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ABSTRACT 

 

The study examines actions and decisions of the NATO, in reaction to the 9/11 terrorist 

attacks and assesses role of the member states in combating global terrorism. Focus of the 

study is: first, on role the NATO played in the war against terrorism and second, the 

impediments that restrained a bigger global role of the alliance in this conflict. The study 

begins with the brief account of NATO transition from Cold War to post-9/11 era, followed 

by examination of the alliance’s response to 9/11 terrorist attacks including acquisition of 

essential capabilities for responding to global threat of terrorism. It then analyses role of 

NATO’s ISAF mission in Afghanistan, main motivations behind the decisions of the alliance 

members to contribute for the mission and its core objectives in fighting terrorism. After the 

broad overview of the NATO role in war on terror, main obstacles to such a bigger role of the 

alliance are analyzed. As a response to 9/11 terrorist attacks, instead of giving initiative to the 

alliance, the United States decided to lead a coalition of willing against the terrorists of Al-

Qaeda and their supporters in Afghanistan. It became obvious during the conduct of 

“Operation Enduring Freedom” that leadership of the United States never wanted operations 

against terrorists to be dominated by alliance’s consensus building process. Lessons of the 

alliance role in Balkan crisis and gap in the military capabilities between America and its 

European allies possibly motivated the United States to avoid alliance’s constraints. 

Contributions of NATO to Operation Enduring Freedom and ISAF included deploying Naval 

Forces to the Eastern Mediterranean, deploying Airborne Warning and Control Systems 

(AWACS) for surveillance of U.S airspace, taking preventive measures against terrorism, 

sending military forces to Afghanistan in support of U.S efforts in war against Al-Qaeda and 

its supporters, conducting stabilization/ development/ humanitarian relieve operations in 

Afghanistan and providing training to Afghan Security Forces. Responses of NATO to the 

asymmetric and unconventional threat of global terrorism, and the combat and non-combat 

contributions that the alliance members could make in fighting terrorism, support the central 

hypothesis examined in this study: that the NATO is no more a single threat-specific and 

defensive alliance but adopted itself to the new realities and emerging threats. 
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INTRODUCTION 

The North Atlantic alliance is, indeed, a representative of a community that is based on 

common values and mutually shared interests. Europe and North America equally benefited 

from working together. As quoted by Carl Conetta, “It was a bargain, a transatlantic bargain, at 

the heart of NATO in everyone’s national interest.”1 NATO achieved its aim of negating the 

use of force for attaining the political aims and maintaining peace in Europe. NATO’s history 

is illustrated by an evolution made up of three diverse phases: first, the Cold War; second, era 

between the Cold War and 9/11; and third, period after the 9/11 terrorist attacks. Varied 

security challenges with equally varied responses have been presented by each one of these 

phases. 

 

Principle of Collective Defence is essence of the NATO. Article 5 of the NATO Charter 

signifies that an armed attack against any of the allies would be considered as an attack against 

all. Each member of the alliance would individually and collectively assist the affected 

country. The article however, has invoked for the first time in NATO’s 60-year history in 

response to the 9/11 attacks. Attacks were perpetrated by the non-state actor from abroad. This 

actor was not an isolated group of terrorists, but an organized global network. Osama bin 

Laden, the key leader of this network had already declared a war, since 1998,against America, 

Britain and their allies. The attacks of 11 September were continuation of a series of extremist 

acts conducted by the Al-Qaeda and its affiliated organizations. 

 

Common threat perception and solidarity were the foremost factors of the Atlantic Alliance’s 

decision for the Article 5 invocation. Though, article 5 was invoked as a symbol of solidarity 

with the United States, but the alliance as a whole was not fully ready for taking part in the 

Afghan campaign. Terrorism was an element of the Atlantic Alliance’s post-Cold War security 

agenda; yet there was no agreed upon mechanism within the alliance, about dealing with this 

                                                           
1.   Carl Conetta, “NATO Expansion: Costs and Implications”, Project on Defense Alternatives, (July 23 1998),  

available on   http://www.comw.org/pda/nato699.html, (accessed on  April 26, 2009). 

http://www.comw.org/pda/nato699.html
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threat.2The September 11 attacks dramatically changed the contours of global security as 

terrorism had transformed from a mere domestic security issue into a global security challenge.  

 

STATEMENT OF THE PROBLEM 

Actual threats to NATO allies used to stem from Europe during the Cold War and a decade 

that followed, but now threats originate from the distant areas in Asia and Africa.3As a result of 

international terrorism, conventional impression of NATO as a “Eurocentric” alliance becomes 

outdated. To cope with the mounting demand of the alliance’s responsibilities in countering 

terrorism, NATO expanded its role. The attacks of 11 September 2001 thus proved to be a 

defining moment for the alliance, bringing the war on global terrorism on the top of its security 

agenda.4 

 

Operationally, the alliance agreed upon some actions to help the United States instantaneously, 

after 9/11. Some of these actions included intelligence sharing, free access to ports, granting 

over flight & landing rights and deployment of its Standing Naval Force Mediterranean 

(STANAVFORMED) to the Eastern Mediterranean for Operation Active Endeavour (OAE). 

Operation Active Endeavour, NATO’s solitary Article 5 operation, profoundly helped to 

discover and prevent terrorist activity in the Mediterranean.5Strategically, collective actions 

taken by the alliance were very small as compare to the US drive of overthrowing the Taliban 

regime in Operation Enduring Freedom (OEF). The allies had put many resources on the US 

disposal, for initial campaign in Afghanistan, but the United States preferred to conduct the 

operation through its own Central Command, instead of allied command. 

 

Though, NATO lacked the capacity and potential required for a large operation in the distant 

region, such as Afghanistan, yet 15 of the then 19 allies contributed troops, air and naval 

                                                           
2.   Lord Robertson, “Tackling Terror: NATO’s New Mission” Speech to the American Institute’s New Atlantic 

Initiative,   Washington D.C., 20 June 2002). Online available on: 

www.nato.intdocu/speech/2002/s020620a.htm. 

3. Martin Erdmann, "NATO Enlargement-Past, Present and Future." Crossroads-The Macedonian Foreign 

Policy Journal, no. 03 (2007): 10. 

4.  ibid.  

5. Renée de Nevers, "NATO's International Security Role in the Terrorist Era." International Security 31, no. 4 

(2007): 34-66.  

http://www.nato.intdocu/speech/2002/s020620a.htm
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resources to the initial Afghanistan campaign on a national basis. 6 The most important 

contribution and challenging mission of the alliance in fight against terrorism was the NATO-

led International Security Assistance Force (ISAF) in Afghanistan. 

 

It the 2002 summit at Prague, the alliance members agreed on a revised ‘military concept’ for 

the guard against terrorism. It recognized four main areas: 

a. Defensive measures against terrorism, 

b. Management of the consequence of a terrorist attack, 

c. Offensive counterterrorism operations, and  

d. Military cooperation, particularly intelligence sharing.7 

 

All above four measures were related to military competence and NATO had made much 

progress on these military dimensions, since then. In order to enhance the allied capabilities 

against terrorism, incremental measures have been adopted, in the subsequent NATO summits. 

Slowly and gradually, NATO has adopted a broad agenda. Supporting this agenda leads to a 

wide range of economic, military and political challenges. Most of the alliance’s missions 

today are long-term, requiring political and economic development instead of military 

prevalence alone. The alliance’s long-term engagements also pose serious queries about the 

alliance’s ability to finance and sponsor these operations in a fair and equitable manner. 

 

Terrorism cannot be seen in isolation because it never occurs in a vacuum. It is a multi-causal 

phenomenon resulted from economic, psychological, political, cultural, religious, and 

sociological factors. Similarly, war against terrorism is a broad concept encompassing 

international collaboration in the realm of political, diplomatic, military, and intelligence 

sharing etc. spheres. NATO is an international alliance with an institutionalized approach 

towards all the problems that gives priority to international cooperation in the area of defence 

and security.  

 

                                                           
6. Philip H Gordon, "NATO and the War on Terrorism a Changing Alliance." The Brookings Review (2002): 

36-38.  

7.  Prague Declaration on New Military Concept for the defence against terrorism, agreed by the Heads of State 

and Government Participating in the Meeting of the North Atlantic Council in Prague on 21 Nov 2002.  
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The nature of war against terrorism itself, therefore, enables a strong role of NATO. It means 

that in order to successfully deal with terrorism, “coordination, cooperation and organization” 

are the main factors and NATO can deliver all three.8 It can therefore be safely concluded that 

NATO may offer important contribution for this multi-dimensional war in the areas of 

intelligence sharing, military and defence cooperation as well as diplomacy. 

 

OBJECTIVES OF THE STUDY 

Objective of the study is to analyze actions, decisions and measures taken by NATO in 

response to 9/11 terrorist attacks and evaluate role and contributions of the allies in 

International Security Assistance Force (ISAF) as a case study. 

 

To explore the basis of this study, neoclassic realists’ standpoint is adopted and for confirming 

the role and commitments of the allies for war on terror, “Bennett integrated model of 

alliance’s commitment” is used after relevant modification.9The study further analyses: 

a. Role/mission and strategic capabilities of NATO acquired after 9/11 vis-a-vis its 

relevance in the emerging global terrorism driven security settings.  

b. Commitment of NATO allies in execution of war against terrorism in Afghanistan 

and key factors, both political and military that hampers the main task of fighting 

terrorism.  

 

SIGNIFICANCE OF THE STUDY 

For the first time in history of the alliance, Article 5 (mutual defence clause) was invoked, 

within 24 hours of September 11 attacks on the United States. NATO’s September 12 

affirmation was important from several aspects. It supported President Bush’s declaration of 

war on terror, and defined the nucleus of a mounting political coalition. On one hand, the 

global war on terror had brought back importance of alliance, into the world’s attention and on 

the other hand raised new queries regarding NATO’s potential role and the extent of its 

members’ common determination. 

 

                                                           
8.     Frank J. Cilluffo and Daniel Rankin, “Fighting Terrorism,” NATO Review (Winter 2001/2002): 12.  

9.  RandallL Schweller, "Bandwagoning for Profit: Bringing the Revisionist State Back In." International 

Security 19, no. 1 (1994): 72-107.  
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More significantly, NATO was formed to make sure Europe’s security, as it was once said, to 

keep the Russians out, the Americans in and the Germans down. The founding fathers of 

NATO incorporated Article 5 in the Washington Treaty Charter to ensure the US support for 

the defence of Europe. The invocation of Article 5, in response to the attack on America, 

however, showed that NATO was no more a one-way street, where the United States was 

responsible for the defence of Europe. It became a mutual defence in which the United States 

and Europe helped defend each other.  

 

The subject of this study is significant because the situation in Afghanistan has direct effects 

on the security dynamics of Pakistan. During the war against terrorism, most of the terrorists 

infiltrated into Pakistan’s tribal zone and subsequently sneaked into the adjacent settled 

districts and big cities like Karachi and Peshawar, creating security dilemma for the country. A 

large number of innocent citizens and schoolchildren have been killed by the terrorists and a 

substantial number of Pakistan’s armed forces have been deployed on the fight against 

terrorism. The topic, thus, has the practical significance for Pakistan. 

 

HYPOTHESIS  

Historically, alliances are formed to counterbalance a specific threat, and dissolve after the 

disappearance of the threat. NATO was formed against the Soviet threat; therefore, almost all 

the IR theories predicted that in the post- Cold War environment and without any explicit 

threat, NATO will cease to exist. Defying all extrapolations and despite all catalytic changes 

like elimination of the threat posed by the USSR and its Eastern European satellites, NATO 

had not only continued to exist but it had also undergone a process of enlargement of its 

original membership – from 16 (sixteen) during later part of the Cold War to 28(twenty eight) 

members. As a powerful military organization in the world, NATO had provided military 

support to other international organizations such as the UN. NATO had become a global player 

with its boundaries no more limited to the Trans-Atlantic region. 

 

Therefore, the present study seeks to analyse that NATO’s involvement in the war against 

terror has amply demonstrated that it is no more a single threat-specific and defensive 
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alliance. It was grown over a period of time and adopted itself to the new realities and 

emerging threats.  

 

RESEARCH QUESTIONS 

At this point, the war against terrorism raised a number of questions about the role and 

relevance of NATO. Some of the questions, addressed in this study, are: 

a. How did the alliance change its role in the security environment of post- 9/11 

political world?  

b. NATO’s mission was to defend its member countries against a known enemy; 

counterterrorism is a war of different nature. To what extent NATO is effective in 

combating terrorism and how the success and defeat can be measured in this war? 

c. Has the alliance members’ consensus on deploying troops in Afghanistan imbedded 

in a “sense of community of values”? 

d. What was the role of domestic politics and public opinion in the decision-making of 

member states? 

e. What were the main causes of disagreement among the United States and its NATO 

allies in their strategic thinking, and why the US administration did not consider 

NATO as a vital military platform while responding to the September 11 terrorist 

attacks?  

f. Will the war against terrorism, in future, turn out to be a ‘New Paradigm’ for 

International Relations like that of the Cold War? 

 

METHODOLOGY 

This study is mainly focused on studying the building blocks and mechanisms, by virtue of 

which the alliance is offering its organizational and normative influence for contributing in the 

war on terror. Traditionally, the alliance’s literature is heavily based on the realist and neo-

realist postulates, which have some empirical gaps and inherited shortcoming. Following 

empirical gaps and theoretical arguments in the fields of foreign/security policy and IR have 

been addressed in the study;  
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First, the international relations literature has been focused on the alliance’s formation and 

coherence. Little attention has been given to the alliance’s continuation after removal of the 

threat against which it is formed and its response to varying strategic environments. The 

particularity of NATO’s military capabilities, consultative habits, historical and institutional 

legacies, and its response to the situations in the post- Cold War period provides a chance to 

comprehend a generalized explanation for alliance’s response to changing strategic 

environment. Second, continued discussions on the preferences of the state and causes or 

nature of its interests are developed along the four facets: materialist vs idealist configuration; 

exogenous vs endogenous formation; structure vs agent influence; and external vs domestic 

pressure. In this context, unconventional operations undertaken by NATO outside the 

transatlantic region were investigated. Third, terrorism is a threat for all the NATO alliance 

members but their response to the threat varies; present literature cannot explicate reasons for 

the different behaviour of countries under the similar international systemic constraints.  

Fourth, the pattern of allies’ decisions to support NATO’s role in the war on terror suggests 

that the states’ policies are greatly influenced by the domestic regimes, elite perception and 

political culture. The IR literature, however, is not giving due weightage to the cultural and 

domestic constraints, through which systemic pressures and incentives are channelized for 

shaping the alliance related decisions of a state. Fifth, NATO is playing a leading role in the 

war on terror; a large number of scholars are examining the alliance’s role in this war. 

However, from the perspective of intra-alliance relations and during the process least attention 

has been given to the method of interaction among NATO and non NATO member countries. 

 

Having observed gaps in the existing literature on the alliance’s role in changing strategic 

environment and after taking into account limitations of the prevailing theoretical models, an 

enhanced burden sharing model for examining allies’ role in the war on terror in Afghanistan is 

presented in this study. This model integrates three domestic-level and three systemic-level 

variables, deliberated in the preceding parts of this study. The study concurs with arguments in 

the already existing research that the three domestic-level variables discussed in the study are 

intervening whereas systemic-level variables are independent variables. This study, thus 

presents a better understanding for analyzing alliance role in war against terror in Afghanistan. 
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In order to explain the politics of alliances, their functions, role, typology and endurance under 

varying strategic environment, the conventional wisdom prefers the theory of neo-classical 

realists’ approaches. Neo-classical realists argue that to determine the states’ behavior in the 

alliances and coalitions’ politics, the constraints of international structure are guided through 

the process of domestic politics.10 Their main argument is that the attitude of a country towards 

military alliances is determined by the elite perceptions, domestic political culture and norms.11 

 

The study is based on wide-ranging literature review on NATO and its evolution derived from 

the primary and secondary sources. It is an analytical and qualitative survey about NATO’s 

transformation that is based on primary and secondary data. The study covers proceedings and 

events up to late2014, when the ISAF mission was officially closed. The software of Chicago 

Manual, 15th has been used for verification and countercheck of all references. For collection 

of primary data, an endeavor had been made to conduct field research in Afghanistan, where 

NATO forces were actively engaged in the war against terrorism. The visit however was 

obstructed due to security concerns.  

 

The primary sources of research, however, include NATO’s official documents, parliamentary 

minutes, military doctrines, government studies, leaders’ statements and decisions for 

implementation of military reforms required under the membership criteria. Secondary sources 

of the research include media news, reports, analyses and scholarly works of a wide range of 

academicians. Acquiring relevant data on the alliance from within Pakistan was not a major 

problem. The analytical part of the study is based on a variety of interpretations of NATO role 

in fighting terrorism and official statements of the alliance’s activities. The analysis in the 

study encompasses: 

• Reaction of NATO in response to the 9/11 attacks; 

• Decisions of the United States to adopt unilateral approach and preferring coalition of 

welling over the alliance ; 

• Support of NATO to the US-led war on terror; 

                                                           
10. Jeffrey W. Legro and Andrew Moravcsik, “Is Anybody Still a Realist?”,International Security, Vol.24 (Fall 

1999):12–7. 

11 . Randall L. Schweller, ‘Bandwagoning for Profit: Bringing the Revisionist State Back In’, International 

Security, (1994)  Vol.19:72–107. 
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• International perspective of the UN and US operations in Afghanistan;  

• Future role of the alliance in the war against global terrorism. 

 

Since no universally accepted scale is available to measure the role of an alliance in a specific 

environment. An attempt, therefore, has been made to work out the level of commitment and 

willingness of the alliance members that then determine role of the alliance against the specific 

threat under certain environment. Under the constant threat environment, the role of decision 

makers, public opinion and military capabilities of the individual state contribute to the overall 

role of the alliance. For purpose of this study, Stephen Walt’s definition of alliances has been 

adopted.  For Walt, an alliance is “Formal or informal explicit cooperation between two or 

more sovereign states”.12  This definition believes on a certain degree of ‘commitment and 

exchange of gains’ amongst the allies. 

 

Thus, willingness of the member states to commit its military and non-military resources for 

success in operation is the key benchmark, upon which role of the alliance in war against 

terrorism is evaluated. Theoretical model presented in this study, modifies the prevailing 

models of alliance formation against the specific threat, which was developed in the Bennett et 

al study on the Iraq coalition war of 1990-1991.This model is about decision of allies for 

making commitment to the overall role of the alliance in a particular mission.13 

 

The commitment includes both non-military and military contributions for making the role of 

an alliance effective. Military contribution is in form of making troops, military bases, 

intelligence sharing and all other resources available for achieving the desired objectives 

militarily.  Non-military contributions are using political and diplomatic leverage, ready to face 

friction amongst the allies over objectives and goals of the war, capacity to undertake 

development and reconstruction activities as well as to absorb economic costs of the war.  

 

In the process of determining level of commitment, first, the outcome of three international 

level variables –Collective Action, balance of Threat/ interest, and Alliance Dependence is 
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Gulf War (New York: St. Martin’s Press, 1997). 
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examined. Second, to analyze the decision-making processes of the allies on the Afghanistan 

War, effects of three constraints and variables of domestic level including Public 

Perceptions/Opinion, Domestic Political Regime and Military Capabilities of the alliance 

members are explored. 

 

LITERATURE REVIEW   

A great deal of intellectual attention has been given to the alliance politics including formation 

and cohesion of the alliance. Lot of research work is going on about continuation of the 

alliance after the elimination of threat against which it has being originally formed, like NATO 

after the Cold War. The persistence of NATO after the Cold War, global response to the events 

of 9/11 and subsequent role of the NATO in the war against terrorism has been amply analyzed 

by a number of authors and researchers. Numerous articles with analytical insight have also 

been published in the NATO’s Reviews, Fact Sheets, Armed Forces Journals and Handbooks. 

Research work of some of the scholars is discussed here. 

 

One of the interesting articles on the realist theory, and its relation to the alliances had been 

written by Dan Reiter (1994). Reiter’s article “Learning, Realism, and alliances” serves as a 

comparative study of the realist theory and the application of those theories to the principles of 

alliance formation in International Relations. In this article Reiter seeks to prove several 

important points: not only that the weaker, smaller states use historical experiences as their 

‘rule of thumb’ for alliance choices, but levels of threat (a predominant alliance formation 

explanation among the realists) serves only as a minor factor in the decision-making process. 

Nonetheless, Reiter points out that one should not discard basic realist assumptions regarding 

decision-making by the states, but rather use his findings as “an enlightened version of 

realism”.14 

 

Stephen Brooks (1997) offers an in-depth perspective in his article “Duelling Realisms”, 

published in the World Politics, on the theoretical differences between the realist and neo-

realist schools of IR thought. In particular, the focus is not on structural similarities, but rather 

on differences with regard to assumptions about state behaviours. This article allows for 
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multilateral examination of state behaviour in regard to NATO within the field of realism in 

IR.15 

 

Sean Imrie Kay (1998), in “NATO and the Future of European Security”, offers an analytical 

examination of the contemporary circumstances surrounding the organization. The author uses 

empirical evidence to prove that despite the transformation of Europe, after the Cold War, the 

region is still in need of NATO, as a balancing force for stability. His concluding comments 

that the NATO will continue to exist until the region reaches its goal of guaranteed peace, 

offers an optimistic perspective, regarding this organization’s future.16 

 

Robert Art (1996) joins the debate on the realities of NATO’s transformation from a tool of 

collective anti-Soviet security into an active ‘security blanket’ over the Western Europe. 

Furthermore, while elaborating on the specific role of the United States within NATO, Art 

claims that main reason of the cohesion among the West European countries is the balancing 

role being played by the United States.17 In many respects, Art’s article touches upon the same 

topics of Kay’s work. What makes it different and so useful for this research is its focus on the 

US role in cohesion and persistence of the North Atlantic alliance. Art’s work on the US role in 

NATO, coupled with Liska’s concepts of internal checks and balances provided incalculable 

source of assistance in our understanding of intra-NATO politics, and aligning factors, before 

and after the Soviet disintegration.   

 

Robert B McCalla (1996) unifies a number of topics within his research project “NATO’s 

Persistence after Cold War”. First of all, it debates on the possibilities of NATO’s 

transformation, after the disintegration of Soviet Union. It cites a number of historical events, 

which led to the transformation of alliances. Second, McCalla turns to theoretical arguments of 

NATO’s persistence, arguing that scholars have generally limited their scope of interest to the 

reasons for alliance formation and cohesion, rather than the reasons for alliance dissolution. 

Stepping away from the non-realist approach, McCalla turns to a ‘two-table’ analysis, 
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exploring the internal constraints of the NATO members, besides just the external constraints, 

so familiar to the realist school of thought. The internal constraints, which McCalla addresses, 

are domestic policy pressures, exerted on the makers of foreign policy by their domestic 

political organizations and factions. Third, the author examines the application of 

organizational theory, and realist theory to NATO’s evolution, explaining the factors and 

outcomes which occurred according to those theories. As a result, McCalla’s examination of 

post-Cold War NATO contributes to understanding of the neorealist paradigm, supplementing 

it, rather than rejecting its principles.18 

 

Michael Sullivan’s “Theories of International Relations: Transition vs. Persistence” (2011) is a 

valuable theoretical source, and includes an alternative outlook on the field of IR theory by 

challenging the neorealist theoretical approaches in the international relations theory, which 

dominate the field. Sullivan suggests that the neo-realist and neo-liberalist theories of today are 

not as universal in their application, as their proponents may assume. Sullivan argues that 

many contradicting scholars simply ignore the fact that different theories are based on different 

sets of variables. Therefore, theories in IR would be better suited for their particular conditions 

and circumstances.19 

 

David E Sanger (2009) discusses the costs and opportunities of the United States wars in 

Afghanistan and Iraq in his book: “The Inheritance: The World Obama Confronts and the 

Challenges to American Power”. During the war against terrorism, America has not only lost 

thousands of warriors, billions of dollars and huge opportunities but also its credibility. 

Rebuilding American credibility is Obama’s greatest challenge, according to Sanger.20 

 

Hall Gardner (2014) conceptualizes the US role in the war against terror. He also evaluates the 

mechanism of foreign, security and domestic policy formulation of the United States within its 

historical and structural constrictions. He addresses various themes to understand the 9/11 

crisis. In order to deal with issues of terrorism, it provides necessary framework for 
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formulation of the US foreign and security policies. He also highlights the relevance of the 

international alliances, coalitions and organizations in the global security policy. Gardner 

appreciates NATO’s quick response to the 9/11 attacks, whereby, first time in the alliance 

history, Article 5 of the NATO’s Charter was enacted. Gardener criticizes American’s early 

‘go alone’ policy in Afghanistan. In his opinion NATO ought to have been involved in 

Afghanistan from the beginning.21 

 

Thomas Mclnerney and Paul Valley (military advisors to Fox News) (2006) discuss two main 

themes; the role of high tech weapons in the war on terror and an important role being played 

by NATO in Afghanistan in their book: “Endgame: The Blueprint for Victory in the War on 

Terror.”22 

 

Peter Shearman and Mathew Sussex (2004) broaden the understanding of the common people 

regarding the impact of the attacks in their book, “Europe Security After 9/11”. They also 

analyzed the corollaries of relationship between the United States and its Western allies and its 

effects on the security of Europe. They are focused on the role of NATO in achieving common 

interests of US and Europe, especially in the context of global war on terror.23 

 

Joyce Kaufman (2012) focuses on the continuing identity crisis of NATO in his book, “NATO 

and the Former Yugoslavia: Crisis, Conflict, and the Atlantic Alliance”. He claims in his book 

“NATO and the Former Yugoslavia: Crisis, Conflict, and the Atlantic Alliance” that after the 

Cold War, NATO had not been able to define its role, therefore, the Balkan conflicts have 

proven to be helpful for the alliance to show its relevance. However, as the war on terror 

continued, the questions pertaining to the longer-term role of the alliance have been answered 

to a greater extent. In reality, the war against terrorism has provided NATO with the 

opportunity to carve out an unconventional role for its survival.24 
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Johan Yoo in “An Insider’s Account of the War on terror”,(2006) discusses role of alliance in 

the war on terror and concludes that certainly some alliances, such as NATO may be able to 

play a useful part in the war against terror because of its military muscles and democratic 

decision-making process. He also discusses and criticizes Bush’s controversial policies such as 

pre-emptive attacks, secret military trials of terrorists, detention and horrible treatment of the 

prisoners at Guantanamo Bay, Abu-Ghuraib and other places, the Patriot Act and domestic 

surveillance of the US citizens.25 

 

Nora Bensahel (2003) provides three - dimensional explanations to the transatlantic security 

relationship: i.e. new security threats, European defence, and global challenges in his book, 

"The Counter Terror Coalition: Cooperation With Europe, NATO and European Union. No 

doubt the enduring victory in the campaign to counter terrorism depends upon resolute 

cooperation and support of the European nations, the alliance however, has not retooled itself 

to deal with the challenges of terrorism. For improving counterterrorism capabilities, the 

alliance has nonetheless, espoused a number of initiatives, but it still needs a lot of investment 

to completely overhaul its human and material assets. He suggests that the US should follow a 

bilateral approach for military and intelligence cooperation, and a multilateral approach for law 

enforcement and financial cooperation. Multilateral cooperation with the European Union 

would augment capabilities of the States across the Atlantic to avert terrorism and to deal with 

the terrorists effectively. His approach will guarantee a leading role for the United States in all 

multilateral activities.26 

 

Martin Reichard, in “The NATO-EU Relationship: A Legal and Political Perspective” (2006) 

provides an inclusive reading of the NATO and European Union’s future relationship, on the 

legal and political grounds. The study may provide an interesting insight for those working on 

the strengthening of relationship between the NATO and EU.27 
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Vassilis Fouskas and Bulent Gokay (2005) stated in their study, “The New American 

Imperialism: Bush’s War on Terror and Blood for Oil” that after the disintegration of Soviet 

Union the Cold War was replaced by the New World Order, under the sole super-power, the 

United States. The event of 9/11 terrorist attacks demonstrated that the lengthy war against 

Communism has been substituted by a continuous “war against terrorism.” Apart from the fact 

that how much time US forces would take in Afghanistan and Iraq, and regardless of more 

military actions, one thing is clear that foreign policies of the Bush were dominated by the 

Pentagon, and for time to come he would be remembered as a ‘wartime president’.28 

 

They further stated that the US was eating up ‘natural resources’ of the developing world and 

managed the global economy, therefore, was forcing rest of the developed countries to keep 

relying on it. This being eventually unsustainable led the United States into a period of deep 

crisis. They suggest a way-out for the American neo-imperialists by saying that the best option 

is to form an economic and strategic alliance between China, Russia, European countries, the 

OPEC and other powers. 

 

Alejandro Colas and Richard Saull (2006) stated in their study, “The War on Terror and the 

American Empire After the Cold War” that the most important change in the organizing 

principles of the global system has been brought by the US “war against terrorism” after the 

Cold War. After the ‘neo-Conservatives’ rise to power, a new “colonial moment” is visible in 

the foreign policies of the United States. This is being manifested in the formulation of new 

strategic doctrine founded on the principles of legality of pre-emptive strikes on enemy forces, 

anywhere in the world. They also analyzed historical, socio-economic and political dimensions 

of the existing global conjuncture, and assesses the extent to which war against terrorism has 

changed the character of the US global power.29 

 

Andrew Bennett, Danny Unger and Joseph Lepgold (1997), introduced a model of  burden 

sharing after analyzing Persian Gulf War of 1991, in the book “Friends in Need: Burden 
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Sharing in the Gulf War”30In a research paper on the “Coalition of Iraq War” (2010), Daniel 

Baltrusait is tested the relevance of the Bennett et al. model. 31 They however, could not 

adequately explain reasons for the coalition members who act in a different way while 

responding to the needs of non-combat and combat operations. This study addresses the 

“theoretical gap” by presenting an improved model for analyzing burden sharing behaviour in 

the war-time coalitions. 

 

Following are the conclusions of some of the related research work conducted by different 

scholars. The summary of current level understandings is:  

a. After the disintegration of Soviet Union, NATO has defied theoretical standards by 

continuing to exist in the absence of threat. This required a new interpretation of 

alliance theory that goes beyond the limiting scope of realists’ understanding. 

Many scholars affirm that the realist/neorealist theory lacks flexibility, and can be 

improved by supplementing various circumstantial variables. Neo-classic realists 

nevertheless, provide sufficient bases for the explanation of continuity and 

changing role of NATO.  

b. McCalla, argues that the persistence of NATO, after the Cold War, is a “deviant-

case”; a solitary case deviates from conventional generalizations but having 

enormous academic significance. Such cases on one hand weaken the traditional 

stance, and on the other propose a modified and stronger stance.32 

c. The role of the United States is inseparable from the fate of NATO. While some 

see the US as a military balancing power, others see its presence as beneficial to 

economic and diplomatic stability within the Western Europe.  

 

Gaining insight of the changing role of the alliance is important on three accounts: i) due to its 

theoretical implications; ii) need for learning about true nature of international collaboration 

and cooperation and iii) acquiring a policy relevant knowledge pertaining to significant 

partnership among the members of North Atlantic Alliance. 
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ORGANIZATION OF THE STUDY 

This study is divided into seven chapters. Chapter One contains certain significant definitions 

and theoretical framework of the study. Chapter Two deals with the transition of NATO from 

Cold War to post-9/11 era. NATO’s changing threat perception vis-à-vis change in its role in 

the 21st century is also analyzed in this chapter. Chapter Three is about NATO’s decision to 

invoke Article 5 in reaction to the September 11 terrorist attacks and discusses various 

measures adopted and capabilities achieved in the context of war on terror. Chapter Four 

carries analyses of NATO’s role in Afghanistan with respect to the war on terror. This chapter 

also examines NATO’s military and non-military contribution to the war on terror and its 

effects on the transatlantic relationship. Chapter Five employs the integrated alliance 

commitment model to examine the alliance role in the Afghan War by analyzing the allies 

approach towards committing resources for the war. Effects of three ‘systemic incentives’ 

including alliance dependence, collective action and balance of power/ threat and ‘domestic 

level factors’ – domestic regime, perceptions and power capabilities are investigated for each 

member of the alliance in determining choices of allies in Afghanistan. Chapter Six reviews 

discussions and evidences of previous chapters to elaborate upon NATO’s credit-balance in the 

war on terror. Chapter Seven analyses main obstacles being faced by the alliance in combating 

the war against terrorism. Main conclusions drawn are placed at the end of the study. 
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CHAPTER ONE 

ALLIANCE ROLE IN WAR AGAINST TERRORISM 

THEORETICAL EXPLANATIONS 

Historically, alliances bear a transitory nature and corresponding to the environment-specific 

role.33 Morgenthau asserts that “security alliances have been quite limited in their range of 

functions, generally confining their actions to military coordination and defensive 

preparations”.34 Although, scholars and students of international politics have been dealing 

with the alliance formation at large, yet its conventional literature is quite narrow in scope. 

Focus of the literature is on two key queries: first, what are the reasons for alliances 

formations?  Second, what factors keep the alliances intact? A more comprehensive inquiry 

regarding the alliances response to changing strategic environment, however, inadequately 

addressed. This inquiry gains more currency after NATO’s transition from Cold War to post- 

Cold War and subsequent post 9/11 environment. 

 

There are vibrant debates in the literature of alliances regarding the determination and 

motivation of states to join an alliance and make commitment for its activities. Available 

literature on the alliance politics can be categorized into two distinct premises – alliance 

formation and alliance continuation. Theories of constructivism, liberalism and realism/neo-

realism explain alliance formation: In the area of continuation and maintenance of alliance, two 

prominent theories are organizational behaviour /institutionalism and neo-classical realism. 

The theory of neo-classical realism suggests a ‘systemic level explanation’. This study explains 

that neither constructivism, liberalism and realism/neo-realism nor organizational behaviour 

/institutionalism offer adequate explanation for alliance politics in the changing global 

environment.  

 

A middle ground has been taken in this study and a neo-classical realist approach is proposed 

for explanations of shift of NATO focus from static defence to its role in war against terrorism. 

The theory argues that the ‘International Systemic’ constraints, incentives and strategic 

interests are formally channelized through the process of ‘cultural-induction’ and ‘domestic 
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politics’ and subsequently produced a unique set of conditions in which states commit 

themselves to the dictions of an alliance.35 The theory provides a suitable response to the 

challenges of alliance politics in the War on Terrorism being fought in Afghanistan. 

 

This chapter outlines fundamentals of all the relevant theories and its related literature. The 

discussion provides theoretical basis for analyzing NATO transition from Cold War to the 

post- 9/11 era and its role in war on terror. The chapter consists of following four parts. First 

part gives a workable definition of alliance, alliance typology and also explains some of the 

issues and problems while defining alliances. Second part discusses relative merits of the three 

schools of thought in IR (Realism, Liberalism and Constructivism). This part comprises of the 

main arguments in the wide-ranging literature available on alliance formation, particularly the 

issue of NATO‘s continuity after the Cold War and its relevance in post 9/11 era dominated by 

non-conventional threats of terrorism. Third part argues that to comprehensively understand 

continuity of NATO and its role in the changing strategic environment, neo-classic realism 

maybe the best approach to adopt. Fourth part is about devising a mechanism to measure the 

concept of “role played by NATO” in the war on terror by analyzing commitments and 

contributions made by each member of the alliance for its overall role in the war. For analyzing 

decisions of the allies in making commitment to the alliance, theoretical model of Bennett et al, 

of alliance commitment, is used after relevant modification.  

 

1.1 . ALLIANCE: DEFINITION AND TYPES 

There are a number of definitions to explain the concept of alliances. In its broad concept, the 

phrase ’alliance’ could be referred to denote wide array of activities like interstates military 

cooperation and coordination, business cooperation between private companies and 

cooperation between political parties of a country. The concept is understood differently, and, 

at times, with varying levels of applicability, even while analyzing it strictly in the field of 

international relations. Precise definition and meaning of an alliance is thus difficult.  
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Scholars mostly define alliances according to wide or narrow meanings, differing on four 

features (commitment, mission, character, membership). This wide-narrow division can both 

be seen as two mutually exclusive definitions or as part of a continuum. These four 

characteristics are thus the yardsticks to see that whether a particular cooperative activity is an 

alliance or not.  

 

Narrow definition as being formal, places strong emphasis on commitment. Glenn Snyder’s 

definition of alliance is considered to be the most commonly used and representative narrow 

definition. According to his definition, alliance is “formal associations of states for the use (or 

nonuse) of military force, in specified circumstances, against states outside their own 

membership.”36 He is exclusive and very specific while defining alliance. Other scholars like 

Eric Miller and Arkady Toritsyn are explicitly focusing on the written agreements in their 

alliance definition.37 Focus on direction and force could also be found in some of the narrow 

definitions like that of Louis René Beres’ definition of alliance. Louis definition prefers a 

pledge among the parties for cooperation in use of force against the opponents/aggressors.38 

 

In sum, narrow approaches encompass first, objective of the cooperation being directed against 

another alliance or state in explicit manner; second, express formal commitments; and third, 

the character of the alliance is being military force. Since there is no doubt as what to exclude 

or include, therefore coding of the narrow definition is very easy.  

 

The narrow definition however overlooks informal alliances that are broader patterns of the 

relations of the states; therefore, it limits the studies significantly. Division between alliances 

on formal and informal lines may blur picture of the alliance’s cooperation more as compare to 

enlighten it. It is largely, because the narrow definition excludes a large number of agreements 

and understandings of cooperation.39 
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On the other hand, wide definition does not place emphasis on the formal commitment to the 

extent as narrow definition places. Stephen Walt’s definition of alliance is a wide definition 

which is considered to be the most commonly used and representative definition. According to 

Walt definition, alignment and alliance is “Formal or informal explicit cooperation between 

two or more sovereign states.”40He interchangeably uses the terms alliance and alignment. This 

definition believes on a certain degree of ‘commitment and exchange of gains’ among the 

allies. It, therefore, emphasizes that even the alliance or the cooperation is not formal, yet it 

contains a threat of dissolution. It shows that failing to meet the commitment of the accord will 

have a penalty. Stephen M Walt defines alliances according to wide or narrow meanings, 

differing on four features (commitment, mission, character, membership). This wide-narrow 

division can both be seen as two mutually exclusive definitions or as part of a continuum. 

 

In Waltz’s definition, the objective of cooperation is to counter other alliances or states, its 

character is defensive security and level of commitment is undefined.41 Other scholars like 

Douglas Gibler and John Vasquez, who define alliance, widely place more vague preference 

on character by asserting that alliances include a commitment to some future security related 

action.42Wide definition argues that: first, the objective of cooperation being explicitly directed 

against is not always defined; second, in context of commitment, the alliances can be formal or 

informal; and third, the character of the cooperation is not specifically defined except that it is 

being on security. Since all the four features of definition are very wide, therefore, are difficult 

to code. Moreover, in wide alliance approach it is possible to encounter and thereby study 

different types of security cooperation.  

 

1.1.1  Mission and Character  

The key reason for the NATO formation was for the member states to cooperate together and 

counter the Soviet threat that required commitment and collective measures from its members 

for their Defence. NATO enabled the member states to achieve essential national security 

objectives without infringing upon national sovereignty through the strategy of deterrence and 
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organs like the Nuclear Planning Group (NPG). NATO, however, soon after its inception, 

became more than just a Defence alliance to look after the collective security within and 

amongst its members. Throughout the Cold War, the alliance acted as a platform for its 

members to shed away their differences. Rapprochement of Germany with its Second World 

War adversaries was made possible, and the tension between Turkey and Greece was eased 

through the NATO mechanism.  

 

After the Cold War, NATO was instrumental in the reunification of Germany and its 

integration into Europe, without creating an imbalance of power, or antagonizing its 

neighbours. From the very beginning, though, NATO was undertaking the tasks of political 

nature, yet primarily it had been a Defensive organization with the main mission to counter 

external threats. That mission continued after the 9/11. 

 

1.1.2. Concept of Commitment and Abandonment  

Major factor of the realists’ understanding of the alliance and its continuity was related to the 

concept of level of commitment. This concept was a vital part of the neoclassic realists’ 

framework because they conceded the domestic dynamics and decision making process of the 

state, and the way they could be directly influenced by the systemic factors which in turn could 

affect the international political outcomes. On the face of a strong Soviet threat, the NATO 

member States entered into the treaty freely after the due parliamentary processes and public 

debates in respective countries.  The Treaty upheld international obligations and individual 

rights of each member in accordance with the Charter of the United Nations. As per the treaty 

obligations, all the member countries were committed to share the risks as well as 

responsibilities and benefits. Moreover, under the collective security obligations the members 

could not enter into any other international commitment that might conflict with the Treat. 

 

During the Cold War, all the members had to cooperate together and there was little chance or 

fear that they would abandon each other. There were some fears in some quarters at some 

points and times about the commitment of the US to Europe. The US will totally abandon the 

alliance however had never been a genuine possibility. To all its members, the purpose of 

alliance’s solidarity was fairly clear. In fact, the United States during this period adopted a 
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position that was continued to be based on the strategic obligation of keeping the cooperation 

on security issues, particularly managing the nuclear weapons. The United States committed all 

its resources including nuclear umbrella for the defence of the Europe. As an undisputed leader 

of the West, the United States led the alliance from the front. 

 

Just after the Cold War, signs of unravel of the unity of alliance did exist. It was the time when 

the debates on proposal for a “European pillar” within NATO and “European defence 

capability”, able to act independent of NATO were initiated in Germany and France. The 

Balkan’s situation could also be analyzed in the context of the abandonment’s concept. The 

United States was initially reluctant to get involved in the Balkan. The reluctance was because 

of the US views that the conflict was a problem of the Europe, and therefore, in 1990s, chances 

of the US involvement in the conflict were little. For the Bush senior administration, it was in 

fact a paradoxical position. On one hand US was not in conformity with Europe on developing 

its own military capabilities, independent of NATO; on the other hand it was reluctant to get 

involved in the Balkan whose security situation was directly affecting the European allies.  

 

This situation did not continue for long. The United States realized that the cost of non-

involvement in the conflict would be high. In the Rome Summit of 1991, the Bush senior 

administration strongly discouraged these proposals. He repeated his strong commitment to the 

alliance and stated in clear words that any “European capability” if desired, should not be built 

outside the NATO parameters but should be part of the NATO. 43 The US position 

enthusiastically discouraged realignment. Clinton administration, therefore, renewed its 

commitment. The US leading role in the 1995 air campaign against the Serbs in Bosnia shed 

away all the perceptions of abandonment of the alliance while dealing with Bosnian 

conflict. 44 After the 9/11 incident, European allies committed their resources for the US 

operations against terrorists. Invocation of Article-5 was practical expression of allies in the 

US support.  
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One thing is to be noted here that as the notion of abandonment is important to understand the 

post-Cold War phase of the alliance‘s development, in actual however, there had never been 

any prospect of any member leaving the alliance completely. So much so that France, the most 

skeptical European country about the American influence in the Europe’s affairs, realized that 

remaining outside the NATO’s structure meant to have less say and influence in the global 

security. Moreover, there was no alternate option for the NATO members, in the post-Cold 

War international setting to defect to another alliance.  

 

In analyzing NATO’s post-9/11 role, the concept of entrapment was also important. The rift 

within the alliance over the Iraqi conflict seemed to be one of the forms of the concept of 

entrapment. Threat perceptions of the two important NATO members - Germany and France - 

over the Iraqi regime were different from the US and UK. Probably, Germany and France had 

some pressing domestic constraints. Leaders of the two countries were going for the elections 

at that time and therefore, they were exceedingly skeptical about the strategic doctrine of the 

Bush administration.45 

 

Despite their differences with the US on a host of issues, they were being invited for the 

Defence of Turkey in the event of Iraq’s attack. It meant that they were being drawn into the 

conflict because they were formal members of the alliance otherwise the conflict was neither of 

their interest, nor of their choosing and making. On the issue of Iraq, the level of commitment 

and unity among the alliance members that existed during the Afghanistan conflict might not 

be continued because there was little harmony among the members about the nature of the 

threat. As per the definition, commitment of the alliance had to be explicit. The level of the 

explicitness was significant. Article 5 of NATO Charter was very clear, explicit and free of any 

ambiguity about the alliance’s commitment to protect Turkey.46 

 

Though there was little agreement among the alliance members on the Iraq issue and over 

wider strategy, yet there was a greet harmony and high level of commitment about the threat 

from terrorists. The alliance members were agreed on the nature of the threat from Afghanistan 
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and could continue to work together. Alliance members were also agreed on the need for 

stabilizing and supporting Iraq after its invasion. The concept of commitment was helpful for 

the understanding of intra alliance politics; Iraq issue, in the end, did not intimidate the alliance 

itself because it was mitigated by some other factors. The United States is still a major 

European security player and substantial numbers of US Brigade Combat Teams (BCTs) are 

currently committed in Europe.47 These BCTs consist of rapidly deployable and flexible and 

ground force deployed to meet the US commitments to the alliance members. Role of these 

BCTs includes: first, to address the broad range of 21st-century security challenges; and 

second, to conduct a robust engagement mission with the NATO members and partners.48 

 

1.1.3.  Membership 

The NATO membership is a constitutional process, governed by the Article 10 of the NATO 

Charter and subsequent agreements. Article 10 describes the procedure for becoming a 

member of the alliance; 

The Parties may by unanimous agreement, invite any other European State in a 

position to further the principles of this Treaty and to contribute to the security 

of the North Atlantic area to accede to this Treaty. Any State so invited may 

become a Party to the Treaty by depositing its instrument of accession with the 

Government of the United States of America. The Government of the United 

States of America will inform each of the Parties of the deposit of each such 

instrument of accession.49 

 

The NATO Charter imposes two constraints for the aspirant members. First, to be a European 

state and second the membership be approved by all the existing members. Countries desirous 

of becoming a NATO member are also required to meet certain requirements and complete a 

multi-step process involving the political dialogue and military integration. The accession 

process is overseen by the North Atlantic Council, NATO's governing body. It means that 

NATO as an alliance has patronized sort of a membership, governed by strict criteria and once 

a state becomes a member that has to abide by certain rules.Applying narrow-wide division 
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and keeping in view four features of the alliance’s definition on NATO, the result could be 

elucidated as under:  

Table1.1 

Alliance Definition: Comparative overview 

Feature Commitment  Mission Character Membership 

Wide Formal/ informal Not specified Security Institutionalized 

and restricted 

Narrow Formal Specified/not 

specified 

Use of military 

force 

Unstructured or 

Institutionalized 

Source: Based on discussion on ‘alliance formation’ given in this chapter 

 

Stephen M Walt’s definition is still useful, valid and depicts an exact description of the North 

Atlantic alliance. Security cooperation and commitment, primarily in the military field still 

provides basis for the alliance. Though the alliance also casts its shadow over other fields like 

economy, environment etc.; yet, the recent enlargement of the alliance has been made on the 

basis of providing security to new members of the Eastern and Central Europe. North Atlantic 

alliance is primarily based on cooperation amongst the growing number of states, which are 

sovereign in nature. Though focus of the alliance is increasingly shifting to deal with the 

threats emerging from the non-state actors, yet it has not morphed into a transnational or sub-

national organization. 

 

We believe that despite of the criticism, it is considered pertinent to define alliances according 

to the broad definition such as given by Walt. For the purpose of our research, we would adopt 

Stephen Walt’s definition of alliances. This definition believes on a certain degree of 

‘commitment and exchange of gains’ among the allies. It, therefore, emphasizes that even the 

alliance or the cooperation is not formal, yet it contains a threat of dissolution. It shows that 

failing to meet the commitment of the accord will have a penalty. 

 

1.1.4.  Alliance Typology 

Generally, three typologies of alliances, given by David Sanger and Melvi N Small (1966) 

have been widely applied in studies focusing on the alliances’ formations, in the last about half 

a century. The basic element of the three typologies is commitment i.e. long term commitment 

that varies from assurance of a mutual defence to mutual consultancy. Sanger and Melvi 
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describe their typology as: “First, neutrality or non-aggression pacts are commitments to 

remain neutral militarily if any of the members is attacked. Second, ententes are commitments 

to consult with or cooperate in case of a military contingency. Third, deterrence pacts, defence 

treaties/ pacts are commitments wherein signatories are obliged to intervene militarily on 

behalf of one another if either is attacked.”50 The alliance typology complements the alliance 

definition. When taken into account typology and alliance together, they could be graphically 

explained as shown in Figure 1.1 

Figure 1.1 

Alliance Definition and Typology a Graphical Overview 

 

 

Source:  Adopted from Kajsa JiNoe Oest’s ‘The End of Alliance Theory?’ after modification 
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1.2. THEORETICAL APPROACHES 

Snyder Glenn says, “One of the most underdeveloped areas in the theory of international 

relations is alliance theory. Existing literature, heavily realist or neorealist in orientation, has 

dealt mostly with alliance origins, membership, relationship to wars, and success in protecting 

members’ interests.”51 However, less attention has been given to the fact that how alliances 

response when main threat alters or vanishes altogether. It is perhaps by far a unanimous 

finding of IR studies that alliances disappear after removal of threats.52After the disintegration 

of Soviet Union and without any other explicit threat, almost all the IR theories therefore, 

predicted end of NATO. Defying all predictions NATO continued to exist and made itself 

relevant to the changing environment. Brief accounts of different schools of thought on NATO 

relevance are discussed below.  

