


”That’s Enough” Anti-war Coalition Is the Unheard Voice of Middle East Nations, Say-
ing No to War and Intervention of Western Powers in Middle East

In the last twenty years, no other part of the world has been as the scene of war and 
conflict as the Middle East. There were wars that have taken place in the Middle East 
or started with a direct invasion of Western countries (such as wars in Afghanistan 
and Iraq), or with the intervention of Western countries, the fire of war has been kindled 
in them. But for the people of the Middle East, war is war, and its legacies are death 
and the destruction of property and countries and It does not ma er who started it 
or for what reason. We see Western coalition against terrorism in the Middle East as 
a fraudulent a empt to intervene in the region, and believe that the presence and  
intervention lead to spread and prolong the war.

To prove that, it is enough to review the 20-year period of foreign presence in Afghanistan. 
The US presence for 20 years to fight the groups it once created has only led to death 
and the destruction of Afghans and Afghan properties. In addition, today the Taliban 
and al-Qaeda are even stronger than they were 20 years ago. Besides, the situation is 
the same for Iraq, Syria and Libya. Only Arm Sale companies in the United States and 
Europe made huge profits.

That’s Enough (Anti-war Coalition) does not call anyone to violence, but it calls everyone 
to awareness, and believes that the war in the Middle East will not end unless we 
know that the Middle East became the scene of war when the great powers wanted 
to take disadvantage of the rich resources of this region. That’s Enough seeks to show 
how the interventions of the great powers make the Middle East from a safe place for 
living to a place for consuming the products of large arms factories, whose souvenirs 
are death and homelessness for the people of this region. According to the researches, 
none of the terrorist groups in the region have been formed without the help of these 
great powers.

In addition, in the new era, oppressive sanctions against countries is another war, 
which Western powers impose on the people of the region along with military wars. 
We also consider this, a new style of terrorism, imposed on Yemeni people along with 
the silence of all international institutions and human rights. We hope to be a platform 
through which the people of the Middle East can convey their message to the world.

You may also follow That’s Enough on twi er @Thatsenough0 and receive the most 
up-to-date news, articles, interviews. Kindly send your questions and ideas to our 
o�cial e-mail: contact@thatsenough.info
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That’s Enough (Anti-war Coalition) plans to publish a special issue for 9/11, the twen-
tieth and perhaps last year of the US presence in Afghanistan. To prepare this special 
issue, we intend to invite researchers, analysts, thinkers and experts in this field to 
send us their manuscripts, opinions, Op-Ed, notes, etc. in a maximum of 3 pages to be 
published in this issue. Please send your views and opinions via:

Email: contact@thatsenough.info

Best Regards

That’s Enough Editorial Team
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The American war in Afghanistan is ending in failure, with the basic goals cited 
to justify nearly two decades of costly exertions unmet. However, failure does not  
relieve the United States of responsibility for the war’s consequences. Nor does it erase  
America’s real (if modest) interests in that distant land.

As the last U.S. troops depart Afghanistan, the war there will enter a new phase. 
Although ceasing to be a formal belligerent, the United States will remain party to  
whatever ensues. It becomes incumbent upon the Biden administration, therefore, to 
fashion a “postwar” U.S. policy toward a country still very much engulfed in war. The 
time to do so is now.

Washington’s ability to influence the course of events in Afghanistan is limited, 
a point driven home by the disappointing outcome of e�orts to create a legitimate  
Afghan state and e�ective Afghan security forces. So any surviving U.S. objectives in 
Afghanistan should themselves be limited.

Those objectives fall into two sequential categories: first, if possible, avert the worst; 
second, should the worst occur, keep the negative consequences within bounds.

To avert the worst, the United States should do what it can to sustain the Afghan 
National Security Forces (ANSF). This means providing the wherewithal to enable 
the Afghan government to recruit, equip, and pay those who serve in the ranks of 
the army and police. It also means arranging for civilian contractors to perform  
specialized support tasks such as aircra¤ maintenance.

Currently, the United States spends $3 billion annually to keep the ANSF in the fight. 
Even a¤er U.S. forces withdraw, these expenditures should continue—not as cynical 
gesture to underwrite some semblance of a “decent interval,” but to ensure that those 
we once classified as partners and friends still have a fighting chance.

Andrew J. Bacevich
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Yet, as U.S. troops have learned through bit-
ter experience, providing others with the 
means to fight does not necessarily trans-
late into imparting motive. Only Afghans 
can decide if the creation of a moderniz-
ing, unitary state governed from Kabul 
qualifies as a cause worth dying for. On 
that score, the outlook is not promising. 
All publicly available evidence suggests 
that the tide of ba le has swung strongly 
in favor of the Taliban. While the war may 
not be definitively lost, the ANSF is pre y 
clearly losing.

No doubt Pentagon planners are assessing 
when the U.S. should withhold any further 
support to Afghan forces. The disintegra-
tion of major ANSF formations or Taliban 
seizure of multiple provincial capitals—or, 
worse still, both together—will indicate that 
the time has come for the United States to 
pull the plug. At that point, damage control 
will necessarily become the primary U.S. 
objective. This will require urgent U.S. ac-
tion on multiple fronts.

First, minimizing threats to its own secu-
rity will oblige the United States to deploy  

for short-term advantage. Relying on sua-
sion and threats, the Biden administration 
should act to suppress such inclinations.

Third, given the likelihood of the Afghan 
regime’s collapse triggering a large-scale  
humanitarian disaster, the United States 
should prepare for just such a contin-
gency. At a minimum, that means ex-
panding the special visa program al-
lowing Afghans who have assisted U.S. 
forces to take up residence in the Unit-
ed States. Existing legislation caps the 
number of Afghans at 26,500, a num-
ber that is grossly inadequate. The Biden  
administration should press U.S. coali-
tion partners—most of them members of 
NATO—to do likewise.

More broadly, U.S. authorities should 
quietly confer with the United Nations 
High Commissioner for Refugees and in-
ternational relief agencies to plan for the 
likelihood of a possible Taliban victory 
triggering a massive refugee crisis. The So-
viet occupation of Afghanistan during the 
1980s prompted over five million Afghans 
to flee their country, with most spending 

robust over-the-horizon counterter-
rorism capabilities while maintaining 
comprehensive overwatch of Afghan-
istan proper. A system of satellite and 
electronic surveillance along with long-
range or carrier-based strike capabili-
ties cannot guarantee that Afghanistan 
will never again host anti-Ameri-
can terrorists, but it can sharply re-
duce that possibility. Reminding 
Taliban leaders of the punishment 
they su�ered when they last allowed  
Afghanistan to serve as a base for plan-
ning a acks against the United States 
will further ensure against a repetition 
of what occurred in September 2001.

Second, to limit the turmoil stemming 
from the overthrow of the existing po-
litical order, the United States should 
promote a dialogue among nearby 
nations sharing a common interest 
in preventing Afghanistan from de-
scending into outright chaos. These 
nations include Pakistan, India, Chi-
na, Russia, and not least of all, Iran. An 
Afghanistan in turmoil may well cre-
ate temptations to exploit the situation 

years in refugee camps in Pakistan and 
Iran. Nothing that the United States 
can do will prevent such an exodus, 
but it can take the lead in lessening its 
consequences and thereby salvaging 
some modicum of moral decency. To 
do otherwise would be the height of ir-
responsibility.

President Biden’s decision to termi-
nate U.S. military involvement in the 
Afghanistan War was necessary, ap-
propriate, and long overdue.
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Nothing was to be 
gained by prolonging 
an undertaking that has 
definitively failed. Yet 
ending America’s longest 
war does not absolve 
the United States of 
responsibility for what 
may happen next. In 
Afghanistan, America still 
has work to do.
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The viewpoints of Moscow, Tehran and even Delhi and Beijing against the Taliban 
have surprised many these days. Strangely enough, the United States and Pakistan 
have the same idea, as well. This is the first time that major regional and supraregional 
powers, having roles in the country (Afghanistan) have spoken with one voice that 
the power in Afghanistan must be shared with the Taliban. Ambiguity, however, is in 
the quality of this partnership. Now, what is the description of these equations and 
ambiguities?
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Washington is convinced that a turbulent Afghanistan 
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the same. A force that does not have the limitation the 
Pentagon faced in killing civilians, directly a�acking 
US enemies, and openly a�acking Afghanistan’s 
neighbors. The United States wanted to blow up 
Afghanistan like a bomb in the region, to harm of its 



But all things considered, why did 
Washington’s rivals welcome the 
departure of the occupiers and the 
Taliban’s takeover as well?

The White House hoped that the 
Taliban’s extremist ideology, if 
victorious in Afghanistan, would lead 
to incompatibility with neighbors 
such as Iran, China, the Central Asian 
republics and Russia. In fact, the extremist 
factions of the Taliban had and still have this 
capacity. But the Taliban had previously sent 
delegations to Tehran, Beijing and Moscow 
and assured that they did not intend to 
disturb these countries. The United States had 
predicted this as well and had an alternative 
plan. There have been groups from Pakistan, 
Chechnya, Central Asia, Chinese Uighurs, 
etc. among the Taliban since pats and have 
been fighting along with the Taliban for years 
in Helmand, Logar, Nangarhar and the rest 
of Afghanistan. In addition, many of them 
were killed and wounded. These groups do 
not have the ultimate goal of conquering 
Kabul. They have not fought for years so 
that Mawlawi Hibatullah Akhundzada (the 

The Taliban are silent about these groups, 
but this silence no longer prevails. In 
some provinces, such as Badakhshan, 
entire border areas have been surrendered 
to groups such as Ansarullah Tajikistan 
in coordination with Ghani and the 
Taliban. The group’s fighters captured 
the cities of Badakhshan province 
with the Taliban flag. But now they are 
infiltrating and creating a front in the 
north of the Amu Darya River and the  
territory of Tajikistan. The only comment 
the Taliban made on this issue was by 
Mulavi Khairkhah. In a recent interview 
with Press TV, when asked about ISIS’s 
presence in Badakhshan, he did not 
deny the story, but claimed; “If someone 
comes to Badakhshan as an immigrant 
and is there, we must look for a solution. 
We are commi ed to encouraging them 
to return to their country. We must solve 
this problem, whether through dialogue or 
on their own.We do not want our country 
to endanger the security of others. Those 
who cause danger must return to their 
countries. Our land must not be abused.”

leader of the Taliban) will succeed Ashraf 
Ghani in Kabul Citadel. For them, now 
is the day of victory. These groups want 
their share of this cake. Apparently, in 
a secret agreement with key o�cials of 
the Ghani government and the Taliban, 
these groups were directed to the north 
and the border areas.

In recent months, the government 
evacuated cities [in North] before the 
Taliban invasion. The Taliban also 
acknowledged that they did not even 
intend to occupy some areas, but the 
government itself had evacuated and 
handed them over. This is an ambiguous 
issue that is now understandable and 
solvable. The United States has probably 
prepared geography and land for this 
extremist and foreigner branch of 
Taliban by an agreement with the Taliban 
and Ghani, where can be considered as 
the main ba lefield in the leading wars. 
From the point of view of Ashraf Ghani 
and Mawlawi Hibatullah Akhundzada, 
what be er place for such a purpose 
than the north of Afghanistan.

Therefore, it must be admi ed 
that the Russians’ fear of 
the emergence of ISIS in  
northern Afghanistan is justified. 
Kabulov and Zakharova have 
repeatedly claimed to have 
documents on the US-led transfer 
of ISIS to northern Afghanistan. 
In this situation, the Taliban [as 
Khairkhah implicitly said] has 

commi ed to Tehran, Moscow and 
Beijing, and will curb that extremist 
section. These countries fear the rise 
of ISIS in Afghanistan, but they have 
accepted the Taliban’s commitment 
as the main obstacle to the US plan. 
Because Ashraf Ghani’s government 
has proven to be particularly skilled at 
using ISIS and the disa�ected Taliban 
branch against its neighbors and even 
its internal opponents. Abdul-Manan 
Niazi was an example of this evil game 
of Ashraf Ghani Security O�ce. They 
have shown that there is nothing ahead 
of them in this game of deception.
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The notion that the United States lost the war in Afghanistan is a widely accepted 
assertion that continues to be repeated by some in the media, U.S. politicians, and even 
the U.S military. The reality is that the United States won the war in Afghanistan in less 
than nine months. The original military objectives for the invasion of Afghanistan was to 
destroy al Qaeda, kill or capture Osama bin Laden and other senior figures in al Qaeda, 
and deny the terrorist safe haven provided by the Taliban government. The United States 
largely met these objectives by September of 2002. By that time, the Taliban government, 
al Qaeda leadership and the Haqqani Network was forced into Pakistan. A¤er Bin Laden’s 
death in 2011, the United States undeniably had met the main objectives of the war.

If the United States won the war, why did the military continue to occupy Afghanistan? 
The U.S. government decided to change the objectives from a counterterrorism 
framework to a forced humanitarian intervention framework. Under the pretext of 
nation building, the United States wanted to make Afghanistan a more stable democratic 
country that upheld the rights of women and minorities. The U.S. Department of State 
lists the priorities of U.S. policy in Afghanistan as the following:

Achieve peace and stability in Afghanistan that reduces violence, respects 
Afghanistan’s constitution, and upholds the rights of women and minorities;

Create a more stable government in Afghanistan that is democratic and accountable; 
andPrevent the recurrence of terrorist threats emanating from Afghanistan against 
the United States.

The most disconcerting aspect of the list of State Department priorities is that  
counterterrorism moved to the third priority, below the forced humanitarian intervention 
objectives, despite the joint resolution signed into law that clearly stated the purpose of 
U.S. intervention being exclusively a defensive action to counter threats against America. 
Creating a more democratic Afghanistan is a noble objective that the United States should 
support, but it should be secondary to protecting American citizens. Forcing Afghanistan to 

Ronald Prillwitz
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make drastic cultural changes through threats 
of violence by U.S. armed forces will not work 
— no ma er how noble the cause might be. 
Forced humanitarian intervention on this 
scale will not be successful in Afghanistan.

