Deselecting Defeat in Afghanistan

Sustaining a Small Military Footprint to Pursue Real Peace

Ben Connable
May 2021

Analysis and opinions presented in this paper do not necessarily reflect the analyses, opinions, or
interpretations of evidence of any organization to which the author has, or may presently belong to.



Table of Contents

EXECULIVE SUMIMAIY ....iiiiiiiiii et iii
Deselecting Defeat in AfghaniStan ... 1
How American Will to Fight in Afghanistan BroKe .............ccooooiiiiii 2
From Good War t0 FOrever War....... ..o 3
How Do Insurgencies Really ENA? ... 4
Rearticulating the Arguments to Stay in Afghanistan ..., 4
Linking Practical Arguments to Published Strategy ... 5
1: Preserve Afghan Democracy to Support Global Democracy ..........ccccoeveeviiiiiiiiiiieecee, 6
2: Suppress International Terrorism to Keep Americans Safe .........cccccccviiiiiiiiiiii, 8
3: Keep a Foothold for Economic Competition with China.............ccococeiiii, 10
4. Protect Defend Afghan Women to Defend All Women ..., 10
5. Sustain Diplomatic Leverage to Negotiate Peace..............cooooiiiiiiiiiiii, 12
Summary of ArgumENtS 10 SEAY ......vvviiiiiiiiiee e 13
First Step: Abrogate the Irreparable Doha Deal ... 14
Can Disaster Be Averted? We Have Been Here Before..........coccooiiiiiiii, 16
A Small Military Footprint is Almost Certainly Sustainable ... 16
DESEIECT DETCAL ... i 17
Appendix: Arguments to Leave and t0 Stay........cccvvviiiiiiiiiii 18
B N Ot . 21



Executive Summary

| wrote this commentary in late March, 2021, before President Biden announced the
U.S. withdrawal from Afghanistan. My purpose was to provide more depth to the
practical arguments to keep a small force in Afghanistan to pursue a genuine and
lasting peace. While the withdrawal enters its final stages, and while this momentous
policy decision appears all but irreversible, | argue it is not too late to pause.

American and other NATO military forces are racing for the exits. Weak and
increasingly disheartened Afghan security forces face a rising Taliban foe. The Taliban
have routinely violated the peace agreement they signed with the United States in

2020, and they will continue to try to overthrow the Afghan government once it stands

alone.

| present arguments for and against withdrawal, analyze costs and risks of staying, and
recommend reversing the present decision. The United States should keep a small
footprint military mission in Afghanistan to achieve its published strategies. Table E.1
lists President Biden'’s 2021 interim strategic objectives and compares them to the

risks of leaving and prospective benefits of staying.

Table E.1 Grand Strategic and Strategic Risks and Benefits

partnerships

security forces, leaves them in an untenable
military situation against a rising opponent

Objective Risks of Withdrawal Benefits of Staying
Revitalize Afghan democracy degrades or collapses Afghan democracy, though weak, is
democracy and Taliban increase power preserved and over time, secured
Strengthen Effectively ends partnership with Afghan Provides minimal air, intelligence, logistics,

and advisory support to prevent collapse and
to set security conditions for negotiations

Compete with
China

China likely to gain some long-term
advantage controlling rare-earth elements

China less likely to gain some long-term
advantage controlling rare-earth elements

Protect the
vulnerable

Afghan women will be attacked and
repressed, and the United States will likely
be blamed for these conditions

Millions of Afghan women—not all—will be
protected and given better opportunities,
signaling U.S. prioritization of human rights

Counterterror operations conducted in the
absence of close-in support are likely to
harm and kill more civilians

Counterterror operations conducted with
close-in support are less likely to harm and
kill civilians than long-range operations

Protect American
citizens

Al-Qaida and the Islamic State likely survive
and probably expand in parts of Afghanistan
as security degrades

Counterterror operations are more effective in
suppressing terrorist groups that intend to kill
Americans

Responsibly end
the war in
Afghanistan

Afghanistan will remain a sanctuary for
international terrorists and the Taliban will
almost certainly pursue their objective to
overthrow the pro-American government

Effective negotiations from a position of
equity or strength are more likely to set
conditions for reduced international terrorism
and enduring Afghan security




Deselecting Defeat in Afghanistan

As of late May 2021, the United States military is well on the way to completing the

withdrawal of all U.S. military forces from Afghanistan.! Given this decision, historical
analyses will probably give Al Qaida and the Taliban significant credit for eroding

American will to fight.2 Unfortunately, if the United States follows through on the present
commitment to meet the stipulations of the 2020 Doha agreement with the Taliban, Al
Qaida leaders, foot soldiers, and followers will thereafter have two reasons to
commemorate the 20" anniversary of the 9/11 attacks. Taliban leaders are already
celebrating American defeat, openly flaunting the terms of the Doha agreement, and

openly planning to abrogate the remaining terms of the deal once U.S. forces depart.3

For twenty years U.S. military forces, diplomats, intelligence experts, and aid officers
have worked to prevent Al Qaida from using Afghanistan as a sanctuary and to prevent
the Taliban from retaking power. While there has been and remains no clear path to
total victory in Afghanistan, the United States and its NATO allies almost certainly have
it within their power to avoid the kind of strategic collapse that now appears likely and,
in doing so, pursue a genuine peace agreement. By withdrawing from a position of
notable disadvantage, and by accepting the likely resurgence of international terrorist
groups and the Taliban in Afghanistan, the United States knowingly—and
unnecessarily—selects strategic defeat at the expense of its own stated geostrategic
objectives.

This is a reversible decision, and it is a decision that should be reversed. Keeping a
small U.S. military and diplomatic footprint in Afghanistan can stave off what will almost
certainly be a major setback in the administration’s laudable and clearly articulated
grand strategy to champion and preserve global democracy, defend the rights of

women and minorities, and guarantee American security.* It is possible to craft a
logical, evidence-driven, risk-conscious policy in Afghanistan that will help sustain the
weak Afghan democracy, rebuild and preserve American will to fight, and leverage a
stronger position to negotiate a far more legitimate and, hopefully, enduring peace.

Overview of This Report

| offer a brief examination of the pathway to American self-selected defeat, using the
RAND Corporation’s National Will-to-Fight model as a guide. | then examine the central
arguments in support of withdrawal from Afghanistan, focusing on the realist
international policy proposals that appear to be in ascendence. Building from my
previous analyses, the recent work of the top U.S. experts on Afghanistan policy, and a
number of international experts, | then offer a number of interrelated, moderated
arguments to sustain a small military footprint in Afghanistan.



How American Will to Fight in Afghanistan Broke

RAND defines national will to fight as the determination of a national government to
conduct sustained military and other operations for some objective even when the
expectation of success decreases or the need for significant political, economic, and

military sacrifices increases.® Will to fight is, arguably, the single most important factor
in war. We assess national will by looking at factors, contexts, and mechanisms. This
table shows the fifteen political, economic, and military variables we employ for

assessment.®

Table 1 National Will to Fight Factors, Contexts, and Mechanisms

Political Economic Military

Factors shaping will to Stakes Leverage Capabilities
fight policy decisions Cohesion
Civil-military relations
Popular support

Allies
Contexts for Government type Resilience Conflict duration
understanding factors National identity
Mechanisms for Engagement Pressures Casualties
influencing national will Indoctrination and messaging

As part of this analytic team, | examined the narrative of American and Taliban will to

fight in the Afghanistan war.” Evidence explaining the U.S. path to self-defeat is readily
available. In Afghanistan, President Obama, President Trump, and President Biden
came to believe that the stakes associated with defeat were not sufficiently high to

keep troops on the ground.8 Political cohesion to support ongoing operations has
been, at best, shaky.®

Civil-military relations on Afghanistan were eroded by the distrust sewn between
General Stanley McChrystal and President Obama during early days of the 2009-2011

surge.™ It is helpful to recall that one of McChrystal’s aides was reported to have
specifically insulted then-Vice President Biden in reference to his perspectives on the

war in Afghanistan.'! Strained civil-military relations are often cited in the present
analyses of the impending withdrawal.?

Popular support for the war ebbs and flows, though it is often portrayed inaccurately
(see below).’® A democratic election cycle and short turn shifts in policy do not lend
themselves to what are necessarily long-term irregular warfare operations.' U.S.



political leaders have been inconsistent in their efforts to build and sustain American
support for the war.1%

Opponents of the war routinely cite casualty counts and financial costs.'® While relative
costs in both lives and treasure have decreased dramatically in the past few years—
and would probably stay low—this important nuance is generally lost in the public
debate.

Recipricol Dynamics: We Get Weaker, They Get Stronger, We Get Weaker...

On the other side of the equation, Al Qaida and the Taliban have taken a long-term
perspective. The Taliban have nowhere else to go; they have always viewed their
sanctuary in Pakistan as temporary. Every indication of weakening American will to
fight, political dissent, and the more tangible and tactically unsound fluctuations in U.S.
and European troop presence have bolstered Taliban will to fight.'” While they
probably could never have militarily defeated a NATO-backed Afghan military, they are

confident they can succeed after a U.S. (and now planned full NATO) withdrawal.8
Taliban confidence has contributed to American perceptions of hopelessness and to

American self-defeat.!®

The United States has lost its national will to fight in Afghanistan. But will to fight can be
rebuilt once it has been lost. Evidence and logical arguments are available to help
build a strong case to stay long enough to build a genuine and enduring peace.

From Good War to Forever War

For now, arguments to stay have been defeated. Twenty years after the United States
overthrew the Taliban government, and twelve years after President Obama called
Afghanistan “the good war,” opinions on Afghanistan have changed.?® Proponents of
withdrawal now refer to Afghanistan as the forever war.

Forever war is a compelling term, evoking the absurdity and hopelessness central to
Joe Haldeman'’s classic 1974 science fiction novel and to Dexter Filkins’ 2008

nonfiction book.2' Haldeman’s Forever Wars was a deeply personal examination of his

own analogous experiences in the Vietnam War. Filkins’ Forever Wars was a ground-
up, impressionistic take on his experiences as a reporter in Afghanistan and Iraqg.

In the present context, forever war casts the shadow of Vietham on the Afghanistan war
and paints the current conflict as absurd and hopeless. Rhetorical use of forever waris
typically accompanied by bleak facts: tens of thousands wounded and thousands of
dead over twenty years, trillions of dollars down the drain, and the specter of an

implacable and rising Taliban foe.??2 Some arguments for withdrawal also identify the
logical fallacy in appeals to keep U.S. troops on the ground: Sunk costs of lives and



treasure do not logically justify spending more lives and treasure, assuming the United
States is willing to accept defeat and not return.

But while they perhaps justifiably attack the sunk cost fallacy, some of these same

appeals to leave Afghanistan also fumble into assailable territory.?3 Listing sunk costs
in arguments to leave is perhaps no more logical than listing sunk costs in appeals to
stay.

More egregiously, these same articles supporting withdrawal incorrectly claim that on

the whole the American people are sick of the war and want to leave.?* But as a recent
review of polling data by The Brookings Institution points out, Americans have been

and continue to be ambivalent about U.S. troop presence in Afghanistan.2® Afghanistan
is neither America’s longest undeclared war nor particularly long in relation to other
cases of irregular warfare.

How Do Insurgencies Really End?

While twenty years seems like a forever war to many supporters of withdrawal, it is in
fact about average in duration given the circumstances in Afghanistan. In How
Insurgencies End, the RAND Corporation found that insurgencies tend to last
approximately 10 years, with a an additional 6-year tail from the tipping point to

conclusion when the government is successful.?6 Complexity correlates with longer
wars: More insurgent groups, more ethnic conflicts, tougher geography, and sanctuary
add years to insurgencies. We analyzed the Afghanistan case as “ongoing” in this
analysis.

In the absence of physical military collapse, defeat is both a state of mind—a matter of
will to fight—and also a subjective interpretation of facts. Case analyses are not
predictive, but they are useful to inform subjective, or impressionistic interpretations of
irregular war. While many supporters of withdrawal argue that the war is lost, and that
the Taliban can simply outlast the United States, RAND case analysis showed that
governments tend to outlast insurgencies when they can sustain their own will to fight.
In the longest running cases RAND examined in How Insurgencies End (30, 40, or 50
years) governments generally prevailed. Major powers supporting foreign governments
against an insurgency tend to lose not when they have been physically defeated, but
when they make a conscious choice to stop fighting.

Rearticulating the Arguments to Stay in Afghanistan

In the Appendix | examine realist arguments to leave and some of the present
arguments to stay. In general, the arguments to stay are normative, out of step with
current socio-political dynamics in the United States, and ineffective. Given the failure



of normative arguments to convince three successive presidential administrations to
stay in Afghanistan, some rearticulation of these arguments is needed.

