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Abstract:

The focus of this article is on one overall questican an alliance conduct a classical countergeswry campaign in the
absence of clear leadership? The article will retreapainful internal problems that NATO and itemmber states have faced
in their current mission to Afghanistan. Our marguanent is that, in the absence of unambiguousehsag, conducting
traditional counterinsurgency by alliance is ingigally problematic. Without a clearly discernibleading nation, a
collective actor seeking to employ a classical ¢ednsurgency recipe is destined to be faced witlsats of collective
action problems including free-riding, inconsistémteat perceptions, and difficulties of coordioati Eight years after the
toppling of the Taliban regime, the insurgency ifgifanistan seems stronger than ever, while at éineestime public
support for the campaign is steadily eroding inesalwestern capitals. To be sure, prevailing agjarweak but determined
irregular opponent in an ill-defined conflict is Basy feat for any actor. The NATO-led campaigndiasvn that there is a
clear lack of unity within the mission and that thrdy solution to the challenge seems to be thergimg US takeover that is
currently underway.
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Resumen:

El objetivo de este articulo es obtener una resfauasuna pregunta de caracter general: ¢puede ui@nza dirigir una
campafia clasica de contrainsurgencia en ausenciardiderazgo claro? El articulo revela los dified problemas internos
con los que la OTAN y sus estados miembros hancestaflentdndose en su actual mision en AfganidEarprincipal
argumento es que en ausencia de un liderazgo diigéiedades, dirigir operaciones clasicas de comsargencia a través
de una alianza es intrinsecamente problematico.uBipais claramente en posicion de liderazgo, uoracolectivo que
intente poner en practica recetas tradicionalesstnampo de la contrainsurgencia estara abocadmfaeatarse con todo
tipo de dilemas propios de la accién colectivajugendo “free-riding”, percepciones de amenaza ingigtentes y diversas
dificultades de coordinacion. Ocho afios despuésidebcamiento del régimen taliban, la insurgeneraAfganistan parece
estar mas fuerte que nunca, a la par que el apaydigo hacia la campafia estd progresivamente eragsidose en las
capitales de Europa Occidental. Se puede deciramteza que prevalecer sobre un enemigo débilegitar, pero con
determinacion en un conflicto mal definido no esnmicho menos una hazafia facil. La campafia dirigidala OTAN ha
demostrado que se carece de unidad en el seno desian y que la Unica solucion para este desaficege ser el
despliegue de los EEUU que esta en marcha.
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1. Introduction

Can an alliance conduct a classical counterinsesge@ampaign in the absence of clear
leadership? Since Western forces became embrail@degular warfare in Afghanistan and
Iraqg, the politico-military art of countering ingi@@ncies has once again moved to the forefront
of strategic studies. To a large extent, howevéiatvhas recently been preached by scholars
and practitioners alike is little more than a redigery of classic counterinsurgency principles
originally formulated in response to national li@gon movements in the decades following
World War II. Classic doctrines and theorists hbaeen retrieved from the dustbin of history,
but little new has been added to our understanaifgpw to prevail in so-called small wars.
In effect, classic counterinsurgency constitutesdbminant paradigm guiding contemporary
thinking about the campaigns in Iraq and Afghamista

In response to the rediscovery of traditional apphes, practitioners and scholars have
rightly warned that applying time-honoured ideagsuorent insurgencies might be a mistake.
Today’s insurgencies, as David Kilcullen has naatbng others, differ markedly from those
of earlier eras, “possibly requiring fundamentabppraisals of conventional wisdorh¥What
has been mostly ignored, however, are the chalgeagsing from the changes pertaining to
the other side of the equation: not only have thsungents changed, so have the
counterinsurgents. Whereas campaigns to quell anti-colonial, natiehabr communist
rebellions have historically been led by singldorastates, or less often — as, for instance, in
Irag and Vietnam — by a single dominant lead natoth minor contributions from its
coalition partners, today’s counterinsurgency cagmpan Afghanistan is much more
collective and multilateral in character. Althoutijte United States is providing more troops
to the NATO-led International Security Assistancerde (ISAF) than any other single
country — and is increasingly taking on a leadgrsbie — the bulk of the forces operating
under NATO command were still non-American untildn2009. Accordingly, the conflict in
Afghanistan is characterized by a fundamentally nenstellation of adversaries.

This, of course, begs the question as to whetteecliassic counterinsurgency paradigm
that emerged in the 1950s is suitable for a mulbnal contingent consisting of military and
civilian contributions from a wide range of couesi with different interests, threat
perceptions, strategic cultures, capabilities,amati experiences and objectives. Do traditional
counterinsurgency strategies, doctrines and tedesidghat were originally tailored by single
states for the use of single states form a fittegceptual framework for an alliance or a
group of countries that is struggling to subdueaamed rebellion? This is the guiding
question of the present article.

% Kilcullen, David: “Counter-insurgenciRedu®, Survival vol. 48, no. 4 (2006/2007), pp. 111-130. See also
Kilcullen, David (2009):The Accidental Guerrilla: Fighting a Small War ihet Midst of a Big OnelLondon,
Hurst & Company; Sewall, Sarah: “Introduction te tbniversity of Chicago Press Edition: A Radicadli
Manual”, in The US Army & Marine Corps (2007Lounterinsurgency Field ManualChicago, Chicago
University Press, p. xlii; Metz, Steven: “New Clealges and Old Concepts: Understanding Zkntury
Insurgency”,Parametersyol. 37, no. 4 (Winter 2007-08), pp. 20-32; Fitzeions, Michael: “Hard Hearts and
Open Minds? Governance, Identity and the Inteli@cEoundations of Counterinsurgency Strateggyrnal of
Strategic Studigsvol. 31, no. 3 (June 2008), pp. 337-365; Barnayid W.: “Challenges in Fighting a Global
Insurgency”,Parametersyol. 36, no. 2 (Summer 2006); Cassidy, Robert MO@): Counterinsurgency and the
Global War on Terror: Military Culture and IrregutdWar, Westport, Praeger Security International.

“* Notable exceptions are Kay, Sean and Khan, S4N&TO and Counter-insurgency: Strategic Liability o
Tactical Asset?”Contemporary Security Policyol. 28, no. 1 (April 2007), pp. 163-181; Cok@&hristopher:
“Between Irag and a Hard Place: Multinational Cai@gpion, Afghanistan and Strategic Cultur&éhe RUSI
Journal vol. 151, no. 5, pp. 14-19.
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Our main argument is that, in the absence of umguols leadership, conducting
traditional counterinsurgency by alliance is ingically problematic. Without a clearly
discernible lead nation, a collective actor seekimgmploy a classical counterinsurgency
recipe is destined to confront all sorts of colkextaction problems, including free-riding,
inconsistent threat perceptions, and difficultiéc@ordination. NATO'’s rather unsuccessful
attempts to subdue the Taliban insurgency in Afgdtan testify to this conclusion. As the
mission in Afghanistan is being increasingly donmchthe United States, the Alliance is
likely to become more effective, while at the saimee to some extent becoming reduced to
being a provider of legitimacy to a United Stated-tampaign.

The article is divided into three main sectiomstHe first section, we briefly take stock
of what are currently understood as the main temétdhe classic counterinsurgency
paradigm. We also examine how this paradigm hak/egtamver time and how it dominates
today’s thinking about irregular warfare. The set@md third sections identify some of the
challenges facing an alliance that is trying to Epphe classic paradigm against an irregular
and elusive opponent. Using NATO’s mission to Afigistan as a case study, the second
section focuses on the strategic level, while theltsection investigates the operational and
tactical level.

2. The Reinvention of the Classic Counterinsurgenciaradigm

The basic tenets of classic counterinsurgency egjyatare clearly discernible in current
thinking about irregular warfare. Therefore an atialy indirect, or population-centric
approach to irregular warfare has been recommehgeWestern strategists and military
analysts since it was acknowledged that the UStanghrtners were faced with an insurgency
in Irag. Consider, for instance, the following obsd¢ions made by David Kilcullen, one of
the chief architects behind the current US stratedsaq and elsewhere:

“In essence, effective counterinsurgency is a maifegood governance, backed by solid
population security and economic development measuesting on a firm foundation of
energetic 10 [Information Operations, JR & PDT],iethunifies and drives all other activity.

Security, political, (governance and institutiontung), and economic measures are built in
parallel to gain control over the environment. Thevernment must de-energize the
insurgency and break its hold on the populatiortheta than seeking solely to kill

insurgents...as the classical counterinsurgency igte®&ernhard B. Fall pointed out, a
government that is losing to an insurgency is mindp outfought, it is being outgoverned.”

Kilcullen’s observations are indeed representatiok present-day authoritative
conceptions of counterinsurgency in the Wedthe main canons of yesteryear's major

® Kilcullen “The Accidental Guerrilla...”pp. cit, p. 60. A similar view is to be found in the US\@rnment’s
Counterinsurgency GuidéBest practice COIN integrates and synchronizeftipal, security, economic, and
informational components that reinforce governmlelggitimacy and effectiveness while reducing irggmnt
influence over the population. COIN strategies $thdne designed to strengthen the legitimacy andagpof
government institutions to govern responsibly andargmalize insurgents politically, socially, and
economically.”: “Counterinsurgency Guide: United atés Government Interagency Counterinsurgency
Initiative”, US Department of State, Bureau of Political-MilifahAffairs Washington (January 2009), p. 12, at
http://www.state.gov/documents/organization/1196a8.