As U.S. troops withdraw, the Taliban almost 
certainly will immediately regain control of 
eastern and southern Afghanistan. Kandahar 
and Jalalabad will fall to the Taliban as soon 
as the U.S. presence retreats to Kabul. Though 
counterintuitive, the Taliban retaking these 
areas likely will decrease the terrorism threat 
to the United States. The United States 
has slowly decreased troop presence from 
over 100,000 troops in 2011 to fewer than 
2,500 troops in 2021, leaving a substantial 
power vacuum. The Islamic State of Iraq 
and the Levant-Khorasan Province (ISKP) 
filled this vacuum. ISKP is a much larger 
terrorism threat to America than the Taliban. 
Though ISKP has not been responsible 

untrustworthy partner in the fight against 
ISKP, but some level of understanding must 
be made with the Taliban.

for a terror a ack on U.S. soil, ISKP’s 
strategic goals and subordination to the 
ISIS core leadership in Syria make the 
organization a significant threat.

As the United States exits eastern and 
southern Afghanistan, the Taliban 
likely will overtake ISKP-held territory 
through armed conflict. The United 
States should not only stay out of 
the way of the Taliban as they retake 
territory from ISKP but should open 
lines of communication with the 
Taliban to create a stronger diplomatic 
relationship. There is a powerful 
incentive for the Taliban to not provide 
international terrorist organizations 
with a safe haven to plan a acks against 
the United States. It is important for 
the U.S. government to emphasize that 
we will hold the Taliban responsible 
for any terrorist a ack planned under 
territory they control. The Taliban is an 

The American people will be safer 
a¤er the withdrawal of U.S. forces 
in Afghanistan, and there is no 
evidence to support that coercive 
new democracy intervention is an 
e�ective means of helping the people 
of Afghanistan.
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The United States should 
not continue the coercive 
humanitarian intervention in 
Afghanistan. Creating a new 
democracy, ensuring women’s 
rights, countering poverty, 
increasing literacy and decreasing 
food insecurity are all worthy 
causes that cannot be solved by 
soldiers with weapons. More 
accurately, forced humanitarian 
intervention cannot be 
accomplished with only 2,500 
troops who are rarely allowed to 
leave the confines of their base 
because of risk aversion.



The Western Army is scheduled to leave Afghanistan completely by September 11, 2021, 
the twentieth anniversary of the suicide bombing of the Twin Towers in New York, 
followed by the so-called war on terror, marking the end of the longest war in US history. 
Referring to the protracted war in Afghanistan, President Biden emphasized that he 
would not leave the decision to leave Afghanistan to the fi¤h president since the start 
of the military invasion of Afghanistan, as “it is not possible to extend the presence of 
troops to achieve another ideal exit.” According to a plan announced by Biden, US combat 
troops in Afghanistan are scheduled to begin withdrawing from the country on May 1, 
and the last US soldier will leave Afghanistan on September 11, the 20th anniversary 
of the a ack on the famous New York towers. According to the reports, US forces are  
gathering equipment to prepare for a full withdrawal, and the Pentagon has sent two B-52s 
and a group of Special Forces to the region and Afghanistan to secure its withdrawal from  
Afghanistan. In this way, the United States seemingly ending 20 years of military 
presence in Afghanistan, but there is no doubt that this is not without consequences 
for Afghanistan, the region and even the Biden government.

Biden’s reference to the “ideal exit” and the fact that he can no longer wait for such an exit to 
occur is a thought-provoking one, and shows that he is aware of the internal consequences 
of leaving Afghanistan. He referred to the e�orts of three former US presidents, who have 
always tried to implement the plan to withdraw US troops from Afghanistan at a time when 
the undisputed victory of the United States in Afghanistan is guaranteed. They used all their 
tools to achieve this goal; from increasing the number of troops to conducting small and 
large operations in Taliban-held areas and using large bombs, and a variety of aid projects 
to eliminate the Taliban and its forces in Afghanistan and on the one hand, the Afghan 
government’s foothold should be strong enough that the withdrawal of US troops from the 
country will not change its political situation. It is important that the withdrawal of American 
troops from this country does not change its political situation. The most dramatic US action 
in this regard was the use of the largest non-nuclear bomb known as the mother of bombs, 
which was dropped in mid-April 2017 in the Achin area of   Nangarhar province. However, 
the result did not turn out to be what the US governments expected one a¤er another. Not 
only have US governments failed to defeat the Taliban in Afghanistan, but the group has 
always controlled half of the country; A Taliban spokesman recently claimed that 80 percent 
of Afghanistan’s territory is under the control of the group.

 Dr. Abdul Latif Nazari
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Undoubtedly, this withdrawal will not 
be without consequences. The internal 
consequences of Biden’s decision to 
withdraw US troops from Afghanistan 
became obvious so soon. As expected, 
Republicans rallied quickly and vigorously 
against Biden Democrats’ decision. Senate 
Republican Minority Leader Mitch 
McConnell interpreted Biden’s decision that 
the United States would gi¤ Afghanistan 
and give it back to the Taliban. Liz Cheney, 
a member of the House of Representatives 
and daughter of former Vice President Dick 
Cheney, called the withdrawal “stupid and 
dangerous”, which she said would give 
extremists a chance to re-establish their 
sanctuaries. Although Republican Sen. 
Lindsey Graham could not accept a good 
result in Afghanistan, she believes that “this 
is the worst result we want to get out of and 
leave in the hope of a good result.” Thus, 
the Republicans not only launched their 
a ack on Biden’s decision as expected, 
but also raised issues that would continue 
their a acks under these headings. Critics 
of Biden’s policies say the Taliban will 
gain more power in Afghanistan a¤er the 

withdrawal of US troops. According 
to this view, they can take over Kabul 
and even allow other groups to operate 
in Afghanistan. Criticism of Biden’s 
withdrawal seems to have prompted 
the United States to send 600 Marines 
to Afghanistan to protect Kabul and 
prevent the city from falling. But the 
question is, will these six hundred 
gunmen be able to confront the Taliban?

Regardless of internal issues and the 
consequences of US withdrawal on 
American society, the question now 
springs up refers to the consequences 
of US withdrawal on Afghan society? 
Besides what will be the fate of this 
country in the post-withdrawal period? 
To answer these questions at a glance, it 
can be argued that the withdrawal of US 
troops from Afghanistan can be compared 
to the same experience that occurred 
with the withdrawal of Soviet troops. This 
comparison is based on the cessation 
of Soviet support for Dr. Najibullah’s 
government in the early 1990s, which 
led to the fall of the government. Based 
on this comparison, three consecutive 
situations can be predicted for the future 
of Afghanistan. The first scenario is that 
with the complete withdrawal of US and 
NATO forces, the process of government 
collapse will begin, and government 
o�cials at various national and local 
levels will see their immunity from having 
ties to the Taliban and smaller militant 
groups. This situation is more likely in a 
situation where they see the danger of 
staying with the government more than 
the Taliban, and for this reason, they have 
no choice but to turn to the Taliban.

The second scenario is Afghanistan 
entering a civil war similar to the 
situation that arose a¤er the fall of 

Najibullah’s government. It should be noted that this situation is not far-fetched, 
given the previous and occasional clashes between Taliban and ISIS forces and the 
formation of popular uprisings in various areas, especially in the north. The third 
scenario is the support of regional and supra-regional countries for their target 
groups. In this scenario, there will be a de facto disintegration of power. It is predicted 
that in the event of a third scenario, the Taliban, with the support of a number of 
countries in the region, will be the ultimate winner of the war. These three situations 
may be the worst-case scenarios that could happen a¤er the full withdrawal of the 
United States from Afghanistan, but it should be noted that the Taliban have so far 
refused to confirm Afghanistan’s current political existence and have always relied on 
establishing a model called the Islamic Emirate of Afghanistan. 

However, we should wait and see whether Afghan peace talks will be held in a 
neighboring country or region to reach a political agreement or not. However, the 
Taliban has expressed a reluctance to a end peace meetings, trying to score as 
many points as possible before a ending any peace conference. The release of 7,000 
prisoners and the removal of all Taliban leaders from the blacklist will be the Taliban’s 
main demands before peace conferences, including the Istanbul Conference. However, 
holding a large-scale peace conference could play a decisive role in the situation in 
Afghanistan a¤er the withdrawal of US troops, so that by reaching a compromise 
and an acceptable agreement between all parties involved, especially the Taliban. 
Therefore, such meetings can create a new political system in this country without war 
and bloodshed. But if the Comprehensive Peace Conference fails, the same scenarios 
for Afghanistan as seen above will appear. Nonetheless in the regional dimension, the 
US withdrawal from Afghanistan is not without consequences. First of all, Russia’s 
response is significant in terms of regional consequences and concerns.

Moscow is concerned for two main reasons about the US withdrawal from 
Afghanistan: first, it fears that a¤er this withdrawal, the Afghan conflict will be closer 
to Russia’s borders, and on the other hand, the US, as Russia’s number one enemy, 
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Given the fact that Biden admits 
that the conditions for an “ideal 
exit” from Afghanistan never 
existed and will never exist, he 
can no longer wait for a situation 
for which there is no prospect. 
With this confession, Biden has 
accepted the reality of Afghanistan 
on the ground and based on this 
fact he wants to end US 20-year 
military presence in this country, 
but the important issue is the 
consequences of the US withdrawal 
from Afghanistan.



will move some of its forces to Central 
Asia, which is Russia’s private backyard. 
From this perspective, the US withdrawal 
from Afghanistan should be considered a 
new challenge for Russia. Because a¤er 
the withdrawal from Afghanistan, the 
United States will consider the possibility 
of deploying its forces in Central Asian 
countries, especially in Uzbekistan and 
Tajikistan. Washington has already 
used military bases in the region to its 
advantage, so Russia must prepare for 
the challenge of bringing the US military 
presence closer to its borders. The United 
States and NATO have the closest ties to 
Uzbekistan, which is not a member of the 
Collective Security Treaty Organization. 
Therefore, it is conceivable that in this 
country, the US base, for example under 
the brand of the International Counter-
Terrorism Center, will emerge. That is why 
Russia is worried about the consequences 
of the withdrawal of US troops from 
Afghanistan.

Afghanistan’s security challenges a¤er 
the withdrawal of US troops also pose a 
serious threat to Moscow. Because if the 
geopolitical vacuum is not filled properly, 
the change in the situation in Afghanistan 
due to the withdrawal of US and NATO 
forces will be a serious challenge for Russia.

The situation in Afghanistan today does 
not seem to be much di�erent from the 
1990s. The Taliban are active again in 
some areas near the Central Asian border. 
The governments of Tajikistan and 
Uzbekistan are deeply concerned about 
the reunification of their citizens with the 
group in northern Afghanistan.

Contrary to Russia’s serious concerns, 
the Chinese seem to be trying to fill the 
American vacuum a¤er leaving. Naturally, 
a country like Pakistan will align with 
China. Beijing and Islamabad both have 
good relations with the Taliban, and of 
course China has good relations with the 
Afghan government.

Such an issue becomes important when we 
know that China and the United States will 
be each other’s strategic rivals now and in 
the future. Therefore, with the withdrawal of 
the United States from Afghanistan and the 
entry of China into this arena, Beijing will 
create more room for maneuver in order to 
stand against the United States. China can 
also take advantage of Afghanistan’s mines 
and economic opportunities.

Thus, another aspect of the withdrawal of 
US and allied forces from Afghanistan is 
the opportunity provided by foreign and 
rival US powers to strengthen their foothold 
in the country. The expansion of Chinese 
influence is perhaps the worst consequence 
for the Americans, especially since China 
not only has a close relationship with the 
Afghan government but has also made 
significant investments in Afghanistan’s 
infrastructure over the years. On the other 
hand, the withdrawal of the United States, 
if on the one hand is a ma er of concern 
to Russia, on the other hand, highlights 
Russia’s role in the political developments in 
Afghanistan. We should not ignore Russia, 
which is actively involved in the inter-
Afghan negotiation process and, by holding 
several rounds of conferences in Moscow, 
is practically one of the main parties in the 
peace process in Afghanistan. Therefore, 

This time, Central Asian governments 
take a di�erent approach to the Taliban. 
They are mediating a peace deal and 
hope that even if peace is not achieved, 
they will be able to “negotiate” with 
the group and prevent Central Asian 
domestic extremists from using 
Afghanistan to destabilize the region.

All of these are reasons for Russia to 
be concerned. Thus, on the one hand, 
with the withdrawal of US troops from 
Afghanistan, Moscow is in danger of 
concentrating extremist groups near its 
borders, and on the other hand, it will 
witness the presence of its number one 
enemy, the United States, in its region and 
privacy (Central Asia and the Caucasus). 

The rise of the Taliban will dramatically 
radicalize the region. There is a danger 
that Central Asian extremists will not 
stop there and try to lure Afghanistan’s 
neighbors, including the Central 
Asian republics - Russia’s allies in the 
Collective Security Treaty Organization 
(CSTO) - into their sphere of influence. 
And if one of these countries is a acked 
by extremists, Moscow will be forced 
to intervene in accordance with its 
obligations under the treaty.

This reality is exacerbated when 
many of the defeated ISIS fighters 
in the Middle East are stationed in 
Afghanistan. They generally do not 
recognize the borders set by countries. 
The combination of these reasons and 
factors has led to the serious question: 
Why is Russia worried about the US 
withdrawal from Afghanistan?

the US withdrawal from Afghanistan 
provides a significant opportunity for 
Washington’s two main rivals, especially 
since Beijing has already established 
close ties with Afghanistan’s southern 
neighbor and can expand its influence 
in Afghanistan to further its interests 
in a wider region of Asia and maintain 
them from the Middle East to the Indian 
Ocean. Given these consequences, it 
can be said that the US withdrawal from 
Afghanistan has consequences similar 
to the US withdrawal from Vietnam, 
and just as the US withdrawal from 
Vietnam weakened the US presence 
and influence in Southeast Asia for 
years, the same result can be expected. 
History seems to be repeating itself, 
and America’s reliance on military force 
and long war has resulted in nothing 
but retreat and weakening of its power.
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China has blasted the US for its decision to withdraw all its troops from Afghanistan, 
following a rise in violent a acks in the war-torn country.

This raises the question of whether China would step up its involvement in Afghanistan 
and fill the vacuum a¤er the September 11 withdrawal?

On May 8, China blamed the Biden administration’s troop withdrawal move for the 
multiple explosions at a girl’s school in Afghanistan which killed at least 60 people, 
most of them female students.

Chinese Stakes In Afghanistan

“It needs to be pointed out that the recent abrupt US announcement of complete 
withdrawal of forces from Afghanistan has led to a succession of explosive a acks 
throughout the country, worsening the security situation and threatening peace and 
stability as well as people’s lives and safety,” Chinese Foreign Ministry spokeswoman 
Hua Chunying said in a statement on May 9.