Building from the work of the Afghanistan Study Group, my RAND colleagues—in
particular, former Special Representative for Afghanistan and Pakistan (SRAP)
Ambassador James Dobbins, and former acting SRAP Laurel E. Miller—and others, |
offer a number of interrelated arguments to retain a small military presence in
Afghanistan to support a genuine, sustainable, conditions-based peace plan and

eventual withdrawal.?” | specifically address the Biden Administration’s stated policy
objectives—the Biden grand strategy—offered in the 2021 Interim National Security

Strategic Guidance.?® These arguments are designed to provide the building blocks for
a collective case to retain a small footprint military force in Afghanistan.

Using Estimative Language

A constructive argument to stay in Afghanistan should avoid some of the logical
fallacies that have plagued the current debate. This approach requires moderated,
evidence-driven forecasting.

It is a logical fallacy to predict (to claim with certainty) that a future event will happen
based on past and current events, forecasting is a necessary aspect of policy debate.
Forecasting is the process of estimating future conditions with some degree of
certainty while providing supporting evidence and analysis. Intelligence analysts use
words of estimative probability to help policymakers understand the degree of
confidence associated with a forecast.

Given the intended policy audience, | apply a modified version of the traditional

Sherman Kent estimative language familiar to most U.S. policymakers.?® For the
purposes of these arguments, almost certain suggests an approximately 95%
confidence; /kely suggests an approximately 85% confidence; probable suggests an
approximately 70% confidence; uncertain suggests an approximately 40% to 60%
confidence; uniikely suggests an approximately 30% confidence; and /mprobable
suggests 20% confidence or less. These estimates reflect my informed analysis and
my assessment of the cited sources.

Linking Practical Arguments to Published Strategy

President Biden’s administration has identified its interim grant strategic and country-
specific priorities: (1) end the COVID-19 pandemic; (2) revitalize American democracy
and the U.S. economy; (3) revitalize democracy around the world and defend global
democratic values; (4) strengthen our international alliances and partnerships; (5)
protect vulnerable populations (women, children, disabled, LGBTQI) around the world;
and (6) to “work to responsibly end America’s longest war in Afghanistan while



ensuring that Afghanistan does not again become a safe haven for terrorist attacks
against the United States.”30

Together, these priorities describe a democracy-friendly, humanitarian, multilateralist
grand strategy. There is a dichotomy in this grand strategy as it might be applied to
Afghanistan. At the grand strategic level the United States will “double down on
building partnerships,” advance gender equality and women’s empowerment, and

“join with likeminded allies and partners to revitalize democracy the world over.”3! But
in Afghanistan—a weak pro-Western democracy effectively created by the United
States and European allies, with a military partner force that is almost completely
dependent on U.S. support and leadership—the United States will seek to find a quick
responsible exit and focus solely on counterterrorism.

As of May 2021, the Administration intends to offset the lack of military presence with
increased economic aid and funding. This is a noble but impracticable alternative. The
U.S. Government’s own reporting has shown that effective execution of aid
programming is extraordinarily difficult even with U.S. military personnel providing
overwatch and guaranteeing rural access for U.S. aid experts.®2 Removing NATO
security guarantees will almost certainly reduce access to the areas that most need
help and push local aid partner organizations to make security arrangements with the
Taliban (or worse).2 Corruption will almost certainly increase, and aid effectiveness will

almost certainly decrease in the absence of U.S. security guarantees.34 Increased aid
is not a viable alternative to physical security, and it will not prevent the likely collapse
of large parts of the Afghan state security structure and government.

An effective argument to stay must help the administration address these conceptual

gaps.® The following five arguments describe the risks of leaving and the proposed
benefits of staying as they relate, specifically, to President Biden’s grand strategy and
country-specific strategies as spelled out in the 2027 Interim National Security
Strategic Guidance. In the following sections | provide some supporting analysis to
inform possible next steps.

1: Preserve Afghan Democracy to Support Global Democracy

Sustaining a small U.S. military footprint in Afghanistan will almost certainly help
prevent the likely, partial collapse of the democratic Afghan government and its
security forces. There is sufficient evidence from recent and current reporting to
forecast that, given current conditions, a withdrawal of U.S. military forces is likely to
directly contribute to Taliban military success against Afghan security forces in the
west, south, and east of the country, and at least a partial collapse of the democratic

Afghan government and its security forces in those areas.36



On April 9, 2021, the U.S. Intelligence Community forecast that the “Afghan
Government will struggle to hold the Taliban at bay if the coalition withdraws

support.”¥” This is strong estimative language for a consensus-based, community-wide
analytic report.38 More dire outcomes, including prospective civil war or outright
Taliban military victory, are possible, but they cannot be defensibly forecast.3?

Because they view the 2020 peace negotiation as a formal acknowledgement of
American defeat, the Taliban have significant political and military will to continue to

pursue the military defeat of the Afghan government.4® Afghan security forces are
relatively weaker than the Taliban in many parts of the country.#! Absent U.S. military

support, European military presence in Afghanistan is scheduled to end.*? In the
absence of international military assistance, the Taliban almost certainly retain
sufficient military force to at least partially defeat the Afghan security forces in areas

with high percentages of ethnic Pashtun.+3

The Taliban have reportedly not abided by the terms of the 2020 peace deal while U.S.
troops are in place, suggesting they are likely to ignore many or all of the terms of the

deal after the United States withdraws.** Therefore, U.S. military withdrawal will likely
undermine rather than support President Biden’s stated national security objectives to
double down on building partnerships like those with the Afghan security forces, and to
defend international democracy.

Keeping a small footprint, or light footprint of U.S. military forces in Afghanistan will
almost certainly entail sustaining the NATO air base at Bagram (if European forces
remain alongside American forces) and probably some supporting air and advisory

bases in areas like Mazar-e-Sharif.4® It will require keeping security forces, intelligence
personnel, advisors, logisticians, and other support personnel in place to help sustain
Afghan security operations, renew the grinding task of improving Afghan security
forces, and to secure U.S. diplomatic facilities.

Sustaining embassy-centric operations in conflict zones is challenging. But the United
States has historically maintained embassies, consulates, security force assistance
missions, and small military bases in capital cities and limited peripheral areas of
conflict-stricken countries for well over 100 years. It continues to do so today in places
like the Philippines, Iraq, Pakistan, Mali, Myanmar, Lebanon, and Ukraine. While there
is no proven template for the number of forces needed to secure an embassy and
conduct effective security force assistance, the U.S. Government has conducted
extensive needs assessments in Afghanistan and should be able to effectively manage

a secure and effective small footprint operation.46

If the United States chooses to keep its military personnel in Afghanistan, U.S.
personnel will be at some risk alongside their NATO allies and Afghan partners. War is



uncertain and inherently risky. But the U.S. military has already taken positive steps to

mitigate risks.#” Considerable work has been done to estimate the needed number of
troops to prevent further serious erosion or collapse in Afghanistan. The Afghanistan
Study Group Final Report describes several alternative approaches that are worth
considering.

2: Suppress International Terrorism to Keep Americans Safe

Sustaining a small military presence in Afghanistan will almost certainly allow for
sustained and at least moderately effective counterterror operations against
international terrorist organizations that seek to kill American citizens. International
terrorist organizations that have repeatedly stated and demonstrated their intent to
attack the United States, its interests abroad, and its allies and partners, continue to

use poorly governed spaces in Afghanistan as sanctuary.*®

As recently as April 9, 2021, the U.S. Intelligence Community made it clear that the
threat from the Islamic State and Al-Qaida represent a sustained threat and that they
are using areas—ijust like the poorly governed areas along the Afghanistan-Pakistan

border—to rebuild:4°

ISIS, al-Qa‘ida, and Iran and its militant allies continue to plot terrorist

attacks against US persons and interests, including to varying degrees in
the United States. Despite leadership losses, terrorist groups have shown
great resiliency and are taking advantage of ungoverned areas to rebuild.

While reporting is mixed, there is considerable evidence to suggest that Al Qaida
retains a strong footprint in Afghanistan.0 In 2020 a United Nations sanctions
monitoring team reported “The senior leadership of Al-Qaida remains present in
Afghanistan, as well as hundreds of armed operatives, Al-Qaida in the Indian
Subcontinent, and groups of foreign terrorist fighters aligned with the Taliban... Al
Qaida has reacted positively to the [U.S.-Taliban peace] agreement.” Taliban leaders
have reportedly violated the Doha agreement by continuing to support Al Qaida in

Afghanistan.>!
The Islamic State Khorasan Province (ISKP), arguably the strongest remaining Islamic

State element worldwide, is firmly entrenched in the mountains of eastern and
southeastern Afghanistan. In 2020 my RAND colleagues argued that ISKP operations

continue and will grow in the absence of effective countermeasures.®? U.S.
Government outlets report on an Islamic State resilience and, in some cases,

resurgence in Afghanistan.53

There are key distinctions between the kind of U.S.-led counterterrorism operations
currently underway inside Afghanistan and the proposed long-range, or “offshore”



operations under consideration.5* Current U.S.-led counterterror activities against Al
Qaida and the Islamic State, and other groups along the Afghan-Pakistan border, have
had limited but fairly consistent effectiveness with on-the-ground human intelligence,

signals intelligence, and drone support.®

Withdrawing U.S. troops from Afghanistan will at the very least significantly reduce
these intelligence activities and may force all of them to relocate outside of
Afghanistan’s borders. In general, long-range counterterrorism intelligence and strike
missions are less effective at suppressing terrorists than close-in operations because

long-range intelligence is less plentiful, less timely, and less accurate.>® Any increase
in the time lag between intelligence notification and strike increases the chances of
error as targets move about the battlefield.

In the wake of the withdrawal announcement, several senior U.S. military and
intelligence officials have publicly described the challenges associated with long-
range counterterror operations. General Kenneth McKenzie, the commander of U.S.
Central Command and the senior military officer responsible for Afghanistan called this

proposed “over the horizon” counterterror mission “extremely difficult.”®” CIA Director
William Burns stated “The U.S. government’s ability to collect and act on threats will
diminish. That’s simply a fact.” Burns also stated that both Al-Qaida and the Islamic
State remained “intent on recovering the ability to attack U.S. targets” in the region or
on American soil.

Civilian casualties are a pressing concern for counterterrorism operations in

Afghanistan.s8 Full withdrawal and cessation of all military and counterterror activities
will ensure that the United States does not directly contribute to unintentional civilian

deaths during air strikes or raids.%® However, the Biden Administration has clearly
stated its intent to sustain some form of counterterror operations in Afghanistan.
Conducting counterterrorism from within Afghanistan’s borders is almost certain to
reduce the likelihood of accidental civilian casualties in comparison with long-range
operations for the same reasons close-in operations reduce errors in targeting

terrorists.60

Remaining NATO elements, including those from key allies Great Britain and Italy, will
not pick up the slack in counterterrorism operations if the United States departs. The
U.S. counterterrorism mission in Afghanistan “complements the NATO [train and assist]

mission.”®! European NATO allies have neither the mandate nor capabilities to
suppress Al Qaida or ISKP in the remote regions of Afghanistan. In any event,
remaining NATO forces are scheduled to depart Afghanistan in parallel with U.S.
forces. If the withdrawal is executed, by 2022 there will be no meaningful infrastructure
in place in Afghanistan to support effective counterterrorism operations or to reduce
civilian casualties from long-range operations.



3: Keep a Foothold for Economic Competition with China

Sustaining a small military presence will probably help ensure U.S. access to
Afghanistan’s rare-earth elements and limit Chinese access to these strategic
resources. Rare-earth elements are strategic economic and military resources used in

the construction of smartphones, jet aircraft, and clean-energy technologies.®? China
provides approximately 80% of the United States’ rare-earth metals, giving it passive

but de facto control over U.S. advanced manufacturing capacity.®® Strategic control
over rare-earth elements is likely to have significant impact on U.S. efforts to counter
growing Chinese global influence, to slow China’s aggressive Belt-and-Road Initiative,
to speed domestic clean energy technology growth, and to sustain a technological

military edge over China and other near-peer threat states.®4

The U.S. Department of Defense has identified China’s control of rare-earth elements,

and the future U.S. access to rare-earth elements, as a strategic military challenge.®® A
2007 estimate by the U.S. Geological Survey and the Afghanistan Ministry of Mines
showed that Afghanistan may have over 1 trillion U.S. dollars of rare-earth minerals in

both the plains and mountainous areas of the country.6

Some dispute these findings. Gaining access to these elements is quite difficult under
present security conditions and without major infrastructure improvements. Rare-earth
elements do exist elsewhere in the world. But the scale of this potential find suggests
that influence over the rights to Afghanistan’s rare-earth elements in the absence of
international competition might, over the long run, provide some strategic economic

advantage to China.b”

China is prepared to take advantage of this long-term opportunity. It is openly pursuing
increased engagement in Afghanistan. China has developed extensive capabilities to
extract resources in conflict areas, and it can apply these in Afghanistan with fewer
concerns for human rights or Afghan government sovereignty than the United States

might have.®®

Therefore, sustaining a small U.S. military presence in Afghanistan would likely help
ensure U.S. access to Afghanistan’s rare-earth elements, help to limit China’s access
to rare-earth elements, help achieve the Biden Administration’s strategic objective to
“prevail in strategic competition with China...,” and at least indirectly, modestly support
U.S. domestic clean energy investments and clean energy competitiveness.