 

1.2.1. Realism 

After the Cold War, NATO’s future, by and large was considered to be blurred. Historically, 

military alliances were formed against the common enemy, therefore, theorists and 

practitioners of international politics believed that after the disintegration of USSR, there was 

no reason for NATO to survive. A large number of theories in the mainstream international 

politics were also supporting the claim of the theorists and practitioners. Neo-realism was 

among the few theories that offered explicit predictions regarding the future of NATO. 

Hellmann and Wolf claimed that “despite the important differences that exist between 

competing versions of neo-realism, it was fair to say that neo-realism, as a whole, predicted 

that NATO would either collapse entirely or, if it survived, would do so in name only. In either 

case, the alliance would cease to play a significant role in international politics.”53 

 

Neo-realists’ prediction was supported by sound assumptions and reasoning. The fundamental 

purpose of the military alliance was to ‘balance against power or external threats’, whenever 

there was a shift in power or variation in threats, the alliance had to adjust 
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accordingly.54According to neo-realists, the NATO’s raison d’être had been purged by the 

disintegration of USSR/ Warsaw Pact and end of the Cold War. Thus, without a looming 

exterior threat, there might be no motive for the alliance members to opt for kind of 

concessions and compromises needed for protracting an alliance. It was predicted that the 

differences over burden-sharing, leadership and other such issues, which were relegated to 

secondary position during the heat of Cold War, might take center stage now.55 

 

Realists and neo-realists argued that, the balance-of-power and balance of threat theories 

amply explain, that the disintegration of USSR had not just eliminated an external threat but 

also made the USA as the world’s lonely superpower.56 Historical evidences showed that the 

states achieving positions of primacy, in the past, tried to establish world order of their own 

preferences. The United States would therefore, also try to create a post- Cold War order, 

reflective of its preferences and values. The aspirations of United States might lead to a great 

tension among the alliance members, because of the “states balance against hegemons that seek 

to maintain their preeminence.”57 

 

IR scholars with insight of the domestic politics of European countries were of the view that 

without any perceived threat, allies would not bear financial and resources support of NATO. 

Masses and their representatives of the allies’ countries would not like to contribute for the 

alliance membership.58  On the other hand, history of the United States showed that each time 

after fighting a war against aggressor it reverted back to isolation. 59  Other main factors 

supporting their hypothesis were: first, unification of Germany had the potential to cause 

hurdles for the alliance; second, France, a key advocate of European integration and creation of 
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European security organization might build on the current momentum spawned by the 

advances in this direction.  

 

Among the realists and neo-realists schools of thought, there was a group of experts, optimistic 

about the NATO’s future prospects. The group was of the opinion that NATO had the ability to 

transform in accordance with the emerging realities and would continue even after the 

disintegration of USSR. They asserted that after the elimination of Soviet threat, there were 

other vital missions for NATO. Main objective of the Atlantic Charter was to ensure the 

presence of United States in the European continent for preventing security competition. 

Germany’s unification and the end of Cold War further strengthened the importance of 

alliance’s objective. Both, Britain and France, for example, were worried about the preferences 

of Germany and the balance of power in Europe, after German unification. In addition, new 

types of threats also emerged in Europe, after the Cold War.  

 

Situations in European continent at that time were volatile because of: first, the liberation of 

East Europe countries from the Communists’ shackles, and second, the disintegration of 

Yugoslavia. These situations created a lot of fear in the region. Key fears were the problem of 

mass migration from the east and spillover effect of Yugoslavia crisis into a regional war. It 

was also felt that the removal of USSR umbrella might cause secessionist movements in the 

Eastern Europe, where Russia would opt for military intervention. 60  Thus, because of 

numerous reasons, Europe wanted a mechanism to coordinate its foreign and security policies. 

NATO was the only international organization having multi-faceted capabilities, guided and 

marshaled by most powerful military mechanism of the United States. The involvement of 

United States in Europe through NATO was thus need of the time. 

 

Optimists argued that the purpose of alliance was essentially connected to security; it had been 

however, diversified its role to cater for other policy issues. Apart from a politico-military 

alliance, NATO provided an institutionalized representation for the common values, 

aspirations and interests of the community of North American and Europe. Moreover, because 
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of the popularity and proven track record of the alliance, it was more practicable for the 

members to retool the organization, instead of adopting uncertain and expensive alternatives. 

Solving security issues of the Europe in an ad hoc manner or creating a new alliance, would 

involve a substantial risk. Moreover, there was no suitable alternative of NATO; therefore, it 

had to be believed that the alliance would survive on its own merits.  

 

For explaining the post-Cold War international relations more precisely, there had been a 

number of attempts in the recent past to reformulate realism. A common factor emerged from 

the recent attempts was the assumption that, the unit level of analysis or domestic politics, 

needed more attention. Barry Buzan, for example, argued in ‘People, States and Fear’, that the 

state was not a unitary actor, but it could be seen as an arena or a container, where a large 

number of actors follow their respective political objectives.61 

 

In a number of important ways, the domestic situation could influence the foreign policy. 

Economic, environmental, political and societal together with cultural and religious factors 

were becoming dominant that needed to be accounted for by realism. With focus being shifted 

to ‘individual’ security rather than ‘state’ security, in many ways a state might be endangered 

by political, social, economic and environmental degradation and competing ideologies of 

other states. Terrorism and related forms of violence undermined firstly, the security of the 

individual state directly. Secondly, the phenomenon of terrorism emerging from the state itself 

or coming from other states was likely to enhance threats to the security. Thirdly, by 

undermining confidence in the capacity of states to offer domestic security, consequently, 

terrorists could force the state to impose more obtrusive security measures.62 

 

Security of a state was thus affected directly by the human and societal insecurity of other 

states. Realism that had conventionally sidelined the importance of a non-state actor, was 

required to pay due attention to the varying environment. In explaining a realist agenda, Buzan 

was remodeling realism for a more intricate world and offering a guideline map for how the 
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NATO-like institutions might adapt to it. 63  This recognition guided realism past the 

geostrategic/military constraints set by Stephen Walt. The relevance of non-state actor to the 

budding security environment was also highlighted.  

1.2.2. Neoclassic realism 

Neoclassical realism is one of the offshoots of the realist International Relations theory. For the 

long term foreign policy outcome, neoclassical realism considers “material distribution of 

power” in the interstate relations as a predominant source of explanatory power. This school of 

thought shares virtually all the core postulations of realist conjecture. The international system 

is characterized by the state of anarchy without any global governing authority, whereas, states 

are the main actors of this system. Within the anarchic system, states are trying to ensure their 

very survival through the quest of power. The quest for power is normally measured by the 

realists in terms of material capabilities of a state. The key point of its departure from realists 

and neo-realists is that the neo-classic realists believe that the states form an alliance for 

balancing the interests rather than balancing power or threats. 

 

Neoclassical realists do believe on the “security dilemma” of some kind. This dilemma claims 

that the quest for ensuring survival creates concerns in other states they in return try to enhance 

their power base. This pattern provides impetus for an upward circular spiral. Consequently, 

when a state increases own security, conversely it decreases other states’ security. Therefore, 

the “relative power relationship” is of vital importance to the neoclassical realists.64 

 

Main argument of the neoclassical realism is that the ambition and scope of any country’s 

foreign policy is driven by the relative material power of that country. Impact of material 

power and power capabilities on the states’ foreign policy is however, complex and indirect. In 

the foreign policy considerations, various variables come into play, that affect decision-

makers’ freedom of action and power.  
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Neoclassical realists further claim that there are a few factors which result in an under-

balancing and under-expansion behaviour that lead to an imbalance within the international 

system. These factors include the inability of states’ leaders to mobilize public support and 

state’s power, and the mistrust/ inability of states to measure one another’s capabilities and 

intentions accurately. The proponents of neo-classic realism have argued for a need to focus 

on: first, the institutions; second, the actors involved in the policymaking; and third, the 

systemic factors which may influence international political outcomes. Some scholars have the 

explained patterns of alignment by using perspectives of the neo-classic realism. For example, 

Taliaferro advocates the “resource-extraction” model that explores strategies of internal 

balancing and the trends in intra-alliance cooperation.65 

 

Neo-classical realism recognizes some fundamental factors to be considered for alliance 

formation and continuations. These variables include: first, systemic variables, distribution of 

“power capabilities” amongst the states.66  Second, cognitive variables including intentions of 

other states, threats and perceptions/misperceptions originated from systemic pressures.67Third, 

domestic variables that generally include societal actors of the society, the institutions of the 

states, and the elite.68 

 

To understand gradual transition of NATO from Cold War to post 9/11 era and its role in the 

war against terrorism in a more generalized sense, some account of non-realist arguments may 

also be considered. To study North Atlantic alliance, we have to know: first, the dynamics of 

NATO’s behaviour as an alliance; second, the role of NATO in safeguarding interests of its 

member states; and lastly, the effect of public opinion in the member countries on overall 

decision making of NATO. This understanding will be provided by the neo-liberalists and 

constructivists thoughts. 
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In order to comprehend relations between policy and power, close analysis of both the 

domestic and international contexts is required, within which a state’s security and foreign 

policy is formulated and executed. A brief of the action and interaction of these variables is as 

shown in figure 1.2. 

 

1.2.3. Neo-liberal Institutionalism 

Intellectual roots of neo-liberal institutionalism could be traced in the liberalism of the era of 

enlightenment. Just like domestic liberals, early liberalist assumed that cultural and economic 

progress and human reason could prevent a war and construct a more peaceful and better 

world. They discarded the concept of military alliances altogether and disapproved the realist 

claim that the “balance of power” politics was the best way for ensuring peace.69 

 

To a large extent, neo-liberal institutionalism was formulated as a rejoinder to neo-realism. The 

most prominent thinker within the neo-liberal school, Robert Keohane, affirms that he borrows 

equally from realism and liberalism and it cannot be summarized as merely a ‘liberal’ theory 

totally opposed to realism.70 Cheating and the significance of relative gains have equally been 

identified by neo-liberal institutionalists and realists as the main reasons hindering the 

international cooperation. Liberal institutionalists, however, believed that these factors could 

be overcome rationally.  
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Uncertainty and trepidation that differentiate anarchic environment of neo-realism are being 

viewed differently by the neo-liberal institutionalism. Neo-liberalists emphasize that fear and 

uncertainty of a state could be reduced through international institutions by encouraging 

cooperation between them. Though, much of the assumptions of this theory are based on more 

idealistic and optimistic tradition, yet it shares several vital conceptions with neo-realism. It is 

unlike its precursor, classical liberalism that opposes assumptions of realists more stringently.71 

 

Neo-liberals believe that in the international relations, states are the main actors but they also 

suggest that a larger role can be played by the international institutions and regimes. 

Institutions and regimes can assert their own autonomous impact on the behaviour of a state. 

Neo-liberals also recognize that the states are rational and unitary actors and their decisions are 

based on cost-benefit analysis. Neo-realists put aside all international regimes and institutions 

as purely tools of dominant states. 

 

Neo-liberals also believe in the notion of anarchy. This concept is central to elucidation and 

understanding of state behaviour. To neo-liberals, the notion of anarchy signifies the absence 

of a central authority for enforcing agreements. Main cause of the state failure to cooperate is 

their fears that other states might defect. Cooperation is a collective activity, some states 

therefore choose for “free riding”. When the international institutions fail to avert free riding, it 

means that the opportunities for cooperation are lost.  According to neo-liberals, preventing 

cheating is the key role for international institutions to play. Institutions help states to work 

together by easing their fears about free riding and cheating. These fears could be eased by: 

first, lessening the cost of cooperating and increasing the cost of defection/cheating; second, 

strengthening and institutionalizing the reciprocity as a norm; and third, increasing 

transparency of state actions.72 

 

By accepting several vital concepts from neo-realism, neo-liberal institutionalism had been 

able to adopt several key assertions that had served neo-realists well while explaining 
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behaviour of a state over time. After the Cold War, neo- liberal institutionalists were in the 

view that there was a difference between a traditional military alliance and NATO. They 

identified two main factors distinguishing NATO from other alliances. These factors included: 

first, democratic practices, participatory and institutionalized decision making process of 

NATO. Second, over a period of time NATO had widened and diversified its role and became 

more than that of a military alliance. NATO was no more focused on physical defence against 

an enemy. Hence, neo-liberal institutionalists were by and large optimistic about the future 

prospects of NATO.73 

 

Right from the beginning, NATO had a wider goal for improving the security of its members. 

To achieve this goal, NATO provided a platform of cooperation rather than competition 

amongst its members. Moreover, it promoted policy of ‘stable civil-military relations’ in the 

member states. During the peak of East-West tension, the foremost charm of NATO for the 

European allies was Article 5 (an armed attack against one or more of them shall be considered 

an attack against them all). On the other hand, the USA and Canada wanted Article 2 

(strengthening of free institutions and the promotion of political stability and material well-

being, through international trade and economic cooperation). 

 

Neo-liberals certainly preferred the use of institutions rather than ad hoc arrangements. For 

them, the transaction costs and ambiguity could be reduced through institutions. Neo-liberal 

institutionalism was for the revitalization and adoption of existing institutions instead of 

creating new. Reason being that creation of new institutions would involve high risks and more 

start-up costs.74 Creating new alliances and institutions would need a leader or authority, ready 

to bear an unequal share of the expenditures. Without Communists like looming threat, it 

might not be easy to convince the states to give up some of their sovereignty and autonomy in 

favour of the new alliance. Neo-liberal institutionalism was thus able to partially answer the 

query about NATO sustainability after the Cold-War. 
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1.2.4. Constructivism 

Another alternative explanation of alliances, having bearing on the issue of continuity of 

NATO was provided by the constructivism. As a ‘social theory’ of international relations, 

Constructivism explained the importance of norms of behaviour and identity. This framework 

was distinguishable from liberalism by its focus on three core components: the nature of social 

interaction, norms and identity.75 

 

This theoretical framework explains that the way, the states act and interacts in international 

arena, is determined by certain pre-existing identities. The states see themselves and other 

states in a certain way that provide the basis for the interests and policies of these states in the 

world.76The concept of identity is not fixed and can change overtime. One of the important 

factors in shaping the identity of a state is language. In order to provide reason for foreign 

policy choices and to convene respective publics over these choices, the democratic states, for 

instance, may give emphasis to democratic values and principles through positive rhetorical 

reinforcement and through the language which they use.  

 

In some cases the states may develop collective or shared identities that can steer their 

domestic and foreign policy decisions and interests. Such identities might provide them a 

justification to cooperate on security issues. Moreover, states can also develop common 

perceptions of security challenges and threats. It means that the shared identity may lead the 

states to adopt common positions about who the enemy is and build perceptions, through their 

interaction, upon which security decisions are made. This framework explains NATO countries 

see themselves as community of democracies or as part of the West and shape their common 

response to the security challenges and threats. 

 

To view alliances in general, constructivism provides another theoretical framework that 

supplements liberal and realist explanations of alliances formation and continuation. From 
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53 

Alliance to Security Community: NATO, Russia, and the Power of Identity, by Michael C. 

Williams and Iver B. Neumann is an important contribution of constructivists on the subject. 

They suggest that NATO member states see continuation of the alliance on three accounts. 

First, prevent Europe to return to the nationalism.  Second, deliberately foster a sense of 

togetherness in the absence of rigidly defined Cold War blocks. Third, cater for narrowly 

defined self interest in Europe, after the Cold War.  

 

On two levels constructivist thoughts are relevant. First, it discusses historical usefulness of the 

‘invented anarchy’ for the creation and continuation of alliances such as NATO. Second, it 

elucidates that open door policy of the NATO has been motivated by the purpose to change or 

at least adapt interests and identities of the countries NATO is opened to liberal values.77 

Stephen Walt has identified two key limitations restricting constructivism.78First, there is a 

loose conceptualization and vague context of basic terms such as identity and norms. He states 

that “we say that NATO is an organization of states sharing a common identity and culture, but 

in actual there is even no broader common identity among an old member of NATO like 

Turkey and the other members”. Secondly, constructivism cannot predict the content of the 

ideas and seems to be agnostic. Constructivism describes the past but may not anticipate the 

future. 

 

Theory of constructivism also saw the NATO as an institution not an alliance. They however, 

concentrated on a different dimension. Instead of investigating the general character and level 

of institutionalization of an organization, constructivists examined the ways and means through 

which international organizations help change the state’s preferences. 79   As compared to 

liberalism and realism, constructivists would be more supportive of NATO’s continuity in the 

post-Cold War era.By and large, members of this community were believer of democracy and 

capitalism; they were the proponent of peaceful resolution of international disputes and ‘rule of 

law’.80  Expectations of constructivists, regarding NATO survivability were therefore, based on 
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79.   Risse-Kappen, “Collective identity in a democratic community: The case of NATO”, in Culture of National 
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the fact that the alliance was coated in a ‘transatlantic security community’ rather than its 

organizational characteristic. 

 

1.2.5. Comparison 

Close look on the constructivists, neo-realists and neo-liberals debate on alliance formation and 

rationality reveals that a number of factors in their perspectives are the same (key assumptions 

of all the schools of thought are given in table 1.2). In an epistemological sense, all three are 

positivist theories. Despite the fact that neo-liberalism has been evolved from classic liberalism 

it however, has adopted quite a few key realist assumptions. Both realism and neo-liberalism 

view the states as prime actors in the anarchical international system. They also claim that the 

desire of survival is the main stimulus for state action, and that the states are rational in their 

pursuit of this goal, looking to maximize their gains. As Robert Jervis argues, “the neo-neo 

debate, therefore, is constituted by issues on which neo-realism and neo-liberalism diverge – 

primarily the role of international institutions, and the prospects for sustained cooperation 

between states.”81 
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Table1.2 

COMPARISON 

 

 

Source: Extracted from available data on contemporary theories of International Relations 

 

Theory Variables Key Concepts Leading 

Proponent 

Views of NATO 

Relevance in W O T  

Realism/Neo-

realism 

 

• Balance of 

Power/Balance of 

Threat  

• Military Capability  

 

• Hostile actor’s aggregate 

power  

• Geographical proximity 

• Offensive power, 

aggressive intentions  

• Actual inventory of military 

forces and assets 

• Power projection ability 

• Deployability, suitability, 

Interoperability,  

Walt 

Waltz 

Weitsman 

Farrell Legro

  

• An alliance forms 

against a specific threat 

and disintegrates after 

the removal of threat 

 

• NATO  after the Cold 

War, would either 

collapse entirely or, if it 

survived, would do so 

in name only 

Neo-classic 

realism 
• Balance-of-interests  

• Elites’ perception/ 

consensus 

• Domestic political 

regime 

• Social cohesion 

• Govt polices 

• Band wagoning for profit  

• Under balancing 

• State’s power mobilization 

ability  

Schweller 

 

Taliaferro  

 

Rynning 

• Supportive of NATO 

continuation and its 

role in post-9/11 threat 

environment 

Liberal/Neo-

liberal 

Institutionalism 

 

• Domestic political 

Regimes 

• Institutions 

• International 

harmony 

• Anarchy 

• Economy inherent 

optimism 

• Non-state actors 

• Chief executive’s decision 

power vis-à-vis legislature 

• Elites, and public opinion  

• Public attitudes towards  

use of force  

• Casualty sensitivity  

• Combat role of forces 

• Non-Combat stabilization 

Role 

Kant 

Doyl 

Auerswald 

Paterson 

Kreps  

Kirner and 

Wilson  

 

NATO was not only 

focused on physical 

defence against an 

enemy, but also had 

political functions to 

perform. Hence, neo-

liberals were optimistic 

about its future 

prospects. 

Constructivism 

 
• Shared identity 

• Historical experience 

• Common perceptions 

of security 

challenges/ threats. 

• Democratic values & 

principles  

• Positive rhetorical 

reinforcement 

• Collective or shared 

identities  

Alexander 

Wendt  

Risse-Kappen 

Robert Jervis  

 

• Constructivism saw 

NATO as an institution 

not an alliance 

• Were more supportive 

of its’s continuity in the 

post-Cold War era 

 

(NATO members see themselves as community of 

Western democracies and shape their common 

response to the security challenges and threats. 

Such identities might provide them a justification 

to cooperate on security issues)  
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In general, three conclusions appear evident across the numerous studies on NATO’s 

transformation to cope with the emerging threats. First, observers concur that both, the 

NATO’s persistence and transformation to face the challenges of changing environment are 

fundamentally interrelated phenomenon. The dissolution of the Soviet Union rendered the 

alliance’s initial raison d’être arguable, and no discernable threat has yet emerged in its place. 

Instead, the security environment within which the organization now treads is riddled with 

more abstruse risks such as terrorism, drug trafficking, human insecurity and migration. Such 

risks are not only less easily identifiable, but they affect the alliance partners to varying 

degrees. Thus presents a much greater challenge when seeking consensus on desirable policy 

objectives. In other words, a security environment dominated by vague, diverse risks arguably 

presents less incentive for alliance-type cooperation than is the case when a common enemy 

directly threatens a group of states. The realists and neo-realists thus view the prospects for 

long-term cooperation within NATO, without a credible threat, with a degree of skepticism.  

 

The second conclusion which can be drawn from such analysis is that debates on post 9/11 

security cooperation within NATO have been informed by various directions. Two schools of 

thought (neo-liberal institutionalism & social constructivist)suggest that the alliance is 

particularly effective at promoting cooperation among its members on various issues and 

threats including threats emanating from the non-state actors. With their underlying logics, 

neo-liberalism and constructivism argued that joining an organization, institution or alliance 

requires considerable costs. These costs include subordinating state policy to that of the 

alliance and resources placing under the alliance control for collective actions commitments 

etc. In case of NATO members, these costs are considerably high. States will accept these 

costs only when the benefits of cohering members are amply high.82Both the schools of 

Thought cannot explain as to why some states join institutions and others don’t, and also 

cannot distinguish between threats that will be countered institutionally and those that will be 

met unilaterally. 
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Third, military alliance formation and continuation was considered by some quarters in terms 

of compatibility of goals and national strategic interests rather than balancing the threat. Neo-

classic realists suggest that the alliance’s role in the changing threat environment is best 

explained not by the cooperative disposition it promotes but rather as an instrument of national 

strategic interests. They argue that the state motives play a formative role in shaping the 

security policy of states, and this is even more critical with respect to interstate cooperation. 

The ability of states to cooperate requires not only the presence of a clear security threat but 

also certain agreement on the desired objectives of the alliance as a whole. As Randall L 

Schweller notes, the “compatibility of political goals” is the single most relevant determinant 

of patterns of alignment. He further argues that some states promote change because they seek 

profit.83 

 

It shows that neo-classic realist scholars have made considerable strides at theorizing on the 

formation, maintenance and persistence of alliances. This would suggest that neo-classic 

realism serves as an ideal starting point for exploring the interstate security cooperation in an 

organization such as NATO.  

 

1.3. RELEVANCE OF APPROACH 

A relevant approach to our study is Neo-classical realism. Neo-classical realism recognizes 

that first, neorealist theory of alliances is inadequate because it does not give any attention to 

the structures and processes of the alliance and also overlooks the domestic dynamics of states 

forming alliances. 84   Second, foreign policy decisions are fundamentally governed by the 

position of state within the international system and particularly by its relative material power 

capabilities.85 Third, states bandwagon for profit. Relative power distribution, for neo-classic 

realists is the starting point for evaluating international politics. However, the central 

contention is the strategic culture. In determining ‘specific’ option for the foreign policy 

                                                           
83.   Randall L. Schweller, Deadly Imbalances: Tripolarity and Hitler’s Strategy of World Conquest, New 

York:Columbia University Press, 1998:22.   
84.   Michael N Barnett, and Jack S. Levy, “Domestic sources of alliances and alignments: The case of Egypt - 

1962-73”, International Organization (2001), 45:369-96. 
85.   Gideon Rose, "Neo-classical Realism and Theories of Foreign Policy." World Politics 51 (1998):146. 

(1):144-72. 
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outcome of a state in international politics, domestic politics always acts as an intervening 

variable.86 

 

With respect to the study of NATO, neo-classic realism conceivably allows us to consider both 

the domestic interests promoting cooperation as well as their interplay with the forum within 

which interstate cooperation takes place. NATO’s ability to coalesce around a coherent 

regional policy is based on national preferences and most importantly, how these preferences 

and interests are channeled through the policy process itself.87  Thus, neo-classical realism 

holds considerable promise for informing the debate on NATO’s policy by highlighting the 

relevance of intra-alliance politics in explaining interstate security cooperation.88 

 

For the key analysis of the NATO formation and cohesion, this study would follow the 

standpoint of the ‘realist schools of thought’ of international relations. ‘Sovereign states’ are 

the key actors in international relations from the realist perspective. In due process of 

international interaction among the states, their interests intrinsically come into conflict and 

power is considered to be the chief factor for resolving those conflicts.89 This study would 

further follow the ‘neo-classic’ variant of realism that invites our attention to the arguments for 

a need to focus on the institutions, actors involved in the policy-making and systemic factors 

which may influence international political outcomes.90 

 

According to the realists, international politics is “a continuous and vigorous struggle for 

power in an anarchic environment”.91 State’s national interests play a vital and crucial role in a 

zero-sum game of inter-state relations, affecting their outward behaviour, and thus creating 

new dynamics. In this milieu, collective Defence organizations are perceived as systemic 

structures created by the states in order to deter a common perceived threat that they cannot 
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balance separately. Neo-classic realists however, suggest that the alliance’s cooperative 

behaviour is best explained not by the cooperative disposition it promotes but rather as an 

instrument of national strategic interests. Neo-classic realism thus, provides most satisfactory 

theoretical framework to understand NATO history and its evolution from Cold War to the 

post-Cold War era and its renewed role in war against terrorism.  

 

Leading neoclassic realists like Schweller discuss the main governing principles of the alliance 

alignments, cohesion, dissolution and effectiveness as well as the future perspectives of 

alliances. The theory further argues that “alliances are formed on the basis of similar interests 

rather than power considerations alone.” To explain this pattern, at least four mechanisms are 

narrated for alliance formation and bandwagoning, based on the mutual interests of the alliance 

members. First mechanism, interests of state vary from pure security objective to limitless 

revisionism. States with similar characters feel it important to form an alliance. This is without 

reference to the disproportionate distribution of power among the members of an alliance. 

Alliances are tools for furthering foreign policy goals. Foreign and security policy goals of a 

state could best be served by allying with a state or alliance that at least would not work against 

its interests and, at best, would support in achieving objectives and aims based on similarity of 

interests.92Second mechanism, interests of a state encompasses both security and non-security 

issues. A state can join an alliance to ensure additional security for countering a threat or to 

gain from the international setting.93  If the aim is to safeguard the status quo of world order, a 

big coalition will dissuade the aggressor, challenging the International order.  

 

There are a number of historical evidences where states combined together for protection of the 

status quo. 94 Third mechanism deals with the situation where states do not operate in 

continually insecurity situations; usually they are free to pursue their interests without the fear 

of physically annihilation. Since, balancing is a costly affair therefore; most states may not like 

to opt for this option. Bandwagoning, on the other hand involves insignificant costs. 
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Bandwagoning is thus an attempt to make gains in the international system.95  Expanding 

cooperation between the US and India falls in the same category. Fourth, some weak countries 

may bandwagon with the powerful country or collation to control domestic situation or obtain 

international legitimacy.96 Mostly non- democratic regimes opt for this sort of arrangement. 

Best example could be Pakistan’s alignment with the West in 1960s, 80s, and after 9/11. 

 

Systemic level variables are filtered through domestic (intervening) variables. The structure on 

one hand constrains and on the other hand presents opportunities for a rational action of a 

nation. A disorderly political scene of a nation can restrict a competent political leadership to 

provide good response to an external threat. It thus becomes a tradeoff between external and 

internal stability. Neoclassic realists’ claim is based on hypothesis that decisions of alignment 

are deep-rooted in motivation of the state. Interest not power or perception of threat determines 

a nation’s choice for friends and enemies.  

 

Neoclassic realism is the only theory which expressly states that alliances are formed on the 

basis of interest and bandwagoning can occur even without a definite enemy in sight. 

Moreover, with the changing interests, objective, role and mission of an alliance also change. It 

is exactly the case of NATO which was formed to: 

i) Ensure peace in the war-torn Europe after World War-II, so that both sides of 

Atlantic could benefit.  

ii) Act as a counterweight to Communists’ expansions. 

iii) Promote virtues of democracy and human rights. 

 

Neoclassic realists’ theory would be appropriate to understand NATO’s changing role and 

relevance in the post-9/11 environment. 

 

In the light of above debates it has become obvious that after the Cold War in general and post-

9/11 era in particular, the ground realities for conflict and cooperation have significantly been 

changed and so are the settings for theory of alliance. Empirically, the post-Cold War 
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international settings, politico-social changes and revolution in the military affairs might have 

affected and changed the conditions for alliance formation. The role of institutionalized 

alliances like NATO certainly has changed in the post-9/11 era. In the light of new debates, 

fresh definitions of alliance and its types are emerging. 

 

1.4. MEASUREMENT PROBLEMS 

There are no universally accepted standards to gauge the role of an alliance in the War on 

terror. War on terror is not like the traditional Clausewitzian war, where opposing armies are 

playing their roles to subdue their opponents. In traditional war, role of the each party is visible 

and victory evident. War on Terror is fought along political, ideological, legal, intelligence and 

physical lines using overt and covert means. There are no defined benchmarks for judging the 

outcome. Renowned political theorist, Richard Jackson, comments on war on terror as a “set of 

actual and simultaneous practices of institutions, agencies, covert operations and wars with an 

accompanied series of narratives, justifications, beliefs and assumptions. It is in fact an all-

inclusive discourse”.97 It is difficult to quantify narratives, justifications, beliefs, assumptions 

and covert operations undertaken by each country as a process of contribution to the overall 

role of the alliance. 

 

To determine role of the alliance in the war on terror, we have to ascertain the purpose of war, 

level of commitment of the alliance members and also look into the definition of alliance. For 

purpose of this study, Stephen Walt’s definition of alliances has been adopted.  For Walt, 

alliance is “Formal or informal explicit cooperation between two or more sovereign states”.98 

This definition believes on a certain degree of ‘commitment and exchange of gains’ among the 

allies. 

 

Under the constant threat environment, role of the decision makers, public opinion, strategic 

gains and military capabilities of the individual state which contribute to the overall role of the 

alliance’s war fighting needs to be worked out. Commitment includes both military and non-

military contributions for making the role of an alliance effective. Military contributions are in 
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form of making troops, military bases, intelligence sharing and all other resources available for 

achieving the desired objectives.  Non-military contributions include using political and 

diplomatic leverage, ready to face friction amongst the allies over objectives / goals of the war, 

capacity to undertake development/ reconstruction activities in the affected zones and absorb 

economic costs of the war.  

 

Thus, the willingness of member states to commit its military and nonmilitary resources for 

success in operations is the key benchmark, upon which the role of alliance in the war against 

terrorism is evaluated. While analyzing the allies’ behaviour of making and fulfilling 

commitments to the alliance’s role, Bennett et al, discuses the effects of three Systemic Level 

Explanatory Variables. These variables are collective action, balance of power/balance of 

threat/ balance of interest and alliance’s dependence, derived from the IR theory of neo-

realism.99 

 

1.4.1. Model of this Study 

Theoretical model of this study is based on the Bennett et al model. Bennett et al model is 

about allies’ decision for making commitment to the overall role of the alliance in a particular 

mission. The Bennett et al model is developed in a study of alliance warfare on the First Iraq 

War (1990-1991). Bennett et al, in their analysis of commitment during Iraq War, highlight 

three types of allies’ commitment: military, economic and political.100 

 

Though they have never claimed to be neoclassical realists, yet their work on the Iraq wars of 

1990-1991, shows as to how the systemic level incentives make interactions with the domestic 

and cognitive level variables. Domestic variables include domestic political regimes, populace 

sentiments and historical learning to define a role of a state in a particular mission and level of 

its commitment to alliance responsibilities. 101  Essentially this is a theory of neoclassical 

realism which states that “international systemic level international pressures are channelized 
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through the domestic political processes that ultimately define coalition behaviour of a 

state”.102 

 

Randall Schweller while approving the role of elite perception, also adds that in determining 

the strategic behavior of a state, security of a regime or a government, elite cohesion and social 

cohesion act as vital intervening variables. In “Unanswered Threats”, he expresses that “in 

most of the cases states do not balance against a dangerous threat but choose imprudently, to 

under-balance against the accumulative power of its opponent(s) or bandwagon”.103Schweller’s 

finding contradicts the defensive ‘balance of power’ theory of the neorealist. Neorealist theory 

is based on the assumptions that states are coherent actors and in order to survive as sovereign 

entities they are always trying to balance against the dangerous threat.104 

 

Typology of the alliances also has a significant bearing on the role of allies. George Liska 

explains that the alliances could be divided into two major categories of offensive and 

defensive. An offensive alliance use coercive strategy and is against the status quo, whereas, 

defensive alliance use strategy of deterrence and its main function is to oppose a common 

threat.105Difference between offensive and defensive alliances has significant effects on the 

role of an alliance. Coercive and offensive alliance commitments encompass more substantive 

risks and cost of operations as compare to the defensive one.  Risks and cost may include 

combat operation against the enemy, contributing troops for combat operations, war related 

costs, motivating a country for joining the alliance or not siding the opponent through use of 

diplomatic pressure or economic incentive. Afghan War is offensive and defensive alliances. 

ISAF was though primarily created to undertake stabilization and reconstruction effort in 

Afghanistan has also used for counterinsurgency and counterterrorism purposes. NATO is thus 

playing both offensive and defensive roles. 
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While analyzing the alliance politics, Bennett et al discusses the outcome of three systemic 

level explanatory/independent variables. These variables include collective action, balance of 

threat and alliance dependence. To determine commitment of a state to the alliance 

responsibilities, Bennett’s study shows interaction between systemic incentives and domestic 

level/ cognitive variables (domestic regime, public opinion and historical legacy).106 

 

Collective Action: Neo-realists/ Neo-classic realists establish a contributory link between 

stability and hegemony. Robert Gilpin, an eminent neo-realist, introduced the concept of 

hegemony by identifying the influence of “structural distribution of power” in stability of 

international order.107Charles Kindleberger presented three basic characteristics of a hegemon. 

These characteristics include: first, willing to the take responsibility of preserving the 

international order; second, the capability of providing leadership for the international system; 

and third, effective control over enormous global economic resources.108 

 

Neo-realists argue that in the international system, a hegemonic country serves as a facilitator. 

The hegemon also enforces the rules of international political and economic system. Neo-

realists assert that the absence of a dominating country adversely affects the international 

political and economic system.109Taking lead from the neo-realist postulation, neo-liberal also 

advocated the concept of “collective action” theory. Collective action, in the context of 

international security means motivation of an alliance or coalition in pursuit of common/ 

shared security goal. Common security is identified as a non-excludable public good.110 

 

The theory claims that the international security is threatened by terrorism, and assumes that 

while dealing with asymmetric threat of international terrorism, the hegemonic power along 

with few interested countries may make disproportionately huge commitments. Small states on 
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the other hand may be free-rider. Mancur Olson, a collective action theorist, refers the 

behaviour of free riding as a “trend of exploitation of the big by the small.”111 

 

Rendell Schweller, a neo-classic realist, argues that states are usually free to pursue their 

interests. Balancing is a costly affair; states therefore opt for Bandwagoning and free ride, 

which has insignificant costs. Bandwagoning and free ride is thus an attempt to make gains in 

the international system.  States in this case try to ally with the stronger, not with the 

strongest.112While analyzing the role of allies in the war against terror, there is a need to 

explain public goods and private goods. Main difference is excludability. Private good is 

excludable and is available to a few selected and the privileged community’s members only, 

whereas public good is non-excludable and available to all the community members equally.  

 

For most of the allies involved in the war on terror in Afghanistan (securing the world from 

international terrorism) an alliance was the public good.113  For them a private good is first, to 

make NATO as an effective security platform in the post-9/11 era and second, to establish 

strong relation with the US and reap the military and economic benefits in form of aid or 

trade.114 Based on the postulation of collective action’s theory, irrespective of a dominant state 

forming and guiding an alliance, it would be easy to determine that either an ally would play its 

role in alliance commitment or would try for free ride. 

 

Balance of Power, Balance of Threat and Balance of Interest: All the variants of realism 

argue that joining an alliance for states is a balancing strategy. Kenneth Waltz says that states 

pursue the strategy of self-help in the anarchic international system. This strategy promotes a 

“balancing behaviour” by making alliance against a powerful or threatening state (s). 

 

Stephen Walt claims that states pursue the balancing strategy but not essentially against a 

power, but against a threat. He further argues that it is likely for the strong states to join an 

                                                           
111.   ibid. 
112.   Randall L. Schweller, Unanswered Threats: A Neoclassical Realist Theory of Under balancing, 

International Security, Fall 2004, Vol. 29, No. 2: 159-201. 
113.   For a discussion on counterterrorism as a public good, see Frey, Dealing with Terrorism – Stick or Carrot, 

pp. 57-58. This discussion is heavily game-theoretic.   
114.   Vinod K. Aggarwal, “Analyzing NATO Expansion: An Institutional Bargaining Approach,” Contemporary 

Security Policy, Vol. 21, No. 2 (2002), pp. 63-82 
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alliance for balancing against a threat, whereas the weak may bandwagon with a prevailing 

threat for ensuring their security.115 

 

Randall L Schweller argues that alliances are formed for balance of interests. He says that 

“alliances are formed on the basis of similar interests rather than power considerations alone.”  

Schweller's claim is based on hypothesis that decisions of alignment are deep-rooted in 

motivation of the state. Interest not power or perception of threat determines a nation’s choice 

for friends and enemies.116 Schweller’s “balance-of-interests” explains that; 

I have argued that states tend to bandwagon for profit rather than security and 

that contemporary realist theory, because of its status-quo bias, has 

underestimated the extent of bandwagoning behaviour. In order to bring the 

revisionist state back in to the study of alliance I propose a theory of balance 

of interests. The concept of balance of interests has a dual meaning, one at the 

unit level, the other at systemic level. At the unit level, it refers to the relative 

strengths and status quo and revisionist states.117 

 

After the Cold War, traditional military threats considered being security threat to the existence 

of the US and its NATO allies are fewer. Two major security threats, however, dictate the 

discourse of the United States and its NATO allies are global terrorism and proliferation of 

Weapons of Mass Destruction (WMD). The US and its NATO allies share this standard vision 

of global security.118 

 

Patricia Weitsman has worked out linear relationship between the level of threat perception of a 

state and its commitment to the alliance’s obligations. He argues that if a state perceives a 

strong threat, it will make more contribution to the alliance as compare to a state perceives weak 

threat. In the asymmetric warfare against terrorism nations face varying level of threat and 

commitment of each member is reflection of the threat being faced.119 

 

                                                           
115.    Walt, The Origins of Alliances, pp. 147-180. 
116.    Randall L. Schweller, ‘Bandwagoning for Profit: Bringing the Revisionist State Back In’, International 

Security, (1994) Vol.19:72–107. 
117.  Randall L. Schweller, ‘Unanswered Treaties: political Constraints on the Balance of Power, Princeton 

University Press, 2008. 
118.    North Atlantic Treaty Organization, “Defence Against Terrorism Programme,” (Brussels, NATO 

Headquarters) Updated October 26, 2010. 
119.   Weitsman, Dangerous Alliances: Proponents of Peace, Weapons of War, pp. 3-4. 
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Alliance Dependence: Joining an alliance provides security against a threat or offers an 

opportunity for gains in prevailing strategic environment on one hand and subordinating 

certain level of sovereignty o the alliance’s dictates on the other. The double-edged sword 

phenomenon of the alliance politics creates a dilemma of alliance dependence. There is always 

likelihood that the interests of the alliance undermine the national interests.120 

 

During the international politics of the Cold War era, alliance dependence was a normal 

practice. This practice was dominated by the Warsaw Pact and NATO countries. Based on the 

fact that all the formal members of NATO strongly share the concept of the indivisibility of the 

“alliance security”, guaranteed by Article 5 of the treaty. This study indicates that the 

fundamental principles of the Cold War’s alliance dependence continue to be pertinent to the 

members of the alliance. According to Article 5 of the treaty, an attack on any one of the 

member states will be considered an attack on all. This means that the security of one ally is 

the security of all. Article 5 of the treaty was invoked after the terrorist attacks of 9/11, which 

made it mandatory for all the allies to commit themselves to war against terrorism. 

 

Bennett et al model presents three outcomes of the alliance’s role in joint warfare.  These 

outcomes are first no contributions at all; second, state or public supported contributions; and 

third, no contributions in state or public supported area(s).121 To create link between the unit 

level behaviour and systemic incentives, several intervening variables are identified by the 

Neo-classic realists. Common intervening variables include military power capabilities, social 

cohesion, elite consensus and perceptions and domestic political regime of the state.122 Bennett 

et al. model has included diplomatic political regime and public opinion only as intervening 

variables and excluded power capability/ military capability variables. 

 

This study induces following amendment in Bennett et al. model:- 

a. Including power capacity (termed as military capabilities in the study) as intervening 

variables. 

                                                           
120.   Glenn Snyder, Alliance Politics, pp. 180-182. 
121.   Bennett et al., Friends in Need, p. 22.  
122 .   ibid. 



68 

b. Outcomes are re-categorized as first, low commitment, second, medium commitment 

and third, strong commitment. 

 

Military capability variable could provide significant insights into the virtual military 

contributions of the allies for the overall role of the alliance in the War on terror. Translating 

contribution into commitment would help to establish the role of alliance.  

 

For analyzing a complicated decision making processes of states to shoulder responsibilities in 

making the role of alliance effective, Bennett et al model of alliance’s commitment provides a 

practical starting point. The modal however lacks in sufficiently explaining the divergent 

interests of the allies in a war sustained for a prolong period of time, like the War on Terror in 

Afghanistan. Having observed gap in the existing literature in the alliance role in changing 

strategic environment, this study presents a better understanding for analyzing alliance role in 

war against terror in Afghanistan which was stretched over a decade. 

 

Three each ‘systemic level’ and ‘domestic level’ variables are incorporated in the discourse of 

this study. The study argues that three systemic level variables of the alliance including 

collective action, alliance commitment and balance of power/ threat are ‘systemic level’ 

independent variables. Domestic political regime, threat perceptions/ misperception, power 

capabilities and public opinion are intervening variables.  Action and reaction of these 

variables at various levels determine the outcome in the form of behaviour of the state to make 

level of commitment for the alliance. This study offers a modified model that will bridge the 

existing theoretical gap. 

 

1.4.2. Measuring Outcome of Commitments of Allies to ISAF Mission in Afghanistan 

This study analyzes the role of allies in war on terror in Afghanistan by taking into account 

following three types of commitments/ contributions made by them during the ISAF mission. 

 

Stabilization: Military and civilian initiatives undertaken for stabilization of Afghanistan. 

Stabilization includes wide ranging of activities such as, to rebuild the Afghan police and 

military and develop projects through Provincial Reconstruction Teams (RPTs).  
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Offensive: Combating insurgents and terrorist groups through offensive military 

operations. 

 

Diplomatic: Use of diplomatic means in support of alliance’s war efforts. Diplomatic efforts 

are measured by taking into account multi-lateral and bilateral conferences, meetings and other 

activities related to war on terror in Afghanistan. A country’s approach in pursuance of 

diplomatic efforts and whether the efforts were active, reactive or proactive is examined in this 

study. Organizational capacity of a country of hosting a high level international conference vis-

à-vis entrepreneurial role of its decision-makers are considered to be vital indicators of reactive 

versus proactive diplomacy.123 

 

There are three factors that indicate offensive role of a country in a war. These factors are 

taken as benchmark in this study to measure role of a country in the ISAF mission. The factors 

include.124 

 

Deployment: Total number of troops, resources and equipment deployed by the country 

(deployed troops taken as a percentage of the total active forces of that country), is the first 

point examined in this study.  

 

Area of operation: Where the troops were actually deployed in Afghanistan; volatile, restive 

and the Taliban and Al-Qaeda tainted regions of South and East or comparably peaceful 

provinces of North and West is the second factor. 

 

Participation in the Combat operations: Whether the country was participating in the 

counterterrorism/ counterinsurgency and combat operations against the Taliban and Al-Qaeda 

terrorists.  

 

                                                           
123.   Ron Synovitz, “Afghanistan: NATO Troops Apply ‘Robust New Rules of Engagement,” Radio Free Europe 

Radio Liberty, February 6, 2006. http://www.rferl.org/content/article/1065518.html, (accessed 29 February, 
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124.  Theo Farrell, and Stuart Gordon, “COIN Machine: The British Military in Afghanistan,” Orbis, Vol. 53, No. 

4 (2009), pp. 665-683. 
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Troop deployment in volatile regions and undertaking counterterrorism operations were 

considered to be the most risky and challenging tasks. Undertaking counter-terrorism 

operations and deployment of troops in restless areas were actually exposing the forces to the 

great hazards of enemy reactions causing a great deal of fatalities and casualties. Data on the 

alliance’s offensive military operations in this study is based on the openly available literature 

on counterinsurgency and war against terrorism. Based on the available data on the allies 

troops deployment, area of deployment and counterterrorism operations the role or 

performance of the country is categorized as negligible, weak or strong. This also takes into 

account a number of causalities a country has suffered as numbers of causalities are directly 

proportional to the risk taking behaviour of the country.  

 

Reconstruction and development initiatives are measured by taking the account of civil-

military projects in support of the stabilization process of Afghanistan. For NATO, 

reconstruction/ stabilization efforts include: training of national army and police of 

Afghanistan, infrastructure construction like hospitals, schools, dams, bridges, roads and other 

facilities and provision of development aid.125 

 

1.4.3. Summary 

The study, by taking a neoclassical realist position, argues that decision makers of  the alliance 

members make the vital decisions of either to make military, political and economic 

commitment to the overall role of alliance or be a free rider, under the strong cognitive 

variables (military capability, threat perceptions/ misperceptions and or incentives) originated 

from international ‘systemic pressures (alliance formation, continuation/ solidarity, balance of 

interests and/ or collective action). This is a simple theory. Alliance related decisions are taken 

at three junction points (termed as a node in this study): CEO of the state, domestic popular 

opinion and military power capabilities. 

 

 

 

                                                           
125.    U.S. Department of Defense, Directive: Military Support for Stability, Security, Transition, and 

Reconstruction (SSTR) Operations, No. 3000.05, November 28, 2005. 

http://fhp.osd.mil/intlhealth/pdfs/DoDD3000.05.pdf, accessed December 29, 2010. 
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Table 1.3 

Summary of Systemic and Domestic Level Variables   

 

Variables   Key Concepts   Leading Proponent  

 

Systemic Variables 

 

Alliance Dependence   • Economic, political, and military ties 

to the United States and NATO  

• Fear of entrapment versus fear of 

abandonment   

Mandelbaum (1981); Snyder 

(1984)  

 

Balance of  Power/Balance 

of  Threat  

 

A hostile actor’s aggregate power, 

geographical proximity, offensive 

power, and aggressive intentions  

Walt (1987), Waltz  (1979), 

Weitsman 

(2003)  

Collective Action   Pursuit of collective good; small group 

with shared interests; and free-riding 

behaviour of minor  participants  

Hardin (1993), Olson (1965)  

 

Domestic Level Variables 

 

Domestic Political  Regime  

 

Chief executive’s decision power vis-à-

vis legislature, elites, and public 

opinion  

Auerswald (2004), Paterson 

(1996); Kreps (2010)  

 

Public Opinion   Public attitudes towards the use of 

force; casualty sensitivity, troop 

withdrawal, combat role of deployed 

forces; non-combat stabilization role of 

deployed forces  

Kreps (2010), Kirner and Wilson 

(2010); Risse-Kappen (1991)  

 

Military Capability    The actual inventory as well as the 

power projection ability; deployability, 

suitability, and interoperability of 

military forces and assets; Military 

culture, organization culture  

Walt (1987), Snyder (1984), 

NATO (undated); Farrell  

(2005); Legro (1995) 
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Figure 1.3 

Decision Making Model 
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1.4.4. First Node of Decision  

The Chief Executive of a country is the first decision point. A strong CEO with heavy/ strong 

mandate, legislative support, elite consensus and minimum constitutional constraints may 

ignore the populace sentiment and public opinion. The CEO is likely to look into the threat 

being posed to his country; incentive being achieved and/ or military capabilities of his country 

to join and make commitments to the alliance. On the other side of the continuum, a weak 

CEO, with minimal elite’ support and constitutional constraints may avoid committing 

resources to the alliance and will prefer free ride. Between the two ends, the CEO with 

conditional support from legislatures, elite and certain caveats will adopt a balanced approach 

to fulfill the demands of alliance, populace sentiments and elite consensus. Therefore, while 

discussing the role of CEO, form of the government in that country, legislation process, 

historical legacies, elite support, elite perceptions and position of the CEO in the ruling party 

need to be take into account.    

 

1.4.5. Second Node of Decision  

Populace sentiment and public opinion is second junction point of the theory. Public opinion 

does matter in the overall context of decision-making process but their independent effect is 

minimal because the opinion of masses on the issues related to ‘national security, are shaped 

by the decision makers.  Strong CEOs may sidestep the opinion of the general public while 

formulating the national security policy. Strong CEO may drive his government and take 

decision on a policy first and thereafter, shape opinion of the masses. Hence the strong CEO 

might be tempted to ignore the public opinion and impose his decision because of wide-

ranging elite consensus. Public opinion however, will provide some feedbacks on the policy. 

Resultantly, decision maker may deliver some “rhetorical speeches” and give some “lip 

services” to cool the environment; in some cases a minor course correction maybe applied. 