Her call for withdrawal “in a responsible manner” echoes China’s earlier position when 
Biden had confirmed a complete American withdrawal. This was in continuation of 
the deal his predecessor Donald Trump had brokered with the Taliban last year, albeit 
a delay in the deadline set then.

EurAsian Times Desk
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China had expressed its concerns following Biden’s announcement, stating that 
“terrorist forces will take advantage of the chaos.” 

China’s main point of contention had been US Secretary of State Antony Blinken’s 
comment that the focus has shi¤ed from Afghanistan as “we have other very important 
items on our agenda, including the relationship with China.”

“This reflects deep-rooted zero-sum mindset from the Cold War which is detrimental 
to mutual trust between the two countries and it is not conducive to cooperation and 
coordination on international and regional issues,” Foreign Ministry spokesman Zhao 
Lijian had stated.

While Trump had negotiated for withdrawal by May, Biden had 
deferred it to the 20th anniversary of the 9/11 a�acks. The Taliban 
had issued a warning on May 1 to US-led NATO forces of possible 
countera�acks as the original deadline ended.



The hitherto divided American troops can 
now focus more on its Indo-Pacific theater 
in response to the increasing Chinese 
aggression in its neighboring waters. This 
undivided a ention will be detrimental to 
Chinese plans.

China also has strategic needs in preserving 
peace in Central Asia. Instability and 
Islamic terrorism in Afghanistan can have 
a domino e�ect and increase Uyghur 
militancy. The rebels might also get a base 
in the Taliban’s Afghanistan.

There have already been reports of 
hundreds of Uygur militants, who worked 
with the Islamic State in Syria, regrouping 
in Afghanistan to stage a acks in Xinjiang.

Can China Replace US Soldiers In 
Afghanistan 

On the question of whether concerns over 
Xinjiang could lead to Chinese intervention, 
Nanda doesn’t believe radical Islamism 
in Afghanistan will have any profound 
impact on Xinjiang. There will be linkages 
but China will have to act domestically and 
cooperate internationally.

China’s Foreign Ministry spokeswoman 
Hua Chunying had said that Beijing “will 
continue our firm support for the Afghan 
government and people in their e�orts to 
combat terrorism and safeguard national 
security and stability. We also stand ready 
to work with the international community 
to help Afghanistan realize peace at an 
early date”.

The only power that could agree to any 
joint mission with China would be Russia. 
But then, Russia has been accused of 

Foreign policy analyst and consulting 
Editor of the EurAsian Times Prakash 
Nanda believes any plans of Chinese 
military involvement in Afghanistan 
would be a global fantasy.

He pointed out that China does 
not have the capacity to be a global 
security provider like the US does. It 
has also never done such a feat before 
and is unlikely to do any such thing 
now, that too in Afghanistan. 

One of the major criticism the US has 
faced for its role in Afghanistan is that it 
had not been given a legitimate invitation 
to intervene in the sovereignty of another 
state. Similarly, China has not been 
asked by the Afghan government for any 
intervention and such a decision wouldn’t 
be popular with the Afghan people.

supplying arms to the Taliban to 
counter American influence. For 
instance, quoting intelligence sources, 
The New York Times had reported 
how Russia o�ered bounties to Afghan 
militants to a ack US troops.  

Like China, on its own, Russia doesn’t 
have enough resources to replace the 
US in Afghanistan. But it does want to 
increase its geopolitical influence in 
Central Asia.

Having a joint military presence with 
China in Afghanistan with the help of 
neighboring Iran and Pakistan through 
collaborative security alliances with 
all of Central Asia will probably 
accomplish such a goal.
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The Islamic Republic of Afghanistan, is a country at Central and South Asia, bordered 
by Pakistan, Iran, Turkmenistan, Uzbekistan, Tajikistan, and China; Occupying 
650,000 km2. The capital city is Kabul with the population of about 38.04 million 
including Pashtuns, Tajiks, Hazaras, and Uzbeks. Historically Afghanistan has 
been (or forced to be) one of the most chaotic, tumultuous and unstable regions on 
earth isolated from its neighbors by the tall peaks of the Hindu Kush Mountains. 
It remained a land of nomadic ca le farmers and tribal fiefdom well into the 20th 
century. Any real developments in modern infrastructure were rudely interrupted 
by the 1978 communist revolution which led to a Soviet invasion one year later. As 
the new frontline of the ongoing cold war, Afghanistan received immediate a ention 
from a plethora of state actors including the United States, Saudi Arabia and most 
importantly Pakistan. 

Ever since it gained independence in 1947, Pakistan has had good reason to meddle 
in Afghanistan’s a�airs and has invested huge amounts of time and resources into 
preventing Afghanistan from establishing ties with India. Such a union would isolate 
Pakistan leaving it vulnerable economically and militarily. During the Soviet invasion 
of Afghanistan, the Pakistani inter-service Intelligence Agency or ISI anonymously 
funneled money and equipment from the CIA and Saudi Arabia to guerrilla forces in 
Afghanistan. The largest of these forces was the Mujahideen, a diverse group of tribal 
warlords and jihadists with li le in common besides the shared goal of driving out 
their foreign occupiers. Using Afghanistan’s mountainous terrain to their advantage, 
the Mujahideen waged a successful campaign of guerrilla warfare against the USSR 
and no one can deny the supporting role of US for these groups due to the fact that 
USSR was the number-one enemy of US and must be defeated.  

Sara Mercury
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When the Soviet Union was forced to pull 
out of the country in 1989, it led to the 
total collapse of the not-so Democratic 
Republic of Afghanistan just three years 
later. It was during this period that 
the Taliban first came to prominence 
consisting of ethnic Pashtun students from 
traditional Islamic schools. The Taliban 
initially seemed a preferable alternative 
to the Mujahideen who were busy fighting 
amongst themselves. Taking advantage of 
this chaos, the Taliban stormed onto the 
International stage when they captured 
the capital of Afghanistan, Kabul, and set 
up the Islamic Emirate of Afghanistan. 
This oppressive totalitarian government 
would be o�cially recognized only by 
Saudi Arabia, the United Arab Emirates 
and of course, Pakistan. 

army in the world. Invading Afghanistan 
however presented challenges not seen 
since Vietnam. The US would face a 
decentralized guerrilla force many of whom 
were veterans of the Soviet-Afghan war. 
While Saddam had arrogantly a empted 
to match the US gun for gun, the Taliban 
could simply retreat into their Mountain 
strongholds and wait for the storm to pass.  

All accounts considered, US army could totally 
defeat the Taliban and hand the government 
over to the afghan people who chose Hamid 
Karzai as their new president. The war was 
over and the Taliban was destroyed to ashes 
and the leaders fled to Pakistan. Therefore, 
the US reason for the invasion of Afghanistan 
had accomplished and once again, as they 
said, they could save the world and, most 
importantly, US from a possible terrorist a ack 
threat (recently the goal was denied by US 
President Biden). The next step for the US was 
to start the process of nation building, transfer 
the power from NATO coalition to Afghan 
people, and specially make a withdrawal of 
the troops (because the mission was done). To 
everyone’s surprise, the so-called processes 
would last more than 20 years and none of 
those mentioned aims now seem realistic and 
at hand. 

A¤er nearly 2 decades, there is no stable 
government in Afghanistan and even if we 
consider the ruling system of Afghanistan as 
a government, it is such a weak institution 
with multiple hidden structures that can 
barely be considered as the one being 
capable of defending the nation. Besides, 
the US started a series of negotiations 
with the Taliban representatives as the 
process of “Peace Talks” while they invaded 

Under the new regime, Afghanistan 
quickly became a safe heaven for 
terrorists, drug tra�ckers and slavery 
rings. By 1999, the country was exporting 
at least 4000 tons of opium poppies, 75% 
of the world’s supply. This was o¤en the 
sole source of income for Afghan villages 
ensuring that support for the Taliban 
would continue despite their brutal and 
distorted interpretation of Sharia law. 
This made the country a perfect hiding 
place for al-Qaeda and Osama bin Laden 
who plo ed the catastrophic a ack of 
September 11th, 2001. 

Then the pursuit of justice over 
September 11th, a date forever seared 
into the American consciousness, began. 
On that infamous day four planes were 
seized by members of al Qaeda (none 
were Afghan) while one was diverted 
from its target by the heroic e�orts of its 
passengers, the other three would go on to 
strike the Pentagon and the World Trade 
Center inflicting nearly 3,000 casualties 
in the worst terror a ack to ever occur 
on US soil, becoming a prominent 
reason for US to invade Afghanistan 
and the Taliban. The hijackers were 19 
men a�liated with the al-Qaeda, hailed 
from four countries; fi¤een of them were 
citizens of Saudi Arabia, two were from 
the United Arab Emirates, one was from 
Lebanon, and one from Egypt.

Of course by 2001 the United States 
was no stranger to combat operations 
in the Middle East. During the Gulf 
War U.S. forces had smashed Saddam 
Hussein’s forces despite the dictator 
possessing the fourth largest standing 

Afghanistan in order to remove them 
and their related militia Al-Qaeda from 
the face of the earth. Even before the 
invasion and from 1996 to 2001, US 
never recognized a Taliban government 
and a¤er the invasion, it was the 
Americans themselves that put an end 
to “the illegal regime of Taliban.” A¤er 
noticing all these facts, questions come 
into scholars’ minds that how it can be 
possible to start negotiation of peace 
and se lement with a terrorist group 
(in charge of 11th September and many 
others alike) without the presence of the 
legitimate government of Afghanistan 
(once legitimized by the US itself)?

Another important fact refers to the 
issue that the Taliban is much stronger 
than what it was in 2001 a¤er the defeat 
and now captured more than 250 
cities. In fact, US never tried, or be er 
put, was able to transfer the power 
to a legitimate Afghan government, 
making it powerful and strong and 
even if it had a good intention in terms 
of nation building, it could not meet the 
desired and suitable conclusion. In all 
these years, beside all US causalities of 
war, the Taliban has become stronger 
and stronger and on the other hand, it 
is the government that declined and 
that is what US policy and of course 
interventions in foreign a�airs created. 
Now in 2021, it is the Taliban a acking 
Afghan soldiers, leaving many dead 
and double injured. In fact, not only 
did the US not destroy terrorism in 
Afghanistan, but also made it stronger 
and powerful enough to capture the 
whole country as a gi¤ from US. 
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Surprisingly, a�er 
almost two decades, the 
irresponsible way US 
withdrew its forces from 
Afghanistan created the 
same situation of chaos 
and unrest and again 
the total collapse of the 
Democratic Republic 
of Afghanistan might 
happen for Afghanistan 
(I hope not).  



A coup is launched against a democracy barely 10 years old. The brutal military junta 
that takes over murders hundreds of its citizens. It even stoops to shooting children; 
a baby loses an eye as a result. The country is near united in opposition to the new 
regime, as shown by the mass civil disobedience that is crippling the economy. There 
is no ambiguity: the cause of righteousness is clearly on one side.

In the days of Bill Clinton and Tony Blair, even of David Cameron and Nicolas Sarkozy, 
the call might have gone out for the West to act – to send in external armed forces to 
rescue the country from dictatorship and build a new liberal democracy.

Yet when the 10-member Association of Southeast Asian Nations (Asean) meets in 
Jakarta this Saturday to discuss the situation in Myanmar, the junta leader Min Aung 
Hlaing will be in a endance and the talk will be of sanctions and dialogue. The acting 
foreign minister of the shadow government formed to represent the overthrown 
parliament has asked the international community for “co-ordinated political, financial 
and security measures” to support his country’s people, but for nothing more visceral.

Despite many warnings that Myanmar is on the brink of a Syria-style civil war, the 
former American ambassador to Naypyidaw, Derek Mitchell, said in an interview 
with Bloomberg this week that “there’s li le more that the West can do”.

Mr Mitchell, now president of the National Democratic Institute, may well be right. 
The fact that almost no one appears to be suggesting the use of external force, however, 
makes one ask: has the doctrine of liberal interventionism been so thoroughly 
discredited that it is not just dead, but has gone extinct?

Liberal interventionists were in the ascendance around the turn of the millennium. 

Sholto Byrnes
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Britain’s military expedition in 2000 
helped bring a close to Sierra Leone’s 
civil war, while then UK prime minister 
Tony Blair’s role in Nato’s air campaign in 
support of Kosovo the previous year was 
so well received locally that “Tonibler” 
became a popular name for young boys 
born in the soon-to-be-independent state.

With their neo-conservative allies in the 
George W Bush administration, liberal 
interventionists backed regime-change wars 
in Afghanistan and Iraq in 2001 and 2003, 
convinced that they not only had the right 
to overthrow governments they deemed 
barbaric and illegitimate, but that they had a 
moral duty to export democracy and western 
values, even at the barrel of a gun.

Today, we hear nothing of such liberal 
interventionist ideas. Even the related 
notion of the “Responsibility to Protect” 
adopted by the UN in 2005, under which 
the Security Council could authorise force 
to prevent atrocities and protect civilians, 
has virtually disappeared from regular 
parlance. (This has been raised in the 
context of Myanmar, but China and Russia 
would almost certainly veto any military 
proposals.)

Other powers are more than willing to 
insert themselves in other countries – 
most obviously Turkey, Russia and Iran in 
Syria – but their interventions have clearly 
been in pursuit of their own interests, not 
idealistic (if wrong-headed) goals.

But it took a while for the facts to dim 
the reckless warmongering of liberal 
interventionists and the neo-conservatives 
who sought ends so similar as to make no 
di�erence between them. In his book A¤er 
the Neocons, the political scientist Francis 
Fukuyama describes a lecture given by the 
late US columnist Charles Krauthammer at 
the American Enterprise Institute in 2004, 
entitled American Realism: An American 
Foreign Policy for a Unipolar World. Mr 
Fukuyama wrote that the war in Iraq was 
“treated … as a virtually unqualified success”.

“I could not understand why everyone 
around me was applauding enthusiastically, 
given that the United States had found no 
weapons of mass destruction in Iraq, was 
bogged down in a vicious insurgency, and 
had almost totally isolated itself from the 
rest of the world by following the unipolar 
strategy advocated by Krauthammer.”

Seven years later, Britain’s Mr Cameron 
and France’s Mr Sarkozy appeared to 
have learned very li le when they cheered 
Nato’s ousting of Colonel Gaddafi in Libya. 
I warned in these pages at the time that 
“although the gamble appears to have paid 
o�, it was, like similar ventures in the past, 
one taken hastily, instinctively (on the 
basis that ‘something must be done’), with 
no serious thought for what happened 
a¤erwards nor even the vaguest notion of 
how long it would last”. Now, sadly, we do 
know what happened a¤erwards.