4: Protect Defend Afghan Women to Defend All Women

Sustaining a small U.S. military footprint in Afghanistan will almost certainly help
guarantee U.S.-led women'’s rights progress in Afghanistan and help avoid significant

10



repression of Afghan women and their children. While the United States cannot protect
all women everywhere, as long as it provides military support to the Afghan
government it can continue to protect at least several million Afghan women in the
center and north of the country.

Protection and championing of women has been a bedrock of arguments to sustain a

military footprint in Afghanistan.®® It is central to the Afghanistan Study Group’s
argument to stay. But these arguments generally rely more on normative justification
than logical, practical argumentation. Normative arguments to protect Afghan women
are subject to legitimate critique: they are subjective and somewhat ephemeral.

| and others believe that, given its past and present role in Afghanistan, the United

States has moral duty to protect Afghan women.”® We believe that this duty is in
keeping with longstanding American, democratic cultural norms. But other Americans
do not hold this belief. Or, if they do, they do not value these norms to the point that
they outweigh other practical or other normative variables. Normative arguments have
failed in this case because, in my reading of the many shifts in public opinion and
policy over the past two decades, they have too often resorted to the logical fallacy of
emotional appeal.

There is a more practical, and perhaps more effective argument to protect and
champion Afghan women. It is an action that directly aligns with the published foreign
policy and grand strategic objectives of the U.S. Government: Successful protection
and advancement of women’s rights in Afghanistan—no matter how imperfect—have
and will continue to directly support women in the United States. It will also support
President Biden’s objective to champion democracy worldwide. Here are the relevant

statements from the Biden Administration’s interim strategic guidance:""

When we defend equal rights of all people—of women and girls, LGBTQI
individuals, indigenous communities, people with disabilities, and people
of every ethnic background and religion—we help ensure that those rights
are protected for our own children in America...Global development is
among our best means to articulate and embody our values, while
simultaneously pursuing our national security interests...our foreign
assistance programs and partnerships are both the right and smart thing
to do.
These statements are consistent with longstanding U.S. national security priorities

designed to uphold and improve global democratic norms in order to improve global
conditions for Americans and others.”? Harm to these U.S. grand strategic concepts
and objectives in the aftermath of withdrawal is almost certain. The instances of
psychological and physical injuries to Afghan women that are almost certain to occur
will likely be blamed on the United States. The global and domestic perception of
abandoning millions of women to harsher and less-safe conditions will almost certainly
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undermine current and future U.S. policy actions to protect and champion women
elsewhere, including (as the Biden Administration argues) within the United States.

The facts of U.S. policy in Afghanistan from 2001 through 2021 are inescapable and
transparent to the many global observers of the planned withdrawal. The United States

purposefully overthrew the Afghan government in 2001.72 It then supported a quota for
the inclusion of women in the new Afghan government that ambitiously exceeded any

such standard in the United States.” It also provided tens of millions of dollars to
employ Afghan women in areas that, under Taliban rule, would have been
impermissible to women’s rights, education, and labor. Through hundreds of
development programs over nearly two decades, the United States then encouraged
thousands of women to risk their lives and expose themselves to violent Taliban

retribution to help meet those quotas, take jobs, go to school, and start businesses.”®

In response, the Taliban have specifically targeted women for assassination and have

continued to do so after the signing of the 2020 peace deal.”® U.S. military forces
support the Afghan Government security forces that provide the only substantial
security to Afghan women.

By purposefully choosing to abandon the Afghan security forces and handing at least
a partial military victory to the Taliban in areas where women are most vulnerable to
retribution, the United States will knowingly expose women and their children to

violence.”” This will be a choice that other extremist groups and some repressive
governments will almost certainly see as a sign of weakness and, possibly, as a
justification to repress women elsewhere.

Therefore, retaining a small U.S. military footprint in Afghanistan to help prevent Taliban
local or (worse) national control over Afghan women will support President Biden’s
stated national security objective to “advance gender equality, LBGTQI+ rights, and
women’s empowerment” in the application of American values to influence international
and domestic behavior in ways that favor U.S. national security objectives.

5. Sustain Diplomatic Leverage to Negotiate Peace

Sustaining a small U.S. military footprint in Afghanistan almost certainly will provide the
United States with more diplomatic leverage to negotiate for a genuine and enduring
peace than a withdrawal of military forces. Whether or not the United States withdraws
its military forces from Afghanistan, it is likely to pursue a broader diplomatic solution
with neighboring and international states to pursue the important elements of a peace
agreement not represented in the Doha deal. This broader international approach is
stipulated both in Part Three of the Doha agreement, and in a separate joint declaration

between the United States and the Afghan government.”®
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U.S. success in broader negotiations will require diplomatic leverage, some of which
derives from American international military, economic, and diplomatic influence, and

some of which derives from physical presence and activities in Afghanistan.”
American military advisors, air combat presence, intelligence capabilities, and
humanitarian and development aid missions provide the United States with significant
diplomatic leverage with the Government of Afghanistan, the Taliban, China, Russia,

Iran, Pakistan, and India.80

Voice of America reported that Secretary of State Antony Blinken presented Afghan
President Ashraf Ghani with a letter in which he stated that he would ask the United
Nations to “convene foreign ministers and envoys from Russia, China, Pakistan, Iran,
India, and the United States to discuss a unified approach to supporting peace in

Afghanistan.”® The U.S. role in these proposed negotiations, and in any future
negotiations, likely will be more or less effective depending on its military-supported
diplomatic leverage vis-a-vis Afghanistan affairs.

Withdrawal almost certainly puts several components of this leverage at risk. U.S.
military forces create the security environment that allows for continuing U.S.
diplomatic and aid activities, all of which would likely be curtailed in the event of a
military withdrawal. A full NATO withdrawal from Afghanistan—now a scheduled
outcome—would almost certainly make U.S. diplomatic and aid activities in
Afghanistan more difficult, less effective and, in a possible extreme case,
impracticable. Safely sustaining an embassy in Kabul will be quite difficult.

Allowing the security situation in Afghanistan to deteriorate therefore does not support
the Biden Administration’s objectives to double down on partnerships or to apply
diplomatic leverage to solve international conflicts. Military withdrawal on 9/11 will
effectively certify the diplomatic failures extant in the Doha deal: failure to negotiate
from a position of equity or strength; failure to achieve any favorable conditions other
than withdrawal; failure to set mechanisms for enforcement; et al.

By sustaining a small military footprint and, additionally, abrogating the Doha deal, the
United States can help to offset the current imbalance in relative will to fight and
diplomatic leverage.

Summary of Arguments to Stay

Given these arguments, keeping a small number of U.S. military and intelligence
personnel in Afghanistan better supports Biden Administration grand strategy and
specific policies than withdrawal. | include here President Biden’s stated objective to
pursue a responsible exit from Afghanistan.
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Table 2 shows President Biden’s grand strategic objectives and country-specific
strategies drawn from the 2021 /nterim National Security Strategic Guidance, alongside
the estimated risks of withdrawal and prospective benefits of staying.

Table 2 Grand Strategic and Strategic Risks and Benefits

partnerships

Objective Risks of Withdrawal Benefits of Staying
Revitalize Afghan democracy degrades or collapses | Afghan democracy, though weak, is
democracy and Taliban increase power preserved and over time, secured
Effectively ends the partnership with the Provides minimal air, intelligence, logistics,
Strengthen Afghan security forces and leaves them in | and advisory support to prevent partner

an apparently untenable military situation
against a rising opponent

collapse and to set security conditions for
more effective negotiations

Compete with China

China likely to gain some long-term
advantage through increased control of
rare-earth elements

China less likely to gain some long-term
advantage through the increased control
of rare-earth elements

Protect the
vulnerable

Afghan women will be attacked and
repressed, and the United States will likely
be blamed for these conditions

Millions of Afghan women—not all—will be
protected and given better opportunities,
signaling U.S. prioritization of human rights

Counterterror operations conducted in the
absence of close-in support is likely to
harm and kill more civilians

Counterterror operations conducted with
close-in support is less likely to harm and
kill civilians than long-range operations

Protect American
citizens

Al-Qaida and the Islamic State will likely
survive and will probably expand along the
Afghanistan-Pakistan border and in other
parts of Afghanistan as security degrades

Counterterror operations will be more

effective in suppressing terrorist groups
that have stated and demonstrated their
longstanding intentions to kill Americans

Responsibly end the
war in Afghanistan

Afghanistan will remain a sanctuary for

international terrorists and the Taliban will
almost certainly pursue their objective to
overthrow the pro-American government

Effective negotiations from a position of
equity or strength are more likely to set
conditions for reduced international

terrorism and enduring Afghan security

First Step: Abrogate the Irreparable Doha Deal

There is ample justification to abrogate the 2020 Doha deal. This is an agreement
between a U.S. Government interlocutor and the representatives of a nongovernment
insurgent group.® It is not a formal treaty. While it contains some of the language
stipulated in Department of State guidelines for formal agreements, it does not clearly
meet standards under the Vienna Convention on the Law of Treaties.®® Repeatedly
throughout the Doha agreement, the United States explicitly refuses to acknowledge
the legitimacy of the Taliban as a state entity. The Vienna Convention stipulates that
agreements recognized under its auspices are concluded only between states.®

The United States has entered into thousands of bilateral and multilateral state
agreements, and agreements with nonstate international organizations, some of which
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also do not meet every prerequisite under the Vienna Convention.® But engagements
and agreements with nonstate insurgent organizations that maintain close ties to
international terror groups are rare and, in relation to common formal diplomatic
agreements, sui generis.®

The Doha agreement with the Taliban has more in common with the semi-formal U.S.
military agreement with the so-called Fallujah Brigade militia group in Iraqg than it does
with a formal agreement with nonstate entities like the African Development Bank, or
the European Space Agency, etc.?” These informal agreements with nonstate hostile
entities are, arguably, more subject to unilateral reconsideration by the U.S.
Department of State and the President than formal bilateral state-to-state agreements.

More importantly, according to President Trump’s administration and other government
reports, the Taliban have not met their obligations under the Doha agreement.®® Part
One, Section B makes clear that the United States will commit to withdraw remaining
military forces from Afghanistan on the explicit condition that the Taliban meet all of its
obligations in Part Two of the agreement.

Reporting through the end of 2020 and since the President Biden took office, cited in
this report, shows that the Taliban have likely, consistently violated Part Two, Section 1,
2, and 3. These sections stipulate that the Taliban will not engage with or support
groups like Al-Qaida, nor allow these groups to reside or remain active in Taliban-
controlled parts of Afghanistan. Given that the Taliban have not clearly met their
obligations in Part Two, the United States is not required to meet its conditional
obligations in Part One.

There is a fundamental flaw in the agreement itself: It contains no assurance or
monitoring measures. The United States agreed to leave the Afghan security forces to
stand on their own without any verifiable assurances that the Taliban would meet their
obligations to pursue peace as stipulated in Part 3 of the agreement. There are no
means in the agreement to verify or assure that the Taliban stop supporting
international terrorist groups as stipulated in Part 2 of the agreement. This is less a
formal diplomatic agreement than it is a list of wishful statements of intent.

Abrogating the Doha deal appears to be justified, and abrogation is strategically
advisable. It would be a formal recognition of the agreement’s inherent and
irrecoverable flaws, including the absence of representation by the Afghan government
and the absence of agreed-upon monitoring and assurances to guarantee U.S.
interests. It will also signal to the Taliban that they have not defeated the United States,
and that they cannot violate terms of agreement with the U.S. Government without
conseqguence. In turn this recognition, while it may lead to more violence in the near
term, will help establish U.S. and Afghan government positions for more effective
negotiations.
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Can Disaster Be Averted? We Have Been Here Before

While the situation in Afghanistan appears to many observers to be hopeless, the rise
and subsidence of Taliban power from 2005-2006 is instructive. Through 2005 and into
2006, the Taliban built up their military power, took control of many rural areas in the
south and southwest, and started massing as many as 500 insurgents at one time—

effectively, a light infantry battalion—to conduct major attacks.8® They were intent on
seizing the major southern city of Kandahar.%°

These large-scale attacks represented the post-2001 high water mark for Taliban
military power. In 2006 NATO, led by the Canadian armed forces in Operation Medusa,
pushed back the Taliban, cracked their massed units, and pushed them away from

major urban areas.®! Taliban forces reverted to guerrilla tactics thereafter. Their recent
successes have been achieved primarily been through gradual infiltration and by filling
spaces left by the withdrawal of NATO and Afghan forces.

The Taliban can probably continue to infiltrate and control many of the rural and
mountainous areas that ring Afghanistan’s capital to the southwest to the southeast. In
all likelihood the Afghan government will never exert security control over the entire
country. But with NATO air support the now-improved Afghan security forces can
almost certainly prevent the Taliban from massing and seizing major urban areas.
When the Taliban are successful in infiltrating urban areas like they were in Kunduz in
2015, the Afghan security forces are far more likely to be able to expel them with NATO

air support.9

A Small Military Footprint is AImost Certainly Sustainable

Sustainability is a relative concept informed by actual costs, risks, public support, and
political will. Presidents and congresspeople set their own expectations for
sustainability. Looking at the objective costs, there is sufficient evidence to support a
finding that keeping a small military footprint in Afghanistan would be sustainable.

