 647,500 sq km

* Population — 31,900,000 people;
28% literacy

* Land locked, primarily agrarian

&%| economy: $35.B GDP, $1,000 PC

4 -Budget: $2.6; $8.9B in aid
pledges

* Lacks both transportation and
information infrastructure: 34,782
Km of roads, 8,229 KM paved

* Restrictive terrain dominates the

country

aid pledges

" _| “Comparatively developed
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Enemy Initiated Attacks in Iragq and
Afghanistan: May 2003 to August 2009

Number of average daily attacks per month
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GAO: AAf ghani stanés Security EnY0ilTr8R,pHhent , November 5, 20
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15
10
50

O FY10|Cum{Cum
F/T)gl FYO3|FYO4FYO5/FYO6/FYO7 Ggo FYO9Re qUFYO1FYO1
est |[FYO9[FY10
Hiraq 0 53 | 75.9 85.5(101.130.4141.1 94.8| 65.4|*682{*748
O Afghanistan 20.8| 14.71 14.5] 20| 19| 39.1|1 43.4/ 55.2| 72.9|*226]*299
OEnhanced Securif *13| *8 | *3.7] *2.1| *0.8] *0.5| *0.1| *.2 | *.2 [*28.9*28.7
B Unallocated - - - - - - - | *5.5] *5.5
B Total War Fundin¢*33.8*81.1*94.1*107)*121)*171./*184)*150]*138)*943]*1.08

Source: Adapted by the author from data provided by Amy Belascolhe Cost of Afghanistan, Iraq and Other Global War on
Terror Operations Since 9/1Congressional Research ServiceR[33110). Updated, 28 September 2009, p. 9.
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140, —
1204
100
80-
60-
40
20
O-FY01/ FY10 | Cum| cum
0 | FY03 | FY04 | FY05 | FY06 | FY07| GY08| FY09 |Requg FY01- [FY01-
st | FYoo | EY10
B Iragq 0 50 | 56.4| 83.4| 98.1]126.8 138.3] 90.6| 61.9 [*643.d+705.5
O Afghanista 20 | 14 | 12.4| 17.2| 17.9] 37.1] 40.6 | 51.1| 68.1 [*210.4*278.3

Source: Adapted by the author from data provided by Amy Belascolhe Cost of Afghanistan, Iraq and Other Global War on Terror Operations
Since 9/11Congressional Research ServiceR[33110) Updated, 28 September 2009, p. 13.
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1210 Iraq costs

peaked at
10— $14.3B/month
In surge in
1 2008

FYO03 FY04 FY05 FY06 FYO7 GYO08 FY09* FY10*
B lraq 4.4 4.8 6.5 7.2 10.3 11.1 7.3 ?
O Afghanistar 1.1 0.9 0.9 1.2 1.9 2.8 3.2 ?
OAll Misisony *6.2 *6.3 *7.7 *8.7 *12.3 *14.3 *10.9 ?

Source: Adapted by the author from data provided by Amy Belascolhe Cost of Afghanistan, Iraq and Other Global War on Terror Operations
Since 9/11Congressional Research ServiceR[33110). Updated, 28 September 2 .

09, p. 2
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FY10] Cum | Cum
FYO3 | FY04 | FYO5 | FYO6 | FYO7 | GYO08| FY09 |Requg FYO1-|[FYO1-
st FY09 | FY10
H lraqg 0 3 19.5 2 3.2 3.2 19 3 2.3 35.7| 37.8
O Afghanistag 0.8 0.7 2.2 2.8 1.1 1.9 2.6 3.7 4 15.8 | 19.7

FYO1/
02

Source: Adapted ta; the author from data provided by Amy Belascolhe Cost of Afghanis12an, Iraq a1n2d Other Global War on Terror
nce

Operations Si 1Xongressional Research ServiceR[33110) Updated, 28 September 2009, p.
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0
FY01 FY10/Cum|Cum
102 FYO3|FYO4|FYO5|FYO6|FYO7|GYO08|FYO9|Requ|FYO1{FYO1-
est |FYO9|FY10
O DoD 20 14 | 12.4]1 17.2| 17.9| 37.1|1 40.6( 51.1| 68.1(*210.4*278.7
B Foreign Aid 08 | 0.7 | 22 |1 28 | 11 ] 19| 26 | 3.7 4 |*15.8(*19.7
B VA Medical O 0 0 0 0 01]02)]|]04]09]*07]|*1.6
B TOTAL *20.8|*14.7|1*14.5/*20.0[*19.0(*39.1 *43.4|*55.2(*72.9(*226.7%299.4