There are also still plenty of liberal 
hawks. From the Biden administration 
to Prime Minister Sco  Morrison of 
Australia, there is no shortage of leaders 
who warn of a “polarisation between 
authoritarian regimes and autocracies, 
and the liberal democracies that we 
love”, as Mr Morrison put it last week. 
UK parliamentarians speak darkly of 
the “dangers” they believe are posed by 
Russia and China. The black-and-white 
mindset which views western-style 
liberal democracy as the only legitimate 
form of governance remains untroubled 
by nuance, history, or knowledge of – 
let alone respect for – local cultures.

But moving from the observation 
that di�erent countries have di�erent 
value-systems to saying that they 
must, by necessity, clash, or making 
clear that the US will defend treaty 
allies in the Asia-Pacific, falls far short 
of arguing for liberal interventionism.

From the vantage point of 2021, it is 
easy to see why very few prominent 
proponents are le¤ for this once-
fashionable doctrine. The catastrophes 
wreaked by regime-change 
interventions on Iraq, Libya and 
Afghanistan – the last described so 
eloquently by Sulaiman Hakemy and 
Hussein Ibish in these pages recently 
– cannot be painted as exceptions to 
the rule. Empirically, they are the rule.

I would hope that this misguided 
doctrine might rest undisturbed 
and unconsulted for decades to 
come. The worry is that the western 
exceptionalism that underpinned it is 
alive and all too well. There are many, 
armed with the unwarranted moral 
superiority they award themselves, 
who are itching for conflict as 
much as the unlamented liberal 
interventionists. These nostalgists for 
a US-led unipolar world may in future 
prove just as deluded – and just as 
dangerous.
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Perhaps it has taken 
the forthcoming allied 
withdrawal from 
Afghanistan, where the 
US military spent not 
far short of $1 trillion 
and lost 2,448 military 
personnel, and where 
up to 40,000 civilians 
have died, with 
precious li�le gained, 
to have provided 
the writing on the 
headstone for liberal 
interventionism.



Afghanistan’s president, Ashraf Ghani, stands between the proverbial rock and a hard 
place. Faced with the fact that the United States has lost patience with the Afghan 
government’s dithering negotiations with the Taliban, Ghani now has li le choice but 
to orchestrate a deal that will likely end his presidency—and almost certainly result 
in a destructive civil war. Whether Washington decides to honor a bargain struck 
with the Taliban under the Trump administration, which calls for the exit of 2,500 
American troops by May 1, or whether the Biden administration extends their mission 
by another 90 or 180 days, is almost immaterial. What waits on the other side of a final 
U.S. drawdown is a pitched ba le for control of Kabul and Afghanistan’s other major 
population centers. Everyone needs to prepare for that inevitability now.

Secretary of State Antony Blinken, in fact, seemed to signal in a le er to Ghani leaked early 
this week that the U.S. is gearing up to do just that. The tone of Blinken’s bluntly worded 
missive suggests that the Biden administration understands that its e�orts to reenergize talks 
between the Taliban and Kabul are unlikely to produce a long hoped for political se lement 

Candace Rondeaux

31
NO. 1

31
NO. 1

Candace Rondeaux is a senior fellow and professor of practice at the 
Center on the Future of War, a joint initiative of New America and 
Arizona State University. Her WPR column appears every Friday. 



without U.N. mediation and cooperation from 
regional stakeholders. As it is, neither Ghani 
nor the Taliban have signaled much appetite 
for the White House’s new proposal to form 
an interim government with representatives 
from all sides in Afghanistan. Moreover, the 
chilly silence that greeted U.S. special envoy 
Zalmay Khalilzad’s push late last year for the 
Taliban and Ghani’s government to meet 
in Turkey to hash out the terms of a cease-
fire and power-sharing deal is a pre y good 
indicator that any bargain struck there to 
reduce hostilities won’t hold for very long.

Still, if there is one upside to the White 
House’s “Hail Mary” bid to reset conditions 
for the imminent U.S. drawdown, it is that 
it shows that the U.S is moving talks onto a 
more multilateral footing. Dubbed “Bonn 2” 
by some astute Afghanistan analysts—a¤er 
the 2001 Bonn conference following the 
Taliban’s ouster—the White House’s proposal 
appears to break from the hopelessly flawed 
U.S.-driven talks between the Taliban and 
Afghan government in Qatar and move to 
a more multilateral format for negotiations. 
The warring sides and regional stakeholders 
like Pakistan, Iran, India, China and Russia 
could, as a result, be forced to put a li le 
more skin in the game than they have so far.

Biden’s bid to revive diplomacy could buy 
his team a li le more time to think through 
a Plan B for the highly likely possibility that 
another civil war will break out between the 
Taliban, the Afghan government and various 
opposition factions in Kabul, including 
remnants of the multiethnic Northern 
Alliance. But what is really needed now is a 
Plan C, not just a backup plan for Washington 

Yet it would be folly to ignore the Taliban’s 
warning that it will step up its own use of bomber 
drones to enhance its military advantages. The 
White House and Pentagon would do well to 
remember that one of the biggest missteps 
in its multibillion-dollar e�ort to rebuild the 
Afghan National Army was waiting almost 
a decade to invest in training Afghan troops 
to fly helicopters in a mountainous country 
where high-altitude skirmishes are the rule, 
not the exception. Going forward, however 
light the actual American military footprint, 
U.S. counterterrorism strategy will likely 
require more, not less, investment in a more 
robust Afghan air force. Given the perennial 
problems with gra¤ in the Afghan military, 
and an overall Afghan security sector riven by 
corruption and mismanagement, there must 
be oversight of that investment.

It would be a mistake, however, for the 
U.S. to think that it can just prepare for the 
worst in Afghanistan with military means 
alone. The fallout from a coming civil war 
and the increasing hold on territory by the 
Taliban, al-Qaida and the Islamic State alike 
will be devastating for Afghan women and 
children, as well as Shiite and Sikh religious 
minorities, journalists, human rights 
defenders and anti-corruption activists.

to reengage militarily in the event that 
Ghani’s government crumbles. Plan C 
must account for the likelihood that the 
Islamic State’s a�liate in Afghanistan, 
known as the Khorasan Province, will 
step more firmly into the ensuing fray 
in the coming years. The Khorasan 
Province’s recent claim that it was 
behind the brutal assassination of three 
female Afghan journalists late last week 
makes quite clear that the most hardcore 
Islamist elements in Afghanistan are not 
going to roll over easily under pressure 
from a divided transitional government, 
if U.S. pressure can even form one.

Any White House contingencies would 
presumably put in play increased 
support from U.S. Special Forces and 
military contractors to the beleaguered 
Afghan special forces. They might also 
require American military commanders 
to accede to the long-running demand 
of Gen. Sher Mohammad Karimi, the 
Afghan army chief, that the U.S. expend 
more energy and expense on training 
and equipping Afghan forces to conduct 
more sophisticated air operations and 
operate tactical drones in the field.

What waits on the other side of a final 
U.S. drawdown in Afghanistan is a 
pitched ba le for control of Kabul and 
other major population centers.

Given the spike in civilian casualties 
caused by all sides in Afghanistan, 
there are good reasons to be cautious 
about augmenting the remote warfare 
capabilities of Afghan government forces.

In fact, once the U.S. completes its 
ongoing review of a long-stalled 
special visa program for Afghan 
military interpreters, the White House 
would be smart to move swi¤ly to 
expand the remit of the task force that 
conducted that review. Presuming 
that the logjams that have held up 
U.S. visas for some 17,000 Afghans are 
finally resolved, the next phase of work 
should include an evaluation of the 
creation of a special visa category for 
Afghans who, by dint of their identity 
or profession, will surely be targeted 
by both Islamist extremists and many 
of the same corrupt warlords who 
have long held sway in Kabul. The U.S. 
needs to plan to boost rese lement 
services for Afghan refugees, and 
to work with allies in Europe and 
Australia, which have put up barriers 
to Afghan emigrants for too long.

These plans might not sound pre y, 
but having no fallback in place for 
what’s coming next in Afghanistan 
would be a tragedy.
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 The U.S., along with its NATO 
allies, and working with 
neighboring Pakistan and Iran, 
urgently need to anticipate a 
migration surge and come up 
with a plan to deal with the even 
bigger flood of Afghan refugees 
over the next several years.



The US-Taliban agreement inked last year on 29 February 2020 a¤er exhausting 
rounds of complex negotiations engaging the Taliban and the US representatives 
paved an exit plan for the US and foreign forces from Afghanistan by 1 May 2021.
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 The agreement, from day one, brooked strong apprehensions regarding its adverse 
impact on the security situation in Afghanistan and also its potential to further 
strengthen Taliban’s conviction regarding their ability to push their terms and 
conditions with the United States and the democratically elected Afghan regime 
under President Ghani.

The signing of the agreement was supposed to be followed by the intra-Afghan talks. 
President Ghani, despite enormous resistance, was compelled to agree to the Taliban’s 
condition of release of 5,000 Taliban prisoners as a pre-requisite for the intra-Afghan 
talks. Many of the released Taliban prisoners have reportedly joined the fighting in 
Afghanistan adding to the severity of the security dynamics.

O�cial reports suggest that the total number of foreign troops in Afghanistan is around 9,600 
including 2,500 US troops. The Taliban have been rejoicing the signing of the agreement as a 
well-known Afghan proverb, “You have the watches, but we have the time”, is finally about to 
become a reality in Taliban’s view (and multiple other non-state actors in Afghanistan) who 
have been fervently anticipating the departure of the foreign forces from the country. Taliban 
never agreed to the ceasefire, thus violence is spiking in Afghanistan and the nature of the 

 Needless to say, given the historical evidence, the 
agreement aimed at ensuring rather unrealistic guarantees 
from the Taliban to curtail their ties with extremist 
individuals/groups including Al Qaeda, and not allow 
Afghan territory to be a haven for Al Qaeda and other such 
groups/individuals.



a acks has turned gruesome with “targeted 
assassinations”, which has added to pessimism 
regarding the future of Afghanistan. Middle-
class professionals including journalists, 
police, prosecutors, and judges have become 
frequent targets of the terror a acks in Kabul. 
The Taliban, as expected, have repeatedly 
denied their role in the a acks but most of the 
Afghans and external experts see this trend 
as an a empt by the Taliban to shut rational 
voices which can potentially play a role in 
building civil society in Afghanistan. The 
a acks are multiplying the angst regarding 
the future of hard-earned women’s freedom 
and rights in the country. Afghanistan has 
witnessed the bloodiest ba le for the last 
20 years but certainly one of the major 
achievements of the state has undeniably 
been women empowerment which isn’t in 
sync with the Taliban’s ideological agenda.

The regional branch of the Islamic State 
group—Islamic State-Khorasan (IS-
K)—seems to have gathered strength 
and is keen to make its presence felt in 

2021 summary of the US Department 
of Treasury stated, “Al Qaeda is gaining 
strength in Afghanistan while continuing 
to operate with the Taliban under the 
Taliban’s protection… Al Qaeda capitalizes 
on its relationship with the Taliban through 
its network of mentors and advisers who 
are embedded with the Taliban, providing 
advice, guidance, and financial support.”

The Taliban are trying hard to strengthen 
their relationship and a support base 
amongst the regional powers—Pakistan, 
Russia, Iran, and Central Asia. Pakistan 
remains strategically aligned with the 
Taliban and Mullah Abdul Ghani Baradar 
led a Taliban delegation to Pakistan on 16 
December 2020. The group visited Iran 
on 26 January on a formal invitation for a 
bilateral meeting “to review (the) Afghan 
peace process”. The Taliban delegation 
met Zamir Kabulov, Vladimir Putin’s 
special envoy for Afghanistan, during 
the Moscow visit in January to ensure 
Russia’s support to the exit of the US 

Afghanistan. According to intelligence 
services, the estimated capacity of the 
militant group is between 1,000-2,500, 
which is su�cient to conduct high-
profile a acks in cities of Afghanistan.

The stalled intra-Afghan talks do not 
promise a political solution anytime 
soon. The Taliban, on 7 February, 
announced on their o�cial website 
that the Ghani government “lacks all 
domestic and international legitimacy 
and must be replaced with an Islamic 
government…declaration of Islamic 
Emirate…” The areas under the Taliban 
control reportedly follow a rigid and 
forceful interpretation of the Sharia 
law. And the Taliban have made it very 
clear that nothing less than an Islamic 
Emirate will be acceptable to the group.

Repeated o�cial revelations by US 
intelligence agencies have failed to 
impact the existing ties between the 
Taliban and Al Qaeda. The 4 January 

troops. On 6 February, the Taliban’s 
visit to Turkmenistan was reported to 
have discussed the construction of the 
Turkmenistan-Afghanistan-Pakistan-
India (TAPI) natural-gas pipeline 
and the Turkmenistan-Afghanistan-
Pakistan (TAP) power line (according 
to the Turkmen foreign ministry).

Although the Taliban has been actively 
trying to rea�rm its legitimacy and 
strengthen its relationship with 
major regional powers, the Biden 
administration is inclining towards 
reviewing its Afghan policy and 
decision of withdrawal of the forces. 
The US needs to seriously examine the 
option of a condition-based approach 
in Afghanistan to be able to ensure that 
the country doesn’t slide into complete 
chaos and a civil-war-like situation.
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For South Vietnamese refugees, this month will always be known as “Black April.” In 
1973, President Richard M. Nixon had concluded a one-sided peace deal with North 
Vietnam that led the United States to pull all of its troops out of South Vietnam while 
allowing the Communists to maintain 150,000 of their troops there. Hanoi began to 
violate the Paris Peace Accords as soon as they were signed, while the war-weary 
United States cut back aid to the South.

The result was a North Vietnamese o�ensive that resulted in the fall of Saigon on April 
30, 1975. The U.S. military had to hastily evacuate American personnel and some of 
the South Vietnamese they had worked most closely with. But hundreds of thousands 
of our allies were confined to brutal reeducation camps and hundreds of thousands 
more took to the seas as “boat people.” Many died while trying to flee.

President Biden was already in the Senate when this tragedy transpired. Yet he risks a 
repeat of this fiasco with his fateful decision, revealed Tuesday in The Post, to pull all 
U.S. troops out of Afghanistan by Sept. 11.