There has not been a U.S. combat casualty in Afghanistan for over a year, including
during a period of several months when there were two and three times the number of

U.S. troops on the ground.®® While this is due in great part to the Taliban shift in tactics
after the signing of the February 2020 peace deal, the U.S. military has, over the past
two decades, found an effective way to partner with Afghan security forces while

reducing exposure to both Taliban attacks and green-on-blue insider attacks.®*

Keeping a force of a few thousand advisors, support personnel, and air crews in
Afghanistan will probably cost about 1% of the overall U.S. defense budget,
approximately one-third of estimated costs in 2019 and approximately one-tenth of the
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cost at the peak of the troop surge in 2011.%5 While the war in Afghanistan is not
popular with the American public, there is sufficient support for a policy that prevents a

collapse of the Afghan government.%

Deselect Defeat

Afghanistan is not a forever war. It is just interminably long for many Americans in
comparison with the public expectations that were set in 2001, 2009, and on many
occasions between and thereafter. Given the complexity of the Afghan war, twenty

years of conflict is unsurprising.%”

By comparison, the insurgency in Colombia formally lasted from the early 1960s

through the mid-2010s.98 The United States retains a strong presence in Colombia 21
years after the onset of Plan Colombia, a concentrated U.S. military advisory,
intelligence, and aid operation to support the Colombian government’s counter-

narcotics and, later, counterinsurgency operations.®®

The United States almost certainly cannot achieve a decisive victory in Afghanistan,
and the Taliban almost certainly will continue to have some success. But the United
States can choose to prevent defeat and set conditions for a genuine and enduring
peace in Afghanistan. It can and should deselect the option it chose in 2020 in Doha,
and in 2021: willing defeat.

| encourage President Biden to reverse his withdrawal order and commit to an
indefinite military presence in Afghanistan in order to set the security conditions for a
better negotiated peace. Negotiating from a position of equity or strength and
demonstrating to the Taliban that they cannot simply outlast the United States and its
NATO allies is far more likely to achieve U.S. strategic objectives. American will to
fight—really, will not-to-lose—in Afghanistan can be rebuilt and sustained by setting
clear and transparent expectations for time, cost, and risk.

Reversing course after such a weighty and dramatic declaration of withdrawal will be
quite difficult. The Biden Administration should explore other options to sustain a NATO
military presence to meet its stated objectives.
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Appendix: Arguments to Leave and to Stay

This appendix provides some additional insights into present arguments to leave and
stay. It is intended to help inform readers interested in broader strategic debate and in
the challenges of policy analysis.

Realists Rule, or Do They?

Many realists argue that Afghanistan is already lost and, in any case, Afghanistan is
not of critical strategic interest to the United States. John Mearsheimer and Stephen
Walt made perhaps the most well-read realist case for withdrawal from Afghanistan.’®
Their article entitled “The Case for Offshore Balancing” is echoed in the views of
prominent realist thinkers (and some libertarian thinkers) on the deployment of U.S.
military forces worldwide, and specifically in Afghanistan.®!

Mearsheimer and Walt propose a realist grand strategy, or global paradigm for
applying U.S. military, economic, and diplomatic power. They argue that the United
States should only keep military forces in a select few areas of the world that are most
relevant to U.S. national security interests, and that elsewhere—including in
Afghanistan—Iocals should be left to sort out their own problems. This approach
directly contradicts the stated grand strategy of the Biden Administration.

This realist argument rests on several supporting claims. Mearsheimer and Walt argue
that the United States has overextended itself and repeatedly failed in places like
Lebanon, Libya, Afghanistan, and Irag, making the world a more dangerous place. The
threat of terrorism has increased because the United States responded to terrorist
attacks by deploying troops overseas instead of quickly striking and withdrawing.
American liberal leaders, including in their telling both George W. Bush and Barack
Obama, have wasted thousands of lives and trillions of dollars in their efforts to police
the world. Afghanistan is a central case in “Offshore Balancing.”

One might expect a realist argument to withdraw ground forces from Afghanistan (and
elsewhere) to be coldly logical and soundly structured. But in some places, “Offshore
Balancing” is unsupported by fact. For example, Mearsheimer and Walt claim without
evidence that the presence of U.S. military ground forces causes conflicts. Recent
RAND work showed that U.S. military presence generally correlates with reduction in
proximate conflict.%?

They imply that democracy promotion always requires intensive large-scale social
engineering in foreign societies. In fact, the vast majority of democracy promotion
activities conducted by the United States are small-scale, gradual, and do not seek to
reengineer entire societies.’®

They selectively ignore cases of mixed but generally positive outcomes in protecting
democracies or shifting governments from autocracy towards democracy with multi-
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year small footprint military deployments including in Colombia, El Salvador, Kosovo,
the Philippines, and even Iraq in the 2010s.1%

The “offshore” concept appears to be directly reflected in the U.S. post-withdrawal
counterterrorism plan. This plan is sometimes referred to as “offshore
counterterrorism.”'% But landlocked Afghanistan does not have a shore. This means
that neither the U.S. Navy nor the Air Force would have direct access to Afghanistan’s
airspace without overflying countries like Iran or Pakistan. Neither of these countries
would necessarily be amenable to supporting U.S. military or intelligence operations.'%

Realists tend to argue for the strategic valuations and objectives they want, not the
ones that policymakers hold and pursue. It is ironic that in doing so, realists tend to
remove their coldly practical recommendations from the realm of real-world
practicality.

Flaws in “Offshore Balancing” and related articles cited here bring into question the
availability of any substantial realist contribution to what has evolved into an exigent
policy debate over the presence of U.S. ground forces in Afghanistan.™”

If the United States is withdrawing from Afghanistan in line with these realist
arguments, then the decision to withdraw is not founded on practical geostrategic logic
or compelling evidence.

Arguments to Stay Need Rearticulation

In general, the arguments to leave are insufficient to objectively justify a policy of
withdrawal. But given the withdrawal announcement, it is clear that the most prominent
arguments to stay in Afghanistan have also been insufficiently compelling.

The Afghanistan Study Group’s final report to Congress is broadly representative of
arguments to keep a small U.S. military force on the ground.® |t states that removing
U.S. troops would allow terrorist groups to reemerge, waste two decades of investment
towards developing Afghan democracy, put women and minorities at risk, undermine
economic opportunities for energy-hungry South Asian countries, and erode U.S.
regional influence. It also argues that leaving Afghanistan might increase the risks of
nuclear war between Pakistan and India.

Coming from the top U.S. experts on Afghanistan, these should be sobering and
convincing arguments in favor of keeping a small military footprint in place. For those
of us who need no further convincing, they are. But these arguments apparently have
failed to persuade President Biden and his cabinet, and they have not been sufficient
to generate substantial dissent to a 2021 withdrawal in Congress or amongst the
American public. Several rhetorical challenges stand out.

First and foremost, the Study Group arguments presuppose that the reader is
sufficiently compelled to preserve and protect Afghan democracy, Afghan women and
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minorities, and South Asian regional stability. It assumes that traditional democratic
norms prevail in current policy debate. The report states “... Afghanistan’s stability
depends on it having political institutions that are representative, inclusive—including
women and minorities—and based on a legal system that embodies the aspirations of
the Afghan people for justice.” This is probably accurate as it pertains to Afghanistan.

But this normative appeal is likely to have only limited impact on the relatively fixed
positions of members of Congress.' It is also unlikely to change the mind of the Study
Group’s most important audience, President Biden. Biden has made clear his
reluctance to put American servicepeople at risk to solve internal problems—including
problems like threats to human rights—in Afghanistan.®

Counterterrorism has long been a lynchpin in the arguments to stay in Afghanistan. Al
Qaida terrorism triggered the 2001 U.S. invasion of Afghanistan. Both Democratic and
Republican politicians have consistently supported counterterrorism operations to
suppress Al Qaida, and now the Islamic State, in Afghanistan. While he generally
champions democracy and human rights, President Biden has been fairly consistent in
describing U.S. interests in Afghanistan through the lens of counterterrorism.'"

However, with Osama Bin Laden long dead and the Islamic State declared defeated,
international terrorism is no longer a front-page issue for the American public,
Congress, or even for the U.S. Department of Defense.'”? The U.S. Government is now
focused on the rising political, economic, and military threat from China and explicitly
not on legacy counterterror operations in South Asia. Many experts are convinced that
counterterrorism can be safely and effectively conducted from outside of
Afghanistan.™?

American geostrategic interest in China could anchor a compelling case to stay in
Afghanistan; more on this later. But the Study Group report and other arguments for
sustaining military force in Afghanistan describe China’s role prospective regional
partner or perhaps regional spoiler. They fail to frame Afghanistan as a focal point for
global great power competition with China (and Russia) and, in doing so, miss an
opportunity to align the conflict in Afghanistan with the current geostrategic interests of
the United States.

Likely consequences of withdrawal have been clearly articulated.'™ Unfortunately,
normative arguments to stay centered on protecting Afghan women and the value of
Afghan democracy—and even some of the more practical, tactical arguments
centered on counterterrorism—have limited rhetorical power in 2021.

20



" David E. Sanger and Michael D. Shear, “Biden, Setting Afghanistan Withdrawal, Says ‘Its Time to End
the Forever War,” The New York Times, April 14, 2021. As of April 18, 2021:
https://www.nytimes.com/2021/04/14/us/politics/biden-afghanistan-troop-withdrawal.htm!

2 Michael J. McNerney, Ben Connable, S. Rebecca Zimmerman, Natasha Lander, Marek N. Posard,
Jasen J. Castillo, Dan Madden, llana Blum, Aaron Frank, and Benjamin J. Fernandes, National Will to
Fight: Why Some States Keep Fighting and Others Don’t, RR-2477-A, Santa Monica, Calif.: RAND
Corporation, 2018.

8 See below for citation and analysis.

4 Joseph R. Biden, Jr., Interim National Security Strategic Guidance, Washington, D.C.: The White
House, March 2021. As of April 18, 2021: https://www.whitehouse.gov/wp-
content/uploads/2021/03/NSC-1v2.pdf

5 McNerney, et al., 2018, p. ix.

6 McNerney, et al., 2018, p. xii.

”McNerney, et al., 2018. This analysis was conducted by the author of the present report, as well as
several co-authors on National Will to Fight, and included as a limited case assessment. See page 38 for
a brief reference to this assessment.

8 Jeffrey Goldberg, “The Obama Doctrine,” The Atlantic, April 2016. As of April 18, 2021:
https://www.theatlantic.com/magazine/archive/2016/04/the-obama-doctrine/471525/; Barack H. Obama,
Remarks by President Obama and President Ghani of Afghanistan in Joint Press Conference,
Washington, D.C., The White House, March 24, 2015. As of April 18, 2021:
https://obamawhitehouse.archives.gov/the-press-office/2015/03/24/remarks-president-obama-and-
president-ghani-afghanistan-joint-press-conf; Tom Vanden Brook and Deirdre Shesgreen, “Historic
peace deal in Afghanistan reached with Taliban, allowing withdrawal of U.S. troops,” USA Today, March
1, 2020. As of April 18, 2021: https://www.usatoday.com/story/news/politics/2020/02/29/u-s-taliban-sign-
deal-peace-talks-begin-u-s-troops-withdraw/4738736002/; Joseph R. Biden, Jr., “Why America Must
Lead Again: Rescuing U.S. Foreign Policy After Trump,” Foreign Affairs, March/April 2020. As of April 18,
2021: https://www.foreignaffairs.com/articles/united-states/2020-01-23/why-america-must-lead-again

% Ed O’Keefe, “Trump’s Afghanistan plan set to spark fresh congressional debate,” The Washington Post,
August 22, 2017. As of April 18, 2021: https://www.washingtonpost.com/powerpost/trumps-afghanistan-
plan-set-to-spark-fresh-congressional-debate/2017/08/22/28a07136-8747-11e7-a50f-
e0d4e6ec070a_story.html; Kristina Wong, “Lone opponent of Afghanistan war feels vindicated,” The Hill,
December 25, 2014. As of April 18, 2021: https://thehill.com/policy/defense/227975-lone-opponent-of-
afghan-war-feels-vindicated; “Lawmakers Divided Over Biden’s Plan to Withdraw All Troops from
Afghanistan by Sept. 11,” The New York Times, April 17, 2021. As of April 18, 2021:
https://www.nytimes.com/live/2021/04/13/us/biden-news-today

10*US Afghan commander Stanley McChrystal fired by Obama,” BBC, June 24, 2010. As of April 18,
2021: https://www.bbc.com/news/10395402; Michael R. Gordon, “General Details Pentagon Tensions
With Obama on Afghanistan,” The New York Times, January 5, 2013. As of April 18, 2021:
https://www.nytimes.com/2013/01/06/world/asia/mcchrystal-book-details-tensions-with-obama.html

