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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 actually

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 civil-military capabilities to do so. 

There have been continuing reports of divisions ïsome minor and some serious -- between 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 the timing and 

size of US military and civilian deployments. Equally seriously, there seems to be a serious risk that debates over resources, when 

and how to act, and various turf fights will undercut action in the field in the same way that crippled US and NATO/ISAF efforts

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. The

metrics that are available, however, reinforce the more detailed military history and lessons analysis now being developed bythe 

US Army. They also add a major dimension ïthe extent to which the war was systematically underresourced, and 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 Presidentôs new strategy is supposed to focus on the population, and on transfer to Afghan forces and governance, but no plans or 

details have been announced for securing the population or such a campaign. The mantra of ñshape, clear, hold, and buildò seems to 

have shifted slightly to ñclear, hold, build, and transfer,ò but no one has clearly defined what ñclear, hold, and buildò mean, or 

announced any tangible plans to implement any give phase or element of the process. References are made to a civilian ñsurgeòï

which seems to be defined as a major increase in career and government contract civilians, but which will result in minor increases 

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 place over ñcounterinsurgencyò vs. ñcounterterrorismò ïalbeit with almost no specifics as to what the difference 

really is in tangible terms, and at a time when increases in the role of Special Forces in Afghanistan serve both ends. Thereis still talk 

about showing decisive results in 12 to 18 months ïpresumably before mid 2011 ïbut no public indication of what this really means. 

The US is now more than eight years into the war. However, the war, the Obama Administration still has to demonstrate that itis

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 actively fighting as if the next 

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, ñArmy History Finds Early Steps in Afghanistan, New York Times, December 30, 2009, 

http://www.nytimes.com/2009/12/31/world/asia/31history.html; and the attached draft of A Different Kind of Warby Donald P. 

Wright, James R. Bird, Steven E. Clay, Peter W. Conners, Lt. Colonel Scott C. Farquhar, Lynn Chandler Garcia, and Dennis Van Wey, 

Combat Studies Institute Press, US Army Combined arms Center, Fort Leavenworth, Kansas, 2009; http://documents.nytimes.com/a-

different-kind-of-war#p=1. 

http://www.nytimes.com/2009/12/31/world/asia/31history.html
http://documents.nytimes.com/a-different-kind-of-war
http://documents.nytimes.com/a-different-kind-of-war
http://documents.nytimes.com/a-different-kind-of-war
http://documents.nytimes.com/a-different-kind-of-war
http://documents.nytimes.com/a-different-kind-of-war
http://documents.nytimes.com/a-different-kind-of-war
http://documents.nytimes.com/a-different-kind-of-war
http://documents.nytimes.com/a-different-kind-of-war
http://documents.nytimes.com/a-different-kind-of-war
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The Other Missing Dimensions of Strategy, Plans, Actions, and Metrics

Six additional -- and equally critical -- elements of a successful campaign have not yet been addressed ïat least in a meaningful 

enough public form to provide any confidence that the Presidentôs strategy is being effectively implemented:

ÅHow to restructure and strengthen the national military and PRT elements of ISAF to produce far better unity of effort in 

a population-oriented campaign. This is only a matter of force and resource levels to a limited degree. It is far more a 

question of how to deal with short tours and constant rotations, differing national policies and patterns of action, differing 

national caveats and priorities, and a lack of allied civil-military coordination at the national level in many allied zones of 

responsibility.

ÅHow to restructure the UN, national, and NGO aid effort to shape a meaningful mix of ñhold, build, and transferò efforts 

that can win the war coupled to realistic and achievable efforts at mid and long-term development ïa effort with goals and 

objectives Afghans actually want rather than meet donor goals, that is reasonably well coordinated, that is transparent and 

resists corruption, and that has meaningful measures of effectiveness.

ÅHow to create truly effective, integrated civil-military efforts ïat least within the US country effort, and hopefully with 

key allies as well.

ÅHow 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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ÅHow 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 transfer 

of responsibility to the Afghan forces in mid-2011. 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.

ÅHow to link these efforts in Afghanistan to a very different ïbut directly related ïcampaign in Pakistan that is driven by 

the perceptions and actions of a deeply divided Pakistan that is an ñallyò only to the extent that its elite perceives given 

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 and 

progress in any of the six. 

