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ABSTRACT
The War in Afghanistan has been of uttermost importance for the world security architecture in
general and for the US foreign and defense policy in particular. The mission, conduct, goals and
costs of this war has never ceased to be at the forefront of the American public and political
community. Two US Presidents, George Walker Bush and Barack Hussein Obama in their
consecutive presidential terms have had to tackle this problem and handle the War in
Afghanistan in a very complex and sometimes inimical to the United States international
environment.
The dissertation represents a general qualitative study of the policies of both George W. Bush
and Barack Obama. These two presidents, with their differing and sometimes incompatible
political philosophy and worldview, were the ones who were ultimately in charge of US military
campaign and subsequent political follow-up in Afghanistan. And, in light of rapidly changing
international scene, this research highlights their fundamental approaches in foreign policy and
US role at the global stage, for the 16 years they were at the White House.
This inference is based on a thorough study of the both presidents’ election campaigns, their
foreign and defense policy teams, political platforms, manifested goals and actual deeds while in
office. Besides, the research is devoted to study this process under the theoretical framework of
structural functionalism, developed by Gabriel Almond, where institutions and interaction
among them matter a lot in determining the policies of the countries. For the purpose of this
research, executive branch (presidents’ policies) and two most important institutions in the
American political life – major political parties (Republican Party and Democratic Party), as well
as US media in general are shown as principal pillars, whose interaction is largely responsible to
influence and shape the US foreign policy. The following chapters of the dissertation are the
main criteria and measurements to analyze and test the structural functionalist theory by G.
Almond.
Gabriel Almond’s structural functionalism is the principal theoretical approach used in this
dissertation. While it is a well-established theory within the political science, scholarship on
using it for foreign policy analysis is very rare. Therefore, the theoretical lenses, which is
strongly focused on interaction and mutual influence of systemic components and functions
within the larger political system gives a novel and fresh outlook of US foreign policy towards
Afghanistan in the period of 2001-2016.
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The theory takes into account the perception of a particular foreign political action by the people
and studies its impact upon the decision-making circles. Results of appropriate political polls,
conducted throughout the period of US War in Afghanistan have been gathered and summarized
for the purpose of this research. It indicates, that popular opinion/public mood is a very strong
incentive for the institutions to act, however, it is also possible to exercise influence upon the
perception, especially in this world, where news-making is overwhelming and is consumed by
population almost incessantly.
The major finding of this research is that the institutions within the political system, such as
political parties, media as well as well-organized public opinion play an important role in
determining the US policy toward Afghanistan. Therefore, scholars and decision-makers should
be fully aware of all the accompanying intricacies and complications that US policy-making
process entails. This is never a business of a single man, party, media-outlet or a large group of
people. Instead, it is a byzantine machine of sole superpower, whose vested interests all across
the role often interact and shape each-other.
Therefore, despite the fundamental differences between George Bush’s and Barack Obama’s
Administrations, both of them had to take these circumstances into account, while pursuing their
respective foreign policy agendas. And, the theory of structural functionalism is tested and built
through systematically studying two presidents’ decision-making policy towards Afghanistan in
the given format.
Given the importance of the US as one of the major players in Asian politics, it is undoubted that
its previous, present and future involvement in Afghanistan will heavily impact the geopolitical
course of development. Therefore, US engagement in Afghanistan will remain a subject of
rigorous analysis both for theoreticians and for policy-makers alike. In this light, this dissertation
attempts to bring light to some of the most interesting and sometimes hidden aspects of foreign
policy decision-making and delineates the major institutions, whose interaction shapes and
brings forward the US foreign policy. It also shows the retrospective evaluation of the two US
administrations’ attitude towards Afghanistan and emphasizes as well as compares change and
continuity in their respective policies.
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INTRODUCTION
The end of the 20th Century and the Cold War has not brought the end of the history, as it was
predicted by Francis Fukuyama in his landmark work “End of History and the Last Man” (1992).
Instead, the world stepped into a more complex international arrangement, which was initially
erroneously dubbed as the “unipolar moment” and myriad of forces, which were violently
suppressed under the competition between the capitalist and communist worlds, have been
unleashed. Of these forces, perhaps one of most widespread, appealing and dangerous is a
religious extremism, which as of today continues to fuel radical terrorist groups throughout the
world.
The War in Afghanistan, which is the principal topic (taken as a case study) of this dissertation,
is a direct consequence of global religious extremism in action. The shocking terror attacks on
9/11 against the US targets in New York and elsewhere have been instrumental in shaping the
world’s politics for almost two decades and provide a clear watershed between the 20th and 21st
centuries. To a certain extent these events are of equal importance to attacks on Pearl Harbour or
sinking of Lusitania, because of comprehensive recalibration of the American foreign policy and
fundamental impact they left on the course of world history.
As America has always cherished its undisputed security, corroborated by the geographic factor
of two surrounding oceans, the ruthless strike in the American heartland has entailed profound
consequences. The War in Afghanistan, which was fought by the two US Presidents and five
Secretaries of Defense for 14 consecutive years to avenge for this attack and prevent other ones,
has exposed many characteristic traits of the Washington’s policy-making. The study of those
traits, their interaction and influence on the world political community up to the present day
remains a favorite enterprise for historians, economists and political scientists alike.
For George W. Bush, whose presidential campaign was mostly focused around the domestic
issues, 9/11 and subsequent decision to invade Afghanistan completely altered his presidency.
The War on Terror, launched in light of overwhelming support of the American population,
gradually lost its popularity as well as rationale and became a liability for the Republican
administration. The parallel War in Iraq, absorbing the bulk of the US Armed Forces manpower
and weaponry, seriously impacted the American war-fighting capacity in Afghanistan. In light of
these circumstances, President George W. Bush have had to navigate through the complex web
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of domestic and international politics, which eventually harmed both his personal approval
ratings and justification of War in Afghanistan.
The 44th President of the USA, Barack Obama, came to end the protracted military involvements
of the USA and shifted focus on nation-building at home. However, he had to handle both of the
inherited wars and whilst he did not hesitate to promptly withdraw US forces from Iraq, it took
almost his both of presidential terms to end America’s combat mission in Afghanistan. Similar to
George Bush, Barack Obama also has had to do it against dissenting voices at home, frustrated
allies abroad and rapidly evolving international environment, which required daily decisionmaking at a strategic level.
Similar to many democratic countries, these two Presidents were not alone in spearheading the
US foreign policy and were sometimes critically dependent on important institutions inside the
country. Of these institutions political parties, media and public groups/public opinion are among
the biggest players which influence the US politics. The War in Afghanistan was no exception as
those factors/institutions were instrumental in defining, postulating and executing the US foreign
policy, especially in regard to Afghanistan.
The importance and value of the institutions within the system was most meticulously pushed
forward by Gabriel Almond, who argued that politics should be studied as a system of
interactions, i.e., political system, and analyzed political system as a set of structures performing
functions. The overarching idea is that there are a number of actors in the national political
system (political parties, bureaucracies, the military, etc.) and that the actions of all these
different actors affect each other as well as the system. In other words, institutional interest
groups (which generally consist of legislatures, executives, bureaucracies, etc.) articulate
interests (of their own) in various ways and exert pressure upon the authority for the realization
of interests.
At the same time, Almond pays a particular attention to the attitude of the American population
to the foreign policy formulation, and asserts that the mood of Americans is a defining factor
when it comes to their approach to foreign policy. Almond also hypothesizes that American
moods are affected by two variables: 1) changes in the domestic and foreign political-economic
situation involving the presence or absence of external threat in varying degrees, and 2) the
characterological predisposition of the population. As argued by Verba, Pye and Eulau, “By
mood Almond meant a rather pliable and formless reaction to an ambiguous context that was

2

particularly pronounced in foreign affairs” (2005, p. 8). In this manner, Almond seeks to
demonstrate that public opinion, which is almost always reactive, still plays an important role for
the US statesmen in charge of foreign policy (Almond, 1950).
Through the lenses of G. Almond’s theoretical approach the purpose of this dissertation is to
study the interaction and outcome of this interrelation between the US institutions on the one
hand, examine their impact on George W. Bush’s and Barack Obama’s “handling of War” in
Afghanistan and to introduce the public opinion/mood as one of the most significant variable
which affects both domestic institutions and foreign policy in overall.
After 16 years since the beginning of the War in Afghanistan, much was discussed and written in
regard to multiple aspects of that war as well as policies of the presidential administrations which
were responsible for its conduct. However, the significance and enduring impact of the War in
Afghanistan still provides an impetus for the researches to explore the new theoretical
approaches and analytical frames, which could be useful for the existing scholarship in regard to
multifaceted problem which is War in Afghanistan. This dissertation represents a modest attempt
to make a contribution in this regard.
Problem Statement and Limitations of the Research
The scope and nature of this dissertation naturally necessitates the emphasis on qualitative
research, while there is lack of quantitative analysis component. This is because considering the
research questions, the quantification of the variables could have been a very complicated
process and hardly contributing to novelties.
There are inevitable limitations when it comes to processing and incorporating each and every
major part of information/analysis within the dissertation that has been written for the last 16-17
years. The newly-found scholarly interest to Afghanistan after 9/11 has resulted in extraordinary
written output in this regard. They cover all aspects of the War in Afghanistan and most of them
have their own unique scientific and practical value.
Undoubtedly, all the major speeches of George W. Bush and Barack Obama are properly studied
and provided here. Although, there are many more which has accumulated throughout their
presidencies. The selection of the speeches could contain the bias of the author and it is strongly
recommended for the future research to use the full spectrum of American president’s rhetoric.
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It needs to be emphasized that assessment and analysis of the War in Afghanistan taken
separately from multitude of other important public policy issues facing George W. Bush and
Barack Obama would be inappropriate. Apart from significant challenges at domestic policy, the
War in Iraq has had arguably the biggest impact upon the conduct of War in Afghanistan,
because the former overshadowed the latter in magnitude and publicity, resulting in lack of
resources and attention towards the Afghan battle theatre. Moreover, these two wars are often
considered to be the part of one overarching foreign policy endeavor and used to be analyzed in
combination. While this dissertation clearly focused on War in Afghanistan and the associated
processes, it is duly acknowledged that incorporation of Iraq War thematic was sometimes
absolutely warranted.
Structural functionalist theory of Gabriel Almond is the main solution of the research, as the
theory provides an opportunity to study the topic in more details and systemic analysis. It
provides a useful framework to learn more about the major actors in US foreign policy decision
making process during the two president’s administrations.
Although the theory is criticized that it overemphasizes the institutional behavior and leads to
“empirical contortions” (Clark, n.d. Susser 1992) it explains the importance of role of institutions
in politics, the social and political role in decision making process and gives an opportunity to
the researcher to further develop the topic into detailed way with the help of G. Almond’s
concepts.
Goal Statement
Aim of this research is to provide the comparative analysis of US foreign policy towards
Afghanistan during George W. Bush and Barack Obama Administrations both in practice and
theory. (In the political science, foreign policy is generally understood as a policy pursued by a
nation in its dealings with other nations, designed to achieve national objectives. On the other
hand, international relations refer to wider interactions of states in a global system (Holsti,
1989)). The scope of the study encompasses questioning the continuity or change in discourse,
decisions and practice the U.S. foreign policy of G. W. Bush and Barack Obama administrations
from the ground levels in a patterning behavior, and to measure the consistency between the U.S.
foreign policy practice, theory and its discourse prior and after the 9/11 attacks.
This dissertation also aims to identify and analyze the prevalent trends in US security thinking in
the period of 2001-2016 both among the intelligence community and political elite. It brings
4

together diverse set of academic sources and original research to highlight emerging and
declining shifts of international impact as well as reflection upon those shifts to understand their
impact on conduct of foreign policy in regard to War in Afghanistan both in George W. Bush
and Barack Obama administrations.
Apart from the comparative analysis of both administrations, the dissertation uses Gabriel
Almond’s structural functionalist theory to explain how the US foreign policy works. In this
manner, the work aims to unfold the US decision making process and focus on actors which
influence(d) and affect(ed) American foreign policy in Afghanistan.. In other words, the role of
population and political institutions in foreign policy decision-making process is examined and
checked. Additionally, it is the first attempt to make use of this theory as an explanatory
framework for the analysis of US policy in Afghanistan.
At the end, this dissertation, from the perspective of Almond’s structural functionalist theory
through comparing two US presidents’ policies towards Afghanistan, aims to present several
major inferences from the theory’s merger with practical realities. This enables us to outline the
basic structure of the US political system in terms of action as well as roles and functions within
it, which serves as foundation for further research and as a potential guide for foreign policy
practitioners.
Apart from the aforementioned segment of readers, this dissertation can be of particular value for
students of international relations, who might use this foundation to expand the research at their
MA or PhD study levels. Therefore, one of the major goal of this dissertation is to encourage
research at this particular direction and provide necessary scientific tools and experience for
further exploration.
Research Questions
Taking into account a very complex and intertwined set of factors that generally affects the US
foreign policy, the problem question/hypothesis require much nuanced and detailed approach.
The questions are supposed to deal with each and every major aspect of this research, starting
from the very beginning of Afghanistan’s emergence as a regional stakeholder up until the day
President Obama announced his decision to end US combat mission in Afghanistan.
The scope of this dissertation, naturally begets multifaceted research questions, which serve as
natural platform of conducting research as well as provide necessary basis for research
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hypotheses, which is given below. Therefore, the questions below represent an attempt to cover
the aforementioned issues to a maximum possible extent.
The research questions are divided into three different clusters. The first cluster includes the
following questions:
 What is the historical and geopolitical importance of Afghanistan?
 How did the American people perceive the War in Afghanistan during Bush and Obama
Administrations?

The second cluster contains the following research questions
 How was the foreign policy decision making process towards Afghanistan conducted during George
W. Bush and Barack Obama administrations?
 What constitutes change and continuity in the election campaigns and periods of presidencies?

The final portion of the research questions is given in the third cluster:
 What was the role of actors (political parties, pressure groups, etc.) in US foreign policy decisionmaking process towards Afghanistan?
 What are the differences and similarities in both presidents’ experience towards Afghanistan?
 How is the US foreign policy decision-making process given in Gabriel Almond’s structural
functionalist theory, i.e. how the input (American People) and output level (rule-making of two
presidential administrations) are interrelated?

Hypothesis
As a result of initial review of the literature, as well as doing the preliminary research based on
the relevant questions given above, three interconnected research hypotheses were identified for
this dissertation. In fact, all three of these hypotheses goes against to widely held scientifically
erroneous ideas (for instance, negligible role of American voters in foreign policy elaboration)
and argue that:
 The US political system is not a monolithic structure and it is subject of pressure from within;
 The US population’s public opinion almost always bears a reactive character in terms of foreign
policy, although can exert critical influence if sufficiently mobilized by a very strong external shock;
 In spite of significant differences between George W. Bush’s and Barack Obama’s policies, their
strategies towards Afghanistan were mostly coherent and continuous.

In other words, the dissertation’s hypothesis entails that US foreign policy towards Afghanistan,
which was not very coherent before 2001, has become sufficiently consistent and sustained as
part of the wider Global War on Terrorism (GWOT). It does assert that an extremely strong
6

public opinion can act as an impetus for foreign policy decision and in some cases even push the
media mimic the prevalent public narrative.
At the same time, public opinion/public mood in the US is subject of pressure and influence from
multiple directions, whereas perception plays a crucial role in streamlining and reflecting those
pressures. Political parties and media are usually among the opinion-setters / opinion-makers and
constant interaction of those stakeholders (media, political elites, people) has largely been
responsible for shaping and influencing the US foreign policy towards Afghanistan.
The third and final part of the hypotheses would be that in spite of many similarities between
George W. Bush and Barack Obama’s Afghanistan policies, the former’s policy at the initial
stage was largely stipulated by stronger public reaction, favoring strong and rigid US response.
Public pressure was not so overwhelming during Barack Obama’s presidency and there were
many other factors he had to take into account, although increasingly negative attitude of US
population towards the lengthy role, did play certain role in his decision-making calculus.
Research Objectives
One of the principal objectives of the given dissertation is to illustrate the factors, circumstances
and processes defining and shaping the US foreign and defense policy in regard to War in
Afghanistan. It will show the interplay of major institutions/actors and stakeholders and
demonstrate the complicated nature of US foreign policy-making, which is subject to pressure
from multiple actors and is not guided by one particular person’s judgment and preferences.
At the end of the dissertation, the following general objectives have to be achieved:
1. To study the perception of US War in Afghanistan among the American population.
2. To identify major approaches to the War in Afghanistan in the US political elite and
media.
3. To compare the presidencies of George W. Bush and Barack H. Obama in terms of their
attitude and focus on the War in Afghanistan.
4. To analyze the US foreign policy decision-making process from different angles and
through specific theoretical framework.
In addition, there are following specific objectives:
1. To assess the fluctuation of American public attitude in regard to War in Afghanistan
2. To describe the phases of US War in Afghanistan in terms of priority goals
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3. To compare the evolution of the Republican Party and Democratic Party foreign policy
platforms
4. To establish the association of foreign policy shocks/events to American public attitude
in regard to War in Afghanistan
5. To determine the major pillars of George W. Bush and Barack H. Obama’s
administrations’ foreign policy decision-making process in regard to War in Afghanistan.
Novelty and Actuality
Considering the importance and after-effects of the War in Afghanistan, that event has
momentarily captured the attention of the scholars. As a result, there is a great deal of scientific
materials, concerning almost every aspect of war-fighting. Of those books and articles, however,
many are focused on several major aspects, such as: a) The actual military operation of the USA
in Afghanistan b) NATO engagement in the War in Afghanistan c) Problems and challenges of
Afghanistan and d) George W. Bush’s and Barack Obama’s presidencies taken separately.
The quality of the literature produced on these topics in many cases are outstanding and provide
a well-refined account on almost every important issue, such as Dobrot (2007), Falke (2012),
Woodward (2009), Weinbaum (2006), Popescu (2009), Pffifner (2003; 2008) Miller (2010),
Maley (2010), Löfflmann (2015) etc. However, the lack of comprehensiveness in comparative
analysis is evident. There are very few authors, such as Alesandri, Hassan and Reinert (2015),
Barnet (2016), Birkenthal (2013), Charountaki (2014), Goepner (2016), Greenstein (2009),
Gregory (2011), Muscat (2013) etc which would put not only George W. Bush’s and Barack
Obama’s policy into retrospective, but offer a linear review of US-Afghan relations in the
context of the US War in Afghanistan.
On the one hand, it is understandable considering the duration of the war and the amount of
decision-making it required. At the same time, the War in Afghanistan could hardly be
characterized as part of history already, because many new features of war-fighting, backdoor
deals and clandestine operations are still secret and some of them keep resurfacing from time to
time. Indeed, the new information requires to be appropriately processed and integrated within
the already existing scholarship and enrich the scientific community’s understanding.
Of note is that, in spite of very detailed studies of George W. Bush’s administration’s Afghan
policy, the scientific output about Barack Obama’s Afghan strategy is not very voluminous.
Undoubtedly, the basic tenets of his administration’s priorities in Afghanistan and elsewhere are
8

well-known, but taking into account the timing of his presidency, additional scrutiny in regard to
Afghan policy would be warranted.
Additionally, despite the rich bibliography on both president’s deeds and activities taken
separately, there is a visible gap in comprehensive analysis. Specifically, there are very few
serious attempts to put George W. Bush and Barack Obama into a historical narrative and make
careful examination of their policies towards Afghanistan in a comparative manner. This
includes both their election campaigns and presidential tenures.
Moreover, there is an extreme scarcity of those materials, which would analyze the interaction of
media, political parties, and public opinion and their role in determining the US foreign policy.
Therefore, this dissertation’s approach employs very rarely used concepts in this context and
presents its findings and conclusions on George W. Bush and Barack Obama’s policies in rather
unorthodox theoretical lenses, such as structural functionalism. In fact, it is the very first attempt
to use this theory for analysis of US policy in Afghanistan.
Perhaps one of the major novelties of the given work lies in illustration of US foreign policy
decision-making mechanism/apparatus through modern theoretical lenses. The intricacy of
interaction between different interest groups/institutions has been shown as one of the central
pillars of influencing the foreign policy as well as overarching security thinking in the White
House and beyond. Why and how is media important in contemporary democracy? Is a
superpower run by monolithic and unwavering bureaucracy or it is rather driven by sometime ad
hoc circumstances? Are the presidents rational and infallible decision-makers or they too are
affected by prevalent moods and shifts in their teams and general public? This dissertation aims
to give a fresh outlook on these controversial topics.
Taking into account the existing academic works, the novelty of this dissertation is to offer a new
approach to look and analyze a particular, but very important aspect of George W. Bush and
Barack Obama’s policy. This is done on a very solid theoretical basis, with a clearly defined
research goals and objectives. The work bellow attempts to unify the historical realities with the
existing circumstances on the ground, and by examining the works and functions of US
institutions, determine their impact upon the policy-making of George W. Bush and Barack
Obama Administrations.
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Practical and Theoretical Value
The trends which were unleashed by the power of technology as well as spread of mass
communication and rise of global inequality is going to stay in the foreseeable future. This is
further abetted by what is called a religious revival in the Islamic nations, where population,
disillusioned by democracy and authoritarian rulers alike are targeted by radical religious groups
to recruit them for future terrorist attacks both inside and outside of their countries.
These processes became especially dangerous after the emergence of the Islamic State, which
quickly surpassed the other terrorist organizations by its brutality and military prowess, which
practically resulted in effective collapse of the state authority in Syria and Iraq as well as
heightened the fear of terrorism and unprovoked attacks to a new levels throughout the entire
world.
Scholars, such as Graff (2010), Hinnebusch (2007) and Hussain (2015), argue that US invasion
of Afghanistan (and later Iraq) was instrumental in unleashing the extremist powers and
radicalization of Muslim people because they strongly opposed forcible introduction of western
notions of democracy and human rights. Some of the radicals, such as Iran’s supreme leader or
Muslim theologians go beyond that, asserting that global dominance of the US (and by
extension, of Israel as well) should come to an end by violent means if necessary. There is a
tendency that present warfare is asymmetric and of intra-state nature, instead of more
conventional warfare between the states in the past (Paulus and Vashakmadze, 2009).
Afghanistan has been and is a crucial country, in the past as well as until the present day, for
United States and international community. The country experienced years of war because of its
regional importance lying in the heart of Asia, and linking three major geographic regions and
being a crossroad to multiple rival powers and empires. Most importantly, Afghanistan captured
the world’s interests when after 9/11 became a top foreign policy issue for George W. Bush and
Barack Obama. Against this backdrop, study of the US policy towards Afghanistan can offer a
very useful historical lesson in handling the country, sheltering large groups of terrorists with
considerable part of the population sympathetic to their cause. It also gives an understanding
how the nature of modern warfare is changed, how the public opinion affects the policy of the
superpower and how the key elements within the system/structure influence the US foreign
policy decision-making process.
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The foreign policy decision-making process, which historically has always been considered as a
realm of elites and powerful individuals is increasingly affected by other factors and actors.
Regrettably those actors sometimes do not get sufficient scholarly attention. This dissertation
aims to make contribution in filling that gap through examination of interaction/interrelation
between different actors, and contemplation of input/output model based on that interaction
previously not thought to be a factor in foreign policy elaboration process.
This dissertation goes beyond the description of Afghanistan’s past and current
problems/challenges and seeks to delineate the country’s importance in the bigger picture and
provide understanding of multiple forms by which it was perceived from time to time. The
research aims to offer explanatory analysis why Afghanistan was destined to become a scene of
global terrorism and whether it was America’s, as the world’s sole superpower’s fault to abandon
Afghanistan vis-à-vis brutal extremists.
Therefore are number of reasons, why this topic maintains its significance and will keep it in the
future too. It underscores the problems a superpower might encounter vis-à-vis a failed state
which remains a significant problem for decision-makers at a national and international levels.
For scholars interested in the region, it gives a broader understanding of implications of
Afghanistan’s future for the wider Asian region, where there is a clear scarcity of scientific
research and offers many possibilities for young scholars.
In the end, this research is designed to provide answers about the shape and elaboration of US
foreign policy, which has a paramount importance for which is important for every foreign
policy practitioner. The analysis shows that US foreign policy decision-making is a very
cumbersome and time-consuming process, heavily dependent on election cycles and popular
mood. It offers convincing argument that every foreign political endeavor has a very important
domestic political ramification. These factors never remain static and largely define any given
country’s objectives and sometimes even a grand strategy. These are the valuable lessons, which
have both theoretical and practical implications for anyone interested in above mentioned issues.
Research Methods
The scope and overarching design of this dissertation naturally necessitated to opt for the
qualitative research. This type of research implies thorough preliminary study of wide array of
accessible literature and further exploration. Additionally, it prioritizes the interpretation,
constructions and discourses. It also involves methods of analysis, explanation and argument
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building which involve understandings of complexity, detail and context. Qualitative research
aims to produce rounded and contextual understandings on the basis of rich, nuanced and
detailed data (Mason, 2002).
This dissertation is broadly exploratory and aims to develop conclusions on comparative
behavior of both presidents through the given theoretical framework (is given in details in the
following chapters), also it systematically and in a patterning behavior studies how the foreign
policy and strategies of two presidents’ differed or were similar, what and which actors
influenced their decisions in foreign policy towards Afghanistan. In this process, Gabriel
Almond’s theory is unfolded and developed through the comparative study of US foreign policy
towards Afghanistan.
One of the primary methods of the dissertation is the Content Analysis. It includes review and
assessment of major foreign and defense policy related documents, US intelligence and defense
community-prepared reports on worldwide threat assessments, national security strategies,
regular briefs of the Department of State and White House as well as important journalist pieces,
including the interviews of the Presidents. Sizeable portion of dissertation’s chapters is based on
George W. Bush’s and Barack Obama’s important foreign and defense policy speeches, where
the principal pillars of their policies were usually outlined and articulated. In this regard,
particular emphasis is made on the above mentioned presidents’ election campaigns in the period
of 2000-2012.
To categorize, majority of the books used for this research mostly concern the historical
importance of Afghanistan and past trends. They also cover the George W. Bush and Barack
Obama’s policies more generally, without going into very specifics. One of the few exemptions
is Crumpton (2012), which provides a very detailed and first-eye view of all complications
associated with preparation and execution of war plans in regard to Afghanistan.
On the other hand, scientific articles offer more detailed description of the two Presidents’
particular policies in the period of 2001-2016. They also give sufficient statistical data and
figures, which are later used for the purposes of comparison. The variety of articles also helps to
identify current scientific trends in regard to War in Afghanistan and use those inferences to add
more coherence to the structure of this dissertation.
Of importance is that there are large amount of official US government and official party
documents pertaining US security environment as well as most important threats and challenges.
12

In order to have a large space for analysis, these documents cover a period since 1992, i.e. after
the dissolution of the Soviet Union. Additional benefit of using these documents (especially
Central Intelligence Agency (CIA) and ODNI assessments) is that they provide unique
opportunity to understand US security concerns at every year for almost last three decades.
The dissertation also employs the method of Case Study. Some very important inferences are
drawn as a result of two Case Studies – the first Case Study is about the evolution of political
platforms of the major American political parties (Republican Party and Democratic Party) and
their adaptation to the fundamentally altered circumstances on the ground. Another one concerns
the informal doctrinal aspects of George W. Bush and Barack Obama, i.e. represents a
comparison of major tenets of those Presidents’ foreign policy doctrines, their application and
adaptability.
Another method which represents an integral component of this dissertation’s research
methodology is a Comparative Analysis. This includes comparison of the two presidential
administrations’ foreign policies and strategies towards Afghanistan, while their actions and
experience provides an opportunity to draw conclusions how to what extent can differences and
similarities be identified and to evaluate their decisions and policies through strength and
weaknesses, with final assessment of the performance of main actors in US foreign decisionmaking process towards Afghanistan. The given comparative and analytical research would be a
good example to evaluate both presidents’ experience and see both strength and weaknesses in
order to make appropriate judgments in regard to viability and benefits of foreign policy
decision-making process.
In order to measure the very important variable – impact of public opinion upon the US foreign
policy and its historical trends in the period of 2001 – 2017, this dissertation uses already
published and available polling data, compiled and authored by several authoritative polling
companies, such as Gallup, Pew and Rasmussen as well as regular polls, frequently carried out
by major US media outlets, such as NBC, CBS, ABC, FOX NEWS, New York Time,
Washington Post, etc.
This dissertation employs Descriptive Statistical Analysis. This envisions collection of the
statistical data through observing the frequency of words (e.g. war against terrorism, national
security, etc.) in George W. Bush’s and Barack Obama’s domestic and international speeches
and other written statements to capture the basic similarities and differences between the rhetoric
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of the 43rd and 44th Presidents of the USA. Taking into account the multiplicity of speeches and
interviews given by these two Presidents only the major/high impact speeches and interviews
were selected for the research purposes.
It is important to note that the dissertation also involves Structured Interview method (through
email communication, please see the respondents’ names in the Appendix 14). The expertise and
in-depth theoretical as well as practical knowledge of US engagement in Afghanistan, attach
those interviews paramount significance in delineation of complicated policy process. The
interpretations and information collected from the selected respondents have been critical in
identifying some analytical gaps and providing answers to the complicated questions.
Finally, the dissertation is concentrated on the theory-testing method. Last chapters (taken as
measurements of the theory) of the dissertation test the validity and reliability of the theory,
specifically G. Almond’s structural functionalism. The case study approach – US policy towards
Afghanistan during G. W. Bush’s and B. Obama’s administrations – is a good example/proof to
systematically and deeply analyze the specifics of Almond’s theory, and to see whether the
theory well-suited the US decision-making process.
Theoretical Background of the Dissertation
For the theoretical framework of the dissertation, major works on Gabriel Almond’s structural
functionalism have been selected. Specifically, the works like “The Politics of the Developing
Areas” (1960), “A Developmental Approach to Political Systems” (1965), “Crisis, Choice and
Change – Historical Studies of Political Development” (1973), “Comparative Politics – A
Developmental Approach” (1966) and “The Civic Culture “ (Almond and Verba, 1963) present
the basic shapes of Almond’s theory, which is focused on political system and policy elaboration
process within the system, which is largely accomplished by interactions of different institutions.
Additionally, Almond’s (1950) “The American People and Foreign Policy” is also included, for
its sharp insight on impact of public mood upon the foreign policy decision-making.
Of note is that the bibliography of this dissertation also includes an overview and analysis of
some of the most prominent theories of foreign policy analysis, such as Rational Actor Model (or
Rational Actor Approach), Bureaucratic Politics, Individual Decision-maker and Groupthink
Theory. While these theories are not by any means constitute a comprehensive list of all the
available theoretical alternatives, it does give a general understanding of the mainstream
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theoretical currents and provides basic argumentation on why Gabriel Almond’s structural
functionalism was given a preference over the other theories.
Of the particular research aims of this dissertation, is to study the attitude and interaction of the
political parties. This dissertation absorbs some of the general overview of political parties’ role.
Of the same note is literature about the role of US media, telling about its attitude towards the
War in Afghanistan and influence it has upon the people and policy officials. Last but not least,
multiple surveys of authoritative polling agencies provide invaluable information/statistical data
to measure the popular ideas and notions. In addition, the list of literature contains number of
memoirs of US presidents/high-ranking officials, variety of reports on nation building and
NATO efforts as well as numerous think-tank publications, official statistical data, scientific
articles, policy documents, political platforms, selected speeches etc.
The list of available literature on this topic is indeed quite rich and comprehensive, which is
stipulated by the strong interest both on academic and practical side. The modest contribution of
this dissertation is to offer a retrospective analysis and overview of the evolution of US foreign
policy towards Afghanistan, with the strongest emphasis on 2001-2016 periods. Some of the
novelties which this dissertation brings to the existing scholarship are increased scrutiny on
interaction between the political parties, media and the chief executives (presidents) and on
impact of this interaction of formulation/shaping and advocating the foreign policy course. It
also offers comparative analysis of George W. Bush’s and Barack Obama’s Afghan policies and
provides analysis based on original research of president’s speeches, political party platforms
and national threat assessment documents.
Structure of the Dissertation
The dissertation covers the following sections with various subsections integrated in the body of
the paper: introduction, five (5) chapters, recommendations, and fourteen (14) appendices. The
dissertation contains four (4) tables.
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CHAPTER 1. THEORETICAL FRAMEWORK: FOREIGN POLICY
ELABORATION FROM A FUNCTIONALIST PERSPECTIVE
The War in Afghanistan has been examined and analyzed through multiple theoretical
frameworks, most of which belong to the field of international relations (i.e. Roberts, 2009;
Goodson and Johnson, 2014; Dale 2014). However, this dissertation seeks to provide an
explanation from a functionalist theoretical prism and employ Gabriel Almond’s structural
functionalist approach in the field of political science, which is focused on political system and
policy elaboration process within the system. In this manner, theory attempts to bring
clarification to US foreign policy decision-making process.
Briefly, Gabriel Almond’s theoretical model aims to dissect the political system and provide
understanding how the integral components of the system interact with each other and how this
interaction affects the political system, which in turn results in production of policy. Therefore,
in this dissertation the interaction of units would be considered as the interaction between
public/elite opinion and pressure groups with the political decision-making process.
One of the most important components of Almond’s theory is its input-output model, which
envisions the pressure from interest groups/public mood upon the relevant decision-making
bodies. In other words, this is a conversion process, which is carried out in a constant interaction
through the interdependent and sometimes competing political entities.
Similar to any other theoretical approach, Almond’s structural functionalism had to withstand a
strong criticism from the scholarly community for being reductionist or overly indebted to
sociology, while some of his arguments could be a subject of scientific controversy. However,
the systematic and focused approach employed in Almond’s theory makes it possible to structure
and pattern the political system and go into the uncharted political waters by emphasizing the
importance of the functionalism.
1.1.

Theoretical Review

Afghanistan has almost always been one of the hottest spots of the planet and naturally attracted
the interests of the historians and political commentators alike. It resulted in vast body of
literature on multiple languages. However, for the purpose of the research, whose ultimate aim is
to provide analysis of George W. Bush and Barack Obama administrations, the emphasis was
made on English language literature. This does not mean, however, that exclusively American or
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British authors’ works were used in discrimination of the others. Although, it needs to be
mentioned that articles and books of US scholars were given a relative preference as compared to
their colleagues overseas.
According to the design of the dissertation, research has been conducted in the following major
areas:
 General analysis of the theory of Structural Functionalism
 Gabriel Almond’s theory of structural functionalism and its criticism
 Historical importance of Afghanistan
 US Policy toward Afghanistan before 9/11
 Perception of War in Afghanistan (War on Terror, NATO mission, nation-building)
 Role of the political parties
 Role of media
 Public Mood
 George W. Bush’s Afghanistan policy
 Barack Obama’s Afghanistan policy

For the theoretical framework of the dissertation, major works on Gabriel Almond’s structural
functionalism have been selected. Specifically, the works like “The Politics of the Developing
Areas” (1960), “A Developmental Approach to Political Systems” (1965), “Crisis, Choice and
Change – Historical Studies of Political Development” (1973), “Comparative Politics – A
Developmental Approach” (1966) and “The Civic Culture “ (Almond and Verba, 1963) present
the basic shapes of Almond’s theory, which is focused on political system and policy elaboration
process within the system, which is largely accomplished by interactions of different institutions.
Additionally, Almond’s (1950) “The American People and Foreign Policy” is also included, for
its sharp insight on impact of public mood upon the foreign policy decision-making.
“The Politics of the Developing Areas”, is one of the major works of Gabriel Almond, where the
basic tenets of theory of structural functionalism are introduced and explained. This is where
Almond puts forwards his notions of political system, roles and structures and discusses them on
several historical examples in different cultures and political environments.
One of his works - “Crisis, Choice and Change – Historical studies of Political Development”
follows the footsteps of the above mentioned work and through the analysis of five different
political events/episodes represents the intricacies of political system and encompassing
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structural units. The authors pay particular attention towards the political coalition-making and
the issues of interest articulation, which is one of the pillars of the structural functionalism.
In yet another major work, “The Civic Culture”, co-authored by Verba, Almond seeks to grasp
the unfolding processes of democratization in the immediate aftermath of the WW2. To this aim
they provide understanding of civic and political cultures as developed in the cases of US, UK,
Italy, Germany and Mexico. Here, among other things, primary emphasis is made on perception,
i.e. how actors perceive the political processes and what is the subsequent impact upon political
relationships. It also uses the comparative survey research method to highlight the importance of
public opinion.
The category of works, which outline the theory of structural functionalism, also includes
“Comparative Politics – A Developmental Approach”, which is focused on political functions at
three levels, such as system capabilities, conversion functions and system maintenance. And
again, number of functional systems are ultimately joined into an overwhelming concept of
political culture. Of interest is that, in this work, we have an interesting comparison of political
culture between democratic and authoritarian or totalitarian states/entities as well as strong
analysis of functional approach toward political systems.
As mentioned previously, big focus in Almond’s works (be it solely Almond’s works or written
with someone else), is on developing the so called “third world” countries. This theme is
repeated in “A Developmental Approach to Political Systems”, and with co-authorship of
Powell, Almond seeks to suggest a comprehensive political theory, which would be fit enough to
explain why and how political systems change outside the west and what role does political
culture have to play in it. What is novel and important here, is that authors are more detailed
about the international environment and the complex interactions between the various functions
of the system.
Perhaps, one of the finest works of Gabriel Almond up to date is the “American People and
Foreign Policy”, which gives sharp and succinct account of American public’s attitude and
approach toward the foreign policy-making. Taking into account the uttermost importance of
public opinion and mood both in Almond’s structural functionalism in general and in this
dissertation in particular, this work is a fine basis upon which the main ideas of structural
functionalism can be validated. It offers simple, yet very insightful overview of an American
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citizen’s role in the process and delineates factors and circumstances, which can galvanize or
conversely reduce the role and involvement of public in foreign policy elaboration.
The overview of Gabriel Almond’s theoretical approach to foreign policy analysis definitely is
not the most conclusive or most comprehensive option available for the political scientists.
Indeed, going into depth to foreign policy decision-making process resembles a puzzle with a
variety of integral components, be it small interest groups, institutions, bureaucracy, leadership
etc. Therefore, analysis requires very subtle understanding of these intricacies and strong focus
on explanatory sources of foreign policy.
To this aim, bibliography of this dissertation also includes an overview and analysis of some of
the most prominent theories of foreign policy analysis, such as Rational Actor Model (or
Rational Actor Approach), Bureaucratic Politics, Individual Decision-maker and Groupthink
Theory. While these theories are not by any means constitute a comprehensive list of all the
available theoretical alternatives, it does give a general understanding of the mainstream
theoretical currents and provides basic argumentation on why Gabriel Almond’s structural
functionalism was given a preference over the other theories.
Perhaps one of the most important theories of foreign policy analysis is the rational actor model.
One of the principal authors of this theory, Graham Allison defines rationality as a “consistent
value-maximizing choice within special constraints” (1971, p.57). It does stipulate the leader
who makes decisions without any bias or influence and out of many possible alternatives and
scenarios, always acts upon the best rational and pragmatic interest of the entity he/she
represents.
The integral part of rational actor approach is the cost-benefit analysis. The theory assumes that a
decision-maker – an actor – will ensure most accurate and comprehensive analysis of costs and
benefits associated with any particular foreign policy decision. Allison, in his “Essence of
Decision” has identified and suggested different decision-making phases which are as follows
“1) Defining the problem 2) Analyzing the problem 3) Prioritizing the Goal 4) Developing
alternatives 5) Evaluating each alternatives 6) Selecting the best options 7) Execution of
decision” (1971, p.64). Influenced by the economic theory, rational actor model seeks for
maximization of value with least possible amount of expenses.
One of the defining features of the rational actor model is that it presumes a state being the only
one and primary player in making the foreign policy decisions, while completely disregards non19

state institutions and interest groups. Yet, it is impossible to take a look at modern democracies
which are not heavily impacted by those groups and sometimes contradictory poles of power.
Rational actor model asserts that a state is supreme and has absolutist power while executing
foreign policy. However, while it is true at formal level, in reality this process is much more
complicated and multifaceted.
In addition, other theorists of rational actor approach, such as de Mesquita, claim that the theory
has a “central actor […} so fully in control of the apparatus of government that a decision once
made is as good as implemented” (2009, p.11). While it is true that the state has a monopoly over
the foreign policy elaboration and execution, it is never constantly fixed and unwavering. It is
subject of multiple factors, both at internal and external levels and calculating the best rational
expected outcome is quite hard. And on of reasons is that in Rational Actor Model there is no
guarantee of the actual decision-maker being completely free from personal biases and mindset,
especially when the actor, in case of this dissertation – the US President, is constitutionally very
strong and authoritative figure, with clear values and preferences and entitled to steer country’s
foreign and defense policy. Hence, analysis of these factors requires another theory – Individual
decision-making.
Individual decision-maker theory, takes us to the realm of relationship of individual and the
foreign policy, i.e. how leader’s nature, characteristics, personal beliefs, political atmosphere and
most importantly – perception define the big decisions in foreign policy, because “ultimately, it
is individuals who make decisions, not states (Jensen 1982). According to the authors of the
theory, perceptions, i.e. the way how we look and interpret our impressions, play a major role in
influencing the mindset of a key decision-maker and it is the perceptions that sometimes guiding
the leader instead of reality on the ground (Jervis, 2017).
Of note is that the theory is not about authoritarian leaders and leaders/decision-makers in the
democratic countries could equally be subject to this phenomenon. Pronin argues that human
judgment and decision making is distorted by an array of cognitive, perceptual and motivational
biases” (2006, p.39). However, the important distinction is the manners/ways autocratic and
democratic leaders use to tackle and solve a problem. Other personal qualities, such as ability to
receive and analyze large amount of information and translate it into appropriate policy, also
affect the decision-making process.
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Those political scientists, who offered scholarly works about individual decision-making, such as
Sprout and Sprout, argue that individual decision-makers interpret the environment through their
already established images, while his/her value, opinions, personality and worldview (1966). In
this manner they also do emphasize the importance of perception, which is also one of the central
pillars of Almond’s structural functionalism. This theory excludes the role of other power
structures or systemic parameters, because ultimately it is one individual who is responsible for a
final decision.
In today’s interdependent world, individual decision-making capacity is greatly diminished by
the intertwined forces and powers, affecting and shaping each-other. Therefore, not a single
individual is able to handle all the foreign-policy related decisions single-handedly, no matter
how important or marginal those foreign policy issues are. In the United States, the President is
ultimately responsible for foreign-policy decision making and a supreme commander-in-chief
also directs the armed forces. While this theory disregards all the checks and balances a US
president still have (senate must confirm defense budget, approve decision to send troops etc) in
foreign policy decision making, it would have been not appropriate to use this theoretical
approach for US War in Afghanistan.
While the previous two theories are concentrated around the single, powerful and determined
actors, who seek to maximize the value and shrink losses, next comes the Groupthink theory.
The general characteristics of this theory are as follows: in the process of interaction between the
government and bureaucracy, there is a strong, enthusiastic drive to achieve a compromise and
eliminate the ideas and opinions that could be contradictory. It seeks to find the golden medium,
avoid extremes and follow the dominant position or idea.
One of the principal authors of Groupthink theory, Janis defines groupthink as: “process by
which individuals are propelled toward consensual mistakes by peer-group influences” (1972, p.
43). It also postulates that some of the important foreign-policy events for the US (Bay of Pigs
invasion, Korean War etc) were failures because of dominant groupthink at that time. In other
words, without having a clear and undisputed leader, Groupthink acquires two most important
features: to have positive beliefs about the decision-group and strong urge of protection of those
beliefs against internal or external challengers (Janis, 1972).
It is assumed that Groupthink more easily gains foothold in such homogenous political systems,
where the political culture and value framework are relatively stable and universally accepted,
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while coalition governments and multi-party systems have safeguards against Groupthinking.
Therefore, it is natural that Groupthink has played an important role in the US foreign policy
decision-making process, and as asserted by some authors, sometimes leading to the absolute
disaster (Badie, 2010).
However, even though the War in Afghanistan has always been a subject of mutual consensus
between the dominant political parties, it is hard to identify the signs of Groupthink. In fact, all
the major foreign-policy stakeholders, be it newly elected presidents, influential departments of
the government (for instance Department of State and Department of Defense), popular media
outlets used to change their opinion and positions in regard to Afghan War and sought to
influence the foreign-policy. This interaction between the decision-making body and government
institutions are given in Bureaucratic Model of foreign policy analysis.
In accordance with the Tayfur, bureaucratic politics model in foreign policy analysis can be
understood as a next step after Groupthink, because now we have variety of bureaucratic
branches vying for influence and leadership (1994). The theory claims that since politicians and
those who make actual decisions in foreign policy lack the sufficient knowledge and expertise,
they have to count on professional and well-seasoned bureaucracy (Holsti, 1983).
Both Jones (1970) and Halperin (1974) argue that policy decisions or choices are made as a
result of bargaining between various government bodies. In particular, decision outcome is a
product of bureaucratic interactions and elite politics, instead of rational thinking discussed
above. Allison remarks that BPM believes that policy decision in general is the product of
political bargaining of bureaucrats and government officials (1971). As compared to rational
choice, here decisions are made in a fierce competition, sometimes resulting in neglecting the
best possible outcome.
In this process, parochial interests between the different agencies and branches can be
detrimental for the national goal. Cashman et al. believe that reasons behind parochialism and
narrow self-interest can be found in organizational sociological behavior (1976). Again as
defined by Allison (1971) all stakeholders i.e. leading bureaucracies are trying to prevail over
each other and pursue the interests of their own organization. Therefore, for Allison and
Zelikow, policy outcome is not the product of rational choices and instead it “is a result of
compromise, conflict, and confusion of officials with diverse interests and unequal influence”
(1999, 73).
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When it comes to the analysis of US policy towards Afghanistan, bureaucratic analysis might
offer certain strong points, but ultimately it is not a proper theoretical framework to explain US
foreign policy behavior. This theory disregards national interest as well as national goals and
gives greater importance to organizational allegiance and culture which is very cumbersome and
not relevant for urgent and sensitive foreign policy decisions, because it goes way beyond the
bureaucratic model’s traditional calmness and rigidity.
In addition to competitive foreign policy analysis theories, Gabriel Almond’s structural
functionalism has been challenged across the spectrum of political science. To provide a general
overview of major works and authors, the analysis and criticism of Almond’s theoretical
approach is given in Bhambhri’s (1973) “Functionalism In Politics”,

Block’s (n.d.).