" Helene Cooper, “Stanley McChrystal, a Top General Fired Over Insults to Biden, Says He'll Vote for
Him,” The New York Times, October 1, 2020. As of April 18, 2021:
https://www.nytimes.com/2020/10/01/us/politics/stanley-mcchrystal-biden.html

2 Helene Cooper, Eric Schmitt, and David E. Sanger, “Debating Exit from Afghanistan, Biden Rejected
Generals’ Views,” The New York Times, April 17, 2021. As of April 19, 2021:
https://www.nytimes.com/2021/04/17/us/politics/biden-afghanistan-withdrawal.html; Susan B. Glasser,
“Biden Finally Got to Say No to the Generals,” The New Yorker, April 14, 2021. As of April 19, 2021:
https://www.newyorker.com/news/letter-from-bidens-washington/biden-finally-got-to-say-no-to-the-
generals; Mark Perry, “How Biden Will—and Won’t—Battle the Pentagon,” Foreign Policy, April 12, 2021.
As of April 19, 2021: https://foreignpolicy.com/2021/04/12/biden-military-support-afghanistan-generals/
8 Eric V. Larson and Bogdan Savych, American Public Support for U.S. Military Operations from
Mogadishu to Baghdad, MG-231, Santa Monica, Calif.: RAND Corporation, 2005; Madiha Afzal and Israa
Saber, “Americans are not unanimously war-weary on Afghanistan,” The Brookings Institute, March 19,

21



2021. As of April 18, 2021: https://www.brookings.edu/blog/order-from-chaos/2021/03/19/americans-are-
not-unanimously-war-weary-on-afghanistan/

4 McNerney, et al., 2018; Ben Connable, How Insurgencies End, MG-965, Santa Monica, Calif.: RAND
Corporation, 2010.

s Carla Babb, “US Starts Afghan Withdrawal Amid Mixed Messages,” Voice of America, March 2, 2020.
As of April 18, 2021: https://www.voanews.com/south-central-asia/us-starts-afghan-withdrawal-amid-
mixed-messages; Abubakar Siddique, “Divisions on Way Forward in Afghanistan,” Radio Free
Europe/Radio Liberty, September 25, 2009. As of April 18, 2021:
https://www.rferl.org/a/Divisions_On_Way_Forward_In_Afghanistan/1836633.html; Anna Mulrine, “Mixed
messages from Obama, Petraeus on Afghanistan pullout,” The Christian Science Monitor, September 23,
2010. As of April 18, 2021: https://www.csmonitor.com/USA/Military/2010/0923/Mixed-messages-from-
Obama-Petraeus-on-Afghanistan-pullout

16 Sarah Almukhtar and Rod Nordland, “What Did the U.S. Get for $2 Trillion in Afghanistan?,” The New
York Times, December 9, 2019. As of April 18, 2021:
https://www.nytimes.com/interactive/2019/12/09/world/middleeast/afghanistan-war-cost.html; U.S.
Department of Defense, Casualty Status as of 10 a.m. EDT April 12, 2012. As of April 18, 2021:
https://www.defense.gov/casualty.pdf

7 Adam Nossiter, “The Taliban Think They Have Already Won, Peace Deal or Not,” The New York Times,
March 30, 2021. As of April 18, 2021: https://www.nytimes.com/2021/03/30/world/asia/taliban-victory-
afghanistan.html

8 Matthew Lee, “NATO to match US troop pullout from Afghanistan,” AP, April 14, 2021. As of April 19,
2021: https://apnews.com/article/joe-biden-lloyd-austin-antony-blinken-afghanistan-national-security-
¢11c5620cd0830f40e5ece7f4d189012

% Mujib Mashal, “How the Taliban Outlasted a Superpower: Tenacity and Carnage,” The New York
Times, May 26, 2020. As of April 18, 2021: https://www.nytimes.com/2020/05/26/world/asia/taliban-
afghanistan-war.html; Stephen M. Walt, “We Lost the War in Afghanistan. Get Over It.,” Foreign Policy,
September 11, 2019. As of April 18, 2021: https://foreignpolicy.com/2019/09/11/we-lost-the-war-in-
afghanistan-get-over-it/

20 Carter Malkasian, “How the Good War Went Bad,” America’s Slow-Motion Failure in Afghanistan,
March/April 2020. As of April 18, 2021: https://www.foreignaffairs.com/articles/afghanistan/2020-02-
10/how-good-war-went-bad

21 *Endless War: A Term with a History and a Definition,” New America Foundation, undated. As of April
18, 2021: https://www.newamerica.org/international-security/reports/defining-endless-wars/endless-war-
a-term-with-a-history-and-a-definition/; Robert Stone, “On the Ground,” The New York Times, September
12, 2008. As of April 18, 2021: https://www.nytimes.com/2008/09/14/books/review/Stone-t.html; Sam
Jordison, “Back to the Hugos: The Forever War by Joe Haldeman,” The Guardian, April 14, 2011. As of
April 18, 2021: https://www.theguardian.com/books/booksblog/2011/apr/14/back-to-the-hugos-joe-
haldeman

22 U.S. Department of Defense, Casualty Status, 2021; Alimukhtar and Nordland, 2019; Nossiter, 2021; et
al.

23 Thomas E. Ricks, “Let’s not reinforce failure in Afghanistan—Al Qaeda moved on, and so should we,”
Foreign Policy, October 21, 2015. As of April 18, 2021: https://foreignpolicy.com/2015/10/21/lets-not-
reinforce-failure-in-afghanistan-al-gaeda-moved-on-and-so-should-we/; John Glaser and John Mueller,
Overcoming Inertia: Why It's Time to End the War in Afghanistan, CATO Institute, August 13, 2019. As of
April 18, 2021: https://www.cato.org/policy-analysis/overcoming-inertia-why-its-time-end-war-
afghanistan; Daniel DePetris, “Susan Rice and other hawks use sunk cost fallacy to justify staying in
Afghanistan,” The Washington Examiner, March 6, 2020. As of April 18, 2021:
https://www.washingtonexaminer.com/opinion/susan-rice-and-john-bolton-use-sunk-cost-fallacy-to-
justify-staying-in-afghanistan; Mark Hannah, “Why Is It So Tough to Leave Afghanistan?,” The New York
Times, March 19, 2021. As of April 18, 2021: https://www.nytimes.com/2021/03/19/opinion/biden-
afghanistan.html

24 DePetris, 2020; Hannah, 2021; Trita Parsi and Adam Weinstein, “Why Joe Biden Should Stick to the
May 1 Deadline to Bring Home Troops from Afghanistan,” Time, March 23, 2021. As of April 18, 2021:
https://time.com/5949298/afghanistan-withdrawal-deadline/

25 Afzal and Saber, 2021; Richard Fontaine, “Afghanistan Pullout Isn’t as Popular as It Seems,” The Wall
Street Journal, March 28, 2021. As of April 18, 2021: https://www.wsj.com/articles/afghanistan-pullout-
isnt-as-popular-as-it-seems-11616959188

26 Connable, 2010.

27 Dobbins, et al., 2019; Laurel E. Miller and Jonathan S. Blake, Envisioning a Comprehensive Peace
Agreement for Afghanistan, RR-2937, Santa Monica, Calif.: RAND Corporation, 2019, et al.

23 Biden, Jr., 2021. 20



2 Sherman Kent, Words of Estimative Probability, declassified intelligence document, U.S. Central
Intelligence Agency, September 22, 1993. As of April 18, 2021:
https://www.cia.gov/static/0aae8f84700a256abf63f7aad73b0a7d/Words-of-Estimative-Probability. pdf
%0 Biden, Jr., 2021.

ST Biden, Jr., 2021, pp. 9-12.

%2 For a better understanding of these challenges, see the report series provided online by the U.S.
Special Inspector General for Afghanistan Reconstruction (SIGAR). As of May 13, 2021:
https://www.sigar.mil/allreports/

%8 The Taliban have long made accommodations with local aid programmers and in many cases have
benefitted both directly and indirectly from U.S. and European aid activities. Ashley Jackson, “Taliban
Policy and Perceptions Towards Aid Agencies in Afghanistan,” Humanitarian Practice Network, August
2013. As of May 13, 2021: https://odihpn.org/magazine/taliban-policy-and-perceptions-towards-aid-
agencies-in-afghanistan/; Ashley Jackson and Antonio Giustozzi, Talking to the Other Side: Humanitarian
Engagement with the Taliban in Afghanistan, working paper, Humanitarian Policy Group, December
2012. As of May 13, 2021
https://www.baag.org.uk/sites/www.baag.org.uk/files/resources/attachments/ODI%20Talking %20to %20t
he%200ther%20side %20Full%20Report.pdf

341 have written extensively on this subject, and on the relative value of aid in conflict areas. | am also the
director of research at a peace and development implementation non-governmental organization that
conducts aid programming in Afghanistan. See: Ben Connable, Leveraging Development Aid to
Address Root Causes in Counterinsurgency: Balancing Theory and Practice in “Hold” and “Build,” WR-
983-USG, Santa Monica, Calif.. RAND Corporation, 2013; Ben Connable, Jason H. Campbell, Bryce
Loidlolt, and Gail Fisher, Assessing Freedom of Movement for Counterinsurgency Campaigns, TR-1014-
USFOR-A, Santa Monica, Calif.: RAND Corporation, 2012; et al.

5 Biden, Jr., 2021, p. 16.

% General Kenneth F. McKenzie, Jr., “General Kenneth F. McKenzie, Jr., interview with NPR during a
recent tour of the region,” transcript, U.S. Central Command, July 16, 2020. As of April 18, 2021:
https://www.centcom.mil/MEDIA/Transcripts/Article/2280303/general-kenneth-f-mckenzie-jr-interview-
with-npr-during-a-recent-tour-of-the-re/; European Asylum Support Office, Afghanistan Security Situation,
September 2020. As of April 18, 2021: https://www.justice.gov/eoir/page/file/1320531/download; Frud
Bezhan, “The Taliban, The Government, and Islamic State: Who Controls What in Afghanistan?,” Radio
Free Europe/Radio Liberty, May 31, 2020. As of April 18, 2021: https://www.rferl.org/a/taliban-
government-islamic-state-who-controls-what-in-afghanistan-/30644646.html; Rahim Faiez, “Taliban
attacks increased in Afghan capital, report says,” Military Times, February 1, 2021. As of April 18, 2021:
https://www.militarytimes.com/news/your-military/2021/02/01/taliban-attacks-increased-in-afghan-capital-
report-says/; Mashal, 2021; Tamim Hamid, “Taliban Controls 52% of Territory in Afghanistan: Survey,”
Tolo News, February 13, 2021. As of April 18, 2021: https://tolonews.com/afghanistan-169977; Thomas
Gibbons-Neff and Taimoor Shah, “The Taliban Close in on Afghan Cities, Pushing the Country to the
Brink,” The New York Times, February 15, 2021. As of April 18, 2021:
https://www.nytimes.com/2021/02/15/world/asia/taliban-afghanistan.html; Lyse Doucet, “Taliban conflict:
Afghan fears rise as US ends its longest war,” BBC, October 20, 2020. As of April 18, 2021:
https://www.bbc.com/news/world-asia-54600781; Ahmad Shah Erfanyar, “Govt, Taliban make
exaggerated claims of territory they control,” Pajhwok Afghan News, February 12, 2021. As of April 18,
2021: https://pajhwok.com/2021/02/12/govt-taliban-make-exaggerated-claims-of-territory-they-control/;
Saifullah Maftoon, “Hundreds flee clashes in Ghazni’s Qarabagh district,” Pajhwok Afghan News, April
18, 2021. As of April 18, 2021: https://pajhwok.com/2021/04/18/hundreds-flee-clashes-in-ghaznis-
garabagh-district/

87 Office of the Director of National Intelligence, Annual Threat Assessment of the US Intelligence
Community, April 9, 2021, p. 25. As of April 19, 2021:
https://www.dni.gov/files/ODNI/documents/assessments/ATA-2021-Unclassified-Report.pdf

%8 | make this observation as a former intelligence officer and a contributor to both national intelligence
estimates and sense-of-the-community memoranda.

%9 Afghanistan Study Group, 2021; Roshan Noorzai, Bezhan Hamdard, “Afghans ‘Disappointed’ One
Year into US-Taliban Deal,” Voice of America, February 26, 2021. As of April 18, 2021:
https://www.voanews.com/extremism-watch/afghans-disappointed-one-year-us-taliban-deal

40 Haroon Janjua, Michael Evans, Alistair Dawber, “We beat you and will take power in Afghanistan,
Taliban taunt Joe Biden,” The Sunday Times, April 15, 2021. As of April 18, 2021:
https://www.thetimes.co.uk/article/we-beat-you-and-will-take-power-in-afghanistan-taliban-taunt-joe-
biden-0rw30mdbyv; Jeff Schogol, “The Taliban says they won the war in Afghanistan. They are not
wrong.,” Task & Purpose, January 30, 2021. As of April 18, 2021:
https://taskandpurpose.com/news/taliban—decIare—\ﬁ'%ory—afghanistan/; Nossiter, 2021; McNerney, et al.,



2018; Ben Connable, Michael J. McNerney, William Marcellino, Aaron Frank, Henry Hargrove, Marek N.
Posard, S. Rebecca Zimmerman, Natasha Lander, Jasen J. Castillo, and James Sladden, Will to Fight:
Analyzing Modeling, and Simulating the Will to Fight of Military Units, RR-2341-A, Santa Monica, Calif.:
RAND Corporation, 2019.