There are obvious costs to public debates and transparency in dealing with such issues. The polite rhetoric of ñallianceò is 

inherently dishonest. The fact is that our ISAF allies, Afghans, and Pakistanis perceive the war and its goals differently from the 

US and from each other ïas well as all of the other non-US 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 actions of theTaliban 

and other insurgents. In fact, the lack of transparency, unity of effort, and effective in each of the six areas is now losing the war. 

No amount of spin, optimism, and wishful thinking can deal with any one of these challenges.  Effective action does not require 

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 ïthey 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, Haqqani 

network, Hekmatyar, and other insurgents.
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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 made three criti cal mistakes 

during the first eight years of the war:

ÅIt failed to provide the military and aid resources necessary to take the initiative, ceding the initiative to the Taliban and 

insurgency in every year from 2002-2008;

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

ÅIt did not address the critical problems of corruption and lack of capacity in the Afghan government and lack of unity of effort

in NATO/ISAF.

These mistakes were heavily influenced by the war in Iraq, in spite of the fact that Afghanistan was a much larger country with a larger 

population, far less development and resources, and far more serious weather, terrain, and logistical problems. (p.7) This was largely a 

function of the assumption that the Taliban was too shattered and unpopular to recover and the far higher level of violence in Iraq (p. 8). 

It was not until the late spring of 2009 that the Afghan War overtook the level of violence in Iraq for the first time, and eventoday, 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 budget (p. 9) The US 

spent well over three times as much on Iraq between FY2003 and FTY2009 (p. 9). The same was true of spending by the Department of 

Defense (pp. 10-11), 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 decisively early inthe Iraq 

War while it waited until FY2008 to start seriously resourcing aid to Afghanistan (p 9). The US also never saw aid funding asa critical 

part of the counterinsurgency effort. State Department foreign aid spending was only 7.5% of Department of Defense spending during 

FY2001-FY2009. (pp. 12-13). Equally, critically, the US did not take the development of Afghan forces seriously until FY2007, and 

then failed to follow up. (p. 14). These failures were particularly critical because, unlike Iraq, the US had no real base tobuild upon and 

the lag between appropriations and creating any new facts on the ground tended to take anywhere from 12-24 months depending on the 

type of expenditure.
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Enemy Initiated Attacks in Iraq and 
Afghanistan: May 2003 to August 2009

GAO: ñAfghanistanôs Security Environment, November 5, 2009, GAO-10-178R, p.3.



11

Annual Total Spending on the Iraq and Afghan 

Wars (in $US billions): FY2001-FY2010

Source: Adapted by the author from data provided by Amy Belasco, The Cost of Afghanistan, Iraq and Other Global War on 
Terror Operations Since 9/11. Congressional Research Services (RL33110). Updated, 28 September 2009, p. 9.
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Annual DoD Spending on the Iraq and Afghan 

Wars (in $US billions): FY2001-FY2010

Source: Adapted by the author from data provided by Amy Belasco, The Cost of Afghanistan, Iraq and Other Global War on Terror Operations 
Since 9/11. Congressional Research Services (RL33110). Updated, 28 September 2009, p. 13.
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Average Monthly DoD Spending on the Iraq and 

Afghan Wars (in $US billions): FY2001-FY2010

Source: Adapted by the author from data provided by Amy Belasco, The Cost of Afghanistan, Iraq and Other Global War on Terror Operations 
Since 9/11. Congressional Research Services (RL33110). Updated, 28 September 2009, p. 20.
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Annual Foreign Aid Spending on the Iraq and 

Afghan Wars (in $US billions): FY2001-FY-2010

Source: Adapted by the author from data provided by Amy Belasco, The Cost of Afghanis12an, Iraq and Other Global War on Terror 
Operations Since 9/11. Congressional Research Services (RL33110). Updated, 28 September 2009, p. 12
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Annual Spending on the Afghan Wars  By 

Category (in $US billions): FY2001-FY2010

Source: Adapted by the author from data provided by Amy Belasco, The Cost of Afghanistan, Iraq and Other Global War on Terror Operations 
Since 9/11. Congressional Research Services (RL33110). Updated, 28 September 2009, p. 13.
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Annual US Aid Spending Iraqi and Afghan 