Source: Adapted by the author from data provided by Amy Belascolhe Cost of Afghanistan, Iraq and Other Global War on Terror Operations
Since 9/11Congressional Research ServiceR[33110) Updated, 28 September 2009, p. 13.
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Fyog | Sum
FY04 FYO05 FYO6 FYO7 GY08 Bridge FYO1-
g FY09
B raq S 5.7 301 5.54 3 1 *15.65
O Afghanistag 0.35 1.29 191 741 2.75 2 *22.3
W Total *5.34 *6.99 *4.92 *12.95 *5.75 *3 *38.95
Source: Adapted by the author from data provided by Amy Belascdlhe Cost of A ghanistan, Iraq and Other Global War on Terror Operations
Since 9/11Congressional Research ServiceR[33110) Updated, 28 September 2009, p. 13.
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A Coalition of the Impossible and
Eight Years of Ceding the Initiative
Without Unity of Effort
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Delays and Gaps in Troop Levels

The gap in US troop levels was far more serious than the gap in spending. The US never came close to deploying athgfingdike
necessary to cover Afghanistan through 2009. Its force levels were a token of those deployed to Iraq through earl3R@0@l (p. 1
serious deployments did not begin until the late spring of 2009 (p. 19) This made the outcome of the war highly depeedbnt on
divided NATO/ISAF forces, and on Afghan security forces that only began to develop serious levels of capability in 1§be ZT)08.

Political Correctness Over Alliance Effectiveness

From CY2002 to CY2009, the US dealt with its allies more in terms of political and diplomatic sensitivities than the deaktie
fighting. It did not address the national <caveat s RTreffoksil O/
ot her countries. It failed to confront the real voodtthedvariasifp ¢
it was in a state of post conflict reconstruction or played a largely passive role as if the war was some kind of pepeekesan(p.

21). The slow, incremental increases in allied forces were more a political response to US exhortation than any meamgpg(pl 2R).

Wasting and Misallocating Aid

The US did more thannderresourcéhe war. Changes in goals, a lack of any integratedmiVilary plans, and a failure to recognize or
admit the serious of the conflict led to major swings in the allocation of US funding and a lack of coherent effort ftoryegea(p. 23).
It also |l ed to a |l ack of the kind of humanitari an nmadigplacedh at
young men. (pp. 224). Moreover, allied funding was limited and actual payment on pledges was erratic. (p. 25). The rasklohg |
funding, and erratic mix of aid programs, had a critical impact because Afghanistan was still too poor to finance msedhas 1
budget through FY20062010. (p. 26)

Stovepipes and a Failure to Develop an Integrated Approach Within the US

While it had | ess direct impact on the war, the | aok apipr owe
was another serious internal problem in the USG government approach. The US not only did not finance aid to Afghadidtém as it
Iraq (p. 27), the funding in given program areas varied sharply from year to year (p. 28), and other agencies madeiimitionsont
totaling only 1.6% of US expenditures (p. 29). While the cost data are poorly categorized and not directly comparaldpeiti & TES
million in US Aid farm security and Department of Agriculture aid during FY2B%2009, versus $3.9 billion in counternarcotecsl
$38.5 billion in to total civil and military aid. This in a country whose population was roughly 70% rural. (pp. 35)

18
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Troop Levels in Iraq and Afghanistan

200,000
180,000
160,000
140,000
120,000 Source: Adapted by the
author from data
100,000 provided byJoAnne
hQ. NBFYy(d |y
80,000 Waterhouse,U.S.
Forces in Iraq,
60,000 Congressional Researct
Service (14 December
40,000 HANTOT W2! Yy
and Michael
20,000 Waterhouse,U.S.
Forces in Iraq,
0 Congressional Researct
January June January June January June Service (14 July 2008).
2007 2008 2009
Hlraq 128,569 150,336 155,846 182,060 142,000 130,000
Afghanistan| 20,947 26,480 26,607 48,250 37,000 56,000

US troop levels in Irag were approximately 124,000 in November
2009, and 66,500 in Afghanistan
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US Troop Levels: Reacting and Losing

Plar"-]ed ............... -@
troop level in

; . November:
An Increasing Commitment 68,000

Number of American troops in
Afghanistan, in thousands,

Sowce: US. Central Commanad

i

No data.
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GAO: nAfghanistanos
November 5, 2009, GAO-10-178R, p.7.