® See, for instance, The US Army & Marine Corps (BOCounterinsurgency Field ManuaChicago, Chicago
University Press;Australian Army Journal vol. 5, no. 2 (2008). Sarah Sewall places the ng®
counterinsurgency doctrine squarely within the sitaparadigm: “The new US doctrine heartily embsaee
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paradigm are evidently being reproduced today,maitithry commanders and policy-makers
in most NATO countries have been quick to find rnierthese revived principles.

One clear illustration of the reappearance ofdlassic counterinsurgency paradigm is
the latest US counterinsurgency manuékld Manual 3-24 Tellingly, the publication’s
annotated bibliography mostly lists books and sidrom the 1960s and the 1970s. Another
indication is the frequent references to traditlac@nterinsurgency theory made by NATO
commanders: just before he was approved by the bigji€ss as NATO’s commander in
Afghanistan, General Stanley McChrystal stated tia& would focus on classic
counterinsurgency techniques; similarly, General Fvid Richards, Head of the British
Army and former commander of the International $iguAssistance Force (ISAF), has
repeatedly expressed his support for traditionahterinsurgency principlésMoreover, both
the so-called surge in Irag and the new Americeatesy for Afghanistan are clearly built on
a classic template. In both cases, US officials emtimanders have identified securing the
population as the main objective — a populatiortioerstrategy as opposed to an enemy-
centric oné

What has been currently rediscovered began tovevelowly by the end of the
nineteenth century. Arguably, the first exampledo€trinal work to cover embryonic aspects
of today’s dominant counterinsurgency paradigmlmatraced back to 1896, when the British
War Office published a much celebrated man8ahdll Wars: Their Principles and Practice
written by army officer, Charles Callwél\What set both Callwell’s thinking and some of the
contemporaneous campaigns against guerrilla foegeat from most of the nineteenth
century’s “small wars” and imperial policing was @ipient acknowledgement of the need
to separate the insurgents from the wider popuiafidne counterinsurgent was not only to
target rebel groups in the field (a direct, eneragtdc approach), but also to loosen the bonds
between the local population and the rebels, trars/idg the insurgents both material and
political support (an indirect, population-centapproach). This emphasis on marginalising
the guerrillas was to become a defining featurehef classic counterinsurgency paradigm.
The tools and methods employed to cut off the igsmcy from its sources of support,
however, have changed markedly since the publisbirf@mall Wars Simplifying somewhat,
the trend leading to the present-day Western cdrafegpunterinsurgency is in many ways a
story of less coercion and more persuasion.

Well into the twentieth century, Western powergolmed in anti-guerrilla campaigns
more often than not sought to force the local patoih to give up support for the insurgents.

traditional — some would argue atavistic — Britiebthod of fighting insurgency...” Sewadp. cit, p. xxiv. Not

all military analysts and scholars have embraced¢mtroduction of the classic paradigm. For ommpsiews,
see Luttwak, Edward: “Dead End: CounterinsurgereWditary Malpractice”,Harper’'s MagazingFebruary
2007), pp. 33-42; Creveld, Martin Van (2008he Changing Face of War: Combat from the Marnéraq,
New York, Ballantine, pp. 268-269; Peters, Ralghrdgress and Peril: New Counterinsurgency ManualaGh
on the History Exams”,  Armed Forces Journal  (February 2007), at
http://www.armedforcesjournal.com/2007/02/2456854/

" Shanker, Thom and Schmitt, Eric: “U.S. Commandekfghanistan is Given More Leewayew York Times
10 June 2009; Smyth, Chris and Evans, Michael: &&nSir David Richards, Advocate of an Afghanistan
‘surge’, is new Head of the ArmyThe Times18 October 2008. For a depiction of Field Man8&4 as
“derived from classic counterinsurgency texts o th960s”, see Kalyvas, Stathis: “Review Symposium:
Counterinsurgency ManualPerspectives on Politicsol. 6, no. 2 (June 2008), pp. 351-353.

8 This distinction was made clear in the "ISAF Comuer's Counterinsurgency Guidanciorth Atlantic
Treaty Organisation (NATO), ISAF Headquarters Kabul, Afghanistan (Fall 2009), at
http://www.nato.int/isaf/docu/official_texts/counitgsurgency_guidance.pdf

° Beckett, lan F. W. (2001Modern Insurgencies and Counter-insurgencies: Gllasrand their Opponents
since 1750London, Routledge, pp. 32-37.
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Both sticks and carrots — or “attraction and clsastient”, as the Americans dubbed their
strategy during the Philippine Insurrection (18%®2)"° — were employed to isolate the
rebels, but usually the more heavy handed methdalgeg the decisive part. This was
certainly true for the Portuguese in Africa, thatiBh in Kenya and South Africa, and the
French in Morocco and Algeria. The coercive sidaha& new population-centric approach
was perhaps most vividly reflected in the widespremse of resettlement campsEven
during the Malayan Emergency (1948-1960), whicloften considered the quintessential
example of a benevolent “hearts and minds” campalgn British authorities forced about
400,000 primarily Chinese peasants, or ten peroérthe entire population, into guarded
camps euphemistically labelled “new villagés”Similarly, the Dutch military, which is
sometimes considered to be the architect of a coéatly benign, Dutch approach to
counterinsurgency, resorted to extraordinarily d@rumeasures and imposed collective
punishment on entire communities when policing@®nies prior to World War #

The more gentle and at the time much less inflakside of the population-centric
approach to counterinsurgency was aimed at buildégitimacy and the non-combatant
population’s allegiance through good governancetegtion, socio-economic development
and public work projects. The counterinsurgentsptiner words, sought co-operation and
consent by persuasidhThe essence of this more benign approach wasifutiords by US
President William McKinley just weeks before théigtho insurgency erupted:

“It should be the earnest and paramount aim of rthigary administration to win the
confidence, respect, and affection of the inhakétari the Philippines...and by proving to
them that the mission of the United States is dneeoevolent assimilation, substituting the
mild sway of justice and right for arbitrary rul&”

Yet it was not untl the late 1940s and the Wafs National Liberation and
decolonization that recognition of the need for @erbenevolent approach began to translate
into more substantial principles, manuals and practPartly spurred by Western
democracies’ waning acceptance of excessive caraage bloodshed in non-existential
conflicts with weaker opponents, a modified ands lesercive framework began to take
shape'® During the 1960s and the 1970s, such prominenhtesinsurgency experts as Sir

19 Deady, Timothy K.: “Lessons from a Successful Qetinsurgency: The Philippines, 1899-1902”,
Parameterssol. 35, no. 1 (Spring 2005).

1 Beckett,op. cit, pp. 36-38. See also Joes, Anthony James (2@®eBisting Rebellion: The History and
Politics of Counterinsurgency exington, The University Press of Kentucky, pp6-113.

12 Stubbs, Richard (2004)¥earts and Minds in Guerrilla Warfare: The Malaydmergency 1948-1960
Singapore, Eastern University Press, pp. 100-18%5cBan, Hew: “British Counter-insurgency from Mgadato
Irag”, The RUSI Journalol. 152, no. 6 (December 2007), pp. 8-11.

13 7aalberg, Thijs W. Brocades: “The Roots of Dutaiufiterinsurgency: Balancing and Integrating Miljtand
Civilian Efforts from Aceh to Uruzgan”, in Dauvis,i¢hard G. (ed.) (2008)The U.S. Army and Irregular
Warfare 1775-2007: Selected Papers from the 2007 &Cence of Army Historian®Vashington, Department of
the Army.

14 Although the measures entailed in the classic aaar clearly paid more attention to marginalisihg t
insurgents by persuasion, its benevolent char&eteoften been overstated. The traditional paradigsinot a
strategic formula for making friends with the logadpulation. The counterinsurgents of the 195060%9and
1970s were above all striving for the reestablishingd authority — not appeasement. As the Britiglitamy
historian Hew Strachan noted: “When we talk abbeiarts and minds’, we are not talking about beiicg to
the natives, but about giving them the firm smatcgavernment”, Strachawp. cit, p. 8.

!> See Deadyop. cit, p. 53.

'8 Merom, Gil (2003)How Democracies Lose Small Wars: State, Society ttam Failures of France in Algeria,
Israel in Lebanon, and the United States in Viethn@ambridge, Cambridge University Press. See alaokiM
Andrew: “Why Big Nations Lose Small Wars: The Pioltof Asymmetric Conflict” World Politics vol. 27, no.

60




E UNISCI Discussion Papers, N° 22 (January / Enero 20 10) ISSN 1696-2206

Robert Thompson, Frank Kitson, Bernhard Fall andid&alula thus articulated the need for
an increased focus on attacking the political hesveen the population and the insurgents by
way of persuasion. Establishing a perception oitiegcy among the local population was
deemed crucial. In the words of British counternggmcy expert Sir Robert Thompson, who
served in Malaya and as head of the British Adyiddrssion to South Vietham: “Winning’
the population can tritely be summed up as goocegouent in all its aspects...such as
improved health measures and clinics...new schoolsl.iiaproved livelihood and standard
of living”.*” Accordingly, it became even more important to esdrthe political, economic or
social grievances fuelling the insurgency than tmadeate every last insurgent:
counterinsurgency, so the adage went, was twemgepemilitary action and eighty percent
political. By the end of the 1960s, this strateggmception of counterinsurgency came to be
the conventional wisdorf. And it is this conventional wisdom that has beediscovered in
the last half decade.