41 Jonathan Schroden, “Afghanistan’s Security Forces Versus the Taliban: A Net Assessment,” CTC
Sentinel, Vol. 14, No. 1, January 2021, pp. 20-29. As of April 18, 2021: https://ctc.usma.edu/wp-
content/uploads/2021/01/CTC-SENTINEL-012021.pdf

42 McNerney, et al., 2018; Nasim Saber, “Afghanistan: Why NATO’s indecision could be a precursor to
civil war,” DW, February 19, 2021. As of April 18, 2021: https://www.dw.com/en/afghanistan-why-natos-
indecision-could-be-a-precursor-to-civil-war/a-56628161

43 Gilles Dorronsoro, The Taliban’s Winning Strategy in Afghanistan, Carnegie Endowment for
International Peace, 2009. As of April 18, 2021:
https://carnegieendowment.org/files/taliban_winning_strategy.pdf

4 Hans Von Der Burchard, “Germany expresses ‘serious concern’ over US troop withdrawal from
Afghanistan,” Politico, November 18, 2020. As of April 18, 2021: https://www.politico.eu/article/germany-
expresses-serious-concern-over-us-troop-withdrawal-from-afghanistan/; Sharif Hassan and Susannah
George, “Taliban attacks in Afghanistan surge after U.S. peace deal, inflicting heavy casualties,” The
Washington Post, May 1, 2020. As of April 18, 2021:
https://www.washingtonpost.com/world/asia_pacific/taliban-attacks-in-afghanistan-surge-after-us-peace-
deal-inflicting-heavy-casualties/2020/04/30/1362fb40-88c0-11ea-80df-d24b35a568ae_story.html; U.S.
Department of State, Agreement for Bringing Peace to Afghanistan between the Islamic Emirate of
Afghanistan which is not recognized by the United States as a state and is known as the Taliban and the
United States of America, February 29, 2020. As of April 18, 2021: https://www.state.gov/wp-
content/uploads/2020/02/Agreement-For-Bringing-Peace-to-Afghanistan-02.29.20.pdf

4 | discuss troop levels later in this report. For more information on existing NATO presence in
Afghanistan as of April 15, 2021, see: NATO, NATO and Afghanistan, online factsheet, April 15, 2021. As
of April 19, 2021: https://www.nato.int/cps/en/natohg/topics_8189.htm

46 |t is outside the scope of this report to recommend a force level in Afghanistan. Effective assessment
would require access to classified information, including threat information, that is readily available to
U.S. Government analysts. The author has directly participated in both efforts to calculate effective troop
levels in Afghanistan while supporting the NATO Afghan Assessment Group, and through extensive
case study analysis. See: Connable, 2010; and Connable, 2012.

47 For example: U.S. Department of Defense, Enhancing Security and Stability in Afghanistan, December
2019, p. 6. As of April 19, 2021: https://media.defense.gov/2020/Jan/23/2002238296/-1/-1/1/1225-
REPORT-DECEMBER-2019.PDF

48 Asfandyar Mir, “Afghanistan’s Terrorism Challenge: The Political Trajectories of al-Qaeda, the Afghan
Taliban, and the Islamic State,” Middle East Institute, October 20, 2020. As of April 18, 2021:
https://www.mei.edu/publications/afghanistans-terrorism-challenge-political-trajectories-al-qaeda-
afghan-taliban-and

4 J.S. Director of National Intelligence, 2021, p. 5. ISIS, or the Islamic State in Iraq and Syria, is the
preferred U.S. Government acronym for the group. Al-Qa’ida is one of many spellings of the group’s
name, in this case including a transliterated glottal stop from Arabic.

% Ayaz Gul, “Taliban, US Spart over Al-Qaida Presence in Afghanistan,” Voice of America, June 11,
2020. As of April 18, 2021: https://www.voanews.com/usa/taliban-us-spar-over-al-qaida-presence-
afghanistan

51 United Nations Security Council, Letter dated 19 May 2020 from the Chair of the Security Council
Committee established pursuant to resolution 1988 (2011) addressed to the President of the Security
Council, May 27, 2020. As of April 18, 2021: http://cdn.cnn.com/cnn/2020/images/06/01/n2011060.pdf
52 Abdul Sayed and Colin P. Clarke, “The Islamic State in Afghanistan is Down, but Not Out,” The RAND
Blog, September 14, 2020. As of April 18, 2021: https://www.rand.org/blog/2020/09/the-islamic-state-in-
afghanistan-is-down-but-not-out.html|

% Congressional Research Service, Al Qaeda and Islamic State Affiliates in Afghanistan, June 24, 2020.
As of April 18, 2021: https://crsreports.congress.gov/product/pdf/IF/IF10604/10; J.P. Lawrence, “A
bloodied ISIS still a threat in Afghanistan as it looks to recruit disgruntled Taliban,” Stars and Stripes,
July 31, 2020. As of April 18, 2021: https://www.stripes.com/news/middle-east/a-bloodied-isis-still-a-
threat-in-afghanistan-as-it-looks-to-recruit-disgruntled-taliban-1.639491; Jeff Seldin, “Islamic State
Poised for Possible Resurgence in Afghanistan, US Officials Warn,” Voice of America, February 9, 2021.
As of April 18, 2021: https://www.voanews.com/south-central-asia/islamic-state-poised-possible-
resurgence-afghanistan-us-officials-warn; U.S. Department of Defense Office of Inspector General, Lead
Inspector General for Operation Freedom'’s Sentinel Quarterly Report to the United States Congress
October 1, 2019-December 31, 2019, February 19,2020. As of April 18, 2021: https://www.dodig.mil/In-



the—S/potlight/ArticIe/2087174/|ead—inspector—general—for—operation—freedoms—sentinel—i—quarterly—report—
to-th

5 Mearsheimer and Walt, 2016.

% U.S. Department of Defense, Enhancing Security and Stability in Afghanistan, report to Congress,
June 2020. As of April 18, 2021: https://media.defense.gov/2020/Jul/01/2002348001/-1/-
1/1/ENHANCING_SECURITY_AND_STABILITY_IN_AFGHANISTAN.PDF; Matt A. Mayer, “Enhanced
Human Intelligence is Key to Defeating Terrorists,” American Enterprise Institute, June 2016; Amy
Forsythe, “Special Forces Soldiers help Afghan forces defeat ISIS in eastern Afghanistan,” U.S. Army,
August 10, 2018. As of April 18, 2021: https://www.army.mil/article/209723?dmd

% U.S. Army, Targeting, ATP 3-60 (FM 3-60), Washington, D.C., May 2015. As of April 18, 2021:
https://armypubs.army.mil/epubs/DR_pubs/DR_a/pdi/web/atp3_60.pdf; Joint Targeting School, Joint
Targeting School Student Guide, Dam Neck, Virginia, March 1, 2017.

5 McKenzie added that the mission would not be “impossible.” Burns added that there are more
dangerous terrorist threats elsewhere in the world. Neither of these caveats detracts from my central
argument in this section: withdrawal will degrade U.S. counterterror effectiveness and almost certainly
lead to increased incidents of civilian casualties during counterterror operations. Missy Ryan and Karoun
Demirjian, * ‘Extremely difficult, but not impossible’: General Provides assessment of Afghan
counterterrorism effort after U.S. troops depart,” The Washington Post, April 20, 2021. As of April 21,
2021: https://www.washingtonpost.com/national-security/afghan-war-us-
withdrawal/2021/04/20/d9b05468-a201-11eb-8a6d-f1b55f463112_story.html; Jeff Seldin, “Afghanistan
Withdrawal Could Pose ‘Significant Risk’ to US, Intelligence Officials Say,” Voice of America, April 14,
2021. As of April 21, 2021: https://www.voanews.com/usa/afghanistan-withdrawal-could-pose-
significant-risk-us-intelligence-officials-say

% United Nations Assistance Mission in Afghanistan, Reports on the Protection of Civilians in Armed
Conflict, hyperlinks to quarterly reports through April 2021. As of April 18, 2021:
https://unama.unmissions.org/protection-of-civilians-reports; David Zucchino, “U.S. and Afghan Forces
Killed More Civilians Than Taliban Did, Report Finds,” The New York Times, April 24, 2019. As of April
18, 2021: https://www.nytimes.com/2019/04/24/world/asia/afghanistan-civilian-casualties-united-
nations.html; Neil Shortland, Huseyin Sari, and Elias Nader, “Recounting the Dead: An Analysis of ISAF
Caused Civilian Casualties in Afghanistan,” Armed Forces & Society, Vol. 45, No. 1, 2017, pp. 122-139.
% United Nations Assistance Mission in Afghanistan, 2021.

0 Douglas H. Stutz, “Team reduces civilian casualties with exact targeting,” Combined Forces Air
Component Command Public Affairs, Operation Iragi Freedom, April 17, 2003. As of April 18, 2021:
https://www.af.mil/News/Article-Display/Article/139424/team-reduces-civilian-casualties-with-exact-
targeting/; John Cherry, Kiernan Tinkler, and Michael Schmitt, “Avoiding Collateral Damage on the
Battlefield,” Just Security, February 11, 2021. As of April 18, 2021
https://www.justsecurity.org/74619/avoiding-collateral-damage-on-the-battlefield/; Michael N. Schmitt,
“Precision attack and international humanitarian law,” International Review of the Red Cross, Vol. 87, No.
859, September 2005, pp. 445-466. As of April 18, 2021:
https://www.icrc.org/en/doc/assets/files/other/irrc_859_schmitt.pdf; Amnesty International, The Hidden
US War in Somalia: Civilian Casualties from Air Strikes in Lower Shabelle, 2019. As of April 18, 2021:
https://www.amnestyusa.org/wp-content/uploads/2019/03/The-Hidden-U.S.-War-in-Somalia.pdf; Roger
Lane and Himayu Shiotani, Opportunities to strengthen military policies and practices to reduce civilian
ng? from explosive weapons, United Nations Institute for Disarmament Research, 2019. As of April 18,
https://www.bmeia.gv.at/fileadmin/user_upload/Zentrale/Aussenpolitik/Abruestung/POC19/UNIDIR_Mil_E
xplosiveWeapons_Food_for_Thought_Paper_.pdf

61 U.S. Department of Defense, June 2020, p. 9.

62 *“What are ‘rare earths’ used for?,” BBC, March 13, 2012. As of April 18, 2021:
https://www.bbc.com/news/world-17357863; James Stavridis, “U.S. Needs a Strong Defense Against
China’s Rare-Earth Weapon,” Bloomberg, March 4, 2021. As of April 18, 2021
https://www.bloomberg.com/opinion/articles/2021-03-04/u-s-needs-a-strong-defense-against-china-s-
rare-earth-weapon

83 “Does China Pose a Threat to Global Rare Earth Supply Chains?,” CSIS, undated. As of April 18, 2021
https://chinapower.csis.org/china-rare-earths/

64 Rafig Dossani, Jennifer Bouey, and Keren Zhu, Demystifying the Belt and Road Initiative: A
Clarification of its Key Features, Objectives, and Impacts, WR-1338, Santa Monica, Calif.. RAND
Corporation, May 2020.

