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NATO’s Role in Afghanistan
History

Under the leadership of Amānullāh Khān, which lasted from 1919 to 1929, Afghanistan regained control over its foreign affairs. Amānullāh Khān’s reign was one of progress and strong attempts at modernization. Among other projects on the agenda were a strong constitution, equality for women and increased trade relations with Europe and Asia. Khān was able to play off foreign influences to Afghanistan’s benefit until he was deposed by conservative factions in 1929. It was under Khān’s relative and eventual successor that Afghanistan joined the UN in 1946. From 1947 until the early 1970’s, Afghanistan remained neutral in the cold war which came to define international relations for four decades.

The year 1973 saw a volley of economic problems beset Afghanistan as significant droughts affected the region. As a result of King Muhammad Zahir Shah’s perceived mishandling of this crisis, a military coup took place which invited chaos into the Afghan political arena. After a couple of changes in the power structure, a pro-soviet Marxist government came to power. It was at this point that the USSR entered Afghanistan in full bellicose force.

The Soviet Union did not leave Afghanistan until 1989 and in its wake left a nation divided and destroyed. Regional factions quickly rose to power in their respective areas of control. The war had made an incredible impact on human, economic and structural terms. In the aftermath of the soviet withdrawal, the official Afghan government increasingly lost control of the territory, and by early 1992 the capital of Kabul had been captured, and the guerillas set up a 50-member council to rule from Kabul. Burhanuddin Rabbani was named interim president of this council. The creation of this council proved insufficient as a way of uniting the diverse guerilla factions which still retained control of the country, and new attacks began to occur between factions and against the ruling council itself. The nation-state effectively became a loose network of fiercely independent regions, each with its own customs and rulers. It was in 1994 that a Pashtun militia of fundamentalist students, who styled themselves the Taliban, began to rise to power. In 1996, under pressure from the increasingly powerful Taliban, a power-sharing accord was signed in an effort to stem the rise of the movement. By September of 1996; however, the Taliban had marched into Kabul and usurped what little power the central council had and declared itself the legitimate government of the Islamic Emirate of Afghanistan. Immediately, the Taliban began to enact and enforce an extremely puritanical interpretation of Sharia law in the sections of the country which they had managed to bring under their control.

From 1996 until 2001, the Taliban were engaged in a brutal war with the Northern Alliance, the last remaining rival to their absolute control over Afghanistan. The Northern Alliance, it should be noted, was the officially recognized legitimate government of Afghanistan by the United Nations, with Burhanuddin Rabbani as president. The Taliban controlled about 90% of the country in 2000. This conflict had caused one million afghan deaths, as well as three million afghan refugees in the nations of Iran and Pakistan. It was at this juncture that a devastating drought hit central Asia, with Afghanistan being the most hardest-hit nation. As the Taliban gained the upper hand, the world began to condemn certain actions taken by the group, such as the destruction of two giant Buddhas carved into the cliffs of the Bamyan valley in central Afghanistan. On September 9th, 2001 Ahmad Shah Massoud, leader of the Northern Alliance and head of the resistance against the Taliban was assassinated by Taliban soldiers. Two days later, the World Trade Center attacks took place, which had been allegedly been coordinated with the help of Osama Bin Laden. Immediately demands of the Taliban to turn Bin Laden over to the US were made, and the last of the many conflicts in Afghanistan began.


The current war in Afghanistan began on October 7th, 2001. The airstrikes and subsequent invasion were a direct response to the terrorist attacks of September 11th, 2001. Intelligence from the U.S. government had indicated that a pre-emptive attack on Afghanistan could be possible if it were deemed necessary to engage the Al-Qaeda terrorist network, which had a great part of its operations in the nation. Al-Qaeda relied on the Taliban government in Afghanistan to provide a safe haven for its militant operations. 


Within six days of the attacks, the U.S. leadership pointed to Osama Bin Laden as the ‘prime suspect’ in the investigation that immediately followed the attacks. Then-president George W. Bush stated that the United States would seek justice and would pursue Bin Laden’s capture, “Dear or Alive.”
 On September 20th, 2001, Bush delivered his now famous ultimatum to the Taliban regime in Afghanistan. The demands included among other things, the dismantling of Al Qaeda operations in the nation, the handing over of Al Qaeda leaders to the ‘proper authorities,’ and that access be given U.S. forces to verify that the camps had been shut down. Bush included the remark: “They will hand over the terrorists or share in their fate.”
The state of affairs in Afghanistan is in many ways a paradigm of the globalization phenomenon. The internal relations among parties in the nations are astoundingly complex, as different factions upholding different worldviews and inheriting differing historical legacies vie for influence and dominance. It would be impossible for policymakers today to resolve conflict within Afghanistan without becoming somewhat acquainted with the nation’s history. Afghanistan sits squarely in the center of the Old Word, a crossroads of trade routes and a strategic advantage to its possessor. As a result, Afghanistan has never quite been capable of distancing itself enough from its neighbors and gaining enough sovereignty to chart its own path. In more recent history, Afghanistan has undergone extended periods of occupation by both the USSR and the USA-led international coalition known today as International Security Assistance Force (ISAF). Most national governments are at least partially acquainted with the difficulties facing the ISAF troops in the nation, their efforts to destroy the Taliban networks as well as gain the support of the populace. The current NATO-led ISAF states its mission as: “…to assist the Government of the Islamic Republic of Afghanistan (GIRoA) in exercising and extending its authority and influence across the country, paving the way for reconstruction and effective governance.”