According to the classic paradigm, a number oh@ples and tactical rules provide
guideposts for forces engaged in the struggledtatis and eradicate an irregular opponent.
Most importantly, these include protecting the dapan, synchronizing — or even integrating
— all civilian and military efforts involved in theampaign and thus creating a seamless unity
of efforts, building robust national security foscegood intelligence, securing the borders,
calibrating the use of firepower, patrolling witmall units, initiating effective information
campaigns, and establishing government structhiasare perceived as legitimate. Although
sometimes neglected in contemporary counterinsgsgéiterature, the development and
employment of indigenous security forces often pbto be a particularly important aspect
of the classic approach to irregular warfare. Besiohcreasing the number of boots on the
ground, host-nation forces provided troops “whosevkedge of the terrain, culture, and
language generally produced an even greater andnerpal improvement in actionable
intelligence”’® Moreover, creating effective national securitycks was seen as crucial to the
establishment of a legitimate government able tioolgp a legitimate monopoly of violence.
In the end, strategic success rested on the lapaloity to sustain the status quo.

Besides being less coercive, classic counteriesungtends to be protracted, labour-
intensive and very costly in lives, treasure anttipal capital. It takes considerable stamina
to pursue an indirect population-centric strateggrticularly when fighting an insurgency
abroad. First, the approach requires the employmieatlarge number of forces to high-risk
areas. Different classic scholars have recommeditfeslent force levels, but during previous
campaigns, planners have usually assumed thatdheter-insurgency requires a ratio of
force of 10 to 20 between itself and the insurgémtsrder to prevail over the latter. Others
have recommended the deployment of 20 to 25 cdnstegents for every 1000 residefits.
Secondly, the politically contested and prolongédracter of counter-insurgency warfare
makes significant demands on the policy-makers arecsupporting and taking responsibility
for the campaign. This holds particularly true fdemocratically elected governments

2 (January 1975), pp. 175-200; Metz, Steven (20R&)hinking Insurgeng\Carlisle, US Army War College, p.
6; Fitzsimmonspp. cit.,p. 339.

" Thompson, Sir Robert G.K. (196@)efeating Communist Insurgency: The Lessons of ydaénd Vietnam
New York, Praeger, pp. 112-113.

8 Galula, David (1964):Counterinsurgency Warfare: Theory and Practid&/estport, Praeger Security
International, p. 63. For a pointed critique ofstielassic counterinsurgency maxim, see PetershR&DIN
lies we love: dissecting the myth that the militdogs only a supporting roleArmed Forces JournalApril
2009), at http://www.armedforcesjournal.com/20093928447/

19 Cassidypp. cit, p. 127.

% See for instance, Joex. cit, pp.171-179.
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confronted with a war-weary public. Thirdly, the jora emphasis given to the tight
coordination and unity of all national efforts (italy and civilian) in the classic paradigm
requires both the ability and the determinatiorsyochronize every activity of all the actors
involved in the conflict. Since unity of effort tite strategic, operational, and tactical levels is
seen as so essential to the approach, any inabilitywillingness to harmonize civilian and
military activities seriously reduces the chandesuzcess.

Importantly for our purposes, the classic paradigias originally articulated as a
strategic and doctrinal formula for individual matistates engaged in irregular warfare. The
hard-learned lessons that have informed the coioreit wisdom were all drawn from
conflicts pitching single nation states against iaegular opponent. The question then
becomes: What challenges arise when an allianeegooup of states attempts to make use of
a classic counterinsurgency recipe? In the follgwime utilize NATO’s ongoing campaign in
Afghanistan to identify the pitfalls of conductiogunterinsurgency by alliance.

3. Challenges at the Strateqgic Level

NATO’s undertakings in Afghanistan did not commenaatii August 2003, when the
Alliance agreed to take over responsibility for th-authorised ISAF. Since the signing of
the Bonn Accord in late 2001, ISAF — a coalitiontleé willing operating independently of
the American-led Operation Enduring Freedom (OEFhad been under the rotating
command of different lead nations, but in respadiesgrowing operational demands and the
need for permanent leadership, the allies agreemssome collective responsibility for the
mission. NATO had in fact offered to assist thetediStates much earlier. In response to the
terrorist attacks on New York and Washington DC1@nSeptember 2001, for the first time
in its existence, the Alliance invoked Article V tife North Atlantic Treaty. Washington,
however, bluntly rejected any form of military agance from NATO. In the eyes of the Bush
administration, conducting “war by committee” —eaperienced during the Kosovo conflict —
was a trap to be avoided. Essentially, the messatigee Europeans was one of “Don’t call us,
we’ll call you”. “In the future”, Secretary of Defee Donald Rumsfeld elaborated, “the
mission will determine the coalition, and not thaes way around®* Consequently, when
American forces launched OEF against the Talibajinme on 7 October 2001, the only
participating allied forces were British.

Initially, ISAF’'s UN mandate was limited to prownd security in and around Kabul.
The rest of Afghanistan was left to the counteoi@st operations of the thinly stretched OEF.
Based on a new UN Security Council Resolution (URSI510) from October 2003, ISAF
gradually began to expand its area of responsipb#ginning with the Northern provinces by
the end of that year. By October 2004, ISAF had meted its expansion to the north.
Symptomatic of NATO’s fragmented political will arr@luctance to commit the necessary
materiel and human resources, it took yet anotiver years before ISAF had taken full
responsibility for the entire country in accordamaéh the provisions of UNSCR 1510. Only
in July and October 2006 did ISAF assume commandhef military operations in the

2l Dobbins, James F. (2008kfter the Taliban: Nation-Building in AfghanistaiwWashington, pp. 39-50;
Rynning, Sten (2005)NATO Renewed: The Power and Purpose of Transatlabtioperation New York,
Potomac Books, p. 120.

%2 Dobbins,op. cit, p. 44. In 2002 several Western nations becamehiad in the operations in Afghanistan.
Special Forces from, among other countries, GermHtaly, Norway, Denmark, Australia, Canada and New
Zealand took part in the efforts to defeat the remts of the old regime.
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southern and eastern provinces respectively. Bhisot to say that ISAF is anywhere near
being in control of all provinces. Indeed, due primarily to thetical lack of resources
troubling the mission, some Afghan provinces wdik without any, or only a marginal
ISAF, OEF or ANA (Afghan National Army) presencewards the end of 2003.

NATO'’s experiences in the insurgent-infested coumemonstrate that alliances that
attempt to adhere to classic counterinsurgencyciplies will be faced with daunting
challenges at the strategic level. Clearly, stsibidj Afghanistan is no easy task for any kind
of actor, but the evidence is more than enough uggest that employing traditional
counterinsurgency stratagems is even more testingrf alliance than for a single nation. One
might, of course, argue that any kind of warfard e particularly demanding for alliances
due to problems of collective action and diversedhperceptions among the allies. However,
as insurgents rarely, if ever, pose a direct thteathe survival of the external powers
struggling to subdue the rebéfsan alliance will be bereft of the unifying glueatttends to
facilitate cooperation and burden-sharing when moriéd with a strong conventional
adversary. In other words, war against a weakguleg opponent is always apt to test the
political stamina of any external power — but thislds particularly true for alliances.
NATO’s experiences in Afghanistan reveal that diamte conducting a counterinsurgency is
faced with at least two major challenges at thatsgic level of conflict: 1) making available
sufficient resources; and 2) coordinating militand non-military activities. In the following,
we address these challenges in turn.

As noted already, conducting a counterinsurgemeygpaign in the classic manner is a
taxing endeavour. Isolating the insurgents fromviideer population is often a long drawn out
process, with considerable costs in life and treasOn the face of things, therefore, one
could be led to believe that an alliance or a rfaiéral coalition that brings together the
resources of a number of countries would be pdatiuwell-suited for counterinsurgency
missions. Alas, this is not so. From their very ibemg, the operations in Afghanistan
suffered from a critical lack of resources. Witte teupport of the United Nations and, in
particular, the United States, the internationamownity opted for a “light footprint”
approach which basically translated into “doingioratbuilding on the cheap”. As NATO
gradually took over responsibility for security amgtonstruction in larger parts of the country
— and as Washington shifted its attention towalasdscalating conflict in Iraq — the gap
between resources and requirements only deepered.nilitary, civilian and economic
resources available were far too limited to crehgtolerable environment that would have
prevented the resurgence of the Taliban and otisergent groups.

Undoubtedly, several factors have contributed He turrent lack of resources in
Afghanistan: many Western countries are sufferiranf peacekeeping fatigue; the initial
American rejection of NATO involvement in the cangramade the Europeans reluctant to

2 Two cases in point are the provinces of Nimrozdedng Iran, and Day Kundi in central Afghanistam.
August 2009, Afghan officials considered 13 of Adglistan’s 398 districts to be “completely in enelnayds”,
and 133 as “highly dangerous”; Gebauer, MatthiRsismussen Vows Renewed Efforts in AfghanistSpiegel
Online International 6 August 2009. During interviews conducted in Halmar in May 2009 with a UNAMA
representative, it was specified that 11 of théll&ck districts” without any government presencereviocated
in the south of the country.