8 U.S. Department of Defense, DOD Announces Rare Earth Element Award to Strengthen Domestic
Industrial Base, press release, February 1, 2021. As of April 18, 2021:
https://www.defense.gov/Newsroom/Releases/Release/Article/2488672/dod-announces-rare-earth-
element-award-to-strengthen-domestic-industrial-base/



66 Stephen G. Peters, Trude V.V. King, Thomas J. Mack, and Michael P. Chornack, eds., Summaries of
Important Areas for Mineral Investment and Production Opportunities of Nonfuel Minerals in Afghanistan,
U.S. Geological Survey, 2011. As of April 18, 2021: https://afghanistan.cr.usgs.gov/nonfuel-report

8 Tim Worstall, “Dear President Trump, Afghanistan’s Minerals Aren’'t Very Valuable, They’re Really Not,”
Forbes, July 27, 2017. As of April 18, 2021: https://www.forbes.com/sites/timworstall/2017/07/27/dear-
president-trump-afghanistans-minerals-arent-very-valuable-theyre-really-not/?sh=270025192615;
Agnieszka Pikulicka-Wilczewska, “Why is Afghanistan unable to extract its vast mineral wealth?,”
AlJazeera, May 28, 2019. As of April 18, 2021: https://www.aljazeera.com/features/2019/5/28/why-is-
afghanistan-unable-to-extract-its-vast-mineral-wealth; Vanda Felbab-Brown, “A Bri(dge) too far: The
unfulfilled promise and limitations of China’s involvement in Afghanistan,” The Brookings Institute, June
2020. As of April 18, 2021: https://www.brookings.edu/wp-
content/uploads/2020/06/fp_20200615_china_afghanistan_felbab_brown.pdf

88 Dossani, et al., 2020; “Exploring the Environmental Repercussions of China’s Belt and Road Initiative,”
Environmental and Energy Study Institute, October 30, 2018. As of April 18, 2021:
https://www.eesi.org/articles/view/exploring-the-environmental-repercussions-of-chinas-belt-and-road-
initiativ; Anthony Kleven, “Belt and Road: colonialism with Chinese characteristics,” The Interpreter, May
6, 2019. As of April 18, 2021: https://www.lowyinstitute.org/the-interpreter/belt-and-road-colonialism-
chinese-characteristics

8 Adam Gallagher, “To Protect Afghan Women'’s Rights, U.S. Must Remain Engaged,” United States
Institute of Peace, October 23, 2019. As of April 19, 2021:
https://www.usip.org/publications/2019/10/protect-afghan-womens-rights-us-must-remain-engaged; Kirk
Semple, “Afghan Women Slowly Gaining Protection,” The New York Times, March 2, 2009. As of April
19, 2021: https://www.nytimes.com/2009/03/03/world/asia/03shelter.html; “We Want to Live as Humans:’
Repression of Women and Girls in Western Afghanistan,” Human Rights Watch, Vol. 14, No. 11,
December 2002. As of April 19, 2021:
https://www.hrw.org/reports/2002/afghnwmn1202/Afghnwmn1202.pdf; Allen and Felbab-Brown, 2020.

70 For “others” | refer to some of the cited reports on the protection of Afghan women. | make no claim to
know or represent how many others hold these views. For the purpose of this discussion, it is sufficient to
note that it is more than one.

7T Biden, Jr., 2021, no page number.

2] analyzed all publicly available, high-level national security policy documents from the late 1940s
through the mid-2010s as part of a RAND analysis of international competition, and again as part of a
policy analysis Iraq policy. While the language changes, and is in some cases brutally realist, emphasis
on the defense of democracy and democratic norms is generally consistent. This is particularly true of
public facing strategy documents delivered after the passage of the 1986 Goldwater-Nichols
Department of Defense Reorganization Act that mandated the annual production of the U.S. National
Security Strategy. For more on these analyses, including an assessment of the realist language
interwoven with these normative standards, see: Ben Connable, Jason H. Campbell, and Dan Madden,
Stretching and Exploiting Thresholds for High-Order War: How Russia, China, and Iran Are Eroding
American Influence Using Time-Tested Measures Short of War, RR-1003-A, Santa Monica, Calif.: RAND
Corporation, 2016; Ben Connable, An Enduring American Commitment in Irag: Shaping a Long-Term
Strategy with Iragi Army Partners, PE-353-OSD, Santa Monica, Calif.. RAND Corporation, 2020.

73 “The history of the Afghanistan war,” BBC, March 7, 2012. As of April 18, 2021:
https://www.bbc.co.uk/newsround/15214375

74 Salima Ahmadi and Thomas Ruttig, “New Building, Old MPs: A guide to the Afghan parliament,”
Afghanistan Analysts Network, February 4, 2016. As of April 18, 2021: https://www.afghanistan-
analysts.org/en/reports/political-landscape/new-building-old-mps-a-guide-to-the-afghan-parliament/

5 U.S. Department of State, U.S. Support for Afghan Women and Children: Survey of Current Activities,
archived report, July 12, 2002. As of April 18, 2021: https://2001-2009.state.gov/g/wi/rls/10684.htm; U.S.
Agency for International Development, Promote, online factsheet, April 15, 2021. As of April 18, 2021:
https://www.usaid.gov/afghanistan/promote; U.S. Agency for International Development, Women’s
Empowerment and Gender, online factsheet, April 15, 2021. As of April 18, 2021:
https://www.usaid.gov/afghanistan/gender-participant-training; Jelena Bjelica and Johullah Sorush,
“Afghanistan Elections Conundrum (20): Women candidates going against the grain,” Afghanistan
Analysts Network, October 19, 2018. As of April 18, 2021: https://www.afghanistan-
analysts.org/en/reports/political-landscape/atghanistan-elections-conundrum-19-women-candidates-
going-against-the-grain/; U.S. Department of State, 2019 Country Reports on Human Rights Practices:
Afghanistan, undated. As of April 18, 2021: https://www.state.gov/wp-
content/uploads/2020/03/AFGHANISTAN-2019-HUMAN-RIGHTS-REPORT . pdf; Stefanie Glinski, “US
warns Afghan women of increased risk of extremist attack,” The Guardian, September 18, 2020. As of
April 18, 2021: https://www.theguardian.com/global-development/2020/sep/18/us-warns-afghan-women-
of-increased-risk-of-extremist-attack; Abdul Qadir S&@ligi, “Afghan woman shot, blinded, for getting a



job,” Reuters, November 9, 2020. As of April 18, 2021: https://www.reuters.com/article/us-afghanistan-
taliban-women/afghan-woman-shot-blinded-for-getting-a-job-idUSKBN27Q0AF

76 Secunder Kermani and Mahfouz Zubaide, “Prominent women attacked as Afghanistan eyes peace,”
BBC, September 10, 2020. As of April 18, 2021: https://www.bbc.com/news/world-asia-54084848; Aleem
Agha and Guy Davies, “Recent killings in Afghanistan highlight ongoing issue of violence against
women,” ABC News, March 5, 2021. As of April 18, 2021: https://abcnews.go.com/International/recent-
killings-afghanistan-highlight-ongoing-issue-violence-women/story?id=76251017; U.S. Department of
State, February 29, 2020.

77 John R. Allen and Vanda Felbab-Brown, “The fate of women’s rights in Afghanistan,” The Brookings
Institute, September 2020. As of April 18, 2021: https://www.brookings.edu/essay/the-fate-of-womens-
rights-in-afghanistan/

78 U.S. Department of State, Joint Declaration between the Islamic Republic of Afghanistan and the
United States of America for Bringing Peace to Afghanistan, undated. As of April 18, 2021:
https://www.state.gov/wp-content/uploads/2020/02/02.29.20-US-Afghanistan-Joint-Declaration. pdf

% Ayesha Tanzeem, “Blinken Warns Afghanistan’s Ghani of Dire Consequences Without Urgent
Changes,” Voice of America, March 07, 2021. As of April 18, 2021: https://www.voanews.com/south-
central-asia/blinken-warns-afghanistans-ghani-dire-consequences-without-urgent-changes; William J.
Burns, “The Diplomacy Imperative,” Carnegie Endowment for International Peace, May 2, 2019. As of
April 18, 2021: https://carnegieendowment.org/2019/05/02/diplomacy-imperative-pub-79052; Amy Ebitz,
“The use of military diplomacy in great power competition: Lessons learned from the Marshall Plan,” The
Brookings Institute, February 12, 2019. As of April 18, 2021: https://www.brookings.edu/blog/order-from-
chaos/2019/02/12/the-use-of-military-diplomacy-in-great-power-competition/; U.S. Department of
Defense, Remarks by Secretary Carter at the Global Chiefs of Mission Conference, March 26, 2015. As
of April 18, 2021: https://www.defense.gov/Newsroom/Speeches/Speech/Article/606657/remarks-by-
secretary-carter-at-the-global-chiefs-of-mission-conference/

8 U.S. Agency for International Development, U.S. Government Agencies & Military, online factsheet,
undated. As of April 18, 2021: https://www.usaid.gov/partnership-opportunities/us-government-and-
military; William Hammink, “USAID in Afghanistan: What Have We Learned?,” The Foreign Service
Journal, July/August 2018. As of April 18, 2021: https://www.afsa.org/usaid-afghanistan-what-have-we-
learned

81 Tanzeem, 2021; and Ned Price, Secretary Blinken’s Virtual Travel to the United Nations, New York,
press statement, March 26, 2021. As of April 18, 2021: https://www.state.gov/secretary-blinkens-virtual-
travel-to-the-united-nations-new-york/

82 J.S. Department of State, February 29, 2020.

8 U.S. Department of State, Guidance on Non-Binding Documents, online factsheet, undated. As of April
18, 2021: https://2009-2017 .state.gov/s/l/treaty/guidance/index.htm; United Nations, Vienna Convention
on the Law of Treaties, 1969, United Nations, Treaty Series, Vol. 1155. As of April 18, 2021:
https://legal.un.org/ilc/texts/instruments/english/conventions/1_1_1969.pdf

84 United Nations, 1969, p. 2.

8 J.S. Department of State, Treaties in Force: A List of Treaties and Other International Agreements of
the United States in Force on January 1, 2020, online factsheet, January 1, 2020. As of April 18, 2021:
https://www.state.gov/wp-content/uploads/2020/08/TIF-2020-Full-website-view.pdf

8 Harmonie Toros, “We Don’t Negotiate with Terrorists!”: Legitimacy and Complexity in Terrorist
Conflicts,” Security Dialogue, Vol. 39, No. 4, 2008, pp. 407-426. As of April 18, 2021:
https://www.law.upenn.edu/live/files/5141-legitimacy-and-complexity-in-terrorist-conflicts--; Colin P.
Clarke and Christopher Paul, From Stalemate to Settlement: Lessons for Afghanistan from Historical
Insurgencies That Have Been Resolved Through Negotiations, RR-469-OSD, Santa Monica, Calif.. RAND
Corporation, 2014; Daniel Byman, “Talking with Insurgents: A Guide for the Perplexed,” The Washington
Quarterly, Vol. 32, No. 2, 2009, pp. 125-137; Richard N. Haass, The Northern Ireland Peace Process,
official transcript, U.S. Department of State, January 7, 2002. As of April 18, 2021: https://2001-
2009.state.gov/s/p/rem/7300.htm

87 The Fallujah Brigade was an ad hoc insurgent-affiliated militia organization that was temporarily
recognized by the U.S. Government through senior military interlocutors during negotiations to end the
first battle of Fallujah, Irag, in 2004. | participated in these negotiations aboard Camp Fallujah, Anbar
Province, Iraq, in April 2004. While the Doha agreement bears the imprimatur of the U.S. Department of
State, the nature of these two agreements—the U.S. Government negotiating ceasefire terms and
agreement for peace with a non-recognized militia or insurgent organization—is similar. For more
information on the Fallujah Brigade see: Kenneth W. Estes, U.S. Marines in Iraq, 2004-2005: Into the
Fray, Washington, D.C.: Marine Corps History Division, 2011. As of April 20, 2021:
https://permanent.fdlp.gov/gpo10899/Estes%20Into%20the % 20Fray %20Boards_Det%200ne%20copy.p
df; Evan Osnos and Christine Spolar, “Marines brok2e$deal on Fallujah,” The Baltimore Sun, April 30,



2004. As of April 20, 2021: https://www.baltimoresun.com/news/bs-xpm-2004-04-30-0404300335-
story.html

8 U.S. Congress, Subcommittee Questions Special Representative Khalilzad on U.S. Strategy in
Afghanistan, House Committee on Oversight and Reform, September 22, 2020. As of April 18, 2021:
https://oversight.house.gov/news/press-releases/subcommittee-questions-special-representative-
khalilzad-on-us-strategy-in; Clayton Thomas, Afghanistan: Background and U.S. Policy: In Brief,
Congressional Research Service, March 25, 2021. As of April 18, 2021:
https://crsreports.congress.gov/product/pdf/R/R45122; European Asylum Support Office, Afghanistan
Anti-Government Elements (AGEs), August 2020. As of April 18, 2021:
https://www.justice.gov/eoir/page/file/1308491/download

8 Seth G. Jones, “The Rise of Afghanistan’s Insurgency: State Failure and Jihad,” International Security,
Vol. 32, No. 4, Spring 2008, pp. 7-40; Declan Walsh, “Better paid, better armed, better connected—
Taliban rise again,” The Guardian, September 15, 2006. As of April 20, 2021:
https://www.theguardian.com/world/2006/sep/16/afghanistan.declanwalsh

% Carl Forsberg, The Taliban’s Campaign for Kandahar, Institute for the Study of War, December 2009.
As of April 20, 2021
http://www.understandingwar.org/sites/default/files/The_Talibans_Campaign_For_Kandahar.pdf

9" Adnan R. Khan, “It's time for a hard look at Operation Medusa,” Maclean’s, May 29, 2017. As of April
20, 2021: https://www.macleans.ca/news/world/its-time-for-a-hard-look-at-operation-medusa/; David
Fraser and Brian Hanington, Operation Medusa: The Furious Battle that Saved Afghanistan from the
Taliban, Toronto, Canada: McClelland and Stewart, 2018.