In addition to a coalition of western nations, the ISAF at first was limited in its scope to the nation’s capital of Kabul and the surrounding areas, relying on allied war chiefs to combat Taliban forces elsewhere.

Afghanistan Today


Former UN special representative to Afghanistan and head of the United Nations Assistance Mission in Afghanistan (UNAMA) Kai Eide addressed the Security Council in early 2010 and said the following: 

“In the next five years, he said, the central goal of the Government would be preparing for the transition to full Afghan rule by strengthening sovereignty and national ownership.  He called upon the international community to ensure that every action taken in the country was in support of those efforts.  Following President Karzai’s outlining of commitments and formation of a new Government, the next priority would be to forge a compact between the international community and Afghanistan that clearly defined the strategies and responsibilities of each.”

In this way, Mr. Eide was pushing for a new Afghan sovereignty, a fundamental quality of any nation wishing to engage in diplomatic dialogue in the UN as well as a quality that has been quite rare in modern Afghan history. In his efforts to assist President Karzai with his own vision for Afghanistan’s reconstruction and rebirth, Mr. Eide was perceived to be sacrificing the larger strategy in order to gain the trust and favor of the nation’s rulers. As a result, conflicts arose around the issue of the shifts in sovereignty such as the changing of foreign police for ISAF-trained afghan troopers and similar duties that began to be returned to the Afghan authorities. In general, policy makers should be cautious to balance their obligations as nation builders with their duties as nations at war.

According to an official press release by the United Nations Department of Public Information, “In his report, the Secretary-General says the controversial 2009 elections had absorbed tremendous political energy.  Together with the deteriorating security situation, the protracted electoral process had contributed to a gloomy atmosphere.  “If the negative trends are not corrected, there is a risk that the deteriorating overall situation will become irreversible,”
 he says.  “We cannot afford this.”  To reverse the trends, a better coordinated international effort, within the framework of a strategy of transition, was urgently needed.
“We are now at a critical juncture,” the Secretary-General says in the report.  “The situation cannot continue as is, if we are to succeed in Afghanistan.  Unity of effort and greater attention to key priorities are now a sine qua non.  There is a need for a change of mindset in the international community, as well as in the Government of Afghanistan.  Without that change, the prospects of success will diminish further.”

In the larger scope, much rests on the outcome of the power plays taking place within Afghanistan. And it is paramount that policymakers discuss the problems plaguing the nation and decide among themselves which of those problems should be given priority, always keeping in mind that like most other situations in which an entire nation is in question, all factors tend to be related to one another in one form or another. This makes it so that it becomes impossible for policymakers to implement policies which affect one variable without witnessing a corresponding effect on many, if not all other, variables in question.


In Afghanistan at this point in time, all issues are as interrelated to the extent that such isolation of one particular issue is indeed impossible. It is an imperative that nations must work together in order to develop comprehensive solutions which while prioritizing also do not fail to take into account any significant matter. Failure to take such matters into account will, without a doubt, result in the failure of the entire effort, and at such a delicate time in the long conflict which has most recently started in 2001 but goes back for decades for the Afghan people, international coordination and concerted sacrifice is crucial if solutions will begin to replace the failures that current policymakers have inherited.
Guiding Questions

1) What are the most significant failures in the campaign in Afghanistan to date?

2) What are the most important points facilitating international cooperation in this time of crisis? 

3) What are the most significant weaknesses in the international coalition?

4) What timetable, if any, should be constructed in order to administer the national development of Afghanistan and the return of full sovereignty?

5) What are the limits of military action? What are the limits of Civilian efforts?
6) Identify current failures and successes in the mission to Afghanistan, discuss possible solutions.

7) Identify current and future obstacles to the mission in Afghanistan, how can the international community prepare to meet these challenges?