“Functionalism”, Clark’s (n.d.). “Structural-Functionalism, Exchange Theory, and the New
Political Economy: Institutionalization As a Theoretical Linkage”, Lane’s (1994) “StructuralFunctionalism Reconsidered: A Proposed Research Model” and most importantly, Rothman’s
(n.d.) “Functionalism and its Critics: An analysis of the writings of Gabriel Almond.”
The fiercest critics of Almond openly criticized him for “inventing” new words for his structural
functionalist approach, which for them was merely play of words. In addition, considering
Almond’s fondness and interest toward the UK, some scholars, such as Susser accused him in
“translation of Anglo-American political norms in methodological terminology (1992, p. 270).
Other, such as Levy claimed that notion of structures and interest aggregation was not clearly
differentiated with not clearly marked boundaries (1971).
One of the central part of criticism of structural functionalism started was result of political
upheaval in Europe in 1960ies, when political scientists asserted that structural functionalism
was unable to explain the rapid changes. It is argued that even Almond himself acknowledged
that weakness of the theory. Apart from that, the theory has been a target for critics from the left,
who believed it was increasingly focused on elites and structures of powers as determinants of
politics in general.
The empirical part of the dissertation starts with a concise historical background. Taking into
account the very complicated relations between the 19th Century Great Britain and Afghanistan,
books and works of the British authors, including the original sources contained in those works
were crucial in understanding Afghanistan’s historical importance. Of particular importance is a
classical work of Forbes (1892), whose historical account gives light to confrontation between
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the British and Russian empires in the context of their rivalry in the Central Asia region. The
same idea, albeit with a more distanced a nuanced view is given in Preston’s (2012) Dark Defile,
which offers an unmitigated criticism of Britain’s policy at that region.
There is a relative scarcity of available literature about the US-Afghan relations prior to 9/11, if
we do not take the US involvement in Soviet-Afghan war into account. Goepner (2016) and
Misra (2004) make clear that Afghanistan has never been an immediate priority for the US.
Authors, such as Weinbaum (2012), Byrd (2009), Burrough (200) as well as Jabeen et al (2010),
underscore that the US largely confined itself with more civilian assistance and did not compete
fiercely with the USSR, as long as Afghanistan’s formal independence was respected.
The end of the Cold War and America’s preoccupation with the troubles in Balkans and
elsewhere resulted in absence of attention toward Afghanistan, which was reflected on the
volume of scientific commentary and output. There is a deplorable gap in literature about USAfghan relations in that period, which in turn provides an excellent opportunity to carry out
relevant research to address these needs.
The 9/11 attacks and US decision to send troops to Afghanistan has provided another major push
for scholars. There is broad category of historians/scientists who offer an excellent overview of
the US strategy after the 2001 terrorist attacks. In particular, Pffifner (2003 and 2006), Daalder
and Lindsay (2003), Liffner (2003, 2014), Dobrot (2007), Popescu (2009) and Biddle (2005)
offer detailed study of US foreign policy deliberation in the wake of 9/11 and give unbiased
narrative of unfolding events, which itself provides a basis for further analysis.
The involvement of NATO in the War in Afghanistan spurred new generation of scholars to
focus on the Alliance’s activities. Specifically, Scott’s (2007) “Assessing ISAF: A Baseline
Study of NATO’s Role in Afghanistan”, Larsen’s (2013) “NATO in Afghanistan:
Democratization Warfare, National Narratives, And Budgetary Austerity”, and Sajid’s (2011).
“NATO Mission in Afghanistan: Problems and Prospects” and “NATO’s Counter-terrorism and
Counter-insurgency Experience in Afghanistan” prepared by NATO Centre of ExcellenceDefense Against Terrorism (2014) outline the major aspects and underling problems in NATO’s
Afghan involvement. Specifically, authors emphasize the lack of sufficient forces and absent
willingness from NATO member nations to commit their armed forces in a fight which was
largely considered as “America’s War”.
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The later period of NATO’s ISAF mission is well-summarized in Barakat’ and Smith-Windsor’s
(2015) “Post-ISAF Afghanistan: The Early Months”, Munch’s (2015) “Resolute Support Light”
and Bertolotti’s (2014) “The consequences of the end of the ISAF and more generally of
NATO’s military engagement in Afghanistan”. All these works discuss the challenges associated
with the end of NATO combat mission in Afghanistan and conclude that complete withdrawal
from Kabul and regional centers might transform Afghanistan into an easy prey for extremist
groups again.
The biggest concern for the US and world political community, and public after 9/11 has indeed
become the Global War on Terror, announced by the President George W. Bush. This is how
many American voters looked at War in Afghanistan. There are many outstanding works in
regard to War on Terror, most of which are very critical in essence. Most notable is Prieto’s
(2009) “War About Terror Civil Liberties and National Security After 9/11” and Singh’s (2015)
“Defensive Liberal War’: The Global War on Terror and the Return of Illiberalism in American
Foreign Policy”, which represents a generalized overview of America’s thinking how to conduct
the War on Terror, with all the obstacles ahead.
Additionally, Dobrot (2007) in his “The Global War on Terrorism: A Religious War?” and
Neocleous (2011) in “The Police of Civilization: The War on Terror as Civilizing Offensive”
conclude that War on Terror definitely bears the signs of inter-religious or inter-civilization
warfare, where one side represents an absolute evil, whilst its adversaries are forces of good. Yet
another fine publication on that topic is the “Global War on Terrorism: Analyzing the Strategic
Threat” published by Joint Military Intelligence College, which offers the trend of evolution and
reshaping of a terrorism threat in the global perspective.
Since the mid-2000s, in light of mounting difficulties both in Afghanistan and Iraq, US started to
launch and intensify its nation-building efforts, which was not much favored by neither
American public nor the political elites. There are multiple comprehensive works in that regard,
although most of them is focused on Afghanistan. However, there are several authors, which
focus on Afghanistan alone, such as Edwards (2010) in his “State Building in Afghanistan: a
case showing the limits?” Starr (2011) in “Afghanistan Beyond the Fog of Nation Building:
Giving Economic Strategy a Chance” and Carson (2003) in “Nation Building, the American
Way.”
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Works, such as Hassan’s (2009) “George W. Bush, September 11th and the Rise of the Freedom
Agenda in US-Middle East Relations” and Pei and Kasper’s (2003) “Lessons from the Past: The
American Record of Nation Building” give a general understanding of how US nation-building
efforts works in theory and practice, while Stapleton’s and Keating’s (2015) “Military and
Civilian Assistance to Afghanistan 2001-2014: Incoherent Approach” gives a comprehensive
account of all nation-building efforts in retrospective and analyzes the effect of combination of
military and civilian assistance, concluding that the volume of assistance notwithstanding it
cannot have a decisive influence, if the state apparatus of the aid-recipient country malfunctions
and fails.
Of the particular research aims of this dissertation, is to study the attitude and interaction of the
political parties. This dissertation absorbs some of the general overview of political parties’ role
in other countries such as Jolly’s “Beyond the Water’s edge: How Political Parties Influence
Foreign Policy Formulation in Belgium” (2016), Tomz, Weeks and Yarhi-Milo’s “How and why
does public opinion affect foreign policy in democracies” (2017), Joenniemi’s “Political Parties
and Foreign Policy in Finland” (1978) and Chryssogelos’ “Foreign Policy Change in a Polarized
two-party system: Greece and Turkey’s EU candidacy” (2015).
In addition, considering the nature of US political system, for the scope of this dissertation,
studies focused on the Republican and Democratic Parties were selected. To this aim, the
political party platforms, in the period of 2000-2016 were used as a major primary source. The
platforms give a comprehensive overview of political parties’ stances on every single aspect of
policy issues, including War in Afghanistan and War on Terror. Of note is that the evolution of
platforms and fluctuation of portions dedicated to foreign and security policy is instructive of our
analysis.
Apart from that there are several major works that address the interaction and opposition of
political parties, as well as their behavior. Among them are King’s (1986) “Political Parties and
Foreign Policy: A Structuralist Approach”, Allin, et al’s (2003) “The Democratic Party and
Foreign Policy” and Pope’s and Woon’s (2008) “Measuring Changes in American Party
Reputations, 1939–2004”, where all of them underscore the dictum that US political parties are
most oriented on power maximization, even at the cost of sacrificing the ideological purity.
There are others, who mostly focus on elite theory and cooperation among major political
entites, such as Saunders’ (2016) “Leaders, Advisers, and the Political Origins of Elite Support
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for War”, Cavari’s (2013) “Religious Beliefs, Elite Polarization, and Public Opinion on Foreign
Policy: The Partisan Gap in American Public Opinion Toward Israel”, GIlens’ and Page’s
(2014). “Testing Theories of American Politics: Elites, Interest Groups, and Average Citizens”,
Miller’s (2010) “Endgame for the west in Afghanistan? Explaining the decline in support for the
War in Afghanistan in the United States, Great Britain, Canada, Australia, France and Germany”
and Miller’s and Schfield’s (2008) “The Transformation of the Republican and Democratic Party
Coalitions in the U.S”. These authors argue that US political parties are striving to be more
moderate and accommodating to overwhelming public interests, which would enable them to
avoid punishment from voters and prolong their stay in power.
The role of media, particularly the US media, in the US overseas military campaigns has been a
matter of heated debate since the WW2 and War in Vietnam. The War in Afghanistan has not
been an exception in this regard. Although, it is argued that in contrast to previous military
campaigns, US mainstream media was surprisingly accommodating to US war efforts in
Afghanistan. Specifically, this trend is duly studied and acknowledged by Kraft (2008) in
“Afghanistan: A war that must be won via the concentration of United States elements of
national power”, Roth, and Gray (2012) in “Conflict Framing: The Effect of Media and Culture
on Foreign Policy” Spencer (2012) in “Lessons Learnt Terrorism and Media”, O’Hanlon (2003)
in “Televised Media: Supporting the War on Terror and the Impending War on Iraq”, McKelvey
(2013) in “Media Coverage of the Drone Program”, Porch (2002) in “No Bad Stories: The
American Media-Military Relationship” and Riddick (2012) in “The Bombing of Afghanistan:
The Convergence of Media and Political Power to Reduce Outrage.”
However, as the War in Afghanistan got protracted, which was coincided by the emergence of
alternative media, the criticism started to mount (alternative media is generally assumed as type
of media that is beyond the government-controlled or corporate media). This is to read in
Peresin’s (2007) “Mass Media and Terrorism”, Prior’s (2013) “Media and Political Polarization”
Walsh’s (2010) “Media Attention to Terrorist Attacks: Causes and Consequences.” Guasti and
Mansfeldova’s (2013) “Perception of Terrorism and Security and the Role of Media”, Sorriano’s
(2008) “Terrorism and the Mass Media after Al Qaeda: A Change of Course?” and Shabir’s
Iqbal’s (2011) “Role of media as policy instrument: us adventure in Iraq & Afghanistan.” The
unified idea, which is supported by these authors, is that the media coverage is influenced by the
public opinion on the one hand and is able to shape public opinion on the other hand, whereas
the strong domestic and international shocks are what make a difference.
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Perhaps, one of the key components of this dissertation is the analysis of public opinion/public
mood and putting those figures in the analysis of US foreign policy making, underlining G.
Almond’s structural functionalist approach. In this case, the best sources to consult were public
opinion polls conducted by the most authoritative American polling companies, such as Gallup,
Pew, Rasmussen as well as numerous other opinion polls conducted by American media outlets.
Gabriel Almond believes that public mood has an important potential in affecting the foreign
policy decision-making. At the same time, he also propounds the idea that average American is
too preoccupied with other problems and do not give sufficient attention to foreign policy,
thereby leaving the latter in the hands of political elites and other stakeholders with strongly
articulated interests in foreign affairs.
Additionally, to provide a strong analytical frame for these data, scholarly works were also
studied. Of them, the most important are Pillar’s (2011) “American Perceptions of Terrorism in
the Post-9/11 Decade”, Huddy’s and Feldman’s (2011) “Americans Respond Politically to 9/11:
Understanding the Impact of the Terrorist Attacks and Their Aftermath”, Bowman’s and Rugg’s
(2011) “Attitudes Towards the War on Terror and the War in Afghanistan: A Ten Year Review”,
Tomz’s at el (2017) “How and why does public opinion affect foreign policy in democracies?”
and Berinsky’s (2009) “In time of War: Understanding American Public Opinion from World
War II to Iraq.” The idea advocated by these authors is that public opinion on foreign policy
issues is generally misinformed and lacks attention (same idea is supported by Almond), but
when it reacts overwhelmingly it is able to steer or at least fundamentally affect the
Washington’s foreign policy.
For the last chapter, which deals with George W. Bush’s and Barack Obama’s Afghan policies
per se, an emphasis was made on general understanding and comparison of those presidents’
policies instead of detailed study of their presidencies, which would go beyond the scope of this
research. The principal works which were used for Bush Team’s strategy towards Afghanistan
were Quester’s (2005) “The Bush Foreign Policy and the Good Society”, Daalder’s and
Lindsay’s (2003) “The Bush Revolution: The Remaking of America’s Foreign Policy”,
Mustapha’s (2011) “Threat construction in the Bush administration’s post-9/11 foreign policy,
Dumbrell’s (2002) “Unilateralism and America First? President George W. Bush’s Foreign
Policy” and Boyle’s (2004) “Utopianism and the Bush Foreign Policy.” Apart from detailing
Bush administration’s foreign policy deliberations, these authors offer a strong criticism to what
they believe is an American unilateralism and aggressiveness.
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Naturally, taking into account the end of terms of George W. Bush and Barack Obama, there is
much more commentary available on Bush policies as compared to Obama’s. And,
comprehensive historical analysis and overarching assessments of the latter’s presidency is about
to come. However, there is no lack of literature on President Obama’s Afghan strategy either. In
particular, the compelling evaluations are given in the works of Hoffman (2015) in “Realism in
Action: Obama's Foreign Policy in Afghanistan” and Löfflmann (2015) – “Leading from Behind:
American Exceptionalism and President Obama’s Post-American Vision of Hegemony”. The
others, such as Santos and Teixeira (2015) in “Interests and Values in Obama’s foreign Policy:
Leading from Behind?”, Gilmore et al(2016) in “Make no exception, save one: American
exceptionalism, the American presidency, and the age of Obama”, Moyar et al (2016) in “The
Legacy of the Obama Doctrine” and Arshid (2014) in “The Obama Administration’s Foreign
Policy: Balancing Isolationist Tendencies and Pressures for External Intervention” also present
major findings on Obama’s foreign policy arguing that while Obama was making a strong
emphasis in Afghanistan, he as a foreign policy realist, simultaneously favored curbing
America’s commitments abroad and advocated concentration at home, or building the America
first.
Finally, the policy of newly-elected President Donald Trump is still not very clear.
Consequently, the literature available on his forthcoming Afghan strategy is extremely scarce.
The authors, who have already tackled that problems, such as Dombrowski and Reich (2017) in
“Does Donald Trump Have a Grand Strategy?”, Wolf (2017) in “US President Donald Trump’s
new Afghanistan strategy in context”, Das (2017) in “President Trump’s Afghanistan Policy: An
Assessment” and Friedman (2017) in “Trump’s Emerging Afghan Policy” all admit that
Afghanistan is not a priority for the incumbent president and would prefer to take a backstage
there. At the same time, they agree that Donald Trump will continue most pieces of his
predecessor’s strategies, especially in light of current terrorist threats in the Middle East.
Last but not least, the comprehensive Worldwide Threat Assessment Reports, produced by the
US intelligence community (Central Intelligence Agency and Office for Director of National
Intelligence) were extremely helpful in identification of America’s most pressing security and
defense challenges in the period of 2000-2017, and bring light to the prevalent thinking mode in
the field of defense and security at given times. It also helps to identify the differences and
similarities between Barack Obama’s and George W. Bush’s foreign policy priorities and
strategic approaches to solve the international security problems.
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The list of available literature on this topic is indeed quite rich and comprehensive, which is
stipulated by the strong interest both on academic and practical side. The modest contribution of
this dissertation is to offer a retrospective analysis and overview of the evolution of US foreign
policy towards Afghanistan, with the strongest emphasis on 2001-2016 periods. Some of the
novelties which this dissertation brings to the existing scholarship are increased scrutiny on
interaction between the political parties, media and the chief executives (presidents) and on
impact of this interaction of formulation/shaping and advocating the foreign policy course. It
also offers comparative analysis of George W. Bush’s and Barack Obama’s Afghan policies and
provides analysis based on original research of president’s speeches, political party platforms
and national threat assessment documents.
1.2.

Gabriel Almond – General Analysis of the Theory of Structural Functionalism

The overarching theoretical framework used in this dissertation is structural functionalism. The
Structural-Functional analysis originated in the biological and mechanical sciences. In the social
sciences, it was first used in anthropology and later on, it was developed and refined as a mode
of sociological analysis, predominantly by Talcott Parsons and Marion Levy.
Below is the lengthy but detailed explanation of Fischer (2010), what are the general
characteristics of structural functionalism: “Structural functionalism is a synonym for scientific analysis in
general and as such has existed long before the adoption of the name structural functionalism in the social sciences.
Structural functionalism analysis consists of nothing more than stating empirical question in one of the following
forms or some combination of them: (a) What observable uniformities (or patterns) exist in the phenomenon under
study? (b) What conditions result because of the phenomenon? (c) What processes occur as a result of the
conditions? (Fischer, 2010. p.77)

The transformation of this theory in the realm of political scientists is a deed of Gabriel A.
Almond (an American political theorist and scientist (1911 – 2002), best known for comparative
politics, political development and political culture) and his associates (Verba, Bingham,
Coleman, Flanagan). In general, Almond broadened the field of political science in the 1950ies
by incorporating approaches from other social science disciplines, such as sociology,
psychology, and anthropology into his political science studies. His research subjects included
the politics of nations that had become independent since World War II, Communism and how
American public opinion affected foreign policy (Douglas M., 2003). It is believed that his role
was instrumental in transformation of an interest in foreign policy into systematic studies of
comparative political development and culture.
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In 1960, Almond and Coleman, in their work ‘The Politics of Developing Areas,’ used this
approach for the study of non-Western political systems. Six years later, Almond and Bingham
Powell published their work ‘Comparative Politics: A Development Approach’. In this, they
came out with the Structural-Functional Approach designed to study and classify political
systems in terms of the levels of their political development. According to Davies and Lewis
(1972) “the Structural-Functional analysis is a form of systemic analysis which looks at political
systems as coherent wholes which influence and are, in turn influenced by their environment”.
[In other words] each political system is characterized by ‘legitimate force’ which is the basis of
all its activities. The interactions (functions) which characterize political systems take place not
between individuals, but the roles individuals adopt. These are the basic units of the StructuralFunctional analysis (Davies, Lewis, 1972. p.73).
There are many useful definitions of the political system. A system according to Rapoport (1966,
1968) is a set of interrelated entities connected by behavior and history. The following are the
criteria, which Rapoport believes a system should satisfy the following:
1. One can specify a set of identifiable elements;
2. Among at least some of the elements, one specifies identifiable relations;
3. Certain relations imply others;
4. A certain complex of relations at a given time, implies a certain complex at a later time.

According to G. Almond, a political system is a system of action, empirically observable
behavior of political system affected by the norms or institutions. Political institutions or persons
performing political roles are viewed in terms of what it is that they do, why they do it and how
what they do, is related to and affects what others do. The concept of system is composed of
totality of relevant units, interdependence between the interactions of units (roles) and certain
stability in the interaction of these units. At the same time, the concept of role can include formal
offices, informal offices, families, electorates, mobs, casual as well as persistent groupings, and
the like, is so far as they enter into and affect the political system and decision in foreign policy
of both presidents (Pruthi, 2009).
Therefore, it has to be highlighted that in this dissertation the interaction of units would be
considered as the interaction between public/elite opinion and pressure groups with political
decisions, speeches, etc. Furthermore, that concept is of great value while analyzing and
comparing Bush’s and Obama’s administrations decisions towards involvement in Afghanistan.
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It’s interesting to answer the questions about what was American presidents' action (strategy)
and drawing the “picture” of the conflict, why presidents decided to deploy the troops in the
country, and how their political decisions were affected by media, pressure groups, “public
mood” and other relevant to subject entities. As praised by London (n.d.) “Almond's brilliant
innovation was to outline an approach to understanding political systems that took into account
not only its structural components — its institutions — but also their functions within the system
as a whole. Prior to structural functionalism, scholars had no way of systematically comparing
different political systems beyond a rudimentary, and oftentimes inconclusive, analysis of their
institutions.” (London, nd., page 1)
1.3.

Almond’s

Classification

of

“Functional”

Politics

-

Methodology

and

Measurements: “Perception”, “Cathexis” and “Evaluation”
Another important ramification of Almond’s theory is a set of functional categories for the study
of political systems. There are political (input) functions and governmental (output) functions.
The political (input) functions are: (a) political socialization and recruitment, (b) interest
articulation, (c) interest aggregation and (d) political communication. The governmental (output)
functions are: (a) Rule-making, (b) rule application, and (c) rule adjudication (Miles, 2013).
According to London (n.d.), at its most basic level, the model of structural functionalism posits
that a political system is made up of institutions (structures), such as interest groups, political
parties, the executive, legislative and judicial branches of government, and bureaucratic
machinery. For Almond, a fuller understanding emerges only when one begins to examine how
institutions act within the political process (London, n.d., page 2). As he described it, interest
groups serve to articulate political issues; parties then aggregate and express them in a coherent
and meaningful way; government in turn enacts public policies to address them and
bureaucracies finally regulate and adjudicate them (London, n.d., page 3).

Another major concept of Almond is orientation to political action. The concepts of orientation
to action and of the pattern variables are useful as they attempt logical distinctness and
comprehensiveness. It consists of three components:
1. Perception, or cognition;
2. Preference, involvement, or affect (cathexis);
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3. Evaluation of choice through the application of standards or values to the cognitive and affective
components (Almond, 1956).

Gabriel Almond defines cognition as the knowledge and discrimination of the objects, events,
actions, issues, and the like, while by cathexis he refers to the investment of objects, issues, etc.,
with emotional significance, or affect and by evaluation assumes the manner in which
individuals organize and select their perceptions, preferences, and values in the process of
establishing political action (Almond, 1956). The institutional interest groups generally consist
of legislatures, executives, bureaucracies etc. These institutional interest groups articulate
interests (of their own) in various ways and they exert pressure upon the authority for the
realization of interests.
One more important facet of Almond’s interesting the works of system in general and American
political system in particular is the impact of public mood. In his “The American People and
Foreign Policy” (1950), Almond writes that “the orientation of most Americans toward foreign
policy is one of mood and mood is essentially an unstable phenomenon. […] American moods
are affected by two variables: (1) changes in the domestic and foreign political-economic
situation involving the presence or absence of threat in varying degrees, (2) the characterological
predisposition of the population” (Almond, 1950. p.47). Further, Almond adds that “the average
American is so deeply and tensely involved with immediate, private concerns that any diversion
of attention meets with powerful resistance. When political issues impinge, or threaten to
impinge, public attention broadens to include them. But the moment the pressure is reduced there
is a swift withdrawal, like the snapping back of a strained elastic. […] the acceptance of the
implications of America’s position in world affairs comes with great reluctance, and it may only
be possible to motivate it in response to obvious and overt threat.” (Almond, 1950. p.81). In later
works, Almond added that “there are many economic, ethnic and religious pressure groups and
thus, there is more sustainability of function in the American system, more policy-making by
pressure groups and the media of communication, more intervention in policy-making through
the impact of “public moods”. (Almond, 1956, p.314).
1.3.1.

Criticism of Gabriel Almond’s Theory

Undoubtedly, similar to many other political theories, Gabriel Almond’s theoretical model is not
without critics. The author himself acknowledges that “it is said to be societally reductionist, but
no attention is given to the "structural" part of structural functionalism, which after all deals
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with

state agencies and institutions” (Almond, 1988, p.860). Clark (n.d.), declared that

“structural-functionalism overemphasized institutionalized behavior” (Clark, n.d. p.295). The
critics also say that chief elements and aspects (functions, actors) of Almond’s structural
functionalism are derived from sociology and while they are relevant in sociology may not have
the same value in political science (Levy, 1968).
The multi-pronged criticism of Almond’s theory is found in the scientific articles of various
scholars, such as Bhambhri (1973), Block (n.d.) and Groth (1970). They argue that as Almond
decided to insert theoretical terms and concepts from sociology, those concepts could bear
different connotation in political science, while of his arguments could be a subject of
controversy and outright parsimonious. However, the most articulated criticism is given in
Rohthman’s (n.d.) “Functionalism and its critics”, where he states that “the inconsistencies in
Almond's discussion of the political system are fairly distressing” (Rohthman, n.d. p.245). Later,
he continues offer the following criticism: “Functionalism focuses too much upon equilibrium.
Its picture of society is too mechanistic or organismic. It is too deterministic, ignoring such
phenomena as political leadership. It assumes reciprocal relationship among elements of a
system which may indeed not exist” (Rohthman, n.d. p.261). Of note is that, some critics of
structural functionalism view it as "a translation of Anglo-American political norms in
methodological terminology", and “that its categories are "too undifferentiated to be of real help
in actual research" (Susser, 1992, p.207)
In fact, Almond and Powell have responded to that criticism, arguing that functional-systems
theories imply an equilibrium or harmony of parts and that they have a static or conservative bias
(Almond and Powell, 1966). Theorists of structural functionalism defined the task of political
science research as "to ascertain how change in anyone of the parts of a political system affects
other parts and the whole" (Almond and Powel, 1966, p.13).

According to London, the

structural functional approach contains within it several biases and normative implications,
meaning that by its nature it is conservative recognizing that a political system's first objective is
to ensure its own survival (London, n.d). Besides, it also has a democratic and participatory bias,
as it views citizen input and involvement in the political process as the “surest route to political
stability and responsiveness.” (London, n.d., page 7).
Therefore, Almond’s theory’s peculiar and interesting features, is the major basis of the
dissertation that analyzes not only George W. Bush and Barack Obama’s policies towards
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Afghanistan, but the systemic process between the major institutions of the American polity.
Admittedly, in structural functionalism the structures of the political system (such as political
parties, interest groups, legislatures, executives, bureaucracies and courts) are not clearly defined
and properly patterned, yet its importance is immense, as it makes researcher free to use the
theory-building method in his/her research while at the same time choose the theory-testing
method too. Besides, the research becomes more ‘independent’ and ‘unlimited’, rather than
depending on certain restricted frames, whereas, the researcher has to follow the given values
and the norms (such as state, system, states’ relations, or state behavior and etc.), and the process
as well as the result of the research becomes more interesting for the researcher as he/she has to
depend on his/her own analysis of the given phenomenon. That’s what makes the above
mentioned theoretical approach particularly valuable. Furthermore, it provides an opportunity to
conduct a general comparative analysis of US foreign policy, stressing on main actors in foreign
policy decision making process and assess the various aspects of American political system and
process.

Moreover, conducting research under Almond's model, specifically, using its input and output
conversion scheme may show well how the "two-level decisions" work in foreign policy.
Almond claimed that certain political functions existed in all political systems. The conversion
process of input and output level is very interesting to focus on. From that example, American
people represented in interest groups are selected for input level, i.e. how did they support/accept
or oppose political decisions regarding the specific policies in Afghanistan, and for the output
level policies of both presidents' administrations are compared. In the process, Almond's
categorization such as political "action", "perception", "cathexis", are the measurements to
further study the role of society, political parties or national interest while comparing both
presidents' policies and strategies towards Afghanistan.
Structural functionalists argue that all political systems, could be most effectively studied and
compared on the basis of how differing structures performed these functions in the various
political system (Almond et al., 1960). In this case, study on what types of role have different
structures (political institutions) had in US foreign policy decision-making process is conducted.
Here, major concepts from Almond’s model is employed to further analyze and compare both
administrations’ policies towards Afghanistan, how decisions were enacted, implemented and
who were the main actors in the decision-making process. Almond’s input and output conversion
is quite interesting to see how or if the civic demands (pressure groups, military, etc.) and claims

35

were converted into decisions and policies. The demands, claims and supports for are referred as
inputs and the decisions/policies are called outputs, as mentioned above. That identifies both
sides of foreign policy decision making process during Bush and Obama administrations.
Of note is that Almond found a useful fourfold classification of political systems: the AngloAmerican (including some members of the Commonwealth), the Continental European
(combination of Continental and the Anglo-American), the pre-industrial, or partially industrial,
political systems outside European-American area, and the totalitarian political systems. This
dissertation focuses on the American political system while finding differences or similarities
between political interests of two US presidents' administrations. Both administrations strategies
in Afghanistan are analyzed.

Firstly, psychological as well as practical influence on the

presidents’ “cognition” of the Afghan threat (war on terrorism), is explained and secondly, by
“cathexis”, research focuses on interaction between the different actors and institutions, while
action refers to aggregation of those interaction and demand into a policy, i.e. American
involvement in Afghanistan (deploying troops, counterterrorist attacks, ISAF, etc.) as well as
impact of the decisions made by both presidents.
The way the dissertation concentrates on Almond’s theory – structural functionalism and the
measurements (“action”, “perception”, and “cathexis”) for analyzing two Presidents’ foreign
policies towards Afghanistan in the frame of case study - has not been used before in any works,
which is another example of the originality and the novelty of the research held.
Despite labeling this theoretical model as classical or old, it is obvious that Almond’s theory has
survived the decades and rapidly changing globalization age, which should be instructive of its
high theoretical value. Indeed, in contemporary world, where analysis and comparison are
constantly highlighted to be of key importance Almond’s theory might find itself a new life and
this dissertation can make its own modest contribution in the process.
1.4.

Summary of Chapter 1

Gabriel Almond’s theoretical approach – structural functionalism remains as one of the most
prominent theory in the political science, because of its analytical rigor, capability to cover
different political systems and highlight both formal and informal aspect of policy decisionmaking.. Therefore, employing this theory to explain US systemic decision-making in regard to
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War in Afghanistan represents a very first and novel approach to offer a qualitatively new
understanding of that problem.
This theoretical approach received its fair share of criticism from the political scientists (Useem,
1961, Rothman, n.d.). The biggest chunk of criticism aimed to expose theory’s weaknesses of
being fit for only the so called “third world” countries, where the informal political systems do
prevail. However, in this dissertation, Almond’s theory is applied to the US, with its strong and
traditional institutions and cherished democratic system and it provides good understanding how
the integral components of the political system/structure function and define the policy outcome.
Most importantly, this theoretical model creates possibility to introduce new approach while
analyzing the US foreign policy towards Afghanistan. Specifically, taking into account the timespan of research focus, which is almost two decades long, the need for structural understanding
of two administration’s policy is evident, especially in light of manifested foreign policy
differences between George Bush’s and Barack Obama.
In the end, Almond’s theory is another attempt to escape the temptation to study politics as one
singular phenomenon and emphasizes that politics should be studied as a system of interactions,
and political systems have to be analyzed as a set of structures performing functions. This
approach does not harbor itself from any inherent flaws, although it provides a better
understanding at a tactical level, which bears uttermost significance both for theorists and policy
practitioners.
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CHAPTER 2. REGIONAL REALITY: HISTORICAL CONTEXT AND
WASHINGTON’S VISION ABOUT AFGHANISTAN
In the aftermath of 9/11 terrorist attacks, we have seen a global upsurge of interest towards
Afghanistan, which seeks to address historical, cultural and political characteristics of the wider
region in general and Afghanistan in particular. This is especially important for the Western
audience, which generally lacks awareness to the “Eastern Question” and pays little attention to
those details, which might be decisive in the 17 year long military endeavor, which is often
referred as War in Afghanistan.
This chapter provides a brief analysis of perhaps one of the most crucial period of Afghan
history, from the establishment of communist puppet to the rise of Taliban. It constitutes the
period, when the biggest seeds of the ongoing conflict were planted and current difficulties , such
as religious extremism, rampant drug trade, domestic instability and hostilities among different
tribes started to emerge.
One of the reasons behind such a complicated history is a very tough neighborhood, in which
Afghanistan had to exist and carry out continuous struggle to survive. This chapter offers a
glimpse upon that complicated web of interests which often rendered Afghanistan as a pray for
larger and more influential neighbors, as well as a general overview how that conflicting
interests might affect both Afghanistan’s and the region’s future.
2.1.

Afghanistan’s Geopolitical Importance

A quick glance on Afghanistan before the 9/11 terrorist attacks, would make the political
observers quite skeptical in regard to the country’s geopolitical importance. Indeed, taking into
account Afghanistan’s landlocked location, which deprives it access to deep sea ports, makes the
country increasingly dependent on more geographically endowed neighbors. Increasingly
volatile borders remain a source of constant instability with the other regional players and make
Afghanistan practically vulnerable to enmasse infiltration of foreign fighters, drugs or criminals.
Vast ranges of mountains are often impassable and impede communication between the different
regions. It is also assumed that “mountains part a great

amount of territory and hinder

communications between the various provinces; in addition, the harsh continental climate during
winter favors the tribe’s importance over the central government” (Martin, 2011).
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At the same time, the country has never been rich with natural resources (in fact, Afghanistan
has oil reserves in the north and minerals in the south, although in a limited quantity) which
might spark attraction from interested parties. According to the Central Intelligence Agency’s
World Factbook, Afghanistan has “limited natural freshwater resources; inadequate supplies of
potable water” (CIA World Factbook, 2017) and the country is suffering from “soil degradation;
overgrazing; deforestation; desertification; air and water pollution” (CIA World Factbook,
2017). And the estimated vast potential of natural gas, will possibly take years to make it
profitable (Amini, 2017). Richard Bennett even argues that “Afghanistan is actually located in a
peripheral region of the central Islamic world. Geopolitically and geostrategically, it would
therefore normally not be a main player of great importance” (See the Appendix 14. Bennett R.,
2017). This naturally raises the question - What exactly is the geopolitical importance of
Afghanistan for the US?
In order to fully understand Afghanistan’s geopolitical importance, it should be first analyzed in
a geographic context, because geography has always been principal determinants of
Afghanistan’s course of development and shaped its history, politics and the nature of its people.
Indeed, with its territory of 652,000 square kilometres, literally in the “heart of Asia” (poetically
referred to as a “beating heart of Asia” (Barfield, 2010)) and ethnically heterogeneous population
(there are nearly 13 ethnic groups in Afghanistan. The most influential and numerous are
Pushtuns, followed by Tajiks, Hazaras, Uzbeks, Balochs, Turkmens, Nuristanis, Pamiris, Arabs,
Gujars, Brahuis, Qizilbashes, Aimaqs, Pashais, and Kyrghyzs. The religious differences between
Sunni and Shia Muslims are also very clear-cut and historically divisive. (Barfield, 2010)),
Afghanistan borders with almost every major power on the Asian landmass. Specifically, it is
bordered by Iran in the West, Pakistan in the South-East, Turkmenistan, Uzbekistan and
Tajikistan in the North, and China in the Northeast, not to mention India, which is not a direct
neighbor, but has always exerted a great deal of influence over Kabul. Consequently, “predatory
neighbors have been a fact of life for the Afghan state throughout most of its history. In defense,
Afghans have chosen both isolation and resistance” (Weinbaum, 2006).
It is now recognized that “for many centuries, Afghanistan has been a natural corridor for
conquerors and traders that moved troops or goods from West to East, between Middle East and
India, and the other way around” (Martin, 2011, p.3). Maley acknowledges that “Afghanistan,
more than many other states, has been the victim of its history and geography”, (Maley, 2011)
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and the country has always remained an area of imperial clashes, both in ancient, medieval and
modern times.
However, Afghanistan’s historical path was most significantly affected by the 7th century
invasion of Arabs, who introduced Islam to the country. As demonstrated by the time, religious
faith sometimes in its very extreme forms has been a crucial instrument in shaping Afghanistan’s
identity. This was particularly important in the early medieval centuries, when Afghanistan was
part of Ghaznavid Empire. After the latter’s decline, Afghanistan was turned into a battlefield
between multiple competing empires.
The establishment of the Durrani Empire in 1747, which brought the independent Afghan state
into existence, failed to completely change a big geopolitical picture for Afghanistan. Local
tribes continued their traditional policy of disregard to whoever was ruling from Kabul and
maintained the right to autonomy for their provinces and districts, effectively undermining the
central government.
Therefore, in the beginning of the 19th century, when two assertive empires, Great Britain and
Russia seemed to be on the course of collision, Afghanistan was swiftly transformed into a
battleground between London and Moscow. In those times, when both of those empires
commanded practically unlimited resources to pursue their goals in the Central Asian region,
Afghanistan’s rulers needed a great deal of shrewdness and statesmanship to avoid being
swallowed by either of them.
Fortunately, for Afghanistan, neither Great Britain nor Russia were interested in direct military
clashes against each other and felt convenient to have a buffer state in between their military
garrisons. Therefore, as outlined by Maley, “Afghanistan emerged as a classic buffer state, not
only caught between, but in part defined by the rivalry in the nineteenth century between the
British and Russian empires.” (Maley, 2011). Therefore, while the almost every Islamic country
has been ruled directly or indirectly by one or the other major European imperial power,
Afghanistan managed to retain its independence (Magnus and Naby, 1998), albeit at great costs
and consolidate itself as a nation state, with major and sometimes fatal deficiencies.
After the British Empire finally left the Indian Subcontinent, Afghanistan’s geopolitical
importance started to fade rapidly. Winbaum postulates that “Though outside influences
penetrated in important ways, affecting the outcome of domestic struggles, Afghanistan was not
a visible player on either the regional or world stage until the 1950s.” (Winbaum, 2006). Against
40

this backdrop there is an evidence that the leader of Nazi Germany, Adolf Hitler planned to
advance into Afghanistan after elimination of Russia, with the subsequent intention to invade
India (Hauner, 1990). However, the same author also admits that “the attention paid to
Afghanistan was short-lived […]. After the war, the country settled back into its natural state of
isolation” (Hauner, 1990).
Nevertheless, at the onset of the Cold War and relentless confrontation between the newly
emerged superpowers - Soviet Union and the USA, every country was properly valued. Alhough,
Americans failed to fully appreciate Afghanistan’s possible geopolitical importance and decided
that the country was “strategically negligible, a relic of out-dated imperialist strategies, and the
Afghans as annoyingly intractable, their independent stance verging on the uppity” (Klass,
1990).
The lackluster attitude of the USA, as well as UK’s unconditional withdrawal from its former
colonies, was not left unnoticed by the USSR. In grand Soviet geopolitical schemes, Afghanistan
used to play an important role. Therefore, Moscow immediately started to set the pretext for
establishment close political, economic and cultural cooperation with Afghanistan, including
providing substantial military assistance. Naturally, the USA responded with its own aid
programs, however decided to refrain from surpassing USSR’s assistance in the field of defense.
Weinbaum (2006) believes that “Washington was willing to […] please the more valued
Pakistan. Pakistan had already been enlisted as an American military ally in the Baghdad Pact (a
widespread name for the Central Treaty Organization, which included Iran, Iraq, Pakistan,
Turkey and the UK and was modeled after NATO) in 1954 and its relations with Afghanistan
were poor, mostly because of the Afghan government’s advocacy of a Pushtun ethnic state to be
carved out of Pakistan.” (Weinbaum, 2006)
As a result, USSR’s dominance in the region, Afghanistan has been gradually transformed into a
Soviet satellite and after the coup d’état in 1978 (a communist revolution led by People’s
Democratic Party of Afghanistan, which overthrew the President of Afghanistan, Mohammad
Daud Khan) became its full-fledged client. Nevertheless, Soviet leadership soon became
increasingly suspicious of the Afghan’s communists’ ties with the West and in order to support
Kremlin’s puppet, sent troops to Afghanistan in 1979. Given Afghanistan’s territorial proximity
to Pakistan and the role of Islamabad in the USA’s security calculations, this raised fears of
possible invasion of US ally Pakistan and spread of communism throughout the South-East Asia,
bringing the relations with Moscow and Washington to its nadir (as a response to the President
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Jimmy Carter’s initiative to boycott 1980 Olympic Games in Moscow, USSR decided to boycott
1984 Olympic Games in Los Angeles.)
Therefore, Washington decided to offer active resistance through funding and providing
Mujahideen movements. This became much intensified with the election of President Ronald
Reagan, who challenged the Brezhnev Doctrine of "once a communist state, always a communist
state”, and stated that “USA do not accept the current expanse of the Soviet Empire as a
permanent and irreversible feature of the historic landscape", together with offering support to
guerrillas struggling against communist regimes. (Russian General Staff, 2002).
However, after the protracted war between the Soviet troops, and Afghan rebels ended in
USSR’s withdrawal from Afghanistan and pushed for an eventual dissolution of the Soviet
empire, Washington seemed to lose its interest toward the country. As Misra asserts, “once its
strategic and ideological goals have been achieved, the United States came to regard Afghanistan
as a liability.” (Misra, 2004). This idea was generally supported by many scholars on South-West
Asian region, including Khalilzad and Byman, who summarized neatly the rationale, behind US
disengagement: “with its strategic value gone, Washington would unplug itself from the
developments there for 11 long years. Between 1989 and 2001, Afghanistan went from being
one of Washington’s top foreign policy priorities to one of the areas least important to it”
(Khalilzad, Byman 2000, p.65).
In light of the above mentioned, one should not be tempted to view Afghanistan simply as pawn
between the great powers’ rivalries. Undoubtedly, the country’s past and present is heavily
affected by confrontation between major international players, be it British or Russian Empires
as well as US and the Soviet Union. Furthermore, it is very likely that the involvement of foreign
superpower is maintained in the foreseeable future, largely shaping the country’s destiny.
However, a multitude of regional powers, surrounding Afghanistan exert no less and sometimes
even greater influence on the country, as compared to Moscow or Washington. Logically, it is
believed that “when one entertains questions about regional impact on a country’s
socioeconomic and political process, one naturally turns to its immediate neighbors with whom it
shares land corridors and frontiers.” (Misra, 2009, p.17).
It is important to understand that Afghanistan is bordered by several nuclear powers, who are
seeking not only regional dominance, but transformation into a separate pole of power as well.
These countries are China with its vast population, unlimited economic capacities and rapidly
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modernizing military, which is able to offer significant challenges to any contending power in
the East Asia and in Pacific. It is followed by India, with almost the same advantages as
mentioned before, albeit with relatively modest military strength. The third and perhaps the most
important one is Pakistan, which is widely regarded as the country with the biggest impact upon
Afghanistan. Namely, it tries to direct its military, political, economic and religious resources to
have the government of Afghanistan under its control and influence.
Afghanistan has a paramount importance for Pakistan. Given its unending and blood-shedding
military confrontation with India over Kashmir, Afghanistan has to be safely remain under
Islamabad’s influence or indirect control. This is buttressed by strategic military calculations.
For instance, Maley assumes, that “for Pakistani military planners, a nightmare scenario saw
their country sandwiched between a hostile India and a hostile Afghanistan” (Maley, 2011).
Generally speaking, for Pakistan, Afghanistan has paramount importance in case of potential
confrontation with India (Weinbaum, 2006).
Pakistan’s policy to support the armed rebels in Afghanistan at all odds in order to maintain its
influence over Kabul was well-understood in Washington. In light of Islamabad’s reluctance to
provide full-scale support to US efforts in Afghanistan, there’s almost anecdotal evidence, how
the Deputy Secretary of State, Richard Armitage threatened the-then President of Pakistan,
Pervez Musharaff to “bomb Pakistan back to stone age.” (BBC, 2006). (Richard Armitage
denied President Musharraf’s allegation. Although, it is almost certain that US had to resort to
aggressive negotiations to make Pakistan ready for partnership.) It is also believed that, Pakistan
“is often accused of promoting adversarial relations between Pashtuns and other ethnic groups.
Many Afghans are convinced that cross-border clientalism represents a deliberate effort by
Pakistan to exploit Afghanistan’s ethnic mosaic for its strategic interests.” (Weinbaum, 2006). It
is paradoxical that even though Pakistan itself suffers from increased terrorist attacks on its soil,
it is very likely that Islamabad continues to provide support to Taliban. Burfield believes that it
was the United States’ distraction to the war in Iraq that enabled Pakistan to resume its support to
extremist militants (Burfield, 2012). This is because Pakistan thinks that only in this manner is it
possible to remain as a significant player in Afghanistan’s politics.
Thus, it is obvious that “Afghanistan has been a prize that Pakistan and India have fought over
directly and indirectly for decades” (Kaplan in Bajoria, 2009). Naturally, India has not remained
idle amidst Pakistan’s vigorous efforts to turn Afghanistan into a satellite. Apart from
Afghanistan’s importance for Pakistan’s military purposes, India sees Afghanistan’s significance
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in regional trade and infrastructural arrangements. Ministry of External Relations of India, in its
official document about India-Afghan relations recognizes “the pre-eminence of Afghanistan as
a junction of trade routes between central, south and west Asia for 3000 years.” (Document of
the Ministry of External Relations of India, 2016, p.3).
Consequently, India seeks to exploit the window of opportunity that has emerged after the
overthrow of Taliban and showers Kabul with large amount of aid deals, mostly aimed for
reconstruction of country’s transport infrastructure, healthcare facilities and ruined schools.
Obviously, this has not been left unnoticed by Pakistan, which “feels isolated from Afghan
affairs and has pointed time and again that New Delhi’s ‘growing influence in Kabul’ aims to
isolate Pakistan and encircle it by constructing a host of strategic partners all around it.” (Misra,
2009, p.20).
Yet, another major regional player, which features strongly in Afghanistan’s geopolitical
implications, is the Islamic Republic of Iran. As Afghanistan was dominated and subjugated by
the Persian Empire in the past, both Iran and Afghanistan now have numerous cultural ties,
especially given the number of Afghans who are Shia Muslims. However, Misra underscores a
paradox that notwithstanding these ties, Teheran has limited influence in Afghan politics vis-avis other neighbors than one might expect, probably because of Iran’s foreign policy priorities
(Middle East) and vulnerable positions as compared to Pakistan or India (Misra, 2009).
Of important note is that Iran has also been vying with Pakistan for influence over Afghanistan.
It is clear that both Tehran and Islamabad try to interfere in Afghanistan’s domestic politics.
Although, Iran has never actively tried to export its Islamic Revolution to Afghanistan, despite
sizeable Shia minority living in Afghanistan. Furthermore, Iran is suspicious to Pakistan’s
military alliance with the USA and Gulf States, while religious differences between majority
Shia Iran and Sunni Afghanistan and Pakistan still play an important role. According to
Weinbaum, sectarian attacks on Shia by Sunni militants have prompted Iran to carry out
clandestine operations on behalf of their coreligionists. (Weinbaum, 2006).
The biggest concern for Iran, which is at least manifestly interested in securing regional stability,
is to prevent the reemergence of a radical Sunni regime in Afghanistan, similar to Taliban (Nader
et al., 2014). Additionally, Tehran is increasingly hostile to Wahabbism, which is believed to be
funded and nourished by Saudi Arabia, Qatar and other Sunni Gulf States, thus, inherently
detrimental to Shia Iran’s interests.
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It is undoubted that Afghanistan is destined “to play the central role as a land bridge between
Central Asia and South Asia, to connect landlocked energy rich Central Asia with warm water
and deep sea ports and energy deficient South Asia” (Ministry of Commerce and Industries,
2014). Therefore, Scott claims that “Afghanistan […] will likely retain its geographical and
strategic importance and will draw attention from all powers – especially with a resurgent Russia
and a somewhat unstable and aggressive Iran”. (See the Appendix 14, Scott J., 2018)
The future of Afghanistan is often viewed within the context of present energy politics. The
region is increasingly netted by oil and gas pipelines, some of them crossing the territory of
Afghanistan. Taking into account the interests of its energy rich neighbors (such as Iran or
Turkmenistan), who are preoccupied with finding the markets for their fossil fuels, this can
possibly have a stabilizing effect on Afghanistan. (Most important in this regard could become
Turkmenistan-Afghanistan-Indian-Pakistan gas pipeline (TAPI), which is currently under
development.) On the other hand, Afghanistan could be transformed into a “trade and
transportation link between Europe and Asia and convert Afghanistan from Aid-dependence to
Trade-dependence” (Document of the Ministry of External Relations of India, 2016, p.2)
Weinbaum is correct to conclude that “the domestic stability and foreign policies of the
neighboring states will affect the progress in Afghanistan. [F]or the regional players Afghanistan
remains a potential source of instability through the export of arms, drugs and ideology.”
(Weinbaum , 2006, p.2). Unfortunately, despite all the progress Afghanistan achieved in the last
15 years, quick transition from stability to chaos, would not catch anybody off guard. In fact, the
following sub-chapter shows that this is what happened regularly in the modern and
contemporary history of Afghanistan.
2.2.