Security Forces (in $US billions): FY01-FY09

Source: Adapted by the author from data provided by Amy Belasco, The Cost of Afghanistan, Iraq and Other Global War on Terror Operations 
Since 9/11. Congressional Research Services (RL33110). 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 anything like thetroops 

necessary to cover Afghanistan through 2009. Its force levels were a token of those deployed to Iraq through early 2008 (p. 18), and 

serious deployments did not begin until the late spring of 2009 (p. 19) This made the outcome of the war highly dependent on deeply 

divided NATO/ISAF forces, and on Afghan security forces that only began to develop serious levels of capability in late 2008.(p. 20)

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 realities of war 

fighting. It did not address the national caveats in NATO/ISAF forces, or the deep divisions and national ñbrandingò in the PRT efforts of 

other countries. It failed to confront the real world impact of what were effectively ñstand asideò countries that either ignored the war as if 

it was in a state of post conflict reconstruction or played a largely passive role as if the war was some kind of peacekeeping exercise. (p. 

21). The slow, incremental increases in allied forces were more a political response to US exhortation than any meaningful change. (p. 22).

Wasting and Misallocating Aid 
The US did more than underresourcethe war. Changes in goals, a lack of any integrated civil-military 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 from yearto year. (p. 23). 

It also led to a lack of the kind of humanitarian aid that had a major impact on Taliban recruitment and Afghanistanôs poor and displaced 

young men. (pp. 23-24). Moreover, allied funding was limited and actual payment on pledges was erratic. (p. 25). The resulting lack of 

funding, and erratic mix of aid programs, had a critical impact because Afghanistan was still too poor to finance more than 15% of its 

budget through FY2009-2010. (p. 26)

Stovepipes and a Failure to Develop an Integrated Approach Within the US
While it had less direct impact on the war, the lack of unity of effort in the US aid effort, and lack of a ñwhole of governmentò approach 

was another serious internal problem in the USG government approach. The US not only did not finance aid to Afghanistan as itdid to 

Iraq (p. 27), the funding in given program areas varied sharply from year to year (p. 28), and other agencies made minor contributions 

totaling only 1.6% of US expenditures (p. 29). While the cost data are poorly categorized and not directly comparable, the USspent $768 

million in US Aid farm security and Department of Agriculture aid during FY2002-FY2009, versus $3.9 billion in  counternarcoticsand 

$38.5 billion in to total civil and military aid. This in a country whose population was roughly 70% rural. (pp. 35)
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Troop Levels in Iraq and Afghanistan

Source: Adapted by the 
author from data 
provided by JoAnne 
hΩ.Ǌȅŀƴǘ ŀƴŘ aƛŎƘŀŜƭ 
Waterhouse, U.S. 
Forces in Iraq, 
Congressional Research 
Service (14 December 
нллтύΤ Wƻ!ƴƴŜ hΩ.Ǌȅŀƴǘ 
and Michael 
Waterhouse, U.S. 
Forces in Iraq, 
Congressional Research 
Service (14 July 2008).

US troop levels in Iraq were approximately 124,000 in November 

2009, and 66,500 in Afghanistan
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US Troop Levels: Reacting and Losing
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US Troop 

Levels: ñSurgeò 

During 

February  and 

November 2009

GAO: ñAfghanistanôs Security Environment, 
November 5, 2009, GAO-10-178R, p.7.
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A ñCoalition of the Impossible:ò NATO/ISAF Forces 

and PRTs By Mission Area in October 2009

Source:NATO/ISAF: http://www.nato.int/isaf/docu/epub/pdf/placemat.html, asof October22, 2009

http://www.nato.int/isaf/docu/epub/pdf/placemat.html
http://www.nato.int/isaf/docu/epub/pdf/placemat.html
http://www.nato.int/isaf/docu/epub/pdf/placemat.html
http://www.nato.int/isaf/docu/epub/pdf/placemat.html
http://www.nato.int/isaf/docu/epub/pdf/placemat.html
http://www.nato.int/isaf/docu/epub/pdf/placemat.html
http://www.nato.int/isaf/docu/epub/pdf/placemat.html
http://www.nato.int/isaf/docu/epub/pdf/placemat.html
http://www.nato.int/isaf/docu/epub/pdf/placemat.html
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ISAF Troop Levels: 2007-2009

Source: NATO/ISAF Placemats
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Appropriations by Fiscal Year, Amount, and 

Percentage 2002-2009
In $ Billions

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

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

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)

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

SIGAR: January 31, 2010, P. 55
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Annual State Department Spending on the 

Iraq and Afghan Wars (in $US billions)