Humber of troops
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D |
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States  (non-U.5.) HNational
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Increase since February 2009

Sec

Troop strength as of February 2009

Source: DOD and |SAF data.
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A nCoalition of the | mpos
and PRTs By Mission Area in October 2009

ISAF REGIONAL COMMANDS
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*5% x\da ar Y 1sAF PRT

e

Lashk
af;ah‘“ [ PRT Lead Nation
NP 4
RC/(S) j— Ef.f. l\ A Regional Command (RC)
VI"’I < KABUL

SourceNATO/ISAF: http://www.nataint/isaf/docu/epub/pdf/placemhtml|, asof October22, 2009 22
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ISAF Troop Levels: 20042009
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Appropriations by Fiscal Year, Amount, and

Percentage 20022009

In $ Billions

$9 ...........
$8
$7
56
$5
B4
53
§1 -
$0

2003 004 2005 2007 2008 2009

-99000@9

. SECUrty Governance,Development . Counter-Marcotics . Humanitarian (verzight and Operations Total

Mote: Mumbers affectad by rounding.

Sourcas: DaD, respanses to SIGAR data call, 10,/8/2008, 10/14,/2008, and 10,/15,/2008; USAID, raspansa to SIGAR data call, 10/8/2008; DaS, respansas to SIGAR data call, 10,/13,/2008 and
10/16,/2008; Dal/DEA, responss to SIGAR data call, 7/8/200%; USDA, responss to SIGAR data call, 477,/2008; OME, responses to SIGAR data call, 8/30/2008 and 7/ 16,2003

Source Special Inspector General for Afghan Reconstruction, Quarterly Report to Congress, October 30, 2009, p.43 24
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Cumulative Appropriations as of September 30, 2009
In $ Billons

S0 e e e e e e e $39.33
$35
B30 e $29.24 ...
$25 e $23[]4 s .. .. . ...
00 N e W
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$4.67
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$1.06 $2.07
30 — |
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. Security Governance/Development . Counter-Marcotics . Humanitarian Oversight and Operations Total

Mote: Numbars affectad by rounding.

Sourcas: DoD, respansas to SIGAR data call, 10,/8,/20089, 10,/14,/2008, and 10/15,/20089; USAID, respansa to SIGAR data call, 10,/8,/2008; DoS, responsas to SIGAR data call, 10,/13,/2008 and
10/18;/2008; Dol/DEA, raspansa to S5IGAR data call, 7/8,/2008; USDA, raspansa to SIGAR data call, 4/7/2008; OME, responsas to SIGAR data call, 8/30/2008 and 7/18/2008.

Source Special Inspector General for Afghan Reconstruction, Quarterly Report to Congress, October 30, 2009, p.42
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ARTF Contributions for 2009, As of August 22, 2009
$ Millions

Total Contributions/Pledges: $607
Total Paid-in: $234

United States
United Kingdom
Netherlands
Canada

222
106

Norway
Germany
Spain
Sweden
EC/EU
Australia
Others

0 50 100 150 200

. Paid-in Total Contributions/Pledges

Note: Numbers affected by rounding.
Source: World Bank, "ARTF: Administrator’'s Report on Financial Status as of August 22, 2008," p. 1.

Source Special Inspector General for Afghan Reconstruction, Quarterly Report to Congress, October 30, 2009, p. 53
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GIROA Budget 2009 -2010
($ Billions)

Total: $7.87

Core Budget- Core Budget-
Operating Development
$1.94 $1.03

Notes: Numbers affected by rounding. External budget data
reflects information provided as of 9/30/2009.

Sources: Treasury, responses to SIGAR data call, 1/5/2010
and 9/24/2009.

SIGAR: January 31, 2010, P. 34
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GIR0A Domestic Revenue, 2009
($Millions)

Total: $1,088

Note: Numbers affected by rounding.

Source: Treasury, response to SIGAR data call, 1/5/2010.

-2010

SIGAR: January 31, 2010, P. 55
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Annual State Department Spending on the
Irag and Afghan Wars (in $US billions)

20

CSIS

151

10

5_

O_

FY01/02| FYO03 FY04 FYO5 FYO6 FYO7 GYO08 FY09 Cum
B lrag 0 3 19.5 2 3.2 3.2 1.7 2.6 *35.1
O Afghanistarp 0.8 0.7 2.2 2.8 1.1 19 1.3 2.2 *12.9

Source: Adapted b

Terror Operations Since 9/1Xongressional Research ServiceR[33110). Updated, 15 May

the author from data provided by Amy Belascdalhe Cost of Afghanlstanzolraq and Other Global War on
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US Aid to Afghanistan: 20012009

Table 1. U.5.Assistance to Afghanistan

(appropriztions in § millions)