4 Mack, op. cit

%5 Based on the US counterinsurgency doctrine, GéBena McNeill, commander of ISAF from February 2007
to June 2008, came to the conclusion that 400,000p$ would be required to conduct an effective
counterinsurgency campaign in a country the sizeAfgfhanistan. Susanne Koelbl, Interview with ISAF
commander Dan McNeill: “The Taliban Kills more Qiains than NATO” Spiegel International24 September
2007.
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contribute in the years following the interventidhe conflict in Iraq diverted attention away
from Afghanistan at a critical moment; and in mosses the war has been unable to compete
with other issues on the national agendas of theefoontributing countries. A more deep-
seated reason, however, is linked to the endunmbi@herent problems of collective action
that have beleaguered NATO since its creation #919n a nutshell, all the allies have a
strong interest in the benefits of peace and sgcthat the Alliance produces, but in the
absence of a supranational taxation authority dedr deadership, most member states will
seek to take advantage of the efforts of their Hat-in-arms. The well-known results are
burden-shifting, free-riding, and the under-promisiof armed force€ Faced with what in
terms of capabilities is a weak enemy that posesexistential threat to the allies, the
incentives to cooperate and contribute the requiesdurces will be even smaller than when
alliance members are confronted with a clear-agathto their national securify.Moreover,

in the absence of an easily identifiable and ungomais threat, the strongest allies will have
little leverage to cajole and pressurize some efstinaller allies into contributing more. These
are dynamics that make it intrinsically difficutbrfan alliance to employ a cost-demanding
classic counterinsurgency formula.

Perhaps most illustrative of the problems of adilee action hampering NATO in
Afghanistan is the acrimonious row within the Afie about national caveats and force
contributions to the south and the east of the tgulVVhile one group of countries — most
notably Great Britain, the United States, Canadi@ MNetherlands and Denmark — has
committed relatively high numbers of troops to camng the insurgency in the most
dangerous parts of Afghanistan, another group ahtees, including Germany, Italy and
Spain, has placed narrow restrictions on, in thedwof the columnist Roger Cohen, “when,
why and where soldiers will fight and die rathearttdo the soft-power, school-building, Euro
thing”.?® For a long time, the German government was evagidg that the Bundeswehr was
involved in a war: euphemistically, former Minister Defence Franz Josef Jung labelled the
mission among other things “eine risikobehaftetes&iz">° This in turn has led United States
Defence Secretary Robert Gates to warn about a-tieved alliance”, with “some allies
willing to fight and die to protect people’s setyrand others who are not’.The gist of the
matter is that conducting classic counterinsurgdmcylliance is likely to produce problems
of collective action that are less liable to betswigle nation states when confronted with an
armed insurgencyt

Besides being hampered by a woeful lack of manpoavel equipment, NATO'’s
performance in Afghanistan has also been straineddor coordination of the inadequate
resources that have actually been allocated. UWatiéntly, no single nation provided the
strategic leadership necessary to help ensure yhehsonization of all the available
instruments. A key tenet of the classic counterngency paradigm is that “Unity of effort
must be present at every echelon of a COIN operatiatherwise, well-intentioned but
uncoordinated actions can cancel each other origeovulnerabilities for insurgents to

% The seminal work on the problems of collectivei@ac@nd burden-sharing in NATO is Olson, Mancur and
Zeckhauser, Richard: “An Economic Theory of Alliast, Review of Economics and Statistigsl. 48, no. 3
(1966), pp. 266-79. For a more recent introductmrhe literature on this topic, see Thies, Wall§2@03):
Friendly Rivals: Bargaining and Burden-ShiftinghtATQ New York, M.E. Sharpe.

%" Lepgold, Joseph: “NATO’s Post-Cold War Collectidetion Problem”,International Securityvol. 23, no. 1
(Summer, 1998), pp. 78-106.

8 Roger Cohen, “The Long Haul in Afghanistaiihe New York Time&8 February 2008.

9 Ansgar Graw, “Jung will von einem Kriegszustanchhiwissen” Welt-onling 4 September 2008.

30«A Ray of Light in the Dark Defile: The State ofATO”, The Economis29 March 2008.

3L For a similar view, see Diehl, Paul F.: “Problewith NATO Peace Operations in AfghanistaSiyords and
Ploughsharesyol. XVI, no. 2, (Summer 2008), pp. 10-13.

64




E UNISCI Discussion Papers, N° 22 (January / Enero 20 10) ISSN 1696-2206

exploit”3? Accordingly, all military and civilian organizatis involved should act as “a
single anti-bandit force* However, instead of developing a comprehensiveativstrategy
effectively harmonizing high-intensity combat opgeras with stability and reconstruction
efforts, the mission in Afghanistan has suffereahfruncoordinated and ad hoc solutions.
Even if all the actors involved agree that the &yanization of all military and civilian
efforts is aconditio sine qua nqmrogress towards a comprehensive approach atrétegic
level has been immensely slow and tortuous. Athibart of the matter stands the fact that
NATO is impeded by strategic confusion. Nearly texades after the end of the Cold War,
the Alliance is still in internal disarray regardiits proper role in world politic¥’

True, steps have been taken towards realizingngegrative approach — in NATO
jargon, the Comprehensive Approach (CA). Originglly on NATO’s agenda by Denmark in
late 2004, the CA initiative gradually gathered neotum in 2005 and 2006 before being
somewhat reluctantly endorsed by the allies aRiga summit in November 2038 Despite
some member states being concerned that NATO wioybthge on the European Union’s
evolving nation-building ambitions, CA was enshdnen the Comprehensive Political
Guidance adopted by the allies at Riga. It wasumtit the Bucharest summit in April 2008,
however, that an Action Plan on how to advance atleption of the new concept was
approved by the member statés.

Despite some allies’ attempts to construe CA asreept involving few or no combat
operations, the approach is obviously very similar today's notion of classic
counterinsurgency as described abdvimdeed, the very essence of CA is to create tabil
and a secure environment by winning “hearts anddsiirthrough the integrated use of
civiian and military means. As with the traditional counteringency paradigm, CA is
basically a population-centred approach to inswgsn While some of the Alliance members
who are unwilling to deploy forces to the south aadt of Afghanistan have argued that the
still evolving concept should pay little attentido the kinetic side of the equation,
experiences from the most unruly parts of the agustiggest that civilian reconstruction,
development and the highly restricted use of arrfede are — at best — insufficient
instruments of powef In a post-Dayton Peace Agreement Balkan-style ey&aeping
context, CA might imply a very limited use of mdy tools, but in an environment like
Afghanistan any meaningful interpretation of a coemgnsive approach must be very similar
to the classic conception of counterinsurgency.

$2«Counterinsurgency Field Manual.. dp. cit, p. 39.

% Nagl, John (2002):earning to Eat Soup with a Knife: Counterinsurgghessons from Malaya and Vietnam
Chicago, The University of Chicago Press.

3 See, for instance, Ringsmose, Jens and Rynnieg; SEome Home, NATO?: The Atlantic Alliance’s New
Strategic Concept”, Danish Institute for InternatibStudiesPIIS Report no. 4 (2009) .

% The initial Danish contribution was labelled “Cented Planning and Action of Civil and Military Adities”,

or CPA; see Fischer, Kristian and Christensen, Tam “Improving Civil-Military Cooperation the Dasin
Way”, NATO Reviewyol. 53, no. 2 (Summer 2005).

% The evolution of NATO’s CA is thoroughly analysed Jakobsen, Peter Viggo: “NATO’s Comprehensive
Approach to Crisis Response Operations: A Worklow3Progress”, Danish Institute for Internationaides,
DIIS Report no. 15 (2008).

¥ In the eyes of some allies, CA is the equivaldmominterinsurgency: see, for instance, US Undere3ary of
Defense for Policy Eric Edelman: “A Comprehensivppfoach to Insurgency: Afghanistan and Beyond”,
Keynote AddressiNorth Atlantic Treaty Organisatio(NATO), Conference on A Comprehensive Approach for
Afghanistan Freising, Germany (27 March 2007).

3 Jakobsengp. cit
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NATO'’s apparent inability to craft an effective utiifaceted strategy for Afghanistan
can first of all be attributed to the Alliance’sryanature. To be sure, NATO’s difficulties are
also reflective of the lack of cooperation betwewdividual member states’ various branches
of government and their generally underdevelopeglogable civilian capacities. But
progress toward a comprehensive counterinsurgeinaiegy has above all been stalled by
NATO being what it is: an institutionalized coop@ra between sovereign states. Being a
group of states united only by overlapping intesestd values, a common history and a sixty-
year-old treaty unavoidably allows profound poatiand strategic differences to hamper the
effective employment of scarce resources. Thisadiqularly the case in an era that is
characterized by a rather benign threat environrfikatthe current one. During the Cold
War, when they were faced with an unambiguous anjlithreat, all the allies unconditionally
subscribed to a common view of what NATO was faswidver, once deprived of its unifying
foe, the Alliance has become the victim of a dixestlispute over its very purpose: should the
Alliance go global in conducting a broad range ridis management and stability operations;
or should it return to its originahison d’étreas a provider of European collective defence?
As a result, the Alliance has become different ghirto different member states. These
differences have significantly hindered the sudcéssevelopment of an appropriate and
comprehensive response to the Afghan insurgentiyeastrategic level. In the following to
sections, we examine the challenges of conductmgnterinsurgency by alliance at the
operational and tactical level.