There is no peace in Afghanistan today. The accord signed last year by the Trump 
administration has not led the Taliban to give up its arms or their aims. It is very 
much on the o�ensive, a acking not only Afghan security forces but also civilians. 
Indeed, there has been a high-profile terrorist campaign targeting civil society leaders 
— the kind of people who can lead Afghan society out of the dark ages. Nor have the 
Taliban disavowed al-Qaeda, as it was supposed to do. Relations between the two 
groups remain as cozy as ever. Negotiations in Qatar between the Afghan government 
and the Taliban, meanwhile, are going nowhere fast.

But while the Taliban remains as militant and dangerous as ever, U.S. forces have 
rapidly declined over the course of the past year. There are now only 3,500 U.S. troops 
le¤ in Afghanistan — the lowest level since 2001 — and most of them are acting as 
advisers to Afghan forces. By the terms of the Taliban agreement with the Trump 
administration, all of them are supposed to be gone by May 1.

Max Boot
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Biden had hoped to avoid the awful choice 
of whether to withdraw the U.S. troops 
despite the absence of progress on the peace 
front. In early March, his administration 
threw a Hail Mary by calling for U.N.-
sponsored talks involving Afghanistan’s 
neighbors, new negotiations in Turkey 
between the Afghan government and the 
Taliban to “finalize a peace agreement,” 
and a proposal for a 90-day reduction in 
violence to avert a spring o�ensive by the 
Taliban. Zalmay Khalilzad, the U.S. envoy 
to the peace talks, even circulated a plan 
for a possible peace se lement that would 
involve the Taliban and the government 
sharing power under a new constitution 
that would guarantee freedom of speech 
and women’s rights.

Predictably, this gambit has not paid o�. 
President Ashraf Ghani, Afghanistan’s 
elected leader, does not want to step down, 
and the Taliban is in no mood for making 

accommodations when final victory 
appears near. It plans to reestablish its 
fundamentalist emirate — not to be 
part of a pro-Western regime run by 
those it views as traitors to Islam. And 
it has no incentive to compromise with 
U.S. troops leaving. As a former Afghan 
security o�cial told the New York Times 
a few weeks ago: “They think they have 
beaten the Americans, so they can beat 
the other Afghan forces as well, and get 
control over the country.”

Biden’s decision to withdraw in less 
than five months, no ma er the 
conditions on the ground, makes a 
Taliban takeover or at least a massive 
civil war much more likely. The U.S. 
intelligence community has concluded 
that it would take only two to three 
years a¤er a U.S. pullout for the Taliban 
to conquer much of the country. The 
congressionally chartered Afghan 
Study Group, co-chaired by retired 

(Think of the rise of the Islamic State a¤er 
the U.S. withdrawal from Iraq in 2011.)

To avert such a dire contingency, Biden 
would not have to wage a “forever war.” 
He would merely have to keep a relatively 
small number of U.S. forces to advise and 
assist the Afghans who already undertake 
almost all of the fighting.

Beyond the strategic risk to the United 
States of a precipitous withdrawal, there 
is the undoubted risk to all of the Afghans 

who have risked life and limb to build 
a new country since 2001. Think of all 
the girls going to school, all the women 
in the workforce, all the brave soldiers 
and police o�cers fighting the Taliban 
despite heavy casualties, all the young 
entrepreneurs starting businesses, 
all the government o�cials trying to 
build a fragile democracy. Yes, there 
are many abusive and crooked o�cials 
on the government side — and their 
depredations have done much damage 
to the government’s cause.

But there are also many millions of 
ordinary Afghans who simply want 
a decent life and don’t want to be 
ruled by the Taliban. If Biden pulls 
out as planned in September absent 
a binding peace se lement, he will 
be consigning them to the same fate 
as our abandoned South Vietnamese 
allies. The fall of Kabul could be as 
ugly as the fall of Saigon.
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Gen. Joseph F. Dunford Jr., a 
former chairman of the Joint 
Chiefs of Sta§, warned that “a 
precipitous withdrawal could 
lead to a reconstitution of 
the terrorist threat to the U.S. 
homeland within eighteen 
months to three years.” 



MIDDLE ISRAEL: The future will begin the morning a¤er America’s departure, and the 
Taliban, like the guerrillas of Cuba, Lebanon and Vietnam, will fail its test.

Conventional armies lose if they don’t win, and guerrillas win if they don’t lose, said 
Henry Kissinger.

The fall of Saigon was six years away at the time, but the legendary statesman detected 
already then the principle that governed multiple guerrilla wars, including the one he 
helped end.

That principle – goes the conventional wisdom – explains how Israel was defeated in 
Lebanon and how the US and its allies were defeated not only in Vietnam, but before 
that in Cuba, and now in Afghanistan.

Well in all these cases, conventional wisdom is wrong.

THE UNFOLDING American retreat from Afghanistan is indeed frustrating.

America is retreating, and the Taliban, the Islamist militia America dethroned 20 years 
ago, is filling the vacuum. Government troops are demoralized. Thousands abandoned 
their outposts and equipment. Some commanders struck deals with the Taliban.

The Afghan Army seems increasingly irrelevant. Fearing the Taliban’s retribution, 
thousands of the American military’s helpers are scrambling to their homeland’s exit 
doors – the more ambitious seeking paths to America, others to neighboring Tajikistan. 
The American investment in building and equipping the Afghan Army is going down 
the drain.

So yes, if all this brings to mind memories of South Vietnamese citizens pushing each 
other to climb the last American helicopter atop the embassy in Saigon, or the South 
Lebanese Army’s o�cers rushing to Israel’s border fence, it is because the situations are 
indeed very much analogous.

AMOTZ ASA-EL
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US President Joe Biden has marked 
September 11 as the deadline for the 
withdrawal’s completion, the 20th 
anniversary of the terrorist a acks that 
triggered Afghanistan’s American-led 
invasion.

The odyssey will thus finally end, but the 
sense of closure will not o�set the sense 
of defeat, especially when viewed with 20 
years’ hindsight.

Punched out of the blue in its stomach 
and nose, the US made big mistakes, 
strategically, militarily and politically, in 
autumn 2001.

Strategically, the US went to two wars in 
two entirely di�erent arenas. It was an 
overstretch that even superpowers must 
try to avoid. Militarily, the US underplayed 
the topographical advantage Afghanistan’s 
steep mountains would grant its guerrillas. 
And politically, the assumption that 
America was in a position to reprogram 
another county’s government proved 
unfounded.

The a¤ermath of all this is more than 
2,400 American fatalities, more than 450 
other allied fatalities, more than 20,000 
American troops wounded, and some $800 
billion in overall costs, all in order to see the 
American-trained army unravel while the 
Taliban return to Afghanistan’s helm.

How, then, can we say that this is not defeat?

TO UNDERSTAND guerrilla’s ultimate 
defeat just look to Vietnam.

Yes, in 1974, North Vietnam seemed 
victorious, having seen South Vietnam 
collapse, the American military retreat and 
all foreign embassies relocate to Hanoi. 
However, by the following decade the cause 
for which the North fought – Communism 
– unraveled itself.

And with its guiding idea collapsed, 
the ostensibly victorious Vietnamese 
government went down on its knees, 
begging then-president Bill Clinton to 

establish diplomatic ties between 
Washington and Hanoi.

With the Soviet Union gone and the East 
Bloc vanished, the former guerrillas 
lost their main trade partners, and 
sheepishly conceded they would have 
no future without Uncle Sam. Uncle 
Sam agreed, and is now a capitalist 
Vietnam’s friend. So who won?

Yes, as Kissinger observed, the 
guerrillas had a military edge. However, 
once it came time to proceed from war 
to peace, the guerrillas failed, and went 
hat in hand to the enemy they claimed 
to have defeated.

The same thing happened with Cuba.

Yes, Fidel Castro’s guerrillas deposed 
the corrupt Fulgencio Batista, despite 
his American backing. However, a 
generation later it turned out that in the 
bigger war, the war of ideas, Cuba was 
trounced, as Castro himself legalized 
business ownership, entrepreneurial 
credit and usage of the demonized 
dollar.

The same thing happened in Lebanon.

Yes, Israel retreated, and yes, some 
Lebanese told themselves that they 
– unlike Egypt, Syria, Jordan, and the 
Palestinians – defeated the Jewish state. 
It was the same delusional thinking that 
made Cuban and Vietnamese leaders 
think they defeated America, and 
its a¤ermath now emerges similarly 
grotesque.

The ostensibly victorious Lebanon is 
a country on its knees. Drivers spend 
hours in snaking lines outside gas 
stations, electricity routinely falls for 
hours, people say they are skipping 
meals, the government’s foreign 
currency reserves have evaporated, 
and the pound, now trading at more 
than 15,000 per dollar, lost over the past 
two years alone 90% of its value.

This is the a¤ermath of a country whose leaders, like Cuba’s and Vietnam’s in their 
times, invented an enemy and took it to a war that their society and economy could 
never a�ord. Is there any doubt Afghanistan is now headed the same way?

Yes, America made mistakes in Afghanistan. It was wrong to install a foreign-powered 
government, it was wrong to pit a conventional army against guerrillas, and it was wrong 
to fight simultaneously in Kabul and Baghdad.

But the invasion also had achievements. Al-Qaeda, which the Afghans refused to evict, 
was routed along with its leader, and America showed the world that if a acked it will 
retaliate, with its many allies at its side.

Yes, the Taliban will say they evicted America, conveniently forge ing that America 
never meant to rule Afghanistan. It came there to stem Islamism’s assault not on 
Afghanistan, but on all of mankind, and that goal was achieved.

As for Afghanistan itself, it will have to fight its cancer by itself. That is what the Cubans 
learned a¤er John F. Kennedy’s Bay of Pigs fiasco, that is what the Lebanese learned 
a¤er Menachem Begin’s Operation Peace for Galilee, and that is what the Afghanis will 
have learned by the time their sorry country emerges from the dark era it will enter the 
morning a¤er America leaves.
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President Biden hosted his Afghan counterpart, President Ashraf Ghani, at the 
White House at the end of last week. The visit came on the heels of Biden’s April 
announcement of the drawdown of U.S. forces in Afghanistan a¤er a two-decade-
long war. Biden’s assurances of continuing support, and the atmosphere of comity 
surrounding Ghani’s meetings in Washington, could do li le to hide the fears of many 
leading o�cials about what may follow.

Just before the arrival of Ghani and Abdullah Abdullah, his governing partner in Kabul, 
news broke of a U.S. intelligence assessment that suggested the Afghan government 
could fall within six months of a U.S. military withdrawal. The assessment “highlights 
an increasingly stark picture as the U.S. military sends home troops and equipment: 
The Taliban continues to take control of districts across the country, and Afghan 
military units are either laying down their arms or are being routed in bloody clashes,” 
my colleagues reported.

Citing these concerns, Republican lawmakers have urged Biden to delay the departure. 
Senate Minority Leader Mitch McConnell (R-Ky.) said the administration has “chosen 
to abandon the fight” against the Taliban “and invite even greater terrorist threats” 
— no ma er that Biden is carrying out exactly what President Donald Trump also 
promised.

For his part, Ghani played the stoic statesman, insisting he and his government “respect” 
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Biden’s decision, did not feel abandoned 
and will “manage the consequences.” But he 
invoked a troubling metaphor, suggesting 
that Afghanistan was experiencing its own 
“1861 moment” — a nod to the start of the 
U.S. Civil War. “The then-young republic 
of the United States was under a ack, and 
unity, determination, and ensuring that an 
exclusionary agenda was not allowed — 
[this] is the type of moment for us,” Ghani 
told reporters Friday. In remarks before 
his meeting with Biden, he said: “We’re 
determined to have unity, coherence, [a] 
national sense of sacrifice and will not 
spare anything.”

To be sure, Ghani a empted to sound 
a note of confidence, declaring that his 
country was “rallying to the defense of 
the republic.” Biden o�ered reassurance, 
repeating his pledge to maintain significant 
support to the weak central government 
in Kabul, albeit mostly in the form of 
rhetoric and cash rather than American 
hard power. “The senseless violence . . . has 
to stop, but it’s going to be very di�cult,” 
Biden said. “But we’re going to stick with 
you, and we’re going to do our best to see 
to it you have the tools you need.”

The Taliban, though, appears to be 
licking its chops already. The group 
is now believed to control roughly a 
third of the country’s districts and is 
ba ling for many more. Its advances 
span a vast stretch of territory, from 
the rugged northern borderlands near 
Tajikistan to areas close to Kabul.

“In the past week, fighters have reportedly 
seized more than 20 districts and a acked 
more than 80,” wrote my colleagues, who 
reported on the emergence of irregular 
militia units to help bu ress the flagging 
Afghan army. “In Kunduz province, a 
critical gateway to the northern border, 
militia fighters have swarmed the capital 
city to help besieged government troops, 
but the fighting has continued unabated 
and the surrounding districts are in 
Taliban hands.”

Still, the U.S. imperative to leave remains 
strong. According to various polls, a 
majority of Americans at least somewhat 
approve of withdrawal. While a generation 
of lawmakers in Washington have 
presided over the conflicts that sprawled 
across Afghanistan and the Middle East 
in the wake of the 9/11 a acks, they 
know there’s li le public appetite for 
further interventions of the sort seen in 
Afghanistan — where the United States 
toppled a Taliban government that had 
given safe haven to terrorist group al-
Qaeda, only to find itself marooned 
in a costly struggle against a Taliban 
insurgency it found impossible to defeat, 
not least because of the di�culties posed 
by a weak Afghan government riddled 
with corruption.

Skeptics of the White House’s present 
strategy contend that leaving in current 
circumstances — and thereby boosting 
a resurgent Taliban — is wrongheaded 
and may haunt Biden and future 
administrations. “In many ways, the costs 
of staying seem shorter-term and borne by 
the United States, while the costs of leaving 
will be predominantly borne by Afghans 
over a longer time horizon,” wrote Madiha 
Afzal of the Brookings Institution in a 
Washington Post op-ed earlier this month. 
“Yet, even if those costs seem remote now, 
history tells us that they will be blamed on 
the United States.”

But Biden’s decision to withdraw reflects 
a widespread strategic impatience with 
the U.S. mission. “We have provided the 
Afghan people the blood of thousands [of] 
our finest men and women, hundreds of 
billions of our citizens’ dollars, and nearly 
20 years for the Afghan government 
to have go en its house in order and 
forged a negotiated se lement with 
the insurgents,” wrote Daniel Davis, a 
retired U.S. Army lieutenant colonel who 
deployed twice to Afghanistan. “They 
have squandered that opportunity.”