Weak CEO will give full attention to the opinion and opinion makers while making vital 

decisions, especially in case of committing troops or making other large scale contribution to 

the alliance. CEOs of the weak governments are mostly concerned about the lacking support of 

the elite, approval of the parliament, legal and legislative aspects. Committing to the alliance’s 

responsibilities is considered as a risk. As compare to the two extremes of strong and weak 

CEOs, a CEO with medium strength and command over the elite will take the public opinion 
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in consideration and struck balances between his commitment to the alliance and public 

opinion. 

 

1.4.6. Third Node of Decision  

Power and military capabilities is the third point of decision. If a member of alliance has 

formidable military resources to deploy against a certain threat and sustain it for a longer 

duration of time, the country has the potential to go solo and prefer its own resources over the 

alliance’s joint facilities. If a military dominant power has suitably interoperable forces with 

supportive military doctrine and adequate resources, it may prefer to work with the alliance. 

Dominant power will always lead the alliance and its likely aim will be gaining international 

support and legitimacy for specific actions. 

 

Militarily and otherwise weak states will be unlikely to shoulder a strong role in alliance. Weak 

countries will support the alliance for gaining favour of the dominant states and serving some 

other interests. In the overall context of alliance’s politics, a weak country will be a free rider.  
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CHAPTER TWO 

NATO: TRANSITION FROM COLD WAR TO POST-9/11 ERA 

NATO as an alliance has seen many conflicts like Korean War, Vietnam War, Suez Canal 

crisis, Cuban Missile crisis, and it has passed through several global upheavals. It has survived 

all the external and internal challenges and has gathered a great deal of precious experience. 

Though after the Cold War, the NATO has lost its original purpose, yet it remains active at the 

international scene. 

 

History of the NATO is well-known but purpose of this chapter is to present a concise outline 

that provides a context for the analyses conducted in the succeeding chapters.  Thus, in order to 

contextualize the continuity of NATO after the Cold War in general and post-9/11 era in 

particular, it is essential to first, discuss the historical perspective and transition of NATO from 

Cold War to the new millennium; and second, examine the role NATO plays or can play in the 

contemporary international setting.  

 

In the light of theoretical conceptions (outlined in Chapter One) the transatlantic alliance‘s 

formation may help in understanding as to why it continues. Focus of this chapter is to 

understand the continuity of NATO in the absence of physically viable threat like the USSR 

and its role in the ongoing war on terror. This chapter is divided in four sections. First section 

deals with the various phases of NATO’s evolution. Second section discusses NATO’s 

enlargement debate. Third section is about theoretical explanation of NATO’s continuity after 

the Cold War. 

 

2.1. EVOLUTION OF NATO 

2.1.1. During the Cold War 

For over five hundred years, the concept of ‘balance of power’ has been the key factor of an 

‘operational theory’ of international relations. Alliance is the only option to check hegemonic 

ambitions and desires of a single state or coalition. IR scholars therefore view the balance of 

power as an essential ingredient for regional and global stability. All the variants of realists’ 

school of thought advocate that in the anarchical world, where an appropriate balance of power 

exists, a victory for a revisionist state is not guaranteed. The revisionist state restrains from 
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distressing the status quo. Furthermore, in a proper balance of power condition, developing 

powers might be socialized into the dynamics of balancing system.126 

 

After the Second World War, traditional balance of power transformed into a bi-polar or two-

bloc system. The capitalist bloc was led by the United States and the Communists bloc by the 

Soviet Union. In order to counter the hegemonic designs of each other, both the blocs tried to 

win friends and create spheres of influence, particularly in the continent of Europe. According 

to the realists’ perceptions, there was a competition between the two blocs in the armaments 

sphere (both conventional and nuclear) as well as in the economic spheres. As some historians 

like Hitchcock and William have observed the “two diametrically opposed protagonists, 

America and Russia remained hostage to their respective ideologies, experiences and 

knowledge. Both achieved the glory but through different paths. Their cooperation against 

Hitler was temporary and was undermined by the legacy of suspicions, fears and reservations 

after the victory.”127 

 

As described by John and Schake: “From Washington, President Truman saw Stalin as a 

communist dictator, determined to overthrow capitalism and consolidate his grip on Eastern 

Europe. In Moscow, Stalin viewed with alarm, a continued American development of the 

atomic bomb and establishment of American bases around Russia's perimeter”.128The point of 

irritation soon emerged, because of the differences in interpretation of hasty wartime 

agreements and conflicting solutions to new problems a chain of action and reaction started.  

 

Both the powers were feeling their ways in the post-World War II period and their contrasting 

interests added ample grounds for mutual antagonism. Stalin’s interpretation of free choice of 

government in Poland, Finland, Bulgaria, Hungary, Romania and his subjugation of Eastern 

Germany, disappointed the West. West started believing that the only language understood by 

                                                           
126.  Paul A. Papayoanou, Power ties: economic interdependence, balancing, and war, University of Michigan 

Press, 1996: 139. 
127.  William Hitchcock, The Struggle for Europe: The Turbulent History of a Divided Continent, 1945-2002: 

Doubleday Books, 2003: 13.  
128.  John p Gearson and KoriSchake, The Berlin Wall Crisis: Perspectives on Cold War Alliances, Palgrave 

Macmillan, 2002:  87. 
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the Soviet Union was the language of strength. Thus USA and Western Europe opposed the 

Soviet expansionism by powerful resistance.129 

 

The Berlin blockade and the Czech coup not only underlined the military weakness in the 

Western Europe but also caused a great apprehension. Britain and France had already signed a 

Defence Pact at Dunkirk in 1947.130 In March 1948, Britain, France, Belgium, Holland and 

Luxembourg signed Brussels Defence Treaty.131 This Treaty promised military cooperation in 

the event of war. The Brussels Treaty was converted into North Atlantic Treaty Organization 

(NATO), on 4 April 1949, when the United States, Canada, Denmark, Ireland, Italy, Norway 

and Portugal joined the organization.132  Turkey and Greece joined NATO in 1951.133 

 

There was little confusion over NATO’s basic purpose and its geographical reach. 

Traditionally, "North Atlantic" area includes the territories of all member states in Europe and 

North America. To deter the Soviet aggression, NATO developed a strategic concept officially 

termed as "forward strategy" that included the defence of Western Europe against invasion as 

far to the East as possible. Ground force supported by tactical air power would defend the 

European territory against similar attacking forces.  As a whole the military strategy of the 

North Atlantic Alliance heavily rested on the threat of the United States to use nuclear 

weapons against the Soviet Union, should the Soviet Union forces attack the Western Europe. 

At the same time, the credibility of threat depended on a continuing and substantial US 

military presence in Europe. 

 

At the beginning of Cold War, the United States possessed an overwhelming strategic nuclear 

superiority. It was perceived that for long the US would be in a position to wipe out the Soviet 

strategic forces and to reduce any possible counterattack against Western Europe, to an 

acceptable level. By 1980, Soviet the Union was almost at parity, in nuclear capabilities, with 

the United States. Till the breakup of Soviet Union, NATO in its strategic planning, had 
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limited itself to the contingency of an aggression committed against the area, which was 

protected by the treaty guarantees. The defensive character of the strategic planning within the 

treaty area was an inherent characteristic of the alliance. 

 

2.1.1.1 Cold War Doctrine 

Cold War was a conflict between the USA and the USSR, encompassing ideological, political, 

economic, and military dimensions. From the very beginning, the Cold War was all about the 

developing and use of the atomic bomb as a weapon of military deterrence. By 1950, the divide 

of Cold War was considerably clear. Both sides of the divide were engaged in enhancing their 

military potentials in general and nuclear capabilities in particular. In the backdrop of military 

capabilities, ideological basis and geostrategic security concerns, there were crucial economic 

interests of the United States in Europe.  

 

The term containment at this period of time was extensively used by the West, which depicted 

a strategy followed by the USA after the World War-II, to advance its foreign policy. Kennan, 

an American diplomat and Soviet Affairs’ advisor to the State Department coined the term 

‘containment’. Kennan wrote a message to US State Department, known as “X-article”, in 

which he recommended Soviet containment on a long-term basis.134 As a strategy, containment 

was required to achieve three goals: first, maintaining the power balance in Europe; second, 

restricting the power projection capabilities of USSR; and third, adjustment of the notion of 

international relations of USSR.135 

 

The defensive character of strategic planning within the treaty area was an inherent 

characteristic of the alliance. NATO’s doctrine during the Cold War though evolved with the 

changing strategic environment and strategic weapons balance, from containment and Mutual 

Assured Destruction to flexible response, Johnston Gaddis however, stated that all of the 

United States’ Cold War foreign and security policies, one way or the other were based on the 

strategies of containment.136 
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2.1.2. After the Cold War: From 1991 to 2001 

In spite of ambiguity regarding the direction of international politics, during the early years of 

the post-Cold War era, one thing was sure that the world had been changed after the 

disintegration of the USSR. How that change was understood, interpreted and characterized by 

the members of NATO, and what were the real and perceived consequences of those changes 

on the alliance was a matter of debate. Role, capacity and capability of the alliance were put on 

the trial as it had to deal with the fallout of emerging situation. 

 

After the collapse of Soviet Union, debates in America and Europe started, questioning 

viability of the alliance. NATO had to face intra-state ethnic conflict in the Balkan, and also 

had undergone through an intensive institutional rearrangement during this period. During this 

period the alliance had vital role in the international affairs in general and European affairs in 

particular.  

 

Distribution of power among the major world powers was perhaps the most palpable 

consequence of the end of the Cold War. International system moved from a bipolar one to a 

uni-polar, with the United States becoming an unchallenged world leader. Global influence of 

the United States was no more challenged by any state or coalition of states either materially or 

ideologically.137 Krauthammer articulated the new arena as: “the most striking feature of the 

post-Cold War world is its uni-polarity. No doubt, multi-polarity will come in time. In perhaps 

another generation or so there will be great powers coequal with the United States, and the 

world will, in structure, resemble the pre-World War-I era”.138 

 

This was the time when the states of Western and East-Central Europe were getting close to 

each other. Their political, social and economic stability were becoming progressively 

interlinked. The West Europe’s prosperity, upon which the US economic health depended, was 

increasingly tied to its economic relations with the Eastern Europe. The USeconomic interests 
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in the region had also grown considerably. East Europe offered new and lucrative markets for 

the US goods, investment and services. 

 

In order to justify its existence, finding a new role for NATO had become extremely important 

for the decision makers in Europe and America. Numerous reasons were offered to this effect. 

Zalmai Khalilzad narrated a few of the reasons in the RAND Paper of 1993. First, the alliance 

preserved the transatlantic tie to prevent the likelihood of a resurgent Russia. Second, it 

signified the stability of Europe, especially when the European continent was in the process of 

political and economic integration. Third, it helped in restraining Germany form re-emerging 

as a prevailing military and nuclear power in Europe. Fourth, it offered an institutionalized 

forum to the United States to share resources and burdens of security with its European 

partners and also extended influence of the United States in Europe. Fifth, NATO overtime 

emerged as a successful politico-military platform. It was result of decades of investment in the 

interoperability and joint training of forces.139 

 

During the summits at London in 1990, and at Rome, in 1991 NATO’s decision makers 

chalked out a new path and infused new ideas like the adoption of a ‘new strategic concept’, 

tooling the alliance for ‘out of area’ operations and establishing North Atlantic Cooperation 

Council. The 1994 summit declaration drew a strategy to guarantee the alliance's 

indispensability.140 This strategy had two key elements:  

• Eastwards extension of the alliance. For this purpose the ‘Partnership for Peace’ 

programme was introduced and offered to all the members of the former 

Warsaw Pact and neutral European nations who could meet certain conditions. 

• NATO’s military facilities and capabilities were offered to the United Nations 

to support the peacekeeping/peacemaking activities all over the world.141 
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2.1.2.1. Post-Cold War Doctrine 

Although the threat for which NATO was formed had been eliminated with the disintegration 

of Warsaw Pact; evolution of NATO’s doctrine however continued. NATO doctrine in 

immediate years after the Cold War (1991-2000) was aimed at countering the emerging 

challenges. The doctrine was mainly based on Crisis Management Peacekeeping and Peace 

Enforcement. 

 

After the end of the Cold War, the general public in Europe started demanding the defence 

downsizing and budget cut in defence as ‘peace dividend’. Gulf War of 1991 and Balkan crisis 

highlighted that challenges and threats to the interest of the alliance could come from non-state 

actors and so-called rogue states. After the collapse of Communist Regimes, past tensions 

resurfaced and violent conflicts broke out among the ethnic groups in Europe. Interests of these 

ethnic groups were kept in balance by the bipolar system and old ethnic rivalries held in check 

by powerful governments. Those conflicts threatened stability of Europe.  

 

Therefore, a need arose to reshape the alliance to cope with the post-Cold War requirement. 

Thus, NATO officials approved a “new strategic concept” at the Rome Summit of November 

1991 which called for an affirmation of NATO’s force posture to make the alliance able to 

perform wide range of functions including managing crises and fighting the major conflict.142 

The “1991 strategic concept” envisioned a new architecture of the alliance with multiple 

missions. The “strategic concept” provided additional initiatives including i) open door to 

NATO’s enlargement, ii) Partnership for Peace (PfP), iii) Permanent Joint Council (PJC) with 

Russia and, iv) Establishment of the North Atlantic Cooperation Council (NACC).143 

 

During the ministerial level meeting of the NAC, in June 1992, at Oslo, ‘new strategic crisis 

management doctrine’ was revised and peacekeeping included in it. The alliance members also 

agreed in the Brussels Summit of January 1994, to include monitoring of the WMDs’ non-
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proliferation in its mission.144  The US proposal of creating multilateral rapid deployment 

forces with air, land, and maritime components, known as Combined Joint Task Forces 

(CJTFs) was also approved in the 1994 summit. 145  CJTF had the military intervention 

capabilities. Even if the CJTF proposals and fore-stated proposed strategies were taken at face 

value, they signified a striking increase in nature and numbers of conflicts where NATO might 

became involved, directly or indirectly. Further steps were taken in 1997 and 1999 summits to 

retool NATO in order to meet the new emerging challenges. The 1999 Strategic Concept 

included two more primary security missions: crisis response operations and prevention of the 

conflict. Alliance commitment for the out-of-area role was clearly specified in the revised 

concept.146 

 

Change in the military doctrine of NATO resulted in a considerable decrease in its nuclear and 

conventional forces. Forward presence of the United States’ troops in Europe was reduced 

from 325,000 to 100,000. Substantial cut of over 500,000 troops, in European members’ forces 

was observed. Air, sea and land units of NATO were reduced by over 35 percent, by 1999. 

About 50 percent of the remaining units were kept at a readiness level of thirty days (as 

compared to 70-90 percent of the units remained at readiness level of two days in 1990). In 

1991, the United States and the Soviet Union agreed to eliminate ground based theater nuclear 

forces. The alliance also reduced deployed Tactical Nuclear Forces by 80 percent, after the 

Soviet Union - United States agreement over elimination of ground based Theatre Nuclear 

Forces, in 1991. 

 

Undertaking Crisis Management and Disaster Relief Operations 

The concept of the crisis management was wider and broader in nature and encompassed issues 

like the protection of the general public. Crisis management thus went much far and wide than 

‘military operations. Just after its inception, the alliance began acquiring capabilities related to 

civil protection in case of nuclear attack. Allies soon realized that these potentials might be 
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used against the effects of natural and manmade disasters.147 Since last over a decade, NATO 

had been conducting civil emergency planning exercises, on a regular basis.  

 

Planning for civil emergency, thus, became the focus of alliance involvement in the crisis 

management. NATO had provided assistance to many countries ravaged by floods in recent 

years. These countries include Albania, Czech Republic, Hungary, Romania and Ukraine. 

NATO also assisted the UNHCR in Kosovo, and provided aid to earthquake-stricken Turkey 

and Pakistan. The alliance provided help to fight fires in Macedonia and Portugal, and 

supported Ukraine and Moldova after extreme weather conditions had destroyed power 

transmission capabilities.148 

 

A declaration issued after the London summit in 1990, it was stated that “Soviet Union is no 

more considered as an adversary”. An invitation of establishing diplomatic contacts was 

offered to all the Warsaw Pact members including Soviet Union. A process of review of 

NATO’s strategy was initiated that resulted in a ‘‘new Strategic Concept’’ of NATO, finalized 

in Rome summit of 1991.149Collective defence remained “core purpose” of the alliance. The 

new concept however affirmed that there was no likelihood of a monolithic threat to the allied 

security, emerging from colossal military attack and identified a wide array of multi-

directional/ multi-faceted risks. Alliance had to face security problems resulting from the 

unmanageable political, social and economic issues, territorial disputes, ethnic rivalries and 

instabilities in the eastern and central Europe. The concept also identified security concerns of 

the alliance in the Middle East and Southern Mediterranean, as well as proliferation of missile 

technology/ WMD and global terrorism. Risks identified were hard to assess and difficult to 

predict. 

 

The role of NATO, thus for the years to come would be dealing with the; 

• Balkan like instability and crisis in the region. 

• Global terrorism 
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• Issues of proliferation of nuclear/ chemical weapons and its means of delivery. 

 

2.1.3. After 9/11 

The 9/11 attacks on the US provided a good opportunity for the alliance partners to work 

together against the unknown enemy. The alliance had actually been transformed in the new 

millennium. Although initial yen was provided by the events of 9/11 but eventually, the actual 

process became much wider, broader and deeper. NATO became the main platform for 

acquiring relevant military capabilities for dealing with the wide array of threats including 

those presented by WMDs and terrorism. After the Prague summit in 2002, NATO’s command 

structure was modified to cope with the new threats.  Apart from operations in Afghanistan and 

Balkans, NATO during the period under review remained engaged in ‘maritime interdiction 

operations’ in the Mediterranean.  Aim of this mission was to help detect, deter and protect 

against terrorists’ activities. In order to achieve its aim, NATO’s ships undertook patrolling of 

the Mediterranean Sea for monitoring shipping and provided escorts to commercial ships in the 

Straits of Gibraltar.  

 

NATO forces also supported the civil activities including the Greece Olympics and European 

Football Championships in Portugal. Thus expectations of the Atlantic community were raised 

that NATO was the only international organization capable to resource, organize and mobilize 

both military and non-military activities around the globe.  These perceptions however, 

depended on a supposition that in order to support its operational ambitions, the alliance was 

capable enough to deliver the right number of forces with the equivalent right means. On the 

other hand the gradual increase in NATO’s operations raised queries regarding the sufficiency 

of the troops and potentials with which these operations were required to be carried out.  

 

2.1.3.1. Post-9/11 Doctrine 

Proactive approach to the crisis management and anti-terrorism operations demanded out of 

area deployment, flexibility, responsiveness and robustness. Inter connected with the new 

development was the realization that NATO’s areas of interest had surpassed its original area 

of responsibility. Further reasons for change were provided by the: 

• Growing relationship between the NATO and E.U, 
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• Call for reducing the capability gap between the US and its allies,  

• Force-structure developments including the establishment of maritime high-

readiness, land force and headquarters. 

 

The above-stated factors were reinforced by:  

• Full involvement of the alliance in the “war against terrorism”;  

• Mounting concerns of the alliance about  the threat posed by the proliferation of 

weapons of mass destruction, and  

• Transformation in the strategic outlook after 9/11  

 

Cumulative effect of all factors led to a major transformation in the alliance’s mission and 

structure. A new command structure was established which marked a departure from the 

previous ones. Former NATO Secretary General, Robertson stated that “this is not business as 

usual, but the emergence of a new and modernized NATO, fit for the challenges of the new 

century.”  

 

An innovative change was approved in the Prague Summit of 2002, which built a NATO 

Response Force (NRF). NRF was to be a force that; 

• Consisted of land, sea and air elements, 

• Technically and scientifically advanced, sustainable, interoperable and deployable, 

• Quickly deployable. 

•  

NRF would be a standing force that would be on immediate notice for use. Atits high readiness 

elements were supposed to have the capability to be deployed within five days of notification 

and to stay on task for over a month. NRF would be in fact like Naval Standing Forces and 

Airborne Early Warning (AEW) forces of the alliance. However, the Naval and AEW 

components had been primarily focused on one aspect, maritime and air respectively where 

NRF encompasses wide rang capabilities as required by the integrated, joint and combined 

force. First model of the NRF, “NRF 1”, was inaugurated, on 15 October 2003, at Regional 

Headquarters in Brunssum, the Netherlands. 
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A key turning point of the alliance was the 2002 Prague Summit, which identified terrorism as 

the main threat and recommended major changes into the NATO structure and mission. In the 

subsequent summits in Istanbul (2004), Riga (2006), Bucharest (2008), Strasbourg/Kehl 

(2009),Lisbon (2010) and Chicago (2012) the concept and doctrine was further fine-tuned and 

steps were taken to strengthen the alliance against any eventuality of terrorism, nuclear 

weapons proliferation, and non-democratic and rogue regimes.(This subject will be discussed 

in succeeding chapters in detail) 

 

2.1.4. NATO's Changing Command Structure 

Among collective security organizations, NATO has been conspicuously successful. One 

major reason why the alliance both survives and thrives is because it is the only international 

security organization that is expressly organized to deal with the wide array of security 

challenges. The alliance alone has a standing military structure that is capable of moving 

smoothly from giving advice in time of peace to action in time of crisis. Command Structure of 

NATO enables the alliance to execute political decisions by coordinating military means. 

Military command and control structure consists of bodies that device joint operating 

procedures, plan and conduct exercises, assess personnel/material and training requirements in 

peacetime and coordinate allies’ contributions during exercises and operations. All tiers of 

commands are manned permanently and ready to respond to any contingency/ eventuality at a 

very short notice. 

 

First formal change in NATO’s command structure was agreed upon in defence ministers’ 

meeting in December 1997. The change was an indication of its future direction. The 

realization of new structure also revealed how committed its members were towards 

maintaining the alliance as the primary instrument for their security. The post-9/11 

environment brought a paradigm shift in the strategic outlook of NATO because of its 

participation in the US-led “war on terror, growing concern with the threat posed by the 

proliferation of Weapons of Mass Destruction and its increasing involvement in crisis 

management. The new focus demanded enhanced deployment, flexibility, responsiveness and 

robustness. Interconnected with this was the recognition that NATO had areas of interest 

beyond its traditional area of responsibility. Force-structure developments (particularly the 
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creation of land force and maritime high-readiness headquarters), the evolving relationship 

with the European Union and the need to close the capability gap between the United States 

and its allies added further reasons for change. At the same time, growing budgetary and 

manpower pressures increased the need to improve efficiency through institutional reform.  

 

It was the cumulative impact of all such factors that led to another major transformation in 

NATO’s mission and outlook. Allies approved restructuring of command in 2010, with the aim 

to replace the fixed and defensive structure with a more affordable, flexible, quickly 

deployable and leaner structure. This was in fact elaboration of the Prague framework that 

marked an almost total departure from previous organizational approaches. The command 

structure was in place by end 2013.It set NATO development on a far more ambitious 

trajectory than at any stage in its history. In the words of former NATO Secretary General, 

Lord Robertson, “this is not business as usual, but the emergence of a new and modernized 

NATO, fit for the challenges of the new century.”150 

 

To meet the operational requirements for the full range of alliance missions, NATO 

deactivated the Supreme Allied Command Atlantic, based in Norfolk, Virginia. It vested all 

operational responsibilities under the Allied Command for Operations (ACO), formerly the 

Allied Command Europe, based in Mons, Belgium. The new Allied Command for 

Transformation (ACT) was simultaneously activated in Norfolk, Virginia, and was made 

responsible for the alliance's military transformation. In addition, a third joint command was 

created in Lisbon, Portugal which formed the basis for a sea-based Combined Joint Task 

Force.151 

 

2.2. THREAT PERCEPTIONS VIS-À-VISEVOLUTION OF NATO OVERTIME 

NATO’s evolution overtime vis-à-vis its threat perception is graphically summarized as shown 

in figure 2.1. 
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Sixty years history of NATO in terms of members’ perception of threat and agreement upon 

the desired response provides useful means of understanding its evolution overtime. Taken 

together, the two dimensions of the threat perception and response to threat produce the above 

graph. Quadrant-I shows a general agreement on both threat and its response. Quadrant-II is 

where there is less agreement on specific threat but agreement on response. Quadrant-III is 

where there is no sense of threat and no agreement on response accordingly. Quadrant- IV is 

probably the most problematic, where there is a general agreement on threat but lack of 

agreement on response. 

Figure  2.1
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An analytical view of the above graph shows that how the threat perception and collective 

response have varied, resulting in three major transitions, which moved the alliance from 

Quadrant-I through Quadrants-II and III, and ending up in Quadrant-IV.  Quadrant-I is the 

Cold War period, when the Cold War was started, the basic structure of the alliance was in 

place, in both political and military terms.  

 

The alliance had strong conventional component backed up by the explicit nuclear threats. This 

basic stance remained essentially unchanged for the entire Cold War, leaving the alliance 
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position in Quadrant-I for most of its history. For most of the Cold War the Soviet Union was 

seen as a key danger but the degree and its immediacy slowly declined. Transition-1 was 

vertical along the perception axis from general unity to less unity on perception of the threat 

(From Quadrant-I to II). During this transition, there was a cycling movement, both back and 

front, between greater and lesser fears about the Soviet threat but over the long run the 

perception of the threat slowly declined. The view of alliance moved towards non-specific end 

of the continuum, after the fall of the Berlin wall and various tension reducing measures taken 

by the Soviet president, Gorbachev. Quadrant-II is the later part of the Cold War; the alliance 

remained in this Quadrant for a very brief period of time.   

 

Transition-2 was horizontal along the response axis from more agreement to less agreement on 

the response to the threat (Quadrant-II to III). This transition marked the blurring of NATO’s 

strategic focus as the nature and degree of agreement on collective alliance response started 

loosened with the threats increasingly seen in non-specific terms. This was the period between 

the disintegration of Soviet Union and 9/11. 

 

After the 9/11, the global terrorism was seen as a serious threat to the entire world in general 

and the North Atlantic region in particular. For the first time, Article 5 of the alliance’s charter 

was invoked against a terrorist act. Transition-3 thus occurred along vertical axis, from less 

agreement to more agreement on threat but response to the threat remained unfocused 

(Quadrant-III to IV). Lack of agreement on the response was evident from the difference 

among the members over wide spectrum of issues including troops’ contribution to ISAF, US 

attack on Iraq, etc. 

 

2.3. NATO ENLARGEMENT DEBATES 

The NATO Charter facilitates new members to join. Article 10 of the alliance charter reads: 

“The parties may, by unanimous agreement, invite any other European state in a position to 

further the principles of this treaty and to contribute to the security of the North Atlantic area to 

accede to this treaty.”152Four countries joined the alliance during the Cold War, setting the 

stage for the post-Cold War NATO’s enlargement process. Twelve countries joined the 
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alliance right after the Cold War. Most of the new members were part of the Warsaw Pact 

during the Cold War. 

 

The enlargement, Partnership for Peace programme and other such initiatives had two 

objectives: first, to build interoperability, so that forces of the members and partner countries 

could be adequately trained to operate together. This facilitated NATO’s worldwide 

operations. After the 9/11 attacks, these initiatives provided an effective framework for large a 

number of countries to conduct War against Terrorism in a collective and organized way.153 

Second, since the opening of alliance, to the Central and Eastern European countries, its 

Eastern frontier formed a new line of defence with Russia’s “near abroad”. The new 

developments had forced Russia to re-evaluate strategic implications of the NATO expansion 

along its western fringes. Most of the Russia’s concerns were sprinkling out from the common 

mistrust of the alliance as its Cold War enemy.154 

 

Third phase of NATO’s evolution started with the 9/11 events. It became clear that, unlike the 

Cold War and its immediate aftermath, major threats to the allies originated from outside the 

Europe.155 Because of the multiple threats, including international terrorism and proliferation 

of weapons of mass destruction etc., the traditional notion of NATO as a “Eurocentric” 

alliance, which had existed in the preceding phases was become outdated.156 According to 

Caroline “if NATO continues to provide security to its member states in a world of globalized 

insecurity, it had to leave behind its traditional geographical approach of security and be 

prepared to tackle problems at their source.”157 

 

Debates on the issue of NATO enlargement had been initiated within a political milieu of 

changing environment. All the NATO members were principally agreed that NATO must 
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evolve to meet challenges of the new emerging security environment. They set following 

important objectives to be accomplished by NATO: 

• Incorporating additional members. 

• Retaining beneficial links with Russia. 

• Strengthening European pillar within the alliance. 

• Keeping the United States engaged in the security of Europe. 

• Preventing France to go on Gaullist style venture.  

• Keeping Germany engaged within the European political sphere. 

• Maintaining the status of USA as leader of Europeans.158 

 

NATO’s agenda had become more demanding due to the changed perceptions of threats which 

remained an integral part of it. In fact 9/11 accelerated the enlargement process. In the spring 

of 2004, seven countries joined the alliance. These countries included Bulgaria, Estonia, 

Latvia, Lithuania, Romania, Slovakia and Slovenia. Two countries, Albania and Croatia, 

joined NATO in 2009. Number of the alliance members grew from 16 at the end of Cold War 

to 28.159  NATO’s community now stretches from San Francisco to the Black Sea and from 

Balkans to Baltic.  

 

2.4. REASONS FOR THE NATO CONTINUITY AND ITS TRANSITION FROM 

COLD WAR TO POST 9/11 ERA: THEORETICAL EXPLANATION 

 

Concerns of most of the nations of the world are national in scope, not global. Their global 

concern however, is survival in a world of powers competing for economic, political, and 

military advantages. While the concept of nation-state has become the dominant form of 

political organization at the world level, NATO tries to reconcile national interests and 

collective interests of its allies and supporters.160 
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During the second half of 20th century, world order was principally the concern of the two 

superpowers, which were engaged in a balance of interests based on the theory of deterrence. 

During the Cold War, the demons were the communists, but the communist demons are now 

“partners in peace” with NATO.161 Now the new enemy or demon is terrorism. Apparently, 

defeating terrorism is the new raison d’être for NATO in a post September 11th world. 

 

A number of dramatic events occurred, in succession, in the early 1990s, in Europe. These 

events had not only changed the political scene of the continent but also obliterated raison 

d’être of the North Atlantic Alliance. The end of Cold War and the emergence of globalization 

raised few queries about the alliance’s future and a new debate started among the scholars of 

international relations. Most of the international relations theorists and practitioners have 

initiated a debate that the disintegration of Soviet Union had ushered the world into a new 

phase of international system, therefore, concept of ‘balance of power’ had lost its significance.  

 

Threat perception of the NATO, during the Cold War was very clear due to its aim, objectives 

and tasks. All schools of thought saw NATO as a function of the Cold War and agreed upon 

the basic reasons on the formation and continuation of the alliance. It was argued by all 

variants of realism that an alliance was created for countering a specific threat. For example, 

George Liska stated that, “alliances are against and only derivatively for someone or 

something”. 162  This was consistent with both the theoretical expectations and historical 

experience. Second coalition, which defeated Napoleon, was the only ostentatious alliance of 

previous eras that outlived the conflict and survived for seven years (1815 to 1822).163 

 

In 1990, during his appearance before the US Foreign Relations Committee of Senate, Waltz 

said that NATO was going to disappear. He further qualified his statement that “the question is 

that for how long it will remain an important institution, its name might linger on for long”.164 

Similarly it was predicted by Mearsheimer in 1990, that after the removal of Soviet forces from 
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Central Europe, the united Germany might not allow a continued presence of American forces 

on its soil.165 The Washington Post wrote an editorial on 13th March 1996: “During the Cold 

War there was a strategic reason for Americans to assume a paramount role of providing 

guarantee for security of Europe. However, in the new phase it cannot be healthy for the U.S. 

to move into a continuing role as Europe's policeman.”166 

 

Going back in history, during the decades of 1970s and 1980s, there was a propagation of 

competing images of world order. These global images were classified under three headings: i) 

system-maintaining; ii) system-reforming; iii) system-transforming approaches167. A system-

maintaining image of world order sought to maintain the contending patterns of stratification 

and stability. As pointed out by Richard A, Falk: “This means that wherever there is disruption 

or a breakdown of the world order, those countries on the top of the stratification system of 

power and domination in the world system act or react to preserve their interests in terms of 

authority and dominance. As long their interests are not affected by changes of theworld order, 

the powerful nations do not intervene.”168 

 

In general, the core countries in the world system (mostly NATO countries) try to maintain a 

stratified and hierarchical structure of the world. Policies made by the United States and its 

Western allies are tailored to maintain military and economic hegemony and superiority of the 

seven most industrialized nations (Germany, France, United States, England, Italy, Canada, 

and Japan).169 The present world order is thus supported by the industrialized, capitalist nations 

in the world system. The United States and its Western European partners represent the Euro-

American world order. The big seven and Russia meet to discuss the state of the world 

economy. China and India, the most populous countries in Asia, with over 2 billion population 

(almost half of the earth’s population) are not yet part of this elite power structure. However, 

China and India are likely to compete for superpower status in the 21stcentury. 
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The US-led West is benefiting from a system-reforming image of the world order and, 

therefore, supports the existing capitalist structure of the world. They, however, advocate 

functional interdependence and cooperation among the core, the peripheral and semi-peripheral 

states. 170  One can argue that a transformation of the present world capitalist system into 

something more equitable and equalitarian is desirable. Reality in the early 21st century 

however, makes it seem unlikely. In general, the system-maintenance, system-reform, and 

system-transformation images of the world order share a number of common concerns and 

interests. These concerns are about the future of the world including the depletion of the earth’s 

resources, the state of the world economy, world hunger, violence, and overpopulation. 

William K. Tabb introduced the term “vampire capitalism” to refer to the new world order. 

According to Tabb:  

Vampire capitalism is a strategy of growth based on coercion, military force, 

and the political and ideological domination of the world. An index of vampire 

capitalism is the continuation of the United States military-industrial complex 

in a post-Cold War world for the purpose of military intervention or coercion. 

The strategy of vampire capitalism is to neutralize three forces that oppose the 

United States elite dominance: rival capitalist forces, the domestic working 

class, and developing nations dependent on United States aid.171 

 

NATO represents what Kim refers to as system-maintaining, system-reforming and system-

transforming military organization. NATO’s persistence reflects the political, economic and 

military power of the west. From this perspective, NATO’s fundamental purpose after the Cold 

War is being shifted from defending common territory to defending the common interests of 

alliance members. As an alliance of interests, NATO is the vehicle of choice to address threats 

to these shared interests, wherever these threats reside. 

 

In this era of globalization, placing geographical limits on NATO’s reach and purpose will 

marginalize the alliance. United States and its major European allies have interests to reach 

well beyond the geographical confines of the Euro-Atlantic region.172 After the disintegration 

of Soviet Union, USA and their European partners collaborated together and espoused a new 

system for NATO which placed the alliance within a global instead of a regional context. As 
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ex-US Secretary of State, Albright explained in December 1997 to her NATO colleagues in 

Brussels: “United States and Europe will certainly face challenges beyond Europe’s shores. 

Our nations share global interests that require us to work together to the same degree of 

solidarity that we have long maintained on this continent.”173 

 

After the Cold War, the breakup of NATO appeared to be the common forecast amongst all the 

foremost realist scholars. Rationale for these uncertainties were based in the basic assumption 

of neorealist theory of “power balances power”, and that after the breaking down of old 

balance a new balance will certainly emerge. Waltz stated that, victory in the major 

war/conflict skews the international system and the “balance of power” and the system 

automatically starts to move back towards equilibrium. 174  The alliance however, did not 

breakup, defying realists’ theory of international relation.175 After the collapse of Soviet Union, 

NATO not only survived but indeed burgeoned.  

 

Neo-classic realist thoughts challenged the centuries’ old assumptions of alliance formation 

based on the realists’ postulation. 176 They made certain presumptions regarding states’ 

responses in the international politics. Though states would act rationally, but might not 

essentially try to carry out balancing tasks, bandwagoning thus remained favourite strategy. 

Moreover, organizations/ institutions and alliances are like “collective goods”. These goods 

once created, remain accessible to all the members. Some countries take advantages of the 

“collective good” and opt for “free ride” without investing in the institutions.177 

 

The primary basis for the alliance was a deep-seated compatibility of interests among the allies 

on both sides of the Atlantic. The basis seemed realistic during the Cold war, when the allies 

were being faced by the common threat of powerful enemy. 178  After the Cold War, the 
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European members of the alliance opted to bandwagon with the US power, rather than to 

balance against it. Realists did not have any explanation for the continuation of NATO after the 

Cold War.179 

 

NATO, to some extent, was able to build on its Cold War success and tried to find a new role. 

According to Miler, “the alliance has been sailing in uncharted waters, since the end of Cold 

War. Although the known dangers have been vanished the alliance has yet to face the 

unknown.”180 He suggested that the alliance must learn to adapt to the emerging challenges. 

 

Alliance supporters were of the view that the alliance was effective only under the overall 

command and support of the United States. It was because of the effective NATO which 

prevented the post-Cold War Europe lapsing into old habits of rivalries.181 The supporters also 

claimed that a strong alliance with the deep involvement of the US would prevent Europe from 

slipping into parochialism, which would also adversely affect economic and security interests 

of the United States.182 

 

Three factors accounts for persistence of the NATO-first, in the immediate aftermath of 

disintegration of the Soviet Union; few allies were prepared to dissolve the alliance. As 

Margaret Thatcher, the former Prime Minister of UK remarked that: “You don’t cancel your 

home insurance policy just because there have been fewer burglaries on your street in the last 

12 months!”183 The call for hedging against an unsure future was replicated in the Strategic 

Concept of the alliance, adopted days before the collapse of Soviet Union, in November 1991 

by NATO heads of state and government. The new concept pointedly highlighted the need to 

“preserve the strategic balance in Europe” would continued to be one of the fundamental 

security tasks of NATO.184 
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Secondly, to a significant degree, NATO had developed into a community of likeminded states 

the alliance therefore, had always served more than acting as a countervailing balance to Soviet 

military power, because of their i) resistance to Soviet expansionism ii) determination (as 

stated in the preamble to the North Atlantic Treaty of 1949) “to safeguard the freedom, 

common heritage and civilization of their peoples.”185 Over time, NATO grew from being an 

alliance principally dedicated to protect its members against military threat to safeguard the 

interests and values of the West, that both defined and united it members. Collectively, the 

NATO allies created a practicable platform, in which (with the exception of Turkey and 

Greece) the contemplation of resolving any dispute amongst the allies by the use of force and 

threat force had been ruled out as a priori.186 

 

Thirdly, in the early 1950s,when NATO was established as a military organization, it offered 

full expression to the “Collective Defence” pledge of the Washington Treaty. Basis for a large 

bureaucracy were laid. The organization was staffed by thousands of personnel devoted to the 

tasks and mission of the organization.187Like all such bureaucracies, the NATO bureaucracy 

also initially resisted the call for change but soon sought to adapt its structure and mission in a 

way germane to the new environment. On the military side, internal adaptation had taken the 

form of a streamlined and more flexible command structure capable of deploying military 

forces rapidly and over greater distances.188 Politically, the alliance had sought new missions to 

retain its relevance. New missions include peacekeeping, fighting terrorism and countering the 

proliferation of Weapons of Mass Destruction. In the process, NATO not only survived but 

been transformed into a politico-military entity that differed in many significant ways from the 

organization that stood ready to meet a Warsaw Pact assault.189 
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The US provides lifeblood for NATO to survive on the international political stage for 

following reasons; 

• As the objectives of US and its allies are complementing each other, therefore, NATO 

can help the US in maintaining its global power status. 

• Dealing with international terrorism, nuclear weapons proliferation and ensure that a 

terrible event like that of 9/11 does not occur again.   

• NATO can be a counterweight to any political and collective defence alliance in Asia 

in future.  

• Any country taking anti-US stand like Afghanistan and Iraq would be crushed under 

the weight of the alliance. 

• For the implementation of Security Council’s decisions, NATO would participate 

actively so as to dominate the UN. 

• To maintain the unipolar system of international order that is based on Americans 

aspirations. 

• The concept that “America's defence begins in Europe” remains cardinal.190 

 

To meet the above-stated responsibilities, the US needs to strengthen NATO for the following 

reasons; 

• Major countries of Europe are members of NATO, with the result that they cannot 

choose but to collaborate with each other. 

• Conflict-free collaboration enhances integration and unity among the member states. 

The success of European countries lies in NATO's support.  

 

Presently, Europe is at relative peace. For the first time in a century, European stability is not 

threatened by a major power – be it a revisionist Germany or an expansionist Russia. Instead, 

Europe’s actual peace is disturbed only by Balkan-like situation or state/non-state actors 

outside of European continent. These threats also include the proliferation of Weapons of Mass 

Destruction, terrorism, disruption of energy supplies, and challenges to the balance of power in 

critical regions like some parts of Asia. Warren Christopher and William Perry, with respect to 

the alliance, have argued: “The danger to the security of its members is not primarily 
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aggression to their collective territory, but threats to their collective interests beyond their 

territory. Shifting the alliance’s emphasis from defense of members’ territory to defense of 

common interests is the strategic imperative.”191 

 

America and its European allies share the key interests of market-based economics, free trade 

and undisrupted supply of energy. They are committed to defend these interests against 

emerging threats, wherever these may come from. At the same time, the NATO members 

allied together the economically, technologically and militarily most potent force in the world. 

NATO members accounted for nearly half of the world’s economic output and well over half 

of global defence spending in 2012.192 It is, therefore, to their advantage to combine resources 

in order to defend against threats to their interests and to use NATO’s military capabilities and 

organizational instruments for that purpose.  

 

In turn, the European Commission (EC) and European Economic Commission (EEC) protect 

the economic interests of America.193 NATO, among the collective security organizations is 

the only one which has clearly been successful. NATO is the lonely international security 

organization that is mainly organized to deal with the wide array of threats, that’s why it’s not 

only surviving but also thriving. Uniqueness of the alliance is that it has a standing military 

structure, capable of advising their governments in time of peace and moving quickly to action 

in time of war or crisis.  

 

Deployment of alliance’s forces in Bosnia in January 1995, Kosovo in 1998 and Afghanistan 

in 2003 shows that countries like France accept its usefulness and reintegrated into its military 

structure.194 In fact a number of non NATO countries including Russia found a reason to join 

ISAF and IFOR. It shows that, as a tool of the military power, military structure of the alliance 

is being recognized for its ability and usefulness.  
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The US policymakers foresaw its role in Europe because Europe remained an area of major 

interest for US. For the US, importance of the Europe was next to its own physical existence. 

Therefore, NATO continued to be relevant for the same reasons that Ismay gave in 1949: 

“Keep the Russians out, the Americans in and Germans down.”195 

 

2.5. AN APPRAISAL OF NATO HISTORY 

Though, it is very difficult to carry out an appraisal of NATO’s history, stretching over six 

decades, yet there are quite a few essentially important lessons having a direct bearing on the 

analysis providing bases for continuity of NATO in the post-9/11. Due to its institutionalized 

and consultative character, NATO had acquired political clout during the Cold War. From the 

very beginning the alliance was seen as an effective political tool. Once the Cold War was 

over, the alliance had already been transformed into a vital political organization, potentially 

well placed, to influence the interstate relations and relations of the alliance with the outside 

world.  

 

Firstly, an intricate and complex connection could be observed between some of the basic 

theoretical conceptions outlined in Chapter Two. Threat of the Soviet Union was no doubt a 

vital catalyst and a galvanizing factor in the formation of NATO; it however, did not bring 

about security collaboration on its own. Security cooperation did exist during the World War-

II, the Soviet threat helped to consolidate the already existing institutional platform. This 

phenomenon was influenced by the ‘Atlantic identity’ and to the greater extent, the sense of ‘us 

and them’ which had divided the West and East. Theoretically, neo-realists’ approach to 

NATO‘s formation and continuation has proved helpful, in this respect. Taking into account 

different levels of analyses on the NATO continuity during the Cold War, a few factors 

standout that include mutual interest of the member states, dynamics of bipolarity, domestic 

politics, role of the individual states and role of the individual leaders. These contributed to 

keep the alliance sailing during hard times.  
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Secondly, NATO was a democratic organization, whose decisions were based on consensus, 

interests and views of smaller powers. NATO was an institution with primary role of collective 

defence but was not exclusively directed at providing defence to Western Europe from the 

adversary but also facilitating members for reconciliation and democratization. These 

significant characteristics offered solid basis for the alliance as it entered into the post-Cold 

War era. After the Cold War, NATO, instead of fizzling out, as predicted by many, had gained 

new strength of members. The political leadership of  Europe and the West backed the ability 

of NATO not only to survive but continue to play a key role in the new arena.  

 

Thirdly, during this period, there was a strong institutional foundation for the alliance’s 

enlargement, with a number of associated building blocks, especially the Partnership for Peace 

programme and the institutional frameworks for managing better relations with Russia. Basis 

for the enlargement of the NATO were coupled with the changing strategic environment. This 

change was multi-dimensional including; the mounting impact of globalization, rise of the 

intrastate ethnic conflicts and change in polarity. All these factors contributed towards the 

continuity of the alliance in this era. War against terrorism and the post 9/11 situation 

discussed in the succeeding chapters provided further basis for the continuation of the alliance.  

 

Finally, the most important factor of NATO’s transition from Cold War to post-Cold war and 

subsequent post-9/11 era is that it provided essential means by which the contrasting and 

diverging strategic goals and interests of the members could be served. NATO provided an 

opportunity for the US to have a say in Europe’s political and military affairs and conversantly 

offer a chance for the Europeans to influence the US policies. This phenomenon created 

equilibrium by providing a more even playing field for both, the US and Europe.  

 

During the Cold War, the unity of alliance was greatly depended on the Europeans and 

Americans’ perception of a common threat, and compatibility of other interests. NATO 

provided essential means by which the strategic goals and interests of the members could be 

served. NATO provided an opportunity for the US to have a say in Europe’s political and 

military affairs and conversantly offer a chance for the Europeans to influence US policies. 

This phenomenon created an equilibrium by providing a more even playing field for both, the 
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US and Europe. The alliance provided consultative mechanism, institutional setting and 

democratic traditions for the members to create consensus on matters of vital security interests. 

NATO’s existence and cohesion during the period was the perfect example of realists/neo-

classic realists’ theory of balancing power, threat and (or) interests. Its doctrine, infrastructure, 

policies, objectives, tasks and resources were accordingly guided for the physical defence of 

Europe. 

 

Though all of the states played their role in accordance with their capabilities and capacity, yet 

at its core, the alliance was about tying capabilities and value of the United States to the core 

security of Europe. The United States therefore had greater influence over the alliance because 

of its politico diplomatic, economic and military clout. Leading scholars, theorists, 

academicians and practitioners believed that alliances are formed to counter a common threat, 

and history gives credible evidences that after the removal of threat, alliances collapse. They 

therefore predicted that after the Cold War, role of the alliance diminished in the global 

politics. However, neo-classic realists suggest that the Alliance’s persistence explained not by 

the cooperative disposition but rather as an instrument of national strategic interests.  

 

After the Cold War, likelihood of a monolithic threat from the Soviet Union like military attack 

to Europe was replaced by the threat from instability, unmanageable political, social and 

economic issues, territorial disputes/ ethnic rivalries proliferation of missile technology/ WMD 

and global terrorism. Threat perceptions of the allies were also diluted as these threats were 

difficult to predict and hard to comprehend during the early post- Cold War environment. The 

alliance was quick to recognize the changing security environment and began to adapt to that 

environment purposefully and incrementally. 

 

Despite global catalytic changes, the United States and its European allies unanimously agreed 

on the usefulness of NATO platform and wanted to continue supporting it as a collective 

defence organization. NATO resources were used in support of the UN peace missions and 

crisis management in Europe as its role over a period had changed from purely military 

organization to, humanitarian assistance, crisis management, political and military stabilization 

and counterterrorism. 



103 

 

The decision to enlarge NATO was the primary reason for its survival and ability to straddle 

the Cold War and the post-Cold War eras.  The enlargement process was driven by a multitude 

of factors – chief among these were geostrategic considerations and domestic/democratic 

politics. Process of Enlargement was a landmark for the alliance. Defying all the predictions of 

‘fizzling out’ of the alliance, it had not only expanded the membership but also gained new 

strength, after 9/11.In fact NATO’s continuity after the Cold War and its enlargement, were 

entrenched in the concept of mutual benefit and interest. Benefits of joining Western 

institutions and fears of Russian threat were perhaps vital factors for the ex-Warsaw Pact 

members to join NATO.  NATO was considered to be a jumping board for joining the 

European Union and other European institutions.  
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CHAPTER THREE 

WAR ON TERROR: THE ROLE OF NATO 

 

Terrorist attacks on September 11, in New York and Washington, prompted NATO to invoke 

Article 5 of its Charter, for the first time in its long history. Attack on the US was considered 

an attack on all the alliance members. Invocation of the Article 5 was an indication of 

formidable sense of unity among the members, in the immediate aftermath of September 11 

attacks.  It however, became clear soon that the Atlantic alliance would not be playing central 

role and the US would undertake response to the attacks independently. The Bush 

administration deployed it forces to remove the Taliban from power in Kabul with very limited 

assistance from alliance members. Importance of the alliance was later realized and NATO was 

involved in the operation. In April 2003, the alliance took over the UN backed ISAF command 

in Afghanistan. 

 

This chapter is about a role the NATO played in war against terrorism. The chapter comprises 

of four main parts. Firstly it briefly discusses nature of terrorism, how different states see into  

the phenomenon of terrorism in historical perspective and how UN like international 

organizations define this menace. Secondly, it analyzes the circumstances leading to the 

invocations of Article 5 of the NATO Charter and its long-term implications. This part also 

brings out major improvements made by NATO in different sectors pertaining to war on terror. 