2001-2009
Fiscal Year 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 Total
Economic Support Fund (ESF) 0.0 1055 7238 900.2 13128 4897 12107 13995 20480 7,690.2
Development Assistance (DA) 00 183 354 152.0 1658 1876 1668 1487 0.0 874.6
Child SurvivallHealth (C3H) 0.0 75 497 310 380 415 100.8 635 58.2 390.2
Migration & Refugee Asst. (MRA) 314 1355 615 £33 47.| 360 16.0 42.1 7.00 441.1
Food Aidt 1334 2072 71 88.3 1086 1096 60 1547 475 980.5
Int'l Marcotics & Law Enforcement (IMCLE) 0.0 660 0.0 1200 7043 1327 251 7 074 4840 2,268.3
Nonprol, Anti-Terror, De-mining (NADR) 18 440 348 £6.9 408 36.1 36.6 28.1 486 338.7
Int'l Milicary Ed & Training {IMET}) 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 i 0.0 12 17 | 4 4.3
Foreign Military Financing (FMF) 0.0 573 1910 4137 3948 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 1,058.8
Crhers 1332 2324 A 43| 123 05 0.0 0.4 0.0 4463.9
HORR 58 Beccoumn 192.2 903.9 779.0 | 1,978.5 | 28385 L1337 | 1,843.8 | 2,1463 | 2,694.7 | 14,5106
DOD—Afghan Security Forces Fund (ASFF) 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 5950 1.508.1 74064 2.750.0 54069 | 18,666.4
DOD—CERP 0.0 0.0 0.0 197 1360 2150 206.0 4860 7265 1,809.2
DOD—0Cther: 0.0 127 1762 364.2 778.4 108.1 178.1 84.7 188.0 1,890.4
Lo 0.0 12.7 176.2 403.9 1,909.4 |  2,231.2| 77905 | 33207 | 65214 22,3660
Crhee Funcrional Accouns 04 25.5 266 52.1 1470 136.1 83.6 %2.1 89.4 9128
Total U.S. Assistance 192.6 9421 981.8 1,434.5 4,894.9 3,501.0 9,717.9 5,819.1 §,305.5 | 37,789.4

Sources: SIGAR Report to Congress, April 30, 2009, Diepartment of State annual budget presentation documents; and CRS calculations.

Motes: Fr2009 figures are estimates. In some cases where funding level is not specified in appropriations Rnguage or explanatory statement, amount included is request
level or final allocation when available. CERF level is reported allocation, except in FY2009 when it assumes half of appropriation (shared with lrag) will be allocated to

Afghanistan.

Source CRSReport,Afghanistan US Foreign AssistancgJuly 14, 2009
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United States

Department Agency for
of Agriculture Other Agencies International
$379 $133 Development

(USAID)
$9,280

Department of
Defense Department of State

$18,519 54,624

Total U.S. Commitment to Afghanistan: $32,935

Figure 3-1- Information provided to SIGAR by DoD, USAID, State, USDA, and others in March/April 2009
Source SIGAR Quarterly Reportto CongressApril 302009 Pg 35
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US Aid to Afghanistan by Activity: $38.6 Billion in
FY2002-FY2009

Dollars (in billions)

(overnance, rule of law, and human nght:

($2.5 billion)
Counternarcotics
($3.5 billion)

II

| L1}

\ 56.."{] Economic and social development
($11 billion)

\\\--_

Security
($21.6 billion)

Source: GAD analysis of OD and State data.

GAO: AAf ghani stanés Security EnY0ilTr8B,pHent , November 5, 20
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CSIS | miiisse  US Department of Defense
Funding for Afghanistan FY 2001 FY 2009
in $Millions

M Afghan Freedom Support Act of
2002 Drawdown

® Afghan Security Forces Fund

& Commander’'s Emergency
Response Program

M Counter-Narcotics

W Emergency and Extraordinary
Expense

M Humanitarian Assistance

M Operations and Maintenance

Total: $18,519 # Science & Engineering

™ Train and Equip

Figure 3-2 —Information provided to SIGAR by DoD in March/April 2009

Source SIGAR Quarterly Reportto CongressApril 302009 Pg 36
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Funding for Afghanistan FY 2001 FY2009
in $Millions

s FY 2001- FY 2009
(in $millions)
® Cmergency Refugee and Migration
Assistance
| Foreign Military Financing

® Diplomaticand Consular Programs

B International Military and
Cducational Training

B International Narcotics and Law
Enforcement

® International Organizations and
Programs

® Migration and Refugee Assistance

m AnLi-Terrorism Assistance

u Counter Terrorism Finance

Total: 54,624 ® Cxport and Border Security

Figure 3-3- Information provided to SIGAR by State in March/April 2009

Source SIGAR Quarterly Reportto CongressApril 302009 Pg 40
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$309

| Commodity Credit Corp

W Child Survival and Health

m Dovelopment Assistance

W Cconomic Support Funds

®m Farm Sccunity Administration

m Global HIV AIDS Imtiative
Total: $9,280

Figure 3-4- Information provided to SIGAR by USAID in March/April 2009
Source SIGAR Quarterly Reportto CongressApril 302009 Pg 41
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US Department of Agriculture
Funding for Afghanistan
FY 2001 FY2009 in $Millions
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B Food for Education
M Food for Progress
% 416b Food Aid