4. Challenges at the Operational and Tactical LevelActing as a Unified
Actor

The principle of unity within a military campaigmiginates from the time of the American
Civil War and was later manifested during the dllre@tions’ experiences of the Great War.
The overall philosophy of unity — unity of efforh@ unity of command — is that the main
actors within a campaign work, cooperate and aléocasources in accordance with an
overall plan and a common goal. As Marshal Foct saiGeneral Pershing’s liaison officer
in 1918: “I am the leader of an orchestra. HeretheeEnglish bassos, here the American
barytones, and there the French tenors. Whené raysbaton, every man must play, or else
he must not come to my conceft”Foch thus emphasised that an overall, agreed-upon
strategy should lead campaigns, not individualgrexices or national agendas. Today, unity
of effort and command is in theory a non-negotigisiaciple within NATO. NATO doctrine
states that the resources and personnel allocated given mission should be under the
command and control of the mission, and that everyiavolved should work in accordance
with an overall strateg} Looking at cases of classic counterinsurgency,nieee fact that
the majority of all historical campaigns have bémplemented by a unitary actor has to a
large extent eliminated the challenge of unity. ld@er, in campaigns such as the first and
second wars in Chechnya, the Russians had to watk fbr unity of command in particular
because of the different national security serviogslved in the campaign. The same can be
said with reference to the US engagement in Vietnahere true unity of command was
probably never achieved eitHer.

% Mott, Thomas Bentley (1979wenty Years as Military Attach®xford, Oxford University Press, p. 228.

40 NATO Allied Joint Publication (2007)Operations AJP-3(A)North Atlantic Treaty Organization (NATO),
pp. 1-2 and 2-1.

“! Hope, lan (2008): “Unity of command in Afghanistanforsaken principle of warStrategic Studies Institute
(November 2008), pp. 5-6, at http://www.strategidgtsinstitute.army.mil/pdffiles/PUB889.pdf
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4. 1. Caveats: National Impediments to United Leadship

Over time the lack of unity that materialises irgoimg missions has become known within
NATO as caveats or national restrictions, termsiuskere the troop-contributing countries
attach restrictions and boundaries regarding hoadvvamere the troops may be used. This is
not a problem limited to counterinsurgencies ogéascale military campaigns such as the
world wars: it has also been seen in different NAp&acekeeping and peace-enforcement
missions, such as those in Bosnia and Kosovo. ésethmissions caveats existed, but the
NATO commanders could manoeuvre between them wieeessary primarily due to the
high number of troops present and the relativelyidre environment. There is, however, no
doubt that the use of caveats and correlated prableas never been as evident and explicit as
in the Alliance’s current counterinsurgency engageiin Afghanistarf? In 2006, former
Supreme Allied Commander Europe, US General Jaroess,) outlined the problem by
calling national caveats “NATO’s operational caricand “an impediment to success”At

the NATO summit in Riga in November 2006, the tomached the agenda at the highest
political level within NATO, but still with littleeffect on the missioff: This was precisely
when ISAF was enlarging its area of operationsh® gouth and east of Afghanistan, and
when the campaign was changing markedly from maoealitional peacekeeping to
counterinsurgency. At that point, NATO tried to suon troops to participate in the
enlargement and to find troops who were actuallgcated to the mission, and not just
deployed without a mandate to be used. Accordingigb-level NATO sources, only 14 of
the 40 countries participating in the mission i®2@id not employ written restrictions on the
use of their troop& As for the remaining countries, more than 70 déffe caveats had been
applied?® The many restrictions have a major impact at ifferént levels of command and
are indeed seen as an impediment to success wWAénck@nmanders are trying to juggle the
restrictions in trying to plan and implement compleounterinsurgency operations.
Consequently, commanders at all levels of the miseeed to bear the restrictions in mind to
avoid involving troops in an operation who are petmitted to take on a certain task, so that
other troops, without restrictions on their usey tgplace them.

However, the written restrictions are only the @p the iceberg. A former deputy
commander of ISAF stated that: “in fact all cousdrihave caveats on the use of their
soldiers”. By this he meant that unwritten resioics only appear when operations are about
to be executed. Often when operations are in ted filanning stage, the different national
commanders need to obtain approval for the operdtiom their capitals. If approval is
withheld, the force commander has to find otheopsoto include in the operation or else
must change it or cancel it altogether. As opposedhe written restrictions, which
commanders can to a large extent take into accoutiteir operational planning, the non-
written restrictions impose a major challenge f@emtional success. The authorisation

2 Jones, Seth G. (200&)punterinsurgency in AfghanistaBanta Monica, RAND Corporation, pp. 104-106.

4 Rashid, Ahmed: “A Taliban Comeback”, Global Politician, 24 May 2006, at
http://www.globalpolitician.com/21796-afghanistaiiban.

4 See the “Riga Summit Declaratiorkiprth Atlantic Treaty OrganizatiofNATO), Riga SummitRiga, Latvia

(29 November 2006), at http://www.nato.int/cpshatélive/official_texts 37920.htm?selectedLocale=zemw

the” NATO Parliamentary Assembly Resolution 336 Reducing National Caveats’NATO Parliamentary
Assembly  (NATO), Copenhagen, Denmark (15 November 2005), atvww.nato-

pa.int/default.asp? SHORTCUT=828

“Interview conducted at ISAF headquarter Octob@®82a Kabul, Afghanistan.

“® Thruelsen, Peter Dahl: “NATO in Afghanistan: wiegsons are we learning and are we willing to a@jus
Danish Institute for International Studi€l|S Report 142007), pp. 19-20.
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processes involving national governments and trssipiity of a refusal to allow national
troop contingents to participate can delay opemnatioemove the initiative in conducting them
and increase considerably the burden on the rengpifirces. Thus, apart from being a
burden on the commander, this also creates mistingtdespondency both among Alliance
members and within the missi6h.

The problem with both written and non-written catgeis quite visible in both ISAF
headquarters and the regional commafid3ften it is necessary to look all the way down the
command structure to the taskforce level within diiéerent provinces to find a unity of
effort and command implemented with an understandihcooperation and equal burden-
sharing. At ISAF headquarters in Kabul, where tkerall control and management of the
mission is supposed to take place, the frustratimes national restrictions are quite explicit.
As one senior ISAF headquarters staff officer r&sdy “Nobody listens to the headquarters;
they don’t even report to headquarters but dire¢tdythe national capitals® ISAF
headquarters (ISAF HQ and ISAF Joint Command, 19@) charge of the overall campaign
design and in managing it down the chain of comntanough the regional commands to the
task forces. But often plans are blocked becausemdficting national interests.

4.2. Waving the Bilateral Flag

The impediments caused by the lack of unity andhéyonal caveats within the Alliance’s
counterinsurgency efforts are perhaps best illtedrby the Provisional Reconstruction
Teams (PRT) that have been deployed in provincessadhe country? The PRT concept
was introduced by the US in 2002 at a time whenntiesion was changing from the initial
counter-terrorism focus to a phase of stabilisat/inthis time the unity part of the mission
was not very high on the agenda because of the berign environment and the US focus
on having a light-footprint in the different proees rather than on implementing a centrally
controlled concept. “PRT Working Principles” wasued in February 2003 to identify the
main activities (focusing on unity of effort) fone PRT to build on, but as early as 2004 the
concept had mutated into very different models dpéimplemented in a variety of ways.
Nothing genuine was done to streamline the PRT® @atrengthen the command structure
other than issuing a number of PRT Handbooks gmratsn for the national-led teams.

Therefore the PRTs have remained under nationappsesed to ISAF control and are
mostly seen to be pursuing national interests leddtional agendas and principfés-or
example, the development and reconstruction fursisgaed to PRTs for use in their

47 “Eighth Report; Global Security: Afghanistan anckiB&an, part 2”UK House of Common§&oreign Affairs
Committee (21 July 2009), at
http://www.publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200808s¢elect/cmfaff/302/30202.htm

“8 At the top of NATO’s engagement in Afghanistan tiee higher operational headquarters, ISAF HQ
commanded by General Stanley A. McChrystal (US\)bordinated is an intermediate headquarterds; [BAnt
Command (IJC) commanded by Lieutenant General DalidRodriguez (USA), both HQ being located in
Kabul. Under the command of the 1JC are five regiacommands located in Mazar-e-Sharif, Herat, Kabul
Kandahar and Bagram. For more on the ISAF chagoofmand, see www.nato.int/isaf

“9 Interview conducted at ISAF headquarters on 04 2099 in Kabul, Afghanistan.

¥ NATO has defined PRTs as “a joint military-civiiaorganisation, staffed and supported by ISAF membe
countries, operating within the Provinces of Afgistan. [...]” The Mission for PRTs is “To assist Gdé
extend its authority in order to facilitate the dmpment of a stable and secure environment iridéetified
area of operations, and enable SSR and the reuotistr effort.”; ISAF (2006):Provincial Reconstruction
Team Handbogkversion 6 (July 2006).