Afghans may counter that the price they 
have paid in blood is far steeper — and 
that heavy-handed U.S. military action 
has, on numerous occasions, added 
to the civilian toll. What is clear is that 
the United States is a party to cycles of 
conflict in the war-ravaged country that 
long predated 9/11 and will continue a¤er 
the United States withdraws its main 
troop presence. The Biden administration 
will push for a negotiated peace between 
Ghani’s government and the Taliban, but 
diplomatic e�orts remain stalled as the 
Taliban press their ba lefield advantage. 
A diverse set of regional powers — 
including China, Pakistan, India and 
Russia — may all variously a empt to 
help broker some sort of reconciliation 
between the ultraconservative Taliban 
and the Afghan government.
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already be ringing alarms. 
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an existential conflict in his 
country is about to begin.



Absent that, chaos looms. Even American 
advocates of withdrawal recognize the 
commitment that ought to remain. Andrew 
Bacevich, president of the Quincy Institute 
for Responsible Statecra¤, which advocates 
foreign policy restraint, argued that the 
Biden administration must make good on 
promises to rese le tens of thousands of 
Afghans whose collaboration with U.S. forces 
in the country now leave them vulnerable to 
militant reprisals. He added that the United 
States and U.N. agencies should be prepared 
for a new Afghan refugee exodus should the 
Taliban manage to take over Kabul.

“Nothing was to be gained by prolonging 
an undertaking that has definitively failed,” 
Bacevich wrote. “Yet ending America’s 
longest war does not absolve the United 
States of responsibility for what may 
happen next.”53
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In less than three months, the United States will withdraw all American troops from 
Afghanistan, ending our engagement in the longest war our nation has ever fought. 
Over the course of nearly 20 years, war in Afghanistan cost thousands of American 
lives — but that number would undoubtedly have been higher without the support 
and sacrifice of tens of thousands of Afghan nationals who served as interpreters, 
translators, and guides for our military personnel or provided additional aid to the U.S. 
government. These Afghan citizens helped the United States at great personal risk — 
and in return, relied on us for protection. As the United States winds down its military 
operations in Afghanistan, our moral and strategic responsibility to protect them is 
more important than ever.

To recognize the service of our Afghan allies, in 2006 the U.S. created a special 
immigrant visa (SIV) program for those who assisted in America’s military e�orts. The 
program has already issued tens of thousands of visas to Afghan nationals who aided 
the U.S. and their families. But now, as our military presence draws down and with 
the Taliban waiting in the wings, there is a backlog of about 18,000 Afghan nationals 
waiting for their SIV applications to be processed. This slowdown won’t just be an 
inconvenience; continued delays could very well be a death sentence for those who 
put their lives on the line to help the United States.

Angus King
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The moral necessity of protecting our Afghan friends from 
the Taliban and extremist threat is obvious: America made a 
commitment to protect those who worked with us, and we, as a 
nation, must live up to that commitment. Inaction would also 
create a national security risk — because if America’s moral 
leadership is degraded and our word is devalued, then who on 
earth would stand beside us in foreign theaters in the future?



We absolutely cannot send a signal to 
current and future allies and partners that 
when the going gets tough, the United 
States abandons its friends.

Unfortunately, we’re running out of time. 
The United States is less than 90 days 
away from withdrawing the last of our 
troops; in contrast, a recent report from 
the Departments of State and Homeland 
Security estimate that the average 
processing of an SIV application takes 996 
days — roughly the di�erence between 
three months and three years. This is a 
full-fledged emergency, and the Biden 
administration cannot se le for business 
as usual.

We need to cut down on this nearly 1,000 
day wait, while still prioritizing homeland 
security through a sound ve ing process. 
The most e�ective way we can safely fulfill 
America’s commitment is by speeding up 
our existing e�orts to process SIVs and 
expanding the number of visas available 

for eligible applicants. To its credit, the 
administration is working cut down on 
this wait time by drastically increasing 
the amount of sta� responsible for 
reviewing these applications. We 
can also simplify or streamline the 
paperwork needed, given the exigent 
circumstances, to further expedite the 
process.

The best solutions are not fully clear 
yet — but what is clear is that time is 
running out to fulfill America’s duty 
to our friends. Nations are judged 
by the manner and care with which 
they leave the field of ba le — not 
just by future foes and prospective 
allies, but also by the eyes of history. 
The world is watching to see what we 
do — or don’t do — for our Afghan 
allies in this life-or-death moment. 
Inaction is unacceptable; I urge the 
administration to redouble our e�orts 
before it is too late.
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The approaching US withdrawal from Afghanistan is not an honourable retreat – it’s a 
capitulation. The best the Americans can hope for in exit talks with the Taliban, due to 
resume in Doha later this month, is a promise that coalition troops, unlike the British army 
led by General Elphinstone in 1842, will not depart under fire. A¤er more than 20 years 
of conflict, with at least 38,000 civilians killed and millions more injured, traumatised 
or exiled, none of the long-term objectives set out by George W Bush following the 2001 
invasion has been met. In short, the US has lost the war, and lost badly.

The al-Qaida terrorists who used Afghanistan as a base from which to launch the 9/11 
a acks have not been wholly vanquished, as Bush promised. Their former leader, Osama 

Simon Tisdall

59
NO. 1

60
NO. 1

Tisdall is a columnist for The Guardian 
newspaper and an assistant editor of the 
publication.



bin Laden, is dead but the group, and 
likewise Islamic State, made territorial gains 
in Afghanistan last year, according to UN 
experts. It is unlikely that Taliban leaders 
could in future prevent jihadists once again 
using parts of the country as a terrorist safe 
haven a key demand of American negotiators 
– even if they sincerely wanted to.

 The idea, promoted by successive US 
administrations and Nato partners such 
as Britain, that Afghanistan could become 
a model nation-building exercise has long 
since been exposed as a neoliberal fantasy. 
This is not to dismiss the tenacious e�orts of 
British and allied forces on the ground who 
struggled valiantly, for instance, to bring 
stability to Helmand province. But they, 
and the Afghan people, have paid a terrible 
price for a lack of clarity and candour on the 
part of the politicians who sent them there.

Another delusion – that Afghan security 
forces could be trained and equipped to a 
point where they could, unaided, contain the 
Taliban and control the country – has also 
been sha ered. Despite Nato’s best e�orts, 30 
to 40 Afghan soldiers and police were being 
killed each day last autumn. About 45,000 
Afghan soldiers have died since 2014. This 
increase in mortality mirrors the decrease in 
western troop numbers since the 2011 peak.

Despite massive diplomatic and 
developmental assistance, the Afghan 
government holds limited sway beyond 
the barricaded safe zones of central Kabul. 
The Taliban refuse to allow it to participate 
in withdrawal talks, dismissing it as a mere 
puppet. The implications, once the Americans 
have gone, are ominous. A rapid descent into 

civil war, involving government forces, 
jihadist groups and rival warlords, in a 
rerun of not-forgo en 1990s anarchy, 
is a strong possibility. Last year saw 
record civilian deaths, caused by terror 
bombings, intensified fighting and 
increased US airstrikes. Coming years 
may prove yet more deadly.

Even if the worst is avoided, Afghan civil 
society organisations and education, 
public health and women’s rights 
advocates rightly dread the inclusion 
of Taliban Sunni fundamentalists 
in any postwar political se lement. 
Despite assurances to the contrary, the 
prospective return of Taliban hardliners 
to positions of influence presages a new 
dark age of regression, discrimination 
and bigotry. And how long will any 
pretence of democratic government 
persist? As in the past, Afghanistan 
could quickly revert to a Great Game 
free-for-all involving Pakistan, India, 
Russia, Iran – and now China, too. In 
sum, the Americans are leaving an 
unholy mess that they, more than any 
other individual actor, helped create.

    From a narrow US viewpoint, there 
are still plenty of reasons for qui ing 
while they’re behind. Donald Trump 
campaigned against “endless wars”, and 
recently decided to halve the current 
US force of 14,000. Most voters want 
the troops out. Billions of dollars have 
been expended to no lasting e�ect, 
while millions more have been lost to 
corruption. In the absence of any post-
9/11 foreign terrorist a acks on US soil, 
Bush’s old claim that fighting terror 

abroad avoids the need to fight it at home 
carries diminishing weight.

In a significant shi¤, the New York Times 
which, like all major US media, supported 
the 2001 invasion, called this week for the 
troops to come home – and eviscerated the 
overall US approach to fighting terror. Far 
from eradicating international terrorism as 
Bush pledged, the “global war on terror” was 
in large part responsible for the worldwide 
growth since 2001 of Islamist-inspired 
terrorist groups, the paper’s editorial noted.

Put this another way. The British-supported 
US global war on terror, which has claimed 
about half a million lives, been waged 
across 80 nations, corroded respect for 
human rights and international law, and 
cost an estimated $5.9tn, was, from the 
outset, a catastrophic mistake based on a 
false premise, aggravated by self-righteous 
arrogance and an unforgivable ignorance of 
the world beyond America’s shores. At long 
last, reality dawns!

Yet wait. Is this a lesson the US leviathan 
in all its many guises can now safely be 
assumed to have learned? Not really. Trump’s 
announcement this week that he plans to 
redeploy troops and air power from Syria to 
neighbouring Iraq, in order to “keep watch” 
on Iran, is the latest clue to Washington’s 
next Middle East war of choice.

US intelligence chiefs told Trump last week 
that Iran was not a pressing concern, noting 
that it continued (unlike the US) to honour 
the 2015 nuclear pact. But Trump and his 
gang of ideologues and know-nothings, 
egged on by Israel and the Saudis, persist 
in mendaciously characterising the Tehran 

regime as the “world’s leading state 
sponsor of terror”, and a direct threat 
to US national security. That is what 
they said about Saddam Hussein. In 
Washington speak, it’s a casus belli.

Perhaps there is something in the nature 
and psyche of the ever-emba led 
American republic that means it needs 
monstrous foreign enemies – hateful 
bogeymen such as Saddam, Manuel 
Noriega, Muammar Gaddafi, Nicolás 
Maduro or Ayatollah Ali Khamenei – in 
order to sustain its own founding myths. 
King George, the original “tyrant”, was 
vanquished by force of arms, and they 
have never forgo en it. It’s a mindset 
that has to change.
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Instead of threatening to begin 
a new war, US leaders should 
be trying much harder to end 
the old one in Afghanistan 
in a responsible, sustainable, 
humane manner. Don’t just 
scu�le away. The US should 
work with all elements of 
Afghan society, including 
Taliban moderates – in a 
civilian, not military, capacity 
– to reconstruct the country 
the war destroyed. A�er 20 or 
so years of ultimately pointless, 
criminal mayhem, an apology 
plus reparations to the Afghan 
people would be a good start.



Wayne Mapp

It was 6am on September 12, 2001, when my phone rang and Gerry Brownlee said “turn 
on the TV, the US is under a ack”.

The Twin Towers had fallen. Later that morning we talked about what it meant. Was it 
like Pearl Harbour? We decided no, in these circumstances, international terrorists could 
not start a world war. But we knew the world had changed. New Zealand would have to 
stand with its traditional allies and partners. Later that day, there was a special debate in 
Parliament led by the deputy prime minister, Jim Anderton, standing in for prime minister 
Helen Clark who was overseas. When Jim Anderton said, “New Zealand will stand with 
other democratic nations to do whatever is necessary to prevent and remove … the 
devastating scourge of terrorism,” I knew that New Zealand would be going to war.
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Afghanistan was the base of the Al Qaeda 
terrorists who had struck the United 
States. The SAS were the first soldiers to 
go to Afghanistan. They were deployed 
in December 2001, a few days prior to the 
formal United Nations authorisation of 
force. Over the next decade, the SAS were 
deployed to Afghanistan three times. Two of 
them lost their lives in 2011. Corporal Apiata 
was awarded the Victoria Cross for rescuing 
a severely wounded comrade and carrying 
him to safety through intense machine gun 
and rocket fire.

The Provincial Reconstruction Team 
(PRT) was deployed to Bamyan Province 
in September 2003 and le¤ in 2013 a¤er 
21 rotations. Over 3000 New Zealanders 
served in the PRT during the 10 years it was 
in Bamyan. In one terrible 10-day period in 
August 2012, five members of the PRT were 
killed. Over the 20 years, 10 New Zealand 
service people lost their lives in Afghanistan 
and many more were wounded.

Many have asked, was it all worth it?

As Minister of Defence between 2008 

and 2011, I visited Afghanistan twice. 
I also recommended to Cabinet that 
the SAS should be deployed for their 
third deployment to help secure Kabul 
and to protect the PRT. The Operation 
Burnham Inquiry was held into how 
the largest SAS operation, intended 
to protect the PRT, was carried out, 
and how it was reported back to New 
Zealand, including the responsibility of 
myself as minister.

On my visits to Bamyan, I saw an 
impressive level of progress. Schools 
and health clinics had been built 
throughout the province. The provincial 
capital, Bamian, had a new hospital 
and polytechnic. The major centres 
were linked by new sealed highways 
and there was a new solar electric 
system. Elections were held. The lives 
of the people of Bamyan were hugely 
improved. But material prosperity 
was not a su�cient inducement for 
everyone. The Taliban insurgency 
became worse and worse, resulting in 
the death of eight members of the PRT 
between 2010 and 2012.

Yes, the material lives of the people of 
Afghanistan have been substantially 
improved, with hundreds of billions 
spent on infrastructure and improved 
social systems. Yes, there is a democracy 
of a sort. However, a substantial 
minority of the Afghan people have 
always wanted us gone and have fought 
for many years to send the international 
forces home.

New Zealand forces are leaving 
Afghanistan, as will most of the other 
international forces over the next 
18 months. The original intention of 
ensuring Afghanistan is not a safe haven 
for international terrorists has largely 
been achieved for the time being.

In the recent peace agreements, the 
Taliban has accepted the importance 
of keeping Afghanistan free from 
international terrorists. However, the 
real proof will emerge over the next 
decade. Only then will we know if 
Afghanistan has been able to resolve its 
internal di�erences, and whether the 
wider world will be able to think about 
Afghanistan without a sense of anxiety.
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The 50 nations who commi�ed 
forces to Afghanistan 
essentially forgot why they 
went in the first place. Jim 
Anderton had identified the 
key issue on the day of the 
a�acks on the United States, 
which was to defeat terrorism. 
Instead, the goal became 
to build Afghanistan into a 
modern state, on the basis 
this was the best way to defeat 
terrorism in the long run, that 
the terrorists would find no 
safe haven in Afghanistan. It 
was a laudable goal. However, 
the last two decades have 
shown it is not possible to 
impose a new style of state 
upon a people without their 
virtually universal consent.