W P.L.-480 (Title 1)

Total: $379

Figure 3-5- Information provided to SIGAR by USDA in March/April 2009

Source SIGAR Quarterly Reportto CongressApril 302009 Pg 42 36
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Other US Agencies
Funding for Afghanistan
FY 2001- FY2009 in $Millions

S5

51

B Center for Discase Control
Mine Risk Education

B Drug Enforcement Agency
Counter-Narcotics

W Treasury Technical
Assistance

Total ; $133

Figure 3-6~ Information provided to SIGAR by HHS, DoJ, and DoT in March/April 2009

Source SIGAR Quarterly Reportto CongressApril 302009 Pg 43
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NATO/ISAF Fights an Uncoordinated
Tactical War, Civilians Attempt Post Conflict
Reconstruction, and Jihadist Insurgents
Fight a War for Control of Territory and the

Population
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How the US ALosto the War Bet ween 2001 and 2

While the metrics involved are uncertain and can only tell part of the story, the US also largely fought the wrong wan ayesnms/
pursuing different and far more valid strategic objectives. The pattern of insurgent violence began to clearly emerdg#tin CY20
measured both in terms of total insurgent attacks (p. 38), and the monthly patterns in attacks on NATO/ISAF forcesyiNfgign ci
and the ANSF (p. 39).

Winning the ABattleso and Losing the Nation
As the previous metrics have shown, however, the US was slow to react in terms of funding, troop levels, and dealing with its
NATO/ISAF allies and Afghan force development. The US also pursed tactics that focused on attempting to defend theaborder are
near Pakistan, and on defeating the Taliban forces in the field. As UN maps show, however, the areas of Taliban infasgaténinc
spite of this focus, and insurgent often took control of villages and areas well behind the borders. Insurgent influésste roteam
the patterns in violence, and was already significant in 2005 and more than doubled by 2007. (p. 40)

Limited NATO/ISAF gains during 2008007 were vastly offset by Taliban and insurgent gains in the battle for political inflardce
control of territory. (p. 41). Independent estimates by ICE®Slj9 show a far faster and deeper expansion of Taliban influence,
expansion of Taliban attacks, and impact on the fighting in Pakistan ({#3)42

NATO/ISAF Tactical Metrics vs. Growing Taliban Influence and Control of the Population
At the end of 2008, NATO/ISAF estimates still focused on kinetic claskhéth claims that 70% of all attacks took place inyoh0%
of Afghanistandés 364 districts. NATO/ I SAF was stil]l report

In contrast, the UN reported another massive increase in the area where the Taliban posed a medium to extreme riskgaveich now
well over 70% of the country. (p. 45). The UN also showed that a US strategy based on forward positions and efforits tbenterd
Taliban and other insurgents had failed in the East, which was then the principle area of US operations. (p. 46). |@€i$hestined

the areas with heavy Taliban and insurgent activity rose from 54% in 2007 to 72% in 2008. (pp. 47 & 48). While ICOSttaelps of a
incidents roughly correlated to those of NATO/ISAF, they showed a much broader distribution of incidents andnEaligant

influence. These UN and ICOS estimates are roughly supported by SIGAR data showing the rise in the pattern of attAéfkain the
national army (ANA) and Afghan national police (ANP). (p. 49)
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Afghanistan, January 2003July 2009
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:‘::‘ber B Aug. 20, 2008 —
Sept 18, 2005 Eleg;o:ts fc:d .
90 Elections for lower pr.e51‘ ei = .' ]
Oct. 0. 2004 house of National provincial councils :
. First democratic Assembly and ;
presidential provincial councils .
" election in 3
Afghanistan
60
30
40
30
20
v
10 .---------------’. .‘.

Enemy Initiated Attacks in Afghanistan
May 2003 to August 2009

2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009

Average daily attacks on International Secunty Assistance Force and coalition forces
Average daily attacks on cwvilians

— — — Average daily attacks on Afghan Natonal Security Forces

musme Total average daily attacks

Source: GAO analysis of DOD data.