*1 Jakobsen, Peter Viggo: “PRTs in Afghanistan: Sssfté but not Sufficient”, Danish Institute of Intational
StudiesDIIS Reportno. 6 (2005), pp. 11-28.

*2|bid., pp. 23-24.
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particular areas are allocated directly to thenthwb means of control or involvement from
ISAF headquarters. As a consequence, the 26 PRiiendy in operation in Afghanistan, led
by 14 different states, have produced 14 diffesmttitions for how to organise, implement
and especially prioritise the tasks at hand, wilaiehoften not in agreement with the overall
strategy. Concomitantly, the quantities of humath @onomic resources assigned to different
national-led PRTs differ markedly. Thus, for ISAEaddquarters and the other non-state
actors, such as the United Nations Assistance bfisgn Afghanistan (UNAMA) or the
European Union Police mission in Afghanistan (EUP®Ighanistan), to interact with,
supervise, cooperate with or merely understanddifierent PRTs is a great challenge. In
addition, the lack of unity within the PRT concegso challenges interactions with the
Afghan government and local populations who have ctpe with these dissimilar
approaches® All these aspects undermine the classic focus hef ¢ounterinsurgency
campaign as implemented by the Alliance.

A key question is, of course, whether anythinglddave been done? The short answer
is no. Probably nothing could have been done becafithe minimal international focus on
Afghanistan and because the different governmeais the PRT concept as an excellent
opportunity for them to plant a “bilateral-flag” sfinguishing their individual (low-risk)
commitments to the country. Today it will probalidg impossible to create unity, and the
new efforts in Kabul to strengthen the leadershifhe ISAF mission and amongst others to
focus on the above problem of unity will not haveat effect on the PRTS.

4.3. A Coalition of the Willing within ISAF

At the regional commands, experiences with unityeffbrt and command seem to reflect
those at the headquarters level. In Regional Comdn&wmuth, which covers six southern
provinces, eight of the 42 troop-contributing coigst are conducting operations on a
permanent basiS. The Alliance’s activities here can be regarded asini “coalition of the
willing” within the overall NATO mission. None ohée countries deployed to the south is
restricted by written caveai$and, taking the non-written restrictions into agtp they can
all be employed more or less anywhere in all typkesperation, ranging from large-scale
combat operations to the training of the natioeausity forces and reconstruction work. The
headquarters of Regional Command South can taya kExtent rely on the willingness of the
contributing states to agree to the deploymentsdfoirces, but it is also fully aware of the fact
that the other, more than thirty countries preserthe other parts of the country cannot be
counted on. This was painfully demonstrated dufpgration Medusa in September 2006 in
the Panjwayi District of Kandahar Province, whengieeal Command South requested
assistance from troops stationed in other parteetountry. During the operation, it was felt
that additional troops would be needed in the afé¢h of the operation to support de-mining
and rebuilding efforts. This request was, howetgmed down because of national caveats

%3 Azarbaijani-Moghaddam, Sippi et al. (2008) “Afghiagarts, Afghan minds: exploring Afghan perceptiohs
civil-military relations”, Research conducted févetEuropean Network of NGOs in Afghanistan (ENNAJ a
the British and Irish Agencies Afghanistan Group\f&s), pp. 4-8, 43-50.

** The US has decided to divide ISAF headquarters anhigher operational headquarters and an ISA joi
command (1JC).This was agreed by the NATO allie8 gxugust 2009. The motivation was the developnoént
the mission since the last adjustment of the conahsliuctures in summer 2006 which required a séiparaf
the strategic functions from the day-to-day opersl leadership of the mission.

%5 As of October 2009: http://www.nato.int/isaf/doepiib/pdf/placemat.pdf

*% Two of the countries in Regional Command Soutthaee some administrative caveats but there shauftbb
formal operational caveats in the regional commdndail correspondence with a high-level staff memntdife
Regional Command South headquarters December 2009.
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applied by other states on the use of their trobpsiterviews at Regional Command South,
these types of problem are often mentiorfed.

At the provincial level, where different taskfoscand PRTs are conducting operations
under the guidance of the regional commands, ogiatwith respective national capitals back
home are described as being closer than thosethétmext level of command within the
mission. Often, the task forces and PRTs do natgpez the regional level as their closest
point of reference. As one informant stated, “Regloccommand is no more than a two-star
post office”® The regional command is thus perceived as quitakwevhich leaves
considerable room for manoeuvre to a strong tagteftollowing national agendas. A former
task-force commander in the south described thaioekhip with the regional command as
frustrating. He emphasised that the regional conthaieh not understand the fight in terms of
counterinsurgency and that it did not “do the fisinks he expected the regional level to'Hlo.

In Regional Command South, Canada (with the USairsupporting role), The
Netherlands (with Australia as a partner), the &thiKingdom (with the US in a substantially
supporting role, soon to be a shared responsipdityl the United States, are each in charge
of a provinceé? and they implement their counterinsurgency cammpaiggording to an equal
number of national counterinsurgency doctrines)aatiely in accordance with the classical
principles of counterinsurgency, but with differesdn priority and implementation. During
the training and preparation of the UK divisiontth@ok command of Regional Command
South in November 2009, issues over operationalgolares and doctrine were explicit. The
Dutch within the regional multinational staff wadtéo implement the counterinsurgency
campaign according to NATO doctrine, the US warttedise their new doctrine, and the
British wanted to use UK doctriffé As the region is currently under British commahdre
is a clear tendency to lean towards British doetrivut with the large influx of US forces and
civilian resources it would appear likely that tmphasis over the next 12 months will
significantly shift towards the new US doctrine.ig s already now a tendency seen in the
doctrines applied e.g. by the newly arrived (sumi@@99) US forces where substantial
emphasis is attached to force delivery of humanamaoperations and social services like
access to medical treatment and delivery of winsion humanitarian aid directly by US
forces. By way of contrast the British emphasisnisre on facilitating and supporting the
delivery of such functions by the national afghaouwsity forces.

During a high level interview with a representativom Regional Command South the
doctrinal differences was explained as ‘the Amerscaimply being more advanced in their
basic understanding of COIN [counterinsurgencylieTUS has fully integrated their civilian
capacities, whereas the other representatives gioR& Command South still see security
operations as a precondition for the access ofi@ivagencies. Because of these difficulties
and Alliance members’ national agendas, the US ihashated that, if the current UK
command of Regional Command South (November 2009eidber 2010) does not deliver a
well-thought-out, strongly led and coherent counsgrrgency campaign, the US will take

" Numerous interviews conducted during several fiesits to Regional Command South in 2006, 2000820
and 2009.

*8 Interview conducted in Regional Command South biviay 2009 in Kandahar, Afghanistan.

%9 High-level briefing received in United Kingdom @8 May 2009.

% As of summer 2009, Canada in Kandahar, the Nethesl in Oruzgan, the UK in Helmand and the US in
Zabul.

® Interviews conducted during summer 2009 with ehHayel staff member of the UK multinational diwisi
headquarters who participated in the training anregph@rations.
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over command of Regional Command South in Nover2b&0 and keep the command on a
permanent basfs.

It seems that, for NATO to conduct a counterineugy campaign with all the
participating actors following the same overalagtgy, a fast decision-making procedure is
needed, as well as an actor at the end of the wétiiehe power to take decisions and support
their implementation — a capacity that only a vew actors within NATO have. Many
informants stressed that only the US can createmagsand coherent regional command level
which can overrule or harmonise these national @@gnThus, even within Regional
Command South, where a mini “coalition of the widii can be said to have materialized, a
strong leadership is still needed to create unitiiiwvthe campaign.

Tellingly, the problems with cooperation that &eempering Regional Command South
are much less significant in the eastern parts fgh&nistan. Here the US heads ten of the
thirteen PRTs in the provinces and is also in dieegional comman&® Thus, all the US
task forces and PRTs operate within the same comhnaaxa control structure and are
therefore not affected by the same problems akdrsouth. If operations are planned by the
regional command headquarters, the US troops ttaremplement them without needing to
seek national approval or to follow other doctrin€ee downside, however, is that in their
turn the US forces do not seem to listen to bras@fedSAF headquarters other than their
own® This tendency was described by a number of infotmén Kandahar. Some of the
sections within the ISAF regional headquarters viiag copied by US parallel reporting if
the US did not agree on the set up or priorityhef tSAF-led section in question. Parallel
reporting was seen already in early summer 2008assing ISAF lines of communications.

To sum up, the national and regional level wittiia mission is frequently acting as a
point of contact for the respective national cdpitare than as the implementer of a coherent
NATO mission strategy — guided by national agenaese than by mission unity. Most
actors are tied down by national restrictions aocu$es that make them loath to follow
commonly agreed strategies and goals. Unity ofrefiad command can be found at the
provincial PRTs and task-force level in cases wlhmre actor is resourced and staffed to
control the environment and has command over twerdevels. However, only a few NATO
members have the resources to assume this roke aegional and national mission levels.
That is why the US seems to be an essential paftmethe Alliance when conducting a
counterinsurgency campaign. As noted by one ISAtegd: “The US is the only show in
town”.®> This illustrates one of the clearest disparitietwieen the classic and current
counterinsurgency approaches. As noted above,ldissic campaigns were conducted by a
single state acting predominantly as a single aeteven the Iraqi campaign seems to fall
under this category. The campaign in Afghanistas haen focused more on achieving
equality and a political balance than on operafi@fficiency. In an interview at Regional
Command South in Kandahar, the regional commanel lexas characterised as being
structured more by national and political necessithan by operational neéuring visits
to Regional Command South in all of the years 2@m&7, 2008 and 2009, the change of

%2 High-level briefing received in United Kingdom dr2 May 2009, and interviews conducted in Regional
Command South on 30 and 31 May 2009 in Kandahahaistan.