US-Afghanistan Relations before 2001

For the most part of the United States’ 220-year long history, Washington has has mostly
focused on the Western Hemisphere. The country was secure enough with two surrounding
oceans to be threatened by invasion and at the same time, was diligently adhering to the
principles enshrined in George Washington’s famous Farewell Address, to “steer clear of
permanent alliances with any portion of the foreign world” (Margulies, 2009, p.127), because the
prospect to “entangle our peace and prosperity in the toils of European ambition, rivalship,
interest, humor or caprice” (Margulies, 2009, p.127) was detrimental for the fledgling Republic’s
interests. This was underpinned by another US President, John Adams, who in his foreign policy
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address encapsulated the role of America in a following way: “[US] goes not abroad in search of
monsters to destroy. She is the well-wisher to the freedom and independence of all. She is the
champion and vindicator only of her own” (Garrity, 2009, p.25).
It is therefore, not surprising that the United States was notably absent from big and small
confrontations between the European powers. The vast and landlocked Asian steps were of no
interest for American policy-makers. The only American, which was known to roam
Afghanistan in the 1830ies, was an adventurer Josiah Harlan, aspiring to become a King in India
(Frater, 2004).
World politics fundamentally altered as the United States had finally entered the stage of
international affairs. It took as big of a calamity as the First World War to make Washington get
involved. This happened against the principles of the founding fathers, because isolationism was
no longer a safe option. In fact, in 1917 the US proclaimed that it was coming to make world
“safer for democracy.” (Wilson W. (1917) pp. 3-8)
The First World War resulted in breaking up empires and traditional spheres of influence. As
mentioned above, Afghanistan has also managed to free itself from the British tutelage. In 1921,
the United States has formally recognized Afghanistan, while it took another 14 years to
establish full diplomatic relations. In the meantime, US had properly understood the strategic
importance of Afghanistan and responded positively to requests for assistance. US funds were
used to move forward with massive construction plans, which envisioned building roads,
airports, irrigation systems, schools and other infrastructure.
However, these did not transform Afghanistan into attractive place for American business. The
place was still very backward. According to Harvey “Although the United States demonstrated
interest in the country's development, providing it with economic support, it was, nevertheless,
interest that was limited in scope.” (Harvey, (2003) p.4)
Beginning of the Cold War, made America’s engagement in the world affairs fait accompli. The
United States was now focused on the entire globe, seeking friendship and alliance against the
communist threat. Afghanistan, in spite being of a minor importance of the US, has still received
considerable amount of US civilian/monetary assistance, delivered by International Cooperation
Administration and US Agency for International Development. In the 30 years’ time span, “the
US government had spent more than USD 500 million assistance and development programs in

46

Afghanistan, making it the recipient of one of the largest cumulative foreign aid efforts in US
history” (In Small Things, p.2).
In spite of large volume of assistance provided to Afghanistan, Washington’s vision has always
been modest and carefully planned vis-à-vis the USSR. On the one hand, United States was in
close alliance with strategically more important Pakistan, ensuring the smooth functioning of the
South-West Asian security system and on the other hand, Afghanistan was immediate neighbor
of the Soviet Union, which could have reciprocated harshly, if Washington had decided to
advance its influence over Afghanistan. Therefore, the US abstained to engage in military and
political cooperation with Afghanistan and largely confined itself with partnership in cultural
aspects, mostly on education.
The Vietnam War and sustained Soviet expansionism, considerably affected the US geopolitical
thinking. It was evident that mentality of Washington officials during these years was dominated
by the domino theory. (Theory of thinking among Cold War era American politicians, stipulating
that if one country of south-east Asia would succumb to communists, others would promptly
follow the suit.) This theory which envisioned that the Soviet Union was poised to subjugate the
entire world was an edifice, upon which the American grand strategy of containment was based.
In this zero-sum game, any loss of the United States (for instance, Vietnam) was instantly
portrayed as a gain for the USSR and vice versa.
The Soviet invasion of Afghanistan amplified the latter’s geopolitical importance for the US.
First, now the armed forces of the USSR were stationed at the borders of US ally, Pakistan, and
taking into account Moscow’s zeal for expansion and desire to acquire warm water ports,
Islamabad’s security as well as well-established security architecture in the South-West Asia
seemed to be threatened. Second, it was a perfect opportunity to transform Afghanistan into
Soviet Union’s Vietnam and inflict as much damage to Moscow as possible. In his
memorandum, entitled as “Reflections on Soviet intervention in Afghanistan”, the-then National
Security Advisor, Zbignev Brzezinski urged President Jimmy Carter to provide money and arms
shipments to the rebels and ensure China’s and Pakistan’s indirect involvement against the
USSR (Brzezinski, 1979). Otherwise, Brzezinski warned, “if the Soviets succeed in Afghanistan,
[…] the age-long dream of Moscow to have direct access to the Indian Ocean will have been
fulfilled.” (Brzezinski, 1979)
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This is the period of beginning of what Cooley (2002) has described as “America’s love affair
with Islam”. At that time, it was euphemistically referred as US sympathy toward the “freedom
fighters”. The modus operandi of the relationship was as follows: the US channeled funds and
arms to Pakistan’s secret services, which were later responsible to select the Mujahideen groups
and deliver weapons and cash to them. According to Cooley, this operation was marketed as
follows: “Virtually all would be Muslim. They would fervently believe that God had commanded them to fight his
enemies, the Godless Communists and foreign Russian invaders. Their earthly rewards would be glory and generous
pay. For those who died as martyrs, reward would be in heaven.” (Cooley (2002) p.14).

Execution of this scheme was personally spearheaded by the-then President of Pakistan,
enigmatic Zia Ul-Haq, who openly favored extremist Islamic groups, many of who would later
join Taliban and al-Qaeda, causing much controversy both inside and outside US. At the same
time, Zia Ul-Huq shrewdly manipulated US partners to gain as much funds as possible. This was
opposed by many in the Department of State and US intelligence community. Specifically, they
feared that substantial increase in US military aid might push Soviets to “consider more seriously
more dramatic action.” (Kuperman, 1999, p.3)
The biggest supporter of US clandestine efforts in Mujahideen support was Congressman
Charles Wilson, who sought to persuade CIA to purchase portable anti-aircraft weapons for the
rebels. (Wilson particularly advocated the acquisition of Swiss-made Oerlikon anti-aircraft
missiles which could target USSR’s Hind MI-24 helicopters, and proved to be very effective
against the rebels). Some strong voices also championed qualitatively different aid, which would
not only “harass” the Soviets, but aim to hasten their eventual withdrawal (Rubin, 2013).
According to Cooley (2002) by 1987, total US assistance to rebels was estimated within the
margins of $700 million a year, while approximately 65,000 tons of arms were also delivered to
Mujahideen. Cooley (2002) As we have already seen, this made the war in Afghanistan much
more costly and burdensome for the Soviet Union, forcing it to finish this unpopular war as soon
as possible and enabling the US to score one the biggest geopolitical victories of the past
decades.
Perhaps, one of the biggest paradoxes of the American foreign policy is sudden decision of
Washington not to transform the above mentioned victory into a tangible success. Unexpectedly,
US lost interest both in Afghanistan and Pakistan (Wittmeyer, 2013). In a dramatic turn,
Washington almost completely ceased its military and financial assistance to Afghan rebels and
“no provisions were made for rebuilding the nation, demobilizing fighters or organizing relief
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aid” (Rashid, 2000, p.176). Rubisn tends to explain US policy shift by the ending Cold War and
disappearance of major geopolitical rival (2013) or inability as well as unwillingness to get
entangled into Afghanistan’s complicated tribal conundrum. In any case, the absence of the US
“had the effect of leaving a major power vacuum, creating a situation which lent itself to more
chaos, destruction, and in-fighting amongst Afghanistan’s many warlords who, all out to
consolidate their own individual power, proved unable to unite.” (Rashid, 2000, p.185)
As none of the contending armed factions was powerful enough to sideline the others and singlehandedly dominate the country, Afghanistan once again plunged into bitter civil war, which
brought further destruction and misery. Perhaps, this was the major reason for the rise of the
radical Islamic group Taliban, which was covertly backed by Pakistan, usually favoring the most
extremist rebels. (After coming to power, Taliban immediately started to send fighters to
Kashmir, which is a disputed region between India and Pakistan). In 1996, Taliban took Kabul
and proclaimed themselves as only legitimate government of Afghanistan. Akhtar claims that
“they were welcomed by Afghan population tired of war and disgusted by Kabul’s inept, corrupt
Mujahedeen government” (Akhtar (2014) p.44). In an abrupt manner, Taliban started to carry out
Islamic agenda - they put a ban on the employment of women, imposed strict dress codes as well
as narrow interpretation of the Sharia law, and enacted numerous other draconian measures,
which practically established the theocracy in the country (Barfield, 2010).
In spite of these developments, US showed remarkable restraint in dealing with Taliban.
Supposedly, this was caused by the US preoccupation with crises in Balkans, while the White
House itself was plagued with scandals (such as Bill Clinton’s involvement in possible
corruption deals and sexual abuse of Monika Levinsky). In fact, for some time, US did not object
having contacts with Taliban. For instance, Dormandy and Keating (2014) point out that “the
United States had an ambivalent relationship with Afghanistan: not recognizing the Islamic
emirate that controlled 90% of the country, but intermittently engaging with its authorities
through intermediaries on specific issues; providing some humanitarian support through the
United Nations and the Red Cross/Red Crescent”. (Dormandy, Keating, (2014) p.7)
This does not mean that Washington lacked awareness on what was happening in Taliban,
because Taliban’s motives and its capabilities were well-understood at that time. Particularly, US
Department of State’s Bureau of Intelligence and Research offered the warning intelligence
assessment: “The movement’s influence is already being felt within Pakistan as well as in the training of
Kashmiri militants, and Iran and Central Asia fear Taleban-inspired cross-border subversion. In the longer term, the
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Taleban’s willingness to host training camps for foreign militants could provide an important ready-made asset for a
potential to drive to “export” the Taleban “revolution” more widely” (US Department of State, 1998).

Things got more alarming for the US, when Osama Bin Laden decided to move Afghanistan,
which he was welcomed both as an ardent anti-American and source of funding. Soon, training
camps for fighters were established throughout Afghanistan and started to attract the jihadis from
every corner of the Muslim world. Soon enough, “by providing the refuge to the leader of AlQaeda, an alien body, Afghanistan turned into a new 21st century storm centre” (Akhtar, 2014,
p.47).
Again, contrary to some false assumptions, United States was well-informed about Bin Laden’s
intents. In fact, the US had requested the expulsion of Bin Laden from Afghanistan several
times. Although, the magnitude of Bin Laden’s plans was not fully clear. The Department of
State’s Bureau of Intelligence and research, in its intelligence assessment opined: “Usama bin
Ladin has launched his war against the United States […] Bin Ladin’s terrorism represents an
extreme rejection of the increased US strategic and military domination of the Middle East –
especially Saudi Arabia and the Gulf – that resulted from the Gulf War” (US Department of
State, 1998, p.2).
However, despite the regular intelligence assessments in regard to Taliban’s and Bin Laden’s
activities, these documents had limited impact. Or to use the popular catchphrase, there was no
“actionable intelligence”. At the same time, analysis of CIA’s Current and Projected Worldwide
Threats briefs from 1996 to 2001 (the earlier briefs are not accessible) indicate how little or
misguided attention was paid to threats coming from Afghanistan, especially in light of Bin
Laden’s attacks against US embassies in Kenya and Tanzania. (The attacks were responded by
US missile strikes on al-Qaeda facilities in Afghanistan, albeit without any tangible result).
Specifically, briefs of 1997 and 1998 have issues pertaining to Afghanistan omitted altogether,
while the briefs of 1996 and 1999 assert that main challenges coming from Afghanistan is
associated with country’s involvement in illicit drug trade (CIA Worldwide Threat Assessment,
1996, 1997, 1998, 1999).
It is only from 2000, that CIA’s major public intelligence reports have started to highlight threats
coming from Osama Bin Laden and his jihadis. The 2000 report sharply characterizes Bin Ladin
as “still foremost among terrorists, because of the immediacy and seriousness of the threat he
poses. […] everything we have learned recently confirms our conviction that he wants to strike
further blows against America” (CIA, 2000). However, the following 2001 report, was
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comparably restrained and instead of pointing out immediate dangers coming from Afghanistan,
emphasized the symbiotic relationship between Bin Laden and Taliban (CIA 2001). This
certainly was not a false conclusion, though it was not what was really needed in the early days
of 2001.
The most detailed and accurate analysis of the threats associated with al-Qaeda was given in
White House’s former counter-terrorism chief, Richard Clarke in his memo to the-then National
Security Advisor, Condoleezza Rica. Clark’s warning about al-Qaeda alerted that: “al Qida is the
active, organized major force that is using a distorted version of Islam to drive the US out of the
Muslim world” (Clark, 2001).
Another and last determined attempt to convince the US leaders about Bin Laden’s imminent
attack was in August 2001. CIA’s brief has argued that al-Qaeda has intensified efforts to recruit
terrorists and prepare ground for large-scale attack on US soil. The brief particularly highlighted
that Bin Laden “prepared operations years in advance and was not deterred by setbacks” (CIA
Daily Brief, 2001, p.5). In fact, the information indicated possible hijacking of the aircraft. This
report, similar to numerous identical documents, went unheeded into archives.
The ensuing euphoria after a victory in the Cold War persuaded many in Washington that the
“End of History” has really dawned and countries would aspire to liberal democracy, once the
oppressive outside power has disappeared. Perhaps, that was thinking that guided the American
policy-makers in the early 1990ies and that thinking induced US to distance from Afghanistan.
Scholars now assess Washington’s decision to “abandon” Afghanistan as a strategic blunder
(Barfield, 2012; Akhtar, 2014; Rashid, 2000; Rubin, 2013), because the radicals were left alone
to prepare and execute unparalleled in magnitude terrorist attack on 9/11. Those attacks have
fundamentally altered not only the US policy toward Afghanistan and South-West Asia, but
completely transformed the world politics and perhaps changed the course of history as well.
2.3.

Summary of Chapter 2

The chapter of the dissertation is a review of Afghanistan’s historical and geographical, as well
as geopolitical importance. It identifies the major trends within the course of Afghanistan’s
historical importance, provides an overview of its involvement in regional and imperial disputes
between the major powers and the wars it had to fight. In this context, this chapter is divided into
three sections, as follows: Afghanistan’s Regional Importance, brief overview of Great Game in
Afghanistan and US-Afghanistan Relations before 2001.
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Many scholars, are particularly motivated to explain what has catapulted Afghanistan into the
spotlight of contemporary world and international affairs. At first glance it is an impoverished
country, with a complicated history of inter-religious and inter-cultural conflict and limited
natural resources, where the scarcity of drinking water is especially notable. This naturally
engenders a necessity to look at Afghanistan from a historical perspective.
The emergence of independent Afghanistan in the mid-17th Century, known as Durrani Empire,
has not changed anything particularly in Afghanistan’s favor. More importantly, now
Afghanistan became a flash-point in the confrontation between Russian and British Empires both
of which competed for influence in Central Asia, where the control over Afghanistan featured
big in both Moscow’s and London’s geopolitical and military schemes.
However, as neither Great Britain nor Russia were interested to have head-to-head military
confrontation with each-other, Afghanistan has largely survived as an independent and formally
sovereign state, with its own authority and armed forces. This does not mean that it has remained
secure from foreign incursions. On the contrary, Afghanistan has withstood three Anglo-Afghan
Wars within the course of mere one hundred years, up until the end of the WWI.
After the Great Britain relieved Afghanistan from the colonial yoke, the newly independent
country again became a scene from internal rivalries and instability. This naturally made it
difficult for country do take the pace of development and establish itself as a full-fledged player
within the international systems.
After the onset of the Cold War, both USA and the USSR have become involved in competition
to gain influence over Afghanistan. For Washington it was a safeguard to protects Pakistan, its
strategic ally in the South-West Asia, while for the USSR it was country sharing a border and a
natural target to spread communism and have it politically subjugated. It is logical therefore that
US preferred not to become very actively involved in Afghanistan’s affairs and maintain a
limited partnership, which would be confined by the developmental assistance and the so called
low-politics.
After the communist coup d’etat in Afghanistan, the country was transformed into a full-fledged
Soviet satellite, with openly Marxist-Leninist government. Nevertheless, Soviet leadership soon
became increasingly suspicious of the Afghan’s communists’ ties with the West and sent troops
to Afghanistan in 1979, to overthrow the incumbent leader and install a Soviet puppet, marking
the beginning of Soviet intervention in the country.
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Given Afghanistan’s territorial proximity to Pakistan and the role of Islamabad in the USA’s
security calculations, this raised fears of possible invasion of US ally Pakistan and spread of
communism throughout the South-East Asia, bringing the relations with Moscow and
Washington to its nadir and spurring US decision to send substantial assistance to Afghan
resistance movement. The resulting Soviet withdrawal ended in civil war and spurred emergence
of Taliban, resulting in 9/11 and subsequent political problems.
To overview briefly the historical and regional importance of Afghanistan, it is important to
understand that Afghanistan is of paramount importance for almost of its neighbors. Of
particular importance is that Afghanistan is bordered by several nuclear powers, who are seeking
not only regional dominance, but transformation into a separate pole of power as well. Of
particular importance here is the influence Pakistan over Afghanistan’s radical extremist groups,
most notably Taliban. It is assumed that Pakistan helps those groups to maintain its control over
Afghanistan’s politics on the one hand and prevent the strengthening of India’s influence on the
other hand. In its turn, India is also interested to have a ground in Afghanistan and showers it
with lucrative trade deals and financial assistance.
As a result, the overview of Afghanistan’s history and geography, as well as social and economic
situation illustrates that poor, underdeveloped and landlocked country, suffering from drug trade,
human trafficking, illicit arms trade and religious extremism, could still have a huge geopolitical
importance. Indeed, the country is a target for every neighbor, which in combination of
Afghanistan’s already chaotic and unstable political environment, poses further risks of constant
confrontation.
Last but not least, the future of Afghanistan is often viewed within the context of present energy
politics. The region is increasingly netted by oil and gas pipelines, some of them crossing the
territory of Afghanistan. Taking into account the interests of its energy rich neighbors, who are
preoccupied with finding the markets for their fossil fuels, this can possibly have a stabilizing
effect on Afghanistan. In the present-day circumstances, however, the chances of it can be very
low.
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CHAPTER 3. “PERCEPTION” OF THE WAR IN AFGHANISTAN
For Almond’s structural functionalism, perception is by itself part of the complicated process of
shaping and influencing a country’s foreign policy. While perception is something that can
possibly be defined liberally and have a broader understanding, in this context it refers to the
process of internalization of political phenomenon/eventuality through images and impressions,
which in turn shape our attitude and perspective of that phenomenon or matter. Indeed, in the era
of modern technologies and against the backdrop of overwhelming presence of mass media,
perceptions are of paramount importance to shape and affect mindsets of not only specific
individuals, but wider public, political elites and even a global opinion.
The general idea of the Chapter 3 is that the combat operation which the United States launched
in 2001 has never been looked upon through one particular lens. In other words, it has always
been portrayed in different light, especially for the people who supported it and for those who
opposed it. Admittedly, despite very high level of support from the population, it has never been
safe from occasional shifts in public opinion or changes in the grand strategy of the White
House.
This has been visibly manifested in the evolution of perception of the War in Afghanistan. At the
very first stage, it was largely understood as US muscular response to the 9/11 attacks. It was
perceived as a solely state to state confrontation and a very conventional warfare against the
rogue state. This perception was augmented by the dazzling success at the initial stage of the
war.
However, the War in Iraq and shift of George W. Bush administration, gradually reoriented the
War in Afghanistan too. After two years, it was part of bigger War on Terror, which aimed to
eliminate global terrorist networks in the Middle East. Meanwhile, it coincided with the decision
of the US to make NATO responsible for this endeavor, thereby adding more legitimacy to
invasion and installment of US-backed government there both for the American public and allies
abroad.
Last but not least, the War in Afghanistan was perceived as a nation building effort. This came as
a result of continuous failure to establish enduring and effective central rule over the rebellious
provinces, which rejected the foreign-imposed authorities. In order to save money, efforts and
face War in Afghanistan was re-molded as rescue attempt of an entire nation.
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All these changes have unfolded throughout more than a decade, while this chapter attempts to
re-cap it into a general overview. It also responds with the theory of Gabriel Almond, who
argues that perception is a first and a very crucial component in his input-output scheme, which
is key to produce certain directions of foreign policy.
3.1.

US Invasion of Afghanistan

As discussed in the chapter regarding the theoretical measurements used in this dissertation,
perception is one of the most important ones when it comes to objects, events, actions and issues.
In fact, Almond argues that it is perception of any kind of political process that largely defines
and shapes the corresponding measures (Almond, 1956). The perception analysis demonstrated
that perception of War in Afghanistan did not have a single or universally accepted perception.
On the contrary, in this chapter there are four different perception frames, which was prevalent
for different periods of times. They are Invasion, War on Terror, Peacekeeping Operation and
Nation Building. Invasion refers to actual launch of ground military campaign, war on terror
includes US-government led multinational operation, targeting terrorist networks worldwide,
peacekeeping operations encompass all the post-conflict efforts aimed to pacification and
stabilization, while by nation building (state building) US meant all necessary measures and
establish state institutions and ensure its smooth functioning.
The terrorist attacks on 9/11 which were carried out in unseen to the United States scale and
brutality, have shaken the Washington political establishment to its core. This was a completely
different kind of terrorism, arduously planned and executed by Osama Bin Laden and his alQaeda, one which was played out before the eyes of millions of people and even forced the US
President to seek for hide and at some point, President George Bush has issued an explicit order
to shoot down any aircraft which was bound to Washington DC (Bush, 2010). The shock and
horror that followed the destruction of twin trade towers in New York or footage of Pentagon
covered in smoke and ashes, as well as skyrocketing death toll have had a defining impact upon
the US policy for the years to come.
It was this unfortunate moment which revealed that the United States did not have any
comprehensible or at least vaguely defined long-term strategy toward Afghanistan and Islamic
terrorism. The group of officials which were appointed in Bush’s administration was a collection
of hawks, “Cold Warriors”, free market adepts and social conservatives. Miller writes that
“George W. Bush entered the White House with no coherent worldview” (Miller, n.d. p.1), and

55

his thinking was shaped by “established precepts of American economic and military power”.
The 2000 Presidential campaign suggested nothing remotely close to Bush as a “War President”,
because he offered “pragmatic and humble foreign policy agenda”, (Copeland, 2013) and was
mostly focused on domestic issues, such as tax cuts or scrapping regulations.
Therefore, it is not surprising that the new President, which was sworn in the office only eight
months before the 9/11 was not sufficiently aware about the threat which al-Qaeda and its safe
harbors in Afghanistan posed to the US, despite some of the relevant intelligence provided to
him. In fact, in the first months of 2001, Bush was keen to keep the policy of Clinton
administration, i.e. “continue requests for the Taliban to turn Bin Laden over to the U.S. to be
tried for terrorist activities, but with little engagement on other issues” (Burrough, 2009 p.18).
Henry Crumpton, who would lead the CIA’s operation in the wake 9/11 and become one of the
leading counter-terrorism specialists, was disappointed to see that “they placed emphasis on
missile defense and other prestigious defense systems rather than gritty counterterrorism. I could
tell little difference from the Clinton administration” (Crumpton, (2012) p.167).
This, however, does not mean that Bush administration was completely uninformed about the alQaeda associated threats, though it was not enough of a danger for the authorities. According to
Leffler, “before 9/11, President Bush and his advisers feared terrorism, but they did little to deal
with it. Upon taking office, they were informed by intelligence analysts that terrorism was a
great threat to national security, that a mass casualty event in the United States was a possibility,
that Al-Qaeda had the intention and was developing the capability to strike inside the United
States” (Leffler, 2003, p.1048). Much to the administration’s credit, in the first few months after
coming to power, they had reportedly started revision of their counter-terrorism strategy, though
the magnitude of attacks and the manner they were carried out was entirely beyond normal
process of strategic forecast. It was eloquently dubbed as the “failure of imagination” by leading
members of Bush’s own administration (Wolfowitz and Rumsfield in Leffler, 2003, p.1048).
After several days of stupor, confusion and anger, the US intelligence agencies have
substantiated their allegation that Osama Bin Laden and his al-Qaeda were behind the terror
attacks. This made everyone in Washington confident that the US foreign policy both in its
regional dimension and on a worldwide scale was in need of a fundamental recalibration. In a
matter of days and weeks the conceptual void of “image of the enemy”, which was previously
taken by the Soviet Union, was now firmly appropriated by al-Qaeda and Osama Bin Laden
(Miller, n.d) and the new foreign and security strategy have been molded with these threats in
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sight. This was augmented but overwhelmingly aggressive rhetoric from population, media and
politicians, which resulted in soaring approval ratings for Bush, which according to Gallup at
some point in September 2001, boasted support of nearly 100% Republicans and over 80% of
Democrats and Independents. (See George Walker Bush’s Approval Ratings 2001-2009 in the
Appendix 1)
Despite very strong initial reactions and harsh statements from every corner of the globe, many
thought that President Bush, whose foreign policy credentials were not supposed to be solid,
would abstain from direct military intervention. Collins presumes, that some terrorists did indeed
believe that US would resort to some sort of retaliatory actions, similar to airstrikes or launches
of cruise missiles, though “perhaps, judging from recent practice, al-Qaeda thought the Bush
administration, like some of its predecessors, would conduct a lengthy investigation and be slow
to take action” (Collins , 2011, p.45). However, as put by Burrough, “by the end of September
11, 2011, Bush administration had a new policy – go after known terrorists and those countries
that harbor them” (Burrough, 2009, p.18). In other words, “Bush’s administration espoused
narrative asserted that an injustice had been done, and that there was therefore a need to exact a
just punishment” (Hasan, 2009, p.179).
The contours of forthcoming American strategy were clearly outlined by the President Bush in
his address to the Joint Session of the Congress on 20 September 2001. It was the first time,
when the US supreme commander-in-chief voiced the major demand addressed to Taliban,
which would become the ultimate Casus Belli (the reason of war), demanding handing over the
al-Qaeda leaders and affiliates and granting access to terrorists’ infrastructure. (Selected
Speeches, n.d.).
In that speech, Bush was unequivocal about America’s war-fighting intention and vast
differences that would distinguish America’s war on terror from Washington’s previous
successful military engagements overseas: “Our war on terror begins with al Qaeda, but it does not end
there. It will not end until every terrorist group of global reach has been found, stopped and defeated. […] This is
the world’s ﬁght. This is civilization’s fight. This is the ﬁght of all who believe in progress and pluralism, tolerance
and freedom.”

(Selected Speeches, n.d., p.69-70) At the same time, Bush did not hesitate to warn

American citizens about long, time-consuming and painful campaign that lay ahead: “Americans
should not expect one battle, but a lengthy campaign, unlike any other we have ever seen. It may include dramatic
strikes, visible on TV, and covert operations, secret even in success.” (Selected
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Speeches, n.d., p.69-70)

The little expectation lingering until the first week of October 2001, that Taliban might hand
over Osama Bin Laden and his accomplices, proved to be futile. The United States military and
CIA wasted no time to plan and prepare the inevitable military campaign. The latter, which was
in charge of clandestine operations and consolidation of fractured Afghan opposition, was
especially active and busy “to reestablish relations with anti-Taliban mujahedeen leaders from
the Northern Alliance (united front of Tajiks, Hazarras, Uzbeks and loosely affiliated antiTaliban Pashtuns) who had been fighting against the Taliban since before the fall of Kabul in
1996” (Crumpton, 2012). Timing was crucial because there was no thoroughly elaborated and
ready-made plan how to conduct war-fighting in Afghanistan (Burrough, 2009), whereas the
pressure to act urgently was rising, since almost 90% of Americans thought military action in
Afghanistan was justified (Gallup, Afghanistan, 2001).
Therefore, United States’ Department of Defense and intelligence community decided to launch
invasion as soon as possible. As compared to the War in Iraq launched in less than two years,
“U.S. planning process for Operation Enduring Freedom (OEF) in Afghanistan was extremely
condensed and […] with a heavier reliance on cutting-edge technology and precision weaponry”
(Dale, 2011, p.4). In addition, nothing similar to National Strategy for Victory in Iraq was
produced for Afghanistan and many crucial components of invasion’s initial phase were carried
out in an ad hoc manner.
Scholars, such as Weinbaum (2006), Birkenthal (2013) and Munro (2014) agree that at the initial
stage of the campaign, America’s goals were limited in nature and not as comprehensive as they
would become lately. As put by Crumpton, US had three major strategic objectives, “first, [to]
destroy AQ leadership. Second, [to] deny them safe haven. Third, [to] attack the political, social
and economic conditions the enemy exploits” (Crumpton, 2012, p.177). The same is argued by
Dale (2001), stating that “U.S. aims were narrow: to disrupt the use of Afghanistan as a terrorist
base of operations, and to attack the military capability of the Taliban regime” (Dale, 2001, p.7).
The very same objective was formulated by the President Bush as well, when he announced the
launch of military operation on 7 October 2011. In particular, he stated that “initially, the
terrorist may burrow deeper into caves and other entrenched hiding places. Our military action is
also designed to clear the way for sustained, comprehensive and relentless operations to drive
them out and bring them to justice.” (Selected speeches, n.d., p.75)
The situation on the ground in Afghanistan was not favorable for invasion, as the Taliban
controlled almost 90% of the country’s land and resources, leaving America’s allies with meager
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10%. Taking into account Afghanistan’s landlocked location, which complicated access for the
US as a major naval power, swift military operation seemed hardly possible. This was duly
recognized by both CIA and Pentagon (Meehan, 2005). Especially, given the fact that the US did
not plan to send the ground troops to Afghanistan immediately. (In fact, Army Special Operation
Forces (SOF) were deployed on the ground not earlier than 19 October, i.e. 12 days after the
launch of bombing of Afghanistan).
The general outline of the overarching war plan, as drafted by the Commander of the Central
Command, General Tommy Franks, who was in charge of military campaign, included the four
phases as follows:
1. To establish connections with CIA Special Forces to make ground for Armed Forces to follow the
lead.
2. Massive air campaign to destroy al-Qaeda and Taliban facilities, coupled with humanitarian airdrops
for Afghan peaceful population,
3. Introduction of ground troops (both American and allied countries’) to chase remaining fighters of alQaeda and Taliban and clear the territory still under their control,
4. Full-scaled stabilization efforts to pacify the country and enable its transition to democracy and
market economy. (Bush, 2010)

Active and clandestine cooperation between the CIA operatives and Northern Alliance fighters
proved to be extremely fruitful. At the beginning of the US-Afghan War, launched on 7 October
2001, the local Afghan allies provided invaluable help and expertise through their advanced
knowledge about Taliban’s and al-Qaeda’s weaknesses, provided precise GPS coordinates of
their military facilities, while the “Green Berets on horseback calling in precision-guided bombs”
(Collins, 2011, p.47). (According to Crumpton, the scheme was as follows: “The assets
infiltrated the enemy site, pushed the one button that recorded the geo-coordinates, then
exfiltrated from the area and rendezvoused with their CIA ops officer, who uploaded the GPS
data for our customers—the bomber pilots” (2012, p.219)). Indigenous partners, apart from
conducting the immediate fighting against the Taliban, made possible the deployment of smallsize tactical American groups, which in turn significantly increased the firepower, applied
against selected targets. Dale notes that what was particularly remarkable was extensive, albeit
smooth cooperation between the various agencies, including Department of Defense and CIA
(2011).
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At the outset of military campaign, measurable success was astounding. As a result of
combination of Afghan ground forces and American air power (some of the new unmanned
aerial vehicles (drones), which would be extensively used throughout the entire War in
Afghanistan was first successfully tested in autumn 2001), Taliban and al-Qaeda have had their
operational capabilities almost completely destroyed in a matter of 100 days. Joint offensive of
the US Special Forces and Northern Alliance fighters (now equipped with modern weapons)
soon forced Taliban to retreat from the cities and other urban areas. On 13 November, Taliban
was pushed out of Kabul and in the middle of December, it was kicked out from its last major
urban stronghold, Kandahar, located in Southern Afghanistan.
Notwithstanding the swift military victory in conventional terms, it was not until 2002 before the
Department of Defense announced the end of combat operations. Skirmishes of different scales
used to continue in South and Eastern provinces of Afghanistan, including Tora Bora mountain
ranges, where most of the Taliban and al-Qaeda senior leadership had fled, while most of them
decided to take refuge in Pakistan. Among them were the leader of Taliban Mullah Omar and the
leader of al-Qaeda Osama Bin Laden, who have escaped to safe harbors in Pakistan, together
with hundreds of their fighters, who would come back and offer resistance in the upcoming
years. (At some point in the end of 2001, CIA operatives have detected Osama Bin Laden and
requested authorization for strike. However, because of administrative and bureaucratic delays
the plan was foiled).
After completion of the intensive combat stage, it was time to elaborate long-term and
comprehensive strategy. All the major players, including Republicans and Democrats, as well as
Department of Defense and Department of State and senior military leadership in Washington
agreed that quick withdrawal of the US forces and lack of attention to the country’s transition
would promptly push Afghanistan back into radicals’ hands. Burrough notes: “the U.S. had
finally learned from its previous Afghan experiences not to leave the country in a vacuum”
(Burrough, 2009 p.20). Although, at the same time, in spite of vocal promises for Afghanistan’s
security and promotion of democracy, Bush’s administration was quite adamant that combat
troops would not have been used for the purposes of peacekeeping or nation building
(Woodward, 2002) and counted on vigorous international involvement. Specifically, on 14
November 2001, UN Security Council adopted the resolution #1378, which affirmed that “the
United Nations should play a central role in supporting the efforts of the Afghan people” (United
Nations Security Council (UNSC), 2001). In the period of one month, at a conference organized
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in Bonn, interim Government of Afghanistan, under the ardent anti-Taliban politician, Hamid
Karzai, was established, which had to oversee Afghanistan’s democratic transition.
Collins (2011) assesses that “overall, post-9/11, U.S. conventional operations were successful
but not decisive” (Collins, 2011, p.49). Similar to the cases of British and Soviet invasion in
Afghanistan, most severe problems started to resurface after the military campaign was formally
over. The following years showed that the US military was not prepared to meet the challenges
associated with the unconventional warfare, such as powerful counter-insurgency which erupted
in Afghanistan and later in Iraq. In fact, “the United States neither destroyed the enemy nor its
will to resist”, (ibid) and even though fighting was negligible in the period of 2003-2005, Taliban
started to regain momentum and throw an open challenge to international military contingent.
The US combat operation has been in active phase for the next 13 years, making it the longest
war fought in the American history.
The most consequential legacy, which has remained at the forefront of the world political agenda
for more than a decade, was not combat operations or ensuing peacekeeping activities in one
particular country. The 9/11 terrorist attacks, had incomparably far-reaching results, because in
spite of “successes in Afghanistan and elsewhere, fundamentalist extremism has continued to
spread around the globe” (Meehan, 2005, p.4) and kept creating hotbeds of terrorism throughout
the Middle East and elsewhere. The long, arduous, resource-consuming and unpopular campaign
that was unleashed by George Bush and followed by Barack Obama to contain and destroy that
extremism has been sometimes characterized as War on Terror, counter-insurgency, peacekeeping, nation-building or democracy promotion. These were the principal lenses the American
public used to view and perceive the War in Afghanistan.
3.2.

War on Terror

The overarching idea, which was dominating the mindset of the American people, as well as key
decision-makers, was that US was in war with something bigger than one single country, no
matter how troublesome and hostile that country’s regime was. It was widely assumed both
inside and outside of the US that attacks on 9/11 and subsequent efforts by different Jihad groups
to harm America was an act of war against western civilization. Scott argues that “there was
continuing support for OEF because the memory of 9/11 had some longevity and allowing the
supporters of terrorism to once again establish a “safe haven” would not be palatable”. (See the
Appendix 14. Scott J., 2018) This led some of the prominent politicians to declare that the world
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community should take sides either with the terrorists, or the United States as it was impossible
to claim yourself neutral (Neocleuous, 2011), which created a dichotomy in which the US
promised to help their friends, punish those who impeded Washington and annihilate everyone
involved in attack against the US (Hassan, 2009).
The vigorous research, which was undertaken following the US war in Afghanistan, revealed
that al-Qaeda’s intents were not so obscurant, as it was claimed before 2001. In fact, it was
Osama Bin Laden’s fatwa, issued in 1996 that declared war on the United States (Dobrot, 2007),
and in 1998, which called upon to mass killing of the Americans. Further, it was universally
believed that sole motivation of terrorists was purely political. However, America’s response on
manifested and materialized threats was either meek or inconclusive. It was not until 2003 that
the United States drafted and issued the National Strategy for Combating Terrorism, because
until 2001, transnational terrorism was classified more as a law-enforcement problem rather than
a topic requiring military solution (Dobrot, 2007). The absence of documented strategy
significantly harmed and delayed robust US response. Falke (2012) remarks that “both [Obama
and Bush] administrations, at various decision points, struggled to define clearly the objectives to
be pursued, vacillating between counter-terrorism, counter-insurgency, nation-building and
democratization.” (Falke, 2012, p.2)
It is important to note that together with Afghanistan, another important war was launched in
Iraq, which resulted in overthrow of Saddam Hussein and subsequent pacification efforts there. It
is now safely argued that diverting US funds, manpower and attention to the sectarian quagmire
in Iraq had been utterly detrimental to the war on terror (Evera, 2006). While the War in Iraq is a
subject of entire different research, it was an important variable, which affected conduct the War
in Afghanistan as well as war on terror, mostly because of its flawed legitimacy and entirely
negative perception among America’s public (Pffifner, 2008).
On the other hand, the War in Afghanistan was a “good” war. It was warranted by unprovoked
terrorist attacks against innocent civilians and broad international support. More importantly, the
war on terror was justified by the magnitude of threat it posed to the US or any other powerful
western country. Goepner (2016) writes that “America’s critical and enduring objectives have
been the protection of Americans and the homeland, defeating al-Qaeda and other terror groups
of global reach, and promoting democracy to diminish the underlying conditions favoring
terrorism.” (Goepner, 2016, p.108) The National Strategy for Combating Terrorism, published
in February 2003, provides the six major aims that had to be achieved in the war on terror:
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Prevent attacks by terrorist networks;
Deny weapons of mass destruction to rogue states and terrorist allies who seek to use them;
Deny terrorists the support and sanctuary of rogue states;
Deny terrorists control of any nation they would use as a base and launching pad for terror;
Advance effective democracies as the long-term antidote to the ideology of terrorism;
Lay the foundations and build the institutions and structures we need to carry the fight forward
against terror and help ensure our ultimate success.