Note: Data on attacks against civilians include attacks against Afghan nationals and other civilians, U.S. and non -U.S. contract ors,
nongovernmental organizations, and Afghan government personnel. Data on attacks against the International Security Assistance Force and
coalition forces include attacks against U.S. and International Security Assistance Force military personnel.l 6According to Defense Intelligence
Agency officials, attack data in figures 1 and 2 do not include violent incidents that coalition or Afghan security forces in iti ated, but represent a
reliable and consistent source of information that can be used to identify trends in enemy activity and the overall security situation

GAO: AAf ghani stanés Security EnY0ilTr8R,pHhent , November 5,
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The Insurgents Take Hold: UN Estimate of
Expanding No Go Zones:

2005 versus 2007

ald workers
Low Risk =g
Medium Risk

HighRisk =
Extreme Risk "0

SenlisAfghanistan, Decision Point 2008, London, 2008, p. 27;
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Pakistan Becomes a Critical Problem: 2002007

Civilian {asualties in Afghanistan and Pakistan (2007)

Legend , _
e wif light Taliban presence
D Are'; with substantial Taliban s.:iés_en(:g',:_ -
. Ammf.h pemanent Ialit;;ﬁ}resence »

=== Border between Afghanistan and Pakistan

@ Insurgent attack resulting in death in 2007 SENLIS AFGHANISTAN

,s-l-»i——cl—l—'cl\)“hﬂ

% Afghan land percentage for coloured areas

Source ICOS
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ICOS Estimate of Taliban Activity: November 2007

AFGHANISTAN MAP
2007

| Area with a substantial Taliban/insurgent activity |:|

Area with heavy Taliban/insurgent activity .

Area with a light Talban/insurgent activity ||
Main road =——

Secondary road ——

Major supply route in and out of Afghanistan &

Source ICOS, http://www.icosmapset/afghanistan_struggle/maps
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weanowsoes —— NATO/ISAF Underestimates the War for
Political Control? Security Summary: End 2008

2008

Kinetic Event Density )
M )y 24% Afghans perceive improvement,
Increasing - o : i 19% perceive worsening (Sep 08 poll)

70% of kinetic events continue to occur
in 10% of the districts

3% increase in Kinetic Events

IED events up 27%....single largest
cause of casualties

119% more attacks on GIRoA
5% less Suicide Attacks
50% more Kidnappings/Assassinations

ISAF/OEF Deaths: up 35%
Civilian Deaths: up 40% - 46%*

Building Host Nation Capacity:

ANA: 13 more Kandak BNs formed
o 46 Kandaks capable of BN Ops

w Major INSURGENT

Lines of Operation

ANP: 52 districts undergoing FDD
13 of 20 Civil Order Police BNs

DATA DERIVED FROM NATO/JOIIS DATABASE fie'dEd

Source: NATOT | SAF fiMetri €90Boi ef 2007
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Winning the Tactical Clashes & Losing 1520% of
the Country a Year: UN Accessibility Map 2008

BOUNDARIES

== |ntemnational

Province
—  Disfrict
= UM Areas of Responsibility

International Airporis
Airfields

Main Road
Low Risk/Pemissive Environment
Medium Risk/Unstable Environment

High RiskMVolatile Environment
Extreme Risk/Hostile Environment

AO0@ | o =
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2008: East Afghanistan- The US is No
Longer

n Wi

nningo 1 n

OO0E | -

BOUNDARIES

Intemational

Province

District

UM Arsas of Rezponzibility

LABLES
KABUL Province Mame

Koshan District Mame

Intemational Airports
Airfields

Main Road

Low Risk/Permissive Environmeant
Medium Risk/Unstable Environment
High Rizkolatile Environment
Exfreme Risk/Hostile Environment
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AFGHANISTAN MAP

Area with heavy Taliban/insurgent activity

v -
- & | Area with a substantial Taliban/insurgent activity |

Area with a light Taliban/insurgent activity .
Main road s
Secondary road ==

Tanji Valley, Taliban Base O
Major supply route in and out of Afghanistan (T3

Source ICOS, http://www.icosmapset/afghanistan_struggle/maps 49
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AFGHANISTAN MAP R TR e Ak aya LT COS MAPS )

2 with heavy Taliban/insurgent acﬁv:t,y .

-

i

A

Area with a substantial Taliban/insurgent activity

Am with a light Taliban/insurgent activity .
» Main road s
Secondary road =
Violence resulting in:

Civilian fatality ¢

Military fatality o

Insurgent fatality ©

Tanji Valley, Taliban Base O

Major supply route in and out of Afghanistan 2

Source ICOS, http://www.icosmapset/afghanistan_struggle/maps 50
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ANA Total Attacks: 1277
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SIGAR, Special Inspector General for Afghan Reconstruc@umrterly Report to Congress, July 30, 200955 & 60. 51



INTERNATIONAL STUDIES

Spring 2009:
The War Reaches
the Crisis Stage

52



CENTER FOR STRATEGIC &
INTERNATIONAL STUDIES

CSIS

Spring 2009: The Crisis Stage

Regardless of NATO/ I SAF and US fAspin, 0 war had cl| eardedionr e a
Af ghan strategy in the spring of 2009. The US and NATO/ 1 SA
without civilian casualties and collateral damage, in ways that gave Afghan force a real role as partners, or in wayislelladmy

lasting security for the Afghan population. The Taliban and other insurgents were winning the war they fought to dominate the
population and defeat the US and its allies through a war of political attrition. The US and its allies were winningéamedyess

tactical clashes while steadily losing the country and the people.