Source: Adapted by the author from data provided by Amy Belasco, The Cost of Afghanistan, Iraq and Other Global War on 
Terror Operations Since 9/11. Congressional Research Services (RL33110). Updated, 15 May 2009.
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US Aid to Afghanistan: 2001-2009

Source: CRSReport,Afghanistan: USForeignAssistance, July14, 2009
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US Appropriated Funds for 

Afghanistan FY 2001- FY2009

in $Millions

Source: SIGAR QuarterlyReportto Congress, April 302009, Pg. 35
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US Aid to Afghanistan by Activity: $38.6 Billion in 

FY2002-FY2009

GAO: ñAfghanistanôs Security Environment, November 5, 2009, GAO-10-178R, p.8.
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US Department of Defense 

Funding for Afghanistan FY 2001- FY 2009

in $Millions

Source: SIGAR QuarterlyReportto Congress, April 302009, Pg. 36
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US Department of State 

Funding for Afghanistan FY 2001- FY2009

in $Millions

Source: SIGAR QuarterlyReportto Congress, April 302009, Pg. 40
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USAID Funding for Afghanistan 

FY 2001- FY2009 in $Millions

Source: SIGAR QuarterlyReportto Congress, April 302009, Pg. 41
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US Department of Agriculture

Funding for Afghanistan 

FY 2001- FY2009 in $Millions

Source: SIGAR QuarterlyReportto Congress, April 302009, Pg. 42
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Other US Agencies

Funding for Afghanistan 

FY 2001- FY2009 in $Millions

Source: SIGAR QuarterlyReportto Congress, April 302009, Pg. 43
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2002-2008
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



39

How the US ñLostò the War Between 2001 and 2008
While the metrics involved are uncertain and can only tell part of the story, the US also largely fought the wrong war against an enemy 

pursuing different and far more valid strategic objectives. The pattern of insurgent violence began to clearly emerge in CY2004,

measured both in terms of total insurgent attacks (p. 38), and the monthly patterns in attacks on NATO/ISAF forces, Afghan civil ians, 

and the ANSF (p. 39). 

Winning the ñBattlesò 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 the border areas 

near Pakistan, and on defeating the Taliban forces in the field. As UN maps show, however, the areas of Taliban influence increased in 

spite of this focus, and insurgent often took control of villages and areas well behind the borders. Insurgent influence grewfaster than 

the patterns in violence, and was already significant in 2005 and more than doubled by 2007. (p. 40) 

Limited NATO/ISAF gains during 2006-2007 were vastly offset by Taliban and insurgent gains in the battle for political influenceand 

control of territory. (p. 41). Independent estimates by ICOS (Senlis) show a far faster and deeper expansion of Taliban influence, 

expansion of Taliban attacks, and impact on the fighting in Pakistan (pp. 42-43).

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 clashes ïwith claims that 70% of all attacks took place in only 10% 

of Afghanistanôs 364 districts. NATO/ISAF was still reporting as many favorable indicators as unfavorable indicators. (p. 45)

In contrast, the UN reported another massive increase in the area where the Taliban posed a medium to extreme risk, which nowcover 

well over 70% of the country. (p. 45). The UN also showed that a US strategy based on forward positions and efforts to interdict the 

Taliban and other insurgents had failed in the East, which was then the principle area of US operations. (p. 46). ICOS estimatedthat that 

the areas with heavy Taliban and insurgent activity rose from 54% in 2007 to 72% in 2008. (pp. 47 & 48). While ICOS maps of attack 

incidents roughly correlated to those of NATO/ISAF, they showed a much broader distribution of incidents and Taliban-insurgent 

influence. These UN and ICOS estimates are roughly supported by SIGAR data showing the rise in the pattern of attacks on the Afghan 

national army (ANA) and Afghan national police (ANP). (p. 49)
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Number of Insurgent Attacks in 

Afghanistan, January 2003-July 2009

Source: United Nations Department of Safety and Security
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Enemy Initiated Attacks in Afghanistan
May 2003 to August 2009

GAO: ñAfghanistanôs Security Environment, November 5, 2009, GAO-10-178R, p.3.