Interestingly, most of these strategic aims were focused not on war fighting, but on effective
nation-building, which was considered to be a product of successful promotion of democracy.
While these two important components, which largely defined the war on terror among
America’s public, is discussed in the following chapters, it is safe to add that Americans found
the notion of war on terror perfectly legitimate and justified. At some point, 80% of the
interviewed Americans supported War in Afghanistan (Langer, 2001). And, despite significant
swings of mood in the following year, as of 2016 American’s still believed that war on terror
was justified (Mueller & Stewart 2017, p.13). (See the figure about “Trends in Various
Questions about Supporting War in Afghanistan” in the Appendix 2)
In the retrospective it is evident that Global War on Terror has never been truly global, but it
concerned to a fairly big part of the Middle East and North Africa, entailing vast financial
expenditures from the US defense budget. Goepner (2016) underlines that “between $1.7 and $4
trillion dollars have been spent and more than two-and-a- half million military members have
served in Iraq and Afghanistan. America has invaded two Muslim-majority states and conducted
military operations in Syria, Pakistan, Libya, Yemen, and Somalia” (Goepner, 2016, p.112).
CIA and other intelligence agencies expanded their activities in almost every country in the
South-West Asia (Crumpton, 2012) and American international development agencies started to
focus on that region.
Against the backdrop of strong domestic support, United States faced problems to persuade
Muslims in benevolence of Washington’s policy. Despite the assurance of the American
leadership that the US orchestrated efforts were not against Islam or peaceful Muslims, but
against al-Qaeda who preached distorted version of Islam (Selected Speeches, p.72), the
population of Afghanistan and neighboring countries found this claim less credible. This
perception was augmented by sometimes careless and sometimes deliberately provocative
actions of the US troops, who used to deface sacrosanct to Muslims places and things, and
inhumanely torture the detained prisoners. Tellis (2004) quotes a CIA officer saying that “the
conduct of U.S. military operations in Afghanistan and Iraq itself has left both countries seething

63

with anti-U.S. sentiment, fertile grounds for the expansion of Al Qaeda and kindred groups.”
(Tellis, 2004, p.74) Simultaneously, the United States has been frequently accused in betraying
its own principles and values to win the support and friendship of oppressive regimes. As noted
by Dobrot, the credibility gap “has been created by the perceived hypocrisy of America’s words
compared to its deeds. The U.S. Government talks about promoting democratic principles, yet
the Muslim countries in the Middle East with which the United States has positive relations are
either monarchies or dictatorships.” (Dobrot, 2007 p.8)
This increasing dissatisfaction among the Muslims harmed America’s strategic aims during the
war on terror and continues to harm now as well, when thousands of Jihadi fighters seek to join
the Caliphate proclaimed by the terrorist organization Islamic State. Indeed, in light of strong US
pressure to deny funds and mobility of the al-Qaeda fighters, it was the Jihadis’ support base
among the radicalized population that ensured continuation of fighter recruitment and advancing
the manpower capabilities. The successful recruitment campaign, carried out by Taliban and alQaeda led the-then Secretary of Defense, Donald Rumsfield to highlight his question whether the
US was “capturing, killing or deterring and dissuading more terrorists every day than the
madrassas and the radical clerics are recruiting, training and deploying against us?” (Rumsfield,
2003, p.2). In other words, “the administration’s conceptualization of the “war on terrorism” as
war thus had multiple objectives, sought to confront multiple threats, and involved multiple
instruments.” (Tellis, 2004, p.60)
The biggest problem in this regard was the comeback of Taliban which reclaimed some
territories in the South and East parts of rural Afghanistan, where the presence of international or
US troops was not very strong (Jones, 2017). In fact, it is recognized that despite the US and
allied troops’ success to eliminate the terrorist safe havens in Afghanistan, the terrorist
organizations evolved into transborder entities and established new safe havens along the
Afghan-Pakistan boundaries (Burrough, 2009). The above-mentioned regions were used as
forward base to launch terrorist attacks against Afghan and American facilities. It not a
coincidence that almost simultaneously the similar tendency has been shaped in Iraq as well. The
radicals and jihadis in both countries capitalized on difficulties and challenges associated with
the post-war reconstruction period and started to organize new and multiple terrorist attacks
against the institutions of fledgling democracies. The manifest aim of their activities was
undermining the legitimacy of the American-installed governments and make Washington
rethink its Middle Eastern policy, with eventual withdrawal of the US troops from there. (See the
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Map: Detailing the Spread of the Neotaliban-Insurgency in Afghanistan 2002–2006 in the
Appendix 3)
One of the biggest obstacles for the US and coalition forces was that they “could not prevent the
Taliban from returning and representing a viable political alternative to foreign forces and the
Afghan central government” (Larsen, 2013, p.7). In the course of years-long battle, it became
obvious that “although coalition forces were likely to win almost any tactical victory against the
Taliban, tactical operations did not translate into strategic progress.” (ibid) Massive air-raids and
high rates of casualties among the civilian population in Afghanistan, also fueled the resentment
of locals and sent new waves of recruits to the core centers of Taliban and al-Qaeda.
Since that period, the public mood in America started to become more pessimistic in regard to
war on terror in general and War in Afghanistan in particular. Apart from sound and legitimate
reasons which were proclaimed as basis for Afghanistan’s invasion, American’s were probably
still expecting the casualty-free war akin to previous American military engagement in Serbia.
Therefore, limited American ground forces and sharing burden with multiple NATO allies were
initially acceptable and supported by the US public. However, the necessity to increase
America’s commitment and rising death toll in the following years, significantly dwindled public
support to US involvement in Afghanistan.
After several years since the launch of War on Terror, some very unfavorable to US strategic
goals statistic started to pour in. Goepner (2016) argues that in fact, US efforts had completely
negative impact upon the terrorism in the course of the last 15 years, resulting in worse situation
as compared to what was before 9/11. The statistical figures show that “in 2001, some 1,880
terror attacks occurred. By 2014, the number had risen to 16,818. Over the past four decades, the
fewest number of terror attacks worldwide occurred in 1998 and that trend continued into the
early years of the war on terror.” (Goepner, 2016, p.113) The same opinion is put forward by
Meehan (2005), which acknowledges that “in spite of our successes in Afghanistan and
elsewhere, fundamentalist extremism has continued to spread around the globe.” (Meehan, 2005,
p.4)
This does not mean that America’s War on Terror has been completely ineffective and fruitless.
It also depends how the success and failure is measured here, as it is not easily quantifiable. Out
of many possible measurement options, the supporters of War on Terror could argue that the US
scored major success to avoid another large-scale, similar to 9/11 terrorist attacks on the US soil.
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Additionally, the viewpoint voiced in the preceding paragraph offers no obvious positive
correlation between the increased number of terrorist attacks and US war in Afghanistan. Indeed,
amplification of terrorist attacks could easily be the result of “Islam [being] in a period of
advancement and expansion” (Joint Military Intelligence College, 2004, p.131). One might argue
that “while many factors have deteriorated, absent the muscular US response, the situation would
be worse today” (Goepner, 2016, p.120).
On a tactical level, the US achieved significant progress to disrupt, disperse, and deny sanctuary
to al Qaeda. This deprived the al-Qaeda leadership to maintain vertical authority over the
organization’s structure and could not prevent decentralization of fighters and cells (Meehan,
2005). On the one hand, this effectively prevented al-Qaeda to organize any major terrorist
attack in the US or abroad. On the other hand, this pushed the US to tailor its counter-insurgency
and counter-terrorism strategy “to focus on a number of fairly small and nimble non-state
groups” (Davis & Perry, 2007, p.19), which would later become a cornerstone for the US
counter-insurgency strategies applied in Iraq and in Afghanistan.
Mostly, criticism was concentrated not on military operations, which were usually executed
without significant flows, but on neglecting other effective tools at America’s disposal.
According to Popescu (2009), “most planning efforts [were] focused on assuring the early
military successes rather than on the follow-up operations needed to secure the political goals”
(Popescu, 2009, p.116). Some scholars (Falke, 2012; Leffler, 2003) believe that Washington was
supposed to use the so called “soft power” more extensively as compared to unrestrained use of
the hard power. This criticism was often portrayed as America’s failure to win the “war of
ideas”, as well as reluctance to more vigorously ensure safety of nuclear materials and “bolster
homeland defense.” (Evera, 2006)
In fact, George W. Bush’s administration made significant progress on these directions as well
(Barack Obama’s administration kept most part of the predecessor’s policies). Specifically,
immediately after 9/11, US congress enacted the “Uniting and Strengthening America by
Providing Appropriate Tools Required to Intercept and Obstruct Terrorism Act of 2001”,
commonly known as PATRIOT ACT. The act granted US federal government extensive powers
to monitor and verify bank transactions and enabled to carry out expanded intelligence activities.
The PATRIOT ACT was often decried as too obtrusive and dangerous for the Americans’
private lives, although the success it brought persuaded both Obama and Bush administrations
that it was worth keeping, albeit with some modifications.
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Of important note is that Bush administration sought to change media landscape to counter the
local Arab and Afghan media influence, which were often funded by the radicals and advocated
completely hostile to the US views. To address these problems, Washington closed the Voice of
America Arab language broadcast and established two new media outlets, more youth oriented
radio network Sawa and satellite TV news channel Alhurra. At the same time, the Department of
State introduced several new exchange programs for scholars and students. These were the early,
although quite belated attempts to “win hearts and minds” of local population and those
initiatives largely backfired (Smeltz et al, 2015). (The Department of State had abolished most of
the new initiatives by 2006). Meanwhile, terrorists had not lost time to use the new opportunities,
offered by increasingly digitalized world. As argued by Dobrot (2007), “global communications
have been a tremendous resource for all of these radical groups. The internet has given them the
ability to reach out and touch Muslims in any nation” (Dobrot, 2007, p.12), while Popescu
(2006) assumed that “the United States still has a long way to go in improving its offensive
strategy against al-Qaeda, particularly in the crucial realm of information warfare.” (Popescu,
2006, p.109) Again, the efficiency of online recruitment campaign was most vividly proved by
the emergence of the “Islamic State”, which effectively targeted Muslims from the outskirts of
London to the eastern provinces of China.
There were some considerable shifts in conducting the war on terror between Bush and Obama
administrations, and these differences is discussed in the final chapter. However, it is obvious
that the principal tactical difference between the two Presidents’ strategies was that Bush made
particular emphasis on counter-insurgency operations against Taliban, whereas Obama was more
interested to incapacitate and destroy al-Qaeda (Jones, 2017). At the same time, Bush was
confident that the US was perfectly capable to conduct the war on terror on its own terms and
Obama was more inclined to seek support from friends and allies overseas.
It is now evident that war on terror could not be qualified as an undisputed success and many
critics said that in reality it was more of a failure. This is countered by the Department of State,
which uses the strictly defined criteria to proclaim that the US scored the following
achievements in the war on terror:
 Dismantled the repressive Taliban regime;
 Denied al-Qaida safe-haven from which to plan, train, and conduct operations;
 Nearly two-thirds of the senior al-Qaida leaders, operational managers, and key facilitators have been
killed or taken into custody;
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 Almost all of those directly involved in orchestrating the September 11 attacks are now in custody or
confirmed dead, including 9/11 mastermind Khalid Sheikh Muhammad and key plotters Ramzi bin
al-Shibh and Abu Zubaydah;
 More than 3,000 al-Qaida associates have been detained in over 100 countries (War on Terror, 2003).

The War on Terror is as inconclusive as the source of terrorism is inextinguishable. Even today,
when many Americans are suspicious about the motives of the War on Terror, question the
credibility of policy conducted and doubt that America and its allies are winning this war; war on
terror seems to be associated with a just, reasonable endeavor, which was unleashed as a
response to unprovoked attacks against US way of life. Although, while Americans used to
support the Washington’s initiated combat mission, they were reluctant to bear this burden
exclusively by themselves. This is why it was extremely important for both administrations to
give it another layer of legitimacy, i.e. strong, universally authorized international mandate.
3.3.

NATO’s International Peacekeeping – ISAF & RESOLUTE SUPPORT Missions

The wartime American leadership was facing a very complicated task – it had to respond to
terrorist attacks swiftly and effectively while at the same time do its best to prevent labeling the
actual military engagement as an exclusively American affair. Apart from that, sharing burden
with international partners would make America’s military, political and economic commitment
more bearable and persuade both domestic and international audience that War in Afghanistan
was crucial to defeat the elements posing threat to the world security.
Therefore, it was indeed very fortunate that 9/11 attacks was unconditionally perceived by the
western community as an act of aggression against the US. Tellis (2004) argues that “the
dreadful events of September 11 created a groundswell of international support for the United
States”, (Tellis, 2004, p.18) and “the Washington-led international consensus on the importance
of defeating terrorism worldwide has survived robustly” (ibid). It is worth noting that while
many of them had not subscribed the initiatives of the President Bush to proclaim Iran, North
Korea and Iraq as an “axis of evil”, great majority of American public fully supported America’s
efforts to annihilate international terrorist cells and contributed its troops or funds. Most of the
partner countries were indeed from the US led North Atlantic Treaty Alliance (NATO).
It was therefore very symptomatic for that international support that terrorist attacks in
September 2001, became a reason for NATO to invoke Article 5, which serves as the alliance’s
mutual defense clause – “an armed attack on any ally shall be considered an attack against all of
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them”. It seems now unfortunate that the United States did not pay particular attention to the
offer of help and initially did not prefer to let the NATO lead the mission (Sajid, 2011). As we
have already discussed, it was the recognition of difficulties to single-handedly run the War on
Terror and peacekeeping mission by the United States that pushed Washington to lobby for the
increased NATO involvement.
Therefore, at the initial stage, International Security Assistance Forces (ISAF) which were in
charge to topple Taliban and cleanse Afghanistan from the terrorist camps were led by the
American commanders, although several NATO members contributed with troops and financial
assistance. It was not until August 2003, when NATO assumed the leadership of ISAF and this
was the very first time when the Alliance stepped outside its immediate area of responsibility and
got involved in fight against terrorism and reconstruction of the war-ravaged country. (As
defined by the North Atlantic Treaty’s Article 6, the treaty only covers member nations'
territories in Europe and North America, and islands in the North Atlantic north of the Tropic of
Cancer).
A very important argument which is often put forward to argue for the legitimacy of the NATO
led operation is the existence of the international mandate. Indeed, ISAF was not authorized by
the NATO member countries themselves, but by multiple resolutions of the United Nations’
Security Council, which enjoys the widest degree of legitimacy when it comes to the pressing
issues of the world security. As Scott (2007) writes that “Unlike the ill-fated Soviet intervention,
NATO forces are deployed in support of a legitimate and achievable political objective” (Scott,
2007, p.5). The biggest tasks of NATO in Afghanistan were to ensure a basic level of security to
enable effective functioning of the Afghan government and subsequent progress in the
development of the country.
The role of ISAF as described officially included the following tasks:
 Assisting the Afghan government in extending its authority across the country;
 Conducting stability and security operations in co-ordination with the Afghan national security
forces;
 Assisting the Afghan government with the security sector reform process;
 Mentoring and supporting the Afghan National Army;
 Supporting Afghan government programs to disarm illegally armed group.

69

The most effective instruments in the hands of NATO forces in Afghanistan were the so called
Provincial Reconstruction Teams (PRT). They were established to provide support to the central
government in Kabul to extend its authority in the rural areas. According to Sajid (2011), PRTs
used to have three principal tasks: “improve security, extend the reach of the Afghan
government, and facilitate reconstruction in key provinces (Sajid, 2011, p.72). However, to
fulfill its nominal mission of reconstruction, NATO was supposed to provide a basic level of
security to permit such projects to progress (Scott, 2007). In principle, “PRTs were basically
secured areas in the region, which also supported local population in governance and in the
development of the infrastructure.” (Kuhar, 2015, p.10).
Powerful criticism has been voiced against the activities of the PRTs. Sajid (2011) opines that
“these PRTs [were] lacking establishment model and many of them [were] dominated by
military forces rather than civilian expertise” (Sajid, 2011, p.72). At the same time, NATO
member states very severely divided over the important issues pertaining Afghanistan’s present
and future which further hindered effective and timely rectification of any mistake. It was
underlined, that “with public support for the war dropping rapidly, some NATO allies [found] it
difficult to support a high casualty policy for a longer period of time” (European Union Center,
2009, p.7) (E.g. France, Germany, UK, Italy, Czech Republic etc.)
Apart from lack of strategic vision from Washington and absence of unified and coherent
approach to the Afghan issue in the first few years after the invasion, NATO forces had to tackle
another significant problem. Specifically, it was reported that almost half of the contributing
nations had one or another form of caveats. For instance, “some governments” troops lack the
appropriate equipment to work with other forces. Some nations have not allowed their troops to
be deployed in other parts of Afghanistan. Others prohibit their troops from participating in
combat operations unless in self-defense” (Sajid, 2011, p.71). This constituted a serious blow on
the unity and solidarity between the members of the Alliance, which was detrimental to the
general cause of the ISAF mission.” (European Union Centre, 2009).
Perhaps, one of the most important factors, which seriously undermined NATO efforts in
reconstruction and pacification of Afghanistan, was inability of the coalition forces to make
Afghan army (Afghan National Army) and law-enforcement agencies (Afghan National Police)
viable and reliable. According to Sajid (2011), “despite the large number of ANA and ANP,
security and reconstruction cannot be achieved. The reason behind the failure of an effective
ANA and ANP is both are under armed, inefficient, oppressive and corrupt”, (Sajid, 2011,
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p.73) and they did not play any major role in fighting either Taliban insurgents or al-Qaeda
operatives. It is reported that “[ANA and ANP] members appropriate large parts of the aid
receive from international donors, including the salaries of ghost policemen.” (Munch, 2014,
pp.5-6) The situation is further complicated by rampant nepotism, political appointments and
intense rivalries between the different tribesmen, who in light of Afghanistan’s complicated past
found difficult to cooperate with their erstwhile enemies.
This in turn further aggravated already horrendous social and economic conditions in the
country. Without normal level of security guarantees, people were not interested to invest their
money and create employment opportunities. As claimed by Bojor and Cosma (2015), “the lack
of jobs and legal conditions for a decent living, was identified as an important link exploited by
insurgent groups since 2003. Efforts to restore national security structures were unsuccessful, the
armed forces being too poorly equipped and unprepared” (Bojor, Cosma, 2015, p.30). This
enabled Taliban to intensify guerilla warfare and target even more dissatisfied new recruits
among Afghanistan’s lower-middle classes. In 2009, that was dubbed as “Taliban Momentum”
and additional ISAF forces were required to restore the status-quo in the Taliban strongholds
(Bojor, Cosma, 2015, p.30).
It is safe to argue that above mentioned problems were further augmented by incessant efforts to
ensure the cohesion and mutual understanding between its members over the issue of
Afghanistan. It was NATO’s largest deployment outside Europe and problems, as well as
internal friction between the partners were inevitable. However, leadership of NATO and
members of the alliance with the historical significance of the moment were unwilling to
compromise that mission. They used to define Afghanistan mission as a key priority and
subscribed to the view that there was a direct link between the stability and security of
Afghanistan and both its immediate neighbors as well as NATO members’ security (Yalcinkaya,
2009). However, high number of casualties of the coalition troops increased pressure on the
governments of the allied countries to look forward for complete withdrawal from Afghanistan.
The massive upward swing of casualties is registered since 2006, when the Taliban and its
associates started to make a come-back. It further displays that casualties, both among the US
troops and coalition partners, peaked in the period of 2009-2012, which coincides with the
period of Obama’s “Afghanistan Surge” (Obama’s decision of sending additional 30,000 troops
to halt Taliban’s momentum and cement America’s military success in Afghanistan). (See the
table referring the “Coalition Military Fatalities in Afghanistan” in the Appendix 4) However,
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the scale of sacrifice was not sufficient or appropriate to make a breakthrough. According to
Banerjee (2017), “Attacks on civilians and security forces have increased significantly, opium
cultivation has achieved record highs, reconstruction efforts have faltered and the Afghan people
appear increasingly wary of the direction in which their country is headed” (Banerjee, 2017, p.4).
It was evident that NATO lacked the resources to hold and build on the territory it cleared by
military means (Larsen, 2013).
Against this backdrop of dissatisfied electorates and possible electoral catastrophes, it seems
puzzling, why the contributor countries decided not to defect and opted to continue fight side-byside the United States against the terrorist networks. An interesting study by Kreps (2010),
argues that it was the elite consensus in regard to indispensability of NATO itself that pushed its
member nations for sustained cooperation: “Despite the unpopularity of the war, [foreign] leaders have
largely bucked public opinion and neither reduced nor withdrawn troops from NATO-led operations in Afghanistan.
Theoretical expectations about international cooperation and evidence from case studies point to elite consensus as
the reason why leaders are not running for the exits in Afghanistan when their publics would prefer that they do”
(Kreps, 2010, p.1).

The International Security Assistance Forces (ISAF) were instrumental to maintain control and
relative stability in the country, but as underlined previously, President Obama’s priority was
fighting against al-Qaeda rather than spend US taxpayers’ money and commit American troops
to a fight which was destined to continue forever. Instructive in this regard was the 2010
National Security Strategy, which emphasized the historical value of the U.S. “power of
example” as opposed to the controversial 2002 National Security Strategy’s emphasis on
preventive warfare (Larsen, 2013). At the same time, Obama highlighted the necessity of
comprehensive approach and started to implement a “civilian surge” to improve situations in the
rural Afghanistan before an eventual exit (Larsen, 2013). This led to a considerable drawdown of
the US and coalition forces since 2014, when the United States formally ended its combat
mission and the International Security Assistance Force was changed into the Resolute Support
mission.
On 1 January 2015, Resolute Support mission was officially launched. According to Bertolotti
(2014), “the formal end of ISAF operations and the beginning of the new NATO mission
represented a symbolic watershed for international commitment in Afghanistan” (Bertolotti,
2014, p.2). This is because after more than a decade of intense war-fighting NATO forces
transferred all security to the Afghan National Security Forces (ANSF). At the present moment,
NATO’s Resolute Support mission only goals include to train, advise and assist the ANSF
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(Barakat & Smith-Windsor, 2015), or more precisely “focus on helping Afghan officials to draft
strategic and operational plans and the day-to-day bureaucratic work of Afghan security
institutions” (Munch, 2014, p.2).
Scholars, such as Stapleton and Keating (2015) are not overwhelmingly pessimistic about the
work of the NATO missions and do not completely discard their achievements. It is recognized
that under the supervision and guidance of international partners, Afghanistan managed to
organize multiple elections and elect legitimate to some extent governments (five parliamentary
and presidential elections in 2004, 2005, 2009, 2010 and 2014). It is also acknowledged that
opportunities for education and political participation of women have also improved. Most
importantly, the eruption of sectarian conflicts between Afghanistan’s myriad ethnic groups were
successfully prevented (Sajid, 2011). There were multiple transport and energy projects, which
envisioned the participation of Afghanistan and which would not be implemented if not the
strong security guarantees provided by the United States and the alliance.
After all, the resources committed to reconstruction and development of Afghanistan, the
security situation there is very fragile and like many times in the history of Afghanistan, the
central government in Kabul still could not exert its jurisdiction outside the Capital. Bojor and
Cosma (2015) argue that “the only way to avoid the return of Afghanistan to the insecurity
environmental conditions existing in 2001 is to continue offering financial and military support
to the regime currently led by the new president Ashraf Ghani Ahmadzai” (Cosma, 2015, p.33).
The similar opinion is supported by Bertolotti (2014), concluding that “the Afghan government
is currently powerless, unable to maintain stability within the country and economically
dependent on the international community: in brief it is not far from substantial failure”.
(Bertolotti, 2014, p.1) Further, “Afghanistan faces a continuing threat from both the Afghan
insurgency and extremist networks, including the Taliban, the Haqqani Network, and to a lesser
extent al Qaeda, which continue to attempt to reassert their authority and prominence.”
(Enhancing Security and Stability, 2016, p.20)
This undoubtedly contains potential to transform Afghanistan into a potential flash-point in case
the Western assistance is diminished. All the capitals on both side of the Atlantic Ocean fear that
their negligence might turn Afghanistan into rogue state again, harboring international terrorists,
which would later target the very same countries who had turned blind eye to their presence.
That is why US government spares no effort to persuade population that the war in Afghanistan
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has been worth fighting for ultimate security of the US. In the words of Williams (2011), Afghan
campaign is a “good war” driven by a liberal conscience among its contributors.
In the end, the primary regional objective for the US and NATO was to “contain and
neutralize the Taliban insurgency in the arc of instability that stretches across Afghanistan’s
western and southern borders.” (Khan, n.d. p.2) It was soon realized that it was not a simple task
and was in fact impossible to achieve with only military power alone. This is how the United
States engaged in the nation-building process, which was used as yet another argument to prove
that Washington had no imperial ambitions and War in Afghanistan was just and fair.
3.4.

Nation Building through the Promotion of Democracy

The invasion of Afghanistan and subsequent handling of complicated issues associated with warfighting demonstrated once again that the US leadership was not prepared to adequately meet the
challenges of the XXI century. As shown above, many in Washington were persuaded that sheer
military power would be sufficient to achieve the long-term US strategic objectives and there
was no need to further US involvement in messy world affairs. In fact, President Bush in his
campaign speeches in 2000, opposed the presence of the American troops in Balkans and
elsewhere and issued promises to “bring the boys back.” (Vuong, 2003)
It was largely unanticipated that the Bush administration would decide to remain loyal to that
attitude in the early days of the War in Afghanistan. The Republicans’ thinking at that time was
dominated by unilateralist approach and moderately isolationist ideology, which was more
inward oriented and averse to unfounded campaigns overseas. The principal decision-makers in
the Bush White House, have reiterated multiple times that they opposed US involvement in
nation-building, (Leffler, 2003) and administration has issued a manifest promise not to use
combat troops for the nation-building process (Burrough, 2009). Yet, the armed nation-building
that Washington together with the international allies launched in Afghanistan, was another
major source to generate perception among America’s public in regard to War in Afghanistan.
President Bush himself recognized that he was well aware that it would be a time-consuming
process to help the Afghan people build a functioning democracy, which would find harmony
with its cultural peculiarities and traditions (Bush, 2001). It was evident that defeating and
exiling Taliban was one thing, whereas building democratic Afghanistan, which would be
reliable ally in the war on terror, was another. The difficulties were duly acknowledged – after
having Hamid Karzai elected as the leader of the transitional government, had his span of control
74

limited to Kabul alone. The power of warlords, who had entrenched their power-base in rural
provinces and were getting rich by the lucrative trade of drugs, was also a huge obstacle to build
a functioning state apparatus with viable police and security forces. Therefore, the “the
interveners now had an obligation to deliver more than a government of warlords” (Stapleton
and Keating, 2015, p.3).
Therefore, in light of persistent challenges on the ground in Afghanistan, which showed no signs
of improvement in terms of governance, reconstruction or other fields, Bush Administration had
to change its initial promise about abstaining from nation-building. The policy shift was
announced in April 2002, at President’s Bush speech in Virginia Military Institute: “Peace will be
achieved by helping Afghanistan develop its own stable government. Peace will be achieved by helping Afghanistan
train and develop its own national army, and peace will be achieved through an education system for boys and girls
which works. A democratic Afghanistan would be a hopeful alternative to the vision of the extremists” (CNN,
2002).

Perhaps, one of the most crucial aspects of that speech was a strong emphasis on the Marshal
Plan, which is largely credited for saving post-WWII Europe from chaos and starvation. Taking
into account the area of Afghanistan, the amount of funds and resources it required was fewer as
compared to expenditures associated with Marshal Plan almost six decades ago. Although, the
commitment America was bound to take was almost as daunting and facing bigger challenges in
underdeveloped Afghanistan than war-torn, but still industrious nations of Western Europe in
1945.
The massive efforts to accelerate Afghanistan’s nation-building required large sum of money
allocated by the US congress. According to Lutz and Desai (2015), “reconstruction aid has
primarily been justified in Congress as a necessary component of the US military
counterinsurgency campaign” (Lutz, Desai, 2015, p.2). The need for reconstruction by citing the
damage inflicted upon Afghanistan by the Taliban regime, unending civil war and subsequent
US invasion is also voiced to justify this big endeavor. In the words of the-then Secretary of
State, Condoleezza Rice, “the United States will fight poverty, disease, and oppression because
it is the right thing to do and the smart thing to do” (Rice quotes in Leffler, 2003, p.1056).
At the same time, nation-building necessitated fundamental reforms in transforming the country
to almost every aspect. The warlord-ruled territorial entity had to be established as a sovereign
state with all the respective institutions, requiring long-term vision and policy actions designed
for local problems. (See the table about “US Funds for Afghanistan Reconstruction” in the
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Appendix 5) Additionally, as stated by Pei and Casper (2003), “nation building generally
requires the long-term commitment of ground forces, which are used either to depose the regime
targeted by the United States or to maintain a regime that it favors” (Pei, Casper, 2003, p.3).
It was the massive American commitment to rebuild Afghanistan that US officials exploited as
an important device to shape the US public opinion of the War in Afghanistan. In this context,
Lutz and Desai (2015) argue that “the notion of reconstruction helps construe US involvement as
a benefit to Afghans, not just US national security. […] Most usually, the public assumes that
reconstruction is quite literally the rebuilding of a country’s infrastructure and the direct
provision of basic humanitarian and development needs for food, water, employment, education
and healthcare” (Lutz, Desai, 2015, p.2).
This kind of marketing of America’s nation-building efforts, where the emphasis was made on
increasing number of school enrollments or restored power transmission lines, was soon
rendered ineffective. This happened because most of the aid appropriated by the congress failed
to reach the all strata of the population, as it was mostly spent on police and army training, as
well as conducting the counter-narcotic operations and building prisons (Lutz, Desai, 2015).
Consequently, the poor results of the nation-building led to disillusionment of the very same
Americans, who were once supportive that venture and raised questions whether the US was able
to “escape” from Afghanistan. (Starr, 2011)
The Obama Administration was not as supportive to the nation-building efforts as its
predecessor’s and preferred to achieve Afghan’s self-reliance instead of continuous support from
the US (Larsen, 2013). The rising state debt, permanent budget deficits and the World Financial
Crisis in 2007-2009, forced Obama to curb the funds allocated for nation-building. (The crisis
was especially severe in the United States, whose economy had experienced the biggest
recession since the Great Depression in 1930ies. It is assumed that election of Barack Obama
was largely stipulated by his open prioritization of the US domestic policies as compared to his
opponent, Republican John McCain). Therefore, pursuant to his manifest policy that the nationbuilding in the US was his immediate priority, Obama opted to concentrate on military
component and multilateral efforts more (European Union Centre, 2009), presumably aiming to
repeat the success of Iraqi surge of 2007-2008. (Iraq Surge refers to Bush’s decision to send
additional 30,000 troops to Iraq to contribute to counter-insurgency efforts and crush the ongoing
rebellions).
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In light of these policies, declared to be the cornerstone of Obama’s Afghan strategy, it was
impossible to completely abandon the nation-building process started by the Bush
Administration. On this note, the new commander of allied forces in Afghanistan, General
Stanley McChrystal openly demanded to clean up the Afghan government and tackle the
problems of corruption, which undermined the central government in Kabul (Larsen, 2013). The
General, together with senior American diplomats, advocated having “civilian-military”
campaign, whereas the-then National Security Advisor of the President Obama, James Jones,
asserted that “the piece of strategy that has to work in the next year is economic development. If
that is not done there are not enough troops in the world to succeed.” (Starr, 2011, p.5)
Pei and Casper (2003) assert that first and foremost task of the United States in every nationbuilding project is strategic, i.e. having a regime that is accommodating to Washington’s
political and economic interests, while the commitment and efforts to build the target country’s
democracy comes later, usually as a result of pressure from domestic audience. The US War in
Afghanistan represents a proof for that theory. This is how President Bush has elevated
democracy promotion to the forefront of America’s national security policy, whereas
Afghanistan ended up as a primary focus for the US promotion of democracy campaign, which
due its zeal and intensity made some scholars to argue that it was no longer a War on Terror but
War on Tyranny (Melia, 2005).
The promotion of democracy’s key aspects were openly revealed the Second Inaugural Address
of the President Bush, who stated, that “it is the policy of the United States to seek and support
the growth of democratic movements and institutions in every nation and culture, with the
ultimate goal of ending tyranny in our world.” (Selected Speeches, p.274). In the same speech,
President Bush voiced open threats for each and every authoritarian ruler, that America was
poised to spread and defend its values, and it would not tolerate widespread abuse of the
universal human rights: “We will persistently clarify the choice before every ruler and every nation: The moral
choice between oppression, which is always wrong, and freedom, which is eternally right. America will not pretend
that jailed dissidents prefer their chains, or that women welcome humiliation and servitude, or that any human being
aspires to live at the mercy of bullies. (Selected Speeches pp.274-275)

While these promises were mostly unfulfilled, their rhetorical appeal to the American people
who are confident in America’s exceptionalism and morality, was very strong. Indeed, it is
obvious that despite the fact, that invasion of Iraq has tarnished public perceptions of democracy
promotion, there was more substance to democracy promotion than “regime change”
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(Alessandri, Hasan and Reinert, 2015). It was unequivocal belief, that “whatever it might have
meant for others, American hegemony was good, desirable and worth pursuing, because it was
beneficial for the United States (Tellis, 2004, p.10).
Making emphasis on noble ideals, rather than pragmatic tasks, stipulated by foreign policy
realism was a tactic astutely employed by the President Bush’s wider Middle East strategy,
stating that “as long as the Middle East remains a place of tyranny and despair and anger, it will
continue to produce men and movements that threaten the safety of America and our friends.
(Selected Speeches, p.186). This idea was espoused by the so called “national security liberals”,
who were confident that “promoting both American self-interest and values may actually assist
one another. […] there is a symbiotic relationship between enhanced American global influence
and the promotion of peace, prosperity and freedom (Hassan, 2009, p.21).
As in many aspects of both foreign and domestic policy, President Obama’s attitude in regard to
promotion of democracy was more restrained and moderate. It did not reject the idealism of the
previous administration, although the foreign policy Modus Operandi has always been based on
pragmatic assessment of the US national interests. Arguably, Obama’s lack of enthusiasm in
embracing the “Freedom Agenda” (encompassing the strategic policy directions of the Bush
Administration, intended to expand the democracy in the Middle East and North Africa, together
with exporting American ideals and values abroad) was caused by the latter’s association with
the totally unpopular War in Iraq, which the 44th President of the US had opposed himself. The
summary of Obama’s attitude toward the promotion of democracy is capped in the quote as
follows: “No System of government can or should be imposed by one nation on any other”
(Selected Speeches, p.3). This meant an effective closure of the “Freedom Agenda”.
However, it would not be correct to blame Obama Administration in neglecting the situation in
Afghanistan. On the contrary, according to Dale (2011), “under the Obama Administration, the
war in Afghanistan - after years of being perceived by many as ‘the other war’ - has become the
focus of significantly greater leadership time and attention, and the recipient of significantly
greater resources” (Dale, 2011, pp.1-2). It was Obama himself, who declared that the United
States was willing to “forge a hard-earned peace in Afghanistan” (Selected Speeches, p.10),
although to assuage the war-weary public, now bigger emphasis would be made on defeating and
disrupting al-Qaeda rather than championing American way of life in a region with no tangible
experience of democracy or sovereignty.
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It would be unfair to argue that US nation-building and democratization efforts in Afghanistan
have failed completely. Without help of the US and NATO member countries, Afghanistan
would be cut off from important regional enterprises. As of 2017, there are intense ongoing
construction works to build railways, highways and pipelines, connecting Afghanistan to every
neighbor and almost every major regional power, including the routes leading to the Caucasus
and Black Sea. Starr (2011) believes that “The reopening all these age-old transit routes across
Afghanistan is the single greatest achievement of U.S. foreign policy in the new millennium”
(Starr, 2011, p.13), which could become a basis for not only a strong prerequisite for
Afghanistan’s security but provide an impetus for sustained economic development as well.
One would not forget that progress Afghanistan experienced in democracy and elections,
achievements in eradication of illiteracy and empowerment of the women. Considering the
rampant corruption, unfettered drug trade and unhealed wounds from the bitter civil
confrontation, Afghanistan still manages to prevent itself from transforming into a failed state,
but the challenges are still there. With all Afghanistan’s internal problems, it is clear that “armed
nation-building is not something the US government or NATO as a whole can perform with any
substantial degree of competence with their current organizational structure” (Popescu, 2009,
p.108).
Putting aside the success and failures of War on Terror, nation-building, promotion of
democracy and international peacekeeping, these were the four major prisms through which the
American public viewed, experienced and perceived War in Afghanistan. There are volumes of
scholarship that argue how public attitude, generated from public perception of international
event shapes the policy of the democratically elected governments, the United States being no
exception (Aldrich et al. 2006; Mesquita and Siverson, 1995; Larson and Savych, 2005). It is
also evident, that the public attitude itself is molded by multiple different factors, of which the
most important ones is discussed bellow.
3.5.

Summary of Chapter 3

In accordance with the dissertation’s theoretical approach, this chapter is mostly focused on
perception. In other words, it analyzes the ways American people/voters and political elites
perceived the War in Afghanistan.
In this sense, it is important to highlight that US War in Afghanistan, considering its duration
and impact upon US standing in the world, could not possibly be perceived in one single way.
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The chapter 3 demonstrated that US stakeholders did not perceive the US engagement in
Afghanistan as combat operation alone. On the contrary, perception was multifaceted and in
different times different kind of perception used to prevail.
Therefore, this chapter is divided into the following parts: a) US invasion of Afghanistan b) War
on Terror c) NATO’s peace-keeping mission and d) Nation Building through the promotion of
democracy.
The election campaign and manifested policy of George W. Bush indicates that the latter was
more prone to become the inward-oriented president rather than a foreign policy hawk. However,
the shocking 9/11 attacks on the US soil and Afghanistan’s refusal to hand over the perpetrators,
pushed the US to launch a military operation.
Of note is that, the US Department of State carried out a very extensive preparation works in an
extremely limited time. The invasion/bombing campaign started on 7 November 2001 and it was
focused on providing air support to US-allied North Alliance, composed of various ethnic groups
hostile to Taliban. Their ground allies were CIA’s clandestine operatives who transmitted the
signals for US air force and US special force squads, who decimated the Taliban forces. As a
result, US promptly achieved a complete victory at a very low cost both in financial terms and in
terms of casualties.
However, the continuous internal instability in Afghanistan and fear of another major terrorist
attack on US soil, spurred Washington to prolong its military presence in Afghanistan
indefinitely. The War in Afghanistan was proclaimed as War on Terror (as announced by
President Bush on 20 September 2001). The overarching idea, which was dominating the
mindset of the American people, as well as key decision-makers, was that US was in war with
something bigger than one single country, no matter how troublesome and hostile that country’s
regime was. On the other hand, the War in Afghanistan was a “good” war. It was warranted by
unprovoked terrorist attacks against innocent civilians and broad international support.
The National Strategy for Combating Terrorism, published in February 2003, provides the six
major aims that had to be achieved in the war on terror: 1) Prevent attacks by terrorist networks
2) Deny weapons of mass destruction to rogue states and terrorist allies who seek to use them 3)
Deny terrorists the support and sanctuary of rogue states 4) Deny terrorists control of any nation
they would use as a base and launching pad for terror 5)Advance effective democracies as the
long-term antidote to the ideology of terrorism, and 6) Lay the foundations and build the
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institutions and structures we need to carry the fight forward against terror and help ensure our
ultimate success.
It is noteworthy mention that in 2003 US launched another war in Iraq, which was also framed as
part of War on Terror, although Iraq regimes ties with terrorists were not tangible. This caused
massive dissatisfaction throughout the Muslim countries, which thought US policy to be modernday crusade and inside the US population as well, which did not have an appetite for another
costly and lengthy war. These factors have had a significant impact upon the conduct of War in
Afghanistan.
In the end, as proclaimed by the Bush administration, the results of War on Terror have been the
following: 1) Dismantled the repressive Taliban regime 2) Denied al-Qaida safe-haven from
which to plan, train, and conduct operations 3) Nearly two-thirds of the senior al-Qaida leaders,
operational managers, and key facilitators have been killed or taken into custody 4) Almost all
of those directly involved in orchestrating the September 11 attacks are now in custody or
confirmed dead 6) Numerous al-Qaida associates have been detained in over 100 countries.
However, while American’s used to support the Washington’s initiated combat mission, they
were reluctant to bear this burden exclusively by themselves. This is why it was extremely
important for George W. Bush and Barack Obama’s administrations to give it another layer of
legitimacy, i.e. strong, universally authorized international mandate.
Considering the fact that 9/11 attacks was unconditionally perceived by the western community
as an act of aggression against the US, the international support for the US cause was
overwhelming. It pushed NATO to invoke the article 5 in defense of the US and to provide
thousands of troops for the war efforts in Afghanistan. The initial NATO mission in Afghanistan
was named as International Security Assistance Forces (ISAF) and its mandate included
assistance of the Afghan government in every aspect of running a state.
Apart from military involvement, NATO has also provided the Provincial Reconstruction Teams
(PTR) to help rebuilding civilian infrastructure and Afghan government’s internal capabilities.
This, however, was marked with inconsistency and was largely aimed on solution of military
tasks rather than civilian, which naturally caused mistrust from Afghan population. This was one
of the crucial reasons, of partial failure of ISAF’s activities.
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At the same time, as the War in Afghanistan dragged on and Taliban started to make a comeback, most NATO member countries became increasingly unwilling to commit more troops in
Afghanistan. The reason behind that was internal pressure in most cases, which in turn was
galvanized by the rising number of casualties. As a result, some of NATO troop contributing
countries started to use caveats, effectively reducing their combat effectiveness.
Another important priority of the US government in regard to War in Afghanistan was to prevent
transformation of Afghanistan into the Taliban’s stronghold again. To this aim, despite the initial
reluctance, President George W. Bush undertook a massive nation-building effort. This
envisioned modernization of the country’s infrastructure and rebuilding country’s most
important institutions, such as army, police and schools. As of June 2014, US had spent USD
100 billion for Afghanistan’s reconstruction process.
In contrast to his predecessor, President Barack Obama was not much interested in nationbuilding effort, opting to concentrate on military component and multilateral efforts more.
However, he was unable to complete abandon the already launched endeavor and apart from
military objectives, US and NATO forces were also tasked to combat corruption, albeit on a
limited scale. President Obama has also kept the President Bush’s democracy promotion efforts
down, believing it was overstretching US resources and alienated US Muslim allies, who feared
they would the next target.
It would be unfair to argue that US nation-building and democratization efforts in Afghanistan
have failed completely. Without help of the US and NATO member countries, Afghanistan
would be cut off from important regional enterprises. As of 2017, there are intense ongoing
construction works to build railways, highways and pipelines, connecting Afghanistan to every
neighbor and almost every major regional power, including the routes leading to the Caucasus
and Black Sea. Additonally, one would not forget that progress Afghanistan experienced in
democracy and elections, achievements in eradication of illiteracy and empowerment of the
women. Considering the rampant corruption, unfettered drug trade and unhealed wounds from
the bitter civil confrontation, Afghanistan still manages to prevent itself from transforming into a
failed state, but the challenges are still there.
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CHAPTER 4. ANALYSIS OF US POLITICAL ACTION – “CATHEXIS” –
IN AFGHANISTAN
Moving from perception to the interest groups, Chapter 4 offers an analysis of interaction of
three major institutions/variables selected for this research. While the foreign policy has never
been at the forefront of US national agenda during its history (occasional exceptions of WW1
and WW2 notwithstanding) it is argued that strong external shocks are capable to impact every
serious interest group in the US affecting the formation of foreign policy. They are – political
parties, media and the population.
The US political action, or “cathexis”, as referred in the introductory part of this dissertation, is
focused on impact of perception upon behavior and. In other words, the action corresponds to
sentiments and illustrates a process through which an actor invests an object with affective
significance. In this manner, action is filled with feeling (“cathexis”) and context acquires
meaning and significance for an actor (Ekstein, 1988). It is through this process, which leads to
and shapes the conversion level, i.e. conversion of demands (input) into decisions (output).
Taking into account the two-party system which has proved itself durable throughout the entire
history of the US, two major political parties – Republican Party and Democratic Party are key
players when it comes to foreign policy. At the same time, they tend to avoid extremes when it
comes to pursuit of US national interests and generally always seek a middle ground which is
very attractive for independent voters, which constitute the largest electoral group in the US.
Both parties also tend to stay tuned with major trends of public opinion, which is duly reflected
in their quadrennial political platforms.
The same applies with the mainstream media which is always very well positioned to identify
information needs and desires of its target consumers. It is argued that despite its watchdog
status, the mainstream media has been a willing supporter of War in Afghanistan in the
beginning (2001-2003), and generally covered it favorably to the US. Presumably, this was
because the immense psychological effect upon the readership/TV watchers as well as media
understanding its role to fight against the terrorism in a just war.
Perhaps the biggest incentive for both the political elites and media was coming from the US
population, as the public mood was increasingly focused on War in Afghanistan, War on Terror
and, at the same time, was increasingly hostile and in certain cases jingoistic. All the major
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public opinion trends have illustrated this phenomenon and political parties as well as media had
no other option to follow this wave, or face the alternative of becoming redundant.
4.1.