Telling Half Truths About A Critical Rise in the Intensity of the Fighting

NATO/ISAF continued to report as many positive indicators as negative indicators in its summary maps through Aprilep@aedit r
that there was a 64% increase in insurgent attacks between January and May 2009, but that 80% of these occurred #7dpofy 13% (
Af ghani stanés 364 districts. I't also reported thadedwniddtd | i &
and kidnappings down 17%, and that 35% of Afghans felt security was better than six months ago versus 28% when polesl six ma
earlier. Other NATO/ISAF data showed significant Taliban/insurgent activity in only three provikiedsiand, Kandahar, arn¢host

(p. 53)

The NATO/ISAF data on attack trends were mixed through May 2009, although significant rises were reported in a nundép of area
54). They also still reflected a focus on kinetics and tactical events, rather than control of the population andwiéhrtoogt attacks
occurring in the south and the east, and little threat in the capital, north and west. (pp. 55 and 56)

In contrast, UN data showed serious risks in far more areas (roughly twice the territory), as well as a sharp corvedsgioraliean
influence and control and narcotics production. (Reflecting several years of UNAMA reports that showed the main impact of
counternarcotics efforts was to push the crop areas south and into regions where drug production helped finance tfj@ B&lban.)
ICOS estimates showed a further increase in areas with heavy Taliban influence from 54% of the country in 2007 to 72¥gin 2008
80% in 2009. (p. 58).
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Using Counternarcotics to Aid the Taliban

This reflected the result of a counternarcotics campaign that pushed narcotics production steadily further southtife.pg@; to
where it eventually took place largely in provinces controlled or dominated by the Taliban (p. 61). This program sonsttimes co
considerably more than the aid being provided to the Afghan people in combat areaso@)p 62 had no meaningful impact on
street prices and availability/demand for drugs. (p. 64).

And Losing the Afghan People

The result was a pattern of fighting that inflicted serious civilian casualties and collateral damage, and steadibufpsttiod the

Afghan people because NATO/ISAF, Afghan forces, and the US steadily lost control over more and more of afghan terribcoey and m
and more of the Afghan people. NATO/ISAF data on civilian casualties issued in the spring showed a sharp difference between
NATO/ISAF and much higher UN estimates (p. 66). These also showed that NATO/ISAF estimated that it was inH&Si¥tgo2@ll
casualties while providing steadily less security for the Afghans. (p. 67).

Polling data showed that Afghans saw a major rise in the Taliban presence (p. 68), and still saw it as by far the stseae(ou

69). At the same time, the way the US and NATO/ISAF fought exposed them to so much violence without lasting secultitthefat fe
experienced as much violence from NATO/ISAF as from the Taliban (p. 70.). This reinforced a steady downward trend gnetae stil
support for NATO (p. 72) and the US (p. 73), as well as an increase unfavorable attitudes towards the Afghan polic&sradtgover
These trends were only offset by public support for the Afghan Army (p. 74).
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meeen e Partial Denilal: Security Summary
(April 2009)

* 64% increase in Insurgent Initiated Attacks' « 28% increase in CF force strength®

+ 80% of attacks occurred in 13% of the districts (Jan-Apr 09)’ * 38% increase in ANA force strength*
+ IED events up 80% (IEDs caused 60% of casualties Jan-Apr 09)! + 59% increase in CF offensive events'

January to April 2009
Kinetic Activity Density Plot
By District
M More Activity
|

|

O
[J Less Activity

Afghan Perceptions (Mar 09)?

 35% of Afghans say security is
better now than it was 6 months ago
(last quarter survey results: 28%)

» 13% say security is worse than it
was 6 months ago (last quarter
survey results: 17%)

Footnotes on Sources:
1JOIIS, 4 May.

2ANQAR Survey, 31 Mar.
3CJOC CivCas cell, 2 May.