The United States government and representatives from the Taliban signed a peace 
agreement in Doha, Qatar, on Sunday. In it, the former pledged to remove all military 
personnel from Afghanistan by next summer while, in return, the Taliban guaranteed 
Afghan soil would “not be used against the security of the United States and its allies”. 
America’s war in Afghanistan began less than a month a¤er 9/11 – and more than 
a year before the United States and Britain invaded Iraq. Among the 19 men who 
hijacked the four planes used to a ack the Twin Towers and the Pentagon almost 
two decades ago, there was not a single Afghan or Iraqi national. The operational title 
of America’s response to those deadly a acks, which became known to most people 
simply as the War on Terror, was initially Operation Infinite Justice – with the invasion 
of Afghanistan merely its opening salvo. President Bush was frank about the nebulous 
nature of such conflict, declaring only weeks a¤er the collapse of the World Trade 
Centre, “this crusade, this war on terrorism, is going to take a while”. Unsurprisingly, 
US allies in the Gulf had misgivings about not only the term crusade, but also the 
theological undertones to any form of justice claiming to be infinite. As a result the 
title was quickly changed to the slightly less outlandish Operation Enduring Freedom.
Over the following years Enduring Freedom would unfold in a range of theatres, from 
the Philippines to the Horn of Africa, but its genesis was Afghanistan. A¤er all it was 
there that Al Qaeda’s leader Osama Bin Laden was based, and where the organisation 
had operated terrorist training camps in the months preceding the 9/11 a acks. Five 
years earlier the Taliban had emerged from the country’s civil war as its dominant 

Aaron Bastani

67
NO. 1

68
NO. 1

an Iranian-British political commentator, 
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faction and, within days of US air strikes 
starting, it o�ered to surrender Bin Laden 
on the submission of evidence that he 
was guilty – a transaction President Bush 
rejected.

That is somewhat surprising given the 
Taliban had previously enjoyed passive 
support from the US State Department, 
primarily through neighbouring Pakistan. 
According to author Ahmed Rashid, 
this intensified a¤er 1994 as the Taliban 
achieved unrivalled dominance in the 
country. The rationale behind that was 
simple: the Taliban was a counterweight 
to the Islamic Republic of Iran, who 
were eager to export revolution across 
the region and themselves supported 
the Northern Alliance – a united front 
primarily consisting of ethnic Turkmen, 
Hazara, Tajiks and Uzbeks.

One example of the United States turning 
a blind eye to Taliban excesses was in 1995 
when, having captured the city of Herat, 
they proceeded to expel thousands of girls 
from school – a misdeed which received 
no comment from the State Department. 
Such reactionary forces, whose disdain 
for human rights far outdid others in the 
country, were indulged because they 
ensured a ‘balance of power’ in the region. 
Such logic, still applied today in places 
like Yemen, not only had devastating 
consequences but should remove any 
illusions about US support for human 
rights in ma ers of foreign policy.

‘Enduring Freedom’ proved at least 
partially apposite: the US army has seen 
active combat in Afghanistan for almost 
19 years, and its deployment there now 
surpasses Vietnam as the country’s most 
protracted conflict. That is the prism 
through which to understand the events 
of last weekend, the meaning of which 
can be summarised in a single word that 
few in the political or media establishment 
dare u er: defeat. The United States and 
Britain, like the Soviet Union before them, 
lost in Afghanistan.

The ramifications of the conflict are 
o¤en understated or outright forgo en. 
That is somewhat understandable 
given it was concurrent with war in 
Iraq, the greatest military calamity 
of the modern era. Yet the overhead 
is astonishing nonetheless: 2,400 
American soldiers have been killed in 
combat so far, while a further 20,000 
have been wounded. 456 British 
soldiers died, while many thousands 
more lost arms, legs and su�ered 
psychological trauma which will 
stay with them forever. More than 
58,000 Afghan military personnel 
were killed, as well as approximately 
100,000 Afghan civilians. The country 
remains one of the poorest on Earth 
and production of opium – something 
the Taliban succeeded in almost 
eliminating by the early 21st century 
– is at historic highs. As a result 
neighbouring Iran has the highest 
number of drug addicts in the world 
relative to its population. One estimate 
has 90% of the world’s heroin being 
made from Afghan poppies, a figure 
which rises to 95% for Europe.

Most remarkable of all is how such 
wanton destruction, and all to 
maintain the status quo ante some two 
decades later, cost the United States $2 
trillion. And Britain? According to one 
estimate it spent £37 billion fighting 
in Afghanistan between 2002 and 
2013. That’s £2,000 for every single 
household in the country.

You’d think such self-defeating failure, 
funded at gargantuan public expense, 
would mean its primary architects 
would be excluded by the political and 
media establishment – or that they 
themselves would feel too ashamed to 
issue public edicts on current a�airs. 
And yet in the era of Donald Trump, 
George W Bush has been re-invented 
as the compassionate Republican he 
never was, while Tony Blair – and 
an assortment of New Labour ghouls 

from David Blunke  to Peter Mandelson 
– have a empted rehabilitation, o¤en via 
Brexit or opposition to Jeremy Corbyn. 
One such individual is Labour’s former 
Defence Secretary John Reid – who made 
a considerable donation to Lisa Nandy’s 
leadership campaign. In 2006 he oversaw 
the deployment of 3,300 soldiers to 
Helmand, a prospect about which he was 
optimistic saying, “we would be perfectly 
happy to leave in three years and without 
firing one shot”. Yet within twelve months 
British soldiers there had fired four million 
bullets in some of the most intense fighting 
seen by any unit since the second second 
world war. And Reid? He would become a 
consultant for G4S in Iraq and Afghanistan 
– and was handsomely rewarded.

In a 2017 interview with Alastair Campbell 
for GQ, Tony Blair defended Britain’s 
role in Afghanistan and Iraq, saying both 
interventions failed because the coalition 
didn’t “understand the depth of this 
Islamist question”. Even a¤er two decades 
the author of Britain’s most disastrous 
sequence of foreign policy decisions since 
the Munich Agreement remains oblivious 
to cultural di�erence or sectarian, 
linguistic or regional nuance. “We thought 
if you removed a dictator and gave people 
the chance to elect their government, 
that they would do that and the rest was 
a ma er of reconstructing the country” he 
added. Such comments compound what 
he said in 2006 on how intervention in 
Iraq and Afghanistan was, “not just about 
changing regimes, but changing the values 
systems governing the nations concerned. 
The banner was not regime change, it was 
‘values change”. This is orientalism at its 
clearest: the Iraqi and Afghan only exists 
as it does in the mind of the West, with no 
agency and li le nuance for countries as 
far apart as Britain and Tunisia. Remove 
the dictator and they’ll be just like us, or 
rather how we want them to be. A¤er all, 
world history is merely a euphemism for 
European history – and never mind that 
the great powers arbitrarily determined 

their geographical borders.

Most ironic of all is that the approach 
the Americans are now pursuing was 
favoured by the Iranians in 2002. 
Back then Tehran arrested suspected 
Al Qaeda figures on its territory and 
gave Washington detailed information 
disclosing Taliban positions in 
Afghanistan. Indeed James Dobbins, 
the Bush administration’s chief 
negotiator in Afghanistan in late 2001, 
described Iran as “comprehensively 
helpful” a¤er 9/11. And Iran’s 
reward? To be labelled part of an 
‘axis of evil’ the following year and 
subjected to devastating sanctions. 
The alleged author of the axis of evil 
line, David Frum, is now a media 
favourite rehabilitated though an 
o¤en vacuous ‘Never Trump, Never 
Bernie’ schtick. Meanwhile another 
individual – central to those a empts 
at collaboration – was Qassem 
Suleimani, the senior commander who 
was executed in a US drone strike in 
Iraq earlier this year. His body was 
so u erly mutilated he was allegedly 
identified only because of a distinctive 
ring on his finger.
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Britain and America’s 
war in Afghanistan, as 
in Iraq, ended in defeat. 
Our media, and many 
politicians too, will not 
say that because many of 
them cheered on an u�erly 
senseless conflict. Today 
they remain on our TV 
screens, in our newspapers 
and determining the 
national conversation. 
As long as that remains 
the case we are likely 
doomed to repeat the same 
mistakes again and again.



War is o¤en filled with its share of mistakes and errors in judgment. It’s the nature 
of this lethal business. Some are the result of changing circumstances on the ground, 
while others are more systemic. The United States has commi ed more than a few 
during its 18 years in Afghanistan. Indeed, the entire war is a story of one mistake a¤er 
another, pu ing success or “victory” as we typically define it further out of reach.

U.S. military tactical level units have performed admirably, but political leaders, policy 
makers, and senior general o�cers inside and outside of Washington have failed them. 
Good tactics never fixes bad strategy. The lack of a consistent comprehensive strategy 
in Afghanistan has prevented the nation from a aining even a minimal level of stability. 
For quite some time now, the filling of body bags and hospital beds has not been justified, 
and nobody is being held accountable for that. Countering these negative trends requires 
a return to the comprehensive strategy approach. Absent such a change, we should leave.

Donald C. Bolduc

71
NO. 1

72
NO. 1

Donald C. Bolduc is a retired United States Army o�cer. 
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the 1st Ba alion, 3rd Special Forces Group.

We essentially took all the lessons learned by the Russians and threw them out. 
By taking responsibility for the fight and imposing American-imposed solutions to 
Afghanistan’s problems, we disincentived the Afghans from leading and chose to 
ignore thousands of years of history. We forgot fairly quickly why Afghanistan was 
such a humiliation for the British and the Soviets and why the term “graveyard of 
empires” very much applies.

We also forgot that while Afghans welcome help, they can quickly turn on a foreign 
force if it stays too long. Instead of investing in local Afghan security and governance, 
we choose to emphasize top-down solutions by increasing the power of the national 
government. We decided to build the house from the roof down, and the roof has been 
leaky ever since.

Misstep No. 1: The expansion of US forces and 
the introduction of large conventional units into 
the vast expanse of Afghanistan.
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The second misstep was taking our eyes 
o� the ball. The Taliban’s resurgence is an 
inevitable outcome of an ine�ective NATO-
led coalition, an inadequate organizational 
structure, and an ine�ective strategy. The 
diversion of a ention and resources to the 
Iraq War and an inaccurate assessment of 
the Taliban’s strength and longevity led to 
the movement’s resurgence.

By 2004, the Taliban began organizing 
themselves into an insurgent force by co-
opting village elders and soliciting the 
support of the populace. By 2005-2006 
the Taliban and other organizations had a 
foothold across Afghanistan. The Taliban 
gained momentum and continued to operate 
e�ectively in Afghanistan through 2009.

The only period in Afghanistan in which 
unprecedented security gains were made 
was in the 2010-2013 time frame with a 
comprehensive COIN strategy. Bo om 
up population-centric operations called 
Village Stability Operations (VSO) in the 
rural areas took space away from the 
insurgents. During this time security 
improved in part through the creation of 
Afghan Local Police (ALP), which decreased 
the Taliban’s freedom of operation.

Unfortunately, due to a change in policy 
and strategy from the end of 2013 through 
the present, we have lost all the security 
gains and have witnessed.

Poppy production remains one of 
the most pressing domestic issues in 
Afghanistan and provides the Taliban 
with substantial revenues to sustain 
its operations.

A practical solution would have been 
to commercialize a portion of the 
poppy industry into pharmaceutical 
companies that would create research, 
jobs, revenue; develop alternative 
crops where appropriate; and assist 
farmers with transitioning into another 
trade. Yet we quickly lost our patience.

Central and South Asia is one region of 
the world where terrorism, extremist 
Islamic ideology, traditional nation-
state conflicts, and weapons of mass 
destruction all come together. Given 
the overriding imperative to keep 
dangerous weapons out of the hands 
of terrorists, the United States and 
its NATO allies must identify their 
common strategic interests with 
these regional players and cra¤ the 
necessary strategy to protect those 
interests. The development of this 
strategy will have to include di�cult 
but necessary trade o�s between 
what objectives are important to our 
security and what should be le¤ for the 
Afghans to manage.
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Misstep No. 2: Allowing the 
Taliban resurgence to occur 
in Afghanistan-2003-2009 
and 2014-2019

Misstep No. 3: Our 
inability to manage, let 
alone solve, Afghanistan’s 
illicit narcotics trade.



Hollie McKay

For almost two decades, the U.S. military has siphoned much blood, sweat, and tears 
into fighting the insurgencies li ering Afghanistan. In the coming weeks, the Pentagon 
plans to accelerate the troop drawdown from 4,500 to 2,500 under orders from President 
Trump – leaving behind a bleak picture of a struggling country beleaguered by nearly 
daily a acks, bullet-pockmarked buildings and an ailing economy. Throughout the years 
of the Afghan war e�ort, American taxpayers have footed the bill – on average about 
$3,000 each – with a comprehensive price tag succeeding $1 trillion. Roughly $138 billion 
in taxpayer dollars alone have been disseminated for Afghan relief and reconstruction.

Of that, a staggering $19 billion fell to the wayside of waste between 2009 and 2019 
alone, according to the O�ce of the Special Inspector General for Afghanistan 
Reconstruction (SIGAR).

“SIGAR has identified nearly $20 billion in waste. I suspect that number is much higher, 
SIGAR has only audited about one half of the $134 billion in aid provided since 2002,” 
Bill Roggio, Senior Fellow, Foundation for Defense of Democracies (FDD) and editor 
of the Long War Journal, told Fox News. “Money (was thrown) at the problem in the 
hope (to) fix it. This merely fed the corrupt politicians, bureaucrats, military and police 
o�cials, and others who are in no short demand.”
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Like in one case, about $10 billion was spent 
on mostly counter-narcotics and stabilization 
initiatives. However, the country still supplies 
more than 80% of the world’s heroin and opium, as 
well as meth. Meanwhile, about $500 billion has 
been clocked up in interest, given that a prominent 
portion of the ba�le was waged on borrowed funds.



In mid-2018, a SIGAR report bluntly 
stated that “large sums of U.S. stabilization 
dollars o¤en exacerbated conflicts, enabled 
corruption, and bolstered support for 
insurgents.” Years earlier, it stressed that 
further action was needed to “completely 
verify payroll costs and workforce strength” 
with the Afghan Forces personnel systems.

“Despite 13 years and billions of dollars in 
salary assistance to the Afghan government 
for the Afghan National Army (ANA), 
there is still no assurance that personnel 
and payroll data are accurate,” SIGAR 
auditors wrote in a 2014 audit. “There are 
no requirements that supervisory ANA 
o�cials observe a endance data collection 
at lower-level units.”