Role of Political Parties in Foreign Policy Elaboration

Since the foundation of the US, one of the most prominent characteristic of the US politics has
been the domination of the political parties. US political landscape is largely defined by its
historical ties with the Westminster system, which among other things is essentially a two-party
system. This is true in light of the fact that one can hardly find at least a dozen political parties,
which was ever a significant player in the US domestic and foreign policy-making process.
Therefore, for the most part of US history, there have always been two major political parties,
which shaped US foreign and domestic policy through political and ideological competition. In
fact, for the last one and half century, US political scene is dominated by two biggest political
parties, both of which take pride in their history, founding fathers (the Democratic Party was
founded by one of the co-authors of Declaration of Independence, Thomas Jefferson, while the
Republican Party was founded by Abraham Lincoln, who fought a civil war, to preserve the
United States and abolish slavery) and rich political experience. These two parties are the
Democratic Party and Republican Party.
These, however, do not exclude existence of other, minor political parties. In fact, there are
dozens of other political parties, with situated along the spectrum of the political thought.
Although, their influence and voice as well as membership and finances are very limited and
they cannot affect US policy-making process in any meaningful way. As a result, they have to
align themselves with either Democrats or with the Republicans (Kriner, Lechase, Zielinski,
2015). Hence, more left-wing Progressive Party is affiliated with the Democratic Party, while
Libertarian Party who favors free markets and economic liberty, finds itself campaigning on
Republican Party ticket. Of note is that minor political parties are usually focused on domestic
policy and their scope on foreign policy is either virtually non-existent or traditionally
advocating approaches similar to foreign policy isolationism (Ferreira, Gyourko, 2009).
Indeed, for the last 16 decades, the legislative and executive branch of the US government has to
be staffed by the representatives of either Republican or the Democratic Parties. The same
applies to the White House, whose inhabitants were flag-bearers of one of these major political
entities. In most cases, independent or third-party candidates were sidelined or simply crushed
against the efficiently run, well-funded and better organized political apparatus of the Democrats
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and Republicans. They managed to absorb and cohabitate with those at the fringe of the political
spectrum. The good examples from modern era are the member of the Libertarian Party Ron
Paul, who runs as a Republican and has regularly taken part in Republican Party primaries and
Bernie Sanders, who despite being independent and to the left of the Democratic Party’s
platform, ran as a Democratic Party’s candidate in primaries of 2016 and was narrowly defeated
by the front-runner Hillary Clinton.
The vast historical roots and rich political experience, does not mean that Democratic and
Republican Parties now subscribe the exact same values as they did since their foundation. There
were several major and dramatic shifts. Democratic Party who was once proud defender of
slavery and used Ku-Klux-Klan (extremist movement in the United States, which advocates
white nationalism, white supremacy, anti-Semitism etc.) as its armed wing, are now more
focused on human rights and personal freedom than Republicans. At the same time, the
Republican Party who vehemently opposed involvement in both World Wars and Presidents
(both Presidents, who led the US in the World Wars, were democrats – Woodrow Wilson (19131921) and Franklin Delano Roosevelt (1933-1945)) who fought them, now champion spreading
American ideals and strong military presence overseas, including Afghanistan.
The existing two-party system of democracy which proved durable in the US, pushed the
leadership of the both parties to understand two major dictums. First, in order to secure your
party’s nomination, you have to have an acceptable figure for the core of party’s electorate. In
other words, “candidates are […] seeking to articulate a vision that resonates with their base”
(Smeltz et al., 2015, p.7). The base, as defined by Drezner (2008), is “the most politically
mobilized individuals, within their party organization, those who will vote – and cajole others to
vote – in the primaries”. (Drezner, 2008, p.22) This makes the candidates to face dilemma – to
satisfy the radical and fundamental party supporters, it becomes increasingly difficult to win the
general elections. Or, you have to abandon your promises in exchange to secure additional votes
from independents or another party’s supporters and this calculation could possibly backfire.
(This happened to the Republican Party’s Presidential candidate Mitt Romney in 2012, when by
the base (which included die-hard free market believers and social conservatives), he was not
pro-free market and social conservative enough, leading many of them to stay home during the
Election Day rather than vote for him).
Another major dictum is that, political parties are rarely disturbed by keeping the political purity
and are chiefly motivated by the electoral gains and find an acceptable middle ground for wider
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strata of population (Miller and Schoefiled, 2008, p.433). As prescribed by Gilens and Page
(2014) “vote-seeking parties or candidates in a two-party system tend to converge at the midpoint of citizens’ policy preferences.” (Gilens and Page, 2014, p.565) This is further complicated
by additional nuances of the US party politics, when the Republican Party mostly unifies people
associated with the right-wing, nationalist, pro-business, social conservative values, whereas
Democratic Party includes political spectrum more to the left, albeit to a different degree, which
makes the achievement of consensus within the party quite a difficult task itself.
Therefore, it is not surprising that despite a very long and competitive coexistence between these
two parties, they have never been a radical alternative to each other. On the contrary, from time
to time they tend to take very accommodating to each other positions. In the words of King
(1986), the boundary between the Republican and Democratic parties is not well defined, as
legislators rarely use their party membership “as the sole cue for voting decisions, and even the
ideological distinctiveness of aspects of the parties seem to have declined.” (King, 1986, p.86)
It is also worthy to note that the most clearly articulated differences between the political
ideologies of the two parties concerns the domestic policy issues. It is well-known that the
Republican Party favors lower taxes, cutting the regulations, caps on immigration and less
government spending. The Democratic Party, due its left-leaning credentials, keens to advocate
high taxes on big business, more regulated economy, including the banking and financial sector,
more spending to eradicate inequality and more focus on social rights. Recently, the biggest
fault-lines between the political platforms of the Republican and Democratic Parties was the
issue of immigration (one might argue that the climate change and same-sex marriage were of
equally important, although debates on immigration used to cause biggest turmoil both within
the parties and in Washington as well) (Smeltz et al., 2015), where Republicans are crusading
against the onslaught illegal immigrants, while the Democrats favor amnesty for millions of the
undocumented immigrants. Additionally, as Pope and Woon (2008), note “Democrats are
usually viewed as better handling social welfare and civil rights issues, while Republicans are
typically seen as better able to deal with ‘law and order’ and national defense” (Pope, Woon,
2008, p.1).
However, despite these more or less divisive differences in the field policy issues, both
Republican and Democratic Party have managed to maintain and reinforce almost identical view
of the foreign policy and in most cases the defense policy as well. The political establishment in
Washington has been very monolithic to praise the benevolence of the “American
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Exceptionalism” and very rarely questioned the noble goals and aspirations of American
military’s involvement in the world affairs overseas. King (1986) writes that “bipartisanship (i.e.,
interparty agreement) is most likely when the issue defines the we/they opposition as the United
States versus other nations; of course, bipartisanship is possible in other issue areas, but it seems
likely to be most frequent in foreign policy” (King, 1986, p.88). This has been especially true,
when the United States or its fundamental national interests have either been clearly threatened
or were under attack (Hagel, 2004). In the previous chapters, we have seen how the approval
ratings of the President Bush and US congress skyrocketed in the wake of 9/11 terrorist attacks.
Interestingly, the American public has never been particularly interested in the foreign policy
deliberation process. Arguably, this was the result of more than 150 years of isolationism, when
the US policy was confined at the “water’s edge” (this quote is attributed to Senator Arthur
Vanderberger (Republican), who in 1947 argued to abandon partisan bickering between
Republicans and Democrats and throw their support behind President Harry S. Truman). Bennett
argues that “generally, US Presidents are not elected on the basis of their foreign policy
positions, and so the US electorate basically has endured whatever foreign policy actions or
mistakes a President has made” (See the Appendix 14. R. Bennet, 2017). Again, this is the theory
supported by Almond (1950), which asserts that Americans do not think about foreign policy
most of the time and are relatively uninformed about the international affairs. This, however,
does not mean that the American public is dissociated from the global scene. In fact, Alin,
Gordon and O’Hanlon (2003) indicate that despite the fact that “foreign policy and national
security policy […] are not the dominant issues in American presidential elections. But they are
more important than people think, even in times of relative peace” (Alin, Gordon, O’Hanlon,
2003, p.7). Baum and Nau (2012) argue that “foreign policy issues can become salient when
major international events arise […] or when political candidates focus on foreign policy”
(Baum, Nau, 2012, p.1). This was the case in the beginning of both World Wars and every other
military conflict in which the United States has found itself involved after 1945, including the
War in Afghanistan.
The relative disinterest of the American public in foreign policy naturally gives political parties
big advantage to freely elaborate their own foreign policy agendas, provided it does not
contradict the manifested American ideals (American exceptionalism, democracy, human rights,
etc.). The strategic foreign policy goals which are widely accepted by the American voters are
the following – “protecting American jobs, preventing the spread of nuclear weapons and
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combating international terrorism.” (Smeltz et al., 2015, p.14) These three priorities have always
been highlighted in the platforms of Republican and Democratic Parties since 1992 up until
2016, albeit with a varying degree of importance.
Yet another reason, why the major political parties have an upper hand in determining the
foreign and defense policy is that most of the largest and influential domestic political
organizations or lobbying groups, such as National Rifle Association (NRA), American Civil
Liberties Union (ACLU), Task Force for Global Health (TFGT), American Federation of
Teachers, the “Tea Party” (Tea Party includes loosely affiliated groups of social conservatives,
free-market liberals, libertarians and nationalists, taking their name from Boston Tea Party, an
important historical event to set the ground of the American Revolution in 18th century) and
others have no manifested interest in international affairs and are mostly focused on issues of the
gun ownership, constitutional rights and fight against excessive government control. This does
not mean that political parties are the unique decision-makers when it comes to foreign policy
elaboration. In fact, there are numerous think tanks (most of them concentrated in Washington)
which regularly try to have its impact upon America’s stance abroad (Saunders, 2015) (some of
them are: Atlantic Council, American Enterprise Institute, Carnegie Foundation, Brookings
Institution etc.). However, they do not exert sufficient influence to determine the course of
American policy and are more reactive in nature rather than proactive.
As we have mentioned previously, despite advocating some very similar foreign policy
priorities, there is always a different perception of Democrat and Republican foreign and defense
policy. Some scholars (Alin, Gordon and O’Hanlon, 2003), believe that lack of credentials of the
Democratic Party in foreign and defense policy might have historic roots, coming from Franklin
Delano Roosevelt’s administration, when some of the high-ranking officials (for instance, Harry
Dexter White, a top advisor to Secretary of the Treasury Henry Morgenthau, Jr. and President
Franklin Roosevelt) were crypto-communists, favoring large and unjustified concessions to
Stalin. Beinart (2008) asserts that Democrats in fact are not against strong and vigorous foreign
policy, although they are inclined to favor championing human rights all over the world, fight
against global warming and global poverty, none of which require significant US military
involvement or boots on the ground. On the other hand, Republicans present more Manichean
worldview while preserving strong belief in unilateralism and sheer power of the American
military (Brzezinski, 2008).
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Scholars, such Zunes (2007) believe that since the 1906ies and War in Vietnam, Democratic
Party has been more of a “Dovish” party (the term is derived from Dove and refers to allegiance
of more peaceful, compromise-oriented and non-violent solution of crisis and challenges instead
of using military force and aggressive rhetoric), while Republican Party has maintained its
support for muscular and robust response to foreign policy challenges. The 9/11 attacks have
practically overturned this thin difference and pushed Democrats to be more supportive of US
military response in general and War in Afghanistan in particular. On 14 September 2001, US
Congress passed two resolutions. The first “Authorization for Use of Military Force” was
approved by 98 Senators out of 100, while the other one – “H.J.Res.64 - Authorization for Use of
Military Force” with 420 ayes out 435 members of House of Representatives. The initial
bipartisan support was indeed sweeping and overwhelming (Grimmett, 2007).
There is also one important aspect in determining the role of American political parties in
guiding the country’s foreign policy. When population’s interest in foreign policy goes up, they
are instantly transformed into followers and not leaders. And, this is where a single significant
difference between the perception of mass public and elites come into play. Namely, as specified
by Drezner (2008), the “public elites are more liberal internationalist than the mass public. Elites
adopted more positive attitudes towards multilateralism and democratic peace than the mass
public. Elites prefer spending larger amounts on foreign aid than the mass public. The mass
public is far more likely to view the world through a ‘relative gains’ prism than elites” (Drezner,
2008, p.24). In other words, American public is more concerned by the tangible challenges and
threats, rather than being a global social worker or a policeman. It is in these interactions of
Americans’ public attitude, existing security environment and political parties’ philosophies that
US foreign policy is being determined.
Another major theme, which plays a disproportionate role in mobilizing the public sentiments in
US politics, is the religious beliefs. While that is especially clear in domestic policy, the foreign
policy is quite often under its influence. Since the election of President Ronald Reagan and
advent of the “Christian Right” (the Christian Right is an amalgamation of various conservative
Christian political groups/factions, which adheres strict social conservatism values and supports
to use religious guidance in day-to-day policy making), the dogmatic Christian religious beliefs
started to intrude in political decision-making as vote-seeking politicians started to succumb the
religious onslaught. Their influence started to become visible at the end of 1990ies and
beginning of 2000ies and to some extent played an important role in election of the President
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George Bush. Thus, the observation of Guth (2009) that American foreign policy has been
shaped by key tenets of evangelical mindset, which are militarism, unilateralism, dualistic
moralism and nationalistic assertiveness was an established certitude of the American policy in
the wake of invasion of Afghanistan.
This reality – the rise of radical Christian groups – has been corroborated by the overwhelming
perception of the American public after 9/11 that Christian civilization was under attack by the
‘Muslim’ invaders. As characterized by Ferguson (n.d.), political elites were pushed to subscribe
a dominant idea that Americans were “good guys, often blatantly identified as the good Christian
and Jewish soldiers, [while the enemies] were the evil guys, who represented an inferior religion
[Islam]” (Ferguson , n.d., p.4). This dichotomy has been anchored in the American mindset very
strongly. As Smeltz et al (2015) point out “[following] the attacks of September 11, 2001,
Americans started to rate two related threats – a major terrorist attack in the United States by
violent Islamic extremist groups and international terrorism – as the most critical facing the
country.” (Smeltz, et al, 2015, p.3) The surveys of public opinion, which we will discuss later in
this chapter, were very outspoken in support of America’s strong response against the extremist
adversaries.
This sharp increase in desire of the American public to respond harshly has not been left
unnoticed by the political parties. The Republican Party has strongly capitalized on those
sentiments portraying itself as a party of strong national defense and assertive foreign policy.
Alin, Gordon and O’Hanlon (2003) write that in 2001 “at least half of Americans asked, said that
national security and terrorism were their main preoccupations, with a Republican edge of 40
percentage points on these matters” (Alin, Gordon, O’Hanlon, 2003, p.7). The Democratic Party,
despite its strength on the issues such as human rights and welfare state, found themselves at
increasing disadvantage over the Republican Party, considering the realities in the aftermath of
9/11.
Now, taking into account the tradition to reach a tentative consensus when it concerns to foreign
policy, both Republican and Democratic Party started to adjust their political rhetoric and
platform to the prevalent public opinion. The strategists from both aisles of the political spectrum
decided that it would be advantageous to portray themselves as “masculine political elites […]
and the male protectors of the population against outside adversaries and enemies.” (Ferguson,
n.d. p.2) Again, this is what would have happened in every modern democracy, where political
parties are interested in maximization of power (i.e. electability) and thus use complex set of
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campaign methods to correctly deduce the public sentiments and offer the respective strategy to
the voters. This trend has been kept in place throughout 14 years of US military engagement in
Afghanistan. (The United States officially ended its military engagement in Afghanistan on 31st
December 2014. This does not mean, however, that US has completely withdrawn its contingent
from Afghanistan).
Perhaps the most illustrative way to see the foreign policy platform adjustment throughout the
years is to look at the platforms of the Republican and Democratic Parties and high-profile
speeches of the Presidential candidates from the both camp. Sloan, Sutter and Yost write that
“most Americans saw the 9/11 as producing a fundamental change in the international
environment. […] A war mentality became the core of the US’s worldview.” (Sloan, Sutter,
Yost, 2004, p.63) At the same time, declining support from the war-weary public in regard to
War in Afghanistan, provided a strong impetus to shift focus from Afghanistan to other, much
pressing to US voters’ problems.
Table 4-1 Case Study – Transformation of Democratic and Republican Parties’ Political
Platforms (2000-2016)

CASE STUDY
Transformation of Democratic and Republican Parties’ Political Platforms in 2000-2016
Political platforms of the Republican and Democratic parties are comprehensive documents, which are usually drafted
several months before the Presidential Elections and include all major policy issues pertinent to the American and
international public. They are usually presented at the National Party Conventions, held in summer and bring the
message of the political elites to the American people. The principal aim of the case study is to analyze the evolution of
those part of political platforms.
Notwithstanding the fact that this case study deals mostly the political platforms of 2000, 2004, 2008, 2012 and 2016, it
is important not to overlook the political platforms of the 1992 and 1996. In brief, these are the documents of the
political parties of victorious superpower and instead of detailed policy analysis and there are lots of euphoric
sentiments, colored with prevalence of the American values. It is important to note that international terrorism makes its
appearance on their pages, albeit in a very limited form, because Washington was more concerned about post-Cold War
transition than some obscure extremist groups, based thousands of miles far away from the US shores.
The given case study illustrates that public attitude was essential in shaping the quadrennial policy platforms beginning
from 2004 and including 2016. Specifically, it highlights that the higher the American public’s interest and support
toward the War in Afghanistan and War on Terror were the most prominent and lengthy place was given to the anti-
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terrorism and national security section in both Republican and Democratic Parties’ platforms.

Political Platforms of 2000
The end of the 1990ies was marked by the swift emergence of international terrorism, which sought to target American
assets. However, the threat of terror attacks is not tangible and Americans are more concerned about jobs and economy,
than global affairs. This is duly reflected in the Democratic Party’s policy documents, which deals with international
terrorism, albeit very dryly and none of them mentions Afghanistan as a potential flash-point. At the same time, the
document identifies Osama Bin Laden as the most dangerous terrorist and calls upon to “continue to target terrorist
finances, break up support cells, and disrupt training”. The Republican Party is more outspoken about the issue and
warns that “America faces a new and rapidly evolving threat from terrorism and international crime” which prompts
preparations for “the most dangerous threats as well as the most likely ones.”

Political Platforms of 2004
In a stark difference to many preceding political platforms, the document presented by the Republican Party, is no longer
dominated by the domestic issues. The American public expresses overwhelming support toward strong military
response and favors War on Terror. The Republican Party’s policy platform includes a big-size chapter, entitled as “A
Comprehensive Strategy to Win the War on Terror, Promote Peace, and Build a Better World.” It also echoes
Americans’ fears about terrorists’ possible access to WMD. The Republican platform’s philosophy is capped in this
paragraph: “Terrorists long ago declared war on America, and now America has declared war against terrorists. We are
defending the peace by taking the fight to the enemy. We are confronting terrorists overseas so we do not have to
confront them here at home.”
The Democratic Party has also made a strong case in defense of America’s robust response to global terror networks.
The part about national security policy in general and about Afghanistan in particular, occupies the front pages of the
platform. It affirms America’s military intervention in Afghanistan and supports winning the War on Terror. The
document has also underscored that “there is no greater threat to American security than the possibility of terrorists
armed with weapons of mass destruction.” There are still some significant parts dedicated to economic life and
rebuilding of the country, but the platform mostly corresponds the feelings of rising nationalism in the US.

Political Platforms of 2008
Several months before the US Presidential Elections of 2008, every credible poll indicates extreme dissatisfaction with
the policy of the President Bush (25% approval rating) and almost universal negative attitude in regard to War in Iraq.
The high death tall among American troops, skyrocketing costs of nation-building and general fatigue from America’s
“unwinnable wars” makes America’s public opinion in favor to less interventions overseas and more concerned with the
World Financial Crisis.
This is appropriately reflected in the political platforms. The size and importance of the War on Terror is decreased. The
Republican Party admits, that “in the seven years, since US troops helped topple Taliban, there has been great progress,
but much remains to be done.” The document also modestly proclaims that “We must prevail in Afghanistan to prevent
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the reemergence of the Taliban or an al Qaeda sanctuary in that country”.
Contrary to the Republicans, the Democratic Party offers much optimistic picture when it comes to Afghanistan and puts
all blame to the War in Iraq. In particular, document asserts that “We will defeat Al Qaeda in Afghanistan and Pakistan,
where those who actually attacked us on 9-11 reside and are resurgent.” It is evident that Democratic Party sought to
capitalize on unpopular War in Iraq and instead “own” the War in Afghanistan as “just war.” Democratic Party platform
also provided wider spectrum of opportunities to improve situation in Afghanistan and offers more detailed solutions.

Political Platforms of 2012
After the Surge in Afghanistan (sending additional 30,000 US troops to quell counterinsurgency), the shift in American
public attitude in regard to War in Afghanistan reached its nadir. At some point, the majority of polled Americans were
against the War in Afghanistan. At the same time, killing of Osama Bin Laden in 2011, significantly increased
Democratic Party’s counter-terrorism credentials, which were highlighted in Democratic Party’s political platform. The
document proclaimed that “President Obama’s decision to end the Iraq war freed up military and intelligence resources
and enabled us to shift to a much more effective approach to counterterrorism.” The Democrats stated that “The alQaeda core in Afghanistan and Pakistan has never been weaker”.
Of important note is that Democratic Party’s platform contained a chapter entitled as “Responsibly Ending the War in
Afghanistan” somewhere at the end of 2014. This was the first time, when a major political party proclaimed the end of
War in Afghanistan as one of the top national security priorities. The Republican platform, again limited in scope in
regard to Afghanistan – blamed the Democrats in premature withdrawal, although did not offer any different solution, as
Afghanistan was not featured nearly as important as it was a decade ago.

Political Platforms of 2016
The resurgence of radical Islam, in the face of the Islamic States, once again brought the international terrorism to the
spotlight of the American public, albeit the War in Afghanistan has not been much of an immediate priority at that time.
The Democratic Party dedicated only couple of sentence to Afghanistan: “In Afghanistan, we will work with the
NATO-led coalition of partners to bolster the democratically-elected government […]. Democrats will continue to push
for an Afghan-led peace process and press both Afghanistan and Pakistan to deny terrorists sanctuary on either side of
the border.” Further, the document was more about ISIS and civil war in Syria rather than Afghanistan and al-Qaeda.
Although, Democratic Party would not risk to reap the scorn of American people (with renewed awareness of
international terrorism) by completely ignoring Afghanistan. Specifically, the document concluded that “We support
President Obama’s decision to maintain a limited troop presence in Afghanistan into 2017 and ensure that Afghanistan
never again serves as a haven for terrorists to plan and launch attacks on our homeland.”
The Republican Party, after having Donald Trump winning the nomination, offered more anti-Islamic political platform
and almost completely neglected the War in Afghanistan. The only sentence, which contained word “Afghanistan” was
criticism against the-then incumbent government: “Administration’s feckless treatment of troop commitments and
blatant disregard of advice from commanders on the ground, particularly with regard to Afghanistan. A Republican
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president will work with all regional leaders to restore mutual trust while insisting upon progress against corruption and
the narcotic trade that fuels insurgency”.

Developed by the researcher
The convergence of Democratic and Republican Parties manifested foreign political strategies in
regard to Afghanistan was particularly evident in the early years of the War in Afghanistan. The
national-level politicians have regularly rallied behind the War in Afghanistan. Kendziera notes
that “after 9/11, both parties were united. The majority of our elected representatives still vote
for resourcing the conflict there, for fear that withdrawing would invite the reintroduction of a
terrorist enclave and the weak existing government would fall” (See the Appendix 14. Kendziera
C., 2017). In addition, Drezner (2008) remarks that “even the most dovish Democratic top-tier
candidates propose boosting military resources and capabilities” (Drezner, 2008, p.29). Scott
admits that “Congressional records, and […] documents will say that consensus existed for some
time that Afghanistan was a just war or effort”. (See the Appendix 14. Scott J., 2018) The
Democratic Senator John Kerry (he would later serve as 68th United States Secretary of State
under Barack Obama), who can hardly be characterized as hawkish, lambasted the Bush
administration in 2004: “We must end the Bush administration’s delay in expanding NATO forces and
deploying them outside of Kabul. We must accelerate the training for the Afghan army and police. The disarmament
of the warlord militias and their reintegration into society must be transformed from a pilot program into a
mainstream strategy”. (Miller, 2010, p.147).

Later on, top-notch Democratic Presidential candidates – Barack Obama, Hillary Clinton and
John Edwards would all throw their support on War on Terror. This lead Miller (2010) to assert
that “on these grounds, the United States should unquestionably be considered as a country
enjoying elite consensus over Afghanistan, at least after public support had already entered a
steep decline” (Miller, 2010, p.18). However, the Iraq War, which many Democrats (Obama,
Biden, Edwards, O’Malley, and later on Clinton) believed had nothing to do War on
Afghanistan, contributed in acute polarization of the American public and consequently,
American political elites as well (Smeltz et al., 2015, Jacobson, 2003). Jacobson (2007)
comments that “the partisan gap associated with the Iraq War was far larger than for any prior
U.S. military conflict” (Jacobson , 2007, p.22). Scott supports this line of argument, claiming
that “Iraq was a terrible blow on American efforts in Afghanistan. The invasion of Iraq stressed
our military and took vital assets away from the effort in OEF”. (See the Appendix 14. Scott J.,
2018)
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Consequently, the more Democrats used to oppose the War in Iraq, the more they seemed
supportive to the War in Afghanistan. Miller (2010) argues that “it often appeared that
Democratic leaders were more in favor of the Afghanistan war than the ruling Republicans”
(Miller, 2010, p.16). Reflecting the American public opinion, President Obama was a
particularly strong supporter of winning the War on Terror and simultaneously pulling out the
US forces from Afghanistan. The latter was his one of the biggest foreign policy concern.
Landler (2017) underlines that “More than any other conflict, Afghanistan shaped Mr. Obama’s
thinking on the basic questions of war, peace and the use of military power. It is where he
discovered his affinity for drones, sharpened his belief in the limits of American intervention,
battled his generals and hardened his disdain for unreliable foreign leaders” (Landler, 2017.p.1).
Finally, it is evident that tendency of “Afghanistan Consensus” (Tacit agreement to support the
war which is fought on justified grounds. Similar to “Crimea Consensus” in Russia after
annexation of Crimea in 2014) with some degree of fluctuation has been kept through the whole
duration of War in Afghanistan. US Congresses of any convocation has routinely renewed the
war funding act since 2001 and persistently blocked any attempt to amend or dilute that
legislation (Daniels, 2017). In 2010ies when the War in Afghanistan has gradually lost its
importance as compared to other, more pressing for the US issues, both political parties were
equally willing to nod the proposal for funding, albeit with some caveats, such as inserting more
safeguards to prevent siphoning the money by corrupt Afghan officials (Reed, 2018). In any
case, US continues to spend USD 45 billion on Afghan efforts and despite occasional questions
both parties have enduring consensus to continue in that manner. (Even the 2016 Political
Platforms, which has demonstrated clear divisions between the Democratic and Republican
Parties (and differences include disagreements over foreign policy course), have the difference
on Afghanistan practically non-existent).
This chapter illustrates that American political parties, despite their edge in foreign policy
making and lack of competition from other players, are oftentimes followers of the public
opinion. The content-analysis of the Democratic and Republican Parties’ political platforms as
well as major speeches of top foreign policy decision-makers in the period of War in
Afghanistan serve as clear examples of this tendency. It further illustrated that partisan politics
could be utterly divisive (Iraq War) and unifying (Afghanistan War) at the same time. It is also
very hard to ascribe certain roles to the political parties as they demonstrate remarkable ability to
adapt to existing realities and be attentive to American voters’ concerns. As Smeltz et al. (2015)
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tout, “Democrats and Republicans share a desire to remain engaged in the world and have
common fears about national security. Both consider international terrorism, cyber-attacks and
rise of violent Islamic extremist groups to be critical threats” (Smeltz et al. 2015, p.16). This is
perhaps why the elite consensus over the War in Afghanistan was maintained for so many years,
until the media and public opinion did not turn against it.
Of necessary note is that analysis of US political parties given above, validates Almond’s
theoretical assumptions about political system as outlined in structural functionalism, in
particular it can be categorized under the “competitive two-party system”. Specifically, both
Democratic and Republican Parties’ function is to aggregate and express political issues, which
are articulated by interest groups. They also serve as an important mechanism in the input-output
conversion scheme. For Almond they are channels, through which society’s interests and needs
find their way to be implemented at a policy level.
4.2.

Media Coverage of the War in Afghanistan

There is a widespread assumption throughout the scholarly circles, that one of the key tenets of
the modern democracy is an informed voter, who is able to independently identify the proper
ways of handling any kind of policy issues. This has become especially since the beginning of
the 20th century, when the dominance of data and information has become manifested and
individuals have been pushed to consume news in a very large volume. One might dispute the
novelty of this reality, although the scale of magnitude of impact of the media remains
unparalleled as compared to any other period in recorded human history. This is well
summarized by Chergui (2012), who says that “the media are the deliverers of a message, and
through this message the audience comprehends and forms opinions on events. This makes the
mass media both an opportunity and a threat for the sides engaged in a conflict.” (Chergui, 2012,
p.15)
In light of present tendencies, it needs to be mentioned that media, mostly TVs and major
newspapers have always maintained their strong influence over the minds of the American
people (Walsh, 2010). There are number of scholars (O’Hanlon 2003; Biernatzki, 2003;
Bessaiso, 2010), who do not question the power and impact of American media sources over the
domestic policy and in some instances, argue that it might even set a foreign policy agenda of
Washington. Shabir and Iqbal (2011) acknowledge that “during the last few years the media has
made a tremendous growth and turned into an organized industry. […] Its scope and range of
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influence have extended all over the world as the news of one country is received by the people
of other country within short span of time” (Shabir, Iqbal, 2011, p.286).
It goes without saying that US media landscape, anchored in strong democratic and pluralistic
traditions is extremely rich and multifaceted. Apart from most influential and authoritative
national printing media outlets (such as New York Time, Wall Street Journal, Washington Post
etc) there are numerous other smaller newspapers and magazines, who are focused on local
(state) affairs and sometimes could exert even stronger influence over their small audience.
These media outlets are constant competition with each other over the readership and consumers,
which pushes the former to be highly alert and prepared to report for as wider scale of public as
possible.
According to statistical research, conducted by Short (2013), in 2012, total consumption of
media by the Americans constituted 1.46 trillion hours (according to the estimates of the
research, this figure was poised to increase up to 1.7 trillion hours by 2015), which is 13.6 hours
average per person per day. Naturally, this does not include only the news media and includes
multiple kind of digital activities (including text messages or viewing video on YouTube), but
nevertheless it is good enough indicator to assess the dependence of Americans on both
traditional media (TV, radio, voice calls) to new digital sources (tablets, mobile gaming devices,
smartphones etc.).
Yet, another useful indicator to measure the influence of media on the mindset and lifestyle of
Americans is the data of TV set ownership. For instance, in early years of the 21st Century, in the
wake of War in Afghanistan, the estimated number of the American household who owned the
TV set constituted approximately 98.9% (Sttelter, 2011). Notwithstanding the slight decline of
that figure to 96% in 2011 (as demonstrated by the Pew Research Centre’s poll (2016), slight
decline in TV consumption is stipulated by younger generations’ preference to online media)
with the advent of new media (internet outlets, blogs, social networks), it still remains as a
principal source of information for majority of the adult Americans, according to the research
conducted by Pew Research Centre (Mitchel et al, 2016).
The most important aspect for this research is to understand media’s influence over the security,
defense and foreign policy of the United States, outlining Almond’s theory about foreign policy
decision-making process. The analysis of the aforementioned circumstances demonstrate that
media is really capable to play a vital role in shaping the political, cultural and social taste of the
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population. Livingston (1997) claims that “there really is little doubt that media profoundly
affects the foreign policy process” (Livingston, 1997, p.1). According to Guasti and Mansfedova
(2013), the process works in a following manner: “Media provides platform for public political
discourse, facilitating the formation of ‘public opinion’ and feeding that opinion back to the
public from whence it came” (Guasti, Mansfedova, 2013, p.7). And it is an undisputed fact that
public perception of a major foreign political endeavor, of which the most prominent is war, is
largely shaped by the information provided by media. The War in Afghanistan, as part of War on
Terror is not an exception, because “it is from [the] sale of media that we get our perceptions of
terrorism and terrorists themselves”. (Butler, n.d., p.6).
In other words, when it comes to foreign policy, strong and well-funded media, with highly
vibrant network and global access to news anywhere and anytime are the ones which influence
and affect public opinion (Larson, Savych, 2005). Hence, considering the media’s strong and farreaching influence, elites and governments are inclined to have media narratives shaped in favor
of official government position. Scholars believe that this inclination duly brings positive results
and assert that “American mainstream media has been remained instrument in the hands of
foreign policy makers, White House or Pentagon. They carry out instruction(s) of the powerful
elite in coverage of international events or in the other words, US mainstream media projects
White House agenda in order to achieve the goals of American foreign policy around the globe”
(Shabir, Ali, Iqbal, 2011. p.89).
This research covers the President Bush’s and President Obama’s Afghanistan policy, which in
total constitutes almost 15 years, if we analyze the official US military involvement only. For
that period of time, the world has experienced plenty of changes in every aspect of human life,
but first and foremost, transformative shift is increasingly visible at the media. At the beginning
of the 21st century, despite the huge achievements in science and technology, computers and
internet was still a luxury not everyone was able to afford, while the principal and only source of
information were big news channels and major newspapers. However, in the past decade, the
revolutionary upheaval in technologies which provided access to digital media content for
hundreds of millions of new customers, have qualitatively altered the media environment. The
new media, which we have already mentioned, are seemingly more open, instant, outspoken and
in some cases provocative, that naturally alters the news landscape and makes some
commentators to believe that we live in a “post-truth” epoch.
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Therefore, in the process of analysis of the US media’s influence over the American public and
public mood/opinion, it is necessary to keep in mind the differences between the old media (TV,
newspapers) and new media, because sometimes they are on a different side of the story. (A
good example of confrontation between the old and new media is the animosity between the
President Donald Trump, who prefers online, conservative outlets and big news channels (CNN,
MSNBC, etc.). That concerns to this research as well, because while the War in Afghanistan was
in progress, new media platforms started to emerge and their influence over the public opinion
should be duly taken into account. That being said, the analysis of differences and interaction of
new and old media goes far beyond the scope of this research, but comparison of the narratives
gives us an idea how media affected, was shaped or shaped itself the public perception of War in
Afghanistan.
Considering the numerousness of US media, it is hard to offer a broad generalization of their
political preferences in a strict ideological format. Pursuant to traditions of journalistic ethic and
integrity, they seek to portray themselves as neutral and impartial, covering all the stakeholders
and reporting things/events in an unbiased manner as well as avoiding unconditional and
unequivocal support to any of the major political parties. However, despite their best efforts, it is
still possible to categorize them at a left-right divide, albeit very generally. For instance, of the
media outlets of national importance, New York Times, Los Angeles Times, Boston Globe,
Chicago Tribune and New Yorker are more of a centre-left ideology, while Wall Street Journal,
Washington Times, Economist, New York Post and Bloomberg are centre-right leaning ones.
However, when it comes to national TV, the balance is not that clear-cut. Most of the major TV,
such as MSNBC, NBC, ABC, CNN and CBS are inclined to voice centre-left ideas, while Fox
News remains on the right aisle as the only major right-wing TV.
This difference in ideology is not directly translated into support for political parties. Meaning
that left-leaning media outlets do not necessarily support every policy of the Democratic Party
and centre-right media does not always cheer for the Republican Party. However, it is safely
assumed that centre-left media is more inclined to find itself in the camp of Democrats and
centre-right media usually teams up with the Republicans (Jawad, 2013). There might be some
notable exceptions, such as moderate right-wing media outlets decrying the emergence of Tea
Party movement within the ranks of the Republican Party and moderate left-wing outlets
criticizing rising voices and influence of the far-left in the Democratic Party apparatus.
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The detailed and independent study of how major national media outlets covered War in
Afghanistan goes beyond the scope of this dissertation. However, there are few important studies
which delve into this issue and seek to identify and analyze basic trends. For instance, Haigh’s
(2014) research analyzes more than 1,100 newspaper stories published by New York Times,
Washington Post and Los Angeles Times. The analysis demonstrated that editorials and columns
of these newspapers were mostly positive towards the US government and reported US military
actions in favorable to them terms. However, the general conclusion of the research was that
after unanimous support of major media outlets since 2001 9/11 attacks, the level of support
started to dwindle in parallel with rising casualties and increased costs associated with warfighting. It also reports that the issue of War in Afghanistan gradually lost its importance after
2010 was no longer a major topic of policy debates between the political leaders (Haigh, 2014).
The media coverage of the War in Afghanistan has mostly been conducted through the lenses of
the bigger War on Terror, of which Afghanistan was an important, but only a part. After the
terrorist attacks in New York and Washington, which were used as Casus Belli (reason of war)
media landscape started to be dominated by the terrorism-related themes and news. Nagar (2010)
emphasizes that “before 9/11, media typically used words like rebels, guerillas, and
revolutionaries to describe what we would call terrorists in this post-9/11 world, while After 9/11
there is a clear trend in using the word “terror” more openly than there was in the past […] There
is also a tendency to target Islamic groups more often due to the perpetrators of 9/11 being
Islamic” (Nagar, 2010, p.84).
Arguably, this image of the enemy, which was poised to carry out its merciless strategy of
destruction and attrition, fueled the imminent threat perception among the America’s population
even further. Nohrstedt and Ottosen (2004) describe that “fear of terrorism has permeated every
pore of the society. On the basis of this, we the citizens have expressed our demands for greater
security, authorizing our governments – without any reservations to exercise surveillance of our
private lives […] we approved high military and intelligence costs to ensure better security”.
(Nohrstedt, Ottosen, 2004, p.93) (The author refers to the PATRIOT ACT adopted by the US
Congress, which was discussed in the previous chapters). This situation inevitably spurred the
desire of Americans to be constantly and fully informed about the government’s and US military
activities for the homeland security and necessitated much robust and omnipresent war reporting.
At the same time, since the beginning of the War in Afghanistan, the owners, journalists and war
correspondents altogether have been aware about the possible dangers and challenges associated
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to war reporting, especially while the enemy was not a nation state, but an amorphous group of
Jihadists. Specifically, they understood very unique relations between the terrorism and media, in
particular the central importance of communication for the strategy of terrorism (Spencer 2012).
It was believed that “spreading fear is central to terrorist […] rhetoric” (Nacos, Bloch-Elkon and
Shapiro, 2007, p.107). This notion is supported by Carruther (2011), saying that relationship
between terrorism and the media are particularly important as in contrast to conventional warfare
is that immediate physical targets of violence are consequential than the message transmitted by
the fact of attack” (Carruther, 2011, p.151). She also adds that “the aim of terrorism is to
influence its target audience to pressurize governments into ceding to terrorist demands because
of fear” (Carruther, 2011, p.159). This happens because of TV viewer’s strong reaction to visual
products, which led the former Secretary of Defense, James Schlesinger (James Schlesinger, in
different periods of time, was the US Secretary of Defense, Secretary of Energy and Director of
Central intelligence) admit that “in this age […] policies seem increasingly subject, especially in
democracies to the images flickering across the television screen” (Schlesinger quoted in
Livingston, 1997, p.1).
As the US was preparing to get involved in the long, arduous and costly military enterprise, this
dangerous nexus between media and terrorism/war has been a subject of thorough deliberation. It
was acknowledged that “without communication terrorism would not exist” (Soriano, 2008), but
it was also understood that media was “an essential element for transmitting the Bush
administration’s message to the American public and wider global audience” (Simons, 2008,
p.80). The situation was further complicated by the military’s antagonistic attitude toward the
media, which was particularly strong after media’s biased and often detrimental to US interests
reporting in the War in Vietnam. Porch (2002), underscores that “the military inherently sees the
media as a subversive, rather than a positive element” (Porch, 2002, p.86), because of its priority
to bring mostly classified details of military operations to public scrutiny, which was viewed as
harmful to overall operational security.
However, the nature of terrorist attacks and American population’s overwhelming support to
harsh US counter-measures seriously impacted the situation in terms of media coverage. The
public fervor which called for immediate revenge against the perpetrators, started to shape the
media narrative in the beginning, because as stated by the CEO of CNN, Walter Isaacson (the
CEO of CNN in 2001-2003), “if you get on the wrong side of public opinion, you are going to
get in trouble” (Isaacson quoted in Stanley, 2001, p.4). The American media, which is almost
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completely privately owned and primarily focused on profit maximization, saw an enormous
value in detailed and unceasing war-reporting for the Americans obsessed with the good news.
Attitude of major media outlets in regard to War in Afghanistan was significantly influenced by
the rhetoric of both George Bush and Barack Obama who asserted that the West had to act to
defend the future generations all across the globe (Zeb, 2012). It is also predicted that this
narrative, which was used to justify the fight against terrorism, in its material form epitomized in
the War in Afghanistan, “is likely to be adopted by presidents in the future, whether Democratic
or Republican (McKelvery, 2012). It was based on a set of moral certitudes and standards, which
warranted the US involvement. Specifically, as observed by Roth and Gray (2012), “the Bush
administration used morality as its base in building support for military operations in Iraq and
Afghanistan. It was not just a matter of self-defense, but a moral obligation to intervene on
behalf of the oppressed” (Roth, Gray, 2012, p.50). This made an impression, as argued by
Bennet that “at times, (such as after 9/11), the media did also work with the Pentagon and State
Department in corroborating the official narrative” (See the Appendix 14. R. Bennet, 2017).
One of the strategies of President Bush’s administration (to run effective information campaign
vis-à-vis its opponents, was to summon major news outlets, as part of war communication in
order to win public support for the War in Afghanistan (Bessaiso, 2010), including a request to
major TV channel executives to stop broadcasting Osama Bin Laden’s video messages, on the
fear of their possible impact upon the sleeping cells of terrorists. The case of Al-Jazeera is
instructive in that regard, which despite multiple pleas from the US administration continued to
air horrific scenes from the War in Afghanistan. As a result, in order to annihilate the
contradictory narrative, American Armed Forces targeted Al-Jazeera Kabul office with precision
missiles. Consequently, as we have already mentioned, the concerted effort of the US
government (part of these efforts was Pentagon’s decision to embed American and foreign war
correspondents to the army units, whose coverage of the War in Afghanistan were slanted in
favor of the US), as well as a belligerent tide of public opinion, resulted in media’s alignment
with the White House’s narrative, i.e. instead of being a watchdog, it became drown into “the
frame of mind of supporting the government” (Simons, 2008, p.84).
It is now evident, that the American media, which is fully capable to set as a foreign policy
agenda setter, at the initial stage of Afghan campaign found itself as a follower of public opinion
and strong elite consensus during the Bush Presidency phase of the War in Afghanistan. In fact,
American media outlets were far from being cheerleaders for the War on Terrorism as asserted
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by Porch (2002), although “there [was] often a tendency to rally around the leader and to create a
united front to face to named threat” (Simons, 2008, 84). The basic tenets of media coverage
were very straightforward and information was processed into a simply “us-them” dichotomy.
Namely, “US troops, weapons and military hardware dominated the depictions, providing an
image of a powerful and determined nation ready and able to vanquish its enemies” (Griffin,
2004, p.399), whereas Bin Laden, al-Qaeda and Taliban were demonized (Riddick, 2012), and
adversaries were portrayed as “roughly dressed mountain men with primitive weaponry,
incapable of progress or sophistication” (Porter cited in Roth and Gray, 2012, p.46). It was
perhaps a direct of both media’s and Washington’s realization that “these groups gained a lot of
media attention and were able to project their views to the world with ease” (Butler, n.d., p.17)
and this had to be stopped and reversed. Another finding (Ryan, 2004) illustrated that the moral
and practical consequences of actions of the American military was almost never discussed or
criticized. Perhaps, the most eloquent characterization of this process is given by Anker (2005),
who wrote that “melodrama defined America as heroic redeemer with a mandate to act because
of an injury committed by a hostile villain.” (Anker , 2005, p.35)
At the same time, there were plenty of accusations against US media for being very
monochromatic, non-enquiring and lacking critical approach, as well as analysis of the ongoing
events. In particular, it was voice that journalism favored the reporting form of stories or
narratives and completely ignored more scientific or detailed approach (Leads, 2010). On the
contrary, supporters of media’s favorable coverage of the US policy, which mostly focused on
atrocities and violence committed by the Jihadists, insisted that “by broadcasting in an objective
manner the cruelty of terrorist violence and the killings of the innocent the media can contribute
significantly to the destruction of the myth on fighters for justice and freedom as terrorists
usually describe themselves.” (Peresin, 2007, p.13). Indeed, this is what Kendziera suggests:
“For the most part, I believe the Western media has been fair in the coverage of the conflict and
helped the world get a clear picture of the conflict and its successes and failures” (See the
Appendix 14. Kendziera, C., 2018)
Simultaneously, both US TV channels and mainstream media (including Washington Post, New
York Times, Newsweek, Wall Street Journal), were seeking to show interested individuals that
War in Afghanistan was not costly and it did not claim many lives neither on the American nor
on the Afghan sides (Shabir, Ali, Iqbal, 2011), especially highlighting the efforts to spare the
innocent civilians (Riddick, 2012). At the forefront were American political and military leaders,
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“who were touted as heroes and as such their actions were legitimized and accepted” (Zeb, 2012,
p.176).
This has not been left unnoticed by neither the opponents of the US policy nor the terrorists
themselves. The leader of al-Qaeda, Ayman al-Zawahiri (current leader of al-Qaeda, assumed
that position after killing Osama Bin Laden) and one of the chief strategists of radical Jihadi
ideology), identified international news agencies, multinational companies and international
organizations as tools of the western powers to fight Islam (Soriano, 2008). The desperation of
al-Qaeda ideologues in regard to massive media onslaught against radical Islam’s cause is
capped in the statement of Muadh bin Abdullah Al-Madani (one of the chief strategists of alQaeda, believed to be behind 9/11 as well as metro bombing in London on 7 July, 2005), that
“[T]he media, which pleads impartiality, churn out their most awesome propaganda machine
bombarding the watching public with the White House spin on events, completely ignoring any
other perspectives. (Al-Madani quoted in Soriano, 2008, p.7).
One of the impetuses that pushed the traditional US media to support the Washington’s war
efforts in Afghanistan, was understanding that “winning modern wars was as much dependent on
carrying domestic and international public opinion as it is on defeating the enemy on the
battlefield” (Simons, 2008, p.82). In turn, to the aim to ensure having domestic and international
public opinion on your side, foreign and security policy decisions have to be legitimate and
corresponding to the principles of the international law. And historically, almost everyone
launching a war has claimed that it was validated as a Just Cause.
As opposed to War in Iraq, which many believed was launched on the false promises of Saddam
Hussein’s alleged possession of the WMDs, the War in Afghanistan has always been portrayed
as a Just War, and fight in defense against the “barbarian other.” (Nohrstedt, Ottosen, 2004,
p.161) Some scholars (Leaning, 2002; Moeller, 2004; Kraft, 2008) are confident that War in
Afghanistan corresponds all the existing criteria of the Just War Theory. Specifically,
abovementioned authors argue that legitimate authority, pubic declaration, last resort, reasonable
chance of success, just intent, and just cause were all at place at the beginning of invasion of
Afghanistan. It was also underlined that “the good sought by the war must outweigh the evil it
will produce” (Leaning, 2002) and attack against malevolent and aggressive terrorist network
was fully justified morally.
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It is still subject a vigorous research to fully understand why the shift in media coverage has
taken place, although look at the ABC Washington Post opinion polls in 2007-2014 might
provide some clues. The negative shift in the US public opinion in regard to worthiness of the
War in Afghanistan happened at the end of 2008 and the beginning of 2009. (See the table
regarding the “Attitude of US Public in Regard to War in Afghanistan (2007-2014)” in the
Appendix 6) While the changes in public perception/attitude is discussed shortly bellow, there
are several hypotheses to explain this shift – 1) increasingly unpopular War in Iraq, 2) falling
approval ratings of the Republican Party, 3) general exhaustion from the wars 4) high number of
casualties on the battlefield, 5) high level of defense spending to rebuild Iraq and Afghanistan
and 6) appearance of competing to US mainstream media narrative.
Other authors, such as Robertson (2003) indicate that as long as initial euphoria was gone,
mainstream media has loosened its focus on Afghan war and started to cover different, trendier
issues. The same was true in case of TVs as well, which were mostly concentrated on
catastrophes and incident reporting rather than substantial analysis and framing (Keeble and
Mair, 2010). Jawad (2013) opines that media started relatively more negative reporting after
2009 fraudulent elections and in light of stories of rampant corruption among Afghan elite. This
transition has not been smooth and straightforward. In the end, after skyrocketing levels of
support, major media outlets started to voice ideas of US withdrawal and ending the war, which
has been lengthy and futile.
The latter of these possible hypotheses is of particular importance as it denotes the emergence of
the new media, which started to affect the attitude of the population quite profoundly. In most
cases, it was similar to digital rebellion against the mainstream US narrative, which spared no
efforts to sideline and suppress the different viewpoint. As stated by Becker (2004), new media
products were “far superior that of the images broadcast by the Pentagon on CNN” (Becker,
2004, p.307) and they quickly challenged the supremacy of the old media entities. Carruthers
(2011) asserted that “Beginning with the Iranian protests in 2009 and escalating through the
Arab Spring, the world has witnessed a further democratization of media, as regular citizens
make use of new forms of media to promote social change.” (Carruthers, 2011, p.112)
It does not mean that dominant narrative about the War in Afghanistan has not been challenged
throughout the most part of the first decade of 21st century. There were few dissenting voices,
but they were never given sufficient time and attention. Unexpectedly, even some of the leftwing journalists, traditionally opposed to US military engagements overseas, advocated a