8) Which factions can be trusted on the ground in Afghanistan?
North Atlantic Treaty Organization
Engaging Other International Organizations

History

The North Atlantic Treaty Organization (NATO) was born on April 4, 1949 with the signing of the North Atlantic Treaty. Formed from the tensions of the Cold War, NATO still stands as an intergovernmental political and military alliance. NATO strives towards cooperation in defense and security issues to “build trust, and in the long run, prevent conflict”#. However, if diplomatic efforts fail, Article 5 of the Washington Treaty states that, 

“an armed attack against one or more of them in Europe or North America shall be considered an attack against them all and consequently they agree that, if such an armed attack occurs, each of them, in exercise of the right of individual or collective self-defense recognized by Article 51 of the Charter of the United Nations, will assists the Party or Parties so attacked by taking forthwith individually and in concert with the other Parties, such action as it deems necessary including the use of armed force to restore and maintain the security of the North Atlantic area.”#

Article 5 of the Washington Treaty was first initiated on September 11th, 2001 in response the terrorist attacks on the United States of America. An armed attack and measures resulting are to be reported immediately to the Security Council of the United Nations.

Current State of Affairs

In 1995, a Mediterranean Dialogue was established with six countries: Egypt, Israel, Jordan, Mauritania, Morocco and Tunisia. Later joined by Algeria in 200, the Dialogue is used today to foster a mutual understanding in the Mediterranean region. The dialogue grew into a partnership in 2004, with assistance in defense, reform, cooperation in boarder security, and measures to improve interoperability. Some nations have also contributed troops in the Balkans for Operation Active Endeavor.

As a response to the terrorist attacks on the Untied States on September 11, 2001, Operation Active Endeavor is currently being utilized to help stabilize and monitor shipping in the Mediterranean region. NATO forces have currently “hailed over 100,000 merchant vessels and boarded some 155 suspected ships. By conducting these maritime operations against terrorist activity, NATO’s presence in these waters have benefited all shipping traveling through the Straits by improving perceptions of security.”# Concerned with the threat of terrorist activity in their region, the nations of the Mediterranean Dialogue have since strengthened relations with NATO, by helping provide intelligence about suspicious shipping operations in their waters.

Other nations have also taken interest in assisting Operation Active Endeavour. In January of 2008, the United Kingdom’s Royal Navy deployed the Devon-based warship HMS Somerset for a six-moth patrol of the Mediterranean. After an eight week training regime, the commanding officer, Cdr Rob Wilson and his 180 men crew were excited for deployment. “This deployment is the culmination of everything we worked towards last year.”#

In an effort to reach out to the Middle East, NATO has launched the Istanbul Cooperation Initiative in June of 2004. Currently, the nations of Bahrain, Qatar, Kuwait, and the United Arab Emirates have joined in order to promote bilateral cooperation in areas regarding terrorism, crisis management, civil emergency planning and border control.

Possible Solutions

The first step in engaging other organizations is to establish institutions for dialogue, confidence building and cooperation. With institutions like these in place, partnerships and relationships can be set in place. Improvements in mutual understanding, assistance in defense reform, and cooperation in boarder security have all emerged though dialogue and cooperation. 

For example, after the signing of bilateral agreements, the Russia Permanent Joint Council and the Ukraine Commission were established. The Russia Permanent Join Council and the Ukraine Commission are used to facilitate “regular consultation and discussion on security matters.”# As a result, the NATO Russia Council was created in 2002 which all NRC countries could participate in decision making processes. Likewise, NATO and the Ukraine have progressed on reform efforts in defense and security. And in 2008, NATO members agreed to having Ukraine as a member of NATO in the future. 

Other partnerships include the Partnership for Peace (PfP) and he Individual Partnership Acton Plans. Established in 1994, the Partnership for Peace program is used to assist participating countries in reconstructing armed forces and other areas of reform. Formed individually between a Partner country and NATO, the program “tailors to individual needs and jointly implemented at the level and pace chosen by each participating government.”# Individual partnership plans (IPAP) are used to establish “cooperation objectives and priorities of the individual partner country, and ensure that the various mechanisms in use correspond directly to those priorities.”# IPAPs are used to generate bilateral agreements, as well as to coordinate efforts for international institutions and organizations. 

Outlook for the Future

International endeavors are becoming more and more complex and we progress into the future. The international community have had to refocus efforts in order to deal with these problems. However, the first step in engaging international organizations involved in these situations includes creating an open door policy. Establishing a dialogue between organizations and nations have led to cooperation and mutual understanding. As challenges ensue, relationships and partnerships are still being made to tackle those barriers for the benefit of the international community.

Questions to Consider

1. How has your nation handled international organizations in the past?

2. Has your nation been involved in any cooperative dialogue with any nation or organization?

3. Is your nation involved with the Partnership for Peace program or the Individual Partnership Action Plans?

4. What policies does your nation hold in regards to international organizations?
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