The report revealed that when it came to the 
Afghan National Police alone, “more than 
$300 million in annual, U.S.-funded salary 
payments is based on partially verified or 
reconciled data.”

An investigation into the so-called “ghost 
soldier” issue in 2019 revealed that just 
as investigators vowed to do another 
crackdown on it, suddenly, 42,000 Afghan 
troops and police o�cers disappeared 
from the payroll. A report published in 
late August 2020 found that “50% to 70% 
of police positions were ‘ghost soldiers,’” 
referring to personnel listed on the books 
who do not exist.

SIGAR exposed other flagrant blunders 
– like the $28 million spent on Afghan 
army uniforms in 2017, which was 
later criticized given that the gear 
selected was deemed only suitable for 
environments “so rare they account for 
just 2% of Afghanistan’s countryside.”

Moreover, much of the condemnation 
surrounding the U.S. campaign in 
Afghanistan has stemmed from the 
flurry of opportunities that opened for 
contractors – both U.S. and Afghan 
nationals – to illicitly profit from the 
blank checks with insu�cient ve ing 
and oversight.

From 2012 to 2015, the U.S. Department 
of Justice took on at least eight cases 
centered on mass bribery, fraud, and 
conspiracy to steal American monies in 
Afghanistan, as per public court filings. 
Yet, the problem persisted.

Multiple cases in recent years have 
shown U.S. government contractors in 
Afghanistan being sentenced to prison 
for “accepting illegal kickbacks” from 
Afghan subcontractors in return for 
assistance in obtaining subcontracts.

The most recent case came just last 
month when a former CEO of a U.S. 
government contractor in Alabama was 
charged in connection with schemes to 
defraud the U.S. Department of Defense 
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regarding contracts related to U.S. military 
e�orts in Afghanistan,” allegedly engaging 
in two fraudulent schemes between 2013 
and 2017.

And it is not just contractors – active-duty U.S. 
troops have also been implicated in at least 
22 fraud-related schemes in Afghanistan, 
according to Department of Defense filings. 
These varied from convictions of a U.S. 
soldier working in cohorts with locals to 
smuggle almost $290,000 worth of supplies 
to be sold o�-base to a U.S. Army Corps of 
Engineers soliciting $320,000 in bribes from 
contractors “in return for assistance” in U.S. 
government contracts, to an Army Reserve 
captain soliciting $1.3 million in bribes and 
“conspiring to tra�c heroin” and another 
soldier bulk cash smuggling in excess of $1 
million.

In terms of the mismanagement of funds, 
SIGAR reports have also illuminated 
squandered dollars at military and police 
training facilities.

In one instance in 2016, SIGAR noted that 
the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers awarded 
a $3.1 million firm-fixed-price to Assist 
Consultants Inc. to design and build a 
compound to train 100 female students in 
the Afghan National Police. An audit three 
years later showed that the compound had 
no electricity and had never been used.

Audits have also shown issues with the 
printing and distribution of school books, 
despite the millions shelled out for the cause. 

A September 2019 watchdog le er 
stated that while the U.S. Agency for 
International Development had been 
funding the Afghan school program 
since 2002, in 2009, the Afghanistan 
Ministry of Education (MoE) initiated 
a revised curriculum for general and 
Islamic education.

“Based on that curriculum, new 
textbooks for basic education 
were printed and distributed with 
the support of USAID and other 
development partners,” the report 
continued. “However, we found book 
quality deficiencies, such as loose or 
blank pages, misspellings, and low-
quality paper. Principals and teachers 
at a quarter of the schools inspected 
stated, ‘that the books were no longer in 
usable condition.’”

Schools themselves across the 
beleaguered country have also been 
plagued with the same dilemmas for 
years on-end, bringing into question 
just how much of the more than $1.1 
billion USAID has disbursed e�ectively 
went to “improving the quality of 
Afghanistan’s education system.”

“From October 2015 to October 2018, 
we visited 171 schools in 10 provinces 
throughout Afghanistan and issued 10 
reports and 4 alert le ers addressing the 
condition of those schools,” SIGAR said. 
“We found that many of the schools 
had structural deficiencies (e.g., showed 

signs of se lement or deterioration, cracks 
or large holes in their roofs, and damaged 
or removed windows and doors) that could 
potentially impact safety and the delivery of 
education.”

Elsewhere, issues percolating around visa 
fees are also said to be a source of the U.S. 
dollar swindling in Afghanistan. In July 2020, 
SIGAR notified the U.S. State Department 
and the Pentagon over protracted problems 
resulting in the loss of millions.

“In May and June 2013, SIGAR published 
two reports addressing burdensome and 
wasteful policies, including obtaining 
visas, that U.S. contractors faced when 
implementing reconstruction projects 
in Afghanistan (and) reported that visa 
procedures could be costing the U.S. 
government more than $1,100 per contractor 
per year,” Sopko wrote. “(The) Afghan 
Government has levied nearly a billion 
dollars in business taxes on contractors 
supporting U.S. government e�orts in 
Afghanistan, (and) the U.S. government 
lacked a unified policy addressing Afghan 
Government fees charged to reconstruction 
contractors.”

Alexandra Abrams, communications 
director for Citizens Against Government 
Waste, told Fox News that each year SIGAR 
reports highlight new wasted spending in 
the country, and nothing seems to change.

“The experience in Afghanistan has 
demonstrated a fundamental inability of U.S. 

agencies to coordinate development 
e�orts,” she said. “The di�cult security 
situation in the country contributed to 
all these problems, but the U.S. never 
seemed to learn from its mistakes.”

Nonetheless, the U.S and other foreign 
donors last month agreed to give 
Kabul an additional $3 billion for 2021 
– contingent on their continuation 
of peace talks with the Taliban – of 
which the U.S. has made available 
$600 million. A total commitment of 
$12 billion over the next four years was 
reached, falling shy of the more than $15 
billion pledged just prior to President 
Trump taking o�ce.

But Afghanistan’s future–and whether 
the incoming Biden administration will 
continue to detangle itself financially 
from the beleaguered nation – remains 
to be seen.

“If the U.S. completes the withdrawal 
from Afghanistan, then one dollar 
would be too much. Contended,” Roggio 
added. “U.S. aid to Afghanistan has 
been grossly mismanaged with a U.S. 
presence, and there would be no way 
to ensure it was spent wisely without a 
U.S. presence.”
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In 1979, the Soviet Union invaded Afghanistan, imposing years of war and occupation 
on Afghanistan. According to published statistics, over the span of nine years, an 
estimated number of one million civilians were killed, as well as 90,000 Mujahideen 
fighters, 18,000 Afghan troops, and 14,500 Soviet soldiers.

The Money that was Burned, the Soldiers that were killed For nothing.

But in the late 1980s, the Soviets came to a level of military understanding that they 
realized that an ultimate failure in Afghanistan was an unjustifiable and undeniable 
issue. So, it le¤ Afghanistan in 1989 and selected Najibullah, a close ally of Moscow, as 
the head of the Afghan government.

The United States, which had recently lost an Iranian ally of strategic significance to 
a religious revolution, did not want Afghanistan to fall into the hands of its traditional 
enemy (the Soviet Union); Therefore, it tried to create problems for the Soviet Union and 
the Soviet-a�liated government by helping and equipping Afghan mujahedeen groups. 
Among the jihadist parties were a group of religious scholars who were active in the 
struggle against the Soviets. This group was known as the Taliban.

A¤er a while, jihadist groups defeated the Red Army and Soviet forces were expelled 
from Afghanistan. Najibullah was unable to overcome Afghanistan’s internal a�airs and 
lost control of the armed and political groups inside the country. A¤er about two years 
of civil war (1992-1994), the Pashtun Taliban became an important center of power by 
occupying large swathes of Afghan territory. In 1996, the Taliban declared a government, 
and three countries, Pakistan, Saudi Arabia, and the United Arab Emirates, quickly 
recognized the Islamic Emirate of Taliban’s rule in Afghanistan.

Sadegh Haghighat
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Following 9/11 in the United States, US 
intelligence agencies identified the al-Qaeda 
terrorist group in Pakistan as the mastermind 
of 9/11 and claimed that the al-Qaeda leader 
was in Afghanistan and was supported by 
the Taliban. George W. Bush had claimed that 
he wants to start a global war on terrorism; 
So, about a month later, on October 7 of that 
year, a acked the country. The goals were to 
destroy Al Qaeda and the Taliban government 
that protected it, and to ensure the country 
wouldn’t be a safe haven for terrorists. In 
other words, the same groups that the United 
States once armed to defeat the Soviets, were 
now waging a major war on the peoples of 
Afghanistan and the United States.

The war, which enters its twentieth year on 
October 7, 2020, has been called the longest 
war in US history. “American troops will 
soon be sent to a war that began before they 
were born,” the Cato think tank said in a 2019 
article referring to the long war. Three US 
presidents have been involved in this war, 
and the catastrophic point is that they have 
not presented any prospect of it. In this memo, 
we decide to take a look at US promises at 
the start of the war and the field realities in 
Afghanistan on the eve of the twentieth 
anniversary of the war in Afghanistan.

Safe haven

The most important reason for starting and 
continuing the war is the idea of a “safe base”. 
The United States invaded Afghanistan 
because, according to US rulers, the Taliban 
paramilitaries had turned Afghanistan into 
a safe haven for international terrorists.

The United States saw the invasion of 
Afghanistan as part of an operation to 
consolidate its national security and believed 
that if it did not fight terrorists in Afghanistan, 
it would have to fight them in US cities.

But the field reality is that a¤er two decades in 
Afghanistan, the Taliban are still strong in the 
ba lefield and the US-backed government 
in Kabul is weak and mired in corruption. 
Today, the Taliban’s territory is wider than 
ever, occupying nearly half of Afghanistan 
and in struggle with the government to 

control the country and US o�cials fear 
it will remain a safe haven for those who 
invaded the US. Even al-Qaeda, which 
was on the verge of extinction, has now 
resurfaced in terrorist activities.

The US government also has a very poor 
track record in training Afghan security 
forces, with 291 Afghan security forces 
killed by the Taliban in just one week 
in 2020, and the government is even 
unable to defend itself.

These failures come as US o�cers are 
tasked with delivering a promising 
portrayal of a war that does not fit the 
field realities. In fact, proponents of 
a continued foreign presence believe 
that the United States should fight 
hard enough to achieve a clear victory, 
because if it does not, it will call into 
question all the costs and bloodshed 
in Afghanistan so far. In other words, 
wasted costs necessitate continued 
investment.

About the Taliban

A few things are very important about 
the Taliban. First, the Taliban came 
to this position with the support and 
assistance of the United States, and 
as the result of wrong policies and US 
intervention in the region; Second, 
they have no international approach at 
all, and if they are hostile to the United 
States, it is simply because the US is 
interfering in their country.

The final point about the Taliban is the 
United States’ negotiations with the group. 
The United States has been negotiating 
with the Taliban for nearly nine years 
without the participation of a legitimate 
Afghan government representative; the 
clear message of these negotiations is that 
the United States has failed in what it claims 
to be a ‘nation-building in Afghanistan.’ The 
United States is trapped in a swamp. It is 
not possible for it to stay in Afghanistan, nor 
has it achieved anything that could justify 
this 20-year presence. It is negotiating with 
the Taliban to find an excuse to get out of 
the quagmire with a minimal achievement. 
In fact, the war in Afghanistan was a war 
that the United States started but could not 
end, and it is the Taliban that makes the 
decision about its end. The Taliban has been 
successful in imposing both war and peace 
on the US.

Human costs of war

According to the Watson Institute at Boston 
University, 111,000 civilians were killed 
from 2001 to 2015 in the conflicts between 
Taliban and US forces. According to Afghan 
o�cials, another 28,592 soldiers and police 
o�cers were killed from 2015 to 2018.

Additionally, the New York Times estimated 
that every day, on average, the war between 
Taliban and Afghan security forces kills 25 
soldiers and police o�cers in Afghanistan.

More than 2,351 American soldiers were 
killed in the 19 years and around 18 thousand 
were injured.

Based on Afghanistan Casualties Military 
Forces and Civilians website (2016) from the 
start of the war, 3479 ISAF soldiers were 
killed and 23500 were injured. Non-ISAF 
casualties are reported as 1143 killed and 15 
thousand injured.

The Economic Cost of War

financial costs Oxford University professors 
Paul Collier and Enke Hofler estimate that 
the economic cost of war the equivalent to 
105% of a country’s GDP. The associated 
Press Reported on Secember 3,2001, that 

a “United States Bomb Destroyed an 
agriculture Village” Had killed 155 to 
300 residents of the Village of Kame 
Edo in Nangarhar.

Applying this model to Afghanistan’s 
$20.815 billion GDP, the economic cost 
of the war would be $60 million per 
day, $455.33 million per week, $1821.33 
million per month, and $21.856.07 
million per year. Multiplying this 
figure by 19 years of war, we find that 
this cost is devastating for a country 
like Afghanistan with a $1.6 million 
development budget and a deficit of 
more than $200 million.

The US government alone has spent $ 
932 billion in Afghanistan since 2001; Its 
allies and international organizations 
have also spent billions of dollars in 
addition.

Conclusion

Afghanistan’s occupation with the 
excuse of fighting against terrorism 
(Taliban and Al-Qaeda) was only an 
erosive war which had no achievement 
for the US and especially Afghanistan 
except immense financial and human 
costs. A review of the story of this 
nineteen-year presence reveals that 
even if the United States is sincere in 
its claim to the fight against terrorism, 
it has chosen the wrong way to achieve 
this goal. This may summarize all 
the articles that have been wri en 
over the past decade about the US 
presence in Afghanistan, yet the US 
has not decided to put an end to this 
big mistake and leave the country; as 
the US’ main concern was not fighting 
against terrorism and bringing stability 
to Afghanistan.
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Not only has The Taliban 
never fought with the US 
military outside Afghanistan, 
but it means only to expel 
the US from its borders. 
Therefore, the military 
presence in Afghanistan 
under the pretext of 
American security is in 
question and it is not a strong 
reason for a 20-year presence.



A review of the story of 20-year US presence in Afghanistan 
reveals that even if the United States is honest in its claim 
about the fight against terrorism, it has chosen the wrong 
way to achieve this goal. And this is the nutshell of all articles 
and researches written over the past two decade about the 

US presence in Afghanistan.