105

winning strategy for Afghanistan (Miller, 2010). However, association of War in Afghanistan to
unpopular War in Iraq as part of War on Terror, significantly damaged efforts in Afghanistan.
Therefore, it was understandable that the new media outlets had anti-war slant and provided
much negative outlook for the prospect of the conflict as compared to CNN or Fox News and
found a fertile ground among the war-weary Americans, who feared the far-reaching
consequences of the World Financial Crisis.
While there still is a great deal of potential to expand the research in regard to interaction of the
US media coverage, US public attitude and the policies of Bush and Obama administrations, “the
forms and influence of the US media coverage of the War in Afghanistan is perfect illustration
that media did not simply record and cover war from without, but rather became a part of war,
defining it, representing it, and mediating its memory...” (Biernatzki, 2003, p.18)
Again, Almond’s structural functionalist theoretical model considers media as one of the integral
structures of the political system. In this framework, media represents a strong instrument of
political communication, which is essential for many interest groups (individuals, groups,
institutions) to clearly articulate their interests and be aware of the functions of a political
system. However, as shown in the analysis of sub-chapter 4.2 media does not confine itself with
purely communicative functions, it also shapes and molds the attitudes and sometimes values in
regard to certain political process or event.
4.3.

Public Mood and its Influence on US-Afghan Policy

One of the peculiarities of the American political system, which includes the political elites as
well as media, is that it is very responsive to public opinion. Perhaps, the major reason behind
that is the American way of thinking, which in many aspects stems from thorough economic
calculation and reacts on incentives (Almond, 1950). As mentioned previously, while business is
always ready to adapt to new realities, the same applies with political class and media, who have
to meet the demands of their customers – voters and buyers respectively, thereby making public
opinion a heavyweight variable in any kind of political scheme, be it domestic or foreign.
However, despite this well-outlined mechanism of political elites and media reacting on public
mood, scholars (Tomz, Weeks and Yarhi-Milo, 2017) admit that it is very difficult to establish a
causal relationship between public opinion and foreign policy (this research partially attempts to
offer some remedy in this regard) for myriad of factors, variable and selection biases among
others. At the same time, academic value, methods, integrity or possible hidden policy agendas
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of the large polling companies, despite their long experience with polling and respectable brands,
are named to discredit using the figures in regard to public mood for academic purposes.
With properly acknowledging all the accompanying shortcomings which come along while using
the opinion polls, certain precautionary measures have been taken and figures from the opinion
polls have been selected from the reputable and reliable polling companies such as Gallup,
Rasmussen, Pew Research Centre, Chicago Council Survey, as well as ABC/Washington Post
and NBC/Wall Street Journal polls. It is not doubted that statistical data contained in their
polling numbers slightly differ with each other and might be somehow biased (based on selection
of respondents) or inaccurate, but in the end, they give us moderately sufficient ground to make
assumptions and correlations.
Indeed, before we analyze the influence of public perception/public mood over the Washington’s
foreign policy course in regard to War in Afghanistan, the process of shaping the public attitude
has to be understood properly. It is now almost universally acknowledged by scholars (as
mentioned in chapters 3 and 4), that terrorist attacks in 2001 had a tremendous and very
profound impact on American’s mindset and the policy preferences. As argued by Pillar (2011),
“9/11was one of the most traumatic events in US history. It powerfully shaped perception and
emotions of the American public to a degree that few other events have. […] the thoughts of
most Americans about terrorism and counterterrorism revolve almost entirely around 9/11”
(Pillar, 2011, p.1).
The idea of fear, imminent terrorist attack and feeling that next big massacre was planned on
America’s soil were dominant tenets of the US public immediately after the 9/11. By October
2001, almost half of Americans had a strong belief in inevitability of the next big terrorist attack
and in total, 85% was confident that the next terrorist attack would be accomplished within next
few months. (See the figure about the “American Respondents’ Belief in Imminent Terrorist
Attack after 9/11 (%)” in the Appendix 7)
This bordering to panic fear in at the end of 2001, is instructive to explain the overwhelming
support of the American people to strong military response. As claimed by Singh (2014) for
many, War in Afghanistan was perceived as a “defensive war” which was fought to preserve and
protect the western/American way of life and core values. This led some scholars (Huddy and
Feldman, 2011) to assert that the psychological trauma pushed the American people to throw
more support to a conservative, nationalist and militarist platforms and politicians. This
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perception that another and bigger terrorist attack was very likely, persisted for quite a long time
(almost entire presidency of George Bush) and it was not until the mid-period of Obama’s first
term (Mueller and Stewart, 2017), that it finally ceased to be in double digits after almost a
decade of fluctuation. Bennett finds this natural, saying: “I recall seeing a secret video showing
bin Laden laughing and bragging to a colleague about 9/11. This was something which simply
fanned the flames of anger and spite in America. And anything which seemed to enjoy popular
focus would surely enjoy political focus” (See the Appendix 14. Bennett, R., 2018).
It is assumed that the perception of the Americans in regard to threat associated with another
terrorist attack on US soil has been the decisive factor to influence their level of support to
various foreign or defense policy measures, be it sending ground troops, fighting and dismantling
al-Qaida or maintaining US military presence in Afghanistan. This is concluded by Huddy and
Feldman (2011), who underline that “research on American political reactions […] suggests that
support for a strong government response to terrorism is most likely when members of a
population perceive a high risk of future terrorism and feel angry at terrorists” (Feldman, 2011,
p.464). At the same time, the role of media in perpetuating this kind of thinking need not be
underestimated, because as researched by Patrick and Meirick (2007), “whichever theme appears
most frequently in the news media is also the most likely to be internalized by citizens.” (Patrick,
Meirick, 2007, p.120)
The previous part of this research, concerning the public’s attitude towards political party’s
perceived strengths and weaknesses, underscored that more muscular and aggressive policy of
the Republican Party naturally managed to sway voters over their side. In polling, preceding the
2004 presidential elections, conducted by CNN/USA Today throughout most part of the year,
George Bush had maintained comfortable edge vis-à-vis his Democratic rival, John Kerry on
issues related to terrorism. (See the figure about “Comparison of Trust between Bush and Kerry
before 2004 Elections” in the Appendix 8) Despite some gains that Democrats achieved in the
final years of the Bush presidency, not surprisingly, the voters’ perceived preferences over the
candidates of either Republican or the Democratic Party has been left unaltered during the 2008
Presidential Elections as well. In July 2008, when asked by CNN/ORC poll, 53% of those
interviewed responded that the Republican Presidential candidate John McCain would better
handle Afghanistan as compared to 43% who selected Barack Obama, his opponent from the
Democratic Party. However, the latter was ahead of John McCain in almost every other aspect of
the policy issues, including economy, which was of paramount importance for Americans.
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While speaking about the influence of public opinion over the formulation of both domestic and
foreign policies, Tomz, Weeks and Yarhi-Milo (2017), outline sanctioning and selection as the
two major complementary mechanisms, through which public opinion affects the policy-making.
Namely, the authors assume that “leaders fear that citizens will sanction them if they fail to heed
public opinion [and] second, citizens select parties on the basis of their policy platforms” (Tomz,
Weeks, Yarhi-Milo, 2017, p.26). This theory is applicable to both of the abovementioned cases –
1) George Bush was able to capitalize on public perception about imminent terror attack and
Republican Party’s acknowledged superiority in foreign policy matters to easily defeat John
Kerry in 2004, and 2) Despite not very solid foreign policy credentials Barack Obama managed
to beat John McCain, because Obama’s perceived inexperience in foreign policy was fully
compensated by commensurate strengths in domestic policy, economy, healthcare etc., while the
Republican Party’s foreign and defense had almost totally lost support and credibility in
population’s eyes (Smeltz et al, 2015).
This leads us to yet another pertinent to this research topic, which is waning support toward the
War on Terror and War in Afghanistan. Indeed, considering the level of public support in early
years of the War in Afghanistan it is puzzling, why the American public found itself more and
more reluctant to continue support and funding to the longest war in the American history in the
later years of Bush presidency and throughout the most period of Barack Obama’s tenure as a
president. (It is claimed that support was so high that some of the pollsters ceased asking the
respondents whether they supported Afghan war efforts). This is particularly interesting in light
of successful US counter-terrorism policy, which managed to prevent another large-scale
terrorist attack and all things being equal would have boosted the public support toward the
Washington’s war efforts. (See the Figure regarding the “American’s Preferences in Regard to
US Role in World Affairs” in the Appendix 9) For almost half a century, big majority of the
Americans have never favored the isolationist policy course and supported US active
involvement in the world affairs. Further, large segment of the population is an ardent believer of
the American exceptionalism and US unique role worldwide (Tyson, 2014). These sentiments
have been particularly augmented after the 9/11 terrorist attacks. The perception was that “the
United States differs qualitatively from other developed nations, because of its unique origins,
national credo, historical evolution and distinctive political and religious institutions” (Harold
Hongju Koh quoted in Monten 2005, p.119). The idea of American exceptionalism has been
equally heartily shared by both Bush and Obama administrations (Berinsky, 2009) and bipartisan
support was something the American political elite could be proud of.
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In fact, despite the positive attitude of the US role worldwide and belief that the promotion of
democracy is a noble enterprise (Drezner, 2008), as of 2014, 73% of the US population opposed
to see America in the role of a world policeman (Rasmussen Reports, 2014). In addition, 53% of
the interviewed is against the US nation-building efforts and almost half of them think that
nation building in Afghanistan was failure (Rasmussen Reports, 2016). Of particular importance
is that American people has almost never believed that War in Iraq was an integral part of War
on Terror. On similar thought, Nacos, Bloch-Elkon and Shapiro (2007) argue “after the invasion
of Iraq, more Americans believed that the war had increased the threat of terrorism against the
United States than that it had decreased” (Nacos, Bloch-Elkon, Shapiro, 2007, p.116). Bennet
concurs with that assessment, noting that “from a public perspective, people in the US have
grown very tired of both interventions in Iraq and Afghanistan as those turned into long term
actions with little visible result” (See the Appendix 14. R. Bennet, 2017). Kendziera also
supports this idea, claiming that “the amount of time, resources and human life expended there
caused the population to grow weary. Reports of a corrupt and ineffective Afghan government
and reports of poor performance by the Afghan soldiers and police.

“Insider” killings of

coalition soldiers by Afghan forces only intensified the frustration” (See the Appendix 14.
Kendziera, C., 2018).
Therefore, one of the principal reasons for the shift in public attitude toward the War in
Afghanistan can be identified as the unwillingness of US population to get involved in costly,
bloody and largely failed process of nation building (at some point in 2012, people who though that War in
Afghanistan was a mistake exceeded those who believed the war was justified),

especially on false premises (this

mostly concerns the War in Iraq and allegation that Saddam Hussein possessed the WMD.
However, by association through War on Terror, War in Afghanistan had to take the similar
criticism). The same explanation is suggested by Miller (2010), assuming that “the Afghan war
lost popularity as it transformed from a […] defensive mission to extirpate al-Qaeda’s bases, to a
more complex counterinsurgency and nation-building exercise (Miller, 2010, p.5). After the first
few years with strong and sustained support, since 2009, backing has moved downhill. With
occasional upswings, such as Obama’s decision to start surge in Afghanistan (discussed in the
final chapter) and killing Osama Bin Laden the decline has been irreversible until the emergence
of ISIS, whose brutality and swiftness contributed to catapult the supporters’ figures back to over
50%. (See the figure regarding the “Opinion Poll Results Whether War in Afghanistan Was a
Mistake” in the Appendix 10)
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However, there is at least one more reason that nourished the feeling of disillusionment of the
American people in regard to US conduct and success in War in Afghanistan. This was the
prospect of actually winning the war against terrorism. The research made by the Council of
Foreign Relations (2009) indicate that “in assessing the struggle between the United States and
al-Qaeda, the predominant public view in the United States has been that neither side is winning”
(p.3). (See the table concerning the “Historic Trend: Who is Winning War on Terror?” in the
Appendix 11)
While the complicated nature of War on Terror might not be easy to explain in numbers and
associated difficulties in measurement of success can be faulty, it is assessed with reasonable
confidence that American public’s confidence in actually winning the War on Terror has been on
a decline since 2005. The sharp downturn in 2015 could be explained by the empowering of
terrorist networks in the Middle East (it was later reversed after the fight against ISIS and other
radical groups forced the so-called Caliphate to retreat), but that does change a general picture
that Americans no longer wanted to fight the unwinnable war (although many of them supported
responsible and not abrupt withdrawal).
Perhaps one of the most tangible explanations, why the support for the War in Afghanistan has
been lessened so much, could be found in safeguarding the United States from becoming a
victim of another large-scale terrorist attack. Specifically, the graph bellow is an illustration that
in the period of 2006-2010, when the shift of public opinion in regard to War in Afghanistan was
reversed from positive to more of a negative, has been a period, when Americans got convinced
that likelihood of another 9/11 was not that great. It also confirms Pillar’s assumption that
“public concern about terrorism and support for efforts to counter it tends to spike upward
immediately after terrorist attacks and subside gradually downward as time passes without
another attack” (Pillar, 2011, p.2). (Check the figure referring the “Number of Americans on
Odds of Another Terrorist Attack” in the Appendix 12)
Finally, it is worthy to mention that novel features of modern warfare have also affected the
American mindset in regard to military engagement. Namely, as highlighted by Smeltz et al
(2015), “Americans have grown more supportive of lower-risk tactics, such as air strikes and
assassinations and less supportive of high risk tactics – namely the use of ground troops […] a
shift from previous patterns” (Smeltz et al, 2015, p.25). The drone program, among others, has
proved to be especially effective in War in Afghanistan. In the words of McKelvey (2013), “the
drone program represents a shift in a strategy for the United States, turning the nation away from
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large-scale deployment of troops and instead focusing on drones and small bands of special
operators who carry out lethal operations” (McKelvey, 2013, p.2). This program and the policy
of heavy air strikes against the enemy compounds would become the centerpiece of Barack
Obama’s strategy. (See the table concerning the “Effectiveness of Actions of Combat Terrorism
(2011)” in the Appendix 13) Overall, the research identified several key components in
determining the co-relation between the public attitude and policy decisions. It is clear that the
public attitude was most profoundly impacted by the 9/11 as well as by fear of another terrorist
attack and destruction on massive scale, threatening the American way of life itself. In turn, both
media and political elites responded to those overwhelming public sentiments by rallying behind
the flag when it came to War in Afghanistan, adjusting their editorial policy (blatantly proAmerican, pro-military) and policy platforms (elevating fight to terrorism and overseas military
engagements) to a prominent place.
The analysis demonstrated that apart from high costs associated with foreign military operations,
the gradual shift in public attitude was caused by association of War in Afghanistan to War in
Iraq, altering the threat perception of American population in regard to imminent terrorist attack,
redefinition of US mission from narrowly limited “defeating al-Qaeda and killing Osama” to
broader nation-building and absence of large-scale terrorist attack on US soil, which pushed the
American population to become more concerned with the state of the economy instead of
crippled al-Qaeda.
Most importantly, analysis demonstrated the way and methods, which in accordance with
Almond’s theoretical framework, constitute the structure of the decision-making process in the
field of foreign policy in general and regarding the War in Afghanistan in particular. In other
words, this chapter demonstrated the input-output model in practice, emphasizing the conversion
of civic demands into decisions and policies. The result of this conversion, i.e. strategies and
actual policies of both George Bush and Barack Obama, are further discussed in the following
chapter.
In particular, this chapter studied and analyzed the interaction and corresponding influence
between US media, political parties and public opinion. Gabriel Almond’s model on interest
articulation, political communication and interest aggregation has been theoretically enacted with
the participation of respective structures of political system. The model of conversion has
involved all the basic tenets of Almond’s structural functionalism, although the process itself gas
not been straightforward and unimpeded. Instead, the process has been shaped by interaction of
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structures and convergence of their functions. Therefore, while it is scientifically unjustified to
make case for strong causation, correlation between public opinion, media coverage and political
parties’ platforms has been duly evident particularly in 2001-2009 and to some extent this trend
was kept in place in the following years as well.
4.4.

Summary of Chapter 4

The chapter 4 deals with components as envisioned by Gabriel Almond’s theoretical model.
Specifically, it offers analysis of the three most important components for the political system. In
case of this dissertation these three components, selected upon their influence over the America’s
political process are as follows: a) Major political parties b) Media outlets c) Public opinion.
Out of dozens of political parties which are currently registered in the US, Republican Party and
Democratic Party are the most influential, resourceful and authoritative political entities.
Throughout most of the history of the US, these political parties were involved in fierce
competition for the political power. Their representatives have been the ones who usually fill the
seats of Senate, House of Representatives and the White House.
Indeed, there are very clearly-cut differences between the philosophies of the Republican Party
and Democratic Party. The former adheres to fiscal and social conservatism and advocates active
US involvement overseas, while the latter is more social liberal and progressive, with bigger
focus on human rights. These differences notwithstanding, the parties always strive to target the
moderate voters and offer balanced stances of every policy issues. The rise of extremist groups
on both sides (Tea Party on the right and Occupy Wall Street on the left) has exerted moderate
influence on these schemes.
Of important note is that when it comes to US interests abroad, both Republicans and Democrats
favor active engagement, although post WWII Republican Party has been characterized to be
more hawkish as compared to its major rival. Therefore, when it comes to competence in dealing
with foreign affairs, American voters are keen to give preference to Republican Party’s
leadership skills, while Democrats are favored in the issues of social rights and most of the
domestic policies. Therefore, the parties have to adapt on the changing circumstances to offer
their stances on most important to American electorate issues.
The War in Afghanistan has brought the political platforms of Republican and Democratic
Parties closer to each other. The reasons behind that was Republican Party’s undisputed

113

dominance in the wake of 9/11 terrorist attacks. In particular, the approval ratings for President
Bush and his associates skyrocketed and gave them comfortable to advantage to have majority in
the US congress. This was not left unnoticed by the Democratic Party, which relatively hardened
its foreign policy rhetoric and put the War on Terror and protection of US as the main priorities
of the political agenda. The convergence of Democratic and Republican Parties manifested
foreign political strategies in regard to Afghanistan was particularly evident in the early years of
the War in Afghanistan. The national-level politicians have regularly rallied behind the War in
Afghanistan. They sensed the overwhelming national sentiment and sought to capitalize on that.
This illustrated that American political parties, despite their edge in foreign policy making and
lack of competition from other players, could oftentimes be followers of the public opinion. The
content-analysis of the Democratic and Republican Parties’ political platforms as well as major
speeches of top foreign policy decision-makers in the period of War in Afghanistan serve as
clear examples of this tendency, although there is not enough evidence to suggest the strong
correlation between those two. It further illustrated that partisan politics could be utterly divisive
(Iraq War) and unifying (Afghanistan War) at the same time.
In light of US population’s obsession with the media, the latter is one of most influential factor,
affecting myriad foreign and domestic policies. The overwhelming presence enables media to
shape and mold public opinion and set a political agenda. However, most interestingly, media
itself is not immune from overwhelming influence of public opinion and is sometimes forced to
respond adequately to the most important trends.
This was the case for US media after the 9/11 attacks, when the US public opinion became
completely dominated by the fear of next terrorist attacks. In turn, this swelled the demand on
terrorism-related topics where the voters would be assured that they were well-protected and US
was fighting a “good war.” Furthermore, the magnitude and psychological effect of the terrorist
attacks, effectively pushed the media to be on the US government’s side, covering the War in
Afghanistan as a positive and necessary undertaking and making emphasis on initial low costs
and casualties associated with the war.
These attitudes of the media towards the War in Afghanistan were more or less kept throughout
George W. Bush and Barack Obama presidencies. However, the shift in the American public
opinion, which became weary of the lengthy war, was reflected upon the media too. They
started to respond the public mood – maintained generally supportive tone for the war but
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offered criticism for its conduct, levels of involvement and ambiguity of the mission. This was
further augmented by the emergence of new media (social networks), which were much more
hostile to US foreign involvement and started to offer this kind of views to American news
consumers. It is now believed that this shift has also facilitated Washington’s decision to start
withdrawal of troops from Afghanistan
In the process of analysis, the influential institutions of the system, the role of public opinion has
featured significantly. As the business is always ready to adapt to new realities, the same applies
with political class and media, who have to meet the demands of their customers – voters and
buyers respectively, thereby making public opinion a heavyweight variable in any kind of
political scheme, be it domestic or foreign.
It is clear now that the terrorist attacks on 9/11 have had a lasting and profound impact upon the
American public opinion. The authoritative surveys demonstrated that for many years,
Americans were obsessed with the possibility of another terrorist attacks and therefore
demonstrated complete support to Washington’s efforts, be it air campaigns, clandestine
operations or ground invasion, which was properly used by the both presidents to justify their
policies.
However, the research identified an important correlation between the American’s willingness to
support the War in Afghanistan (war on terror in general) and their perception of imminence of
another terrorist attacks. In other words, the more Americans felt threatened by the possibility of
next big terrorist attacks, more inclined they were to support aggressive policies and vice versa.
Another important finding is that the more time has passed from 9/11, the less threatened
Americans have become in regard to another large-scale terrorist attack.
Overall, the research identified several key components in determining the co-relation between
the public attitude and policy decisions. It is clear the public attitude was most profoundly
impacted by the 9/11 as well as by fear of another terrorist attack and destruction on massive
scale, threatening the American way of life itself. In turn, both media and political elites
responded to those overwhelming public sentiments by rallying behind the flag when it came to
War in Afghanistan, adjusting their editorial policy (blatantly pro-American, pro-military) and
policy platforms (elevating fight to terrorism and overseas military engagements) to a prominent
place.
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Our analysis demonstrated that apart from high costs associated with foreign military operations,
the gradual shift in public attitude was caused by association of War in Afghanistan to War in
Iraq, altering the threat perception of American population in regard to imminent terrorist attack,
redefinition of US mission from narrowly limited “defeating al-Qaeda and killing Osama” to
broader nation-building and absence of large-scale terrorist attack on US soil, which pushed the
American population to become more concerned with the state of the economy instead of
crippled al-Qaeda. This is perhaps brilliantly captured by Kendziera, who argues that “the zeal
for quick retribution after the 9/11 attacks and the quick defeat of the Taliban with minimal loss
of life, led to strong support from the US and western populations. As the memories of 9/11
faded and the prolonged loss of life, injuries and expenditures mounted, and as the Taliban made
a resurgence, the populations were less enthusiastic about the effort” (See the Appendix 14.
Kendziera, C., 2018).
Theoretical reflection of Gabriel Almond’s structural functionalism concludes this chapter by
acknowledgment of vastly important roles that structures play within the political system.
Interaction and relation between the political parties, media and public opinion have helped them
to fulfill their function of interest articulation, political communication and interest aggregation.
This in turn contributed to input-put conversion process, when public demand and needs, shaped
and influenced by external factors and media have been absorbed, processed, channeled, and
affected by the political parties and ultimately enacted by the Presidents of the country.
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CHAPTER 5. EVALUATION OF US FOREIGN POLICY STRATEGY
TOWARDS AFGHANISTAN UNDER GEORGE W. BUSH AND BARACK
OBAMA ADMINISTRATIONS
The last chapter combines the analysis of George W. Bush and Barack Obama’s Afghanistan
strategies with the evolutionary trends identified in the US national security policy, in terms of
threats and challenges. Additionally, it offers some insight into the emerging Afghan strategy of
the incumbent US President, Donald Trump, which is being shaped at this moment.
Specifically, it would be safe to argue that George W. Bush’s presidency was shaped by two
major wars – War in Afghanistan and War in Iraq. The conduct of the former was largely
influenced by the conduct and results of the latter. Therefore, it is rightful to underline that War
in Afghanistan, despite its huge importance, has not always been immediate foreign policy
priority for the Bush White House.
In comparison, Barack Obama who was particularly antagonistic toward the War in Iraq, claimed
ownership of the War in Afghanistan and committed significant material and personnel resources
to make a breakthrough against Taliban. However, Obama’s foreign policy thinking was not
overburdened by the War in Afghanistan for most of his presidency and the initial surge was to
make sure that US withdrawal was smooth and anticipated.
This shift in White House’s strategy is best illustrated by looking at the evolution of US national
security policy by studying the annual threat assessments produced by the leading intelligence
bodies (CIA and ODNI). It is shown how the Middle East policy rose as the most important issue
and declined against the backdrop of other military or economic threats throughout the period of
2001-2017.
However, despite their foreign policy differences and altering geopolitical environment, George
W. Bush and Barack Obama maintained spectacularly sustained and continuous line when it
came to War in Afghanistan. They apportioned almost equal time from their rhetoric and never
failed to reiterate that US had strong and deep-rooted interests in region, which made
Washington’s full withdrawal unthinkable and detrimental for US interests.
The final part of this research argues that this line of reasoning is maintained in the Washington
in the foreseeable future. President Donald Trump’s Afghan strategy, while still its nascent form,
provides an understanding that in light of rise of global terrorist networks and utmost fragility of
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the Afghan state, US military presence will be kept for undetermined period of time, albeit in
limited numbers and with curbed responsibility.
5.1.

George W. Bush’s Policy towards Afghanistan

The end of the 20th century has been perceived as confirming the idea of Francis Fukuyama’s
famous End of History narrative. The Cold War has been won, United States’ hegemony has
been unrivalled and unparalleled in the world history and oftentimes without clear moral
certitudes how this crushing economic, political and military might could have been used. This
situation, which was dominant during the George W. Bush’s first presidential campaign, is best
described by Hassan (2009): “Gone was the overarching rationale of containment. [The] fall of
the Soviet Union led to a collapse of an ideational orthodoxy, used to guide foreign policy,
leaving policy-makers deprived of consensus and overarching paradigm for routine puzzlesolving” (Hassan, 2009, p.120).
The-then Governor of Texas, George W. Bush, who has been traveling abroad notoriously
infrequently (Quester, 2005), was widely perceived as lacking any serious credentials in the
foreign and security policy. Daalder and Lindsay (2003), write that “Many doubted he had the
background or the inclination to make a mark on international affairs. He was widely depicted
as ill-informed and uninterested about the world beyond America’s borders.” (Daalder, Lindsay,
2003, p.1) Indeed, notwithstanding the fact that he was a son of former US President, former
CIA director and member of a US diplomatic corps, George Bush has never taken a serious
interest in the US foreign policy and during the Presidential Campaign did not shy away to admit
he was not unaware where on the world map was Kosovo located (Daalder, Lindsay, 2003). (The
Kosovo Air Campaign, waged by the-then US President Bill Clinton was at the spotlight of US
foreign policy community).Yet, for the next eight years, George W. Bush’s presidency was
largely dominated by the foreign policy issues. In fact, as assessed by Leffler (n.d.), “Not since
Richard Nixon’s conduct of the war in Vietnam has a U.S. president’s foreign policy so
polarized the country—and the world”. (Leffler, n.d, p.22)
History of the US elections suggests that foreign policy almost never plays an important role
during the presidential campaigns. The analysis of the major US political parties in the previous
chapters have also demonstrated that jobs and economy always preoccupy the minds of the
American voters. However, since the WWII the US has been so entangled in the world affairs in
almost everywhere across the globe, that the foreign policy realm is one to be claimed as well
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and the US presidential candidates spend great deal of efforts and money to assemble a wellacknowledged and experienced foreign policy advisors and counselors, because American public
would rarely forgive a complete ignorance in overseas affairs. (Of importance is to mention
Gerald Ford’s presidential campaign in 1976, when his assertion about “Poland was not under
the domination of the Soviet Union” cost him a presidency. (Cheney, 2011))
This is why George W. Bush decided to compensate his inexperience in foreign policy by
gathering a team of individuals with solid foreign, defense and security policy credentials. They
were eight Republican experts, nicknamed as Vulcans (the name was given in honor to Roman
God of Fire) led by Condoleezza Rice (future National Security Adviser and later Secretary of
State) and included the people who would be brains behind his foreign policy during the 20012009 period of presidency. They were later reinforced by the Secretary of State Donald
Rumsfeld and the Vice President Dick Cheney, who have played important roles in elaboration
and execution of the US foreign policy towards Afghanistan and elsewhere.
As a candidate, George W. Bush did indeed offer his understanding of the world affairs and US
role within the international system. In his first major foreign policy speech of the 2000 election
campaign, Governor George W. Bush declared that the President ought to have been a clear-eyed
realist (Boyle, 2004). During his campaign, “he expressed skepticism about foreign
entanglements and a disdain for nation building”. (Pffifner, 2003, p.1) In essence, that was
shared by most of his foreign policy team, which derided the Clinton-era interventions and “had
warned against overstretching US military resources in the context of extensive stabilization
missions” (Center for Security Studies, 2008, p.1).
At the same time, George W. Bush’s has vocally rejected isolationism and “building a proud
tower of protectionism that would invite challenges to US power” (Daalder and Lindsay, 2003,
p.7), which was favored by some prominent members of the Republican Party. (One of the
strongest advocate of curbing America’s role worldwide at that time was a famous American
political commentator, former advisor of President Reagan and paleo-conservative Patrick
Buchanan). Admittedly, the nascent foreign-policy doctrine of the Bush administration was
founded on a scripted identity steeped in nationalist myths about America’s role in the world as a
responsible “superpower” (Mustapha, 2011, p.490). As argued by Leffler (2013), similar to
every other major presidential candidates since World War II, Bush’s foreign policy aspirations
were Wilsonian and “the United States, he argued, had a great and guiding goal: to turn this time
of American influence into generations of democratic peace” (Daarlder and Lindsay, 2003, p.7).
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However, this had to be achieved mostly through example and only in the most extreme cases by
projecting the US military and economic power.
Interestingly, despite this clear articulation in belief of America’s indispensable role (later, this
was frequently repeated by the Secretary of State, Condoleezza Rice, (the role of Condoleeza
Rice is often overlooked or ignored vis-à-vis a perceived influence of Donald Rumsfeld or Dick
Cheney. However, according to Pffifner (2008), she was one the confidents of President Bush
and often played the role of a honest broker between the opposing factions within the white
house). George W. Bush demonstrated remarkable restraint in when it came to spilling American
blood and spending American money for overseas endeavors. According to Leffler (n.d.), Bush
“argued that freedom, democracy, and peace would follow from the concerted pursuit of the
United States’ “enduring national interests” (Leffler, n.d., p.26). The major foreign policy
problems which the incoming administration was supposed to tackle were China and Russia;
Middle East peace settlement was building a ballistic missile defence system and dealing with
rogue states (Muscat, 2013). Furthermore, in light of his avowed disdain and hostility toward
Saddam Hussein he was practically mute about the issues of Iraq and Afghanistan, let alone the
remote possibility of “[committing] to rebuild those nations economically and politically”
(Greenstein, 2003, p.6). The fact that America’s two subsequent wars at those places would
define George W. Bush’s presidency, was unimaginable even for the shrewdest observes of the
American and world politics. (George W. Bush himself did not raise the subject of terrorism in
none of the three presidential debates before the election day).
The terrorist attacks on 9/11 completely transformed George W. Bush’s presidency, America’s
political life and perhaps the world as such. Most importantly, the “9/11 terrorist attacks shook
America to its core, triggering a rightful sense of vulnerability in the public” (Cherry, 2015,
p.73). In other words, “these terrorist attacks not only killed 3,000 American citizens, but also
challenged American military and economic powers as well as authority. After these attacks, AlQaeda, […] became the oppressor while the sole superpower became victim in western eyes”
(Jabeen, 2009, p.176). The shock, grief and fear was overwhelming, its impact on American
electorate’s mind profound and its consequences would perhaps be lasting for years to come.
After 9/11, the world witnessed perhaps the most spectacular transformation of the presidency,
from the domestic-oriented priorities to the foreign-oriented discourse and actions. This severe
blow to American leadership was painfully digested by the American public and American
leadership too, including President Bush himself, who declared: “I’m here for a reason, and this
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[the war on terrorism] is going to be how we’re to be judged” (Pffifner, 2003, p.1). As Bush
acknowledged in his memoirs: “as long as I held ofﬁce, I could never forget what happened to
America that day” (Bush, 2010, p.137). Of important note is that, Bush’s understanding of the
war which America was about to be engaged in, was heavily influenced by his religious beliefs
(George W. Bush’s early life was plagued with his proclivity for alcohol. Becoming the bornagain, Christianity helped him to abandon the drinking habit and became an integral part of his
worldview), and these Christian convictions have indeed affected his mindset after 9/11
(Pffifner, 2003/2). Further, as stated by Boyle (2004), “since Winthrop declared America to be a
‘city on a hill’, American political leaders have drawn on the language of faith in order to
determine their objectives and frame their foreign policies in ways acceptable to a largely
religious public” (Boyle, 2004, p.93) and the President Bush was no exception.
The terrorist attacks have inevitably transformed the worldview of other members of the Bush
administration. Perhaps, the most important shift was the rise of Neo-conservatives (group of
foreign-policy hawks, mostly concentrated around the William Buckley’s National Review and
the Republican Party. It is believed that Leo Strauss’s works were seminal in establishment of
“neocon” movement), who were very active in determining the US foreign policy in the
aftermath of 9/11. One of principal tenets of the Neo-conservative philosophy was sustaining the
US global dominance and strong belief in America’s moral superiority. In light of role they
played in US foreign and defense policy in the period of 2001-2009, it is appropriate to offer
more clarification of their ideology: “One important impact of the “neocons” was to foster the ambition of
bringing democracy to the Middle East, and in the process perhaps relieving Arab hostility toward the United States
and toward Israel. […] Out of a genuine belief in the benefits of democracy, and a genuine concern for the security
of Israel, and perhaps a prescient analysis of the future threats of Islamic terrorism, they envisaged achieving a
certain amount of “regime change” in the Middle East (Quester, 2005, p.15)

This being said, it would be

unwise to proclaim the George W. Bush’s administration was dominated by a single political
ideology or by a single, monolithic interest group. On the contrary, the administration contained
a lot of different politicians and policy-makers with divergent understanding of international
relations and US security. Dumbrell (2002) classifies them into “Americanists” and
“Multilateralists”. According to that classification, Dick Cheney, Donald Rumsfeld, Paul
Wolfowitz, John Bolton (under Secretary for Arms Control at the State Department. Later was
appointed as the US ambassador to the UN) (Under Secretary for Arms Control at the State Department. Later was
appointed as the US ambassador to the UN)

and Jesse Helms (senator

from the Republican Party)

all

“Americanists.” The another camp incorporated the Secretary of State Collin Powel, Stephen
Hadley (Senator from the Republican Party), and Richard Haass ( head of policy planning at the State Department).
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The National Security Adviser and later, Secretary of State Department, Condoleezza Rice was
somewhere in between, although frequently leaning to “Multilateralists” (Dumbrell, 2002)
The impact of the 9/11 was of such magnitude that foreign-policy hawks, American nationalists
and supporters of intervention were enabled to freely champion their cause among US electorate
as “the terrorist attacks against New York and Washington transformed the Bush
administration’s sense of danger and impelled offensive strategies” (Leffler, n.d., p.26). The
administration saw the purpose of American power to deter and defeat potential threats to the
nation’s security (Daalder and Lindsay, 2003). After the Taliban rejected to hand Osama Bin
Laden over, everyone on board in the White House was determined – Afghanistan had to
become the immediate target to any potential military response.
While the actual war-fighting and perception of the War in Afghanistan has been thoroughly
discussed in the previous chapters, the focus of our analysis is now on George W. Bush
administration’s policy-making after ousting the Taliban and installing Hamid Karzai as a
president. After studying George W. Bush administration’s policies toward Afghanistan in the
period of 2001-2009, it is possible to put forward two broad categories - 1) Focus on Weapons of
Mass Destruction (WMD) and Terrorism, and 2) Promotion of Democracy and Nation Building.
Throughout this research, the psychological effect, arising as a result of 9/11 terrorist attacks has
been mentioned multiple times as a principal determinant of US robust military response,
launching War in Afghanistan and subsequent policies, be it adoption of PATRIOT ACT or
increasing US defense and intelligence capabilities. The fear of another terrorist attacks which
was sufficiently prevalent among the US public for the next 2-3 years, because the 9/11 provided
the push for more aggressive rhetoric, in some cases even on the verge of paranoia.
This fear was particularly augmented by oft-repeated claim of US military and political
leadership about the possibility of terrorists’ acquisition of WMD (apart

from the statements of the

President and White House officials, the threat was officially documented in the annual threat assessment documents produced
by the US intelligence community).