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.I 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 sit uation 
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The Insurgents Take Hold: UN Estimate of 

Expanding No Go Zones: 

2005 versus 2007

SenlisAfghanistan, Decision Point 2008, London, 2008, p. 27;
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43



44Source: ICOS

Pakistan Becomes a Critical Problem: 2005-2007



45Source: ICOS,http://www.icosmaps.net/afghanistan_struggle/maps

ICOS Estimate of Taliban Activity: November 2007
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NATO/ISAF Underestimates the War for 

Political Control?  Security Summary: End 2008

Source: NATO ïISAF ñMetrics Brief 2007-2008ò 
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Winning the Tactical Clashes & Losing 15-20% of 

the Country a Year: UN Accessibility Map 2008
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2008: East Afghanistan - The US is No 

Longer ñWinningò in the East



49Source: ICOS,http://www.icosmaps.net/afghanistan_struggle/maps

ICOS Estimate of Taliban Activity: January-November 2008



50Source: ICOS,http://www.icosmaps.net/afghanistan_struggle/maps

ICOS Map of Taliban Attacks: November 2008



51SIGAR, Special Inspector General for Afghan Reconstruction, Quarterly Report to Congress, July 30, 2009, p. 55 & 60.

Growing Threat to ANA and ANP: 2006-Mid 2009

ANA

ANP
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Spring 2009:

The War Reaches 

the Crisis Stage
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Spring 2009: The Crisis Stage

Regardless of NATO/ISAF and US ñspin,ò war had clearly reached the crisis stage by the time President Obama gave his first speech on 

Afghan strategy in the spring of 2009. The US and NATO/ISAF continued to ñwinò virtually every tactical clash, although rarely 

without civilian casualties and collateral damage, in ways that gave Afghan force a real role as partners, or in ways that provided any 

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 winning largely meaningless 

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 April 2009. It reported 

that there was a 64% increase in insurgent attacks between January and May 2009, but that 80% of these occurred in only 13% (47)of 

Afghanistanôs 364 districts. It also reported that civilian deaths (evidently only counting direct major Taliban attacks) were down 44% 

and kidnappings down 17%, and that 35% of Afghans felt security was better than six months ago versus 28% when polled six months

earlier. Other NATO/ISAF data showed significant Taliban/insurgent activity in only three provinces ïHelmand, Kandahar, and Khost. 

(p. 53)

The NATO/ISAF data on attack trends were mixed through May 2009, although significant rises were reported in a number of areas. (p. 

54). They also still reflected a focus on kinetics and tactical events, rather than control of the population and territory, with most 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 correlation between Taliban 

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 the Taliban.)(p. 57) 

ICOS estimates showed a further increase in areas with heavy Taliban influence from 54% of the country in 2007 to 72% in 2008and 

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 south (p. 60), to thepoint 

where it eventually took place largely in provinces controlled or dominated by the Taliban (p. 61). This program sometimes cost 

considerably more than the aid being provided to the Afghan people in combat areas (pp. 62-63), but 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 steadily lost the support of the 

Afghan people because NATO/ISAF, Afghan forces, and the US steadily lost control over more and more of afghan territory and more

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 inflicting 20-25% of all 

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 most serious threat (p. 

69). At the same time, the way the US and NATO/ISAF fought exposed them to so much violence without lasting security, that felt they 

experienced as much violence from NATO/ISAF as from the Taliban (p. 70.). This reinforced a steady downward trend in the still great 

support for NATO (p. 72) and the US (p. 73), as well as an increase unfavorable attitudes towards the Afghan police and government. 

These trends were only offset by public support for the Afghan Army (p. 74).
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Partial Denial: Security Summary 

(April 2009)

HQ ISAF Strategic Advisory Group ñUnclassified Metricsò April 2009.



56HQ ISAF Strategic Advisory Group ñUnclassified Metricsò May 2009.

Steadily Rising Problems in the 
South: 

Average Daily Insurgent Initiated Attacks



57HQ ISAF Strategic Advisory Group ñUnclassified Metricsò May 2009.

Attack Trends 

Jan-May 08 Compared to Jan-May 09



58HQ ISAF Strategic Advisory Group ñUnclassified Metricsò May 2009.

Insurgent Attacks by RC



59Source: ICOS,http://www.icosmaps.net/afghanistan_struggle/maps

ICOS Estimate of Taliban Activity: January-August 2009
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UN: Security and Opium Poppy Cultivation 2009

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

SIGAR: January 31, 2010, P. 105
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Cereals Production 2002 -2009
(Million Metric Tons)

SIGAR: January 31, 2010, P. 105
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Status of Poppy Cultivation by Province 2009

SIGAR: January 31, 2010, P. 112