Thirdly, it discusses the political and military role played by NATO in the war on terror and 

finally, the chapter compares and contrasts NATO and US strategies on War on Terror. 

 

3.1. DEBATES ON TERRORISM: THE NATURE OF WAR ON TERROR 

Continued efforts are going on against terrorism since 11 September 2001. It is a global war 

with its focus on Middle East, South and Central Asia in which U.S. led coalition of willing 

including NATO allies and Partner for Peace are fighting against al-Qaeda, Taliban, IS and 

their affiliated terrorists outfits. 

 

Terrorism and other types of aggressions have been known even before the phrase la térreur 

(terror) was introduced to explain one of the most infamous dimensions of the ‘French 
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Revolution. The world community however, took over 180 years to realize and prepare 

collective response to global/ international terrorism. In 1960s and 1970s, the world 

community was impelled by a number of stunning terrorist acts. These acts were by and large, 

related to the Arab-Israeli conflict over Palestine, Liberation Tigers of Tamil Eelam (LTTE), 

Ireland, Serbia (1990s) and to the outbreak of the revolutionary activities of the leftist in Latin 

America, Germany, Italy and Japan.   

 

Terrorists’ acts were seen as a localized phenomenon and least attention was therefore given to 

the international dimension of this threat.  The United Nations and International Civil Aviation 

Organization (ICAO) however, had been able to arrange few international conferences on the 

issue. Terrorist attacks of September 11, 2001, on the USA provided great impetus to the 

endeavours of combating the curse of transnational terrorism collectively. A strong political 

impact of these acts was manifested as an immediate response from all major international 

organizations.  

 

The UN Security Council called on all states, on September 12, 2001, to: first, augment their 

efforts for preventing and suppressing terrorist acts; and second, approve castigatory financial 

actions against the individuals and organizations associated with terrorism.196 An international 

strategy for war against terrorism was proposed by the Secretary General of the United 

Nations, Kofi Annan, in March 2005, during the international conference in Madrid. The 

proposed strategy gave special preference to social and political prevention, suppression of 

money laundering and stopping financial supports for terrorists.197 

 

Other international organizations like European Union, Organization of American States, and 

Australia, New Zealand, United States Security Treaty (ANZUS Treaty).followed the suit and 

issued similar declarations. At its Bucharest summit in 2001, the Organization for Security and 

Cooperation in Europe (OSCE) adopted an Action Plan on Combating Terrorism (APCT). 

OSCE espoused several other measures, including the "Road Map on Terrorism", "Action 
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against Terrorism Unit" and appointing a Representative for Preventing and Combating 

Terrorism.198 As a result of these activities, 20 international conferences were convened within 

a three years span and a number of documents issued. These conferences and documents 

covered different political and legal facets of terrorism.  

 

It means that the debates on elimination of terrorism had been going on since long but it had 

got greater urgency after the 9/11 incident. Some of the states and governments were urging to 

comprehend the ‘concept’ of terrorism and examine the root causes of terrorist acts. They 

advocated that terrorism could not be seen in isolation because it never occurred in a vacuum. 

It was a multi-causal phenomenon resulted from economic, psychological, political, cultural, 

religious, and sociological factors. Explaining an act of terrorism by a single reason could thus 

be incorrect and simplistic. Although, terrorism and related forms of violence had been known 

for centuries, yet the meaning and definition of the "war on terrorism" was largely 

undetermined. While defining terrorism, those actively fighting for freedom and struggling for 

independence, were considered to be the root causes.   

 

For Paul Wilkinson(1997), “the causes of revolution and political violence in general are also 

the causes of terrorism. These include ethnic conflicts, religious and ideological conflicts, 

poverty, modernization stresses, political inequities, lack of peaceful communication channels, 

traditions of violence, the existence of a revolutionary group, governmental weakness and 

ineptness, erosion of confidence in a regime, and deep divisions within the governing elite and 

leadership groups.”199 

 

Habermas (2006) on the other hand says that, fundamentalism and terrorism is a unique 

modern phenomenon because it opposes modernity and secularization. 200  Sageman (2004) 

argues that “terrorism is an idea and has to be dealt accordingly. Terrorism is the absence of 

law and justice. It flourishes in anarchy. Since the world has become a global village and we 
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are living interdependently, therefore, terrorism is no more an issue of a particular nation, 

country, religion or civilization.”201 

 

Russell and Miller (1977) in their book “Profile of Terrorism” cite that: “root causes of 

terrorism can also be found in influences emanating from environmental factors. Environments 

conducive to the rise of terrorism include international and national environments, as well as 

sub national ones such as educational institutes.” They recognized academic institutions as the 

breeding grounds for recruitment and training of terrorists.  They claim that “many terrorists 

first become familiar with Marxist-Leninist ideology or other revolutionary ideas, in national 

institutes, and got involved with radical groups.”202 

 

Johnson and Martha (1980) have further subdivided the conditions for terrorism into 

‘permissive factors’. These factors create an environment which is attractive to political 

dissenters, and also cause situations, which encourage terrorists. 203  Johnson and Martha 

identified Permissive causes as “urbanization, the transportation system (for example, by 

allowing a terrorist to quickly escape to another country by taking a flight), and means of 

communication, media, weapons availability, and the absence of security measures.”204 

 

As compare to the political scientists and sociologists, there are relatively very small numbers 

of psychologists who studied terrorism. Psychologists are largely concerned about the micro-

level of the individual terrorist or terrorist group. The psychological approach to the 

phenomenon of terrorism primarily discusses initiation and recruitment of the individual into 

terrorist groups, their orientation, personalities, values, beliefs, inspirations, and attitudes as 

terrorists. 

 

Today all the International Relations theories offer a philosophical approach focused at the 

‘nation state’ with civilized and democratic social practices in complex, pluralistic, and 
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globalizing societies. Liberalism clearly states that “the prospects for the elimination of 

conflict and war lay with a preference of democracy over aristocracy, free trade over autarky 

and collective security over the Balance of Power system.”205 Critical theorists like Andrew 

Linklater refer to the vision of “supra nationalization of citizenship through worldwide 

democratic structures and radical global political innovations.”206 He also defends the idea for 

stronger cosmopolitan moral orientations that are coupled with radical institutional 

innovations. It is viewed as a struggle to create a “worldwide public sphere” as a crucial means 

in which the cosmopolitan citizenship can exist without a world state.207  Realists also support 

liberal democracy as “the best regime under modern circumstances, and therefore accept the 

moral and civic equality at the heart of modern democracy.”208 

 

Though there are a large number of explanations of the root causes of terrorism, yet there is no 

agreed upon and commonly acceptable definition of terrorism. A latest report of the ‘high level 

committee on the United Nations reform’ carried the definition of terrorism as: "Terrorism is 

any action, in addition to actions already specified by the existing conventions on aspects of 

terrorism, the Geneva Conventions and Security Council Resolution 1566 (2004), that is 

intended to cause death or serious bodily harm to civilians or noncombatants, when the 

purpose of such an act, by its nature or context, is to intimidate a population, or to compel a 

government or an international organization to do or to abstain from doing any act.209 Official 

documents of the United States however, defined terrorism as "premeditated, politically 

motivated violence perpetrated against noncombatant targets by sub national groups or 

clandestine agents, usually intended to influence an audience.”210 
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3.1.1. NATO and Terrorism 

NATO recognized terrorism as an international threat in late 1990s but was slow to practically 

react to the menace. In the strategic concept of 1999, terrorism was referred as one of the 

emerging challenges for the alliance but not as an imminent threat. Till that time, terrorism was 

fundamentally a concern of domestic law enforcement agencies. The events of 9/11 however, 

made it an international security problem that required military engagement along with wide 

ranging economic, political and law enforcement measures.  

 

In “NATO military concept for defence against terrorism”, four types of military activity likely 

to be undertaken by the alliance for countering terrorism were devised.211 These activities 

included anti-terrorism; counterterrorism; military cooperation and consequence management. 

In this perspective, “anti-terrorism” implied adopting defensive measures for reducing 

vulnerability. Anti-terrorism measures included: activities like providing missile defence, 

maintaining the effectiveness of the Integrated Air Defence System, assuring threat warnings, 

containment actions by the armed forces and limited response. “Counterterrorism” meant using 

offensive measure and undertaking counterforce activities. “Consequence management” meant 

post attack convalescence. Military cooperation involved setting-up training capabilities, 

establishing coordination centres, generating capabilities of immediate assistance, planning and 

force generation.212 

 

3.2. NATO INVOKES ARTICLE 5 

Creation of the North Atlantic Alliance was a direct response to the possibilities of colossal 

military threats to the Europe. Whereas, Europe‘s geopolitical situation in 1940s influenced 

formulation of the key Articles 5 and 6 of the North Atlantic Treaty. Article 5 of the Treaty 

provided mutual and reciprocal guarantees for all the member countries. During the Cold War, 

main function of the Article 5 was to ensure American guarantee for assisting European allies 

in the time of need. Strategic settings in the Europe, till 1991, were dominated by the two 
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rivals, supported by the respective military structure. Main concern of North Atlantic Alliance, 

during this time period was the threat from the Soviet backed Warsaw Pact.213 

 

Members of the alliance perceived that the vital threat could be caused solely by the armed 

forces of hostile states. Other antagonistic events of low military intensity, like terrorism and 

sabotage, were excluded by this perception. It was also presumed that such an attack would be 

instigated by a particular state(s), from outside the NATO treaty area. The instigator would be 

an identifiable state actor. Limited use of launching quasi-civilian volunteers as proxies was 

practiced, in Europe. Destructive potential of terrorist actions was viewed as incomparable to 

an all-out armed attack by regular armies, especially if Weapons of Mass Destruction were to 

be used. The role/mission, command and control structure, posture, process of decision-

making, and capabilities of the alliance had not been devised from the beginning nor modified 

in the subsequent years to counter terrorism.  

 

For the first time in the history of alliance, Article 5 was invoked, at the start of the new 

century. Article was the political and military "heart" of its founding charter but it had never 

been invoked during the Cold War. In fact the alliance had been prevailed in the Cold War 

without firing a single shot in anger. Moreover, Article 5 was obviously visualized by the 

founding fathers of Washington Treaty as an instrument by which America would assist its 

European allies. In actual, the entire scenario was reversed. It was America, not Europe that 

was attacked and attackers were not the state actors but the terrorists, using unconventional 

means and the European allies were tendering their support to the United States. After the 

invocation of Article 5, numerous measures were adopted by NATO to help avert further 

attacks. In the intervening period, the invocation of Article 5 helped in overhauling the alliance 

to retool it with the abilities to undertake the ISAF like operations.  

 

The horror of the events of 9/11 fetched NATO's post-Cold War role to a sudden end. As 

mentioned earlier, the period between fall of the Berlin Wall (11/9) and terrorist attacks on the 

United States (9/11) marked the ‘second phase’ of history of the alliance. The invocation of 
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Article 5, however, harbingered the start of a third phase whose ramifications are still emerging 

thirteen years down the line. Article 5 of the alliance’s charter reads that; 

The Parties agree that an armed attack against one or more of them in Europe 

or North America shall be considered an attack against them all and 

consequently they agree that, if such an armed attack occurs, each of them, in 

exercise of the right of the individual or collective self-defence recognized by 

Article 51 of the Charter of United Nations, will assist the party or Parties so 

attacked by taking forth with, individually and in concert with the Parties, such 

actions as it deems necessary, including the use of armed forces, to restore and 

maintain the security of the North Atlantic area. Any such armed attack and all 

measures taken as a result there of shall immediately be reported to the 

Security Council. Such measures shall be terminated when the Security 

Council has taken the measures necessary to restore and maintain international 

peace and security.214 

 

NATO had been a guild of heterogeneous states and usually endowed different things to its 

diverse members. For most of the members in general and the new allies in particular, Article 5 

of the NATO charter had been its keystone. For some members, the Article retained a 

significance political value; whereas others saw the importance of alliance in its new out of 

area operations and missions. Out of area operations although, had never been a part of the 

original role of the alliance. From another angle most of the members believed that NATO 

adapted over time to new challenges.  Article 5 therefore, be read and comprehended as having 

direct bearing on the ways and means the alliance members jointly fight the curse of 

international terrorism. NATO overtime had acquired capabilities to serve diverse purposes to 

accommodate the equally diverse requirements of its many allies.  

 

The discussion of either NATO is still a ‘collective defence organization’ or it is changing into 

a collective security alliance is mostly academic in nature. NATO as an alliance fulfills both 

the requirements and expected to continue to do so in future. Above all, the fact is that NATO 

has the potentials that no other alliance or organization can even think of. As for historic 

invocation of Article 5 is concerned, some of us may concur with the statement of former 
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Secretary General Lord Robertson, that: "It is still too early to say what the decision on Article 

5 will mean in practical terms for the immediate future."215 

 

3.2.1. Measures Adopted by NATO after Invoking Article 5 

The 9/11 attacks prompted the alliance to opt for new reforms that would help in countering 

emerging ‘security threats’ in the Euro Atlantic region, more effectively. Numbers of already 

developed functions of the alliance were supplemented by the counterterrorism activities. The 

2002 Prague Summit was a key turning point where terrorism was identified terrorism as a 

vital threat. Major changes in the alliance’s mission and command structure were 

recommended. New military concept for the defence against terrorism and the Prague 

Capabilities Commitments (PCC) were adopted. 216   These activities were pure military 

competence in nature, which included providing escort to civilian ships in the Eastern 

Mediterranean and in the Gibraltar Straits, boarding suspected ships on the high seas and 

deploying AWACs for patrolling United States skies.  

 

NATO AWACS aircraft were used for surveillance on various events ranging from the 2004 

Athens Olympics, NATO’s 2004 Summit at Istanbul, and the football World Cup held in 2006, 

in Germany. Chemical and Biological protection for the 2004 Athens Olympics was provided 

by the Multinational Chemical Biological Radiological Nuclear (CBRN) Task Force. Numbers 

of preventive and precautionary security measures were stepped at the NATO Headquarters 

and installations.217 

 

Security cooperation between the member states and the PfP countries was enhanced, in 

accordance with the "Partnership Action Plan against Terrorism." In 2003, the alliance 

unanimously agreed to create a NATO Response Force (NRF). By the late 2004, about 9,000 
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(Salen, Sweden, January 21, 2002), available on http://www.securityconference.de/, (accessed March 16, 
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217.  Richard A. Clarke, Barry R. McCaffrey and Richard Nelson, “NATO's Role in Confronting International 

Terrorism”, US Atlantic Council Policy Paper, (Washington: June 2004): viii 
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personnel were trained and deployed. This was probably the most significant organizational 

change in the military structure of the alliance.218 

 

During the Wales summit of 2014, leadership of the alliance decided to set up a Very High 

Readiness Joint Task Force (VJTF). The force could be deployed to counter threats against 

sovereignty of the NATO at very short notice. VJFT will be consisted of a land brigade of 

about 5,000 soldiers, backed by special, sea and air forces. The VJTF would be supported by In 

case of serious crisis; two more land brigades would be supporting the VJFT as "rapid 

reinforcement capabilities". Overall, the NATO’s enhanced Response Force would consist of 

about 30,000 troops.219 

 

At their meeting of May 2004, in Istanbul, the Conference of National Armaments Directors 

(CNAD) prepared a draft of Defence against Terrorism Programme of Work (DAT POW).  

Purpose of this programme was to adopt a set of measures to enhance the Alliance’s capacity 

and capabilities for fight against terrorism. The draft was subsequently approved by the 

member states at the Istanbul Summit in June 2004.220 

 

There were ten vital areas identified by the DAT POW, where the technology could help 

thwart or alleviate the effects of terrorists’ attacks. Because of the time sensitive nature of the 

threat, large number of projects introduced under the programme were mainly focused on 

finding solutions which could be brought in action in the shortest possible time. Projects were 

led by the individual member country and supported/ financed by NATO bodies, other 

members and CNAD armaments groups.  
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Roberto Cesaretti, in the NATO Review (Autumn 2005) cites following ten measures, adopted 

in the programme:221 

• Survivability of large aircraft against the Man-Portable Air Defence Systems 

(MANPADS);   

• Protecting ports and harbours;  

• Protecting helicopters against Rocket Propelled Grenades (RPGs);  

• Counteracting Improvised Explosive Devices (IEDs);  

• Detecting, protecting and defeating Chemical, Biological, Radiological, and Nuclear 

(CBRN) weapons;  

• Technology for Intelligence, Surveillance, Reconnaissance and Target Acquisition of 

terrorists (IRSTA);  

• Explosive Ordnance Disposal (EOD) and Consequence Management;  

• Defence against mortar attacks;  

• Protection of critical infrastructure;   

• Developing non-lethal capabilities. 

 

In subsequent summits in Riga (2006), Bucharest (2008), Strasbourg/Kehl (2009), Lisbon 

(2010) and Chicago (2012) the concept and doctrine was further fine-tuned and steps were 

taken to strengthen the alliance against any eventuality of terrorism, nuclear weapons 

proliferation, and non-democratic and rogue regimes. 
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Table 3.1 

Major Milestones Achieved by NATO for Counter-Terrorism 

Date/ Event Milestone/ Capabilities 

NATO's Strategic Concept 

of 1999 

Terrorism was identified as one of the risks that affect security of the allies. 

12 September 2001 Invoked 

Art 5 of the NATO Treaty 

Allies and partners offered support to the US and pledged to “undertake all 

efforts to combat terrorism”. 

16-October 2001 

Launched Operation Eagle 

(Continued till May 2002) 

First-ever operation against terrorism and deployed allied military assets in 

support of Article 5 operation. AWACS radar aircraft were deployed for 

reconnaissance over the US skies.  

26 October 2001        

Operation Active Endeavour 

Elements of NATO's Standing Naval Forces were  deployed in Eastern 

Mediterranean for patrolling/ monitoring shipping for illegal trafficking, 

detecting and deterring terrorist activities, 

November 2002  

Prague Summit 

Adopted Prague capabilities package, aimed at preparing NATO to face 

challenges of terrorism, including creating NATO Response Force and 

streamlining military command structure. 

10 March 2003 Escorting merchant ships through the Strait of Gibraltar was also included in 

Operation Active Endeavour. 

11 Aug 2003 till Dec 2014 NATO assumed command of ISAF. NATO longest out of area mission 

March 2004 Operation Active Endeavour was extended to include entire Mediterranean. 

May 2004 Istanbul Summit Defence against Terrorism Programme of Work (DAT POW) was approved 

December 2004 First battalion of NATO Response Force (NRF) was trained and deployed.  It 

was a key change in the alliance’s military structure. 

November 2006  

Riga Summit 

Perceived that scope of terrorism was increasingly becoming lethal. Spread of 

Weapons of Mass Destruction is likely to be the major threat to the member 

states over the next 10 to 15 years. 

November 2010 Lisbon 

Summit 

 

Adopted a new Strategic Concept, recognized terrorism as a direct threat to the 

security of allies/ international prosperity and stability. Allies were committed to 

enhance their capacity to detect, deter and defend against global terrorism.  

May 2012  

Chicago Summit 

New policy guidelines for Alliance were approved. The guidelines were aimed at 

improving threat awareness, adequate capabilities and enhanced engagement 

with other countries and international actors. 

Data compiled from various sources 
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3.3. POLITICAL AND MILITARY ROLE OF NATO 

Commitment of the states in support of the alliance’s effective role includes both military and 

non-military contributions. Military contribution is in form of making troops, military bases, 

intelligence sharing and all other resources available for achieving the desired objectives 

militarily.  Non-military contributions are using political and diplomatic leverage, ready to face 

friction amongst the allies over objectives / goals of the war, capacity to undertake 

development/ reconstruction activities and absorb economic costs of the war.  

 

Since its inception, NATO had been performing political and military roles. Militarily, the 

alliance had two purposes: first, to serve for joint operations of the members, the alliance had 

to develop and apply common doctrines and procedures; and second, to serve as a platform for 

debate and discussion on security and defence issues. Political role also included; 

• Develop common agenda and stance on the issues of interests. 

• Develop international political, diplomatic and economic pressure to persuade the 

adversaries to adopt or refrain from a certain policy/ viewpoint. 

• Use the international forums and mould international viewpoints in favour of or 

against an act of a state or non-state actor for legality purpose. 

• Support imposition of international sanctions 

 

The natures of these functions however, have changed greatly. Today NATO is more than just 

a military alliance. It is normally depicted as a political military alliance that unites the main 

objectives of foreign and security policy of its members. Institutionalized character of NATO 

is being used for undertaking multifaceted roles of territorial defence, peacekeeping, dealing 

with WMD proliferation, energy security, environmental protection, as well as missile and 

cyber-defence. Presently, NATO’s policy agenda is used as a dumping-ground for almost all 

challenges and threats facing the West.  

 

In military domain, NATO remained a formidable force and played vital role on international 

arena, during last over six decades. In the framework of war on terror, a series of combat 

operations were conducted and steps were taken as passive measures and safeguards by the 
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NATO and US led coalition of the willing to quell terrorism. Some of the military actions and 

combat operations include:- 

 

3.3.1. Operation Active Endeavour (OAE) 

After the September 11 attacks, Operation Active Endeavour (OAE) was the first military 

action the alliance undertook (under the provision of Article 5) to tackle the menace of 

terrorists.222 OAE satisfied the US’ goal of averting terrorist attacks and at the same time 

supplemented NATO’s anti-terrorism strategy. OAE was initiated, in October 2001, in the 

Eastern Mediterranean, in support of the US intrusion in Afghanistan, as a tool of deterrence 

and for surveillance of the area. With the passage of time it developed into an extensive 

counterterrorism programme.  

 

OAE was further expanded in 2003, to include the entire Mediterranean. While the US forces 

were engaged in the invasion of Iraq, OAE missions escorted ships through the straits of 

Gibraltar, at the U.S.’s request, to eliminate chances of terrorists’ attacks in the straits. Main 

focus of the operation had been on monitoring of shipping and the security/safety of ports and 

narrow sea-lanes. Another goal of OAE, especially, since 2003, had been to draw participation 

of non-NATO states, including NATO’s partner countries and those countries participating in 

NATO’s Mediterranean Dialogue.223 

 

Much of OAE’s work had been done through expanded intelligence sharing operations. 

Intelligence sharing operations included efforts to build a mechanism for: first, tracking 

merchant shipping throughout the Mediterranean; and second, interdicting weapons, money 

smuggling, drugs and preventing the spread of WMD.224  OAE had military, strategic and 

political objectives. In the domain of the military objectives, the alliance had developed 

valuable experience in maritime surveillance and interdiction. For political and strategic gains, 

NATO tried to include Russia in OAE; this move was aimed at getting Russia’s agreement to 
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extend OAE activities into the Black Sea. Due to Moscow and Ankara’s objections, this 

however, did not happen.225 

 

OAE was an alliance-wide activity and it facilitated intelligence sharing, therefore the US 

valued it. NATO’s efforts sometimes however, fall short of the US expectations. OAE’s 

guidelines for example were tailored according to the international law and allow it to board 

ships whose flag states and captains were willingly complying with the boarding.226 On the 

other hand, the USA was willing to act unilaterally without giving due regard to the 

international law.  There had been quite a few incidents in which the US had boarded ships 

unilaterally, based on doubts raised by OAE’s monitoring activities.  

 

3.3.2. Operation Enduring Freedom (OEF) and International Security Assistance 

Force(ISAF) in Afghanistan 

From 2001 to 2014, two military operations, Operation Enduring Freedom (OEF) and 

International Security Assistance Force (ISAF), were conducted simultaneously in 

Afghanistan. After the failure of Taliban to meet certain conditions, the US military started an 

operation, codenamed ‘Operation Enduring Freedom’ (OEF), on 7 October 2001. The 

operation was started with aerial bombing of the Taliban strongholds by the British and US 

forces. OEF was a US-led combat operation, mainly conducted in the southern and eastern 

parts of Afghanistan, against Al-Qaeda and Taliban insurgents. Although OEF was US 

operation, yet some of the participating states were members of the alliance. As a result of 

OFE, the Taliban Regime was ousted from Kabul and many Al-Qaeda and Taliban leaders 

were killed, captured or drawn out of Afghanistan.   

 

NATO-led International Security Assistance Force (ISAF) originally was a military mission 

with the aim to provide security to Afghan capital and prevent the rival factions from fighting 

each other and destroying Kabul. With the passage of time the mission embraced political 
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functions as well. Main tasks of the mission included: 227  i) assist the government of 

Afghanistan in establishing order in the country ii) conduct security operations in coordination 

with the armed forces of Afghanistan iii) develop and support the national armed forces of 

Afghanistan and iv) help the government of Afghanistan to disarm warlords and other 

illegitimately armed groups. NATO worked closely with different organs like government of 

Afghanistan, United Nations Assistance Mission to Afghanistan (UNAMA), UN agencies and 

Non-Governmental Organizations. More than 50 countries participated in the ISAF mission 

but bulk of the forces was from NATO members. OEF and ISAF are discussed in details in 

Chapter-4. 

 

3.3.3. Operation Enduring Freedom – Philippines  

Operation Enduring Freedom – Philippines was part of the United States global war on 

terrorism. Special Forces drawn from the US Pacific Command were deployed in Philippines 

in January 2002.  Aim of the deployment was to assist Philippine’s Armed Forces in 

combating Islamist groups.228 Focus of the operation was to remove Jemaah Islamiyah and 

Abu Sayaf militants from their hideout of Basilan Islands. Various Islamic militant groups and 

Communist insurgency in Philippines was targeted in the operation. Elite Para-military forces 

were sent by the CIA, by 2014.229 These Paramilitary forces were from the Special Activities 

Division and their objective was to hunt down the terrorist leaders and capture or kill them. 

This group achieved greater success in achieving its objectives. This operation continued till 

June 2014.230 

 

3.3.4. Operation Enduring Freedom – Horn of Africa (OEF-HoA) 

This operation was launched on 7 October 2002. Aim of the operation was to detect and 

disrupt all activities of the militants in the region. The operation also supports willing 

governments of the region in preventing the reemergence of the militants.231This operation 
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provided support for military missions of the partner countries to defeat the network of Al-

Qaeda and its affiliated groups in Somalian region. In order to strengthen their efforts against 

militancy, militaries of the partner countries carried out focused collaboration and engagement.  

This arrangement provided common platform for the partners to Overseas Contingency 

Operations (OCO). The coalition forces were operating from Djibouti. Djibouti provides 

facilities for;232 

• Boarding/ lodging ground troops and civilian personnel employed on the operation. 

• Port of call for ships. 

• Patrol aircraft. 

 

3.3.5. Operation Enduring Freedom – Trans Sahara (OEF-TS) 

Operation Enduring Freedom – Trans Sahara was launched on 6 February 2007, in the African 

region of Sahel/ Sahara by the forces from United States and its partner countries. Partner 

countries included following ten African countries:-233 

• Algeria 

• Burkina Faso 

• Chad  

• Mali 

• Mauritania 

• Morocco 

• Niger 

• Nigeria 

• Senegal 

• Tunisia 

 

This operation was consisted of policing drug trafficking/ arms trade and countering terrorism 

across the central African region as part of the Global war on terrorism. It was America’s third 

priority counterterrorism operation to support the Trans Sahara Counterterrorism efforts. 
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Activities of the OEF-TS helped in fostering communication and collaboration amongst 

participating countries on one hand and forming relationship of cooperation, security and 

peace, among all Trans Sahara countries on the other. Furthermore, OEF-TS were aimed at:234 

• Reinforcing bilateral military ties. 

• Enhancing institution building and development. 

• Strengthening counter-terrorism/ border security. 

• Promoting democratic governance. 

 

The operation is still going on. Africa Command (AFRICOM) of the United States provides 

advice, assistance, equipment and training to armed forces of the partner countries through 

OEF-TS. Capacity building enhances their capability against terrorism and will ultimately be 

able to overwhelm extremist groups in the region. 

 

3.4. NATO AND U.S: CONVERGING INTERESTS, DIVERGING PRIORITIES  

There was unanimous support for military action, after the September 11 attacks, from all over 

the world in general and NATO members in particular. As a credible and institutionalized 

organization, NATO had tried to reinstate its raison d'être and offered its services for the war 

against terrorism. For the first time in the alliance’s history, the North Atlantic Council voted 

that the 9/11 terrorist acts merited invocation of Article 5. Alliance members offered their 

assistance but the United States however, declined this offer and preferred ad-hoc coalitions. 

 

To avoid the diplomatic snags, Americans launched their attacks on Afghanistan outside 

NATO parameters. At this stage, the alliance’s contributions to the US mission were just 

limited to conducting air patrols over US territory and relieving US troops deployed in Kosovo 

and Bosnia. This limited role of the alliance was also not-acknowledged by the US 

leadership.235 

 

The United States decision not to ask for the alliance’s support was based on both political and 

military reasons. Politically, the United States did not want intervention and obstruction from 
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the allies during the operation. Militarily, it was probably perceived that America had the 

relevant weapons and equipment to carryout military operations halfway around the globe. The 

United States Deputy Secretary, at that time (Richard Armitage) made the American stance 

amply clear, during his visit to SHAPE, days after the 9/11event. He candidly said that: "I 

didn't come here to ask for anything."236 

 

3.4.1. U.S. Unilateralist Approach vis-a-vis Afghanistan and its Consequences  

The world system at present is uni-polar, with the United States at top of the ladder. For 

structural realists like Thomas and David, following two elements of uni-polar structure are 

mainly germane to NATO: first, there is minimal interest of the uni-polar power to maintain a 

rigid alliance structure; and second, there is an incentive for the weaker states in bandwagoning 

instead of balancing against the uni-polar power.237 

 

Structure realism explains Uni-polar powers preferences as i) Uni-polar power does not require 

effective alliances whereas; great powers do need it in bi-polar or multi-polar systems. ii) The 

uni-polar power does not need to block or balance other power(s) of near equals. iii) Uni-

polarity creates an environment for bandwagoning rather than balancing therefore, uni-polar 

power is least worried about those nations joining the opponent camp. iv)Lonely world power 

neither needs any material help from other countries nor faces any resistances to go to 

war.238Uni-polar power thinks that allies contribute little to the overall efforts and with their 

involvement, the operations get more complicated.  

 

Douglas Feith writes in his book (War and Decision: Inside the Pentagon at the Dawn of the 

War on Terrorism, 2008)that the US decision of conducting Afghan operation without the 

alliance’s support reflects firstly, America’s experience of working with NATO during the 

Kosovo crisis in 1999, secondly, NATO had limited capabilities to deal with terrorism, and 

thirdly, the United States desired not to be involved in political problems.239 The United States 

did acknowledge that though, the alliance had improved its capabilities since the Cold War, yet 
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it was not properly geared up to conduct counterterrorist operations in remote areas like 

Afghanistan. Furthermore, United States wanted to avoid lengthy process of debates and 

consensus in the North Atlantic Council.  In spite of US decision to go alone in the Afghan 

war, 14 of the then 19 allies contributed troops and resources to the campaign to oust the 

Taliban and al-Qaeda from Kabul, in 2001. These contributions however were on bilateral 

bases without involving NATO as a forum.240 

 

The invocation of Article 5 played a key role in retooling and equipping the alliance to 

undertake operations in the remote regions of the globe. In fact invocation of Article 5 

accelerated the enduring transformation of the alliance, undertaken after the Cold War. During 

the next few years, the alliance had launched various capabilities initiatives including: 

developing counterterrorism capabilities, creating the NATO Response Force and building new 

command structures. The alliance started various operations and missions in Afghanistan, Iraq, 

Pakistan and Sudan and thus had moved well beyond the Euro-Atlantic area.    

 

Although NATO was not used for Afghanistan mission, yet it would be perverse and mistaken 

to conclude that the alliance no longer had any role to play. NATO remained the prime forum 

for ensuring American engagement in the security affairs of Europe. Since about half a 

century, the European continent had been divided into two opposing poles, the NATO 

enlargement process, was playing a vital role in its unification. NATO deployed a large 

number of forces in the Balkans and brought peace and stability in the region. The alliance 

reached out to the states of Eastern Europe and Central Asia, through Partnership for Peace 

Programme and promoted military ties with them. Some of these partners also contributed to 

the Afghan campaign. 

 

At present NATO promotes military interoperability amongst the alliance members, which will 

enable them to continue mutual military cooperation. There are common perceptions that 

America does not need alliance in its war on terror but it needs allies. Evidences on the 

contrary show that the USA has been instrumental in expanding the alliance and including new 
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members. It means that the United States still values NATO. Today NATO is more than a 

military alliance. It is normally depicted as a political military alliance that unites main 

objectives of foreign and security policy of its members.  

 

3.4.2. NATO and U.S. Strategies 

NATO, as a “premier alliance” was widely regarded to be the most significant organization 

that the US worked with. The alliance had done a lot to support US activities against terrorists. 

By late 1990s, terrorism became the alliance’s major concern, largely at the US urging. The 

alliance’s 1999 Strategic Concept, identified terrorism as one of the major factors contributing 

to the security challenges of the alliance.241 Till that time terrorism, however, was not a central 

part of NATO’s policy. The events of September 11, 2001 brought it as a central threat to 

alliance members, and struggle against terrorism virtually shaped all of NATO’s activities. By 

2002, the alliance developed and adopted military procedures for countering terrorism.242  

 

At the November 2002 Prague Summit, the new “military concept for defence against 

terrorism” was endorsed as an official policy of the alliance. Following four measures were 

identified for the alliance role against terrorism: first, defensive measures and anti-terrorism 

activities; second, offensive measures for countering terrorism; third, managing consequences 

at the time of actual attack; and fourth, cooperating with Para- military and non-military forces 

in the fight against terrorists.243  The political guidelines suggested that main goals of the 

alliance ought to be to “help deter, defend, disrupt, and protect against terrorist attacks.” 

Alliance should also act against those states sponsoring terrorists, if need be. 

 

On the other hand, the United States strategy for combating terrorism had somewhat different 

orientations. The United States’ National Security Strategy (NSS), of 2006, specified four 

policy elements to counter terrorism: first, to prevent terrorism related activities before its 

occurrence; second, to deny access of terrorists groups and rogue states to WMD; third, 

prevent rogue states to provide sanctuaries and support for terrorist groups; and fourth, take 
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physical steps for deterring terrorist groups to control any country which could be used as a 

base for launching terrorist operations.244Comparison of NATO and US strategies in this 

regard is given in table 3.2 

Table 3.2 

Comparison of US NATO Strategies 

 US NATO 

Strategy • Preventing terrorist attacks before they 

occur. 

• Denying rogue states and terrorists 

groups Weapons of Mass Destruction 

(WMD).  

• Denying terrorist groups’ sanctuary/ 

support from rogue states. 

• Preventing terrorist groups from 

controlling any nation that they could 

use as a base of operations 

political guidance 

 Help deter, defend, disrupt, and protect against 

terrorist attacks 

Military roles 

• Anti-terrorism, or defensive measures 

• Consequence management in the event of an 

attack 

• Offensive counter terrorism; and military 

cooperation with non-military forces in the 

fight against terrorists 

Role Leading   Supportive 

Emphases Keeping terrorists from attacking the U.S. 

or its interests. 

Reducing vulnerabilities and enhancing 

capabilities to respond quickly to potential 

attacks 

Source: Based on information on U.S and NATO anti-terrorism strategies 

  

The US anti-terrorism strategy was notable in its goal of ensuring that terrorism be confronted 

away from the American land, as the NSS noted: “The fight must be taken to the enemy.”245 In 

its essence the phrase means “offensive measures for countering terrorism”. The main purpose 

to prevent attacks before they occur meant to stop attacks which were planned and to chase and 

capture or kill hardcore terrorists. Denial elements of the strategy were by and large concerning 

the states supporting terrorist groups.  
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There was some overlap between NATO and the US goals in these strategies. Both the 

strategies recognized the significance of: first, multilateral actions and sought to avert the 

attacks; and second, preventing attacks before the occurrence. Military concept for defence 

against terrorism of the NATO stated: “Allied nations agree that terrorists should not be 

allowed to base, train, plan, stage, and execute terrorist actions, and the threat may be severe 

enough to justify acting against these terrorists and those who harbour them.”246 

 

NATO’s military strategy against terrorism appears to be more reactive and defensive as 

compare to that of the United States. For rapid and swift response to the potential attacks, 

NATO’s counterterrorism strategy places greater emphasis on two elements: one, reducing 

vulnerabilities; and two, improving capabilities. Moreover, the NATO strategy suggests that its 

forces could be deployed in the lead or support roles in counterterrorism offensives. NATO’s 

policymakers however, favour the support role and recommend more planning before NATO-

led operations are undertaken. In contrast, main goal of the US policy is to keep terrorists away 

from attacking the USA or its interests by exercising all options including preemptive attacks. 

During past eight years, NATO’s contribution to support the US efforts in war against 

terrorism could be classified in four areas; 

i. Defence and Prevention: The critical element for successful prevention is 

intelligence, and defence relies on intelligence, patrolling, and surveillance to 

ensure that terrorist activities are stopped and attacks are foiled. 

ii. Denial: Denial involves obstructing terrorists’ access to WMD.   

iii. Counterterrorism: Counterterrorism entails offensive military actions 

against terrorists.  

iv. Consequence Management: Consequence management denotes responding to 

and limiting the damage from terrorist attacks.  

 

3.5. RELEVANCE OF NATO IN POST-9/11 SCENARIO 

When Article 5 of the alliance charter was formulated in 1949; certain parameters were drawn 

for its applicability. However, when the Article was invoked, practically none of the 

parameters were valid. Neither the attacks were carried out by a nation-state nor did traditional 
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structure of the alliance was used after invocation of Article 5. Moreover, Article 5 was an 

instrument of American guaranty for its European allies in time of need, the scenario however 

reversed on following accounts which show increasing importance and relevance of NATO 

and professed that the alliance was no more a one way traffic:- 

• United States was attacked and the European allies were offering support to reinforce 

the U.S efforts. 

• As an obligation of the alliance’s responsibilities, the United States’ mainly required 

bases from the allies for stationing of its missiles, ships, aircraft and land forces and 

asked for the political support, during the Cold War. In the post-9/11 scenario, United 

States started requesting for the active military support. 

 

Since its inception, NATO had been performing political and military roles but the nature of 

these functions have changed greatly. Militarily, the alliance had two purposes: first, to serve 

for joint operations of the members, the alliance had to develop and apply common doctrines 

and procedures; and second, served as a platform for the debate and discussion on security and 

defence issues. Military and politic role of the alliance is likely to persist for likely future. 

 

The alliance was important to different countries for very different reasons. To the United 

States, for example, the alliance was vital for continuing its influence over the security and 

foreign policies of its European allies. Some small states in the alliance wanted to limit the 

influence of the major/ regional powers.247 For the new candidates, especially from the Eastern 

Europe, NATO membership was an assurance of territorial defence.  

 

NATO is presently involved in various missions in Balkan, Africa and Middle East. These out 

of area missions have amply proved that the alliance has a role to play in the future also. 

Though the United States preferred ad-hoc coalitions and unilateral actions in Iraq and 

Afghanistan yet, multilateral and wide ranging collaboration/ cooperation is considered to be 

crucial in global war on terrorism. Furthermore, numerous of NATO’s missions including that 

of Afghanistan and Mediterranean are directly and intimately related to the war on terror, and 
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other missions of the alliance also contribute to this fight. While viewing from another angle, 

no doubt that the mission of alliance, after the Cold War, has expanded manifold and its 

members recognized terrorism as a major threat; NATO’s role however, in the war on terror is 

limited.248 

 

During the Cold War, alliance was the clear manifestation of the transatlantic relationship, 

which had essentially been changed now. NATO is no more the lone or main expression of the 

existing relationship. A growing NATO membership, a deepening European sense of identity, 

and an increasing unilateralism on part of the US with an impulsive desire of avoiding external 

constraints, are all indicative of a need for NATO to change; a change that has already been in 

the making since 1991.249 It does not mean that NATO has no role to play in the present 

environment.  Bruce Hoffman has correctly said that “more than ever, NATO is in demand, 

and NATO is delivering.”250The key factor for NATO to be not only relevant but remain an 

integral asset is because of its flexibility and ability to adapt to the changing situation and 

respond more effectively to the menace of terrorism. 

 

Terrorism in its different shapes and forms had been known since centuries but it was 

symbolized as an expression of nationalism, revolutionary behaviour and freedom struggle. 

Acts of terrorism were thus seen as localized phenomenon with least focus on its international 

dimension. The incident of 9/11 dragged terrorism out of the doldrums. Terrorism was 

identified as a global challenge that required international collaboration at various levels to be 

countered. Role of NATO in counterterrorism was focused on: 

• Improving awareness of the threat. 

• Developing capabilities to prepare and respond. 

• Enhancing engagement with partner countries and other international actors. 

• Reducing vulnerability of forces, properties and individuals against terrorism 

through defensive measures.  

• Managing consequences and easing effects through reactive measures. 
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• Countering terrorism by adopting offensive measures with NATO in the support or 

lead roles. 

There is a common understanding that as a tool of statecraft, alliance is formed with definite 

interest in mind. The Bush administration considered that NATO could not pursue the U.S 

interests in the war on terror, because of lack of required capacity – thus NATO was not 

preferred during the initial attacks. Despite the US initial decision to go alone in Afghanistan 

and acrimony over Iraq in 2003, the members of alliance have demonstrated commitment and 

loyalty to the alliance. They have also shown eagerness to move forward and leave the past 

disputes on their back. Therefore, NATO is still relevant for the allies because of the multi-

dimensional purposes it can serve. 
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CHAPTER FOUR 

WAR ON TERROR: NATO IN AFGHANISTAN 

 

NATO’s continuity and its role in the Afghan conflict, in the backdrop of 9/11 incidents were 

closely linked. NATO was looking for a new “global role”, in terms of geographic reach and 

worldwide intervention, with the help of member/ non-member partner states. Terrorism was 

perhaps the single most defining issue that had leased a new life to the alliance. NATO 

members have realized that the main threat to their common security lied away from the 

traditional area. The emerging threats required new military means and political will to handle 

them 

 

War against terrorism in Afghanistan was the first “out-of-area” operation of the alliance. 

Major goals of NATO in Afghanistan included the transition of country to a stable democracy 

and pacifying threats emerging from Afghanistan to member countries of the alliance and their 

interests’.251. NATO’s Afghan mission was a test a test case for the alliance and beginning of 

the new era. It was a significant indicator of a marked shift in the alliance role. 

 

After September 11, 2001 the allies attempted to retool the alliance in a manner to enable it for 

dealing with verity of threats emerging from outside of its traditional area of responsibility. It 

indicated that the alliance had moved away from its traditional conception of collective 

defence focused on the defence of Europe against the Soviet threat towards countering threats 

of failed states, anywhere in the world.  

 

Endeavours in this part of the study are focused on ‘Afghan war’ as a debut for NATO mission 

beyond Europe. In this context firstly, the decision of Bush administration to attack 

Afghanistan is discussed. Secondly, major issues of legal/ international backing for the NATO 

role in Afghanistan are examined. Thirdly, problems being faced by the alliance governments 

to develop consensus on the process and method of combating war on terror are discussed. 

Fourthly, the effects of lack of an agreement on a common strategy in Afghanistan, which has 
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become major issue of the electoral politics of the resource-contributing nations, are evaluated. 

Finally, Neo-classic realists’ explanation of Afghan mission is assessed.  

 

4.1. 9/11 AND US DECISION TO ATTACK AFGHANISTAN 

Observers are in the opinion that geopolitical, security and economic concerns are three main 

causes for the American-led NATO military intervention in Afghanistan. Immediate cause in 

2001, for the US intrusion in Afghanistan however was enrooted into the national security 

concerns. Military campaign of the United States and NATO was mainly focused to oust the 

Taliban regime from Kabul that was harboring Al-Qaida. The Taliban ruled Afghanistan was 

considered as a fertile ground for terrorism, therefore became a top security priority of the 

United States, since 2001 and was branded as ‘Rogue State’.252 

 

After the September 11 attacks, it was established that Al-Qaeda, a terrorists’ network based 

and operated from Afghanistan, was responsible for the attacks. US President, George Bush 

issued an ultimatum to the Taliban-led Afghan government. The ultimatum consisted of 

following five points;253 

• Surrender all Al-Qaeda leaders sheltering in Afghanistan, to the United States.  

• Taliban must release all imprisoned foreigners (including the US national). 

• Take the responsibility of protecting all foreigners working in Afghanistan including 

aid workers, diplomats and journalists. 

• Close all terrorists’ camps, handover terrorists and related infrastructure to relevant 

international authorities. 

• Ensure the international community about eradication of terrorists’ camps and 

infrastructure by providing full access to the United States for verification. 

 

After the failure of Taliban to agree with the ultimatum, the US military started an operation, 

codenamed ‘Operation Enduring Freedom’ (OEF), on 7 October 2001. Operation was started 

with aerial bombing of the Taliban strongholds by the British and US forces. Although the 
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alliance acknowledged that the 9/11 attacks represented attacks against all alliance members as 

stated in Article 5 of the Washington treaty, but the United States however, declined NATO’s 

support. In ousting the Taliban from power in Kabul, the administration of George W. Bush 

began the war with only limited support from NATO members. OEF was consisted of coalition 

of the United States, Afghan Northern Alliance guerrillas, 16 NATO and non-NATO members. 

The NATO countries included Britain, France, Germany, Turkey and Denmark. The NATO 

countries participated in the campaign on bilateral basis. 

 

According to Douglas J Feith, this apparently reflected the desire of US administration to:- i) 

obviate the allies dictation on the means and methods of the conduct of the war on terror and ii) 

avoid the process of prolong debates and discussion by the alliance over the conduct of war, as 

happened in the case of Serbia campaign in 1999.254  Another important factor was that the 

alliance was lacking in specialized capabilities required for the Afghan campaign.255 

 

All the members of alliance however, were unanimously of the view to search for those 

responsible for the 9/11 attacks and bring them to justice. The sole aim of the war on terror was 

to find and kill the terrorists and root out terrorism from the region. The US administration was 

adamant to destroy the infrastructure of Al-Qaeda in Afghanistan and remove the Taliban from 

power. The United States however, did not want to get bogged down in the nation-building as 

the Clinton administration had done in Bosnia, Kosovo and Haiti to the detriment of the US 

Army.256 

 

The Bush administration’s interest was to minimize the United States’ own casualties by 

sending a small force to destroy the enemies before returning home. It was however, realized 

that terrorism in the region was raised from political grievances, lack of proper governance and 

absence of rule of law. Just crushing the enemies was therefore, notenough to curb terrorism 

and prevent future attacks on the US interests. Afghanistan, after a prolonged war, was not 
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capable of rebuilding itself on its own, and the US would have to remain there as long as it was 

necessary to bring about a stable dispensation in the country.257 

 

It could therefore be safely concluded that the Afghan war had following objectives258: 

• To capture or kill those radicals who were involved in planning and  execution of 

9/11 terrorists’ attacks.  

• To interrupt and annihilate network systems of the terrorists and its leadership. Also 

disrupt the support systems including financial, technological, recruitment  and training 

systems that allowed the terrorists to work in a particular country or  area.  

 

It became obvious during the conduct of “Operation Enduring Freedom” that the leadership of 

the United States never wanted operations against the terrorists to be dominated by the 

alliance’s consensus building process. They wanted a mission oriented coalition and therefore 

chose and picked allies whose resources they believed to have been beneficial in achieving the 

aim. They made sure the success of this strategy by setting type of missions for OEF in such a 

way where the US was reliant on selected allies and Northern Alliance (anti-Taliban) forces 

instead of NA TO.259 

 

Though, major resources were not required from the European allies for the United States’ 

Afghan military campaign, yet, NATO took certain actions to help in facilitating the success of 

the campaign. The NATO members supported the US efforts in form of increase in the level of 

troops in the Balkans to relieve the US forces for Afghan operation, undertaking the US 

AWACS mission in Kosovo and increase intelligence sharing. 

 

In order to understand NATO-US relations, two relevant conclusions can be drawn from the 

available evidences; 
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• The US was reluctant to working within the parameters of military structure of NATO. 

While bringing down the Taliban regime, the United States therefore, chose and picked 

the required resources.  

• The US wanted to ensure autonomy of the Afghan mission from consensus based 

decision-making process of NATO. By conducting OEF through US Central Command 

instead of a NATO Command, the US avoided the Balkan like problems where 

decisions were taken by consensus and some allies disagreed over the missions, target 

selection or imposed caveats on deployment of their forces. 

 

After the removal of Taliban in OEF and paving the way for international efforts to stabilize 

Afghanistan, International Security Assistance Force (ISAF) was established, in December 

2001. ISAF was authorized by the United Nations Security Council. Main task of the ISAF 

was to secure Kabul from the Taliban/ Al-Qaeda elements and warlords and also help in 

ensuring peaceful transition of power to the Afghan Transitional Administration.260 

 

Initially ISAF was not solely a NATO mission but a coalition of over 50 nations of the willing, 

deployed under the authority of UNSC Resolutions 1386, 1413, 1444 and 1510. ISAF was 

ultimately taken over by NATO from the United Nations, in August 2003. The take-over was 

authorized by the UNSC Resolution 1386.261 

  

4.2 ISAF −ORIGIN AND MANDATE 

ISAF was formed in December 2001, after the toppling of the Taliban regime. It was in fact a 

result of the Bonn Conference. Aim of the conference was to prepare a roadmap for the 

reconstruction of Afghanistan and set up a new government structure (the Afghan Transitional 

Authority).262 An initiative of the international force for assisting the Afghan Transitional 

Authority was also launched. The international force had mandate of the United Nations.263The 
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UN peacekeeping forces used to take six to nine months to commence a mission. With the time 

being of essence, they had to opt for multinational forces under the British, which could start 

operating sooner. A major purpose of this force was to prevent the rival factions from fighting 

each other and destroying Kabul as they had done in the 1990s. The Conference also facilitated 

the mechanism for a three-way partnership between the ISAF, the United Nations Assistance 

Mission in Afghanistan and the Afghan Transitional Authority.264 

 

In the Bonn Conference, there was a broad international consensus on Afghanistan’s situations. 