% Regional Command East comprise the following proes: NuristanKunar Nangarhar Bamyan Ghaznj
Kapisg Laghman Paktiya Wardak L ogar, Khost Paktika Parwarand_Panjshir

® Interviews conducted at ISAF headquarters on 2§ &fal 4 June 2009 in Kabul, Afghanistan.

% High-level briefing received in United Kingdom @& May 2009.

% Interview conducted in Regional Command South tdeaders, Kandahar, on 30 May 2009 with a highlleve
NATO officer.
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command’ and the subsequent change in focus were obviodsthe work within some of
the headquarters sections was characterised magettiayg and pasting information received
by the province task forces and PRTs than by oje@i@tplanning.

4 .4. Testing Unity: Building National Security Fores

As in most counterinsurgency campaigns throughootlem history, the establishment of
efficient national security forces has been centtal the Afghan campaign. The
(re)establishment of both police and military ascal elements in the counterinsurgency
efforts played an important role in classic campsaiguch as the British-led police
programme in Malaya and the build up of the hosibng military by the US in Vietnam.
The emphasis on national security forces has rigckeeén reproduced in some of the newest
doctrine, such as the US Counterinsurgency Manudl 324, which stresses that
“Developing effective HN [Host Nation] security f@rs—including military, police, and
paramilitary forces—is one of the highest prior®DIN tasks™® The latter continues by
emphasising that local police forces should hawveripy because, “In COIN operations,
military forces defeat enemies to establish ciewgity; then, having done so, these same
forces preserve it untl host-nation (HN) policerces can assume responsibility for
maintaining the civil order®® Several empirical lessons based on classic canstegency
campaigns support this point, as Marcus Skinnerdieserved. First, the establishment of
security and the rule of law to win the supportlté local population are crucial. Secondly,
the national security forces, and especially thécep “provide a vital connection to the
people....””° Finally, the provision of security is a preconaiitifor the state’s survivat.
Thus, the importance of incorporating this focusoirthe campaign plan early in the
engagement is emphasised.

In the Afghan case, the lessons of earlier canmgavgere more clearly reflected in the
overall political strategies that emerged in 20d@ntin their actual implementation by the US
and the Alliance. Shortly after the fall of the ibaln in late 2001, the international community
agreed a division of labour in establishing a nemyaand a police force in the country.
Germany became the lead nation for the police mefprogramme and the US for the
rebuilding of the military? At this early stage of the engagement, no oneethlitbout
producing national security forces to be part @banterinsurgency campaign, but merely to
build them up as part of the overall goal of thessiun, namely to ensure that the Afghan
state could maintain a monopoly of power within toentry.

%" In Regional Command South, since 2006 the comnhasdbeen rotated every six months between UK, the
Netherlands and Canada. Cooperation has not begnaa the different commanders have had quiferdiit
ideas of how the operation is to be implementeds tifailing to create the sort of continuity that a
counterinsurgency mission optimally needs.
%8 “Counterinsurgency Field Manual.. 8p. cit, pp. 6-22.
% bid., pp. 7-5.
0 Skinner, Marcus: “Counterinsurgency and Stateddnii: An Assessment of the Role of the Afghan Natlo
Elolice”, Democracy and Securityol. 4, no. 3 (2008), pp. 290-311, Taylor & FeenGroup, p. 292.

Ibid.
2 The set up of the security-sector reform programAfghanistan was decided at a conference in Geitev
April 2002. For more details, see: Sedra, Mark:cl8&y Sector Transformation in Afghanistan”, Gea&¥entre
for the Democratic Control of Armed Forc&¥prking Paperno. 143 (2004), p. 3, and Hodes, Cyrus and Sedra,
Mark: “Chapter Five: Security-Sector Reform”, in d¢tes, Cyrus and Sedra, Mark: “The search for sgcimit
post-Taliban Afghanistan”, International Institdfte Strategic Studies (IISSAdelphi Papersvol. 47, no. 391
(2007), pp. 51-93.
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The German-led efforts focused almost entirelybailding a strong officer corps and
not on the lowest levels of the police. A smallemer of German police officers were
assigned to the project of establishing a policadamy in Kabul, where all Afghan police
officers were to be educatédThe idea was to provide Afghan police officershnibree
years of education emphasising the principles efrtiee of law, human rights and the role of
the police in a democratic society. The lowest llefepolice officers were given merely a
four- to eight-week training programme implemenbgda US private contractor, DynCorp.
The police building efforts were seen more as armefprogramme, with the ministry and
overall structures of the police to a large extmrhaining the same, rather than as the
rebuilding programme the US-led military progranwwess designed to be.

The US-led programme for the Afghan army, by aastirwas highly prioritised almost
from the beginning. The US established a task foocke in charge of the programme and
allocated some 2000 trainers and advisors to tbgegqir Although the US focused on all
levels of the new army, the first years’ emphasas w0 a large degree on getting soldiers into
the field to assist mainly US forces in the “wammgt terror”, particularly in the eastern
regions of the countr{ The programme was built on an initial fifteen-weekining course
for the new soldiers and on comprehensive educétionfficers, all taking place in Kab(.

As opposed to the German programme to reform theegydhis programme embarked on a

total rebuilding, thus not relying on old, ineffeet and often corrupt structures. By 2006 it

had become clear that the deteriorating securitiason in the country demanded that both

programmes — but especially the police programmeeded both restructuring and resources
to be able to counter the challenges of a coursteriency campaigf?.

At this time, ISAF had only a limited involvementthe two programmes, even though
most contributors to the mission acknowledged thpartance of national security forces in
what was hastily becoming a classical counterirey campaigr’ By 2006, only about
half of the approximately 62,000-strong police toreas seen as capable of conducting the
most basic police task8,and of the planned 70,000-man national army, talj had gone
through basic training’ As a result, the US wanted to take over and sthemgthe basic
police programme and to engage ISAF fully in trening and mentoring of the Afghan
army. As one informant stated, “there was no ovgskn to build the Afghan national

" The number of police officers that Germany actudbployed to Afghanistan has varied from betwesoua
forty and eighty officers. See, e.g., Skinrag, cit

" Interview conducted in Kabul in December 2004 wiita director of an international think tank.

> The initial training programme has now been reduceten weeks. For more on the Afghan National yArm
see Younossi, Obaid; Thruelsen, Peter Dahl eR@DY): The Long March: Building an Afghan National Army
Santa Monica, RAND Corporation.

® For more on the state of the Afghan National Rolit this time, see Inspectors General: “Interagenc
Assessment of Afghanistan Police Training and Ressdi”,US Departments of State and DefgriReport,ISP-
1IQO-07-07(2006),

" The then British commander of ISAF, Lieutenant &ahDavid Richards, was the first ISAF commander t
begin implementing a more classic counterinsurgestategy for the mission. Among other things, fiedtto
implement an “ink spot” or “oil spot” strategy mudispired by earlier engagements in the 1950s &&ds.
Prior to Richards, US Lieutenant General David Bafpommander of the US-led operations in Afghanista
from 2003 to 2005) had had a large impact in cngadi more focused population-centred strategyHeruS
forces. For further details, see Marston, Danied &falkasian, Carter (eds.) (2008younterinsurgency in
Modern Warfare Wellingborough, Northants, United Kingdom, pp0Z3

8 “Interagency Assessment of Afghanistan .o, cit, p. 15.

" Younossi et alop. cit, p. 31.
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security forces”, and such plans as did exist wareintegrated into an overall strategy or
aligned with each othé&f.

To restart the programmes, however, the US netidedlliance’s genuine commitment
to the counterinsurgency campaign. Washington whtaentroduce police mentoring teams
equal to the military ones, but for this to be plolss ISAF had to commit to the mentoring of
the army to release US mentors for this new taskmFthe beginning of the military
rebuilding programme, the US had introduced whatailed Embedded Training Teams
(ETT), which followed the national army units intiee field to mentor and conduct “on the
job training”. To release the US ETTs for the muockeded police mentoring, ISAF
introduced an equivalent called the Operational tdieand Liaison Team (OMLT), which
was to be filled by ISAF soldiers stationed in gnevinces. At first the participating countries
within ISAF seem to support the idea, but whenaitne actually to allocating forces to the
OMLTs, only a few NATO members signed up. By Decen2008, only 42 of the 103 teams
that ISAF were to substitute were operational, amdn many of these were subject to
national caveat$: Even in the parts of Afghanistan where the segsituation was relatively
calm, there was a great reluctance to participatinis extremely critical counterinsurgency
task. Of the fifteen teams authorised in the nastily five were filled by January 2008, and
of these two were “Tier II” OMLTs, meaning that tristions were imposed on their U&eAs
a consequence, the US had to keep a large numigricf involved in the army programme
on a permanent basis, thus reducing the greatlyatki@volvement with the police.