As asserted by Cordesman “The ﬁght was no longer just about

terrorism, nor was the September 11, 2001, attack a worst-case scenario. The problems of
asymmetrical warfare and terrorism have now been joined, and the battle has begun”
(Cordesman cited in Kitsfield, 2005, p.161). Obviously, US leaders did not expect CBRN attack
from any state, but it was feared that terrorist might get hold to a dirty bomb and strike on a
larger scale. Therefore, as argued by Leffler (n.d.): “Having failed to foresee and prevent a
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terrorist attack prior to September 11, the administration’s threshold for risk was dramatically
lowered, its temptation to use force considerably heightened.” (Leffler, n.d., p.26)
Not surprisingly, President Bush’s associates and cabinet members, voiced unequivocal support
for invasion of Afghanistan and continued military presence on Afghan soil, while relentlessly
pursuing the terrorists everywhere. According to Leffler (2013), “Top ofﬁcials wanted to go after
all terrorists and all the states that harbored them, not at once, but sequentially. They were not
focused on Osama bin Laden, or al Qaeda alone. Nor were they focused exclusively on the
perpetrators of 9/11” (Leffler, 2013, p.198). They were no longer satisfied with deterrence, but
motivated with the urge to crush the terrorists.
The pursuit of terrorists and illicit WMDs, as well as fight against the terrorists prevent their
acquisition of WMD led George W. Bush to another war in Iraq. The War in Iraq, similar to War
in Afghanistan was also considered to be a part of much broader War on Terror (while Iraq War
does not represent an immediate focus of this research, it is helpful to clarify that US invaded
Iraq in 2003, at the pretext of Saddam Hussein’s alleged possession of WMD, including nuclear
materials. This later proved to be an intelligence failure). As analyzed in chapters 3-4, War in
Iraq drained resources for Afghanistan and retrospectively it is almost impossible to disentangle
the War in Iraq from the analysis of the War in Afghanistan. In light of Bush administration’s
obsession with the possible WMD proliferation it is now logical, why Iraq claimed a spotlight of
the White House and overshadowed War in Afghanistan, with all the consequences associated
with that decision. The rationale for waging two wars and overstretch US military is capped by
Vercruyssen (2013), saying that it was “the perception that this is a time of great threats
undermining the American system and the idea that these dangers must be eliminated by the use
of force and preemptive war; the fact that the U.S. is the world’s only powerful hegemon, which
causes a strong sense that its peace and stability can only be assured by asserting its primacy”.
(Vercruyssen, 2013, p.11)
It is also possible that wide international support for the War in Afghanistan, as well as
spectacularly low casualties for the first 2.5 years of the military campaign, 26 dead and 121
wounded as of January 25, 2003 (the total U.S. personnel in Afghanistan during the war were
110 CIA paramilitary troops and 316 Special Forces soldiers, and the defeat of the Taliban had
taken only 102 days) (Kaufmann, 2003, p.1) encouraged the US leadership that another combat
operation would be equally swift and smooth. At the same time, by overthrowing Saddam, they
thought the slightest risk of terrorists getting hands on WMD was eliminated. Comprehensive
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explanation for that kind of thinking was provided by the-then US Secretary of Defense himself,
who stated that “We did not act in Iraq because we had discovered dramatic new evidence of
Iraq’s pursuit of WMD; we acted because we saw the existing evidence in a new light - through
the prism of our experience on 9/11” (Rumsfeld cited in Schifferes, 2003).
After the failure to find the WMDs in Iraq “combined with the stream of charges of inadequate,
unreliable and politicized intelligence”, (Buckley and Singh, 2006, p.24) and high costs and
casualties of US military involvement, the War in Afghanistan started to show its ugly face as
well. Most notably, the comeback of Taliban and US inexperience to conduct counter-insurgency
in the completely alien to US culture country, greatly contributed the reversal of already
achieved progress. Especially because there was no long-term strategy on how to deal with this
Asian country and the “right” war in Afghanistan with its peculiarities on the ground, became
increasingly associated with the “wrong” one in Iraq, which was particularly detrimental for the
former.
Most notably, the backlash was caused by US decision to act unilaterally. According to Isaacs
(2004), “the Bush administration has, over the three and half years, diverged dramatically from
the broad, long-held bipartisan consensus that the American role in the world is to work closely
with allies [and] build coalitions where intervention is called for in the world’s troubled spots”.
(Isaacs, 2004, p.20) However, alarmed with large-scale possibilities, Bush administration
decided to abandon all the diplomatic niceties in favor of speedy and harsh response. (In fact,
both War in Afghanistan and War in Iraq had the support of more than 30 foreign countries.
Although, in none of these cases were the UN Security Council’s resolution obtained to launch
military operation. Additionally, despite NATO’s invocation of Article V, the White House
decided to ignore initial offers from NATO members to provide help to US war efforts).
Against the backdrop of rapidly growing disillusionment of the American public, White House
recognized that the War on Terror was largely perceived to be elusive with not clearly
identifiable political and military goals. Therefore, it was necessary to justify that war by giving
it different meaning and color. That was exactly what President Bush started to do in the second
term of his presidency, which envisioned putting bigger emphasis on promotion of democracy,
human rights and nation building. In fact, the second inaugural address of George W. Bush,
delivered in January 2005, marks the watershed between the aforementioned first and second
categories.
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In particular, in his second inaugural address, President Bush stated that the policy of the United
States was to seek and support the growth of democratic movements and institutions in every
nation and culture, with the goal of ending tyranny in the world, while the United States would
not ignore oppression or oppressors. (Selected Speeches, p.84)
In fact, the US championing and advocating its values (freedom and democracy) all across the
globe has not been characteristic to George W. Bush administration alone. This is proclaimed by
Leffler (n.d.) by putting George W. Bush’s statement among peers in history, putting it on part
with the rhetoric of Jefferson, Wilson and Kennedy.
Therefore, in the period of 2005-2008, Americans witnessed the gradual shift in rhetoric and
action of the White House, now increasingly focused on spreading democracy and protecting the
human rights. Muscat argues that throughout that period democratization [has been] one of the
main objectives of the country’s foreign policy as “Bush expressed that the promotion of
democracy in other lands is of national interest for the liberty of their own country with the main
goal of ending tyranny in this world” (Muscat, 2013, p.19). The same assessment is given by
Pfiffner (2003) earlier, describing the Bush administration as “pursuing liberal ends with realist
assumptions, i.e. as being ready to apply power for good ends, with the latter including
protecting the national security of the United States, but also spreading democracy into the Arab
world” (Pfiffner, 2003, p.18).
However, that period has also coincided with drastic increase of confrontation level in Iraq. In
fact, the War in Afghanistan soon became a “forgotten war” for the Bush administration, which
was desperately trying to quell sectarian conflict in Iraq (the bloodiest was confrontation of Iraqi
Sunnis with Iraqi Shias, with both sides seeking support abroad) and pacify the Middle East.
However, the needs of Pentagon necessitated the quite surge of US troops in Afghanistan.
Consequently, in 2007 the number of troops almost quadrupled as compared to 2002 and
constituted 25,000 (Associated Press, 2016). And, even that was not enough, because although
President Bush was opposed to the idea of using US troops as nation builders there was little
choice, but to try to establish stability so that the country could rebuild itself (Pfiffner, 2003).
The attacks on 9/11 against the US pushed for fundamental re-examination of America’s strategy
and interest in the Middle East. This process, under the leadership of the President Bush, has not
been without flaws and mistakes. Indeed, it was frequently described as lacking focus and
overarching objective. There is a kernel of truth in that assessment. As formulated by Greenstein,
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“the Bush administration is right to see the trinity of terrorists, tyrants, and technologies of mass
destruction as the principal threat to American security. But, the strategy it has adopted for dealing with
this threat - the focus on tyrants and the emphasis on regime change, by force if necessary - is misplaced.”

(Greenstein, 2003, p.135)
Quester (2005) underlines that the “Americans have perhaps always wished the best, in terms of
self-government, for other peoples.” (Quester, 2005, p.19) Afghanistan, bearing a vital
importance was no exception in this regard. Hammed, Brown and Harpst (2014) summarize that
“The United States’ principal interest in Afghanistan is to prevent the country from again
becoming a terrorist safe haven.” (Hammed, Brown, Harpst, 2014, p.1) To this aim, hundreds of
billions of US taxpayers’ money was spent on rebuilding the country’s infrastructure, armed
forces and police. (By 2017, the amount of funds spent on Afghanistan was more USD 840
billion.) However, President Bush’s genuine interest was not enough for successful counterinsurgency campaign and achieving clear political and military victory. This task fell on his
successor, the 44th President of the United States, Barack Hussein Obama.
It is evident that the mechanism of Almond’s structural functionalism in action was perhaps
more clearly visible in case of George W. Bush administration’s engagement with Afghanistan.
The surveys given above have demonstrated the power and impact of enormous public pressure
which transformed America’s foreign policy thinking at the societal level and with that altered
the platforms of major political parties. This in turn, naturally influenced the foreign policy
decision-making at the White House even at the level of the president.
In other words, interest articulation (as one of the most important and initial part of structural
functionalism conversion scheme) was sufficiently visible during the 43rd president’s
administration. This concerned the public in the first place, political parties with their uniform
support and media, which in spite of its sometimes critical focus, was largely following the
government narrative for the most part of the decade. This is why Barack Obama inherited a
well-institutionalized war, which was already part of US political culture.
5.2.

Barack Obama’s Policy towards Afghanistan

The presidency of Barack Obama has been mostly unanticipated by, at least, before the end of
Democratic Party primaries. On the one hand, he managed to defeat a heavyweight frontrunner
Hillary Clinton (wife of the 42nd President of the United States, Bill Clinton and Senator from
New York in 2000-2008. She would come to serve as the Secretary of State under first Barack
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Obama administration) of his own party and then had to endure a long and tiresome campaign
against the Vietnam War veteran, John McCain (US Senator from Arizona), considered by many to be
a hero of the nation. Being an underdog on both occasions (at least during the initial phase),
Barack Obama largely prevailed thanks to his well-accentuated political campaign, where the
issue of both Iraq and Afghanistan wars were looming large.
Once Barack Obama announced the launch of his presidential campaign in Spriengfield, Illinois
(Barack Obama was elected as a junior Senator from Illinois in 2004), the unending debates have
been started in regard to his foreign policy worldview and defense policy stances. While his
opponents both from Democratic and Republican Parties were seasoned and well-experienced
politicians with solid foreign policy credentials, Barack Obama, similar to his predecessor
George W. Bush at the dawn of his political campaign, was mostly perceived as foreign policy
novice, which was a significant liability in light of two ongoing and very difficult wars.
At the end of President George W. Bush’s second term, his presidency was increasingly
unpopular and every major presidential candidate spared no efforts to dissociate himself/herself
from that seemingly disastrous legacy. This was a great opportunity to Barack Obama, who in
contrast to Hillary Clinton, had not voted in favor to Iraq War, and in contrast to John McCain
did not bear the responsibility for US aggressive foreign policy, which was detested by many
voters. Indeed, as claimed by Gregory (2011), “in running for president, Obama ran against the
Republican foreign policy legacy of George W. Bush. […] (Gregory, 2011, p.11), while the
remedy he offered was bring back the benevolence and good spirit that has always been the
trademark of Washington before.
The fact that Barack Obama offered a vocal criticism for the War in Iraq, sometimes even calling
it a “Dumb War”, led some in the policy-making, media and NGO circles to portray the
presidential candidate as an anti-war, pacifist politician (Hofmann, 2015). Indeed, at the
beginning, Obama’s foreign policy views could have been considered as idealist, liberal and
maybe even naïve. Against the massive media onslaught (e.g., the “Birther” movement arose
during the 2008 presidential campaign and challenged Obama’s legitimacy as an American-born
citizen, calling into question his capacity to feel patriotic about the nation.), Obama still
succeeded to deliver his foreign policy platform (thanks to newly developed digital software,
targeting every segment of America’s electorate), which according to most of US political
commentators (Hoffman 2015; Cordesman, 2016; Gibbler, Miller, 2012) was a hard-nosed
Realism.
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One of the prominent themes of Obama’s campaign, according to Lofflmann (2015), was
“Obama’s scepticism about the efﬁcacy and desirability of military interventions and regime
change” (Lofflmann, 2015, p.326). And even though, contrary to popular beliefs, Barack Obama
was an ardent proponent of American exceptionalism (Gilmore, Sheets and Rowling, 2016) and
democracy, but he did not believe the use of force to spread American way of life or promote
American-style democracy was either justified or expedient. Muscat (2013), is of the same
opinion, stating that “one of the basic ideas of the Obama doctrine is that America – and its
democracy – has its shortcomings. […] Therefore, the U.S. is not in a position to claim the right
to establish democracies abroad.” (Muscat, 2013, p.76) Finally, Barack Obama’s philosophy was
eloquently capped in his own statement: “Each nation gives life to democracy in its own way,
and in line with its own traditions. […] America will not seek to impose any system of
government on any other nation.” (Santo, Teixeira, 2015, p.131)
Barack Obama’s preferences in foreign policy were most fully disclosed in his Foreign Affairs
article, published in 2007. In a lengthy article, Obama praising the legacies of F.D. Roosevelt,
John Kennedy and other visionary US Presidents presented his foreign/security philosophy in
Wilsonian way, and claimed that there were very strong connections between the American wellbeing and security of the nations overseas (Ondrejcsak, n.d., p.1). In the same article, Obama
offered his viewpoint about the War in Iraq, which he thought was completely unjustified and
War in Afghanistan, which seemed to unjustly abandoned (Obama, 2007).
Apart from that, Obama tried to fully use the campaign trail to demonstrate his foreign policy
vision as it was. In other words, he brushed aside the accusations of him being anti-war and antiAmericanist, and instead, offered a new approach, which envisioned gathering all of America’s
allies and acting in concert. Muscat (2013), highlights this in the following manner: “Obama sees
the world as a complex organism in which everything is interconnected and influences
everything else. In this regard, the President avoids topics that are likely to cause a division
between nations and focuses more on topics that are supposed to integrate countries” (Muscat,
2013, p.16).
According to Obama’s worldview, War in Afghanistan was perhaps best suited to both the
American public and world leaders, as well as demonstrate his hawkishness and discredit those
who claimed he was an isolationist. This is why he used the War in Afghanistan to underscore
the futility of War in Iraq which was attracting unnecessary amount of funds and attention, and
attack Republican Party’s lack of focus on wide spectrum of problems in Afghanistan (to this
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aim, Obama used both campaign speeches and presidential debates). In this regard, his
proclaimed priorities were withdrawal from Iraq and reorientation of American focus
towards Afghanistan as a sine qua non of re-establishing America’s leadership in the world
(Alessandri, Hassan, Reinart, 2015).
Taking into account the costs, negativity and protests associated with America’s wars, as well as
problem of housing bubble and full-scale financial crisis, Obama’s cautious approach seemed to
be right at that specific situation. Indeed, as described by Greenstein, “Few presidents have faced
such urgent challenges upon taking office, including war in Iraq and Afghanistan, an economy in
deep recession, and a host of pressing domestic problems.” (Greenstein, 2009, p.147) The
American public at the first place was expecting improvements at home, where economy was the
biggest problem and overseas affairs were assigned a backseat. This was well-understood by the
President himself, who despite his advocating War in Afghanistan declared that “our troop
commitment in Afghanistan cannot be open-ended -- because the nation that I am most interested
in building is our own” (CNN, 2009).
Similar to President George W. Bush, President Barack Obama’s major political platform was
concentrated around the domestic policy issues, of which the most prominent was the universal
healthcare (after its adoption in 2010, it was usually referred as “Obamacare” and became a
foremost target for the Republican Party). Therefore, Obama followed the path of Bush and
gathered strong teams of foreign and security policy advisory boards. Again, this team was not a
monolithic entity, with more hawkish Hillary Clinton as Secretary of State and more dovish Joe
Biden as the Vice President. Although, the unifying mark for Obama’s foreign/defense/security
experts was their adherence to the principles of multilateralism and joint actions, in difference to
‘Team Bush’. Of importance note is that, to mute his critics who accused him in betraying the
US interests and undermining the military, Obama decided to keep Secretary of Defense, Robert
Gates (former CIA director was appointed as Secretary of State in 2006 (after resignation of
Donald Rumsfeld) and served in both Bush and Obama administrations in 2006-2010), in his
cabinet and usually heeded his counsels and advices.
Also in contrast to his predecessor, Barack Obama acknowledged the factor of Pakistan, as a
potential unending source of instability in Afghanistan. Hofmann (2015) argues that “the
ungoverned tribal regions along the Pakistan-Afghanistan border was now a primary focus as bin
Laden, al Qaeda, and the Taliban had over 150 training camps and facilities in this region. This
area had to be addressed immediately in order to prevail in Afghanistan” (Hofmann, 2015, p.83).
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This is why in the beginning of his presidency, the US Department of State published
Afghanistan and Pakistan Regional Stabilization Strategy, which together with enhanced military
presence initiated strong civilian assistance for both sides, increased monitoring and resources
for Af-Pak border control and pursuing certain milestones of development which would help the
international community to better fight Taliban’s and al-Qaeda’s influence over the regions of
both countries (Department of State, 2009).
At the same time, in 2009-2010, Obama started visible distancing from his predecessor’s
policies. The fundamental manifestation of that trend was his repeated rejection of promotion of
democracy and the notion of War on Terror. The rationale behind that decision was its negative
connotation among America’s Muslim allies and the so called Arab Street. Muscat also supports
this idea, claiming that “Obama wanted to make it clear that this fight was against some terrorist
organizations, i.e. al-Qaeda and its partners, and not a war against Muslims.” (2013, p.20) In an
interview, Obama himself provided relatively vague explanation why War on Terror was no
longer used, stating: “I think it is very important for us to recognize that we have a battle or a war
against some terrorist organizations. But that those organizations aren't representative of a broader Arab
community, Muslim community. [W]ords matter in this situation because one of the ways we're going to
win this struggle is through the battle of hearts and minds.” (Junta, 2013, p.58)

In parallel with this, Obama was quick to note “the threat posed by al Qaeda to the United States did
not necessitate or justify the previous administration’s departure from America’s commitment to uphold
basic international norms on torture and the treatment of prisoners.” (Guelke in Kitchen, 2010, p.7)

And he insisted that US rejected “[a] false the choice between our safety and our ideals”.
(Guelke in Kitchen, 2010, p.7) However, the subsequent analysis of Barack Obama’ policy
illustrated that the rhetorical abandoning of War on Terror did not mean abandoning fight against
terrorist organizations, most prominently with Taliban and al-Qaeda. On the contrary, his
proclaimed objective now was suppression and annihilation of al-Qaeda.
The biggest decision that Barack Obama had made on Afghanistan, was announced in his speech
at West-Point, right after being awarded the Nobel Peace Prize. In his speech, Obama outlined
the major aspects of his Afghan strategy and most importantly, declared about the surge as well
as inevitable withdrawal of US military in the upcoming years, claiming that sending additional
30,000 troops was vital to build success in Afghanistan, but warning that this burden was not
only America’s to bear (CNN, 2009)
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This decision, envisioning sending 30,000 additional troops to Afghanistan, was not an easy one
for Obama, as public opinion was trending against the further entrenchment of US military
overseas, but it was not as much as US commander in Afghanistan, General Stanley McChrystal
requested. However, by sending the 30,000 troops Obama also announced the timeline for
withdrawal and in this manner tried to assuage the domestic audience. The surge in Afghanistan,
which to some extent helped to halt the Taliban momentum and perhaps contributed to
assassination of mercurial Osama Bin Laden, gave Obama an opportunity to claim tactical
victory in the War in Afghanistan (Felbab-Brown, 2016), which neatly coincided with the end of
his first term of presidency.
It is now evident that departure of Robert Gates and Hillary Clinton from the administration,
impacted the policy-making in the White House. Specifically, Obama became more cautious in
US involvement overseas and more dedicated to quickly finish War in Iraq (the war officially
ended on 31 December 2011), and start drawdown in Afghanistan. The sensitivity of high
number of casualties, inevitably associated with increased number of troops on US soils, pushed
him to intensify drone attacks against the selected targets. At the same time, it was noted that
U.S. counterterrorism efforts remained focused on the defeat of al Qaeda and its associates,
protecting U.S. forces, and preventing Afghanistan from becoming a safe haven for terrorists
(Military Technology, 2016).
The consistent application of US military power against the terrorists as well as redefinition of
mission, to a narrower task of defeating and disrupting al-Qaeda rather than involvement of
nation building, did show some results. Dale (2013) assesses that “by 2013, the insurgency was
certainly not defeated—and it continued to enjoy the ability to recruit, as well as the luxury of
safe havens in Pakistan. But by most accounts, including their own, insurgent networks had been
degraded and their costs of doing business inside Afghanistan had risen substantially.” (Dale,
2013, p.7)
Apart from that, Obama decided not to repeat the mistake of Bush administration. Namely, he
followed the dictum that “outside actors must avoid the temptation to take direct control of a
friendly country’s military and governing responsibilities and should instead build up its
institutional capabilities,” (Tomsen, 2014, p.47) and started to hand over defense and security
responsibilities to Afghan Army and Afghan police. Presumably, there was not much of a choice.
As written by Krieg (2016), “the legacy of [the] conflicts left the Obama administration with few
military courses of action to choose from: any military action undertaken had to be of the public
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radar, cost-efficient and a matter of last resort in protection of vital US national interests” (Krieg,
2016, p.11). This was the externalization of burden of war, as opposed to Richard Nixon’s
“Vietnamization” four decades ago.
Perhaps, one of the most important milestones in US-Afghan relations came at the end of 2014,
when the end of US combat mission in Afghanistan was officially announced. At that point, the
withdrawal of US forces has been conducting in an orderly manner for over two years already.
Although, the essence of US mission to Afghanistan was to remain unchanged. Barack Obama
have assured America’s Afghan allies that withdrawal did not mean abandoning Afghanistan to
become the prey of terrorists again and Washington’s commitments was there to stay (Obama,
2015, p.378)
Naturally, the ending of US combat mission in Afghanistan had not affected US policy towards
Afghanistan directly. In fact, War in Afghanistan for Barack Obama, who came to Washington
to fundamentally change the rules of the game and re-invent US role in the world became a part
of his grand strategy on international scene. As mentioned previously, Obama detested unlimited
application of US military abroad, although circumstanced on the ground necessitated US
inevitable involvement. This is how, Obama’s much favored “Leading from Behind” (US
strategy to keep low-profile during international crisis and provide leadership not explicitly but
in a disguised and silent manner) strategy came into being.
The prevalent thinking in Obama’s administration was evolving around the US public’s fatigue
by US wars, and thought it would be perilous for the 44th President to continue the policy of his
unpopular predecessor. In other words, instead of much-publicized US military crusades,
Washington’s involvement would now become a low-profile, instead of waving the War on
Terror banners globally, US would secretly and covertly pursue its national self-interests.
Birkenthal (2013), described him as “[placing] a high value on working with allies and within
multilateral institutions under the auspices of global

governance and international law.”

(Birkenthal, 2013, p.68) Again, as mentioned before, Obama asserted repeatedly that “imposition
of democracy is out of the question and regime change should be a task for the nationals of the
target countries.” (Santos and Teixeira, 2015, p.120)
Certainly, it was evident that the War in Afghanistan with all its related challenges and
underlying causes, [was] unlikely to end a decisive victory on the battlefield (Dale, 2013), while
the threat of terrorism would not be eradicated in the near future. Most likely that dichotomy
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pushed Obama to keep most of Bush’s anti-terrorism policies. Mustapha (2011), notes that there
is an “observable continuity in American policies ‘on the ground’, at least in East and Southeast
Asia. For example, bilateral security relationships are still the most prominent feature of US
engagement there.” (Mustapha, 2011, p.501) (US concluded the Strategic Partnership agreement
with Afghanistan in 2012).
These manifested priorities of Barack Obama’s strategy would inevitably lead to the question,
why around 10,000 US troops still remain in Afghanistan as of 2017? Indeed, since 2014,
Obama has not been as hurried when it came to withdrawal from Afghanistan as he was in earlier
years of his presidency. The only pragmatic explanation for Obama’s behavior could be found in
the emergence of Islamic State in Syria and Iraq, and rapidly growing number of Americans who
were suddenly focused on terrorism again. This persuaded Obama, that some of his critics, who
urged him to delay withdrawal from Afghanistan (and from Iraq as well), were not entirely
wrong and he was right to not to reject his predecessor’s policy. Therefore, as a final note, it is
worthy to note that Obama’s Afghanistan policy was not remarkably different from those of
George W. Bush’s. In fact, it is difficult to see any practical difference if the rhetoric is not taken
into account. Muscat claims that Obama administration not only continued aspects of Bush
foreign policy, but reinforced some of them (2013).
At the present moment it is too early to conclude whether Obama’s tactic of strategic “retreat”
was justified or not. In his first term, he had to inherit a very difficult legacy, which consumed
most of his presidency and it is clear, why he was seeking to overthrow the burdens of those
wars as soon as possible, and he dedicated his second term to basically protect that fragile
balance of power that was left after US withdrawal. At the same time, he had to follow tectonic
shifts (Syria, Ukraine) in a geostrategic environment, which did not leave much time for
thorough and comprehensive attention toward Afghanistan.
At the end of his presidency George W. Bush expressed satisfaction that Taliban’s brutal regime
was gone and Afghan kids were allowed to fly their kites again. Barack Obama, being more
realistic in this regard, was content that al-Qaida was crippled and disarrayed while the danger of
terrorists’ potential usage of Afghanistan was remote. The elusiveness of winning and losing in
such a complicated environment was acknowledged by Obama himself, stating: “I think about it
not so much in the classic, do you lose a war on my watch? Or win a war on a president’s watch?
I think about it more in terms of, do you successfully prosecute a strategy that results in the
country being stronger rather than weaker at the end of it.” (Woodward, 2010, p.218) (Bob
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Woodward’s book “Obama’s Wars” was recommended for reading by Osama Bin Laden. A
copy of this book was found in his compound in Abottabad). At this stage of history, this
question remains unanswered.
Table 5-1 Case Study - George W. Bush’s and Barack Obama's Doctrines

CASE STUDY
George W. Bush’s and Barack Obama’s Doctrines
Since the end of the WW2, the US presidents proclaim the set of their foreign and security policies, which would
serve as a guideline for their respective administrations. The history has kept many such examples, including the
doctrines of Truman, Nixon, Carter and Reagan. This case study puts the doctrines of George W. Bush and Barack
Obama opposed to each other.
George W. Bush’s Doctrine
Not after F.D. Roosevelt has an American president found itself leading the country under attack. This strongly
influenced the mind and attitude of George W. Bush and reflected his foreign policy stance. The Bush Doctrine has
been manifested in numerous foreign policy speeches and remarks, as well as famous second inaugural address of
the president.
There are four defining themes in the Bush Doctrine:
Unilateralism
George W. Bush administration was adamant in their belief that US had the right to act alone when necessary and
was not obliged to become constrained by time-consuming alliance-building. Additionally, it was convenient to
highlight America’s ability to project its power without anybody’s assistance.
Pre-emptive War
Shocked and disgusted by the unexpected attack on 9/11, George W. Bush announced that in order to maintain
world peace and prevent the large-scale terror attacks from happening again, US was entitled to wage the preemptive wars. In other words, if the respective decision-making bodies deemed it appropriate, US armed forces
would attack any target, be it a nation-state or amorphous terrorist group.
Ending Tyranny
George W. Bush’s administration was confident that most fertile ground for terrorists were countries with dictatorial
and authoritarian forms of governance. Therefore, bringing freedom and democracy to any place considered as
‘oppressed’ by the Washington, was proclaimed as foreign policy priority.
American Hegemony
As White House and President Bush’s cabinet was almost completely staffed by ardent American nationalists, the
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belief in benevolence of American hegemony was almost universal. The administration never hesitated to use any
opportunity to foster and sustain American leadership, which was the only guaranteed way to keep the stable world
order.
Barack Obama’s Doctrine
Contrary to his predecessor, Barack Obama’s Doctrine espoused many of those things that were neglected by the
Bush administration. It was a reflection of Barack Obama’s realist attitude, who did not believe in complete
applicability of American values to any place and advocated more restrained and carefully articulated US foreign
policy.
The following are the defining themes of Barack Obama’s Doctrine:
International Engagement
As opposed to President Bush’s unilateralism, President’s Obama’s belief in complexity of the world’s problems
pushed the latter to advocate as wide international engagement as possible. The 44th President was very attentive to
international circumstances and carefully balanced the US within the system.
Leading from Behind
President Obama and his foreign policy team strongly rejected the notion of America being a world policeman. The
emergence of new crises did not require immediate American involvement and other countries were encouraged to
take the lead. In this way, American public was not constantly bombarded with news of alleged atrocities committed
by the US and world public opinion was not entirely negative, as before.
Foreign Policy Realism
This was yet another topic where Bush and Obama diverged doctrinally. Barack Obama categorically opposed the
use of force to spread democracy or American values. In his White House, every decision to send America’s Armed
Forces was made upon a cold-blooded calculation of the US national interests and the things at stake.

Developed by the researcher

In order to understand and compare the significance of War in Afghanistan for each President,
the frequency of mentioning Afghanistan or Afghan War in the State of the Union Addresses
was measured. This specific kind of speeches are delivered annually before the Joint Sessions of
Congress and bear a huge importance in a sense that they outline major foreign and domestic
political priorities of the incumbent administration in the White House.
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Table 5-2 Frequency of Mentioning Afghanistan in George W. Bush and Barack Obama State of
the Union Addresses (2001 – 2016)
Year

2001-2008

2009-2016

George W. Bush

41

N/A

Barack Obama

N/A

40

Developed by the researcher

The Table illustrates that in the period of George W. Bush and Barack Obama presidencies, both
Supreme Commander-in-Chiefs have expressed uniquely similar attention to the War in
Afghanistan in their State of the Union Addresses. There were natural fluctuations, which were
mostly related to importance of the Afghanistan issue for the American public. For instance,
President Bush mentioned Afghanistan 14 times in his 2002 State of the Union Address, because
US invasion had begun just three months ago and it had uttermost importance of the US
domestic and foreign policy. Similarly, President Obama mentioned 10 times in his 2014 State of
the Union Address, mostly in the context of ending US war commitments there. However, on
average President Bush mentioned Afghanistan 5.85 times in his SOU Addresses and President
Obama did it 5.71 times, which is practically the same.
However, taking into account the small number of the State of the Union Addresses and the
space which a particular issue is supposed to get in a limited text, it is more appropriate to
expand the research boundaries. Therefore, the same frequency of mentioning Afghanistan was
measured in 30 major foreign policy speeches of each president. The selection criteria for those
speeches were as follows: inaugural addresses, addressed to the UN assembly, addresses to the
military institutions and educational facilities and speeches about the Middle East and Americas
foreign military as well as diplomatic commitments.
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Table 5-3 Frequency of Mentioning Afghanistan in George W. Bush and Barack Obama’s Major
Foreign Policy Speeches (2001-2008 and 2009-2016)

Years

2001-2003

2004-2006

2007-2008

Total

George W. Bush

84

46

37

167

Years

2009-2011

2012-2014

2015-2016

Total

Barack Obama

65

71

22

158

Developed by the researcher

Now the comparison of the major foreign policy speeches does illustrate their judgement by the
verbal references, both George W. Bush and Barack Obama had apportioned almost equal
attention to the War in Afghanistan. Again, the table shows some interesting trends of division
based on respective years and time periods, such as President Bush mentioning Afghanistan 84
times in the period of 2001-2003, which seems logical at the peak of US invasion and
overwhelming domestic and foreign interest. In this light, President Obama mentioning
Afghanistan just 22 times in 2015-2016 constitutes the least amount among the time periods
given above. However, by taking the average number of mentions, it is evident that the
difference is negligible – President George W. Bush mentioned Afghanistan 20.8 times per year,
while President Obama did the same 19.7 times per year.
These measurements also prove that despite very clearly articulated policy differences and
seemingly incompatible political philosophies of George W. Bush and Barack Obama, both
Presidents were equally willing to pursue the US national interests in regard to Afghanistan.
Specifically, the calculations in the preceding tables indicate that War in Afghanistan occupied
almost even space in both President’s foreign policy speeches and SOA addresses, while the
actual policy and doctrine analysis in the preceding chapters also demonstrate that similarity in
speeches was duly reflected in actual policy-making as well.
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5.3.

Evolution of National Security Policy in Terms of Threat Perception (2001-2016)

Apart from looking and analyzing the actual policies of the US presidents toward Afghanistan, it
is appropriate to examine the US approach at a doctrinal level. Namely, this chapter overviews
the strategic US threat assessment documents produced by Central Intelligence Agency (CIA)
and Director of National Intelligence (DNI) throughout the period of 2000-2016. (The National
Security Strategies of 2002, 2006, 2010 and 2015, as well as counter-terrorism strategies
published during Bush and Obama presidencies, are also suitable for content analysis. Although,
this goes beyond the specific research aims of this dissertation).
In the beginning the CIA annual threat assessment documents, annually presented by the CIA
Director before the congress is presented and analyzed. The CIA up to the present date remains a
principal source for the President to provide sensitive information about the threats and
challenges facing the country. Until, the mid-2000s it was a sole presenter of national risks and
threats before the legislative chamber of the country. The period covered by these reports for this
research spans from 2000 until 2005 and brings light to CIA’s understanding of America’s
security environment at those times:
1)

Central Intelligence Agency Reports 2000-2005

The 2000 and 2001 Statements on the Worldwide Threats were almost identical to each other.
Most part of these reports were dedicated to international challenges America had to tackle,
including missile defense, non-proliferation of WMD and rise of China and Russia. However, it
was the 2000 report that did include a warning passage about Osama Bin Laden’s murderous
intention, indicating his conviction to strike “further blows” against America (CIA, 2000).
Surprisingly, this kind of warning was absent from 2001 Worldwide Threat Document and the
issue of international terrorism was practically overlooked. This is puzzling especially in light of
terrorist attacks against USS Cole which happened right in 2000. Instead, the 2001 report was
more focused on illicit drug trade which was rampant in Afghanistan. In fact, the major concern
of US intelligence community’s leading body in regard to Afghanistan was transnational drug
crime: “With regard to heroin, nearly all of the world's opium production is concentrated in Afghanistan and
Burma. Production in Afghanistan has been exploding, accounting for 72 percent of illicit global opium production
in 2000. (CIA, 2001)
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The overview of other Statements on Worldwide Threat Assessment (issued in 1995-1999) gives
no different picture, as transnational crime, drug and arms trade and human trafficking are
considered as the biggest threats for US security. The threat associated with international
terrorism is being mentioned, albeit very modestly and not on a scale the latter would have
deserved.
However, the attacks on 9/11 fundamentally altered the US intelligence community’s assessment
in regard to global risks. The entire 2002 annual World Threat Assessment Statement is
dedicated to the Muslim world in general and to Afghanistan in particular. The report admitted
the unforeseen scale of the attack and warned for future atrocities, with potential use of WMDs.
It also asserted that “Bin Ladin was pursuing a sophisticated biological weapons research
program [and] was seeking to acquire or develop a nuclear device” (CIA 2002).
This trend on emphasizing the dangers coming from terrorism has been maintained in the
following few years. The 2003 Worldwide Threat Assessment Document mostly revolves about
the issues of Afghanistan, terrorism and Iraq. Although, China and North Korea, in light of the
latter’s alleged nuclear test, have also made an appearance. The threats were unaltered: “In
Afghanistan, al-Qa'ida succeeded in acquiring both the expertise and the equipment needed to grow biological
agents. Construction of such a device is well within al-Qa'ida capabilities—if it can obtain the radiological
material.” (CIA, 2003)

In light of US invasion of Iraq in 2003, it is logical that 2004 Worldwide Threat Assessment
document was about Iraq and Afghanistan at full length. The report warned that while some
successes were scored in fighting against terrorism, the new trend – a global jihadi movement
was emerging and it was “infected by al-QA`ida's radical agenda” (CIA, 2004).
Of importance note is that since 2005, the emphasis on Afghanistan is getting weaker and bigger
focus is made on Iraq and fighting the offshoots of al-Qaeda there. This also explains the gradual
shift of attention of US leaders to one war theatre from another. In fact, Afghanistan was
proclaimed to be “on the road of recovery”, assuming it was in need of less assistance and efforts
than before: “Al-Qa'ida is intent on finding ways to circumvent US security enhancements to strike Americans
and the Homeland. It may be only a matter of time before al-Qa'ida or another group attempts to use chemical,
biological, radiological, and nuclear weapons (CBRN). […] Al-Qa'ida is only one facet of the threat from a broader
Sunni jihadist movement. […The Iraq conflict, while not a cause of extremism, has become a cause for extremists.”
(CIA, 2005)
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2)

Director of National Intelligence Reports (2006 – 2017)

After the establishment of the Office for Director of National Intelligence (ODNI), the Director
of National Intelligence started to deliver the World Threat Assessment statement. The first two,
issued in 2006 and 2007, almost did not mention Afghanistan per se, although paid a great deal
of attention to international terrorism, confirming that “al-Qaeda’s core elements still plot and
make preparations for terrorist strikes against the Homeland and other targets from bases in the
Pakistan-Afghanistan border area.” (DNI, 2006).They also admitted that killing of selected alQaeda leaders was not enough to make the terrorist organization defunct or less able to inflict
damage on the US because Qaeda’s core elements were resilient and plotting attacks against the
USA.” (DNI, 2007)
The 2008 report was not much different as compared to the previous two reports, however it
emphasized the gravity of problems on the ground in Afghanistan and spoke clearly about
Taliban momentum, which was inflicting great damage to the Coalition’s war efforts admitting,
that “despite their losses, the Taliban maintains access to local Pashtun and some foreign
fighters, and is using suicide bombings, improvised explosive devices and small arms to increase
attack levels (DNI, 2008).
Since that time, the World Financial Crisis and ongoing economic turmoil in the US completely
overshadowed the Afghanistan problem. The DNI report has been reflective of that trend,
underscoring mostly the threats from global economic recession, problems in America’s
neighborhood and other challenges from that category. The report scantily mentioned the role of
al-Qaeda, claiming that “despite […] setbacks, al Qaeda does remain dangerous.” (DNI, 2009)
More importantly, it was for the first time, US intelligence community recognized the vital
importance of Pakistan to solve problems in Afghanistan, acknowledging that “No improvement
in Afghanistan is possible without Pakistan taking control of its border areas and improving
governance and creating economic and educational opportunities throughout the country” (DNI,
2009)
The 2010 DNI report marked another milestone in US national security thinking. Specifically, it
was the first time, when the cyber threat was underlined as the one posing danger to America’s
well-being and security. This was undoubtedly influenced by the wave of cyber-attacks which
was rampant throughout the 2009-2010, while Afghanistan and terrorism were not given a prime
spotlight (DNI, 2010).
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DNI reports issued in 2012-2013, despite their brevity, put significant attention over the issues of
terrorism and counter-terrorism. This was perhaps influenced by the outbreak of Syrian Civil
War and emergence of many brutal terrorist groups, against whom the US was again involved in
fight, albeit on a lower scale. The DNI report did not forget to predict a very tangible success in
Afghanistan as well, predicting “success in governance, security and economic development that
will erode the willingness of the Afghan people to support the Taliban and their al-Qa’ida allies.”
(DNI, 2011)
It is worthy to note that despite making some gains as compared to 2009, the trend of reducing
the portion of Worldwide Threat Assessments has been kept in place throughout the 2010-2014
as well. For instance, the 2013 report mentions Afghanistan only marginally. Further, both
Afghanistan and terrorism are named in the context of food and water security, warning that water
infrastructure can be considered a viable target for terrorists.” (DNI, 2013)
The 2014 report constitutes yet another transformation of US threat perceptions. While the cyber
threats and counter-intelligence activities remain at the forefront of US intelligence community’s
focus, the threat from Syria became more nuanced and tangible. The report also underlines
growing instability in the Middle East and Africa and is particularly concerned with the homegrown terrorist attacks, while “the threat complex, sophisticated, and large-scale attacks from
core al-Qa’ida against the US is significantly degraded” (DNI, 2014).
Keeping their focus on most of the above-mentioned issues, the 2014-2015 reports marginally
covered the issue of Afghanistan and fight against Taliban. Taking into account the fact that
these are the dates of ending the US combat mission to Afghanistan, the reports duly
acknowledge some hardships Afghan law-enforcement forces have to endure, while keeping an
optimistic outlook for the future: “The Taliban, confident in its ability to outlast ISAF and committed to
returning to power, will challenge government control over some of the Pashtun countryside, especially in the south
and east. The Taliban senior leadership will maintain a structured and resilient leadership system. The Afghan
National Security Forces (ANSF), however, will probably maintain control of most major cities as long as external
financial support continues.” (DNI, 2014)

However, in 2016 and 2017, in light of rise of ISIS and its expanding influence in Afghanistan
they are correct not to underestimate the threats posed by the newly re-grouped al-Qaeda. On a
pessimist note, document reads that “They will continue to pose a threat to local, regional, and
even possibly global interests” (DNI, 2016).
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At the same time, the 2017 report unreservedly outlines all possible negative aspects, which took
place in Afghanistan after 2001 or are very likely to happen in the future. (The report was
delivered after inauguration of the 45th President of the USA, Donald Trump). That paragraph
deserves to be cited at full length: “The overall situation in Afghanistan will very likely continue to
deteriorate, even if international support is sustained.

Endemic state weaknesses, the government’s political

fragility, deficiencies of the Afghan National Security Forces, Taliban persistence, and regional interference will
remain key impediments to improvement. Kabul’s political dysfunction and ineffectiveness will almost certainly be
the greatest vulnerability to stability in 2017 (DNI, 2017).

In conclusion, the content-analysis of the Worldwide Threat Assessment reports from 2001-2017
demonstrates, what we have seen in the previous chapters. Namely, the shock and ensuing
overwhelming public opinion has been instrumental to guide the US policy towards Afghanistan
both under George W. Bush and Barack Obama administrations. The fluctuating priorities of this
policy, which were mutually shaped by the interaction of the public opinion and both presidents’
philosophies, were duly reflected in US intelligence community’s assessments provided in the
preceding paragraphs.
This provides a strong validation for Almond’s structural functionalism theory. Specifically,
analysis have identified that the two President’s Afghan policies are largely a product of inputconversion-output paradigm. In spite of their different leadership styles, political preferences and
worldviews, both George W. Bush and Barack Obama were acting within the narrow
maneuvering space, boundaries of which were determined by most influential interest groups for
US foreign policy – major political parties and the media. The result of interaction between these
is given in the preceding pages.
Additionally, analysis of US foreign policy’s Afghan dimension for the last 16 years serves as a
proof that public opinion, albeit reactive in nature, still remains as one of the most powerful
instrument in setting the priorities of the US foreign policy and its execution. The reasons for
that could be found in the particularities of direct democracy, which makes politicians on both
aisles especially attentive to popular mood swings to increase the base of their electorate and
either obtain or remain in power.
5.4.

Way Ahead: Donald Trump’s Afghanistan Strategy

Since his election as the President of the United States, Donald Trump’s presence at the White
House has been marred with unending controversies, which significantly affected the decision-
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making process in his cabinet. Amidst numerous leaks and scandalous statements in regard to
many fundamental domestic policy issues facing the country at the beginning of 2017, many
important aspects of foreign policy were simply sidelined or overshadowed by the omnipresent
by Russia’s election hacking controversy. (Immediately after the elections, US intelligence
agencies indicated that Russian-orchestrated cyber-groups might be behind hacking the DNC
emails and election systems in multiple states to rig the elections against Hillary Clinton).
In the light of above mentioned turmoil, it is not surprising that Donald Trump’s policy and
strategy towards Afghanistan was quite ambiguous during his first months of presidency. In fact,
Trump has never hesitated to express his deep reservation and outright negative attitude towards
the War in Afghanistan (Das, 2017). In 2013, the-then active opponent of President Obama,
Donald Trump was openly calling from via his twitter to withdraw all the remaining US troops
from Afghanistan, asking “When will we stop wasting our money on rebuilding Afghanistan?
We must rebuild our country first.” (Das, 2017, p.3) He followed this line of thinking during his
presidential campaign period in 2015-2016, advocating complete pull-out from Afghanistan as
the only viable option for the US.
As mentioned, upon becoming the President, Trump’s hands were full by the domestic problems
he was supposed to handle and by lingering crises in the Pacific, including the incessant missile
tests conducted by the North Korean regime, use of chemical weapons in Syria and Chinese
military build-up at the South China Sea. (Ongoing investigation of Trump’s campaign
members’ alleged ties with Russian officials, Kremlin’s interference in US elections and hectic
processes within the White House). These reasons, most likely contributed to the delay of
revision of the Afghanistan strategy (Wolf, 2017). In spite of this delay, Bennet claims: “under
the Trump administration an entirely new dimension is unfolding, and one with which much of
the world is struggling to adjust to. The basic principle is summed in the slogan “America first”,
though this is perhaps not a very accurate reflection of the policy.” (See the Appendix 14. R.
Bennet, 2017).
However, despite his initial promises, Friedman (2017), notices that “The foreign policy of the
Trump administration has differed little from the foreign policy of previous administrations”
(Friedman, 2017, p.1). This is asserted by Dombrowski and Reich (2017), claiming that
“Trump’s rhetoric and proposed foreign policy pronouncements have often significantly
departed from Obama’s and have alienated many allies. But the operational differences over the
first six months of his presidency are far less dramatic” (Dombrowski, Reich, 2017, p.1022).
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Indeed, the 45th President decided to maintain quite lot policies of his predecessor, leading the
New York Times to declare that “Trump Embraces Pillars of Obama’s Foreign Policy” (Landler,
Baker, Sanger, 2017).
The process of elaboration of Donald Trump’s Afghanistan strategy was finally over by the end
of 2017 summer. On 21 August, 2017, at Fort Myer military base in Virginia, Trump voiced the
major tenets of his new Afghanistan policy, which were markedly different from his campaign
promises and envisioned continued US military presence on Afghan soil: “We arrived at three
fundamental conclusions about America’s core interests in Afghanistan. First, our nation must seek an honorable
and enduring outcome. Second, the consequences of a rapid exit are both predictable and unacceptable. Third, and
finally, I concluded that the security threats we face in Afghanistan and the broader region are immense. Today, 20
U.S.-designated foreign terrorist organizations are active in Afghanistan and Pakistan, the highest concentration in
any region anywhere in the world.” (New York Times, 2017)

The biggest difference of the Trump administration’s new Afghan policy as compared to his
predecessors’ strategies was the adoption of a conditions-based withdrawal (withdrawal only in
case when certain conditions were met such as security, progress in elimination of corruption
etc.), instead of time-based withdrawal (withdrawal in compliance with strictly defined
timetable, irrespective to circumstances on the ground) which has been in place since 2001 and
was considered as detrimental for US troops and the cause of war generally. It is undisputed that
by doing so, Trump and his military advisers wanted to send a clear signal that US longanticipated exhaustion and eventual full withdrawal is still a long-distance prospect and every
stakeholder in Afghanistan has to take US military presence into account.
Trump’s administration enshrined these principles in the US National Security Strategy,
published in December 2017. Not surprisingly, Afghanistan does not feature as the most
important or immediate foreign policy priority, but the document emphasizes the need to support
Afghan government militarily and roll back radical Islamic extremists, gaining ground in
Afghanistan, such as Taliban, ISIS, Haqqani network etc. (National Security Strategy, 2018). As
an overarching document it does not include specific details, although disrupting terrorist
networks and consolidation of already achieved gains is among the declared priorities, including
through enhanced military presence (National Security Strategy, 2018).
The reasons, why Trump decided to abandon his initial isolationist approach in favor of more
vigorous engagement, might be found on Afghanistan’s ground as well as in the situation
throughout the wider Middle East. As of 2017, Taliban are in control of 48 administrative areas,
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which is the most they have held since US invasion in 2001 (Das, 2017). At the same time, the
threat posed by ISIS in Afghanistan and inter-factional confrontation between Taliban and alQaeda constitutes a major challenge for all the US war efforts thus far. The threat from ISIS,
which established itself as the most brutal terrorist organizations in the matter of years, is now
well-understood by Trump and his cabinet too, with former claiming that the US must stop the
resurgence of safe

havens that enable terrorists to threaten America, and prevent nuclear

weapons and materials from coming into the hands of terrorists.” (New York Times, 2017)
Logically, another major pillar of the Trump’s strategy is to rebuild relations with Pakistan as a
major source of terrorist inflow to Afghanistan and with India, which also plays a very important
role for the regional security arrangements. However, apart from rhetorical pronunciation of
more active engagement with India and Pakistan, the practical directions of that engagement
remain to be seen.
To summarize, President Trump’s new Afghan policy represents a U-turn from his previous
stances and supports continuation of American military presence throughout the country, albeit
much lower levels as compared to previous years. This presence, would enable the “U.S. forces
[to provide] specific assistance in combat support, medical evacuation, and surveillance and
targeting when required by Afghan contingents to arrest the loss of territorial control to
insurgents” (Tellis, Eggars, 2017, p.16). Most importantly, it would serve as a guarantee to
prevent the collapse of the Afghan government and re-emergence of Taliban as the dominant
power in Afghan politics.
5.5.