Over 60 countries, along with some international organizations including NATO, the World 

Bank and the International Monetary Fund were signatories of the contract.265 It would seem 

that such a broad-based support would lend the necessary credibility and legitimacy to the 

Afghan government to pursue its goals. Moreover, ISAF had mandate of the UN Security 

Council Resolutions - 1386, 1413, 1444 and 1510 and Chapter VII of the UN Charter to 

undertake operations in Afghanistan. Additional directions for conducting the ISAF operations 

were provided by a “Military Technical Agreement” between the ISAF Commander and the 

Afghan leadership.266 

 

ISAF-I. At the start, individual countries used to volunteer to head the ISAF mission for six 

months. United Kingdom was the first country to lead the ISAF from January to June 2002. 

ISAF-I consisted of forces and assets from 18 nations. Out of these, twelve were NATO 

members and six peace partners.267 

 

ISAF-II. From the very start, the UK made it clear that it would lead ISAF for six months 

only. Search for the successor was thus started the day the United Kingdom assumed command 

of the ISAF. Turkey volunteered to relieve UK after expiration of its period. On the basis of 

UNSCR 1413, Turkey took over the ISAF command, in June 2002. Since no country was 
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willing to volunteer for leading the ISAF, Turkey therefore extended its tenure by two 

months.268 

 

ISAF-III. Approval of the UNSCR 1444, in November 2002, opened the way for joint 

command of ISAF III. Subsequently, Germany and the Netherlands jointly assumed the 

responsibility, in February 2003.269 

 

4.3 NATO’s support to ISAF  

In ISAF I and ISAF II, the division-size HQ of ISAF had to be manned by the lead nations. 

The use of combined German-Netherlands corps headquarters brought several advantages 

including sharing the burden of manning larger size of a corps headquarters. The working of 

HQ was smoothened but some constraints and restraints remained.270 The lead nation was still 

responsible for the planning, strategic direction, generation of the multinational force for the 

mission and provision of vital operational capabilities.271 

 

During the first year of ISAF, the operation headquarters and international coordination center 

was repositioned with every rotation. It was first shifted from Northwood, at the UK 

Permanent Joint Headquarters to Ankara, the Turkish General Staff headquarters, and then to 

Potsdam, the German Operational Command. In addition to hosting the ISAF headquarters the 

lead nation had to schedule and conduct force generation conferences and other related 

activities. Moreover, deployment and redeployment of a headquarters to Kabul with each 

rotation was a major logistical burden and one of the key challenges for the lead countries.272 

 

In the light of these challenges, Germany and the Netherlands requested NATO for assistance 

in the planning and execution of ISAF III. Main focus of their request was the areas of 

information sharing, intelligence, communications and force generation. The North Atlantic 

Council (NAC) approved the request, on 17 October 2002. The Supreme Headquarters Allied 
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Powers Europe hosted a force generation conference for ISAF III, in Brussels, in November, 

2002. 273  In order to facilitate cooperation and sharing of information among the ISAF 

contributing countries a NATO liaison officer was posted at Potsdam, the German Operational 

Command. All contributing countries except New Zealand were either NATO members or 

partners, and had permanent representations at the NATO headquarters.274 

 

NATO’s communication systems, intelligence and other facilities were made available to the 

ISAF III. To coordinate ISAF’s air transportation requirements, SHAPE established a close 

working relationship with the European Airlift Coordination Cell at Eindhoven, the 

Netherlands. The two lead nations, thus, had a chance to benefit from the NATO experience 

and expertise in planning, executing and supporting transnational operations.275 

 

NATO had been leading and supporting ISAF since 11 August 2003 till closure of the mission 

in December 2014. It was responsible for the coordination and planning of the force. NATO 

also provided commander for the force and headquarters in Afghanistan. This mission had 

been financed by the troop-contributing countries. Once NATO had assumed the command 

responsibilities of ISAF, the problems of frequent look for a country to lead the mission and 

relocating headquarters every six months had been solved forever.276 

 

4.3.1 Role/ mission of ISAF 

ISAF originally was military mission with the aim to provide security to the Afghan capital 

and prevent rival factions from fighting each other and destroying Kabul. With the passage of 

time the mission embraced political functions as well. Main tasks of the mission included: i) 

assist the government of Afghanistan in establishing order in the country ii) conduct security 

operations in coordination with the armed forces of Afghanistan iii) develop and support 

national armed forces of Afghanistan and iv) help the government of Afghanistan to disarm 

warlords and other illegitimately armed groups, work closely with different organs like 
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government of Afghanistan, the United Nations Assistance Mission to Afghanistan (UNAMA), 

UN agencies and Non-Governmental Organizations.277 

 

For the smooth conduct of its functions, ISAF had established liaison teams in the UNAMA 

and all departments of the government of Afghanistan.278ISAF was also to ensure running 

ofthe projects of Civil Military Cooperation (CIMIC) throughout the country. Basic focus of 

the CIMIC was on providing essential human needs including potable water, electric power 

and shelter, and reconstruction of the infrastructure ruined by over two decade of war. CIMIC 

was also rebuilding the medical facilities and renovating schools.279 

 

From 2001 to 2014, two military operations, Operation Enduring Freedom (OEF) and 

International Security Assistance Force (ISAF), were going on simultaneously in Afghanistan. 

OEF was a US-led combat operation, mainly conducted in the southern and eastern parts of 

Afghanistan, against the Al-Qaeda and Taliban insurgents. Although OEF was US operation, 

yet some of the participating states were members of the alliance.280 ISAF was a NATO run 

operation with some contribution from non NATO countries.281 

 

Inter-agency coordination was achieved through national level working committee in Kabul. 

Entire mechanism was led by a principals’ committee. This committee was led by the 

commander of US Forces-Afghanistan (USFOR-A) and US Ambassador to Afghanistan. This 

was sort of an oversight committee looking for the Afghan affairs through monthly meetings. 

At second tier, an executive working committee provided the routine management and 

supervised following sub-groups: population security, economic and finance policy, illicit 

finance, infrastructure, elections; agriculture policy, gender policy, border issues, anti-

corruption, information initiatives, governance, rule of law, border coordination and 

reintegration. 
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Coordination for major inter-agency decisions, within Afghanistan, was conducted primarily 

through daily meetings of the Afghanistan Inter-agency Operations Group (AIOG). The 

representatives from the departments of state, defense, agriculture, USAID and other 

participating agencies and departments were part of the AIOG. Working and coordination of 

various groups and agencies was as shown in Figure 4.1.ISAF had liaisons in various 

components of the US Central Command, including the headquarters for OEF located at 

Bagram and Coordination Centre of Regional Air Movements located at Qatar. This was how 

ISAF could draw clear lines between the two missions i.e. ISAF and OEF. 

 

 Figure 4.1 

Inter Agencies Working  

 

 

Source: ISAF PRT Handbook, Edition 4, 2009. 
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4.4 NATO’S EXPANDING ROLE IN AFGHANISTAN 

ISAF was one of the most challenging missions of NATO and also the biggest military 

coalitions in history; started in January 2002 and continued till end of 2014. At its peak in 

2011, the coalition force consisted of over 130,000 troops from more than 50 NATO and 

partner countries. ISAF in Afghanistan started from providing security to the Afghan Capital 

and slowly expanded to the entire country. ISAF’s expansion can be divided into three distinct 

phases i.e. initial phase (2001-2003), consolidation phase (2003-2011) and culmination phase 

(2011-2014). 

 

4.4.1 Role Played by ISAF during the Initial Phase (2001-2003) 

ISAF originally was a military mission but during its first two years, its mandate was restricted 

to maintaining security in Kabul. ISAF was consisted of about 5,000 soldiers. Ninety percent 

of the ISAF forces were from the NATO member states but not directly under the allied 

command. To execute its mission, ISAF had following resources in Kabul;282 

• The headquarters of ISAF. 

• Multinational Brigade in Kabul (also acted as a tactical headquarters of ISAF. Main 

responsibility of the tactical headquarters was to plan and execute civil-military 

cooperation and to carry out patrolling of the city). 

• Task force manning Kabul International Airport.  

 

War against Al-Qaeda and Taliban, during initial phase, was largely fought by the US with 

limited support of Britain, France, Germany, Turkey, Denmark and anti-Taliban forces of 

Northern Alliance in Afghanistan. Support of these countries was on bilateral basis under the 

command of Operation Enduring Freedom (OEF), without using the NATO platform. Though, 

some of the alliance’s members like Britain, Germany and France were active on political front 

but on individual, bilateral or multilateral basis not under the NATO command. Political 

efforts of the allies resulted in the establishment of interim government in Afghanistan and 

provided international recognition and legality to ISAF. There was no significant military role 

of the alliance during this phase.  
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During the Initial phase, the Taliban government was toppled and they were ousted from all the 

major cities of Afghanistan. Terrorists’ sanctuaries were destroyed. Al-Qaeda leadership was 

on run and they were chased to the remote mountainous areas of Afghanistan and Pakistan. 

Some of the prominent Al-Qaeda/ Taliban senior leadership was either killed or captured 

during this period. Few of them were those who really mattered in the command hierarchy like 

Muhammad Atef (AbuHafs al-Masri) Military Chief of Al-Qaeda, killed by a US airstrike 

during early fighting in Afghanistan in November 2001. Ramzi Bin al-Shibh, Khalid Sheikh 

Muhammad and Abu Faraj al-Libi, were captured between 2001 and 2003. 

 

On political level, the biggest success perhaps was the Bonn Conference in which a broad 

international consensus was developed on the situation in Afghanistan. More than sixty 

countries and international organizations including NATO signed the agreement. The 

Conference provided not only credibility but also required legitimacy to the ISAF and Karzai 

government in Afghanistan to pursue its goals. The Conference planned a political process as a 

transitory mechanism to guide the Afghan government in the post-Taliban settlement. This 

transition process was in three tiers, starting in 2002 and completing in 2005.283As a first step, 

Loya Jirga (the grand council consisted of elders of all Afghan tribes) elected Hamid Karzai, in 

2002, as its interim President. Karzai won the presidential election, in October 2004, as a 

second step of Bonn process. Third tier of the process completed in September 2005, when the 

‘parliamentary elections were held for the first time in the country’s history.284 

 

4.4.2 Consolidation Phase (2003-2011)  

After the quick capture of Kabul by the US-backed Northern Alliance forces, it was largely 

perceived that the Taliban were vanished and the allied countries could freely undertake the 

work of reconstruction in Afghanistan. Meanwhile the global hunt for Al-Qaeda’s leadership 

and its resources was gaining success. To consolidate the alliance position in Afghanistan, the 

United Nations Security Council passed Resolution 1510, on 13 October 2003, authorizing the 

expansion of peacekeeping mandate to the entire country, in a flexible manner. This resolution 

provided a common ground for a wider role of ISAF in supporting the Afghan government 
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beyond the capital. Overtime, the alliance leaders planned and implemented a four-stage 

strategy, for bringing the entire country under the operational responsibilities of NATO. The 

NAC approved expansion of ISAF in December 2003. Military elements of the Kunduz 

Provincial Reconstruction Team (PRT) led by Germany were incorporated in the ISAF chain 

of command, on 31 December 2003, as a pilot project.285  This was the first stage of ISAF 

strategy.  

 

The invasion of Iraq however, acted as fresh air for Al-Qaeda and the organization revived its 

missions and infrastructure. Forces and resources of the United States required for 

consolidation of victory in Afghanistan were diverted to Iraq.Ayman al-Zawahiri commented 

on the situation in 2004, that “The United States has been caught between the two fires. For 

them, staying in Iraq, means bleeding to death and withdrawal means losing 

everything”.286Iraq Invasion in 2003 thus reversed the gains made in Afghanistan. The Taliban 

insurgency got momentum and security situation worsened. The deterioration of security 

situation had severely undermined the UN Assistance Mission in Afghanistan (UNAMA).287 

The humanitarian situation in the country worsened owing to a combination of conflict, 

drought and high food prices, which had left one-sixth of the population in need of food aid.288 

 

By mid-2004, it became evident that the Taliban comeback was a serious issue; it also became 

obvious that the government of Afghanistan had to be supported to extend its authority beyond 

Kabul. Lots of resources were required for stabilization of the country, but substantial support 

however was not available. General James Jones, NATO’s top commander in Afghanistan 

stated before the US Senate’s Foreign Relations Committee, in January 2004, that there is lack 

of political will among allies. “The alliance has agreed on various contributions by identifying 

the donor countries and nature and extent of their share. Yet we are stalled in the 
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administrative details of who has to pay for it, how to pay for it, who has to transport and 

maintain it.”289 

 

Although the NATO leadership including the Secretary General spoke of Afghanistan, as top 

priority of the alliance, little actual support was manifested till its summit of Istanbul in June 

2004, where the alliance decided to increase its troop to a total of 10,000.290Though, the US 

administration, at the start of Afghan war considered NATO’s capabilities to be insufficient to 

undertake a distance war, but soon it became clear that the two parallel conflicts in Afghanistan 

and Iraq might get prolonged, a multilateral approach therefore considered to be essential. The 

Bush administration made serious effort after the 2004 presidential elections to repair relations 

with key European allies and institutions, which were badly damaged by the dispute over the 

US invasion of Iraq in 2003. This began with Bush’s January 2005 inaugural address. His first 

trip overseas in his second term was to Europe, where he visited both NATO and EU 

headquarters and reiterated the US commitment to NATO.291 

 

The alliance launched the second stage of expansion in May 2005. During this stage, the 

alliance moved into western Afghanistan which was comparatively a stable area. This area was 

under the control of Spanish and Italian forces.292 After the Istanbul summit in June 2004, 

ISAF integrated four more PRTs - Mazar Sharif, Maymana (Feryab), Baghlan (Pul-e-Khumari) 

and Badakhashan into its network. Three temporary satellite PRTs at Shaberghan, Sar-e-Pul 

and Samnagan were also established during the presidential elections of 2004.293 All the PRTs 

were located in the areas which were under French and German control. 

 

In the third stage, the allied forces moved into the volatile Southern zone, in July 2006, after 

several postponements. This area was under the control of the Canadian, British and United 
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States’ forces. The fourth stage started in October 2006.294 This stage saw the ISAF expansion 

into even more volatile eastern region. Most of the United States OEF forces and British, 

Canadian and Dutch troops operating in the east were transferred to the ISAF command. By 

early 2007 entire Afghanistan came under the ISAF control. By the time, total strength of the 

mission grew to over 35,000 soldiers, including 15,000 Americans.295 Geographic depiction of 

the four ISAF stages is as shown in Figure 4.2. 

 

Figure 4.2 

 

Source: ISAF PRT Handbook, Edition 4, 2012. 
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Table 4.1 

Phase Wise Expansion of NATO led ISAF in Afghanistan 

Stage Areas of Operation 

1. Expansion 

to the North 

Military elements of the Germen-led Kunduz PRT incorporated in the ISAF chain of 

command, on 31 December 2003, as a pilot project. 

2. Expansion to 

West 

Expansion to the West of Afghanistan was completed in May 2005, under the control 

of Spanish and Italian forces.  

3. Expansion 

to South 

ISAF included Southern region in its command under the US, UK and Canadian 

forces in July 2006.  

4. Expansion 

to the East & total 

control 

ISAF implemented the last stage of expansion in October 2006, by bringing the US-

led international military forces under its command in Eastern Afghanistan. 

 

Source:  Extracts from ISAF Website, accessed on 25 March 2014. URL: 

http://www.isaf.nato.int/history.html 

 

By December 2009, 13 countries were operating 26 PRTs throughout Afghanistan. Out of 

these, 11 were NATO countries.296 RPTs were not under the central command; their operating 

staff was controlled by the respective country.  Troops in the volatile south and east parts of 

Afghanistan were drawn from the United States, the Netherlands, Denmark, Canada and 

Britain. Primary reason for this was that some of the states had imposed restrictions or 

“national caveats” in that the troop contributing state defined conditions under which their 

respective troops could take part in a particular mission or operation. After the Riga summit in 

2006, some of the “caveats” were lifted. Most allies however, refused to deploy their forces in 

the south. Turkey for example, continued to refuse to allow its troops to be used in combat at 

all. German forces remained generally within their bases that too in relatively peaceful 

northern region.297 This state of affair continued throughout. 

Continued political efforts were also going on to supplement the military gain in Afghanistan. 

Some political changes on the international arena also produced catalytic effects on the Afghan 

issue, like assuming of Presidential office in the USA by Barak Obama and similar changes in 
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France, Canada, the Netherlands and other allied countries. An important conference on 

Afghanistan was held in London on    2006, also called Bonn-2. The conference identified 

security, governance, human rights, rule of law, economic and social development as main 

“Pillars of Activities”, set in line with “Afghan Millennium Development Goals” (AMDG). 

The NATO allies and the International community made commitment for determent to enhance 

the accountability and effectiveness of international assistance for achieving the set goals.298 

 

On September 17, 2007, the United Nations Security Council passed Resolution- 1776. Like 

previous resolutions, it also urged the alliance for disarming the militants, reforming the justice 

system, training the military and paramilitary forces, providing security for the elections, and 

combating the narcotics trade. Methods and details of accomplishing these tasks were however, 

not given in the resolution. The alliance members in consultation with other stakeholders had 

developed the resolution into a strategy. One of the important milestones regarding mutual 

cooperation between Afghanistan and NATO was the Strasbourg &Kehl summit of 2009. The 

summit announced broadening of partnership through adopting a “NATO Afghanistan first 

policy”. The policy was subsequently developed by the NATO Senior Resource Board and 

NATO Economic Committee, in spring 2010. The policy was aimed at maximizing the 

“positive impact” of the ISAF presence in Afghanistan. The summit also approved;299 

• Establishment of NATO Training Mission – Afghanistan (NTM-A). 

• Strengthening of the Stabilization and Training Role of ISAF in Afghanistan. 

• Establishment of NATO and Operational Mentoring and Liaison Teams (OMLT). 

 

London conference was held from 28 to 29 January 2010. The stated objective of the London 

conference was to "move the international effort forward in key areas of security, governance, 

development, and regional support.” The conference agreed on the following; 

• Prepare a plan for improving the security situations in Afghanistan, so that province by 

province security of the country could be handed over to the Afghan military forces.  
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• Increasing total strength of the Afghan National Army to 171,000, by the end of 2011, 

and that of police to 34,000.  

• Increasing presence of the international forces in Afghanistan. The United States has 

augmented its troops by 30,000 and combined increase of the rest of the participating 

countries is 9,000. Total force strength is approximately 135,000.  

• Adopt measures to deal with corruption. These measures include establishing an 

independent Offices of High Oversight (OHO) and Monitoring and Evaluation Mission 

(MEM).  

• All the support and assistance in development has to be coordinated and governed by 

the Afghan government.  

• For the economic development, and support in other areas, there will be a civilian surge 

parallel to the military surge led by the civilian leader.  

• There will be a Peace and Reintegration Trust Fund, for the monitory of support to 

those who give up violence.  

• Increasing regional cooperation will be supported on the following accounts: first, 

combating terrorism and the drugs trade; second, creating favourable environment for 

the return of Afghan refugees; and third, enhancing regional trade and cultural 

exchanges.300 

 

4.4.3. Culmination Phase (2011-2014). 

President Obama had inherited military interventions in Afghanistan and Iraq. In the first three 

years, he had fully involved its administration, by giving priority to the conflict in Afghanistan. 

Thus, Afghanistan became war of his own choice. He guided Iraq’s intervention to its 

conclusion. Meanwhile, he initiated third intervention in Libya. Stiff financial constraints and 

declining populous support in America, for foreign operations have focused attention of the 

general public on the levels and timing of US military involvement in all the three countries. 

 

War in Afghanistan during President Bush administration was presented in essentialist terms 

by the policymakers of the United States. In that the enemy was relentless and ruthless, posing 

a dangerous and direct threat. The struggle to counter the threat was therefore, vital for the long 
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term American security.301 Though, President Bush’s rationalization for the intercession in 

Afghanistan had a number of objectives, like building a free society and democratization, a 

central theme however, was establishing a link between the Afghan war and the global war 

against terrorism.  

 

President Bush’s portrayal of the war in Afghanistan in “value based” terms was not only 

resonated in the American public but also resulting in high levels of support for the conflict in 

the United Kingdom, Australia, Canada, and other countries. Public opinion in the west was 

favourable for the initial American intervention in Afghanistan.302 In the United States, though, 

here were growing concerns about the conduct of campaign but the public generally believed 

that the original decision of invading Afghanistan was correct.  

 

This strategy appeared fertile initially, as Al-Qaeda and the Taliban were defeated by the US 

and its allies. The principal factor of insurgency that followed however was not foreseen by the 

West; an insurgency that would threaten to wipe out the alliance and its ambitions of 

democracy and West-style rule of law out of Afghanistan. While pursuing a strategy based on 

military leaning ‘National Security’ approach, the US administration ignored to give chance to 

human aspect by trying to win the minds and hearts of the common people in Afghan conflict. 

President Bush’s strategy was totally based on military solution to the problem. Civilian 

casualties provoked the Pashtuns, for whom vengeance is justice. Innocents being killed in the 

US airstrikes provided enough reasons for the Afghans to consider the US and its allies as their 

enemies.  

 

President Obama after assuming the office, attempted to reform the foreign policy rhetoric of 

the United States. Afghanistan, however, was the only case that President Obama not only 

continued but also placed more emphasis on it. While trying to break away from the Iraq as 

President Bush’s centre of attention, he emphasized that the real forefront in the struggle 
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against terrorism was Afghanistan.303 While the Obama administration had relegated the phrase 

“Global War on Terror” to secondary position, it nonetheless, continued to emphasize that 

there was a major threat to vital interests of America. 

 

More defined goals were articulated by President Obama, in 2009. These goals were aimed at 

defeating Al-Qaeda in Pakistan and Afghanistan. The associated objectives of the Afghan war 

continued to include a complex array of nation building activities in the country.304 Meanwhile, 

the debate emerged on the likelihood of developing a narrow measure of success in the Afghan 

war, focused on the ‘stability and security of the country, in local terms’ not converting 

Afghanistan into the idealized concept of democracy and western values.305 

 

In the past, pre-condition for negotiation with the Taliban was that they should accept Afghan 

constitution and serve ties with Al Qaeda. But Obama administration, apparently drop the fore 

stated preconditions directed at the negotiations with the Taliban. The Obama administration 

has adopted a strategy of “fight, talk, and build” in that crucial plank was negotiation.306 The 

concept that some of the Taliban represented legitimate actors and could negotiate with the 

Afghans, the US or the allies’ governments characterized a significant symbolic shift from the 

value based thinking. 

 

4.5. PRESIDENT OBAMA REVISED STRATEGY FOR AFGHANISTAN 

Obama was aware that purely military solution to the problem was not enough and there was a 

need for the politics to play its part. He therefore, devised his strategy accordingly. The 

renewed Afghan strategy of President Obama had three main purposes: first, denying safe 

havens to Al-Qaeda; second, turn around momentum of the Taliban; and final, strengthening 

government institutions and security forces of Afghanistan. 307  In order to achieve these 
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objectives the US administration had identified three key factors: first, military surge to make 

conditions conducive for a transition; second, civilian efforts to reinforce government control; 

and third, a viable and robust partnership with Pakistan.308 

 

As a first element of President Obama’s strategy, the United States increased its number of 

troops in Afghanistan.  As the manpower and resources were reduced in Iraq, funding for 

operation in Afghanistan was drastically increased from $52 billion to $100 billion. In 

December 2009, a surge of 33,000 troops was also authorized in Afghanistan that brought 

troop level of the US in Afghanistan from 30,000 to 100,000. The surge was aimed at serving 

three functions: combat the insurgency, protect major population centers and help train Afghan 

security forces. Main objective was to create favourable conditions for the US to transfer the 

responsibility to the government of Afghanistan. 309  Surge of 18 months was followed by 

withdrawal of the troops.  

 

Second element of the strategy was aimed at building up of the infrastructure and institutions 

in Afghanistan. Because of the corruption that had inundated the government of Afghanistan; 

President Obama had made the aid conditional to performance.310The State Department of the 

United States, by 2010,increased its civilian staff threefold. The United States also supported 

the efforts of the Afghan government in reaching out to those insurgents interested in laying 

down their arms.311 

 

As a third element, the strategy planned to work with Pakistan and widen the area of 

cooperation. At the same time President Obama warned that “safe-haven of terrorists with 

known location would not be tolerated”. According to the New York Times of December 2, 

2009; the President was not very explicit about his Pakistan policy. A drone campaign against 

the terrorists and their hideouts in the tribal area of Pakistan was launched. It was known that 

the US overt presence in Pakistan would stimulate the anti-American sentiment, therefore its 
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operations in Pakistan were run by the CIA and were classified in nature. The people in 

Pakistan reacted harshly each time after the drone attack with collateral damage.  

In short, highlights of the revised strategy included; 

• Increase military presence. 

• Strengthening of civilian efforts. 

• Intensification of training efforts to enhance the capacity and capability of ANF. 

• July 2011 to be a starting point for a progressive drawdown of troops. 

 

From 2011 onwards, increasing capacity and capability of the Afghan security forces was the 

prime concern of the ISAF. In Chicago summit of 2012, the allies formally agreed to terminate 

the ISAF operation by the end of 2014. Capacity building and training of the Afghan military 

became an essential focus of ISAF. NATO started gradually shifting security responsibilities of 

the country to Afghan forces. Training and advising rather than combat centric missions thus 

became main focus the ISAF.  

 

By summer 2013, the Afghan security forces, across the country, started taking lead for 

security related operations. Process of transition was completed by the end of 2014, when the 

Afghan forces undertook full responsibility of security and the ISAF mission was completed. 

A new, smaller non-combat mission (“Resolute Support”) was launched on 1 January 2015 to 

provide further training, advice and assistance to the Afghan security forces and institutions. 

 

In the context of overall scenario, Ashraf Ghani who became president of Afghanistan in 

September 2014 signed the Status of Forces Agreement (SOFA) with NATO and Bilateral 

Security Agreement (BSA) with the US.  After the signing of SOFA, the alliance has started 

another mission “Resolute Support”.  The mission is supposed to be consisted of about 12,000 

personnel drawn from NATO and partner countries. Main task of the mission is capacity 

building, advice and training. The mission has to assist institutions and security forces in 

Afghanistan. 
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4.6. CHALLENGES FACED BY NATO DURING EXECUTION OF AFGHAN 

MISSION 

With respect to the NATO commitment in Afghanistan, two factors led to some degree of 

irresoluteness among the alliance members. First, continued violence solidified the perception 

that the government in Afghanistan was unable to make substantial progress in establishing its 

mandate. Second, Afghanistan exemplified conditions in which combined effects of “extreme 

belief systems, unstable societies and strategic crime created a multidimensional threat 

transcending geography, function, and capability.”312 This led to some wavering among the 

allies with respect to a long-term commitment to remain in Afghanistan. 

 

During its deployment in Afghanistan, ISA traveled a long way in fulfilling its mandate. Mere 

presence of ISAF was a tangible expression of international commitment to the emergence of a 

self-reliant, stable and prosperous Afghanistan. ISAF contributed to strengthening the Afghan 

government of the day. It provided a security blanket to the UN agencies and non-

governmental organizations, engaged in humanitarian assistance and reconstruction. ISAF also 

contributed to the progressive consolidation of Afghan national institutions, notably by helping 

to train units of the Afghan National Army and national police. During the last leg of the 

mission, ISAF and the Afghan National Army conducted joint operations against terrorists and 

also conducted join patrols in the streets of Kabul that projected a positive image of the 

teamwork and partnership.313 In addition, hundreds of civil-military projects were completed in 

the areas of local administration, infrastructure reconstruction, rehabilitation of schools and 

medical facilities, restoration of the water supply, health, education, and agricultural technical 

assistance, this instilled a new sense of hope among the civilian population in and around 

Kabul.314 

 

Despite the legal support in form of UN resolutions, international backing and presence of 

large number of ISAF troops, the goal of restoring order and pursuing locals away from the 

Taliban was not achieved. Apart from the limited success, there were some notable problems 
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faced by ISAF, which adversely affected the accomplishment of its mission. These problems 

included: civilians’ casualties in Afghanistan and reaction of the locals, problems of aid 

programmes’ coordination in Afghanistan, Corruption in the Afghan government and effects of 

opium trade on terrorism. These issues are discussed in detail, in succeeding paragraphs.  

 

4.6.1. Civilians Casualties in Afghanistan and Reaction of the Locals 

In a number of incidents, large numbers of civilians were killed in NATO operations, which 

contributed to the popular opposition to the occupation forces. In response to the steady 

increase of civilian deaths, the Afghan parliament passed a resolution in August 2008.315 The 

resolution called on the Karzai administration to negotiate a new status-of-forces agreement 

with NATO and theUnited States, making it consistent with the Afghan and international law. 

President Karzai’s cabinet demanded “an end to air attacks in civilian areas, illegal detentions 

and unilateral house searches.”316 

 

It is worth mentioning that in a biweekly video-conference on 30 April 2010, with his troops in 

Afghanistan, General MaChrystal accepted the fact that his soldiers have killed those civilians 

who were not threat for them. He was very open and honest while saying to his soldiers that 

“an amazing number of peopled have been shot, no one has confirmed to have been of any 

harm to the force. I have been here since nine plus months and to my knowledge there was not 

a solitary case where our forces were engaged in operation and hurt someone that turned out to 

be a threat, the vehicle was carrying weapons or suicide bombs. In many cases there were 

families in the targeted vehicles.317 

 

In the initial air strikes and invasion, most of the direct civilian deaths were the result of US.-

led air strikes and ground fire. In the years since 2005, more direct civilian deaths were 

because of the insurgent actions rather than the coalition military actions. Overall, however, the 

number of direct civilian casualties attributed to insurgent forces by the available estimates 
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remained less than the numbers that were attributed to US.-led air strikes and ground fire since 

2001.318 

 

In Afghanistan, calls for political control over military operations were becoming more 

strident. The upper house of the Afghan parliament recommended that the government must 

start peace talks with the Taliban, and that foreign forces cease all offensive operations.319 The 

proposal was a clear indicator of the rising popular anger.320President Hamid Karzai, during 

last years of his presidency had been outspoken against the civilian deaths caused in anti-

insurgent operations by the international troops. He kept on saying that, with entire NATO 

force in Afghanistan, with entire international community behind them yet still they were not 

able to defeat the Taliban. He therefore asked for a time line and conditions for success of the 

war.321 

 

4.6.2. Problems of Aid Programmes’ Coordination in Afghanistan 

 Decades of war, foreign intervention, economic mismanagement and political instability made 

Afghanistan the most impoverished country in Asia. Afghanistan’s cultural, ethnographic, 

political and economic landscape was also highly variegated. Afghanistan confronted the 

challenges stemming not only from the violent resistance to the central government authority, 

but also from poor governance, inadequate linkages between central and local authorities, 

poverty, drought and drug production. In Afghanistan, the security situation was grave, and 

corruption and a climate of illegality rampant. Legal and administrative reforms were 

therefore, needed to provide a foundation for essential economic trust.322 The international 

community’s failure to coordinate its efforts effectively squandered precious resources and tied 

the hands of the central government. 
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The development challenge was formidable. Only 13 percent of Afghans had access to safe 

water, 12 percent to adequate sanitation systems and just 6 percent to electricity. 323  An 

estimated seven million people were vulnerable to hunger, despite gains in agricultural 

production, the risk of famine remained high. Average life expectancy was is 44 years 

(compared to 59 years for low-income countries worldwide) and one in five children used to 

die before the age of five.324 More than 70 percent of schools needed repairs and there was a 

grave shortage of teachers. In 2001, enrolment levels for primary education were 50 percent for 

boys and 20 percent for girls, and for secondary education the figure was 20 percent and 5 

percent respectively.325 The country’s infrastructure was in dire shape or nonexistent.  Five 

thousand schools were without buildings, and the country's primary transport network was in 

woeful condition. Despite significant international efforts, Kabul remained Asia’s poorest 

capital and lacked both piped water and sewage systems.326 

 

The deterioration of the security situation also undermined the UN Assistance Mission in 

Afghanistan (UNAMA). Ninety out of the country’s nearly four hundred districts were 

identified as areas of extreme risk.327 In addition, attacks on aid related targets and NGOs 

became more frequent and more deadly. The humanitarian situation in the country was 

worsened owing to a combination of conflict, drought and high food prices, which have left 

one-sixth of the population in need of food aid.328 

 

From 2001to 2008, roughly $25 billion in aid was pledged on security-related issues, including 

support for the Afghan military. Donors had committed roughly the same amount for 

reconstruction and development, but the bulk of it had not been spent. The United States was 

far the largest donor, and had contributed one-third of all aid since 2001.329 Other major donors 

were: Japan, UK, European Commission, World Bank, Germany and Canada. Asian 
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Development Bank (ADB) and India had disbursed only a third of their commitments for 

2002-2008.330  

 

The financial tracking service data, of the Office for the Coordination of Humanitarian Affairs 

(UN OCHA) analyzed by SIPRI ,reveals that the total of $482 billion were spent on ISAF from 

2008 to 2012 and $3.4 billion were disbursed as humanitarian funds on the same timeframe.331 

This is combined amount of all the donor countries. These shortfalls were, in part, due to high 

levels of corruption and weak absorption capacities in Afghanistan itself – and some spending 

were simply not registered in the official data. Yet, the sheer size of the shortfalls suggested 

that there was no system or mechanism to ensure that appropriated monetary allocations were 

reaching their target. There was also a serious problem of sequencing disbursement. The US 

aid levels were very low in the immediate aftermath of the Taliban’s defeat in 2002 and 2003, 

precisely when it should have been pushing hard to consolidate the military victory.332 

 

The ultimate objective of some aid spending was also problematic. Of the $15billion in aid 

disbursed from 2001 to 2014, roughly 40percentwas returned to donor countries in the form of 

corporate profits and consultant salaries.333Leakage undermined the developmental impact of 

those funds, although Afghanistan’s serious skills shortages were certainly an important reason 

why donors were hiring consultants. Tied aid that dictated how money was to be spent also 

represented a serious problem. Finally, there was a tendency to treat aid and security policies 

and practices separately. This approach resulted in a missed opportunity to follow “win, build, 

hold” strategies that might have allowed the United States to consolidate its military gains. 

 

In response to this situation, Interim Afghanistan National Development Strategy (IANDS) 

was launched at the 2006 London Donors’ conference. This strategy was designed to inject 

greater cohesion into the development effort among all stakeholders.334The idea behind this 

initiative arose out of concern that as much as the three-quarters of incoming aid was not 

passing through the government budget, which reduced aid effectiveness and weakened the 
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state by preventing it from establishing and conducting its own spending priorities. It also 

undermined the ability of the Afghan government to win hearts and minds in contested areas. 

When the government was seen to provide services, like healthcare or clean water, it was more 

likely to wean people away from the Taliban than when the services were provided by foreign 

contractors.  

 

The London Conference established a 24-member Joint Coordinating and Monitoring Board to 

outline a five-year agreement, between the international community and the Afghan 

government.335 This agreement was supposed to promote security, good governance, the rule 

of law, human rights and economic and social development in Afghanistan, as well as to 

counter the narcotics trade.  Many of the benchmarks were set out within the framework of the 

UN’s Millennium Development Goals. Donors had pledged some $10 billion to underwrite the 

initiative.336 IANDS was the strategic mechanism for governmental implementation of the 

development strategy.  

 

The Afghan government consulted various stakeholders, including the community and 

provincial representatives, learned religious leaders, the private sector, civil society 

representatives, NGOs, the UN, donors and other members of the international community in 

its effort to outline the ministry based strategies aimed at achieving compact benchmarks.337 

There was a ray of hope that those efforts would inject greater coherence into development 

planning, ministerial activities and development aid projects. But practically, it was little more 

than a paper exercise, because this strategy did not provide any breakthrough. 

 

Afghanistan was under different kinds of crises since 1979, with its governmental 

infrastructure almost non-existed and business and trade institutions destroyed. Population was 

by and large dependent on agriculture but in the absence of irrigation system, rudimentary 

agricultural techniques and mountainous region, homegrown cultivation was not sufficient for 

the entire population. As the country was under the total control of warlords, agricultural 

production also could not reach to the poor masses. In such case the population was totally 
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dependent on foreign donors for helping in reconstruction of agricultural system, field to 

market infrastructure, distribution mechanism, public services sectors and lot more. Because of 

the inherent flaws in the aid programme coordination, its benefits could not be trickled down to 

the common man, which was necessary for keeping the Afghan masses away from the Taliban.   

 

4.6.3. Opium and Terrorism 

Allies were struggling throughout, to combat Afghanistan’s poppy crop. The crop was a  major 

factor in the economic life and stability of the country. The poppy farmers were heavily 

concentrated in the south of the country, and the Taliban drew an estimated40percent of their 

funds from this industry.338The NATO/ISAF mission, from its inception, was not authorized to 

play a direct role in the counter-narcotics effort, such as destroying poppy fields or processing 

facilities. Nevertheless, NATO commanders had been instructed to provide assistance to the 

local counter-narcotics authorities. 

 

Apparently, the Afghan government’s destruction of poppy fields was too random to be 

effective, and the government did not take decisive action to end warlord involvement in the 

narcotics trade. There were also reports that the government primarily destroyed the crops of 

the poorest farmers, and left those of more influential families whose support was needed by 

the government.339  The Bush administration had initially urged the Karzai government to 

consider spraying herbicide on the poppy fields. The Afghan government however, decided 

against this proposal because of the possible effects of herbicide on the public health and 

environment. No other ally reportedly supported aerial spraying largely for fear of alienating 

the local populations that relied on poppy cultivation for income.340 

 

The UN reports warned that terrorism and drug trafficking were interlinked with key poppy 

producing regions and that the Taliban were controlling much of this production.341 Opium 

was both financing the insurgency and feeding corruption, which, in turn, undermined the 
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state’s legitimacy. As mentioned earlier that the NATO had not made counter-narcotics 

operations a priority; the matter fell beyond its mandate and lied more within the Afghan 

National Police jurisdictions. Eradication efforts were also criticized by development experts 

because neither the Afghan government, nor the donor community facilitated the emergence of 

an alternative livelihood for these poor farmers. For many farmers, poppy growing constituted 

their livelihood. When faced with the eradication drive, they had two options either to give up 

their livelihood or fight for it. Those they fought, they automatically became insurgents from 

NATO's point of view. For these reasons, the eradication policies generated a degree of 

political tension between the United States and Afghanistan.  

 

The US military itself had essentially stayed out of this particular problem until the Taliban’s 

2006 offensive. The following year, President Bush announced plans to bring in Drug 

Enforcement Agency (DEA) officials to work with the Afghan authorities. 342  Columbian 

trainers, with significant experience dealing with this problem, were brought into work with 

their Afghan counterparts. The US Justice Department also supported efforts to improve the 

Afghan judicial system’s capacity to deal with the drug cases. The State Department helped 

found the Afghan Eradication Force and US military provided logistical support for raids and 

eradication efforts.343 A number of observers, however, criticized the programme, including 

the British House of Commons Defence Committee, which argued that the lives of British 

soldiers were being put at risk because there were no parallel efforts to develop alternative 

livelihoods for the Afghan farmers.344 The argument was that the eradication efforts without 

alternative income sources to poor farmers were only strengthening support for the Taliban in 

some regions.  

 

On October 9, 2008 at an informal meeting of NATO Defence Ministers in Budapest, NATO 

leaders agreed to authorize its ISAF forces to act with the Afghan forces against opium labs 

and other facilities that use drugs to finance the Taliban. The repercussions of Afghanistan’s 

poppy crop for the ISAF operations were extensive and complex. The Afghan government 

lacked the law enforcement apparatus, including a well-functioning judicial system, to combat 
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the narcotics trade successfully. Narcotics traffickers were exploiting the country’s primitive 

transportation network, as an extensive road system was not needed to move opium to market. 

A small load of opium could yield a high financial return. Therefore a major breakthrough was 

not achieved in this regard. 

 

Afghanistan, by 2010 accounted for roughly 93percent of the global opium production. The 

opium output was doubled since US invasion of Afghanistan. In 2007-8, Afghanistan’s opium 

exports were estimated to have generated $4 billion, making it by far the largest source of 

national export earnings.345 The opium trade became a principal source of finance for the 

insurgency. The province of Helmand alone accounted for roughly one-half of Afghanistan’s 

opium production. The Taliban insurgency was particularly strong there.  

 

Opium production is on increase. Its cultivation in Afghanistan, in 2014, remained high. As per 

a report on Afghanistan’s opium survey, issued by The UN Office on Drugs and Crime 

(UNODC), there was a surge in the production of opium in Afghanistan since last four 

years.346 In 2012, the cultivation of poppy area was extended to over 154,000 hectares. It was 

18percent increase as compare to 2011. In 2013, a spokesperson of the UNODC confirmed the 

fact that the production of opium was rising to the record levels. After the withdrawal of 

NATO forces from Afghanistan, the trend is likely to further rise. 

 

There were repeated reports in the Afghan local and international media regarding the 

involvement of Afghan ruling elites and government functionaries in drug trafficking. Ahmad 

Wali Karzai (late), the younger brother of Afghanistan President Hamid Karzai, who was chief 

of the key Province Council of Kandahar from 2003-2011, was accused of drug trafficking. 

Ahmed Karzai was assassinated in July 2011, in Kandahar. Sunday Times, London, published a 

report on October 5, 2008, stating: “the assertion about the involvement of Karzai’s brother in 

incidents of drug trafficking was never investigated.”347The assertion about him deeply worried 

top Americans in Kabul and Washington. The US officials fear that the perceptions of the 

Afghan president, protecting his brother, are damaging his credibility and undermining efforts 
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by the US to buttress his government, which has been under siege from the rival forces 

including the Taliban whose insurgency is fuelled by the drug money.348 

 

Opium production in Afghanistan could not be seen in isolation. Easy money of the drugs 

paves way for corruption, terrorism and law and order. Moreover major market of the heroin 

and other related drugs is Europe. The continued growth of opium production in Afghanistan is 

source of concern for both the locals and their foreign donors friends.  

 

4.7. COMPLEX GROUND REALITIES 

It was difficult to find out what was really going on in Afghanistan. The focus of the mass 

media was almost entirely on the military activities of the NATO forces. There was absolutely 

no coverage of political developments. The news on the economy were limited to the state of 

the poppy industry. Contrary to the mainstream message, North American media strongly 

supported the US/NATO strategy and the Afghan government. Following are some of the 

ground realities that affected ISAF mission in Afghanistan; 

• The Karzai government in Afghanistan was under international criticism, and its 

public support was diminished considerably due to corruption and an inability to 

improve living conditions. Some warlords continually exerted influence, and the 

narcotics industry remained an entrenched threat to the country’s political health.349 

• The allies were not in full agreement on how to counter the problems being faced. 

They, however, were commonly agreed that they need a strong, competent, and 

reliable Afghan government to provide reasonable services to the population, if NATO 

was to succeed. They acknowledge that domestic political problems were preventing 

some allies from increasing their force levels in Afghanistan.  

• The highest priority for any ISAF commander was to have the necessary forces 

available. Since the beginning of the ISAF mission, NATO officials experienced 

difficulty persuading member governments to supply adequate numbers of forces.350 
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• The allied government officials stated privately that their populations were reluctant to 

follow the US policies.  

• Most of the allies were critical of the US abuse of prisoners at the Abu Ghuraib prison 

in Iraq. They extended this criticism to the US detention policy at Guantanamo Bay, 

where some prisoners captured in Afghanistan had been sent since 2001. These allies 

contended that the US administration was ignoring the Geneva Convention governing 

treatment of prisoners taken in combat. The issue was a significant one among the 

public and in the domestic political debates of allies.351 

• Many troops in Afghanistan operated under “national caveats”. The problem was not 

unique to ISAF; national caveats caused headaches in NATO’s peacekeeping mission 

in Bosnia as well, and that was a problem in the UN peacekeeping missions.352 

 

Case study of Afghanistan is important to understand where the US-led NATO is heading in 

the war on terror. Allied forces achieved greater success in initial stage of the Afghan war. A 

quick victory was secured against Taliban and Al-Qaeda forces. Targeted operations of the 

United States were also successful in eliminating prominent Taliban and Al-Qaeda leaders. 

The insurgency became powerful, nevertheless, in 2006, after the launch of the 

counterinsurgency strategy that adversely affected objectives of stabilization and nation 

building. Though, the US administration initiated Afghan war without the support of NATO, 

but soon it became clear that two parallel conflicts in Afghanistan and Iraq might get 

prolonged, a multilateral approach therefore considered to be essential. NATO’s ISAF mission 

was the result of institutional adaptation of the alliance and its flexibility/ continued change to 

cope with the assigned responsibilities. Newly joined members had also keenly cooperated and 

contributed to the ISAF mission. Important aspect of the Afghan mission was that it was 

mandated by the UN. Through the global war on terror and operational requirements of 

campaign in Afghanistan, the geographical reach of the alliance had been expanded. 

 

Involvement of the NATO in Afghan quagmire was a significant one. In fact the NATO 

involvement in Afghanistan was the continuation of the 1990s former Yugoslavia 
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interventions, where the alliance was in a better position to undertake military campaigns than 

that the UN. Though, the Afghan mission did not proceed as envisaged, yet NATO would be 

the most likely choice for solving conflicts and crises in future, because the United Nations and 

the European Union do not have any other option.  

 

It was also confirmed by the narrative that the decisive influence of the US in determining the 

role of NATO was sometime not received well in some of the allies’ capitals. In the fall of 

2005, most European allies including Germany, France and, Britain strongly opposed the US 

plan for the alliance to be drawn in the counterinsurgency operations. Disagreements among 

the allies on various issues though had an adverse effect on the immediate operational utility of 

the mission, yet the alliance members exhibited a tendency to keep each other on side ─ to 

cooperate and compromise ─ even at the height of disagreement. 

 

Internal dynamics of Afghanistan like extreme believes system, poverty due to prolonged war, 

educational/ technological backwardness, political/ ethnical fragmentation, corrupt practices 

and rough terrain caused dragging effects on the overall ISAF mission. Allied forces, under 

ISAF mission, remained in Afghanistan for about thirteen years to dismantle terrorists’ 

infrastructure, install democratic government and train Afghan security forces. It is hard to 

judge that how far the stated objectives have been achieved as; 

• Taliban regime in Kabul was toppled; thousands of Taliban/ Al-Qaeda operatives 

were killed or captured. 

• Westerns style democracy may be a distant dream in Afghanistan, yet 

democratically elected government was installed. President Hamed Karzai 

remained as an elected president till September 2013. President Ashraf Ghani 

assumed office of the elected president in September 2013. It was for the first time 

in the recorded history of Afghanistan that transfer of power took place peacefully.  

• Terrorist groups/ warlords still prevail and Afghan society is in a state of turmoil.  

• Afghan security forces have assumed control of the country but their control is 

ineffective.   

Overall impact of the involvement of NATO in the Afghanistan’s quagmire is however, yet to 

be fully appreciated in the years to come.  
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CHAPTER FIVE 

EXPLAINING THE ALLIANCES ROLE IN WAR ON TERROR IN AFGHANISTAN 

 

In the overall perspective, the Afghan war was a unique case. The allies expressed solidarity 

and support for the United States but apparently, the Bush administration was not certain on 

either to seek military support for OEF or ISAF. A few countries, Britain for example, 

provided Special Forces that joined the US SEALS in aiding native elements against Al-Qaeda 

and the Taliban in Afghanistan. 

 

Explanations of the neoclassical realists suggest that a state is more likely to offer ‘military 

support’ if its powerful ally opts for a war.353 There are four types of motives for the support: 

first, if it values its alliance relationship. By doing so the state would reinforce and strengthen 

its present relationship.354 Second, when it perceives that its prestige is at stake.355 Third, when 

its national interests (sovereignty, citizen safety and territorial integrity, natural resources or 

economy) are at stake in the target country/region.356 Finally, the domestic political factors 

play a role in decisions to provide military support. While pursuing explanation of the 

neoclassical realism, one has to keep in mind a role of domestic political factors in decisions to 

offer military support. 357  Governments want to remain in office they should therefore be 

responsive to the public opinions, particularly when there are chances of electoral ramification. 

In case the opposition also supports government’s decision, it makes the process even easier.358 

 

For lot of reasons, bilateral or multilateral cooperation among the states, in war on terror is 

essentially among the intelligence and law enforcement agencies. To avoid duplication of 

efforts and keep all the member states onboard, NATO as a platform has to coordinate these 

efforts. Approach of the NATO towards countering terrorism acknowledged the fact that the 
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prime responsibility of fighting terrorism rested with the individual members. Role played by 

the individual members of the alliance in the war on terror, in form of their contribution to the 

Afghan war therefore provide a convincing case to test the alliance commitment model. 