Baluchistan

4CSTC-A, 4 May. ANSF#
°CJ1, 3 May. « ANA; - 50 of 79 Kandak battalions capable of independent
pendent ops
« Civilian Deaths: down 44%?® - Average of 83 total deliberate ops per week in '09 (37 in ‘08)
* ISAF/OEF Deaths: up 55%' * ANP: - Focused District Development: 52 districts completed training
* ANSF Deaths: up 25%' - 14 of 20 Civil Order Police Battalions fielded

(Since Jan 07, ANPs suffered 1.8x more deaths than ANA+ISAF)
« Attacks on GIRoA officials & district centers: up 90%'  * ABE: - Focused Border Development: 2 cycles complete (20 companies)
« Kidnappings/Assassinations: down 17%!' - 314 and 4™ Cycles underway (14 companies programmed)

HQ | SAF Strategic Advisory Group AUnclassified Metricso April 20009. 55
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Steadily Rising Problems in the

South:

Average Daily Insurgent Initiated Attacks
By Province, January 1, 2009 - May 31, 2009

* The Number inside the bar indicates average daily insurgent initiated attacks (i.e. Helmand
averaged 10.7 attacks per day from Jan 09 — May 09).

* The Number on top of the bar indicates the change relative to last month (i.e. average daily
insurgent initiated attacks increased by 0.2 per dayin Helmand relative to last month). If ne
------------ number shown for a provinee, there was no change in the average daily incidence of =
insurgent attacks (i.e. Kunar averaged 3.9 daily attacks frem Jan 09 to May 09 as well as
from Jan 09 to Apr 09).
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Jan-May 08 Compared to JanMay 09
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Attacks on GIRoA afficials ware dewn 11%
Attacks on GIRoA infrastructure weare up 156%
= Attacks on ANA were down 18%

Attacks on ANP wara up 15%

DanF | Bess  Eascs ios oA Caccws | BGAcE Shcas |

Suicide attacks ware up 9%

Complax attacks ware up 152%.
Compley aftscks Inelude thase Invalving mare than ane means af af@ok Jo small H]dnapplngs were down 27%
arms pius IED, small arms plus inglrest firg, oft | or mare Man 20 Nsurgonts Tha number of Assassinations did not change

Complax affack numbers oo nofinciudes aitacks against Districf Can fars

I [T -t W irazarga |

a

r E E f r f ] E r
o Mar May  Jul Smx Mov  Jm Mwe May  Jul Sez MNov Jam M By woom g S R = e
ps pl

e ] i

HQ | SAF Strategic Advisory Group AUnclassified Metricso May 2009.
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Insurgent Attacks by RC

| Boemcemicn M= D irmct Pirm Bscece & S Frw |
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RC Capital

1m0 +—{+ Comparing Jan-May ‘08 to the same perlad In 08, —
imgurgent initiated attacks were down 21% in Kabul City but
up E13% In the reat of the province (primarly Surobl District)
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« Comparing Jan-May '09 to the same periad in '08,
insurgent initiated attacks were:

* Up 78% in RC South

» Up 41% in RC East

* Up 28% n RC Capital

» Up 21% in RC Naorth

» Up 73% n RC Wast
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AUNncl assi fied
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Source ICOS, http://www.icosmapset/afghanistan_struggle/maps
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Area with heavy Taliban/insurgent activity -

- | Area with a substantial Taliban/insurgent activity E
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UN: Security and Opium Poppy Cultivation 2009

WE

TAJIKISTAN

TURKMENISTAN

Socurity

-Ewunaﬂw(

B vion ok

[T Mesum Rme
| Low Risk

Oplum cultivation
(ha) by province

—_District boundary
—— Provinclal bou
—Intemational ary

ISLAMIC
REPUBLIC

OF IRAN PAKISTAN

N

A
0 45 90 180
o km

Source: UNOQDC,

Source: ADDICTION, CRIME AND INSURGENCY The transnational threat of Afghan opium, October 2009,UNODC, Page 107
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The Impact of Narcotics
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Vegetation Index, 2008  -2009

May 2008 May 2009

N

Note: The Normalized Difference Vegetation Index, calculated by the USDA from satellite imagery and data, measures the amount and
vigor of vegetation on land.

Source: USDA Foreign Agricultural Service, Commodity Intelligence Report, "Afghanistan: Wheat Production Recovers in 2009/2010
Season,” 1/10/20089.

SIGAR: January 31, 2010, P. 105 62
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Cereals Production 2002 -2009

(Million Metric Tons)

2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009

Motes: Numbers affected by rounding. Cereals measured were irrigated and rainfed wheat, milled rice, maize. and barley.

Source: MAIL, “Agriculture Prospects Report.” 8/8/20089, p. 4; 2002-2004 data provided by FAQ/WFP and Crop
Asszessment Mission, and 2005-2008 data by MAIL.

SIGAR: January 31, 2010, P. 105

63



CENTER FOR STRATEGIC &
INTERNATIONAL STUDIES

CSIS
Status of Poppy Cultivation by Province 2009

SIGAR: January 31, 2010, P. 112
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