Summary of Chapter 5

The analysis of the policies enacted by George W. Bush and Barack H. Obama administrations
in regard to Afghanistan, shows how Almond’s structural functionalism can work in practice.
The interaction between the structures (media, political party, interest groups) of the US political
system largely defined Washington’s policy towards the War in Afghanistan. In essence, the
administrations of both presidents were not alone in elaboration and implementation of US
foreign policy objectives and decision-making was a long and arduous process of conversion
interests and demands into political action.
Hence, the US presidency, no matter how powerful the institution is, or how strong or weak
foreign policy credential does POTUS have, is not an entirely independent and isolated
institution which can act at will. The long history of US military engagement in Afghanistan
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illustrates that political system there, despite being cumbersome and sometimes very
bureaucratic is where foreign policy decision-making and foreign policy priorities are shaped
and this set of circumstances was equally true for Barack Obama and George Bush
administrations.
Like for many of his compatriots, the 9/11 terrorist attack was a watershed in the policy and
political philosophy of George W. Bush. The 43rd President, who has had a very modest foreign
policy credentials, suddenly found himself at the helm of the country at war and had to redesign
his foreign, defense and security policy agenda. At the same time, George W. Bush was
surrounded by the group of neo-conservative officials, whose manifested ideology was to
promote the American ideals, in particular the representative democracy abroad. Therefore, they
advocated straightforward and muscular US foreign policy, by using the military force if
necessary.
The catchphrase which best characterized George W. Bush’s policy was the “Freedom Agenda”
which envisioned multi-pronged efforts not only to decimate the terrorist groups but to foster
America-friendly regimes in the target countries. Therefore, it is possible to put George W.
Bush’s policy into two broad categories focusing on Weapons of Mass Destruction (WMD) and
Terrorism and Promotion of Democracy and nation building.
In this regard, the major ideological principles upon which the Bush presidency was based can
be found in his doctrine. As a set of the 43rd President’s foreign policy objectives and priorities
the Bush Doctrine enshrined four major pillars such as Unilateralism, Pre-emptive War, Ending
Tyranny and enhancing American Hegemony. These principles are highlighted in almost every
major foreign and defense policy speech of the President, as well as the country-level documents
on defense and security.
As compared to the President Bush, President Obama has been more of a realist in terms of
foreign policy thinking. He did not champion the idea to forcefully spread the American values
abroad and declared that not a single country has the authority or right to do so. Instead, Barack
Obama was more focused on domestic issues and very much favored cutting the US military
commitments overseas.
One thing that was common between George W. Bush and Barack Obama was their inexperience
in foreign policy. However, both of these Presidents were tasked to handle one of the most
complicated foreign policy crises in the modern history – War in Afghanistan and problem of
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international terrorism. To this aim, President Obama surrounded himself with the similarminded foreign policy realists, who argued that US should focus on achieving more narrowly
defined goals, rather than entangle itself in messy and costly nation-building efforts. Barack
Obama duly took this advice and initially had fully withdrawn the US forces from Iraq and after
the initial surge in Afghanistan, ended the combat mission there in 2014.
The biggest difference between George W. Bush’s and Barack Obama’s handling of War in
Afghanistan was the level of priority given to that war. Indeed, President Bush was more
concentrated on War in Iraq and this resulted in lack of focus on War in Afghanistan. However,
President Obama has always been against War in Iraq and never thought it worth fighting. On
the other hand, he was an ardent supporter of War in Afghanistan and stepped up the US efforts
to break the Taliban’s momentum before launching the phased withdrawal.
The analysis of Obama Doctrine is instructive to identify some qualitative differences as
compared to his predecessor’s. Namely, Obama was more focused on engagement rather than
unilateralism. Additionally, he believed that leading from behind strategy was more pragmatic
and productive than being at the fore-front of every world crisis. Finally, he was a foreign policy
realist and therefore found the idealism of President Bush’s administration as reckless and
detrimental to US foreign policy.
Comprehensive analysis of Bush and Obama Presidencies demonstrate that visible similarities in
these presidents’ Afghan policy. This model of policy inheritance is best described by the phrase
of “strategic continuity.” Both of the Presidents never questioned the legitimacy of the War in
Afghanistan, nor had they declared it was not worth to fight for. Instead, they acknowledged that
fundamental US interests was at stake in Afghanistan. This is why, despite much complicated
War in Iraq, President Bush never cut down the number of US troops in Afghanistan and
President Obama despite ending the combat mission decided to maintain several thousand US
troops there to ensure that Afghanistan will never become a failed state again.
It can also be argued that the policies of both Presidents were largely determined by the
influence of the institutions (media and political parties) and pressure from the public opinion.
As demonstrated in the previous chapters Analysis of shifts in public opinion as well as major
foreign and domestic policy developments were crucial in determining the basic tenets of their
policies. It would be incorrect to assume that the presidents have blindly followed either public
opinion, or political elites and media, but content analysis of their interviews and speeches are
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instructive to detect the impact, which unfortunately is not easily quantifiable concept. It does,
however, manifest itself in the major foreign policy documents, national security strategies and
US intelligence community’s annual threat assessments.
The US intelligence community’s annual threat assessments start to particularly emphasis
terrorism only after the 9/11 and are almost completely focused on terrorism and Islamic
radicalism during the next few years. However, the trend of fading the global terrorist threat and
American people’s preoccupation with different kinds of challenges (economic, cyber, new
challenges in Syria) gradually shifted the focus of attention from Afghanistan elsewhere.
The incumbent President of the US, Donald Trump, has yet to articulate his comprehensive
foreign policy strategy. However, as the terrorism makes a comeback in the Middle East, and
fighters of Islamic State make inroads in Afghanistan, Washington is once again forced to pay
attention to that region. This is why Donald Trump decided to increase US military contingent
by 3,000 troops instead of completely cutting them down, as promised during his election
campaign. The lessons from Afghanistan, as well successes and failures of George W. Bush and
Barack Obama’s Afghan policies are instructive in this case and warrant a very carefully
calibrated Afghan policy in light of heightened threats of terrorism.
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CONCLUSION
The War in Afghanistan has fundamentally altered the US foreign policy at the beginning of the
21st century and undoubtedly impacted the flow of history as well. There are myriad short-term
consequences of that war, which has been the longest one in the entire US history. Specifically, it
significantly reshaped the presidency of George W. Bush; it marked the beginning of the War on
Terror and has kept its unique place in US foreign and defense policy decision-making process.
The causes and ramifications of the War in Afghanistan have had an enduring influence on the
US domestic politics as well and most likely, this trend will be kept in place during the tenure of
the incumbent US president.
The geopolitical and geostrategic importance of Afghanistan has been duly highlighted in this
dissertation. As a principal crossroads for every big power in the region, it has frequently been
invaded, subjugated and torn apart. The way Afghan tribes dealt with each other, as well as
underlying differences in its diverse and intolerant cultural environment, the country has often
been at mercy of the others, be it the British, Soviets or at the present times – Americans. The
overarching result of the above-mentioned processes was an overwhelming destitution and
misery that has engulfed almost everyone in Afghanistan. Naturally, it has created fertile soil for
emergence and strengthening of the various terrorist groups at its territory, which organized
terrorist acts on 9/11, the ones which brought us the War in Afghanistan in the first place.
Therefore, considering the enduring impact of the War in Afghanistan, as well as its preceding
and subsequent events in the Middle East, Central Asia and elsewhere, the subject of that war
has always been alluring to scholars and researches. Indeed, the volume of scientific output on
this topic is remarkably large and it continues to expand even further. It includes many aspects of
War in Afghanistan, starting from the clandestine operations of US intelligence agencies up until
the August 2017 decision of Donald Trump to send additional troops in the country. The body of
available literature is indeed rich and extremely vast.
However, despite the comprehensiveness and sharp scientific insight of works about War in
Afghanistan, there is still a lack of comparative analysis of George W. Bush’s and Barack
Obama’s foreign policies. Of those, the biggest chunk of literature is dedicated to George W.
Bush’s Afghan policy, which is axiomatic, bearing in mind the fact that active phase of Afghan
War has unfolded under his watch. At the same time, Barack Obama’s well-analyzed Afghan
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strategy, lacks the element of comparison and requires putting the policies of both presidents into
a wider context.
This dissertation aimed to address that gap and offers more nuanced comparative analysis of
George W. Bush and Barack Obama administrations’ Afghan strategies. Apart from that, the
major novelty of the research is the findings in regard to process of US foreign policy decisionmaking and analysis of accompanying factors. Namely, as stipulated by the theoretical
framework, developed and promoted by Gabriel Almond, the dissertation focused on systemic
analysis, i.e. interaction between the most influential components and examining their impact
upon the policies of the 43rd and 44th US presidents. Most importantly, it envisions a strong role
of the public opinion, which is also instrumental in determining the foreign policy actions.
Again, in difference to previous important works, which were largely concentrated on George
W. Bush or Barack Obama’s leadership styles and analysis, this research introduced the factor of
institutions within the system. For research’s purpose, the major political parties and US media
as well as public opinion/public mood were selected as the most important variables. This
decision was made upon careful prior study of the American politics and peculiarities of
American political life.
After discerning the general historical and political importance of Afghanistan for the region and
US, this research identified the three major prisms (war on terror, NATO international
peacekeeping, nation/state building), through which the American people perceived the War in
Afghanistan. Above all, it was part of War on Terror, announced by President Bush immediately
after the 9/11 terrorist attacks together with NATO peace-keeping mission and nation-building
endeavor. The analysis also demonstrated that while American’s were generally well-disposed
toward War on Terror, they were cautious in regard to long-term peacekeeping commitments and
rejected the idea of the US as a nation-builder. In general, this is where Almond’s concept of
cathexis, meaning the investment of objects, issues, with emotional significance, or affect comes
into play. The research confirmed that perception of War in Afghanistan has significantly
impacted the levels of public support toward the war i.e. in wake of strong external shocks
support was higher, while rising costs, casualties and fatigue contributed to decline of support.
The measurement of the American public opinion throughout 2001-2017 indicated that US
voters could become a formidable power in the wake of a very strong external shocks, such as
9/11 attacks. In this case, American public opinion is instrumental to define the US response and
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to some extent even influences the course of foreign policy. Perhaps, it is best paralleled with
Japanese attack on Pearl Harbor, which pushed the isolationist American public into declaration
of war., or attack at Gulf of Tonkin, when US ships were sunk and American public was cajoled
to support US military response against Vietkong.
Relations between the US media and the US government have always been complicated. It had
its historic roots in alleged undermining of US war efforts in Vietnam or elsewhere. However,
the psychological impact of terrorist attacks was so overwhelming that US media preferred to
demonstrate loyalty to US efforts. On the one hand, it was stipulated by the US population’s
skyrocketing support to war efforts, while on the other hand, most of the mainstream media
understood their importance to deny the terrorists media attention and visibility, for which they
are craving for.
The combination of these factors has been instrumental to shape the agenda of the major political
parties. Both Republicans and Democrats started to adapt to new circumstances on the ground,
transformed their rhetoric into a more aggressive tone and started to prioritize the national
defense and security issues. The underlying motives of these political parties were their
motivation of power-maximization, which would be possible only in case of strong support of
the population.
At the same time, the trends of public opinion have not remained constant. The identifiable shift
in the mission of War in Afghanistan from narrowly-defined War on Terror to loosely
understood nation-building, getting hands tied with mostly unjustified War in Iraq, reduction of
terrorism-related threats, rising tides of the World Financial Crisis and strengthening of the nonmainstream media, strongly affected the mindset of the US public. Americans started to express
less favorable attitude toward the War in Afghanistan, while political elites and media also
started to follow the new public mood trends, voicing their dissatisfaction in regard to US
military involvements overseas.
According to Gabriel Almond, this is how the input and output model works in his structural
functionalism theory. In other words, assuming that input is the pressure applied by the US
public opinion as well as the most important institutions (political parties and media) within the
system, output is the foreign policy elaborated and executed by the US government. Specifically,
the outputs were rule-making (elaboration of Afghan policy) and rule implementation (execution
of newly adopted strategy).
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Analysis of George W. Bush and Barack Obama’s handling of War in Afghanistan demonstrates
that these shifts and developments were crucial in determining the basic tenets of their policies.
It would be incorrect to assume that the presidents have blindly followed either public opinion,
or political elites and media, but content analysis of their interviews and speeches are instructive
to detect the impact, which unfortunately is not easily quantifiable concept. It does, however,
manifest itself in the major foreign policy documents, national security strategies and US
intelligence community’s annual threat assessments.
In fact, while it was President George W. Bush who launched and carried out the most active
phase of War in Afghanistan, Barack Obama, despite his more dovish or restrained foreign
policy stances, has kept almost all the main pillars of his predecessor’s policy. In pursuing the
US core national interests (safeguarding US from another 9/11 style terrorist attack, disrupting
and dismantling global terrorist networks), both presidents demonstrated a strategic continuity
when it came to Afghanistan. In fact, Barack Obama even increased the US military presence
there, claiming to be fighting the just war.
This does not mean that George W. Bush and Barack Obama’s policies lacked the major
differences. President Obama’s decision to start troop drawdown after the surge, was met with
criticism, asserting it jeopardized long-term US security interests. This idea is now shared by
Donald Trump, who thinks that troop withdrawal should be condition-based instead of timebased. Presumably, the biggest difference between George W. Bush’s and Barack Obama’s
strategies toward Afghanistan is that the former attached great importance to promotion of
democracy, while the latter was inclined to focus on domestic issues more. The first was there to
“end tyranny” and the other “had to build his own country first.” In general, it was the dichotomy
of assertiveness and accommodation, idealism versus pragmatism.
In general, the analysis of this dissertation demonstrated that structural functionalist theory,
while equally applicable for the presidencies of both George W. Bush and Barack Obama, is
relatively more suited to the former. Indeed, it was in the period of 2001-2009 when the inputoutput conversion process was more clearly articulated. It is proved by strength and numbers of
public opinion, which was galvanized in the wake of 9/11 and platforms of major political
parties, which shaped the US engagement in Afghanistan throughout the most part of the decade.
On the other hand, the interaction of institutions and interest groups has exerted significant
influence upon foreign policy decision-making process of Barack Obama administration.
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However, the impact was not as visible as under Bush administration, because war fighting in
Afghanistan has already been embedded as part of America’s current political culture and
institutions were not easily and immediately affected by swings in public mood. Nevertheless
Barack Obama’s administration decided not to act sharply in contrast of American public and
already articulated US foreign policy interests and continued to keep US military presence in
Afghanistan, albeit in non-combat and decreased numbers.
The War in Afghanistan, considering its impact and far-reaching consequences, will long remain
a thoroughly debated topic among the scientific community and foreign policy practitioners. It
represents a very interesting case study for many who are interested in complicated relation of
terrorism with the ‘failed states’. At the same time, US military and economic hegemony will
naturally keep that country at the spotlight, because the policies of those, in charge of the
superpower, are key for world development and usually have a lasting legacy. Therefore, it is of
increased importance to have a solid understanding of the challenges facing the global security
and the country, which underpins global security architecture. And, while this dissertation sheds
a limited light upon those questions, the final answer remains to be seen.
Possible Directions for Further Study
The War in Afghanistan remains one of the biggest geopolitical events of the 21st century, which
will define the politics and security arrangements of the Central Asia as well as wider region in
many years to come. Therefore, scholarly and practical interest toward its causes, proceedings
and possible course of action will be sustained and perhaps expanded even further.
The rise of terrorism in the Middle East, once again brings the problem of the so called failed
states to the forefront. While this dissertation has covered the internal Afghan dynamics to some
extent, there is still enough room for additional research. In particular, the convergence of failed
states with terrorism, most importantly the natural sympathy arising from the extremely
impoverished population, which is unhesitant to embrace religious radicalism and extremism,
deserves increased attention.
At the same time, the analysis of US foreign policy in regard to War in Afghanistan
demonstrated the validity of structural functionalist approach and its value to use for further and
perhaps more detailed study. In this manner, presidencies of George W. Bush and Barack Obama
can be divided into smaller and more cohesive sections and analyzed through Gabriel Almond’s
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theoretical framework. Of important note is that, this concerns not only the War in Afghanistan,
but each and every other major foreign policy endeavor, which has ever been undertaken by the
Washington.
Last but not least, the shifts and turns in the US public opinion remain an extremely fertile
ground for further research. As the consensus regarding the importance of the public mood
remains sufficiently distant, it is of added importance to further test and measure the impact of
the US public opinion. Notably, it can be done not only by focusing at foreign policy issues, but
through research on domestic politics, which in most cases is much clearly articulated and
getting more commitment than US military or foreign engagements abroad.
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Appendix 1.

George Walker Bush’s Approval Ratings 2001-2009

Source: GALLUP News (n.d.)
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Appendix 2. Trends in Various Questions about Supporting War in Afghanistan

Source: Mueller, J., Stewart, G.M. (2017)
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Appendix 3.

Map: Detailing the Spread of the Neotaliban-Insurgency in Afghanistan

2002–2006

Source: Pinterest.com (n.d.)
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Appendix 4. Coalition Military Fatalities in Afghanistan (2001-2014)

Year

2001

2002

2003

2004

2005

2006

2007

2008

2009

2010

2011

2012

2013

2014

Total

US

12

49

48

52

99

98

117

155

347

499

418

310

127

55

2356

UK

0

3

0

1

1

39

42

51

108

103

46

44

9

6

453

Other

0

18

10

7

31

54

73

89

96

109

102

48

25

14

676

Total

12

70

58

60

131

191

232

295

521

711

566

402

161

75

3485

Source: Livingston, S.J., O’Hanlon, M. (2014)
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Appendix 5. US Funds for Afghanistan Reconstruction, FY2002 - FY2013, as of June 30,
2014 ($millions)

Fiscal
Years

Sector
Totals

Category

2002

2004

2006

2008

2010

2012

2013

Security

57.4

564.8

1,909.1

2,751.7

9,168.5

9,201.2

4,947.6

58,839.4

Governance
&
Development

195.9

1,355.5

950.8

2,161.6

4577.7

2,952.0

2,340.2

29,970.1

Counternarcotics

60.6

295.5

364.4

546.4

1 000.5

800.4

907.2

7,545.9

Humanitarian

595.5

204.9

150.2

281.1

169.7

215.9

145.2

2835.1

Civilian
Operations

155.6

212.4

131.9

449.3

1,796.1

1,487.4

1,347.6

8,914.3

Total
Funding

1,065.1

2,633.1

3,506.4

6,179.2

16,712.5

14,658.9

9,690.4

104,104.8

Source: SIGAR (2014)
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Appendix 6. Attitude of US Public in Regard to War in Afghanistan (2007-2014) 1

Date

Worth Fighting (%)

Not Worth Fighting (%)

Unsure (%)

12/11-14/14

38

56

6

12/12-15/13

30

66

4

7/18-21/13

28

67

5

3/7-10/13

29

56

5

4/5-8/12

30

66

4

3/7-10/12

35

60

5

6/2-5/11

43

54

3

3/10-13/11

31

64

5

12/9-12/10

34

60

5

7/7-11/10

43

53

4

6/3-6/10

44

53

3

4/22-25/10

45

52

3

12/10-13/09

52

44

4

11/12-15/09

44

52

4

10/15-18/09

47

49

4

9/10-12/09

46

51

3

1

In the previous chapter, the statistical data about popular support to the War in Afghanistan is provided, according
to which majority of US citizens approved the war.
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8/13-17/09

47

51

3

7/15-18/09

51

45

4

3/26-29/09

56

41

4

2/19-22/09

50

47

3

12/11-14/08

55

39

5

7/10-13/08

51

45

4

2/22-25/07

56

41

3

Source: Bowman, K., Rugg, A., (2014)
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Appendix 7.

American Respondents’ Belief in Imminent Terrorist Attack after 9/11 (%)

Source: Bowman, K., Rugg, A. (2011)
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Appendix 8. Comparison of Trust between Bush and Kerry before 2004 Elections

Source: Bowman, K., Rugg, A., (2011)
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Appendix 9. American’s Preferences in Regard to US Role in World Affairs

Source: Smeltz, D., Daalder, I., Friedhoff, K., Kafura, C. (2015)
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Appendix 10. Opinion Poll Results Whether War in Afghanistan Was a Mistake

Source: Mueller, J., Stewart, G.M. (2017)
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Appendix 11. Historic Trend: Who is Winning War on Terror?

DATE

UNITED STATES/ALLIES

TERRORISTS

2001

35%

14%

2003

62%

7%

2005

40%

17%

2007

36%

21%

2009

35%

18%

2011

44%

5%

2013

50%

22%

2015

19%

44%

Source: Mueller, J. Stewart, G.M. (2017)
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Appendix 12. Number of Americans On Odds of Another Terrorist Attack 2

Source: Mueller, J., Stewart, G.M. (2017)

2

The content of the poll shows nearly the same trend as the previous figure given in Appendix 10 albeit with a

slightly reversed angle.
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Appendix 13. Effectiveness of Actions of Combat Terrorism (2011)

Methods

Very Effective/Somewhat Effective

Increase of U.S. airstrikes against Islamic State 79%
to

take

out

leaders,

heavy

weapons,

infrastructure

Overhaul federal visa waiver program to 79%
provide tighter screening for those who enter
U.S. temporarily

Ban gun sales to people on the federal no-fly 71%
watch list

Send more U.S. special operations forces to fight 70%
the Islamic State or ISIS

Source: Bowman, K., Rugg, A. (2011)
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Appendix 14.

Interview Permission Forms

Mr. Jonathan G. Scott - Retired US Army Soldier, deployed to Afghanistan twice, first as a
Lieutenant Colonel commanding a Brigade Team of Advisors and Trainers working with the
Afghan National Army in 2004-2005, then as a retired Colonel serving as an advisor to their
Army in Plans - then advisor in Training and Professional Military Education 2009-2010.

Answers:
1.

How can you imagine geopolitical and geostrategic location of Afghanistan?

Afghanistan is and will likely retain its geographical and strategic importance and will draw attention from all
powers – especially with a resurgent Russia and a somewhat unstable and aggressive Iran.
2.

Role and place of US in the global world – case of middle / central Asia?
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The United States must come to a consistent and comfortable understanding of its role or influence in Afghanistan.
The reaction to 9/11 set conditions for the United States to have a positive and lasting influence, if we and the rest of
the West are committed to a long, but sustainable effort there.
3.

What were the three main similarities and differences between Bush and Obama administrations’
Afghanistan policy?

I cannot address three, but I can contrast, based upon observations there under both Presidents, my thoughts are that
under Bush I believe there was a commitment to remain engaged. Obama went into the election pledging an end to
the effort there, but felt compelled to surge, then retreat or withdraw.
4.

Why did the War in Afghanistan enjoy strong support from population, media and political elite for several
years after its beginning?

There was continuing support for OEF because the memory of 9/11 had some longevity and allowing the supporters
of terrorism to once again establish a “safe haven” would not be palatable. There remains some strength or
popularity in the cheeky phrase “better to fight them there than in our own back yard.”
5.

What were principal factors, affecting the policies of Bush and Obama administration’s deliberations in
regard to conduct of War in Afghanistan?

I think both Presidents, but more so with Obama, were concerned with cost, casualties, appearance of success or
failure. There is a tendency to believe or want to believe that in these type scenarios, if we just…hold on or surge a
little longer, we will break the resistance or will of the “bad guys” I think it is another legacy of Vietnam among the
more conservative leaders and decision makers.
6.

Has there ever been a consensus between the Republican and Democratic Party that Afghanistan was a just
war, or one of those parties has been more focused on Afghanistan as a justified military endeavor?

Sure, I think that Congressional records, and certainly recorded OPEDs and documents will say that consensus
existed for some time that Afghanistan was a just war or effort. The conservative side of the Congress has or
continues to keep that perspective, but the left is less so now.
7.

To what extent has the public opinion shaped the policies of Bush and Obama administrations in regard to
War in Afghanistan?

I think public opinion heavily influenced the Obama administration both ideologically as he entered the race and
campaigned, but also after his election. Bush less so, simply because the weight of responsibility and events, the
push to act and act aggressively gave him the political cover to continue the effort there despite a slip in American
popular support for the conflict there.
8.

To what extent has the War in Iraq affected the conduct of War in Afghanistan and public perception of US
military interventions overseas?
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In my opinion, Iraq was a terrible blow on American efforts in Afghanistan. The invasion of Iraq stressed our
military and took vital assets away from the effort in OEF. It cost President Bush support among the public and
allies which carried over into OEF.
9.

What were the major reasons which contributed US population’s declining support to War in Afghanistan?

Americans became tired of the cost of Afghanistan (blood and coin), and the notion that it would require a long
effort. The idea of a lengthy effort there was not appropriately or adequately communicated to the American public
who wish to see immediate success and if not so, they begin to hear words like quagmire, and terms like “longest
war” and have residual memory of Vietnam. Another influencer which should be considered is the ease of
immediate communication – information (bad news or set-backs travel even faster now – and accompanied with
video).
10. What was the role of US media during the War in Afghanistan? Has the media undermined the Pentagon’s
and State Department’s efforts or on the contrary, tried to corroborate the official narrative?
To me it seems the media has been fair about the effort in Afghanistan. In areas of success they have shared and
published, but in other areas of failure or atrocities they have also published and shared. My view is that they are
behaving appropriately regarding OEF.
11. How can you imagine US-Afghan relations – pessimistic and optimistic scenario?
I would say that American and Afghan relations will remain guardedly optimistic. If Kabul can both prevent a return
to extremist freedom of action, but also recognize a need for a political or governance solution, some optimism will
remain.
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Mr. Chris Kendziera - Instructor at the Command and General Staff College at the Georgian
Ministry of Defense. US Army Soldier, deployed to Afghanistan 3 times.

Answers:
1.

How can you imagine geopolitical and geostrategic location of Afghanistan?

For the US, the location of Afghanistan is not nearly as important as its role as fertile ground for terrorist group’s
training and planning. With modern communication methods and international recruitment of terrorist fighters,
Afghanistan’s land-locked location, and insignificant position on the map, means little. With weak government and
security organizations, Afghanistan will continue to be unstable and a harbor for terrorists if NATO and the
international community abandon it significant assistance to the nation.
2.

Role and place of US in the global world – case of middle / central Asia?

The US, like it’s strategy in most of the world, would like to see countries in Mid/Central Asia as US-friendly,
stable and peaceful, with human rights, freedom, and the rule of law as cornerstones of their governance.
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3.

What were the three main similarities and differences between Bush and Obama administrations’
Afghanistan policy?

- Similarities: 1) Emphasis on building the strength and effectiveness of the Afghan security forces, 2) Belief that
the train and equip effort, and the defeat of the Taliban, should be done as a coalition, not a unilateral US effort 3)
Emphasis on Special Operations forces to conduct targeting of significant terrorist threat leaders and allowing
conventional forces to conduct small scale operations with Afghani forces in the lead.
- Differences: 1) Obama announced a timeline for US troop drawdown, Bush tenure was early in the conflict and did
not. 2) In the end, Obama believed that significantly more troops introduced to the country was not politically
viable in the US.
4. Why did the War in Afghanistan enjoy strong support from population, media and political elite for several
years after its beginning?
The zeal for quick retribution after the 9/11 attacks and the quick defeat of the Taliban with minimal loss of life, led
to strong support from the US and western populations. As the memories of 9/11 faded and the prolonged loss of
life, injuries and expenditures mounted, and as the Taliban made a resurgence, the populations were less enthusiastic
about the effort.
5.

What were principal factors, affecting the policies of Bush and Obama administration’s deliberations in
regard to conduct of War in Afghanistan?

-

Corruption and ineffectiveness of the Afghan government and security forces

-

Weariness of the US public with regard to casualties, loss of life and expenditures of money in a war that
did not appear to be concluding anytime soon.

-

Weakening of support from coalition forces.

-

Competing national security priorities: Iraq, Syria, other regions.

6.

Has there ever been a consensus between the Republican and Democratic Party that Afghanistan was a just
war, or one of those parties has been more focused on Afghanistan as a justified military endeavor?

After 9/11, both parties were united. The majority of our elected representatives still vote for resourcing the conflict
there, for fear that withdrawing would invite the reintroduction of a terrorist enclave and the weak existing
government would fall.
7.

To what extent has the public opinion shaped the policies of Bush and Obama administrations in regard to
War in Afghanistan?

It has shaped the policies of the presidential administrations significantly. Obama introduced a withdrawal timeline
because of war weariness and a declining public opinion of US participation in the war. Bush, leading in the
beginnings of the war, enjoyed more support for US operations there, therefore he had more flexibility in designing
and executing a strategy for the conflict.
8.

To what extent has the War in Iraq affected the conduct of War in Afghanistan and public perception of US
military interventions overseas?

The War in Iraq had a significant effect on the Afghan War. Resources, time, and effort were diverted from
Afghanistan to Iraq once operation commenced there.
9.

What were the major reasons which contributed US population’s declining support to War in Afghanistan?
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The amount of time, resources and human life expended there caused the population to grow weary. Reports of a
corrupt and ineffective Afghan government and reports of poor performance by the Afghan soldiers and police.
“Insider” killings of coalition soldiers by Afghan forces only intensified the frustration.
10. What was the role of US media during the War in Afghanistan? Has the media undermined the Pentagon’s
and State Department’s efforts or on the contrary, tried to corroborate the official narrative?
For the most part, I believe the Western media has been fair in the coverage of the conflict and helped the world get
a clear picture of the conflict and its successes and failures.
11. How can you imagine US-Afghan relations – pessimistic and optimistic scenario?
As long as the US stays engaged and supportive of the Afghan government and its people, relations will be good. If
the Afghans feel abandoned, betrayed, or neglected, relations will suffer.
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Dr. Richard Bennett - A Foreign Expert at Ningbo University, Ningbo, China; Retired
professor from Southern Polytechnic State University (merged with Kennesaw State University
in 2014) in Marietta, GA, Social Science Department.

Answers:
1.

How can you imagine geopolitical and geostrategic location of Afghanistan?

To me, Afghanistan is actually located in a peripheral region of the central Islamic world. Geopolitically and
geostrategically, it would therefore normally not be a main player of great importance. Geographically, the land as a
difficult region and ruled over more by tribal leaders than central authorities it seems (loyalties at least seem more
aligned with the tribal leaders than a central national authority). Were it not for the location of Al Qaeda into
Afghanistan to carve out a power center for itself and its style of Muslim interpretation/living, I don’t feel
Afghanistan would have the kind of visibility in global affairs it has had since 9/11. The difficulties the USSR had in
the region would have made it seem even less strategically important were it not to have become a power center for
Al Qaeda. To me it remains at the geopolitical periphery. However, strategically I think it could be more important
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because Al Qaeda seems to remain a significant power in the area and were it possible to achieve a modus vivendi
there between other countries and Afghanistan’s factions, it could point the way to a more effective future effort
across the different religious-ideological struggles around the world today.
2.

Role and place of US in the global world – case of middle / central Asia?

This represents a really big question. I guess there are two main aspects to this issue. First is the historical one.
Second is the future and the struggle between the US government and the popular sentiment in the US. Concerning
the first issue, the US has taken a leading position globally since World War II in almost every sphere. This includes
the regions of middle and central Asia, though perhaps less directly than many other places due to both the Westernconservative Islamic divide and the fact that these regions were heavily influenced by the former Soviet Union (for
many in these regions the second language is Russian rather than English, it seems). Nevertheless, the freedoms of
expression and some other aspects of Western lifestyle remain of interest or even aspiration for the peoples in these
regions. And the US is one of the leading nations associated with this Western image.
The second issue is more difficult to work with. The Obama administration, in my opinion, had an absolutely
useless foreign policy built totally on immediate political objectives rather than a serious principle. This includes his
actions/interference in the middle and western Asian world as well as across much of the rest of the world. For the
most part, the withdrawal of military forces from Afghanistan and the subsequent killing of Osama bin Laden seems
to have been the main actions, in the region, of his administration. Under the Trump administration an entirely new
dimension is unfolding, and one with which much of the world is struggling to adjust to. The basic principle is
summed in the slogan “America first”, though this is perhaps not a very accurate reflection of the policy.
Nevertheless, popularly, there has long been a deep divide between the American people and US foreign policy.
Generally, US Presidents are not elected on the basis of their foreign policy positions, and so the US electorate
basically has endured whatever foreign policy actions or mistakes a President has made. However, with Trump, the
policies of his administration seem to be more consistent with the populism which swept him into office, including
in the area of foreign policy. The main things which seem to be developing include less openness to refugees,
especially from Muslim-majority countries, less willingness to become involved in regional strife, whether of a
political or military nature, and more focus on building the US economy and other things which the US electorate
has felt generally were neglected by the last four Presidents (at least) in favor of politically expedient policies. So
the big question for the future is the extent to which the long-standing divide between Presidential administration
policies and the electorate will continue as in the past, or the two will coalesce. And additionally, whether the US
electorate, if such a coalescence occurs, will be willing to embrace or be compelled by circumstances to embrace a
more active foreign policy in any particular region of the world – of which middle/central Asia would be such a
candidate for developing a new foreign policy in the future.
3.

What were the three main similarities and differences between Bush and Obama administrations’
Afghanistan policy?

Actually, this is pretty hard to answer. I guess they had some similar domestic policies in some ways. However,
while Bush had a number of foreign policy initiatives which were at least moderately successful, Obama’s foreign
policy initiatives were basically failures, except for perhaps Cuba. In the Iraq theater, Bush ramped up the activity
(in spite of later controversies about whether it was a good thing) while Obama policies allowed the formation of
ISIS and its establishment/hold on regions of Iraq. In neither case did either administration succeed in really helping
the country overall, it seems. In Afghanistan, both seemed to miss the need to focus on regional warlords rather than
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a central government. In some ways the Bush administration did seem to help Afghanistan by opening more
opportunities for freedom and especially for women. To my knowledge, the only real success for Obama was the
assassination of bin Laden. The pull out/shifting of US troops from Afghanistan was begun by Bush and continued
by Obama, which I suppose was a similar policy in Afghanistan. It seems to me the main problem for both
administrations was a focus strictly on what was considered “good” for the US in Afghanistan and not accompanied
by a serious effort/intent to understand and focus ALSO on what might be good for the people living in Afghanistan
itself.
4.

Why did the War in Afghanistan enjoy strong support from population, media and political elite for several
years after its beginning?

Again, in my opinion. I feel it was primarily through the constant use of 9/11 and the effort to eliminate those who
would plan and carry out such an act of terrorism. I recall seeing a secret video showing bin Laden laughing and
bragging to a colleague about 9/11. This was something which simply fanned the flames of anger and spite in
America. And anything which seemed to enjoy popular focus would surely enjoy political focus. And the media
would be both part of the feedback loop on this as well as in some ways instigating it.
5.

What were principal factors, affecting the policies of Bush and Obama administration’s deliberations in
regard to conduct of War in Afghanistan?

Seems there were 3: The terrorism of 9/11 and its response; the effort, in particular, to assassinate bin Laden in
retribution for 9/11; and the effort to eliminate the al Qaeda threat to the US and more generally the West, which
was also popularly thought to be the chief source of terrorism so that eliminating it would go a long way in
eliminating Islamic terrorism anywhere and everywhere.
6.

Has there ever been a consensus between the Republican and Democratic Party that Afghanistan was a just
war, or one of those parties has been more focused on Afghanistan as a justified military endeavor?

To my knowledge, no, there has never been that kind of a consensus, except for a time after 9/11 when bin Laden
was being sheltered in Afghanistan. But partisan politics pretty much controls everything in US policy. And even
the concept of a “just war” is a significant controversy within the intellectual circles and political scientists in the
US.
7.

To what extent has the public opinion shaped the policies of Bush and Obama administrations in regard to
War in Afghanistan?

For the Bush administration, especially immediately after 9/11, I don’t think public opinion had much to do with the
policy, though the policy of attack, of course, enjoyed wide support across almost all the political and popular
thinking. Later, as the US seemed to get “bogged down” in the Afghanistan war, it brought up memories of Russia’s
experience there and also the Vietnam war and so public opinion turned moderately against continued US activity in
Afghanistan, especially when there was no success in assassinating bin Laden. For the Obama administration, public
opinion was already somewhat unsupportive toward continued US activity in Afghanistan. And since Obama was
SO very political in everything he did, it likely played a significant role in his developing policies in and toward
Afghanistan. In fact, even the death of bin Laden was really only a minor blip in the activities of his administration.
Had it been done during the Bush administration, it would have had a much bigger significance.
8.

To what extent has the War in Iraq affected the conduct of War in Afghanistan and public perception of US
military interventions overseas?
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I don’t really know much of an answer here. I think, from a public perspective, people in the US have grown very
tired of both intervention in Iraq and Afghanistan as those turned into long term actions with little visible result. It
may be, for instance, that alQaeda was secretly establishing bases in northern Iraq, but if that is so, no public
knowledge of such activity exists. So, at least publically, there is no known link between the two interventions
except for being in the same general area of the world, having relatively underdeveloped countries and strong
Islamic traditions. As for other possible military interventions, it would be hard to say how the public would
perceive it. Definitely, if the US or the American way of life is threatened, as happened on 9/11 there would again
be popular support for military action. But if the situation does not involve a perceived direct threat for Americans,
it would be a big job for the President of the US to sell the public on American intervention.
9.

What were the major reasons which contributed US population’s declining support to War in Afghanistan?

As above, primarily weariness with the war and the increasing number of casualties. The US population overall
does not have the determination for long term persistence in such actions. They might maintain their persistence if
the US administration(s) continually an consistently sell the public on the need for such action. But without that
there is not clear vision or perspective concerning what the future might bring if military action/intervention is not
sustained long term.
10. What was the role of US media during the War in Afghanistan? Has the media undermined the Pentagon’s
and State Department’s efforts or on the contrary, tried to corroborate the official narrative?
The US media is a VERY BIG PROBLEM in the US. Because of the popular democratic process system of
government, the media “thinks” of itself as a third “arm of government”, And, indeed, it really can act in that way
because of its ability to sway public opinion. SO it HAS at times undermined the Pentagon and/or State Department
policies and efforts. I can imagine, at times, (such as after 9/11), the media did also work with the Pentagon and
State Department in corroborating the official narrative. But most of the time, the media has its own values and any
administration, Pentagon, or State Department (or any other arm of US government) which does not project those
values will soon find itself continually being challenged by the media on everything. While the Trump
administration has a lot of issues, a good case in point is what is going on NOW in the US between the new
administration and a US media which seems, from the first day, to despise the President and do all it can to
undermine or destroy its efforts – at least some of which some very important individuals have publically said are
good, and not everything is bad. So, yes, the media can and sometimes has undermined the work of government due
to its ability to sway public opinion.
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Answers:
1.

How can you imagine geopolitical and geostrategic location of Afghanistan?

Geo-strategically, Afghanistan is important for a variety of reasons. For the US, our continued presence in the
country 16 years after the invasion is basically to prevent Afghanistan from becoming a major terrorist haven. If the
US pulls out now, a huge vacuum would be left and the country would become even more unstable. The Taliban has
managed to become quite powerful again and this has allowed IS to gain a strong foothold in the country. Now, IS
fighters are also in Afghanistan, in particular in the norther parts that border on the Central Asian neighbors, and any
IS expansion will greatly concern Central Asia and Russia.
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Nuclear powers Pakistan and India are competing for regional influence/dominance and Afghanistan is a pawn in
this game. China too plays a role in the region and supports Pakistan with investment and aid, while the US
continues its friendship with India.
Afghanistan is incredibly rich in oil and natural gas. Its neighbors – Iran and Turkmenistan – are also rich in natural
gas reserves. Russians and Chinese are building pipelines in the area. Not surprisingly, the United States already has
Special Envoy for Eurasian Energy.
Large supplies of lithium were discovered in Afghanistan a few years ago. Lithium is used to make batteries which
power computers, laptops, smartphones, etc. Additional minerals were discovered, iron ore, gold copper among
them. So the country is wealthy when it comes to minerals.
Another issue that often goes unnoticed concerns the drugs that originate in Afghanistan. The country produces
90% of the world’s opium. Russia is the main destination and is not pleased with this trade, as it kills thousands of
its citizens. Since the US invaded, heroin use has actually increased in the USA…
2.

Role and place of US in the global world – case of middle / central Asia?

As indicated above, the United States is trying to make sure Afghanistan does not become a major terrorist haven.
Additionally, the energy rich region will attract US interests. This means our presence in the region will continue, as
Trump has recently indicated.
3.

What were the three main similarities and differences between Bush and Obama administrations’
Afghanistan policy?

Both presidents wanted to develop the country but failed to acknowledge the ethnic, religious, social, historical
complexities involved within the country. Both wanted to promote democracy and human rights but Bush’s foreign
policy was unilaterally oriented. His policy was focused on using US military power to create change where needed.
Obama focused on working with the international community, engaging hostile countries, and not resorting to
military use.
4.

Why did the War in Afghanistan enjoy strong support from population, media and political elite for several
years after its beginning?

Operation Enduring Freedom and the “war on terror” began right after the September 11th NYC attacks. Bush
accused Afghanistan of sheltering Bin Laden. Bush said that attacking Afghanistan was meant to destroy al Qaeda
training camps and/or any military installations of the Taliban.
5.

What were principal factors, affecting the policies of Bush and Obama administration’s deliberations in
regard to conduct of War in Afghanistan?

Both presidents were concerned with counterterrorism but neither could agree on what this meant. Getting rid of the
Taliban and setting up a stable government proved much more difficult than expected.
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6.

Has there ever been a consensus between the Republican and Democratic Party that Afghanistan was a just
war, or one of those parties has been more focused Afghanistan as a justified military endeavor?

This will require a lot more research and thought to answer properly. In general, the Republican party is known to be
more “hawkish” than the Democratic party but following the World Trade Center attacks, there was much consensus
with the invasion of Afghanistan.

7.

To what extent has the public opinion shaped the policies of Bush and Obama administrations in regard to
War in Afghanistan?

You are referring here to “perception management,” where governments use public relation campaigns to control the
information flow. A good example would be with Iraq.
In general, American media often refers to the situations in Afghanistan (and Iraq) as our conflicts to resolve and
“win.” It is the responsibility of the US to leave behind a stable, functioning government. Clearly, this proves more
difficult than expected… If you look at the escalation of Vietnam, one reason why presidents continuously had
problems with the war because of the “perception” they feared from the public. The US invested millions of dollars
supporting the French, but then the French pulled out of South East Asia in 1954. Eisenhower was concerned what
the public would think and so our support continued…
8.

To what extent has the War in Iraq affected the conduct of War in Afghanistan and public perception of US
military interventions overseas?

Americans are divided over the concept of overstretch.
9.

How can you imagine US-Afghan relations – pessimistic and optimistic scenario?

My outlook is pessimistic. 2,200 US soldiers have been killed, the Taliban are still strong, today the Afghan
government controls only 60 percent of the country's 407 districts, and even with over $8 billion spent on counternarcotics initiatives, the opium trade thrives.
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