 

Main objective of the alliance was to help the individual states to “deter, defend, disrupt” the 

terrorists’ network and protect allies against the threats of terrorism, originated from abroad, on 

"as and where need" basis. Therefore, in the succeeding paragraphs, contribution/ motivation 

of the individual member state towards the alliance’s overall role in combating terrorism is 

discussed. This chapter employs the integrated alliance commitment model to examine the 

alliance role in the Afghan war by analyzing the allies approach towards committing resources 

for the war. Effects of three ‘systemic incentives’ including alliance dependence, collective 

action and balance of power/ threat in determining choices of allies in Afghanistan are 

reviewed first. The study argues that maintaining close relations with the US, balance of 

power/ threat and obligation of the transatlantic alliance were amongst the systemic factors that 

offered strong incentives to the allies’ governments in pursuing a robust alliance policy in 

Afghanistan.  

 

In assessing the alliance commitments, systemic incentives, channelized through domestic 

level factors, are investigated for each member of the alliance. Domestic level factors include 

political regime, public opinion, and military capability, dubbed by the neoclassic realists as 

personalities, perceptions and potentials. According to the neo-classic realists’ explanation, the 

NATO members’ decision to support the US efforts in Afghanistan were motivated by: first, 

they valued its relationship with the US. Second, they perceived that their national interests 

were at stake. Third, Majority of the public in allied countries initially supported their 

governments’ decisions but the popular support declined once the war was prolonged and rate 

of allied causalities increased. Elite of most of the allies’ countries were in the favour of ISAF 

mission in Afghanistan. 

 

To determine level of commitment of the individual country, by applying Bennett et al all 

model of alliance’s commitment, the NATO countries are divided into two categories; 
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• Those deployed fifteen hundred or more troops to the ISAF mission in Afghanistan. 

Ten countries fall in this category. Out of these ten, detailed attention was focused on 

eight, including US, UK, Germany, France, Canada, Turkey, the Netherlands and Italy.  

For analysis and application of Bennett et al all Model, each country is taken as a unit. 

Poland and Spain, though contributed more than fifteen hundred troops each for the 

ISAF, yet they maintained at low profile and their economic, political and diplomatic 

contribution was low. 

• Rest of the twenty countries including Poland and Spain are grouped together. The 

group is taken as unit of analysis.  

 

Outcome of the commitment is determined by; 

• How different states reacted to the similar environment of threat.  

• Number of troops deployed 

• Caveats attached and its effect on the overall mission. 

• Region of deployment - Regional Command South (RC-South) was one of the violent 

regions of the country. The United States, Britain, the Netherlands, Denmark and 

Canada operated in RC-South. Command of RC-South was rotated among the 

Netherlands, Canada and UK. Regional Command East was also tented by violence and 

insurgents activities, US, Czech Republic and a contingent of Turkey was deployed 

there. Regional Command North (under Germany), Regional Command West (under 

Italy and Spain and Regional Command Capital (under France) were relatively 

peaceful. 

• Diplomatic, economic, political, humanitarian, stabilization and training related 

contributions. 

• Details of the commitments/ contributions are placed at appendix ‘A’. 

 

5.1 SYSTEMIC VARIABLES 

5.1.1. Alliance Dependence 

According to Bennett et al, for a state, ‘alliance dependence’ leads to a dilemma: a state might 

be entrapped in case it joins the alliance’s effort and it might be abandoned if it avoids 
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joining.359 Entrapment means a situation, where a “state becomes tangled in a conflict which is 

vital to the interests of the alliance but trivial to its own in the expectation that the advantages 

to be the part of alliance would offset the costs and risks of future conflict.”360 

 

To persuade an alliance member for joining a wartime coalition, leaders of the alliance might 

use coercive pressure or offer incentives. During the international politics of Cold War era, 

dominated by the clearly divided blocs (Warsaw and NATO) coupled with tight competition 

among the Soviet Union and the United States, this was a normal practice. In the post-Cold 

War era, for its military security, the alliance members are not that much reliant on NATO. 

 

In the war on terror, ‘alliance dependence’ did not offer systemic level incentives for 

persuading the allies to join and supporting ISAF mission in Afghanistan. Motive of the allies 

to support the United States being victim of terrorism was more evident during the ISAF 

mission. A noticeable phenomenon in the war on terror was that during the immediate 

aftermath of the 9/11 attacks, public opinion and the allies’ motivation in support of the US 

were very high but thinned down in the passage of time. 

 

5.1.2. Balance of Power/ Threat 

Balance of threat offered the second systemic level incentive for the alliance members to 

contribute for the role of NATO in the Afghan war. Balance of threat theory suggests that to 

balance against the “aggressive power” of a nation-state or a non-state actor, other states may 

join an alliance or a coalition. In the background of participation in the ISAF mission, the 

presence of such threat to the alliance would offer greater incentive for them to play role in 

ISAF. For the purpose of this study, threat may be defined as actual and (or) perceived threat 

emanating from a state or non-state actor. My integrated Model of alliance’s commitment 

asserts that the existence of similar threat being faced by the US and its other NATO allies 

(convergent threat perception) will encourage the alliance members to play a strong role in the 

war on terror in Afghanistan. On the other hand, ‘divergent threat perception’ will reduce the 
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chance of strong contribution, until the alliance members face external and domestic pressure 

to uphold its commitment. 

 

5.1.3. Collective Action 

Hypothesis of the collective action suggests that in the quest of a ‘public good’, the core group 

of the alliance will provide support to the leader of the alliance. This hypothesis also argues 

that the major portion of the burden of a ‘collective good’ is likely to be accepted by the 

dominant power of the international system and in the long-run, members of the core group 

and junior members of the alliance may show tendency of free-ride. Central assumption of the 

theory of collective action is free-riding motivation. Public good, in the case of Afghan war is 

the reduced military, political and economic strength of the insurgent Taliban and Al-Qaeda 

terrorists.  

 

Notion of the “collective action” is the function of neorealist theory on Hegemonic Stability. 

Robert Gilpin and Stepen Krasner, who are prominent neo-realists’, proffer effects of the 

distribution of power on global stability. They claim that in the international hierarchal system, 

the existence of a hegemonic or a preponderant power, can act as a stabilizing factor.361Though 

the concept of hegemony was popularized by Gilpin and Krasner but major contribution on the 

concept was made by Charles P. Kindleberger, a leading economic historian. In his famous 

work on the subject, “The World in Depression: 1929-1939”, he identifies following three 

qualities of a hegemon;362 

• Control over vast resources of the world. 

• Ability of providing leadership and lead the international system. 

• Willingness and ability of sharing the responsibility to maintain the 

international order. 

 

It is proffered by neo-realists that the essential link between stability and hegemony is simple. 

To enforce rules of the global political and economic system, a dominant state of the 

international system plays the role of coordinator. The United Kingdom performed the 
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functions of hegemon throughout nineteenth century, whereas, America assumed the role of 

hegemon after World War-II. Hegemonic system, under both the Britain and America, the 

international economy remained comparatively stable, with lot of economic openings, 

formation of transnational trading regimes and rise in multi-national corporations. According 

to neo-realists, the absence of hegemon adversely affects the international political and 

economic system. They claim that there was a colossal economic depression and rise to 

protective policies for trade, during the inter-war period. This was because of the absence of a 

hegemon.363 

 

Based on the neo-realists’ notion of hegemony, the collective action theory was drawn by the 

neo-liberal internationalists. Collective action, in the international security arrangement, is 

referred to the group motivation in pursuance of a common goal of security. This common goal 

is called a ‘public good’ which is non-excludable. It means that the good once attained through 

joint action, its benefits could equally be enjoyed by all the states.364Theory proffers that there 

is a likelihood that while dealing with the issues of international security concerns like global 

terrorism, dominant power of the international system with the help of few  interested states 

may take the lead and play a greater role by making larger contribution and taking more risks, 

whereas small states may act as free rider.  

 

Behaviour of free riding is explained by Mancur Olson, a famous theorist of collective action 

as a tendency in which “the great are exploited by the small.” Bruno Frey while agreeing with 

the Olsonargues that, “Terrorism free world is a public good and all countries can benefit from 

it but there is an incentive for each country for free ride. For each country a favourable policy 

is to let the others to face the risks and pay the costs in fighting against terrorism and once the 

peace prevails it will be common for all”.365 

Russell Hardin identifies following factors that affect pursuit for the public good366: 
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Size of the group interested in public good: If size of the group pursuing the public good is 

small, there will be less problems of coordination and transparency. Lack of transparency and 

problems of coordination will increase with the increase in size of the interested group.  

Similarly, possibility of free riding also amplifies with increase in size of the interested group. 

Increase in free riding possibility is because of the fact that some additional members might 

assume that even without taking risk and contributing for the cause they can equally enjoy the 

public good. 

 

Perceived benefits of the group from the desired public good: For some of the group 

members worth the good might be higher than others, therefore, they may be willing to pay 

more to achieve it. In some cases this will act as an incentive for other group members for free 

ride.  

Nonmonetary nature of the public good: In case it becomes difficult to monetize the subject 

public good, it might not be easy to motivate members of the group members for the pursuit of 

the good.     

 

While examining the alliance role in war on terror, and commitments of the alliance members 

to ISAF mission in Afghanistan, a main query is that how allies view the provision of “private 

good” and “public good.”Private good is excludable whereas, public good is not excludable. 

Private good is available to selected members of the society only, whereas, public good is 

available to all the community members equally. Transforming NATO into the most pertinent 

security-alliance in the post-9/11 era is the private good for the allies.367 Another private good 

for the NATO allies is to establish strong relations with America to gain military and economic 

benefits.368Securing the entire world from the threats of Al-Qaeda influenced, global network 

of terrorism is the public good for most of the NATO allies fighting war on terror in 

Afghanistan.369In short, neo-realists advocate that the incentives and international systemic 

constraints determine the alliance commitment behaviour of a state. 
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5.2. INTERVENING VARIABLES 

5.2.1. Personalities/ Domestic Regimes of the Allies  

First intervening variable of the decision-making process of a country is its Chief Executive 

and political regime. It is evident from the body of literature on domestic politics that the CEO 

of government takes key decisions pertaining to the role played by its country in fulfillment of 

alliance commitments. Therefore, the strength of CEO’s executive power will play more 

significant role as compare to other tentacles of the state in shaping policy for making 

contributions to the alliance. This shows that other organs of the government, including 

judicial, legislative or in some cases the military establishment might act as a limiting factor in 

shaping decision-making power of a CEO on the issues of foreign policy formulation.370 

 

Distribution of power amongst the domestic political institutions of a country like the 

legislature, executive and CEO is examined by number theories on the domestic political 

regimes. Executive strength for example is defined by Susan Peterson “as a comparative 

independence of the office of Chief Executive from the pressures of legislative”.371 Executive 

strength, on the other hand is defined by Auerswald in terms of those entities which are 

empowered to terminate tenure of the office of CEO.372 These entities are the legislature and 

the public because the support of legislative assembly and the voters are essential for a CEO in 

any country which is liberal democratic. Consensus among the elite of the Parliamentary 

Parties matters more as compare to the populist opinion, claims Sarah Kreps.373 

 

While predicting a country’s behaviour in its commitment for the alliance operations, typology 

of Executive Strength of Auerswald is considered to be useful. Three types of strengths of the 

executive i.e. strong, weak, and medium are suggested by him. It is likely that each type of 

CEO may pursue a different approach for the alliance commitments. Weak CEO with elite 

disagreement and weak legislative hold may not take bold decisions on the use of force. Such 
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CEO may altogether avoid contributions and commitments for the alliance’s responsibilities 

because of the fears of defeat in election. Medium CEO will formulate a policy to make a 

balance between the contending demands of public opinion, elite consensus and legislature. 

Strong CEO with maximum elite consensus and minimum legislative hold may be likely to 

support the use of force; provided such decisions are taken to amass opinion of the domestic 

electoral constituents or these decisions are beneficial for the national interests. 

 

The broad picture emerges from the above discussion implies that a strong CEO of the allied 

country will take into account the cost-benefit analysis before deciding in support of or against 

making contribution or deploying forces. Therefore it could not be taken for granted that a 

strong CEO will decide to deploy military forces and resources in support of the ISAF mission 

in Afghanistan. The opposite may also happen and a strong CEO can firmly oppose 

deployment of military forces. Nora Bensahel says that a strong CEO can deny use of force if 

“the domestic leader far-sees a strong incentive of maintaining autonomous control over its 

armed forces because military operations put lives of the citizens at risk.”374 While making 

assessment of the effects of domestic political regime over the behaviour of a state to make 

commitment for NATO, in the Afghan War, a relevant query arises that whether legislative 

pressure and weak support of the elite constrains autonomy of decision of the CEO. Once the 

decision-making power of the CEO is determined, next task would be to see how government 

of the day weighs among the domestic public opinion and international expectations in pursuit 

of its policy. 

 

For the purpose of this study, Auerswald typology of domestic regimes is adopted and 

domestic regimes of member countries during this period is categorized in three categories – 

Strong, Medium and Weak. Details on domestic regimes are placed at appendix ‘B’. 

 

5.2.2. Perceptions/ Public Opinion 

Second intervening variable in the decision-making process is public opinion. Thomas Risse 

Kappen says that “in liberal democracies, policymakers never go against an overwhelming 
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consensus prevail in general public.”375 In the context of public opinion, he categorizes two 

approaches - top-down and bottom-up. Top-bottom approach entails that public opinion is 

influenced by the powerful elite whereas the bottom-up approach says that the security and 

foreign policy is influenced by the public opinion. Risse Kappen suggests that none of the 

approaches proffer adequate explanations to examine the differing effects of populous opinion 

on the decision-making process in a comparably liberal democracy. This theory hypothesizes 

that security and foreign policy of a liberal democracy is determined by public the opinion but 

not in a direct way.376 

 

There are two opposing hypotheses on the effects of populous opinion on the alliance warfare. 

First hypothesis entails that the general masses of a country are always sensitive to incidents 

related to the battlefield, particularly casualties of troops. Masses desire to bring back their 

troops; there are likely chances that most governments may comply with these demands. 

Second hypothesis argues that in case there is a broader consensus among the senior leadership 

of major parliamentary party and elites of the foreign policy which are represented by the key 

policy-makers, on a foreign policy issue, then the government may be encouraged to by-pass 

public opinion and take a bold decision for the sake of greater “national interests.”377 A second 

hypothesis is the argument of realists that gives no importance to the public opinions on the 

issues of foreign policies. Central premise of dismissing or ignoring public views is simple, 

because the masses are thought to be lacking enough knowledge to understand effects of the 

crisis.378 

 

Realist theory has been supported by the recent studies on cohesion of alliance and populous 

opinion. Kreps in his study, Elite Consensus as a Determinant of Alliance Cohesion, argued 

that decline in the support of general public had not effected ISAF related decisions of several 

major NATO countries. On the query of why some of the governments overlook populous 
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opinion, Kreps asserts that the pursuit of public good and consensus of the elite on solidarity of 

alliance may be much stronger and therefore, effects of public opinion are ignored.379 

 

Similar observation was made by Douglas Kriner and Graham Wilson in their study on 

Commitments of the United Kingdom to the Afghan war, while arguing that there is no 

measureable effect of the public opinion in determining security and foreign policy of Britain 

concerning the use of force in Afghanistan. 380 The above studies have specified ‘public 

opinion’ while looking at following major issues; 

• Sensitivity of the general public towards troops casualties.  

• Use of force, vis-à-vis domestic public opinion and its unintentional consequence on 

properties and lives of civilian. 

 

5.2.3. Potential/ Power Capabilities 

Military alliances are considered to be an arrangement for aggregating the “national power” of 

members of the alliance. Hypothesis of “capability aggregation” has a prominent place in the 

alliance literature.  Walt argues that “while seeking to counter threats, states endeavour to add 

power of other state(s) to its own.”381 Two alternative meanings of the concept of “capability 

aggregation” have been presented by Liska: a negative and an affirmative. “States supplement 

capability of each other’s when enter into alliance’s arrangement affirmatively. On the other 

hand, if ‘put negatively,’ by perceiving it as a pressure/burden and threatening one’s 

independence, an alliance reduces overall impact of an antagonistic power”, notes Liska.382 A 

similar perspective is offered by Glenn Snyder. He equates the alliance arrangement with 

‘capability aggregation’ by saying that “alignment is akin to structure because it has to deal 

with the ways and means to aggregate capabilities and resources in the system.”383 
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The phrase ‘capability’ might convey multiple meanings in the milieu of alliance politics. 

Meanings of capability include resources, both tangible and intangible, like diplomatic 

abilities, military muscles, natural resources, national morale, topography and demography, 

etc. How this broad concept of capability serves needs of a ‘peacetime alliance’ to enter into a 

war and fight an adversary? 

 

This query has been addressed by Snyder. He offers a different but superior description of 

military capability. Capability is defined by most of the scholars as “amount of resources 

which could be transformed into military forces and the military forces under the control of an 

individual state,” he notes.384 He presents an alternative concept of ‘capability’ by arguing that 

“whatsoever a state can achieve by using its military muscles against any other particular 

state(s) is the capacity.”385It means that the capacity is not just an inventory of resources and 

forces but possibilities of using forces. In other words it denotes possible consequence of 

military interaction and therefore forms an obvious linkage between “System Structure” and 

interaction among units.386 

 

What is our yardstick for measuring the military capability? As per theorists of the strategic 

culture, the effects of military capabilities can best be understood in the overall context of 

‘military culture’ of a country. Two main approaches can be adapted to the study of ‘military 

culture.’ First approach is aimed at the organizational level while second at the national level. 

The organizational level ‘military culture’ caters for the effects of different military services 

(like Navy, Marines, Air Force, Army, Paramilitary Forces and Special Forces, etc.) on the 

strategic decisions of a country regarding use of force. 387  While studying the strategic 

behaviour of a state, the theorists of ‘organizational culture’ also take use of practices of force 

and comparative study of military doctrine into account.388 
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Strategic culture of national level keeps its focus on the following effects of ‘military culture’ 

on the strategic decision-making process of a country;389 

• Suitability: Availability of military assets and troops for offensive and defensive 

deployment/ operations. 

• Interoperability: Ability/ compatibility of military equipment and forces for use in 

joint operations.  

• Deployability: Speed at which a state can deploy the required military forces 

(conventional and special forces) suitable to fulfill goals of the war.   

 

It is evident from the foregoing discussion that while explaining and understanding the alliance 

politics, there is a little utility of a broader conceptualization of ‘military capability’. Presently, 

there are two distinct concepts of the military capability based on strategic culture theory and 

realist theory. Understanding of capabilities based on strategic cultural theory focuses on the 

‘military culture’ at organizational and national level. Realist driven concept of military 

capabilities focuses on interoperability, suitability and deployability. Insight from these 

multiple concepts on military capability is combined in this study to account for the Alliance 

behaviour of a state.  

 

Power capabilities of the alliance members varied from militarily and economically weak 

countries to the superpower. Military, economic and diplomatic capabilities of the United 

States were unparalleled and decisive factor in a war. It was perhaps the devastating military 

and economic power that guided the United States to adopt unilateralism in foreign policy 

decisions. Militarily, European powers were second to the US only, but there was a vast gap 

between the economic, political and military power of the alliance members. 

NATO allies have been operating under the NATO command structure with standard SOPs, 

and equipment since long; therefore, there was lot of synergy among the allies. As for military 

capabilities are concerned, the United Kingdom, France, Germany, Turkey, Italy, Greece, 

Spain and Canada had moderately strong forces, other states like Finland, Luxembourg, 

Iceland and Denmark had symbolic forces. Newly joined East European countries were 
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politically unstable and economically and militarily weak. Their armed forces were equipped 

with the Soviet era military hardware and they were in the process to make their SOPs and 

doctrines compatible with that of the old NATO members. Poland was the only country with 

moderately strong military forces but they were trained on old version of Soviet era equipment. 

Appendix ‘C’ shows relative military and economic strength of the allies. 

 

In view of the above discussion, for the measurement of concept “power or military 

capabilities” of a country, suitability, effective engagement and sustainability are taken as a 

benchmark.  While converting the fore stated three factors into a tangible form, it synonymies 

with the total strength of the armed forces of country, what the armed forces have in terms of 

technology, training, weapon, equipment and platform, spending on the forces and war stamina 

in terms of economic and human resources. For the purpose of this study the alliance’s 

members are categorized in three categories (strong, medium and weak) after taking into 

account its GDP, per capita income, population, defence spending and strength of armed 

forces. The United States with the highest GDP/ military budget in the world and 13 million 

strong armed forces was considered as the strong state. All other states with military strength 

of over 50,000 personnel, population over 30 million, GDP over $500 bn and defence spending 

over $10 bn/ per year, were judged as medium and rest all as weak. 

 

5.3. UNITED STATES 

5.3.1. Alliance Dependence 

The United States was not only undisputed leader of the alliance but the sole superpower with 

military power more than the combined power of all the NATO allies. The United States had 

the capacity and capability to project its power in any corner of the world. Alliance and the 

allies had to look towards the United States in time of crisis and need. After President Bush’s 

message that “you are with them or with us”, the entire world aligned behind the US. 

 

Allies offered their assistance for war on terror, but the United States preferred unilateral 

approach with minimum support from the allies on bilateral level rather than involving NATO 

as a platform. It is worth noting that differences in member states’ views of what their military 

forces should actually do had probably contributed to the American frustration with alliance 
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constraints. National caveats attached to military operations sometimes reflected limited 

capabilities, but it could also reveal different political goals. The United States clearly had been 

disturbed by being unable to count on allies for military cooperation in Iraq, Afghanistan, and 

elsewhere. This was evident in ex-US Secretary of Defence, Donald Rumsfeld’s comment: 

“It’s kind of like having a basketball team and they practice and practice and practice for six 

months. When it comes to game time, one or two say, ‘We’re not going to play.’ Well, that’s 

fair enough. Everyone has a free choice. But you don’t have a free choice if you’ve practiced 

for all those months.”390 

 

If we look it from another angle, apparently, the US.’s focus had shifted from Europe, with 

greater attention given to the Greater Middle East, South and East Asia. This was evident in the 

military redeployments in Europe. It was also clear from the recent decisions by the US State 

Department to shift at least one hundred diplomatic positions from Europe to other regions, 

including Africa, South Asia, East Asia, and the Middle East.391 

 

Al-Qaeda had perhaps recognized military dominance of the United States and reoriented its 

goals and objectives accordingly. Al-Qaeda, unlike a rival state power, did not seek to 

overthrow the United States or any of its ally’s government from within or invade it from 

without. It did not even aim at diminishing the US military might or economy. Al-Qaeda 

intended to harm the American values and citizens to an extent to force Washington into 

inaction and eventually a pullout from international affairs, especially from the Middle East. 

 

If we apply the two causal mechanisms on the US policy of post 9/11 environment, we can see 

that after9/11, the changing systemic conditions brought about a major change in the Bush 

administration’s approach to its security policy, which resulted in its adoption of the offensive-

liberal programme. From the available evidences, it was observed that the Bush administration 

was committed to the post-9/11 US National Security Strategy to create a “balance of power” 

in favour of human freedom by supporting the cause of human dignity and opposing all those 
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who resist it. 392   Democratization, according to this approach was viable everywhere, as 

President Bush said, “values of freedom are true for every person, in every society”. 393 

According to this approach, peoples aspired to achieve liberty everywhere; therefore, once they 

were unfettered from tyranny, irrespective of their national, religious, cultural or regional 

variations, they would universally and automatically support democracy.  

 

In practice however, the above stated approach was mainly focused on the greater Middle East. 

This particular region was dangerous to the national security of United States. Those 

responsible for the 9/11 attacks not only belonged to this region but they also had their support 

base and got their radical anti US ideology there. The strategy of regime change was 

accordingly applied not only in Afghanistan but also in Iraq. We could say that it was 

manifested in Iraq more clearly. Resultantly, the aims and objectives of the war in Afghanistan 

were much ambitious. In both Iraq and Afghanistan wars, according to neoclassic realists’ 

explanation, the United States was the revisionist power with the aim of transforming the Iraqi 

and Afghan regimes.  

 

The action carried potential message to other such regimes in the region and world at large. 

Fundamental objectives of the wars in Afghanistan and Iraq were to replace the two regimes 

with more democratic one and to spread democracy into the heart of the Muslim world.  

Democracy in the long run would pacify the charged emotions of the pubic and smooth down 

their radical sentiments against the west. Ripples of this policy were felt in the Middle East and 

Africa in form of public up rise in support of democracy.  

 

It was expected by the neoclassic realists that the enforced regime change through dynamics of 

bandwagoning (such as in Afghanistan) would encourage democratization in general, 

particularly in the neighbouring countries. If successful, such an undertaking would strengthen 

reputation of the United States for having a resolve in opposing dictatorships. This approach 

would be favourable for liberal change. Regime change followed by successful 

democratization would indicate that democracy is being preferred over tyranny; this would 
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encourage and inspire peoples in other countries of the region to stand up against the dictators 

and establish democratic regimes.394 

 

5.3.2. Balance of Power/ Threat 

September 11, 2001, was the day that marked the defining moment of 21st century and changed 

everything". It was a dividing line for the world history of before, and after, 9/11. It was the 

day on which the nastiest international terrorists’ attack took place on the soil of world’s sole 

superpower. More than 3,000 people were killed and countless wounded.  Jane Mayer in her 

book, “The Dark Side” observed “it was expected by the security experts that dozens of multi-

layers of 9/11 style attacks may take place again. American intelligence services soon 

calculated that total number of trained Al-Qaeda operatives inside the US was 2,000 to 5,000 

and likelihood of another wave of more devastating attacks on America was also shared by the 

entire US intelligence community.”395 

 

Terrorism, though a matter of very serious security concern and threat to western style of life 

and values, it however was not an existential threat to the US. After the 9/11 attacks, President 

Bush stated that the enemies of America “desire to raze how we live and what we stand for. 

They wanted to enforce the Taliban-style government, country by country”. In another address 

in 2002, President Bush said that “Seeking and supporting growth of democratic institutions 

and movement in every country and culture is policy of the United States. Our ultimate goal is 

to end tyranny around the world”. In his second inaugural speech, he argued that “survival of 

the liberty in America is depending increasingly on liberties in other countries. Best way of 

maintaining peace in America is to spread freedom all over the world. ”  

 

Al-Khubar tower bombing in Saudi Arabia and USS Coal incident in Yemen, Karachi 

Consulate attack, Riyadh compound bombing and dozens of other attacks against the US 

facilities and personnel reveal that the terrorists were in quest to damage the US interests 

                                                           
394.   Snyder, G. H., “The Security Dilemma in Alliance Politics”, World Politics Vol. 36, No. 4 (Jul., 1984): 461-

495.   
395.    Jan Mayer, The Dark Side: The Inside Story of How the War on Terror Turned Into a War on American 

Ideals, Doubleday, 2008. 

http://www.highbeam.com/doc/1G1-88746975.html


181 

around the world. While sharing his observations on land warfare, Commander of the NATO 

and United States forces in Afghanistan, General Petraeus, in June 2010 remarked that; 

‘Of course, it needs not to be explained to anyone that a common threat 

emanates from the area of responsibility of CENTCOM. Planning of 2006 jets 

plot, 7/7 and 9/11 were either linked to or masterminded by the terrorists 

operating in the area along the ‘Durand Line’.  Al-Qaeda operating in Iraq is 

responsible for blowing hotels in Jordan and Amman. Al-Qaeda had inspired 

the Glasgow Airport attack in 2007.’396 

 

There were widespread perceptions that Al-Qaeda is in pursuit of gaining Weapons of Mass 

Destruction.  Rolf Mowatt Larssen, in his paper, Al-Qaeda Weapons of Mass Destruction: 

Threat, Hype or Reality, asserted that “in 1998, Osama bin Laden declared that acquiring 

Weapons of Mass Destruction was his Islamic duty. Fulfillment of his intent may turn into a 

top-priority of his deputies in coming years. While explaining his thoughts to his followers, 

and providing guidelines for their efforts, bin Laden had subsequently delivered series of 

statements to explain his rationales for use of Weapons of Mass Destruction as a mean to 

achieve Al-Qaeda's ambitious goals.”397 

 

George Tenet, a former CIA director, also confirmed the fear related to Al-Qaeda’s WMD 

intentions.398Donald Rumsfeld, US defense secretary indicated in 2002, that the US forces had 

recovered “reports, material and diagrams”, during the extensive search, which proved that Al-

Qaeda had the intention to acquire WMD for use.399A warning was issued by the United 

States’ government, in June 2003, showing high probabilities of WMD attack by Al-Qaeda, in 

next two years.400Such perceptions were reflected in the statements of US officials, think tanks 

reports and military and intelligence community notifications. 
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Another major concern was the rising threat from the homegrown terrorists. Data from New 

American Foundation reveals that there was a sharp increase in terrorist attacks in the United 

States, regardless of the nature and type of attack; most of the terrorist attacks in the US were 

committed by the US born citizens. Since 2004, there was gradual increase in the Taliban 

attacks on ISAF forces. Afghanistan Index Data of Brookings shows there were 100 attacks per 

week in 2004, 200 in 2006, 400 in 2008 and over 700 in 2010.401In brief, the US threat 

perceptions about Al-Qaeda include; 

• Events of the 9/11 were warnings that indicated that Al-Qaeda and other transnational 

terrorist groups can undertake such attacks with more devastating consequences. There 

was a threat to the US interests all around the world. 

• Al-Qaeda terrorists desire to acquire and use biological, chemical or nuclear weapons. 

There were groups of individuals who would provide the capabilities and technology of 

such weapons. 

• Growing Taliban insurgency presented a vital threat to the US forces deployed in 

Afghanistan. Casualties of the US troops increased with the rise in insurgency.  

• Homegrown terrorism was increasing. The terrorists had linkages with Al-Qaeda and 

the Taliban. 

• Transnational terrorism was a threat to the western values and survival of liberty.  

 

5.3.3. Collective Action 

The United States chose to circumvent the North Atlantic Council and planned and executed 

OEF with the UK being the lonely ally having any input. The United States had the desired 

capabilities to fight war in Afghanistan and therefore adopted go-alone policy. Reasons as to 

why the United States had adopted such policy and why the coalition of wiling was preferred 

over NATO are amply discussed in previous chapters. After the initial invasion, the United 

States however, started looking for NATO’s role in Afghanistan. Patrick Porter asserted in one 

of his articles that Iraq’s invasion commenced in March 2003, the role of NATO in 
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Afghanistan was thereafter, promoted by the George W. Bush administration, in part, to free its 

forces for Iraq.402 

 

Karl Eikenberry, Deputy Commander of 28 nations NATO’s Military Committee, in 2007, 

made a testimony before the US Congress. In the testimony, he stated that, “in fact, the policy 

to bring NATO into Afghanistan was not about Afghanistan’s future but the future of NATO. 

The Afghan campaign could make the alliance and would be a mean to transform the 

alliance.”403 Apparently, the prevailing military power of the United States was enough to 

crush the might of the Taliban. For Collective Action, the United States was therefore not 

anxious for NATO Article-5 guarantees. All the allies on the other hand were looking for the 

US to lead the collective action process. United States initiated the campaign singlehandedly, 

and subsequently shouldered much of the burden of the war.  

 

Military operation against the Taliban regime in Afghanistan was officially launched, on 7 

October 2001, by the US through airstrikes on Kabul, Jalalabad and Kandahar. There was 

limited presence of the United States military, on the ground during the early months. The 

Taliban air defence, training camps and airports were bombarded by Tomahawk Cruise 

Missiles launched from the US Navy Combat Aviation Brigade. Cluster bombs and daisy 

cutters were pounded by F/A-18 bombers, AC-130 gunship and B-52 bombers.404Northern 

Alliance with the support of US intelligence and Special Forces took over Kabul, by mid-

November. On 25 November, about 1,000 Marines were transported by C-130s and Chinook 

helicopters to south of Kandahar for setting up of forward operation base. Kandahar, the last 

stronghold of Taliban was captured on 7 December.405 

 

In 2002, there were about 7,000 US troops deployed in Afghanistan, with distanced support 

from two carrier groupsincluding17 ships/ submarines and 150 aircraft, as part of Operation 

Enduring Freedom. Numbers of the troops were gradually increased to 23,000 by 2007 and 
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68,000 by the end of 2009. President Obama deployed 30,000 additional troops in 2010 and it 

peak in August 2010, total strength of the US force in Afghanistan was about 100,000.406 

 

During 13 years, the United States suffered a heavy loss in terms of men and material. Total of 

2,338 US soldiers died in Operation Enduring Freedom and more than 20,000 wounded.407On 

1st January 2014, “FY2014 Consolidated Appropriations Act” was enacted and appropriation 

of $1.6 trillion on military operations in Afghanistan and Iraq during the past 13 years was 

approved by the US Congress. Money was spent on operations, weapons maintenance, 

reconstruction, foreign aid, embassy costs, base support, training of Afghan and Iraq security 

forces, and healthcare of veterans of military operations. This was the second largest 

expenditure after the expenditure caused by the World War-II. Congressional Research Service 

estimates that out of $1.6 trillion, $686 billion (43 percent) were spent on OEF in 

Afghanistan.408 

 

5.3.4. Personalities/ Domestic Regime of the USA 

Being the sole superpower of the world, policies of the United States have directs effects on 

the entire international society. Domestic political system of America is a representative 

democracy and constitutional republic.409Constitutionally defined checks and balances regulate 

the government. It is the presidential form of government but president cannot take decisions 

related to foreign policy without the approval of the two third majority of Senate. Decision of 

going to war and conducting international commercial activities is the domain of Congress. 

 

The United States’ Foreign Policies are significantly affected by the economic implications and 

domestic political environment. It is even more sensitive in case of wars because in war 

resources are involved and in an American style of democracy; continued public support is 

required for sanctioning of resources. Public spending is controlled by the public 

representatives in Congress. President is also the supreme commander of the armed forces and 
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though dependable on the consensus in Senate, he still holds substantial control over the state’s 

policies. President has the executive powers to go into treaties with other countries but the 

treaties approved through executive orders without debated in Senate are rarely long-lasting. 

For the purpose of this study, the US president is considered as a strong CEO. 

 

5.3.5. Perceptions 

One of the most shocking events in history of the United States was the 9/11 terrorists’ attacks 

and the entire population of the United States was traumatized. Sentiments were high both in 

the general public and elites against the terrorists. This incident strongly shaped the emotions 

and perceptions of the public in America to a great degree. Initial response of most of the US 

citizens to these attacks was anger, disbelief, uncertainty and shock. Majority of the public 

supported President George W. Bush and his team to determine a course of action as a 

response to this patent act of aggression, to teach a lesson to the perpetrators. Sense of security 

of many Americas was gone. It was replaced by feelings of severe vulnerabilities.  

 

President Bush on the other hand, successfully portrayed the war in Afghanistan in “value 

based” terms. This was received well not only in America but also in Europe. President Bush 

demonstrated independence while adopting “go alone” policy during the initial phase of 

Afghan War. He took a harder line on international security and increased leadership role 

internationally. Both President Bush and Obama projected the concepts of democratic values, 

democratic peace, world protector and nation-builder. The nation was united; a clear diversity 

apparent before the attacks was replaced by the feelings of delicate nationalism. A survey was 

conducted by the Washington Post/ ABC News, in USA, on 7 October, 2001, (the day the US 

forces entered Kabul), 94 percent of those surveyed backed the government decision of attack 

on Afghanistan. 

 

As the war in Afghanistan prolonged and rate of casualties grew, the public support for war 

declined.  In a repeated survey by the same organization in July 2008, it was revealed that only 

51 percent of those surveyed assumed that the Afghan war was worth fighting. Visibly, public 

opinion in the US varied as more time elapsed after the 9/11 terrorist attacks, the factor of fear 

lessened and the cost in term of human and capital increased. Moreover, some other 
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issues became more relevant like ‘two fronts war’ after the Iraq invasion’ affected the public 

opinion against use of force. As a whole, the perceptions and views of American citizen on a 

wide ranging issues related to security have been altered after the events of 9/11, yet the US 

citizens supported military use against terrorists. 

 

5.3.6. Potential/ Power capabilities 

Military might of the United States is greater than that of the sum total of combined NATO 

allies. In all the post-Cold War conflicts the United States had taken the leading role. With this 

background in mind, it is important to note that the US intervention in the Balkan crisis put the 

concept of an independent “European pillar” within NATO on the backburner.410 This shows 

two possibilities in that the European countries are either comfortable to remain dependent on 

the US power at the time of need, or they do not have any other alternative. Without the US 

military potentials, ability of the alliance to fight in these conflicts effectively would have been 

very difficult if not impossible. Desire of the European members to support NATO’s 

continuity is to some extent due to the feeling of extra power and extra influence given by the 

opportunity of being in an alliance with the US.411 

 

The US had tremendous fighting potential of deploying and logistically supporting large 

number of troops thousands kilometers away from the mainland and oust the Taliban regime 

from Kabul. Politically, the United States had the influence and clout to build a big coalition 

and mobilize the allies against terrorism. Moreover, the United States with $10.62 tn GDP, 

$37,273per capita income, 285 million population, 13 million trained armed forces ready to be 

deployed anywhere, around the globe and over $500 bn defence budget, as per 2001 estimates, 

was considered as the strong power.  

 

 

 

 

 

                                                           
410. Bowman, S, “Kosovo and Macedonia: US. and Allied Military Operations”, CRS Issue Brief for Congress, 

July 2003, available online: http://www.au.af.mil/au/awc/awcgate/crs/ib10027.pdf, accessed 17.01.10.  
411.   Ibid. 
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5.3.7. Summary 

Table 5.1 

Systemic Variables 

Alliance Dependence • Before 2003, avoiding alliance’s constraints but needed allies’ cooperation for international 

legitimacy. 

• After 2003, needed allies to ensure security and share security burden in Afghanistan. 

Balance of Power/ 

Threat 

• Terrorists presented a direct threat to the western lifestyle, secular values and ideology. 

• Terrorists may get Weapons of Mass Destruction. 

• Growing Taliban insurgency was threat to the US troops deployed in Afghanistan. 

• US personnel and facilities were threatened around the world.   

• Homegrown radicalizations had roots in Al-Qaeda/ Taliban ideology.  

Collective Action United States was the actual force fighting the global war against terrorism. 

Intervening Variables 

Perception  • Both, public and elite supported war against terrorism. 

• Public opinion reflected in the government policies in war in Afghanistan. 

Potential  • Had the potential to conduct war in any corner of the world without any support from 

allies. 

• Superpower with the largest economy and world’s biggest defence budget. 

Personality  • Elites had greater say in shaping its foreign policy. 

• Democratic values, liberal society, western ideology, leading role in the world affairs 

resulted in biggest commitment. 

• Strong CEO. 
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Figure 5.1 

The US Decision Process on Afghanistan 
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5.3.8. Findings 

The United States remained a driving force in the war against terrorism. Without the US 

involvement, fighting this war was not possible. The US contribution to war on terror however, 

was mostly outside the ambient of North Atlantic Alliance’s framework, especially before 

2003.The research finds that only one international systemic factor, threat of international 

terrorism, offered stronger motivations for the US to launch a war against terrorism. Al-Qaeda 

and other transnational terrorist groups posed three types of threats including; 

• More 9/11-style attacks against the US interests around the world. 

• Al-Qaeda with its intentions to obtain Weapons of Mass Destruction. 

• Homegrown terrorism and its linkages with international terrorist organizations. 

 

In the context of domestic political processes, the roles of political and military elites 

especially the Chief Executive had strong influence over shaping the US policy for Afghan 

war. Public opinion and sentiments were in favour of war in Afghanistan. Though the support 

thinned down with the passage of time, yet a majority was supporting the war till end. 

 

5.4. UNITED KINGDOM 

5.4.1. Alliance Dependence 

The Britain’s decision to join the war on terror was structured by the alliance commitment 

rather than alliance dependence. Commander NATO forces in Afghanistan and US. Central 

Command, General David Petraeus, while speaking about the UK role in the war on terrorism, 

termed the Britain as “most important and trustworthy ally” of the United States in the war in 

Iraq and Afghanistan.412Theo Farrell argues that “ensuring its reputation and special Anglo-

American relations was one of the implicit reasons for the British government decision to 

deploy forces in Afghanistan.”413Though the UK did not depend on NATO or the US, its 

concerns for the reputation of Anglo-American special relationship however, played vital role 

in shaping policy of the UK for Afghanistan.  Centre-piece of the Britain’s Foreign and 

                                                           
412. John F. Burns, “Britain Reaffirms Support for Afghanistan Effort,” New York Times, June 9, 2010. V,    
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and Pakistan – Foreign Affairs Committee Eighth Report (London: TSO, 2009), Para 275. 
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Security policy is to be close to the United States for the purpose of influencing Washington’s 

decisions instead of obtaining security guarantees. The aim of Britain is to be the United 

States’ vital partner and “special relationship is being pursued by all the governments with a 

great vigor. 

 

Similar arguments were made by Patrick Porter by stating that because of two reasons, the 

British government accepted a heavy responsibility in Afghanistan: first, the Anglo-American 

special relationship; and second, London urge for projection of military and strategic powers 

through the US led NATO alliance.414General Sir Richard Dannatt, the British Army Chief, 

suggested in 2009 that “to heighten its credibility of strategic relationship with America, 

Britain may increase its military role in Afghanistan.”415There is no indication that the UK 

played a significant role in the war on terror in return for military support or any financial 

gains or it did so under pressures from the NATO and United States. On the other hand, three 

aspects of the UK’s alliance commitment offer strong incentives to provide support for the 

Afghan war. First aspect emphases on the special relationship between the United States and 

Britain, the second is about commitment of Britain to NATO as a transatlantic security 

guarantor and third its projection of military power through NATO platform. 

 

5.4.2. Balance of Power/ Threat 

An ‘existential threat’ posed by Afghanistan based Taliban or Al-Qaeda to the security of 

Britain or NATO is not supported by any evidence. The United Kingdom and all other NATO 

members however, shared the concerns that the radical ideology of Al-Qaeda and other 

transnational militant groups posed a major threat to international security. The United 

Kingdom’s threat perceptions in Afghanistan included; 

• Al-Qaeda urge for obtaining Weapon of Mass Destruction. UK Prime Minister, Toney 

Blair, during a parliamentary debate, on 14 September 2001, stated that terrorists of Al-

                                                           
414.   Porter, “Last Charge of the Knights?” p. 356. 
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Qaeda were radicals, with the intentions and abilities to commit mass murders.416He 

argued that; 

‘We are aware of the fact that Al-Qaeda terrorists would go ahead and use 

if they could, biological, chemical or nuclear weapons. There are groups of 

individuals who would provide the capabilities and technology of such 

weapons. Events of 9/11 were warnings for us and we should act 

accordingly by exposing and disrupting the network.’417 

• Growing Taliban insurgency presented a vital threat to the British forces deployed in 

Afghanistan. Casualties of the British troops increased with the rise in insurgency.  

• Home grown terrorists and their global connections was another worry of the British 

government. In London Transport System, four suicide attacks were carried out in July 

2005 killing 52 and injuring over 770 people.418  Again in August 2006, a plot of 

blowing over half a dozen transatlantic airliners by Al-Qaeda associated radicals was 

thwarted by the timely intelligence sharing among the US and British agencies. Further 

investigation resulted into arrest of 24 people including British citizens.419 These two 

incidents indicated UK’s vulnerability to threats from global terrorism where the 

British citizens were also involved.  

• Afghanistan’s share in the world opium production was 76 percent in 2002, 82 percent 

in 2006 and further increased to over 88 percent in 2010.420 At the London conference 

of January 2010, the participants raised serious alarms regarding close links between 

the drug trade and terrorism. Drug trade was also linked with the other criminal 

activities like human trafficking, weapons smuggling and corruption.421 

• More than 90 percent of heroin illicitly smuggled to Britain in 2008/9 came from 

Afghanistan.422 Opium trade presents two types of dangers to the UK and other alliance 

members. First, money earned from the drug trade was used for attacks against allied 
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forces inside Afghanistan and international terrorism. Second, Europe including UK 

was the main market for opium/ heroin trade, resulting into a direct threat to wellbeing 

and the public health.   

 

While announcing Britain‘s contribution to OEF on October 7, 2001, Prime Minister, Tony 

Blair, stated that since Al-Qaeda network had threatened the Europe, therefore, Britain had 

direct interest in acting in its self defence for protecting its citizens. 423  Britain’s Foreign 

Secretary, Jack Straw, told the House of Commons on October 16, 2001, that “in contributing 

to OEF, Britain was acting in self defence”.424Britain’s objective was aimed at dismantling the 

terrorist network, breaking the power of those responsible for harbouring the terrorists and 

ending the threat to the western values and ideology. 

 

5.4.3. Collective Action 

In Afghanistan, the United Kingdom neither pursued a strategy of risk avoidance nor did 

demonstrate behaviour of free riding. It acted as partner of the United States in carrying out the 

tasks of nation building, counterinsurgency and counterterrorism. Following evidences show 

that motivation of free riding did not offer any systemic incentive for the British decision to 

deploy and support forces in Afghanistan; 

• In October 2001, the British forces joined the Operation Enduring Freedom in 

Afghanistan. During 2011, Britain had 9,500 soldiers (5.12 percent of its total military 

forces) deployed in Afghanistan, which was second largest contingent after the US.As 

per conservative estimates, total expenditures of the United Kingdom on the ISAF 

mission were about $35 billion.425 

• British forces were deployed for nation building as well combat operations, without any 

caveat. Moreover British forces were operating in the most hostile and violent region of 

Helmand province. The British deployment policy shows that it was willing to take 

risks of offensive combat operations. 
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• Maintaining and equipping such a large military contingent for a prolonged period of 

time laid pressure on its economy. The British war funding for ISAF, since 2001, 

increased significantly. 

• Casualty rate of British troops in the war was also enormous. In Afghan the war, the 

United Kingdom suffered453 casualties, second highest troop fatalities after the US.  

• United Kingdom had also followed a proactive diplomacy, since 2001. 426  This 

diplomacy was helpful to support the formation coalition of the Afghanistan War. The 

UK government used its political and diplomatic leverage to make the Bonn 

Conference a success.  

• Apart from convening a number of high level summits and international meetings, 

UK’s successive Prime Ministers had also visited Afghanistan several times for 

ensuring war efforts of the alliance to be channelized in right direction.  

• British policy towards ISAF remained unchanged during three successive Prime 

Ministers – Tony Blair, Gorden Brown and David Cameron. In the beginning of 

Afghan war, a vital role was played by the British Prime Minister, Tony Blair, to forge 

a common European policy.  

 

UK was strongly committed to the Afghan stabilization operations and as well offensive 

counterinsurgency. It was evident from the British troops’ deployment in the restive Helmand 

province. To contain the Taliban, they were undertaking military operations, and also 

reconstructing the recaptured areas.427 

 

5.4.4. Personalities/ Domestic Regime of the UK 

Domestic institutions: British governments have traditionally been based on a single party 

that is backed by a majority in the House of Commons. The current coalition of Liberal 

Democrats and Conservatives is quite unique. While the Prime Minister has the power to select 

members of his cabinet but in reality it is other way around. The Prime Minister cannot rule 

without the backing of the cabinet. Similarly, Parliamentary accountability is tight and 
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ministers usually are required to work hard in defending their policies in the House of 

Commons. Party discipline however, is firm and the government of the day can for sure rely on 

its majority in the House. Decision of committing military forces for deployment abroad is 

taken exclusively by the government.428 Parliament also has limited influence.   

 

Decision making process in the Britain offers a room for the government of the day, to ignore 

public opinion while formulating its foreign policy. Virtually, there were no judicial 

constraints or domestic legislatives that could restrict decisions of the British Prime Minister 

on use of force. Issues of Iraq and Afghanistan wars were though debated in the British 

parliament, but as per my research, from 2001 to 2014, there was no war cabinet to make 

deliberations on the decisions pertaining to force deployment abroad. There were enormous 

effects of the absence of institutional mechanism in the decision making process of the United 

Kingdom while deploying its forces in Afghanistan and Iraq. Kampfner John describes that 

Tony Blair dragged his country into the Afghan war singlehandedly.429 

 

Political elites: Domestic institutions of the UK are being run by the elites while the masses 

have comparatively modest direct influence over the foreign policy formulation. The ISAF 

mission enjoyed broader and stable support amongst the elites.  There were two key reasons of 

consensus among the British political elite on commitment to the ISAF. First, there was a 

common belief that the security of Europe would be threatened directly by the Taliban ruled 

Afghanistan.  This was in fact one of the leading arguments of political elites for justifying 

their stance on commitments to the ISAF mission. Second, the UK attached great values to its 

“special relationship” with the United States.  Successive governments in the UK usually 

regarded its close ties with the United States and NATO as a decisive component of their 

National Security and were therefore committed to strengthen the alliance.430 

 

Britain considered that the ISAF mission would highlight continuing relevance of the NATO 

on international arena and was therefore an important element of its foreign policy. It was part 
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of Prime Minister Blair’s efforts to bridge the divide between the US and Europe. Both, the 

opposition led by Conservative and Liberal Democrats in government expressed agreement on 

the ‘national interest logic’. The Britain CEO was free in use of discretionary powers in 

support of deployment of his forces on foreign assignments and had the backing of elite while 

deploying forces in the war on terror and is therefore considered as a strong Chief Executive. 

 

5.4.5.  Perceptions 

There is no correlation between the British government commitments to the war against 

terrorism and ISAF mission with the public opinion. In the immediate aftermath of 9/11 

attacks, about 73 percent of the British public (more than any other country in Europe) 

regarded role of their country in the war against terrorism crucial for the UK’s national security 

and supported the US-led war against Al-Qaeda and Taliban. The percentage however, fell to 

50 percent by 2004 and further plunged to below 30 percent after killing of 19 British soldiers 

in September 2006. By the end of 2009, public support for war on terror recovered to 37 

percent. 431 After the withdrawal of Dutch military forces from Afghanistan, in 2010, and 

Canadian in 2011, domestic pressures on the British government increased for scaling back of 

the military mission. Despite domestic pressures and unfavourable public opinion, the United 

Kingdom continued its support for war on terror in Afghanistan to demonstrate that: 

• It values special relations with the United States. 