As well as the mentoring programme, the US intoedua new focused training
programme for the police. The US Department ofeStated DynCorp to undertake an eight-
week training programme for the police, who werenthio be supported by the mentoring
teams that were to follow the newly trained poliggits into the field. Also, within this
programme, the US tried to get ISAF to participayesending police officers to the country
to be included in the new Police Mentor Teams (PMAQain, support for the programme
came only slowly, and by late 2008 only about 25%he more than 600 PMTs had been
filled.®® In this case, however, the US could not provideahsent teams because their ETTs
were not being released by ISAF from their mentpriole with the army, with the negative
effect that many police units are being left withouersight and mentorirfy.

A striking example of the lack of unity hamperitige creation and employment of
effective Afghan security forces was revealed talusng interviews at Regional Command
South in Kandahar. One high-level ISAF officer imi@d us about the decision to increase
the Afghan police in the south and east with 10,08G0naf® The decision had been taking
by the Afghan Ministry of Interior and the US Coméd Security Transition Command —
Afghanistan (CSTC-A). Following the decision, CSACcommunicated the news through

8 Sedra, Mark: “Security Sector Reform in Afghanistdhe Slide Towards Expediency”, International
Peacekeepingvol. 13, no. 1 (2007), pp. 106-07.

81 “Progress towards Security and Stability in Afgistan”, Report in accordance with the 2008 National
Defence Authorization Act (Section 1230, Public La®#10-181), US Congress(2009), p. 8, at
http://www.afghanconflictmonitor.org/USDoD_ProgréssvardSecurityStability Afghanistan_Jan2009.pdf

8 Younossiet al, op. cit, p. 37.

8 “progress towards Security .. dp. cit, p. 44. The plan is that each ANP unit will h@BMT attached (with
365 districts, 46 city police precincts, 34 prowdsc5 regions, 20 ANCOP battalions, 33 ABP battaliand 135
ABP companies).

8 The problem was mentioned by numerous informanisng interviews and conversations conducted in
Kabul, Kandahar and Helmand in May and June 2009.

8 Cordesman, Anthony H. (2009fghan National Security Forces: Shaping the PatiVictory, Washington
DC, Center for Strategic & International StudieS$(S), pp. 27, 34.
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US lines of communications down to the regionakl&¥ CSTC-A at the regional level then
initiated the planning and implementation processupport the police build-up with mentors
and training. Being part of the ISAF structure, Ragl Command South was not informed
about the decision, even though it has a substaotain the support of the Afghan police
and is in overall charge of operations in the so@hly because of good personal relations
between the chief of the US-led Afghan RegionaluBgc Integration Commands (ARSIC)
and the ISAF chief in supporting the Afghan natisecurity forces was Regional Command
South informed about the decision and their subsatgeole in the increase. As the ISAF
officer said, “There are no official communicatiossructures. It is all about personal
relations, and this has to be solved if unity is e achieved®’ In conducting a
counterinsurgency campaign of such complexity as ith Afghanistan, it is imperative that
the Alliance has clear communication and contralctures, otherwise nobody will know
what anyone else is doing. This will eventually emmdine the efforts to build up the national
security forces and thus the efficiency of the miss

Currently, the Afghan National Army is scheduledgrow to 134,000 troops and the
Afghan National Police to 82,000, plus 4,800 extoéice for Kabul and 10,000 extra for the
southern and eastern regions. However, there ersispent debate about the proper size of
both the army and the poli€&which, in combination with the deteriorating sétyusituation
and the international desire to downsize the mylifaresence, is constantly increasing the
need for mentoring and training teams for the twovises. An Afghan army of 134,000
soldiers is authorised to have 168 OMLTs and threeat number of police (including border
police) to have some 600 PMTs. With currently lésst 50% of the OMLTs and only a
fraction of the PMTs provided by ISAF, the US haalised that ISAF will probably not be
assuming its share of the burden. Therefore, imdamg his new Afghanistan strategy,
President Obama stated that 4,000 trainers webe tieployed to assist both the Afghan army
and the Afghan polic® However, in the summer of 2009 the US was stijling on ISAF to
come up with approximately 200 of the PMTs and jonitg of the OMLTs>

Whether the Alliance will buy into this crucial eehent of counterinsurgency is
uncertain. Even in relation to the newly agreedsiec to establish a NATO training mission
to Afghanistart. Washington does not seem to have much confiddratethere is a genuine
commitment to the Afghan national security forcagte part of NATO members. As several
high-level members of the international communityKiabul stated, “The US will take what
they can get from NATO and then deliver the restribelves”. The impression given was that
NATO'’s role within the newly strengthened US comment will be “as a bit player” within
the ISAF mission. The US will see what the différeauntries provide, but they seem to be

8 CSTC-Ais represented in the regions by Afghani®e Security Integration Commands (ARSIC). CSTC-A
and the ARSICs are designed to support the builduphe Afghan national security forces: CSTC-A in
conjunction with ISAF and the Afghan governmentafpd, programs and implements the generation and
development of the Afghan National Security ForsBI$F) in order to enable GIRoA [the Afghan govermitje
to achieve security and stability in Afghanistan”, at http://www.cstc-
a.com/index.php?option=com_content&view=article&1@4&ltemid=1

8" Interview conducted in Regional Command South &RSIC South on 30 May 2009 in Kandahar,
Afghanistan.

8 Commander ISAF recommended in BI®MISAF’s Initial Assessmethat the national army should grow to
240,000 and the national police to 160,000. Alse of President Karzai's five priority areas men&d during
his election campaign was to increase the Afghaiomea security forces to some 260,000 members.

8 Obama, Barack: “speech on the new US strategyrttsvafghanistan” (27 March 2009).

% Interviews conducted at ISAF headquarters in May dune 2009 in Kabul, Afghanistan.

%1 “Summit Declaration on AfghanistanNorth Atlantic Treaty OrganisatiofNATO), Strasbourg/Kehl
Summit Strasbourg/Kehl (4 April 2009), at http://www.0aht/cps/en/natolive/news 52836.htm
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taking the lead themselves. As one informant stdteihin a year we [NATO] will only be
contributors to the mission, not taking the le&d®ne current issue illustrating the challenges
involved is the discussion over whether the ISAErapional plan (O-plan) should be revised
to meet the current challenges of a counterinsungeperation. A revised plan could make
the training and mentoring of the ANP a “key mititdask”, as opposed to its current status
as the “key supporting task” of ISAF. That will neak easier for ISAF to engage fully in the
programme. However, revising the operational pldhptobably open up another Pandora’s
Box, with 28 member states trying to agree not amythe new police training role, but also
on all the other issues that will ultimately suddmecause of the direction the engagement has
taken since ISAF took command in August 2003.

5. Conclusion

The problems of conducting classic counterinsurgebg alliance have been painfully
revealed by NATO'’s current mission to Afghanist&ight years after the toppling of the
Taliban regime, the insurgency seems stronger @évan, while the public support for the
campaign is steadily eroding in several westerritaigp To be sure, prevailing against a weak
but determined irregular opponent in an ill-defingmhflict is no easy feat for any actor.
History offers quite a few examples to corroborthiie observation. The analysis, however,
suggest that fighting an insurgency the classic wayparticularly challenging for a
multilateral coalition or an alliance. Collectivectn problems, inconsistent threat
perceptions, free-riding, and an unwillingness wbjsgate narrow national interests to the
need for tight coordination all work to the detrimeof the effective implementation of a
traditional counterinsurgency approach.

This is not to say that fighting as an alliancamarmed conflict against insurgents is all
negative. Most importantly, an alliance can addhificant legitimacy to the mission in ways
that a small coalition built around a clearly doamhactor or a single nation state engaged in
a war against irregular forces overseas, can nonsider the war in Iraq. Although
Washington occasionally portrayed the Multi-Natibrfeorce-lraq (MNF-I) as a truly
multilateral cooperation, it was evidently the éwitStates that was doing the majority of the
fighting and calling the shots. And although a gigant number of western countries took
part in the coalition, key NATO allies derided thar as an illegal attack on a sovereign state.
Despite the fact that 40 countries contributedh® ©U.S.-led coalition, MNF-I thus never
enjoined the broad political goodwill that stillrsaunds ISAF’s mission in Afghanistan.

This is also why the current Americanisation oAFSmight turn out to be a double-
edged sword. On the one hand, the strengthenedidanecommitment and the increased
number of US forces deployed to the particularlyulynparts of the country are raising hopes
of a diminishing of the problem of collective actiand the lack of coordination currently
plaguing ISAF’s undertakings. Greater unity of effand more adequate military and civilian
resources could reasonably be the results of iseck&S leadership. On the other hand,
Washington’s decision to take ownership could &isgender even more political opposition
to the campaign in European capitals. Already uafaop turning the conflict into an
“American-led war” would do little to make the mims more accepted. Less multilateralism
would thus mean that the war efforts would be vigws less legitimate. On a wider scale,

%2 Interview conducted with a NATO staff officer ireBional Command South headquarters, Kandahar, 31 Ma
20009.
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Americanisation could even endanger the cohesigenieNATO, as US policy-makers might
eventually lose interest in European partners wdrsigtently show themselves unwilling and
unable to contribute significantly to out-of-argzecations.

77