92 Rahim Faiez, “Taliban launch major attack on Afghan city of Kunduz,” AP News, August 31, 2019. As
of April 20, 2021: https://apnews.com/article/7235462b429747c3978104b35d3fa2d 1

% Phillip Walter Wellman, “Afghanistan: Remembering the fallen of 2020,” Stars and Stripes, December
30, 2020. As of April 18, 2021: https://www.stripes.com/news/middle-east/afghanistan-remembering-the-
fallen-of-2020-1.656849

9 Jared Keller, “Insider attacks against US troops in Afghanistan have dropped to a historic low. Here’s
why,” Task & Purpose, February 02, 2021. As of April 18, 2021:
https://taskandpurpose.com/analysis/insider-attacks-afghanistan-2020/; U.S. Department of Defense,
Enhancing Security and Stability in Afghanistan, December 2019.

% Michael E. O’Hanlon, “5,000 Troops for 5 years: A no drama approach to Afghanistan for the next US
president,” The Brookings Institute, December 9, 2019. As of April 18, 2021:
https://www.brookings.edu/policy2020/bigideas/5000-troops-for-5-years-a-no-drama-approach-to-
afghanistan-for-the-next-us-president/; Niall McCarthy, “The Annual Cost of the War in Afghanistan Since
2001 [Infographic],” Forbes, September 12, 2019. As of April 18, 2021:
https://www.forbes.com/sites/niallmccarthy/2019/09/12/the-annual-cost-of-the-war-in-afghanistan-since-
2001-infographic/?sh=81ca06b 197 1f

% Fontaine, 2021.

% Connable, 2010.

9 Claire Felter and Danielle Renwick, “Colombia’s Civil Conflict,” Council on Foreign Relations, January
11, 2017. As of April 20, 2021: https://www.cfr.org/backgrounder/colombias-civil-conflict; U.S.
Department of State, U.S. Relations With Colombia, online factsheet, July 27, 2020. As of April 20, 2021:
https://www.state.gov/u-s-relations-with-colombia/; Joseph R. Biden, Jr., Aid to ‘Plan Colombia’: The
Time for U.S. Assistance is Now, report to the Committee on Foreign Relations, May 2000. As of April 20,
2021: https://www.govinfo.gov/content/pkg/CPRT-106SPRT64135/html/CPRT-106SPRT64135.htm

% J.S. military presence in Colombia has ebbed and flowed, with some gaps in formal deployment. In
May 2020 the United States deployed a company of U.S. military advisors to support “enhanced
counter-narcotics” operations by the Colombian government. USAID conducts extensive development
activities in Colombia. “SOUTHCOM to Deploy U.S. Army Advisory Team to Support Counter-narcotics
Cooperation with Colombia,” press release, U.S. Southern Command, May 28, 2020. As of April 20,
2021: https://www.southcom.mil/News/PressReleases/Article/2199735/southcom-to-deploy-us-army-
advisory-team-to-support-enhanced-counter-narcotics/; U.S. Agency for International Development,
Colombia: Our Work, online factsheet, April 9, 2021. As of April 20, 2021:
https://www.usaid.gov/colombia/our-work

100 John J. Mearsheimer, “Guns Won't Win the Afghan War,” The New York Times, November 4, 2001. As
of April 18, 2021: https://www.nytimes.com/2001/11/04/opinion/guns-won-t-win-the-afghan-war.html;
Stephen M. Walt, “What if realists were in charge of U.S. foreign policy?,” Foreign Policy, April 30, 2012.
As of ,/April 18, 2021: https://foreignpolicy.com/2012/04/30/what-if-realists-were-in-charge-of-u-s-foreign-
policy

101 John J. Mearsheimer and Stephen M. Walt, “The Case for Offshore Balancing: A Superior U.S. Grand
Strategy,” Foreign Affairs, July-August 2016, pp. 7 ; James Wood Forsyth, Jr., “The Past as Prologue:
Realist Thought and the Future of American Security Policy,” Strategic Studies Quarterly, Vol. 5, No. 3,



Fall 2011, pp. 102-120; Gordon Adams, “Afghanistan and Pakistan: The graveyard for U.S. foreign policy
planning?,” Bulletin of the Atomic Scientists, October 8, 2009. As of April 18, 2021:
https://thebulletin.org/2009/10/afghanistan-and-pakistan-the-graveyard-for-u-s-foreign-policy-planning/;
Ben Smith, “Realists war on Afghan war,” Politico, September 15, 2019. As of April 18, 2021:
https://www.politico.com/blogs/ben-smith/2009/09/realists-warn-on-afghan-war-021401; Barry R. Posen,
“It's Time to Make Afghanistan Someone Else’s Problem,” The Atlantic, August 18, 2017. As of April 18,
2021: https://www.theatlantic.com/international/archive/2017/08/solution-afghanistan-withdrawal-iran-
russia-pakistan-trump/537252/; Katherine Tiedemann, “Withdrawal without winning?,” Foreign Policy,
September 14, 2009. As of April 18, 2021: https://foreignpolicy.com/2009/09/14/withdrawal-without-
winning/; Malou Innocent, “Why War in Afghanistan Is Futile,” CATO Institute, July 21, 2009. As of April
18, 2021: https://www.cato.org/blog/why-war-afghanistan-futile

192 Angela O’'Mahony, Miranda Priebe, Bryan Frederick, Jennifer Kavanagh, Matthew Lane, Trevor
Johnston, Thomas S. Szyna, Jakub P. Hlavka, Stephen Watts, and Matthew Povlock, U.S. Presence and
the Incidence of Conflict, RR-1906-A, Santa Monica, Calif.. RAND Corporation, 2018. Decades of U.S.
military presence in the Republic of Korea, Japan, and Europe have not led to more war. Hyonshee Shin
and Joyce Lee, “Factbox: U.S. and South Korea’s security arrangement, cost of troops,” Reuters, March
7,2021. As of April 18, 2021: https://www.reuters.com/article/us-southkorea-usa-alliance/factbox-u-s-
and-south-koreas-security-arrangement-cost-of-troops-idUSKBN2AZ0S0; U.S. Forces Japan, About U.S.
Forces Japan, online factsheet, undated. As of April 18, 2021: https://www.usfj.mil/About-USFJ/; U.S.
European Command, History of USEUCOM, online factsheet, undated. As of April 18, 2021:
https://www.eucom.mil/organization/history-of-useucom. Mearsheimer and Walt claim the United States
“became a great power by staying out of foreign wars and building a world-class economy.” In fact, the
United States has been quite active in foreign wars since the days of the Barbary Pirates.;

108 U.S. Department of State, Report to Congress: Advancing Freedom and Democracy Report, 2019. As
of April 18, 2021: https://www.state.gov/wp-content/uploads/2019/01/Report-to-Congress-Advancing-
Freedom-and-Democracy-Report.pdf; U.S. Agency for International Development, USAID Strategy on
Democracy, Human Rights, and Governance, Washington, D.C., June 2013. As of April 18, 2021:
https://www.usaid.gov/sites/default/files/documents/1866/USAID-DRG_fina-_6-24-31.pdf

104 Stephen Watts, Jason H. Campbell, Patrick B. Johnston, Sameer Lalwani, and Sarah H. Bana,
Countering Others’ Insurgencies: Understanding U.S. Small Footprint Interventions in Local Context, RR-
513-SRF, Santa Monica, Calif.: RAND Corporation, 2014; “Success in Colombia,” The Washington Post,
February 14, 2016. As of April 18, 2021: https://www.washingtonpost.com/opinions/success-in-
colombia/2016/02/14/e8ff53f2-d0f5-11e5-abc9-ea152f0b9561_story.html; U.S. Agency for International
Development, Democracy and Governance, online factsheet, undated. As of April 18, 2021:
https://www.usaid.gov/el-salvador/democracy-and-governance; “Nations in Transit 2020: Kosovo, Score
Changes in 2020,” Freedom House, 2020. As of April 18, 2021:
https://ffreedomhouse.org/country/kosovo/nations-transit/2020; Raul S. Manglapus, “The State of
Philippine Democracy,” Foreign Affairs, July 1960. As of April 18, 2021:

https://www .foreignaffairs.com/articles/philippines/1960-07-01/state-philippine-democracy; Terri Moon
Cronk, “OIR Follows in Predecessors’ Footsteps in Defeating ISIS, Official Says,” U.S. Department of
Defense, Defense News, July 23, 2020. As of April 18, 2021:
https://www.defense.gov/Explore/News/Article/Article/2285722/oir-follows-in-predecessors-footsteps-in-
defeating-isis-official-says/

105 Asfandyar Mir and Colin P. Clarke, “Biden’s Expensive New Problem in Afghanistan,” Politico, April
15, 2021. As of May 13, 2021: https://www.politico.com/news/magazine/2021/04/15/bidens-next-
afghanistan-challenge-how-to-police-it-from-outside-482054

196 More circuitous routes exist through Turkmenistan, Uzbekistan, and Tajikistan, but these would
require longer and costlier flight legs to conduct long-range strikes. It is highly unlikely that China would
allow overflight of U.S. military aircraft.

97 Ben Smith, “Realists warn on Afghan war,” Politico, September 15, 2009. As of April 18, 2021:
https://www.politico.com/blogs/ben-smith/2009/09/realists-warn-on-afghan-war-021401; Forsyth, Jr.,
2011; Andrew J. Jarocki, “Forever is Now: Leaving Afghanistan,” Realist Review, March 7, 2021. As of
April 18, 2021: https://realistreview.org/2021/03/07/forever-is-now-leaving-afghanistan/

108 Afghanistan Study Group, Afghanistan Study Group Final Report, Washington, D.C.: United States
Institute of Peace, February 2021. As of April 18, 2021: https://www.usip.org/sites/default/files/2021-
02/afghanistan_study_group_final_report_a_pathway_for_peace_in_afghanistan.pdf; U.S. Senate,
Exploring Three Strategies for Afghanistan, hearing before the Committee on Foreign Relations,
September 16, 2009. As of April 18, 2021: https://www.govinfo.gov/content/pkg/CHRG-
111shrg55538/html/CHRG-111shrg55538.htm

19 Rand Paul, Dr. Rand Paul Gives Senate Chance to Vote to End the War in Afghanistan, press release,
July 1, 2020. As of April 19, 2021: https://www.paulgsgnate.gov/news/dr—rand—paul—gives—senate—chance—
vote-end-war-afghanistan; Bernie Sanders, Sanderg8tatement on Afghanistan, June 23, 2011. As of



April 19, 2021: https://www.sanders.senate.gov/press-releases/sanders-statement-on-afghanistan/; Paul
D. Shinkman, “Sanders Supports Afghan Retreat—Even if Kabul Falls,” US News and World Report,
November 20, 2019: https://www.usnews.com/news/elections/articles/2019-11-20/sanders-supports-
afghanistan-withdrawal-even-if-us-backed-government-collapses; Eric Schmitt, “A Top Democrat Warns
Against a Hasty Withdrawal of U.S. Troops from Afghanistan,” The New York Times, February 24, 2021.
As of April 19, 2021: https://www.nytimes.com/2021/02/24/world/asia/afghan-troops-withdrawal-senator-
reed.html; Lee Davidson, “Utah’s two senators split over Trump’s move to withdraw troops from
Afghanistan, Irag,” The Salt Lake Tribune, November 18, 2020. As of April 19, 2021:
https://www.sltrib.com/news/politics/2020/11/18/utahs-two-senators-split/

10 *Transcript: Joe Biden on ‘Face the Nation,’ February 23, 2020,” transcript, February 23, 2020. As of
April 19, 2021: https://www.cbsnews.com/news/transcript-joe-biden-on-face-the-nation-february-23-
2020/

1" Mark Landler, “The Forerunner of Trump’s Plan for Afghanistan: Joe Biden’s,” The New York Times,
August 22, 2017. As of April 19, 2021: https://www.nytimes.com/2017/08/22/us/politics/trump-joe-biden-
afghanistan.html; Max Fisher, “In White House, Biden Pushes Back on Afghanistan,” The Atlantic,
October 14, 2009. As of April 19, 2021: https://www.theatlantic.com/international/archive/2009/10/in-
white-house-biden-pushes-back-on-afghanistan/347870/; Biden, Jr., 2021.

"2 Missy Ryan and Louisa Loveluck, “White House declares end to Islamic State, but fighting grinds on,”
The Washington Post, March 22, 2019. As of April 19, 2021
https://www.washingtonpost.com/world/national-security/white-house-declares-islamic-state-100-
percent-defeated-in-syria/2019/03/22/ce39dd02-4cbd-11€9-9663-00ac73f49662_story.html; James N.
Mattis, Summary of the 2018 National Defense Strategy of the United States of America, 2018. As of April
19, 2021: https://dod.defense.gov/Portals/1/Documents/pubs/2018-National-Defense-Strategy-
Summary.pdf

118 Biden, Jr., 2021.

"4 For example: James Dobbins, Jason H. Campbell, Sean Mann, and Laurel E. Miller, Consequences of
a Precipitous Withdrawal from Afghanistan, PE-326-RC, Santa Monica, Calif.. RAND Corporation, 2019.

30