• As a global actor, it has the ability of power projection in the out-of-area operations. 

 

5.4.6. Potential/ Power Capabilities 

UK had sufficient fighting potential. In the 1982 Falkland War, Britain had demonstrated its 

ability to deploy and logistically support a large number of military forces in the combat 

mission away from the mainland. Politically, Britain had the clout to mobilize alliance 

members against terrorism. The British government did pursue a resilient political and 

diplomatic role in forming and maintaining the American-led coalition in Afghanistan. 

Moreover, Britain with $1.59 tn GDP, $25,864 per capita income, 59 million population, 
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highly trained/ technologically advanced and battle worthy 157,000strong armed forces and 

$50 bn defence budget, as per 2001 estimates, was considered as medium power.432 

 

5.4.7. Summary 

Table 5:2 

 

  

                                                           
432.  International Institute for Strategic Studies, The Military Balance 2002. 

Systemic Variables 

Alliance Dependence • Alliance commitment rather than ‘alliance dependence. 

• Special relationship with the US. 

Balance of Power/ 

Threat 
• Taliban and Al-Qaeda not an existential threat. 

• Terrorists presented a direct threat to the western lifestyle, secular values and ideology. 

• Terrorists may get Weapons of Mass Destruction. 

• Growing Taliban insurgency was threat to the British troops deployed in Afghanistan. 

• Illicit drugs smuggled from Afghanistan to UK were threat to wellbeing of British 

citizens. 

• Homegrown radicalizations had roots in Al-Qaeda/ Taliban ideology. 

Collective Action United Kingdom neither pursued a strategy of risk avoidance nor demonstrated a 

behavior of free riding. 

Intervening Variables 

Perception  • Elite supportive of war. 

• No correlation between government commitment and public opinion. 

Potential  • Has the potential to launch political process in support of US efforts. 

• Large economy and reasonable greater defence budget. 

Personality  • CEO and elite have greater say in shaping its foreign policy. 
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Figure 5.2 

The British Decision Process on Afghanistan 
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5.4.8. Findings 

Britain expressed strong alliance commitment in the war on terror in Afghanistan. Following 

three international systemic factors offered strong motivations for Britain to participate in the 

war against terrorism: 

• Threats posed by the transnational terrorism offered the first, systemic level motivation 

for Britain. Terrorist threats for the UK included Al-Qaeda, with its intentions to obtain 

Weapons of Mass Destruction, the insurgent Taliban with their connection to 

international drug trafficking and the homegrown terrorism and its linkages with 

international terrorism.  

• The Britain was strongly committed to its special bilateral relationship with the United 

States. 

• War against terrorism became obligation of Britain after invocation of Article 5. 

• As a global actor, it had the ability of power projection in out-of-area operations. 

 

In the context of domestic political processes, role of the political and military elites especially 

Chief Executive had strong influence over shaping Britain’s policy for Afghan war. Britain 

elite supported the war in Afghanistan. Royal prerogative was enjoyed by the British Prime 

Minister Tony Blair and his successors, Gordon Brown and David Cameron, in the use of force 

in pursuance of foreign policy and declaration of war. Powers of the successive British Prime 

Ministers had been strengthened further by the Elite consensus amongst the main political 

parties. No significant role of public opinion. 

 

5.5. GERMANY 

5.5.1. Alliance Dependence 

Proceedings of the war against terrorism in Afghanistan show that the German decision to 

deploy forces was not based on alliance dependence. On the issue of playing role in the war on 

terror, Germany was not confronting the threat of entrapment or abandonment by the alliance. 

German leaders on the other hand were mindful of their longstanding commitments to the 
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alliance. Berlin thus framed its Afghan policy aligned with the overall context of solidarity 

with the alliance.433 

 

The events of September 11 apparently confirmed Germany’s position as a loyal ally and an 

important partner of the United States. On the evening of September 11, Chancellor, Gerhard 

Schröder held a Press Conference and promised ‘unconstrained and unconditional solidarity’ 

with the United States and furthered his support for the invocation of Article 5 of NATO 

charter.434 He further declared that his country was making new history and was able and 

willing to use military force abroad in support of human rights and freedom.435 Majority of the 

German people approved Chancellor’s decision of declaring total solidarity with the US and 

also agreed that the United States had the right of military response to the terrorist attacks.436 

 

5.5.2. Balance of Power/ Threat 

There was no existential threat to the national security of Germany from the Taliban or Al-

Qaeda. Germany however found that there was a direct threat to the Western lifestyle and 

secular values from Al-Qaeda ideology as proven by the 9/11 and subsequent attacks by 

radicals around the globe. German treat perceptions about terrorism included: 

• German concerns about the homegrown terrorism increased after surfacing of Al-

Qaeda’s Hamburg Cell. It was learnt that Al-Qaeda formed a covert network of the 

Islamist militants in Hamburg, intent to attack the United States.  At least eight of the 

network members played a major role in the 9/11 attacks.437 As per media reports, they 

all were brainwashed in Germany. They had travelled to Afghanistan and met Osama 

bin Laden and were possessing strong anti-Israel and anti-American sentiments.438 The 
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German Federal Ministry for Interior issued a report in 2008, about the threat posed by 

transnational terrorism to German security. According to the report, there was a gradual 

increase in number of militants, in the country, from 30,000 in 2002 to 35,000 in 

2008.439 

• German troops deployed in Afghanistan were under the threat of Al-Qaeda and 

resurgent Taliban groups. Though the German forces were deployed in relatively 

peaceful northern region and Germany had adopted a risk-averse strategy and not 

allowing its forces to be used in offensive combat operations. Since 2007, however, 

German troops in Kunduzw ere threatened by the mounting number of insurgent 

attacks.  

 

5.5.3. Collective Action 

German role in the war on terror was not motivated by the free riding incentive. Germany 

contributed militarily, politically and economically to the war on terror. Germany organized 

high level summits like Bonn and Berlin conferences to coordinate international military and 

economic efforts for stabilization of Afghanistan. The German military contingent to the ISAF 

was the third strongest. 

 

German role in war on terror could be explained by several factors. It was perceived by 

Germany that fighting the Taliban and Al- Qaeda was a collective good and therefore, 

substantial efforts were made to achieve it via direct non-military and military role. Though 

there may be other motivations but the evidence supported the German incentive of 

achievement of the private good. Unlimited Solidarity with the United States was declared by 

Germany on 11 September 2001. This Solidarity was later translated into action when Berlin; 

• Strongly supported invocation of NATO’s Article 5 that legitimized military response 

from the transatlantic alliance against Al-Qaeda and Taliban.440 

• Germany was the main force behind the concept of NATO-led force after the United 

Nations advice of creating international stabilization force of Afghanistan.  
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• Bonn Conference was perhaps the vital political contribution of Germany.  

• As a key American ally and principal member of the NATO, Germany joined the war 

on terror by sending its military forces to Afghanistan in 2002. Most of the German 

forces were placed under the UN mandated command of ISAF. At a time, Germany had 

4,500 (1.74 percent of its total military forces) deployed forces in Afghanistan, which 

was third highest after the USA and UK. 

• Germany suffered 54 human losses and its total expenditures on the ISAF mission, as 

per conservative estimates, were about $8 billion.441 

 

Germany did not favour NATO’s involvement in counterinsurgency operations and placed 

caveat on its soldiers for keeping them away from combat operations.442Germany’s overall 

contribution for war on terror was far below its potential because of the historical reasons. 

Deployment abroad of the armed forces of Germany was greatly a controversial issue because 

of the following constitutional restrictions; 

• Deployment was firmly restricted to contribution in ’Collective Security 

Arrangements’. 

• Subjected to close parliamentary oversight. 

 

There was a consistency in Gerhard Schröder (1998-2005) and Angela Merkel (2005 to date) 

policies for the ISAF mission. Chancellor Merkel, however, revisited ‘rules of engagement’ 

and for self defence, a liberty of retaliation was given to the soldiers. Other caveats such as 

return of forces to the camps before dark remained enforced. 

 

5.5.4. Personalities/ Domestic Regime of Germany 

Domestic Institutions: Germany is a parliamentary form of government with public opinion 

and electorates have significant say in the affairs of foreign policy of the country. Office of the 

Chancellor however, is powerful enough to regulate the Foreign and Defence Ministries. These 

ministers are answerable to the parliament through Chancellor. It has been observed that 

Germany’s successive governments in the past had been coalitions, thus resulting in 
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consensus-building on certain foreign policy issues that undercut authority of the Chancellor’s 

office.443 

 

Domestic factors which influenced the German policy for war on terror included: 

• First, while formulating its Afghan policy, German Chancellor Gerhard Schröder and 

his successor were guided by the country’s constitution which proscribes participation 

of German forces in a war of aggression. In the political culture of Germany combat 

operations were equated with the aggression.  Distinctive cultural interpretation of war 

and constitutional restrictions made approval of German parliament compulsory before 

deployment of forces abroad. Chancellor Schröder had to face strong opposition and 

also vote of no confidence, in 2001, while deciding to deploy military forces in 

Afghanistan.  Though, the parliament approved the military deployment but, its use for 

combat operations however was restricted. Because of the restrictions, Berlin imposed 

national caveats. For German public ISAF was merely a peacekeeping mission. 

• Second, in getting the parliamentary mandate for troops’ deployment, the successive 

governments enjoyed a comparatively favourable elite consensus in the parliament. 

Because of the dominant pacific political culture, general public in Germany however 

rejected the use of force in providing support to the Afghan reconstruction strategy. 

Government in Germany thus adopted an approach balancing the public opinion and 

elite consensus. The successive governments in Germany countered pressure of NATO 

allies and kept its forces in relatively peaceful region and maintained a stabilization role 

instead of combat operation role in Afghanistan. 

 

Political elites and framing of the mission: Political elite of Germany had more favourable 

views of ISAF than the general population but still not enough.444  Reasons for support of the 

Afghan mission vary along the political spectrum. For leftists it was a help for the citizens of 

Afghanistan to have a normal human like life. On the other side of continuum, the rightists’ 

advocated argument of NATO that commitment for the ISAF was for security for Europe.  Die 
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Linke (opposition party) was the only voice which opposed the ISAF support and also used it 

as an election slogan.445 

 

Since the 9/11 terrorists’ attacks, two Chancellors, Gerhard Schröder (1998- 005) and Angela 

Merkel (2005 till date) have governed the Germany. Both of the Chancellors had adopted 

similar policy for ISAF mission. They used to avoid open and extensive discussion on the 

commitment of ISAF in the society. In fact for Germans, war on terror and ISAF mission were 

not a serious issue requiring focused attention. Resultantly, over 55 percent of the country’s 

population never knew much about Germany’s commitment to war on terror and contribution 

to ISAF.446 Terrorism, Afghan war or ISAF had never been hot topics during the elections held 

in 2005 and 2009. 447  In Germany, the ISAF was dubbed as a stabilization rather than 

counterinsurgency mission, mainly concerned about humanitarian and developmental projects 

and reconstruction.448  For both the Chancellors, the situation in Afghanistan was not a war.  

Foreign Policy: Germany remained an advocate of the Common Security and Defence Policy 

(CSDP) of European aimed at reinforcing EU’s capabilities within the framework of NATO. 

About the NATO role in war on terror, and military capabilities of EU and NATO, Germany 

used to adopt a middle path. Germany’s commitments to ISAF and war on terror in post 9/11 

global milieu can be judged as a mirror image of its balancing act. Though the German 

Chancellor (just after 9/11) expressed solidarity with the United States, he however, was 

critical about the Iraq War. Germany’s participation in ISAF was somewhat aimed at 

strengthening the transatlantic ties.449  For purpose of this study, the German CEO can be 

considered as strong. 

 

5.5.5. Perceptions 

Like most of the Western countries, in Germany also, the shocks of the 9/11 attacks 

instantaneously led to a posture of solidarity with the United States. More than 200,000 

Germans got out to the Berlin’s streets, and the emotions of the headline “we are all 
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Americans” were extensively reverberated in all parts of the country.450Although, more than 60 

percent of the masses in Germany considered that North Atlantic Alliance was a valuable 

military platform for its security, however, majority of the masses thought that the Afghan 

ISAF mission was not a useful practice. The German public perceptions were shaped by two 

accounts. First, they did not experience any attack originated from the Afghanistan based 

terrorists’ networks. The public was not favouring major commitments to the ISAF mission 

because they claimed that “it was not their problem”. Second, because of the war experience of 

Germany under the Nazi regime, the public considered the ISAF mission as ‘loathing violence’ 

and militarism. Majority of them was follower of the values and beliefs that Germans were 

‘special race’ and therefore, must be careful whilst making use of force in international 

interactions.451 

Concerns of the German politicians and public were reflected in deployment of its troops in the 

ISAF mission. Emphasis on the ISAF to have a ‘light footprint’ matched the commitment of 

Germany to restrict number of troops and their tasks.452 

 

5.5.6. Potential or Power Capabilities 

Germany had sufficient war potential to support the US efforts in the war against terrorism. 

The German forces are well trained, equipped with the modern technology and can be 

deployed on the out of area mission. Germany used its political leverage through initiating 

Bonn Conference process for mobilizing allies against terrorism. Moreover, Germany with 

$1.948tn GDP, $23,654 per capita income, 82.35 million population, 370,000 strong armed 

forces and $36bndefence budget, as per 2001 estimates, was considered as medium power.453 
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5.5.7. Summary 

Table 5.3 

Systemic Variables 

Alliance Dependence German support for alliance was because of the “alliance commitment” 

rather than “alliance dependence”. 

Balance of Power/ Threat • Taliban and Al-Qaeda was not a direct existential threat. 

• Terrorist presented a threat to the western lifestyle, secular values and 

ideology. 

• Terrorists may get Weapons of Mass Destruction. 

• Homegrown radicalizations had roots in Al-Qaeda/ Taliban ideology. 

Collective Action Germany did not demonstrate behaviour of free riding. Emphasis on the 

ISAF to have a ‘light footprint’ matched the commitment of Germany to 

restrict number of troops and their tasks. 

Intervening Variables 

Perception • Sense of changing priorities of the US from Afghanistan to Iraq 

adversely affected public opinion. 

• Concerns of the German elite and public were reflected in deployment 

of its troops in the ISAF mission. 

Potential • Had the potential to launch political process in support of the US 

efforts. 

• Had the military means to conduct and sustain out of area operations. 

• Large economy and reasonable greater defence budget. 

Personality • Elites had greater say in shaping its foreign policy. 

• Strong CEO. 
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Figure 5.3 

The German Decision Process on Afghanistan 
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5.5.8. Findings 

Berlin expressed strong Non-Combat stabilization and diplomatic alliance commitment in war 

on terror in Afghanistan, whereas, it’s combat role was of a medium level. 

• German policy for Afghanistan was shaped by two systemic factors: solidarity with the 

alliance and balancing the threat. 

• Terrorists’ threat in form of Al-Qaeda’s Hamburg Cell and homegrown terrorism was a 

real concern for the German government. 

• German constitution and political culture influenced the country’s combat role in war 

on terror.  

• Because of domestic pressures and unfavourable public opinion, Germany chalked out 

a balanced approach and played a stronger political role as compare to the military role.  

• Emphases on stabilization role of ISAF were rooted in political culture of Germany. 

 

5.6. FRANCE 

5.6.1. Alliance Dependence  

Like Germany and UK, France was also not dependent on the alliance. France not being the 

part of NATO military structure from 1966 till 2009 was not threatened by entrapment or 

abandonment. France was keen for providing military support to OEF and ISAF. On 18 

September, President Jacques Chirac met with President Bush and offered military support for 

the US military operations in Afghanistan. He also suggested that his country should be 

involved while formulating means and goals of the intervention. It was also made clear by the 

French officials that they would decide the nature and use of their contribution.454France also 

showed its intentions of rejoining the NATO military command and subsequently rejoined the 

command in 2009.  

 

Prestige of France was also important for the leadership as President Jacques Chirac wrote; 

“voice of France is heard and listened to, it is a country that counts”.455 

France’s decision to play role in the war on terror and deploy its forces in Afghanistan was 

influenced by its; 
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• Solidarity and commitment to Western values. 

• Orientation of the leadership. 

• Prestige of France was also important for the leadership. 

 

5.6.2. Balance of Power/ Threat 

No ‘existential threat’ was posed to France by the Afghan Taliban and Al-Qaeda. France, like 

all other members shared the concerns of radical ideology of Al-Qaeda being a threat to 

international security. French threat perceptions like other European states included: Al-Qaeda 

as threat to Western ideology and increase in home grown terrorists and their global 

connections. Evidences suggest that there was growing right wing extremism in various major 

cities of France. We have already witnessed rising fears of Islamophobia that was 

mushrooming in France. A large number of French citizens were involved in fighting in Iraq. 

After the French intervention in Mali and Libya, Al- Qaeda had called for more terrorist 

attacks in the country. On 20 July 2003, double bombing attack was carried out in Nice, 

targeting a customs office, injuring 16 personnel. Attack was claimed by the National 

Liberation Front of Corsica. They were homegrown terrorists with no known connections with 

Al-Qaeda or other international terrorist groups. On 8 October 2004, Indonesian Embassy in 

Paris was bombed, injuring 10. Al-Qaeda affiliated terrorists group, the Front Islamique 

Françaisarmé claimed the responsibility.   

 

Several, terrorist incidents occurred in subsequent years, but more dreadful incident was the 

Montauban and Toulouse shootings of March 2012, in which a Rabbi, three paratroopers and 

three school-children were killed by Mohammad Merah, a 23-year-old French of Algerian 

origin. The perpetrator, reportedly had contacts with Al-Qaeda. The French police arrested 

nineteen alleged militants, suspected to be affiliated with the extreme Islamist group 

“ForsaneA lizza.”456French threat perception also included; 

• Al-Qaeda may acquire Weapons of Mass Destruction. 

• The Taliban insurgency was posing a threat to French forces operating in Afghanistan. 

 

 

                                                           
456 .  19 arrested in French police raids, Sarkozy says".CNN. 30 March 2012. Retrieved 3 April 2012. 

https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Toulouse_and_Montauban_shootings
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Algeria
http://edition.cnn.com/2012/03/30/world/europe/france-arrests/index.html


209 

5.6.3. Collective Action 

France was not pursuing the strategy of free riding in Afghanistan. Though France had shown 

policy disagreement with the US on several issues but still it acted as partner in the alliance 

and carried various tasks to stabilize Afghanistan. Though, France expressed solidarity with the 

alliance, President Chirac however contributed only 975 soldiers to ISAF mission till 2007, 

with caveat of not to be deployed in combat operations. President Sarkozy, after becoming 

French president in 2007, increased the number of troops in Afghanistan to 3935, (1.3percent 

of its total armed forces) and counterinsurgency became an official policy of the ISAF. France 

had adopted an approach that was combat-oriented and was not restricted by caveats. France 

provided eight Mirage fighter aircraft, two C-135-FR refueling aircraft, two C-160 for OEF. 

 

About 750 French soldiers were stationed at extensive combat operations of eastern region.457It 

shows that France commitments (in form of number of troops contributed) to the ISAF mission 

considerably differed under the two Presidents remained in power since 9/11 attacks till 

2012.Although, French contingent was increased in size; it however was still much below the 

potential of France’s military. The French troops amounted to 0.67 percent of its total military 

forces only a low amongst ISAF participants.458French combat mission was over in December 

2012, a small contingent of 500 troops however, remained for training and support of Afghan 

security forces. France spent about €2.2 billion between 2008 and 2012 and 86 French soldiers 

died during the mission.459 

 

5.6.4. Personalities/ Domestic Regime of France 

Domestic institutions: Decision making process of foreign policy, under the 5th Republic 

(starting in 1958) has essentially been in the hands of the president. The French president has 

the constitutional authority of deciding deployment of military forces abroad.460The French 

political governing system is a centralized one, where the executive powers are exercised by 
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the bureaucracy. Role of the parliament in foreign and security policy making is insignificant, 

and approval from parliament is not needed in case of troops’ deployment abroad.461 

 

Political elites: France’s commitments for the ISAF mission were considerably different under 

President Jacques Chirac, Nicolas Sarkozy and Francois Hollande. After the 9/11 attacks, 

France though, affirmed its solidarity with America, President Chirac however, did make 

considerable contribution to the Afghan war.  Despite pressure from the UK, USA and other 

allies to increase his share, the French contingent remained at same size till 2007.462After 

Nicolas Sarkozy coming into power, France increased its troops to 3,750and also allowed its 

troops to be used in counterinsurgency. During the election campaign in early 2012, 

presidential candidate, Francois Hollande, promised his voters of withdrawal of French troops. 

Hollande won the election and became president of France on 15 May 2012. While explaining 

his decision of early withdrawal, he explained that the French troops’ pullout would be "carried 

out in consent of our allies, particularly in consultation with the authorities in Afghanistan and 

President Obama, who does understand our reasons."463 As planned, France pulled out its 

troops and closed its Afghan mission on 21 November 2012, leaving behind 500 soldiers for 

training Afghan security forces. 

 

Foreign Policy: President Jacques Chirac contributed its troops and resources to the ISAF 

mission because it was mandated by the United Nations. President Sarkozy was more oriented 

towards the US than his predecessors and actively supported ISAF. His approach had evidently 

enabled his policy of reintegration with NATO. After more than forty years France rejoined 

NATO in March 2009.France was traditionally an advocate of promoting a ‘European Security 

Policy’ or European pillar within the NATO. The European Security apparatus, as seen by 

France, should have strong CSDP capabilities. 464  France’s return to the NATO military 

structure had paradoxically been described as a move that would actually help in serving the 
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aim of a stronger CSDP.465France, like other European partners opposed the US strategy of 

transforming ISAF from stabilization to a counterinsurgency mission. France felt that this 

transformation would ‘weaken role of the alliance as a stabilizing force.466 French CEO can be 

categorized as strong, for the purpose of this study.  

 

5.6.5. Perceptions 

Support of the French public for the ISAF was high and remained at the level of about 55 

percent till 2004. By 2007, over 50 percent of the French population was in the favour of 

withdrawing or reducing its forces, while only 15 percent were in support of committing more 

troops to the ISAF.467 Only limited number of public in France believed that the Afghan 

conflict was vital for their national security. Views that the Afghan war was ‘not our problem’, 

prevailed in France. When President Nicholas Sarkozy took over the government on 16 May 

2007, he lacked a positive sentiment amongst the general public for building his Afghan 

policy. Despite negative public perception of war on terror, the Sarkozy government reviewed 

its support and committed more forces and resources to ISAF mission. In summary, Afghan 

policy of France, to restrict the footprints and tasks of its military, during president Chirac was 

reflection of the public opinion, In the tenure of President Sarkozy, however, it had mostly 

been shaped in isolation from public opinions. French government decision of Afghan policy 

did not correspond to the public opinion. In 2004, ISAF mission had 55 percent public support, 

while President Chirac decided to keep light footprint in Afghanistan. On the other hand 51 

percent of the population in 2007, wanted to cease or reduce ISAF mission while president 

Sarkozy increased its contribution and left the national caveats.468 

 

5.6.6. Potential/ Power Capabilities 

France had sufficient political and military potential to support the United States in war on 

terror in Afghanistan. French forces are well trained, technologically advanced and undertook 

several out of area missions in Africa, in last few years. France with$1.382 tn GDP, $22,527 
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per capita income, 61.36 million population, 300,000 strong armed forces and $32bndefence 

budget, as per 2001 estimates, was considered as medium power.469 

 

5.6.7. Summary 

Table 5.4 

Systemic Variables 

 

Alliance Dependence • Alliance commitment rather than ‘alliance dependence. 

• National prestige 

• While remaining in alliance, demonstrate independence and 

responsibility. 

Balance of Power/ Threat • Taliban and Al-Qaeda not a direct existential threat  

• Terrorist presented a threat to the western lifestyle, secular values and 

ideology. 

• Terrorists may get Weapons of Mass Destruction. 

• Homegrown radicalizations have roots in Al-Qaeda/ Taliban ideology. 

Collective Action France pursued a strategy of risk avoidance  

Intervening Variables 

 

Perception • Concerns of the French public were reflected in deployment of its troops 

in the ISAF mission, except during President Sarkozy’s tenure. 

 

Potential • Had the potential to launch political and military process in support of 

US efforts. 

• Large economy and reasonable greater defence budget. 

Personality • President and the elite had greater say in shaping its foreign policy.  
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Figure 5.4 

The French Decision Process on Afghanistan 
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5.6.8. Findings 

Paris’s policy towards Afghanistan after the 9/11 incident varied with the CEOs. France 

expressed low combat commitment before 2007 (under President Chirac) and after 2012 (under 

President Hollande). From 2007 to 2012, when President Sarkozy was in the office, the 

country expressed medium level combat commitment in war on terror in Afghanistan. France’s 

Non-Combat commitments remained medium throughout the war. 

 

France’s policy for Afghanistan was shaped by three systemic factors: solidarity with the 

alliance, Prestige of France and balancing the threat. Threat from Islamist terrorism offered an 

incentive for France to support the Afghan war.In the context of domestic politics; 

• French president had the authority to decide troops’ deployment for the purpose of 

collective security. 

• On the decision of sending troops to Afghanistan or otherwise, the government had 

favourable elite consensus.  

• Public opinion rejected French military deployment in Afghanistan. Under presidents 

Chirac and Hollande, France adopted an approach favourable to public opinion while 

under president Sarkozy, the elite preferred policy was adopted. 

 

The United Kingdom and France were facing similar situation but their response was different. 

Reason being that France wanted an independent policy with in the alliance, while key factor 

in the UK decision was its special relations with the US. 

 

5.7. CANADA 

5.7.1. Alliance Dependence 

Canada’s decision to contribute for war on terror was motivated by its commitment to the 

alliance responsibilities and its relations with the US, as a good neighbour. Twenty Four 

Canadians were died in the 9/11 attacks and when the US airspace was abruptly closed, on 11 

September, 2001, Canada offered hospitality to the passengers of US bound airborne planes. 

All the planes were diverted to the land at various airports in Canada. In May 2002, the US-

Canada relations started deteriorating after the death of 4 Canadian soldiers in the US bombing 

in Afghanistan. The US pilot mistook the hostile militants and bombed them before verifying 
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their identity. Moreover, focus of the United States ‘policy was shifted to Iraq, by 2003. 

Liberal Prime Minister, Jean Chrétien decided not to support the United States policy on Iraq’s 

invasion. It was Canadian expression of its sovereignty and independence from the alliance’s 

incentive or pressure. There is no reason and no evidence to believe that Canada’s role in war 

on terror was because of any pressures from the US and NATO or any other incentive.  

 

5.7.2. Balance of Power/ Threat 

Like European countries, no ‘existential threat’ was posed by the Afghanistan-based Taliban 

and Al-Qaeda to Canada. In June 2006, a camp of terrorists was discovered in Orillia area of 

Ontario, Canada. The group was accused of planning a series of terrorist activities including 

indiscriminately firing crowded areas, detonating truck bombs, storming into parliament 

building/ security and intelligence headquarters and other public/ private 

buildings. 470 Authorities claimed that the individuals were inspired by Al-Qaeda ideology. 

Canada shared the concerns of Al-Qaeda threat to western values and ideology. Canada threat 

perceptions included 

• Al-Qaeda urge for acquiring Weapons of Mass Destruction. 

• Taliban insurgency and increasing threat to Canadian forces in Afghanistan.  

• Increase in homegrown terrorism  

 

5.7.3. Collective Action 

Canada demonstrated solidarity with the United States and it was not pursuing strategy of risk 

avoiding or free riding in Afghanistan. Canada maintained a substantial presence of their 

military in Afghanistan from 2002 till 2011. It was also part of the Operation Enduring 

Freedom. Canada joined Afghan mission in 2002 under Liberal Prime Minister Jean Chrétien 

and was supposed to last for six months. The mission was extended several times with the full 

backing of parliamentary support from both the Conservative and Liberal parties each time.  

 

About 2900 (4.2 percent of its total military forces)Canadian troops were deployed in the 

Taliban dominated Southern province of Kandahar, free of any caveat, and suffered a high 

                                                           
470.    "Canada arrests 17 allegedly 'inspired by al-Qaida”, Austin News, 3 June 2006. 

http://austin.ynn.com/content/news/163408/canada-arrests-17-allegedly--inspired-by-al-qaida-
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Austin_News


216 

level of casualties. 471 The mission, however was opposed by the ruling Democratic Party 

(NDP), in 2011 on the pretext that it required criteria of measuring the success and clear 

objectives in Afghanistan. Total 158 Canadian soldiers died during the Afghan campaign and 

its financial cost of Canadian military mission in Afghanistan was estimated to be in tens of 

billions of dollars.472Presence of the Royal Canadian Air Force in Afghanistan was marked by 

deployment of several aircraft and helicopters including two CP-140 surveillance planes, six 

CH-147 Chinook helicopters, eight CH-146 Griffon utility helicopters, six Mi-8, three CC-130 

cargo planes and three CU-170 UAVs. Canadian Army was equipped with main battle tanks, 

armoured vehicles and howitzers.  

 

5.7.4. Personalities/ or Domestic Regime of Canada 

Domestic institutions and Political Elite: According to Canadian constitution, the Council of 

Ministers or the Federal Cabinet can commit Canadian Forces in support of international treaty 

obligations, without the consultation or approval of parliament. In many cases military 

deployment related issues were debated in the parliament but it was nothing more than the 

formality and had no significant influence on the final decision. The House of Commons 

however, played indirect role in form of voting for allocation of funds for the military 

deployment. 

 

Professor Kim Richard Nossal states that “Parliament being sole authority to decide 

deployment of forces for overseas services is just a fundamental idea in foreign policy of 

Canada. Practical applications of this idea have not been consistent.”473 Moreover, foreign, 

security and defence policies related issues like foreign relations, terrorism and war etc were 

not generally major election campaign issues. 

 

Afghan Policy: Lloyd Axworthy took over as Canadian Foreign Minister in 1996 and initiated 

reforms in the country’s foreign policy. Fundamental element of the new policy was a soft 

                                                           
471.   The New NATO and the Evolution of Peacekeeping:  Implications for Canada, ch. VIII, “Parliament and 

Canada’s External Security Commitments,” April 2012. 
472.    Deutscher Bundestag, ‘Antrag der Bundesregierung’, 14 Dec. 2011 
473.   Kim Richard Nossal (Department of Political Science, McMaster University), “‘Parliament will decide’ 

revisited:  legislative involvement in the deployment of Canadian Forces overseas,” Brief to the Standing 

Senate Committee on Foreign Affairs, Ottawa, 8 June 1999, p. 2.  
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power variant which was termed as “Human Security”. Concept of national interest was 

replaced with the human security with focus on providing assistance to groups and individuals 

in conflict zones. During this period, Canada played a key role in formulation of ‘International 

Treaty’ on placing ban on production/ sale/ use of anti-personnel landmines with the help of 

willing governments and international NGOs. Canada also supported the UN initiatives on 

human security and was one of the leading nations in providing peacekeeping forces for the 

UN missions. The Incident of 9/11 reversed basic ingredient of the Canadian foreign policy, 

which became main driver of the Canada’s Afghan policy. Shift in the policy was abrupt and 

visible. Policy shift had following elements; 

• A shift away from UN-centric multilateralism to “coalitions of the willing” and 

“ad-hoc” multilateralism. 

• Move away from ‘conventional peacekeeping’. 

• More emphasis on NATO and supporting the concept of devising new role for 

the transatlantic military alliance. 

• Adopted more aggressive position in its Foreign Policy. New policy preferred 

sanctions and military action over human security, peace, cooperation, 

diplomacy and development. 

 

Canadian CEO had the power to deploy forces abroad and also had the support of the country’s 

elite and therefore considered as strong.  

 

5.7.5. Perceptions 

In Canada, from 2002 until mid-2006, support for the deployment of forces was high. Though, 

the support starting thinning down after killing of four Canadian soldiers, in Afghanistan, in 

May 2002, by the US bombing and US invasion of Iraq, the majority of Canadian supported 

US war in Afghanistan, till 2006.474 In 2006 Canadian support for military role in Afghanistan 

dropped to 45 percent.475 In 2007, it was further reduced to 36 percent. From 2009 onward 

(when the Canadian government decided 2011as date of withdrawal from Afghanistan) only 9 

                                                           
474 .   Dene Moore, “The wounds of  physical, psychological injuries legacy of Afghan battle” The Canadian 

Press, 3 July 2010. Accessedhttp:mytelus.com/telusen/portal/NewsChannel.aspx. 
475 .   “Support for Afghanistan mission dips to 45 per cent” Calgary Herald Oct. 10. 2009. A5. 
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percent public wanted Canadian military role in Afghanistan beyond 2011. 476 Till 2009, 

decision of the Canadian government was not affected by the public perception. Its 2011 

withdrawal however was function of the unfavourable public opinion. As per survey conducted 

by Queen’s University in Kingston, in late 2001, about 80 percent of public in Canada had 

favourable view of America and over 96 percent were upset about 9/11 attacks.477 Only 48 

percent however, supported deploying their troops abroad for addressing the root-cause.478 

 

5.7.6. Potential/ Power Capabilities 

Canada had the potential to support the war against terrorism efforts in Afghanistan. Canada 

had been one of the leading troops’ contributors to the UN peacekeeping and its military 

contingents have been deploying on distant missions. It means that Canada had the potential to 

deploy and sustain its military forces on out of area operations. Moreover, Canada with $732.7 

bn GDP, $2,3573 per capita income, 31.08 million population, $14 bndefence budget and 

68,000 well trained, well equipped and technologically advanced armed forces, as per 2001 

estimates, was considered as medium power. 

 

5.7.7. Summary 

Table 5.5 

Systemic Variables 

Alliance Dependence • Alliance commitment rather than ‘alliance dependence. 

Balance of Power/ 

Threat 

• Taliban and Al-Qaeda not a direct existential threat. 

• Homegrown radicalization has roots in Al-Qaeda/ Taliban ideology. 

Collective Action • Did not pursue a free ride or risk avoidance strategy. 

• Demonstrated greater independence while remaining in alliance. 

Intervening Variables 

Perception • Killing of Canadian soldiers in friendly fire and sense of changing 

priorities of the US from Afghanistan to Iraq. adversely affected public 

opinion. 

• Concerns of the public were reflected in deployment of troops to the 

ISAF mission. 

Potential • Large economy and reasonable greater defence budget. 

Personality Elites had greater say in shaping its foreign policy.  

                                                           
476.    Globe and Mail May 8, 2009 A4. 
477.    Averaging poll data for the issues of War, Foreign Policy, and Military, (Queen's University, 2002) 
478.    ibid  
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Figure 5.5 

The Canadian Decision Process on Afghanistan 
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5.7.8. Findings 

Canada expressed medium combat commitments to the alliance till 2011 and thereafter, 

reduced it to minimum level. Canada’s Non-Combat commitment remained medium 

throughout. Canada’s Afghan policy was a function of two systemic factors: solidarity with the 

alliance and balancing the threat. The threat from homegrown terrorists was also one of the 

factors that motivated Canada to join the ISAF mission. In the context of domestic decision-

making process; 

• Canadian government had favorable elite consensus on troops’ deployment in 

Afghanistan. 

• Public opinion expressed solidarity with the US and supported Canadian military 

deployment in Afghanistan, till 2006; support thinned down thereafter. The Canadian 

government decision reflects public opinion to the greater extent. 

 

5.8. TURKEY  

5.8.1. Alliance Dependence 

Being a staunch ally of the alliance, Turkey has been considering NATO as a linchpin of the 

Euro Atlantic security and transatlantic ties. Turkey, on the other hand was a valuable asset and 

an important state for NATO, during the Cold War.  After the Cold War, the role of Turkey, 

within NATO, has constantly been increased because of its active participation in the 

peacekeeping and crisis management operations and proactive foreign policy. Because of its 

longstanding close cooperation with Washington, Turkey was sympathized with the United 

States and bounded by the Article-5 commitments to support the alliance efforts in Afghan 

war. Turkey’s decision to join ISAF was thus a function of its long standing commitment to the 

alliance. To some extent, it might be expected by the military and political leaders of Turkey 

that it’s military deployment in Afghanistan would offer the country with indirect opportunity 

to carve out a wider space in the region to maneuver for a greater sphere of influence. This 

plane was in line with Turkey’s strategy for greater Middle East.  

 

Turkey was one of the few NATO members, which participated in the US efforts to remove the 

Taliban from power. Traditionally, Turkey over the decades had been a strategic partner, an 

ally and a friend of the United States. Turkish soldiers for instance bravely fought alongside 
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the US soldiers in the Korean War and acted as first line of defence against the Soviet threat, 

during the Cold War. Turkey also provided comprehensive contribution to the Kosovo and 

Bosnian crises. 

 

5.8.2. Balance of Power/ Threat 

There was no ‘existential threat’ to Turkey from Al-Qaeda or the Taliban. Situation and option 

for Turkey was different from the other NATO members because Turkey with a secular 

government but being a majority Muslim country was seemed trapped in a tricky situation in 

shaping a response to the changing global and regional dynamics of the post 9/11 era. Masses 

in the Turkey were sympathized with the civilian victims in the Afghan war, but equally 

alienated by the religious fundamentalism of Taliban-style militants. They tried to keep a 

distance from the claims of Osama bin Laden as representative of Muslims worldwide. Turkey 

however, supported the US efforts in war on terror, as similar values were being shared by the 

United States and Turkey. Both countries, respect the human rights and rule of law, advocated 

the conception of a free market economy and both countries were democracies. Prime Minister 

Bulent Ecevit said that "the United States’ Afghan operation was in the greater interests of all 

humanity." 

 

In the wake of 9/11, Turkey on one hand was delighted as its European partners had adopted an 

understanding of "terrorism" that was close to the interpretation of Ankara, but on the other 

hand bothered by their reluctance to accession of Turkey into the European Union because of 

the geopolitical reasons. Serious strains appeared in the Turku-US relations in 2003, on the 

issue of Iraq War, as after the fall of Saddam Hussein and US invasion of Iraq, Turkey feared 

the Kurds might get further independence and threatened Turkey’s security.For the first time 

after 9/11, four truck-bombs were exploded in Istanbul, in November 2003.  Total death toll of 

the explosions was 57 people killed and 700 wounded. The attacks were directly linked to Al-

Qaeda as a backlash for the Turkish support to ISAF. Some of Al-Qaeda leaders were also 

tracked while moving between the Middle East and Europe via Turkey. Turkey was thus 

concerned about Al-Qaeda and homegrown terrorism. Investigations revealed that; 

• There was a separate terrorists cell in Al-Qaeda training camp in Afghanistan that was 

organized by the Turkish militants much before 9/11. 
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• Bombings in Istanbul were directly ordered by Osama bin Laden. 

• In 2005, an Al-Qaeda operative, Louai Muhammad Hajj Bakr al-Saqa, a Syrian citizen, 

was arrested near Antalya. He was planning an attack on the Israeli cruise ship.479 

 

After the US invasion of Iraq, a tendency of Turkish volunteers going to Iraq to fight along the 

insurgents was increased. There were news articles and stories in Newspapers about the 

Turkish nationals involved in the armed combat or suicide attacks in Iraq. Habib Akdaş, one of 

the main accused of Istanbul bombings, for example, was reported killed in Iraqi Anbar 

province during the US bombardment in September 2004.480For Turkey, major threat was Al-

Qaeda affiliates and Kurds, after the Iraq invasion.  

 

5.8.3. Collective Action 

Turkey expressed solidarity with the United States. There were no indications that Turkey was 

pursuing the strategy of free riding or risk avoiding in Afghanistan. NATO allies desired 

Turkey to play a significant role in the Afghan War. Turkey’s contribution to the ISAF mission 

did not matched its reputation, owing to its close geographical proximity with the Middle 

Eastern countries, historical linkages with Afghanistan, Kurds’ threat, economic, political 

condition and expected backlash on Afghan policy at home. Turkey adopted a cautious 

approach. Instead of undertaking proactive military strategy, Turkey preferred light military 

presence, active political role and undertaking development and Afghan Security Forces 

training activities. 

Turkey, during the war on terror, constituted a valuable asset for the alliance on following 

accounts;481 

• Predominantly a Muslim majority country with its capacity of “soft and “hard power”. 

• The Region where the alliance conducted operations was geographically close to 

Turkey.  

 

Turkey’s contributions to ISAF are as follows; 

                                                           
479.   Al-Jazeera, February 15, 2007. 
480.   Hürriyet, February 15, 2005. 
481.  Balfour, Rosa and Dijana, Basic (2010), “A bridge over troubled waters: Europeanising the Balkans”, EPC 

Policy Brief. 4 See 
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• Deployed 1,787 troops (0.27 percent of total Turkish military strength) with caveat not 

to be used in combat operations.  

• Three utility helicopters for the mission. 

• Contributed $2 million to the Helicopter Initiative and €1.5 million to the Trust Fund of 

Afghan National Army (ANA). 

• Led the ISAF operation, ISAF-II from June 2002 to February 2003 and between 

February and Aug 2005 and assumed manning responsibility of Kabul international 

airport. 

• Turkish politician Mr. Hikmet Cetin remained Senior Civilian Representative of NATO 

during 2004-2006. 

• Took command of Kabul Regional Command Capital (RCC) on a rotational basis, for 

two years from August 2006, and again on 31 November 2009. On the request of the 

allies, this tenure was extended for another year till November 2012 upon. 

• Provided training to about 15,000 Afghan soldiers in Afghanistan and Turkey. 

• Launched Istanbul Initiative to bring neighbouring countries of Afghanistan and 

stakeholders onboard. 

• Mobilized “soft power,” in the wide area of NATO’s interest, through its deep-rooted 

historical ties with the people and countries of the region.  

• 14 Turkish soldiers died during the operation. 

 

5.8.4. Personalities/ Domestic Regime of Turkey 

Domestic institutions and Political Elite: The political culture of Turkey, over a prolonged 

period of time has resulted in use of political authority to manipulate and control the masses, 

the role of military and military elites in politics, strong traditions of state and comparatively 

weak civil society. Moreover, the Ottoman times inherited the bureaucratic traditions have 

resulted in the creation of elite class and production of elitist procedures. Though, the elitist 

tendencies are being eroded because of media, education and awareness, but they are still very 

effective. Prevailing ‘political culture’ has a significant level of influence in the decision-

making process.  
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Turkey is parliamentary type of government. Its Prime Minister is empowered to take foreign 

policy decisions with the consultation of Council of Ministers. Effectiveness of the Prime 

Minister depended on his personality and level of his influence on the elite. Foreign and 

Security policies of Turkey are guided by its geographical location, domestic politics and 

international milieu. Western oriented Turkish Armed Forces have a great say in its Foreign 

and Security policies. Constitutionally, the Turkish Armed Forces are a guardian of 

geographical and ideological frontiers of the country and an influential element in domestic 

politics.  

 

Afghan Policy: Turkey advocated “Afghan-led and Afghan-owned” processes and sought to 

encourage the Turkish political influence. Turkey’s Afghan policy did consider the military 

role but its emphases were on political and economic (non-military) engagements. Turkey’s 

support to a non-military approach for Afghan quagmire had a vital value. This policy helped 

Turkey to distance itself from the United States’ unilateral policies on one hand and carving 

sphere of influence and space in the region as an independent actor on the other. The policy 

provided enough allowance for Turkey to cooperate with the US, on regional issue on its own 

terms and conditions. 

 

Deliberate persistence of Turkey on use of civilian power (as its tools for soft power 

projection), preventative diplomacy and mediation with the new style presented a unique 

policy approach towards global and regional issues. Turkey’s new policy facilitated its return 

to Central Asia and promoted the country as an active player of strategic level in context of 

energy pipelines game. Turkey’s CEO was independent in taking the foreign policy decision. 

He was backed by the elite and his political cum military role in the region was supplemented 

by the country’s foreign policy. The CEO could be taken as strong. 

 

5.8.5. Perceptions 

Turkish government involvement in the "war on terror" and deploying forces in Afghanistan 

was opposed by 52 percent in 2002.482 After the Iraq war, opposition to the troops’ deployment 

increased and reached to 80 percent by 2009.Despite strong opposition at home, the 

                                                           
482.     German Marshall Fund, 2002. 
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government decided to provide support to its US ally, till termination of the mission. Along 

with distaste for foreign allies, Turks also reject extremist groups and their tactics. Although 

we do not have measurements of Turkish opinion of the Islamic State, 85 percent in Turkey 

have a negative opinion of its Al-Qaeda forbearer, with similarly poor views of other extremist 

groups like Hamas (80 percent and Hezbollah 85 percent). Additionally, a majority of Turkish 

Muslims, who comprise 98 percent of the population, say suicide bombing and other forms of 

violence against civilian targets are never justified.483 

 

5.8.6. Potential/ Power Capabilities 

Turkey had the required potential for supporting the US efforts in Afghanistan, against war on 

terror. Turkey had track record of supporting the US in out of area operations like Korean War. 

Turkish forces were trained on the NATO standard equipment, technologies and well versed 

with NATO joint operations and SOPs. Turkey, with $169bn GDP, $3,057 per capita income, 

64.1 million population, $18.2bndefence budget and 639,000 strong armed forces, as per 2001 

estimates, was considered as medium power. 

 

5.8.7. Summary 

Table 5.6 

Systemic Variables 

Alliance 

Dependence 

• Alliance commitment rather than ‘alliance dependence. 

• National interest in form of gaining influence in the region. 

Balance of Power/ 

Threat 

• Taliban and Al-Qaeda not a direct existential threat. 

• Homegrown radicalizations had roots in Al-Qaeda/ Taliban ideology.  

• Homegrown terrorism increased after Iraq Invasion. 

Collective Action Turkey pursued a strategy of risk avoidance  

While remaining in alliance, demonstrate independence and responsibility. 

Intervening Variables 

Perception • Common citizens in Turkey did not subscribeto Al-Qaeda interpretation of Islam. 

• Changing priorities of the US from Afghanistan to Iraq adversely affected public opinion. 

• Concerns of the Turkish elites and public were reflected in deployment of its troops in the 

ISAF mission. 

Potential • Had the potential and history to launch political and militaryprocess in support of US 

efforts. 

• Reasonably large economy and greater defence budget. 

Personality • Elites had greater say in shaping its foreign policy. 

• Public opinion was against military use in Afghanistan.   

                                                           
483.     German Marshall Fund of the United States – Transatlantic Trends June 2009, 2010, and 2011 surveys 

http://www.pewglobal.org/2014/07/01/concerns-about-islamic-extremism-on-the-rise-in-middle-east/
http://www.pewglobal.org/2014/07/01/concerns-about-islamic-extremism-on-the-rise-in-middle-east/
http://www.globalreligiousfutures.org/countries/turkey#/?affiliations_religion_id=0&affiliations_year=2010&region_name=All%20Countries&restrictions_year=2012
http://www.pewglobal.org/2014/07/01/concerns-about-islamic-extremism-on-the-rise-in-middle-east/#suicide-bombing
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Figure 5.6 

The Turkish Decision Process on Afghanistan 
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5.8.8 Findings 

Turkey expressed medium level Combat and non-Combat commitments to the alliance 

responsibilities, whereas allies expected much more. Turkey’s Afghan policy was influenced 

by three systemic factors: alliance commitment, national interest in form of gaining influence 

in the region and homegrown radicalizations. In the context of domestic politics; 

• Turkish Prime Minister had the authority to decide troops deployment for the purpose 

of collective security. 

• Elite Consensus was in favour of Turkey’s decision to send troops to Afghanistan.  

• Public opinion in Turkey was not in support of military action. 

Turkish government adopted the middle path. Military forces were deployed in 

Afghanistan but for reconstruction, development and peacekeeping mission. Diplomacy 

was preferred over military action. 

 

5.9. NETHERLANDS 

5.9.1. Alliance Dependence 

The Netherlands, like other NATO members decided to play its role in the war on terror 

because of the alliance’s commitment. Maintaining good relations with the United States was 

key motivation of the Dutch elites to provide support for the ISAF mission in Afghanistan. The 

character of the mission and the decision to deploy were mostly determined by its place in 

Dutch foreign policy, which aims at maintaining strong relations with the US. Active NATO 

participation, including a significant ISAF contribution, has been part of this policy.  The 

Netherlands also was one of the few West European nations to give political support to the 

attack on Iraq. 

 

5.9.2. Balance of Power/ Threat 

The Netherlands was not facing any ‘existential threat’ from the Taliban and Al-Qaeda. It 

however felt that Al-Qaeda is a threat to the western ideology and values. The Netherlands 

decision to deploy forces in Afghanistan was to provide humanitarian assistance to the war torn 

country in form of reconstruction and stabilization.  
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5.9.3. Collective Action 

In the Dutch expression of solidarity with America, there were no indications of the strategy of 

risk avoiding or free riding in the ISAF mission. Participation in ISAF mission was the 

Netherlands’ first large military operation after the traumatic experiences in the Bosnian town 

of Srebrenica, where a Dutch peacekeeping force, mandated by the UN, was unable to prevent 

a massacre of Bosnians.484 This failure led the Dutch government in the following years to 

develop clear thinking on what kind of missions its army should be able to perform, leading to 

the ‘3D approach’ according to which all missions, including the Uruzgan mission, were 

designed.485 

 

The Netherlands government made strong commitments to ISAF by deploying about 1, 800 

troops in Afghanistan in early 2006. The Number of troops was increased and at its peak, in 

2010, there were 2,100 Dutch troops in Afghanistan (4.6 percent of total Dutch forces). The 

Dutch troops were stationed in the Southern province of Uruzgan, dominated by Al-Qaeda and 

Taliban. The Dutch forces played a significant role in the ISAF mission and received lot of 

praise. Dutch forces were comparatively unrestrained by caveats and undertook combat 

missions as and when required. Obama administration termed the Dutch team as a ‘model 

participant’.486This mission continued till 1 August 2010. Over the decision of extending the 

ISAF mission, coalition government of the Netherlands collapsed on 20 February 2010.To 

assist humanitarian logistic support and US war efforts in Afghanistan, during 2002-5, the 

Netherlands deployed;487 

• One Air Force KDC-10 at al-Udeid airport, Qatar and another C-130 at Manas, 

Kirghizstan. 

• Few F-16s were also deployed at Manas. 

• Two Netherlands frigates were stationed in the CENTCOM AOR. Naval ships and P-3s 

were deployed in Southern Command AOR to relieve the American units for 

participation in the Afghan war. 

• More than 250 troops were contributed to ISAF. 

                                                           
484.   The Economist, “The Dutch model: the flower-strewers partly vindicated”, 14 March 2009. 
485.    Dutch Ministry of Defense, “Besluitvorming Uitzending Militairen”. 
486.    Center for the Study of the Presidency and the Congress 2010, op.cit., p. 38. 
487.    D. Korski, “Shaping Europe’s Afghan Surge”, Policy Brief, London, European Council on Foreign 

Relations, March 2009, p. 12. 
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The Netherlands in collaboration with Germany assumed rotational command of the ISAF 

from 10 February to 11 August 2003.From August2006 to August2010, 1,770 (3 percent of the 

Dutch forces) remained in Afghanistan. The forces were based in Uruzgan and more than 500 

distributed in Kandahar and Kabul. Other Dutch military assets include;488 

• Police trainers as part of both EU and ISAF police mission at Uruzgan.    

• Five Apache combat helicopters. 

• Four transport helicopters. 

• One C‐130 transport aircraft. 

• Four F16 fighters. 

• 25 Dutch soldiers lost their lives during the deployment. 

• The Netherlands also had an important civilian component in Uruzgan. 

• The Netherlands is the fifth largest donor and had spent over a billion dollars on 

development in Afghanistan, since 2001.  

• On the future of Afghanistan, the Dutch government also hosted a high level ‘Hague 

conference,’ on 31 March 2009. Continuing the tempos of conferences held earlier in 

Paris, London and Bonn, the Hague conference reaffirmed strong economic and 

political commitment in support of the government in Afghanistan to build a better 

future for the masses. 

 

5.9.4. Personalities/ Domestic Regime of the Netherlands 

Dutch Domestic Institutions: The Netherlands government enjoyed the “exclusive power” of 

deploying its armed forces abroad. As per Dutch constitution, the government is required only 

to inform the parliament but it is the prevailing custom that government of the day asks for 

parliamentary approval before sending their forces abroad or extending mission beyond its 

mandated timeframe. 489 Voting in the Dutch Lower House, for example, was held on 2 

February, 2006, on the issue of deploying forces in Afghanistan. Out of the 150 Dutch Lower 

House members 125 supported to deploy 1,200 to 1,400 troops’ military contingent to 

                                                           
488.    Morelli and Belkin, op.cit., p. 23. 
489.    R. Hague and M. Harrop, Comparative Government and Politics: an Introduction, 7th edn., Basingstoke, 

Palgrave Macmillan, 2007, p. 113. 



230 

Afghanistan.  The mission commenced from 1 August 2006, for two years. The stated purpose 

of the mission was to help in stabilization and reconstruction of the Urzegon province. 

 

Rod Hague and Martin Harrop state in their book, “Comparative Government and Politics”, 

that in order to be successful, the decision-making process of the Dutch government, pertaining 

to deployment of their armed forces abroad, requires consensus amongst political elite.490  As 

governments in the Netherland, since last few terms, are mostly formed by the coalitions of 

different parties, therefore, the Chief Executive derives his power from the cabinet members of 

other parties. In such case, as key decisions are taken in collaboration and approval of the 

cabinet members of all the coalition parties, Defence and Foreign Ministers therefore do not 

have much say in policymaking.491 

 

Political elites:ISAF was more popularized among the political elite as compare to the general 

public in the Netherlands. Labour Party in the Netherlands was critical and all other left parties 

opposed participation in ISAF, while Liberals and the Christian Democrats (CDA) were its 

wholehearted supporters.492Maintaining cordial relations with the United States was one of the 

cornerstones of the Netherlands Foreign Policy. The Dutch decision to participate in ISAF and 

character of its mission in Afghanistan were generally determined by its relations with the 

United States. 

 

5.9.5. Perceptions 

Sentiments of the Dutch public were high in support of the USA after 9/11. The Dutch public 

also supported the commitment to war on terror and ISAF. Over time, the support decreased 

from 66 percent in 2004 to just over 40 percent in 2007.493  Increasing casualties led to public 

debates over the effectiveness and relevance of the mission. The Dutch public could not 

consider Afghanistan’s mission to be in their interest. Over 75 percent of the population in the 

Netherlands considered NATO to be vital for their national security.494 

                                                           
490.   Hague and Harrop, Comparative Government and Politics, 9th edition, Palgrave Macmillan, 2013:115. 
491.   ibid 
492.   R. Norton-Taylor, “Public support for war in Afghanistan is firm, despite deaths”, The Guardian, 13 July 
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493.   The Economist, “The Dutch model: the flower-strewers partly vindicated”, 14 March 2009. 
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After taking decision of deployment, the government made attempts to muster public support 

and presented the ISAF mission as an effort to reconstruct Afghanistan. Dutch forces were, 

deployed in the troubled zone of Uruzgan which was unstable and corrupt. The mission lost 

public support and credibility as situation in Urzugan remained as it was before deployment, 

moreover, the Dutch troops engaged in combat frequently. As the case was presented to Dutch 

public as stabilization and reconstruction efforts, general masses could not accept their forces 

to be deployed in counterinsurgency operations. Successive Dutch governments carefully 

avoided use of the phrase ‘counterinsurgency’, they instead preferred to use term ‘3D’. The 

Concept of 3D was mix of Diplomacy, Development Defence. 3D sounded a great deal better 

as compare to the term COIN or ‘counterinsurgency.’495Advisory Council on International 

Affairs (AIV), however, concluded that the phrase 3D could only help in increasing confusion, 

as the concept was not supported by any doctrine. It could therefore be interpreted in many 

meanings.496 

 

As the Dutch military mission was in one of Afghanistan’s violent provinces, there was an 

increase in casualties’ rate. The increase in casualties led to frequent public debates regarding 

the effectiveness and relevance of ISAF. Though the Netherlands’ Intelligence Services issued 

a report identifying Afghanistan as the main source of terrorism which was also a threat for its 

country, the Dutch publics however, were not convinced that the mission in Afghanistan was 

in their own interest.497Because of the strong public opposition, the Dutch government decided 

to cease its ISAF mission in August 2010. In defiance of repeated requests from NATO to 

spare its troops at least until 2011, Holland removed its forces from the region. Thus, Holland 

became the first NATO member to withdraw from ISAF.498 

 

 

 

                                                           
495. Vincent Morelli and Paul Belkin, “NATO in Afghanistan: A test of the transatlantic alliance”, Congressional 
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496.  ibid. 
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5.9.4. Potential/ Power Capabilities 

The Netherlands had 59,000 strong military forces. Dutch forces were trained, adequately 

equipped and technologically advanced. Dutch soldiers have proved their battle worthiness 

during ISAF deployment by undertaking stabilization/ development and combat missions in 

Afghanistan’s volatile regions. The Netherlands with $426.1bn GDP, $26,554 per capita 

income, 16.05 million population and $11.5bndefence budget, as per 2001 estimates, was 

considered as medium power. 

 

5.9.7. Summary 

Table 5.7 

Systemic Variables 

Alliance Dependence • Alliance commitment rather than ‘alliance dependence. 

• Relations with the United States. 

Balance of Power/ 

Threat 

• Taliban and Al-Qaeda not a direct existential threat  

• Terrorists presented a threat to the western lifestyle, secular values and 

ideology. 

Collective Action Did not pursue a strategy of free ride or risk avoidance. 

Intervening Variables 

 

Perception • Initially, the public supported Afghan mission as good cause but the 

support gradually decreased. 2007 onwards, the majority wanted their 

soldiers back home. 

• Elites were more interested in providing support to ISAF than public. 

Potential Has the military means to support coalition efforts in out of area operation. 

Personality • Dutch CEO is independent in making foreign policy decision but 

decisions are made in consultation with parliament. 

• Elites have greater say in foreign policy formulation. 
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Figure 5.7 

The Dutch Decision Process on Afghanistan 
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5.9.8. Findings 

The Netherlands support for war on terror was minimal from 2001 to August 2006 and again 

from August 2010 till closure of the mission in December 2014. The commitment remained 

medium from August 2006 to August 2010. 

• The Netherlands was the first country to retrieve its forces from ISAF and earned 

appreciations from Taliban.   

• The Netherlands decision to support ISAF was motivated by the alliance commitment 

and relations with the United States. 

• Elite had greater say in the foreign policy issue. 

• Public opinion was reflected in the decision of retrieving troops from Afghanistan in 

2010. 

 

5.10. ITALY 

5.10.1 Alliance Dependence  

Like other European countries Italy was also neither dependent on the alliance nor threatened 

by the abandonment or entrapment. Prime Minister, Silvio Berlusconi was one of the great 

supporters of war on terror and his foreign policy was pro US. He supported the US decisions 

to attack Afghanistan and Iraq. The government of Prime Minister, Silvio Berlusconi was 

generally regarded as pro American which shared post 9/11 worldviews of the Bush 

administration. During his address to Chamber of Deputies, on 12 September 2001, Berlusconi 

said that “Italy has placed itself with America and its President. In it response to the terrorist 

incident, the United States should not be left alone and in that Italy will remain in the lead 

group of countries.499 

 

He visited the United States on 14-15 October, 2001 to convey goodwill feelings of the Italian 

public and support for its military operations in Afghanistan. According to FilippoAndreatta, 

Prime Minister, Berlusconi led “a foreign policy which was biased towards Washington 

because it gave precedence to bilateral relations with the United States over multi-lateral 

relations with the European nations. This led to repeated tensions with the European partners 

                                                           
499.   Prime Minister address to Chamber of Deputies, on 12 September 2001, 

www.sitiarcheologici.palazzochigi.it/ index13b6.html (19 September 2014). 
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and institutions.”500Desire to increase prestige of Italy also seemed to be one of the significant 

factors in the decision of Berlusconi’s government to provide a military support to ISAF. 

Italy’s decision to provide military/ stabilization support to ISAF was influenced by; 

• Expression of solidarity with the alliance. 

• Strengthen relationship with the United States. 

• Promote peace. 

• Enhance its prestige. 

• Orientation of the leadership. 

 

5.10.2. Balance of Power/ Threat 

Al-Qaeda and Afghan Taliban posed no ‘existential threat’ to Italy. Italy, like all other 

European countries shared concerns of Al-Qaeda’s ideology as a threat to Western values. 

During an interview to BBC News, Italian Prime Minister, Silvio Berlusconi stated that "We 

have to be conscious about the superiority of our civilization. It is a system which respects for 

human rights and guarantees wellbeing, a system which values understanding of tolerance and 

diversity and grants respect for political and religious rights.501 

 

Evidences suggest that there were some small militants’ clusters in various locations 

especially; in the Northern city of Milan which had been the nucleus of jihadists in Italy.502 

This was an Islamic Cultural Institute (ICI) and most of the militants were from North African 

region. From 1990s to early 2000s, ICI continued its activities.  

As compare to other European countries, Italy experienced less number of terrorists’ incidents. 

There were few isolated incidents, in December 2003, in Modena, for example, Muhammad al-

Khatib, a 33-year-old Palestinian exploded his car in a suicide operation. He was killed in the 

explosion but the incident caused no other damage or injuries503 Al Khatib had no radical 

connections but a case of chronically depression. In another case on 28 March 2004, in Brescia 

a 36-year-old MoustafaChaouki, a Moroccan exploded his car near a local McDonald. He was 

                                                           
500.  Filippo Andreatta, Italian Foreign Policy: Domestic Politics, International Requirements and the European 

Dimension, European Integration Vol. 30, No. 1, 169–181, March 2008. 
501.  BBC News 27 Sep 2001 
502.  David S. Hilzenrath and John Mintz, ‘More Assets on Hold in Anti-Terror Effort; 39 Parties Added to List of 

Al-Qaeda Supporters’, Washington Post, 13 October 2001. 
503.  Stefano Dambruoso and Vincenzo R. Spagnolo, (2011), p. 121.  
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killed; there was no other damage or injuries. It was revealed in police investigations that in a 

pre-written letter, Chaouki had claimed that he has done this on his own, because of the 

suffering of Arabs in Iraq and Palestine.504 

 

There were two suspected incidents of terrorism, in May 2012. In one of the incidents, a 

manager of the nuclear power industry was killed in Genoa. In another incident a high school 

students were killed in a bomb attack, in Brindisi. Responsibility was claimed by the Informal 

Anarchist Federation (FAI). Italy also shared perceptions of the US and other European allies 

of Al-Qaeda interest in trying to gain Weapons of Mass Destruction. Italy’s threat perception 

also included; 

• Al-Qaeda and Taliban are threat to the security, ideology and values of the West. 

• Al-Qaeda may acquire Weapons of Mass Destruction. 

 

5.10.3. Collective Action 

 

Italy did not pursue the strategy of free riding in Afghanistan. Since Italy had imposed caveats 

on its troops to be deployed in comparatively peaceful Western region and could be involved 

in support, training and peacekeeping missions only, its role can therefore be termed as of risk 

avoidance. The Italian government was initially reluctant to deploy its ground troops in 

Afghanistan. This approach contravened with Prime Minister Berlusconi’s broader pro-US 

position. The approach was also not helpful in maximizing the prestige of Italy. The CEO was 

mindful that has position on deploying troops for ISAF to fight in Afghanistan will ire the 

public. It will also tarnish “peace image” of Italy. Italian public will not support its ground 

troops to be engaged in fighting.505 

 

The issue was debated in the Parliament. After the debates in parliament, the Italian 

government announced, on 7 November 2001, that it will deploy troops in Afghanistan for 

stabilization mission and provide aircraft and ships in support of Enduring Freedom. The 
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Italian Navy units including aircraft carrier, planes and ships accordingly participated in OEF 

and initiated troops’ deployment for ISAF, in January 2002. 506 Italy had deployed 3,850 

soldiers (1.1 percent of its total armed forces) in Afghanistan from 2003 to 013, including a 43-

men engineering team. For support of combat operations, Italy deployed its only Carrier Battle 

Group, during the start of the war, in the North Arabian Sea. Italy suffered 48 casualties during 

10 years. As part of the stabilization and reconstruction efforts, Italy undertook number of 

projects related to health, education and public welfare, including construction of 81 schools, 

various health facilities and a hospital in Herat. Italy’s extensive contribution was in reforming 

the legal and justice system.507  Italy also made commitment for substantial investment in 

Afghanistan.508 

 

Successive Italian Prime Ministers visited Afghanistan to meet with their troops and Afghan 

authorities, several times. Prime Minister, Romano Prodi visited Afghanistan on 23 Dec 2007. 

Prime Minister Mario Monti during his unannounced visit on 4 November, 2012, pledged that 

his country would not leave Afghanistan alone. Again, on 26 August 2013, Prime Minister 

Enrico Letta visited the Italian troops and senior leaders of ISAF in Kabul and Herat.509 

 

5.10.4. Personalities/ Personalities or Domestic Regimes 

Italy is a parliamentary form of government. The government consists of Council of Ministers 

under Prime Minister as president of the council. Appointments of ministers are negotiated by 

the political parties forming the government. As per the Italian constitution, Prime Minister is 

exclusively responsible for executing the government policies. Though the Prime Minster 

chooses its ministers but due coalition and other constraints he usually has to accommodate 

preferred candidates of the coalition partners or strong lobbies within his own party.510 
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Domestic institutions: There is no legislation in Italy that regulates deployment and 

participation of its military in operations abroad. The executive branch thus, has the power to 

send its troops on missions abroad, with or without prior consent of the Parliament. 

Government decisions of sending troops abroad, to date, however, have always been approved 

by the Parliament. Ratification by the parliament maybe necessary for providing legitimacy 

and political support to the missions abroad. Moreover, financial resources required for 

missions abroad can be provided after parliamentary approval. Since the foreign policy 

decisions lays in the hands of the CEO (Prime Minister), Italy CEO can therefore be 

categorized as strong, for the purpose of this study.511 

 

Political Elite: From September 2001 till end 2014, following Prime Ministers remained in 

office:; 

• Silvio Berlusconi: June 2001 to May 2006 and May 2008 to November 2011 

• Romano Prodi: May 2006 to May 2008 

• Mario Monti:  November 2011 to April 2013 

• Enrico Letta:  April 2013 February 2014 

• MatteoRenzi:  February 2014 till end 

Troops for the ISAF and Iraq were deployed under the Premiership of Silvio Berlusconi, who 

was great supporter of President Bush’s post-9/11 worldviews. The centre-right government of 

Berlusconi, with the support of the centre-left parties, made decision of providing the Italian 

military contributions to ISAF and OEF. This decision was opposed by the far left parties only. 

It means that the majority of the elite supported the government decision. 

 

In February 2003 over 2 million Italians protested against the Iraq war, in Rome. General 

public was also not supportive of the Italian soldiers’ deployment in combat role in 

Afghanistan. The political and military elite of Italy, during Berlusconi and subsequent 

governments, were however, sympathetic to the US and wanted their continued support for war 

on terror. After assuming office, Prime Minister Romano Prodi dubbed the Iraq war as a grave 
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mistake and withdrew his troops from Iraq, but the Afghanistan deployment remained despite 

public pressure.512 

 

Foreign Policy: The domestic politics of Italy always heavily influenced foreign policy of the 

country. Italy’s view of itself as a force for peace played a significant role in this case. As per 

policy, Italy is one of the leading contributors to the UN peacekeeping missions, globally. The 

Italian UN peacekeeping missions enjoy broad support among the public and political elite. 

Since the masses in Italy, view themselves as forces of peace, they therefore opposed the 

deployment of their troops in war. A month after his visit to Washington to offer the Italian 

support to the US in the war on terror, Prime Minister Berlusconi said that he “believed and 

wished that the United States should not ask for the ground troops” (Corrieredella Sera, 12 

October 2001).On the same grounds, Italy opposed the US plan of converting ISAF into a 

counterinsurgency mission. Italy felt that this conversion might ‘weaken role of the ISAF as a 

stabilization mission and it conflicts with Article 11 of its constitution and therefore might not 

be received well by the masses at home.513 

Article 11 of the Italian Constitution rejects use of force to settle disputes by stating that: “Italy 

rejects war as a tool of settling international disputes and as a means of aggression against the 

freedom of other peoples.” As a matter of foreign policy, the decision to send military soldiers 

abroad is supposed to be an extremely sensitive issue in Italy, both legally and politically. 

Though, the Article is interpreted by the different walks of people differently but the masses 

are largely agreed that participation of their forces in the peacekeeping operations, especially, 

the EU, NATO and UN sponsored operations are compatible with the provision of this article. 

Politicians and legal experts have raised possible violations of the Article in peace enforcement 

missions, particularly Afghanistan and Iraq invasion. At times, the Italian troops are therefore 

limited in their actions. Italy therefore, imposes “operational caveats “on its forces. 
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5.10.5. Perceptions 

The Italians carry a “peace image” of their country. It was the “peace image” that the public in 

Italy were so opposed to the war. Opposition of the public to the war in Afghanistan and Iraq 

was perhaps encouraged by declaration of the Pope, against the war. Initially, Italian public 

favored all king of support for the ISAF except sending ground forces to Afghanistan. Level of 

support was about 55 percent till 2004.By 2007; over 50 percent of the French population was 

in the favor of withdrawing or reducing its forces, while only 15 percent were in support of 

committing more troops to the ISAF.514 From 2009 onward, Italian public support to Afghan 

war remained between 2-6 percent. Despite unpopularity at home Italy maintained military and 

stabilization support to ISAF. 515  To make it acceptable for Italian public, Italy imposed 

national caveats. 

 

In summary, Italy’s troops’ deployment policy for ISAF was a balance of fulfilling of alliance 

responsibilities, pursuance of foreign policy objectives and interests and appeasement of 

general public at home. It was a probable reason that Italy kept low profile and imposed 

operational caveats on its mission. 

 

5.10.6. Potential/ Power Capabilities 

Italy’s military forces are well trained, well equipped and highly professional. Italy has been 

participating in out of area, UN peacekeeping operations. Since 1945, Italy has participated in 

132 UN-led operations around the world. Currently, apart from Afghanistan, Italian troops are 

engaged in the Balkans (Joint Enterprise), Lebanon (UNIFIL) and several other missions. The 

Italian military has the potential and capabilities to perform the specialized responsibilities, 

mainly in terms of rule of law functions and mobility. Italy with $1.163 tn GDP, $20,409 per 

capita income, 56.97 million population, 347,000 strong armed forces and $21.5 bndefence 

budget, as per 2001 estimates, was considered as medium power.516 
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5.10.7. Summary 

Table 5.8 

Systemic Variables 

 

Alliance Dependence • Expression of solidarity with the alliance. 

• Strengthen relationship with the United States. 

• Promote peace. 

• Enhance its prestige. 

Balance of Power/ 

Threat 

• Al-Qaeda and Taliban are threat to the security, ideology and values of 

the West. 

• Al-Qaeda may acquire Weapons of Mass Destruction. 

Collective Action Italy pursued a strategy of risk avoidance. 

Intervening Variables 

 

Perception • Public was not in favor of deploying ground troops. 

• Concerns of the Italian public were partially reflected in deployment of 

its troops. 

Potential • Had the potential to launch political and military process in support UN 

mandated peacekeeping mission. 

• Large economy and reasonable greater defence budget. 

Personality • CEO and the elite had greater say in shaping its foreign policy. 
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Figure 5.8 

The Italian Decision Process on Afghanistan 
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5.10.8. Findings 

Italy’s commitment to alliance was medium 

Rome, after the 9/11 incident expressed its solidarity with the US but initially reluctant to 

deploy ground troops due to public pressure, political and constitutional concerns. 

Italy’s Afghan policy was shaped by three systemic factors: Alliance solidarity, enhancing 

prestige and balancing the threat. In the context of domestic politics; 

• The Italian Prime Minister had the executive power to deploy troops abroad for 

peacekeeping, but he referred parliamentary approval for political and legal support. 

• Government decision had full backing of political and military elite. Public opinion was 

not supportive of combat mission.  

• Government adopted a balanced policy to meet both ends. 

 

5.11. REST OF THE COUNTRIES 

5.11.1. Alliance Dependence 

Rest of the countries can be divided in two categories i.e. West European and Central & East 

European (CEE) countries. West Europeans gained membership of the alliance during the Cold 

War and the new members were mostly East European countries affiliated with Warsaw Pact 

during the Cold War. The post-Communist states were dubbed by Donald Rumsfeld, the 

former US Secretary of Defense as "new Europe," in contrast to the Western European states 

as “old Europe."517In order to be eminent members of the institution, worthy of getting benefits 

of the organization, the “new Europe” states wanted to contribute to the NATO-led initiatives. 

 

Irrespective of geographical locations, form of the government and size of the country, all the 

NATO members condemned the terrorists’ attacks and expressed solidarity with the US 

government and public. Invocation of Article 5 was the practical manifestations of their 

solidarity with the US. Representation of most of the small countries was symbolic that 

showed solidarity with the US and expressed concerns that the 9/11 attacks were against 

democracy and freedom. 

To attenuate the threats stemming from Afghanistan, all the members wanted the ISAF mission 
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to stabilize the country. The Afghan mission was important for all the Central and East 

European (CEE) NATO members for two accounts - NATO Article- 5 responsibilities and 

mandate of the United Nations Security Council (UNSC). These states presented the ISAF 

mission to their respective publics as humanitarian efforts and to stabilize/ develop 

Afghanistan and help its people. 518 The concept of participating in the Provincial 

Reconstruction Teams (PRTs) had further helped as the basic function of PRTs was to 

facilitate reconstruction, development and transformation of Afghanistan. 

  

In his article, “The Security Dilemma in Alliance Politics”, Glenn Snyder, asserts that, the 

“alliance dilemma” is characterized not by fears of entrapment but abandonment. During the 

Cold War, direct dependence of European allies on the United States existed but after the Cold 

War this dependence decreased, allies however, could be sure that they will not be 

abandoned.519 In the post-Cold War era, security threat to the alliance members has not only 

been diffused to greater extent but also being variously interpreted. Abandonment now 

outweighs fears of entrapment. 

 

Today, most of the NATO members have no geopolitical security concerns. Though, states that 

are bordering Russia face permanent security problems but less severe as compare to the Cold 

War arena. They are anxious regarding likely future conflicts of interests and thus interested in 

close relationship with the United States.520Attack on Georgia in 2008 further emphasized the 

concerns of Russia’s neighbours. In the context of ISAF mission, main determent for the CEE 

members was giving importance to relations with America. The States other than those 

bordering Russia had no geopolitical security consideration. In his article, ‘Debating NATO 

Future”, Ringsmose examined motivations of the allies in support of the US Afghan policy. He 

argues that most of the allies contributed to the war on terror because of relationship with the 
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US, thus, contrary to the realists’ theory, perceptions of the significance of ‘alliance 

dependence’ might not be related to the concerns of national security of the states.521 

 

Noetzl and Schreer categorized the NATO members in two groups – globalists and 

traditionalists. Globalists are concerned about global relevance of the alliance; traditionalists 

on the other hands are concerned with NATO Article-5 guarantees and Russia. In the broader 

context, both groups look forward for close relationship with the United States, though for 

different reasons. 522 Decision of the countries under discussion, to provide military/ 

stabilization support to ISAF was motivated by; 

• Expression of solidarity with the alliance. 

• Concerns of Russia. 

• Strengthen relationship with the United States. 

• Promote peace. 

• Gain entry into Western institutions. 

 

5.11.2. Balance of Power/ Threat 

The level of interest of the allies varied across the continuum from peripheral to important to 

vital but their foreign policy objectives were affixed in the continued NATO’s viability.  

Similarly, the level of contribution of members to the ISAF varied according to the interest. 

Nik Hynek and Peter Matron argue "it is assumed that states entered into Afghanistan, and 

remained there for years. It was because they themselves desired to do so or they were 

bounded by others to do so"523these rationales emphasize mixed and varied impetus of states 

who weigh direct nature of threat emanating from the terrorists’ network in Afghanistan vis-à-

vis their interests in maintaining strong collective strategic ties with the NATO and bilateral 

ties with the United States. 
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The member states believed that ousting the Taliban regime from Kabul and stabilizing the 

country would augment their respective national interests. Essentially, they believed that Al-

Qaeda attacks in future might not be limited to the United States; therefore, terrorism was a 

threat to the entire “civilized world”. Some of the allies also believed that Al-Qaeda was 

probably more threatening than it actually appeared; reason being that it had potential and the 

will to obtain Weapons of Mass Destruction. They were sure that the ability of Al-Qaeda to 

undertake large scale attacks was considerably enhanced due to their safe haven in the Taliban-

led Afghanistan. 524  The allies were of the view that chances of terrorists’ threat to their 

countries will be reduced only when order in Afghanistan is restored.525 Their opinion on the 

peace in Afghanistan was rooted in the fact that a failed state becomes haven for terrorism. 

Recent history of Afghanistan confirmed that view. 526 

 

Key motivating factors for the allies’ decision to contribute to ISAF were: 

• Threat from Al-Qaeda and other terrorist groups and their urge for WMD.  

• Need for balancing a vital threat to its interests in Afghanistan. 

• Strong strategic interests in the usefulness of NATO. 

• Calculation that the United States has been its key strategic partner. 

• In case of tension with Russia they will have support of the United States and 

NATO.  

 

5.11.3. Collective Action 

In the expression of their solidarity with the US, there were signs of the strategy of free riding 

or risk avoidance in the Afghan mission. In some cases it might be due to non-availability of 

desired capabilities. All the nations except Poland, Spain and Romania had small military 

contingents. Poland prefers adjusting to the changing demands of the NATO allies and 

America in a consciously responsive manner527 . Poland had deployed about 2,500 troops 

(which was 2.1 percent of the total forces),combat engineers, 10 helicopters and logistical 

support, with lesser caveats. Poland forces were primarily stationed at the province of Ghaznito 

                                                           
524.   Tom Lansford, All for One: Terrorism, NATO and the United States: Ashgate, 2002. 
525.    ibid. 
526 .  William J. Kole, “Summit’s big question: Whither NATO?”, USA Today, March 3, 2008. 
527.   Kulesa&Górka-Winter, 2011: 223. 



247 

operate dozen OMLTs and led a PRT. 528 Poland also suffered loss of its 40 soldiers in 

Afghanistan.  

 

Spain made its military bases available for operations and deployed approximately 2,500 

combat troops(1.87 percent of its total forces), 3 C-130,1 P–3B Maritime Patrol Aircraft, 2 

frigates, a supply ship and a helicopter for ISAF. In addition to military contribution Spain also 

administered hospital. 40 Spanish soldiers lost their lives in ISAF mission.529Romania joined the 

US-led coalition in Afghanistan, in 2002. Romania gradually increased number of its troops and other 

contributions to the allied war efforts, after taking over ISAF by NATO, in 2003. Romania was one of 

the moderately resources contributing country, that contributed both for military and stabilization 

efforts. By 2011, Romanian deployment in Afghanistan reached to 1938 soldiers (2.6 percent of the 

Romanian total forces), in addition to a C-130, 4 MiG-21, motorized infantry battalion, an infantry 

battalion, a nuclear, biological, chemical company and military a police platoon. Romania also donated 

training equipment for the Afghan National Guard, including 1,000 AK-47 assault rifles, 300,000 

rounds of ammunition.53023 Romanians were killed during the ISAF mission.531 

 

Norway has also been contributing with Provincial Reconstruction Teams (PRT) in Norway’s 

fighting forces included around 500 soldiers (1.99 percent of total forces) and in charge of a 

PRT in Meymaneh area of Faryab province. Norway also contributed to Afghan 

Reconstruction Trust Fund (ARTF), as symbol of development and humanitarian assistance. 

During 2002-2003 deployed C-130 and six F-16 fighter aircraft, a team of Special Forces for 

mines clearance, to support the Operation Enduring Freedom. Norway stationed three 

helicopters, in 2008, for medical evacuation to PRT in Faryab and donated $30 million.532 10 

Norwegian soldiers died during the ISAF mission. 

 

An official of Czech’s Ministry of Foreign Affairs noted, “We are obliged to accomplish our 

responsibilities and desire to be a reliable partner. Commitment of the Czechs to the collective 

security of the treaty, and our participation in the NATO mission would prove our reliability as 

                                                           
528.   AndrzejWalentek, Polish contingent in Afghanistan: 11 years of war. 
529.  ‘International Security Assistance Force (ISAF): Key facts and Figures’, NATO, December 3rd 2012. 
530.  Romanian Defence – 2013,  Ministry Of National Defence, available on 

http://www.mapn.ro/publicatii/2013/defence.pdf, (accessed 30 december 2014). 
531.  iobid 
532.  International Security Assistance Force (ISAF): Key facts and Figures’, NATO, December 3rd 2012. 

http://www.mapn.ro/publicatii/2013/defence.pdf
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a credible member of NATO and trustworthy partner of the United States.”533Role of the 

Hungary and Czech Republic in ISAF was of lower-order but still significant to balance the 

threat. It was determined by Prague and Budapest that eliminating the possibilities of Al-Qaeda 

and stabilization of Afghanistan was in their national interests. To burnish their NATO 

credentials, both the Czech Republic and Hungary placed great importance on the Afghan 

mission. Both Hungary and the Czech Republic deployed about 550 (3 percent of the total 

forces) and 420 (1.5 percent of Hungarian Armed Forces) soldiers, respectively for the ISAF 

mission. They managed an “Operational Monitoring and Liaison Team” (OMLT) and a 

Provincial Reconstruction Team (PRT). 534  Czech and Hungarian soldiers jointly trained a 

battalion of Afghan National Army (ANA) and Afghan pilots for Mi-35 attack helicopter, in 

Kabul. Slovakian Armed Forces contingent was smaller with 340 soldiers, deployed at 

Kandahar as OMLT and to look after the Air Base. Defence Minister of Hungary, 

FerencJuhasz, stated that, “This is not about Afghanistan but about NATO: we could do 

nothing else535. During the mission, 7 Hungarian and 10 Czech soldiers were killed. 

 

Needs to balance the threat in Afghanistan were felt well in Denmark. Contribution of 

Denmark was appreciated by most of the allies. Slovakia could also see value to support global 

priority of NATO. Slovakian role was nominal but they were proud on its representation and 

not really wanted to “do more” than just to go through the motions.536 Lithuania tried to 

consider to be engaged in the reconstruction work by deploying 237 soldiers (12 percent of 

total armed forces). 537 Bulgaria, Belgium and Croatia also made comparatively moderate 

representations. There was lower representation by Albania, Estonia, Finland, Greece, Portugal 

and Lithuania. Luxembourger, Ireland and Latvia were hardly represented .Details of 

contribution of these states are given in Table 5.9. 

 

 

 

                                                           
533.  The Czech Republic’s Foreign Policy in 2011: A Brief Overview. 

MinisterstvozahraničníchvěcíČeskérepubliky, 2012: 26.(Available online). 
534.  Tomas A.Nagy, NATO and Afghanistan: What role for Visegrád countries? GlobsecPoblicy Institute, 5. Feb 

2013.  
535.  ibid 
536.  Marton& Wagner, 2011: 208. 
537.  Račius, 2011: 264. 

http://www.cepolicy.org/tomasanagy
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Table 5.9 

Contributions 

Country No of 

Troops 

%age of 

total 

Caveats Deployed in Human 

Losses 

Humanitarian/ other assistance 

Albania 260   3 No Kabul/ 

Kandahar 

1  - 

Belgium 400 1.9 yes Mazar-i-

Sharif 

1 1 C-130 & 1 A-310 Aircraft 

.supplied 198,413 pounds food 

Bulgaria 460 1.8 yes Herat  4 bulldozers/ excavators, 150 

generators, 1 filtration system. 

6 trucks 

Czech 

Republic 

550 3 No Bagram/  

Logar 

7                      - 

Croatia 320 1 yes Mazar-i-

Sharif 

                      - 

Denmark 700  2.60 No Helmand 43 1x C-130 1 F-16 fighter 

4 Helicopters. 

Estonia 163 0.93 yes Helmand 9                  - 

Greece 162 0.14 yes Kabul  2 C -130 

Hungary 420 1.5 No Mazar-i-

Sharif 

10                  - 

Iceland 4 2 -  Kabul   

Latvia  139 3 - Mazar-i-

Sharif 

3 1 Ambulance 

Lithuania 268 12 Yes Heart 1                  - 

Luxembourg 11 2.4 -      -      -                 - 

Norway 500 1.99 Yes Mazar-i-

Sharif 

9 Donated $30 million 

Portugal 165 0.36  Kabul 2                - 

Poland 2500 1.91 No Ghazni 40 8 AN–124 Aircrafts 

Spain 2500 1.87 No Heart 34 3 C–130, Administered hospital 

Romania 760 1.6 No Zabul 23 1 C–130, 4 MiG–21 and Donated 

training equipment including 1,000 

AK–47 rifles, 300,000 rounds  

Slovakia 308 1.9 - Kandahar/ 

Uruzgan 

      -                  - 

Slovenia 80 1 - Harat      -         -  

Sources:  Based on data from 2002 to 2011, extracted from various sources 
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5.11.4. Personalities/ Domestic Regimes 

The elite of all member states were in unanimity with the US on the issue of combating the global 

terrorism. State institutions of all the allies especially, newly joined members were weak and their 

political systems, barring few, were not matured. Benefits of joining Western institutions and fears 

of Russian threat were perhaps vital factors for the ex-Warsaw Pact members to join NATO.  

NATO was considered to be jumping board for joining the European Union. To work out authority 

of the CEO, details of the domestic regimes, key decision makers and other relevant data of allies 

given in Table 5.10. 

 

Table 5.10 

Domestic Regime & CEO 

Source: Based on data of 2010, extracted from various sources  

Country Type of 

Government 

Elites Political 

Stability 

Decision Makers Authority 

of CEO 

Albania Parliamentary 

  

Civil/ Military 

Bureaucracy & 

Politicians 

Political 

instability

  

Council of Ministers 

under CEO 

Moderate 

Belgium Parliamentary __” _ Stable Parliament Weak 

Bulgaria Parliamentary __” _ Coalitions CEO  Strong 

Czech Republic Parliamentary      __” __       __” __     __” __ __” __ 

Croatia Parliamentary      __” __      __” __      __” __ __” __ 

Denmark Parliamentary Public opinion Stable Parliament Weak 

Estonia Parliamentary   Parliament __” __ 

Greece 

  

  

Parliamentary Dynastic politics 

with few families 

controlling the 

power 

Relatively 

unstable 

economy and 

politics 

Constitutionally 

Executive but in 

actual few families 

and bureaucracy 

Moderate 

Hungary  Parliamentary Civil/ Military 

Bureaucracy & 

Politicians 

Stable CEO Strong 

Latvia   Parliamentary Military and 

Political 

Leadership 

Less stable Parliament Weak 

Lithuania 

 

Semi Presidential __” __ Coalition Govts Council of 

Government 

__” __ 

Luxembourg  Parliamentary Local issues 

oriented elite 

Stable __” __ __” __ 

Norway Parliamentary Local issues 

oriented elite 

Stable Council of State __” __ 

Portugal  Semi Presidential Military/ Socialists Stable Council of Ministers __” __ 

Poland Presidential __” _ Stable CEO Strong 

Spain Parliamentary Military/ Socialist 

Parties  

Instable __” __ __” __ 

Romania  Semi Presidential Military and 

Political 

Leadership 

Stable __” __ __” __ 

Slovakia Parliamentary __” _ Stable Council of Ministers Weak 



251 

5.11.5. Perceptions 

During the war in Afghanistan (2001-2014), all the NATO members shared the perception that 

a most pressing threat was posed by Al-Qaeda led radical Islamist ideology to the international 

security. Though the degree of threat perception varied from state to state depended upon the 

level of how much the state was exposed to the threat but all of them however were agreed on 

the fact that they were facing a vital threat. Public opinion, at the beginning were supportive to 

the ISAF mission but with the prolongation of war, increasing casualties and other pressing 

issues, public support reduced.  Majorities or pluralities in NATO states in Central & Eastern 

Europe, Baltic Region and other areas wanted the allies forces out of Afghanistan, including 47 

percent of Bulgarians, 47 percent Czechs, 45 percent Hungarians, 50 percent Lithuanians, 64 

percent  Poles and 49 percent Slovakians.538 

 

5.11.6. Potential 

Capabilities of NATO countries vary from a very small country with negligible military power 

to comparatively bigger countries with considerable power potentials. Newly joined East 

European countries were militarily weak and their Soviet era military hardware, SOPs and 

doctrines were not compatible with that of the old NATO members.  Poland and Spain were 

with moderately strong military forces.  Relative capabilities of the allies are given in 

Table5.11. 

  

                                                           
538.    German Marshall Fund, Transatlantic Trends June 2009, 2010, and 2011 surveys. 
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Table 5.11 

Potential/ Power Capabilities 

Country GDP Per Capita  Population Defence 

Budget 

Forces 

Active 

Remarks 

Albania $11.93 bn $4,175 2.857 m $110 m 8,500 Weak 

Belgium $237.4 bn $23,078 10.29 m $5.85 bn 30,000 Weak 

Bulgaria $14.3 bn $1,783 8.02 m 1.19 bn 35,000 Weak 

Czech 

Republic 

$67.38 bn $6,594 10.22 m $2.6 bn 18,000 Weak 

Croatia $23.29bn $15,899 4.435 m $835 m 30,000 Weak 

Denmark $164.8 bn $30,751 5.359 m $4 bn 15,000 Weak 

Estonia $6.234 bn $4490 1.338 m $488 m 17,500 Weak 

Greece $136 bn $12,418 10.95 m $3.3 bn 116,000 Weak 

Hungary $53.53bn $5,254 10.19 m $1.03 bn 29,700 Weak 

Iceland $8.147 bn $28,589 0.284 m $45 m 430 Weak 

  Latvia $8.313 bn $3556 2.337 m $380 m 4,600 Weak 

Lithuania $12.6 bn $3,503 3.471 m $0.6 bn 15800 Weak 

Luxembourg $21 bn $47,558 0.441 m $279 m 450 Weak 

Norway $170.9 bn $37,867 4.51 m $7.2 bn 24,000 Weak 

Portugal $121.5 bn $11,729 10.36 m $4.5 bn 45,000 Weak 

Poland $190.9 bn $4,991 38.25 m $9.2 bn 120,000 Medium 

Romania $40.59 bn $1833 22.13 m 1.7 bn 73,000 Weak 

Spain  $626 bn $15,359 41.12 m $14.4 bn 133,000 Medium 

Sources: International Institute for Strategic Studies, The Military Balance 2001 and SIPRI 

year book, 2002 

 

5.11.7. Summary 

Table 5.12 

Systemic Variables 

Alliance Dependence Predominant factor was relation with the United States rather than ‘Alliance 

commitment’ or ‘alliance dependence. 

Balance of Power/ Threat • Terrorist presented a threat to the western lifestyle, secular values and ideology. 

• Terrorists may get Weapons of Mass Destruction. 

• Humanitarian assistance to the people of Afghanistan. 

Collective Action There were signs of risk avoidance or free riding, partly due to non-availability of 

desired capabilities. 

Intervening Variables 

Perception Though, Al-Qaeda Taliban were regarded as a threat but the majority of public was 

not in support of deployment of forces in Afghanistan. 

Potential Capabilities varied. 

Personality Elite and CEO have greater say in shaping its foreign policy.  
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Figure 5.9 

Allies Decision making Process on Afghanistan 
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5.11.8. Findings 

Both Combat and Non-Combat support of allies except Poland and Spain was minimal. 

Percentagewise contribution of some of the smaller states is more than the major allies, like 

Albania, Czech Republic and Latvia spared 3 percent, Denmark 2.6 percent, Luxembourg 2.4 

percent and Lithuania over 10 percent of their total forces for ISAF. 

• All the NATO states were bounded by the alliance obligations to support NATO 

diplomatically and materially. 

• Role of special relations with the United States in decision making was obvious in new 

NATO members.  

• Al-Qaeda was perceived not only a security threat but a threat to Western lifestyle, values, 

free society and democracy. 

• Public perceptions played significant role in some cases but overall role of elite was 

predominant.  

• Some of the small states show risk avoidance or free ride behaviour, this may be due to 

non-availability of resources and specialized expertise required for war against terror. 

 

NATO as an alliance undertook the Afghan operation with a visibly defined objective. It is 

however, hard to conclude that each and every member of the alliance had contributed for the ISAF 

with the similar strategies, objectives and motivations. Allies were bounded by the collective 

security commitment to express solidarity with the United States. Solidarity had two major 

connotations for NATO which included; 

• Collective responsibilities for the defence of own and alliance’s territory. 

• Indivisibility of the allies’ security.  

 

Apparently, some allies had simply contributed to satisfy America, in an endeavour to maintain 

good relations with the powerful most member of the alliance. Various evidences suggest that the 

Taliban and Al-Qaeda, a transnational terrorist group did not pose any existential threat to the 

security of NATO allies. However, the alliance members found that extremists’ ideology presented 

a direct threat to the western lifestyle and secular values. Moreover, the terrorist attacks of 9/11 and 

subsequent attacks presented a grave security threat to allies and their interests the world over. 

Thus, their response was in line with the hypothesis of balance of interest and balance of threat.  
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The growing Taliban resurgences in Afghanistan posed a major threat to the alliance forces 

deployed in Afghanistan.   

 

Following five threat estimates explain the incentives for the alliance members to join and support 

the ISAF mission. Out of these five estimates two each are related to the threats posed by Al-

Qaeda, Taliban and one is focused on the extent to which radical ideology was infused in the 

Western society; 

• The United States and its NATO officials publically expressed their concerns about the 

interest of Al-Qaeda in Weapons of Mass Destruction for use in terrorist attacks. Such 

concerns were debated in the parliaments of major NATO members. Speculations about 

Al-Qaeda to acquire/ aspirant to acquire WMD were continuously surfacing in intelligence 

and scholarly assessments/ reports.  

• Combined effect of the perceived risks of terrorists using WMD, and Al-Qaeda’s 

successful or foiled terrorist attempts around the world, formed a “shared threat perception” 

of the alliance members.  

• Since 2004, the Taliban had intensified their activities with Afghan National Army and 

foreign troops as their main targets. Growing Taliban attacks resulted in increase in the 

allies’ troops casualties. Rising level of casualties offered an impetus for the allies to fight 

the terrorists and at the same time provide training to the security forces in Afghanistan.  

• Illicit drug production and trade had close connections with the insurgency and terrorism. 

Regardless of the anti-drug policy of the government which was fully backed by the 

international community, Afghanistan continued to be the major opium producing country 

in the world. Illicit Afghan drug trade also posed a direct threat to the national security of 

alliance members in two ways – drug was smuggled to the Western markets, spoiling 

European youth and money earned from the trade was used for organizing terrorist attacks 

in the NATO member countries.539 

• Fear of penetration of Al-Qaeda and its violent ideology in the Western society after it was 

revealed that 9/11 attacks were planned and executed by Al-Qaeda cells operating in 

Europe, like Hamburg Cell in Germany.540 

                                                           
539.   Serious Organized Crime Agency,  The United Kingdom Threat Assessment of Organized Crime 2009/10  

        (London: TSO, 2010), p. 23.   
540.   “The Hamburg Connection,” BBC News, August 19, 2005. http://news.bbc.co.uk/2/hi/europe/2349195.stm, 

accessed December 17, 2010. 
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Public opinion was by and large against the use of military force. Role of elite and CEOs of the 

member states mattered more as compare to other factors. The elite of most of the allies’ countries 

were in favour of contributing military, political and financial resources to ISAF. There was 

similarity in strategic considerations of the European allies on the issue of International System’s 

evolution in terms of; 

• Strategic vision and interests. 

• Threat perceptions. 

 

United States remained a driving force in the Afghan War and spearheaded OEF and ISAF 

missions. United States provided the core of military and resources. Without the US involvement, 

fighting war in Afghanistan was not possible. Role of the United Kingdom in the Afghan war was 

more pronounced as compared to other allies, marked by proactive diplomacy, a counterinsurgency 

strategy and a role in reconstruction. Counterinsurgency doctrine of Italy, Turkey, France and 

Germany in contrast to the United States, opposed the usefulness of combat operations. They 

emphasized that that stabilization and defensive operations were also as useful as combat military 

operations. Effect of Italian French and German vision was enormous and therefore adopted a risk-

averse strategy. They resisted the NATO and American pressure to redeploy their forces in danger 

area of Southern Afghanistan. With the due course of time it became clear that the political 

constraints at domestic level, like the public opinion and legal provisions of the constitution often 

had profound effects on “how a coalition country defined its mission in Afghanistan.” 

 

Evidences show that contributions of Germany, France, Italy and Turkey might be lower than 

expected; they however, did not ride free. In their own calculation, Europeans allies had nothing at 

stake except to provide minimum requirement for the US expectation/ satisfaction in Afghanistan. 

It can rationally be assumed that some of the small members of the alliance did not have the 

desired ability, resources and were thus not keen to make substantial commitments for the alliance 

role in Afghanistan. 
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CHAPTER SIX 

NATOACHIEVEMENTS IN THE WAR ON TERROR 

 

In the context of war on terrorism, Afghanistan is NATO’s first “out-of-area” mission beyond 

Europe. Since 11 September 2001, the allies have created a “new” NATO, able to go beyond 

the European theater to combat new threats such as terrorism and the proliferation of weapons 

of mass destruction. NATO is largely becoming to be “global” in its geographic reach and in 

the development of non-member/ partner states for assistance in achieving an agreed mission. 

This change in overall mission reflects a NATO consensus that the principal dangers to allied 

security lie distant from the treaty area. New dangers require new political tools and military 

capabilities to combat them. 

 

The Outcome of NATO role in the war on terror is a mix bag. NATO certainly has achieved 

some of its objectives in Afghanistan but the larger picture on the canvas is blurred. NATO 

countries were agreed on the existence of threat but there was divergence among the allies on 

the response mechanism, fixing the responsibilities of burden sharing and some other aspects 

of the conduct of war on terror. During the past decade, NATO has improved its SOPs, 

enhanced awareness, boosted intelligence sharing and modified command structure to cope 

with menace of terrorism. There is however, still a huge capabilities gap among the allies and 

absence of adequate mechanism of burden sharing. Only few member states had acquired 

relevant capabilities for countering terrorism and implemented desired national level 

legislations to quell terrorists networking and finances.  

 

This chapter, in the light of discussions and evidences of previous chapters, will elaborate upon 

NATO’s credit-balance in the war on terror.  Chapter is divided in three parts. First part 

discusses the concept of victory and defeat in war on terror and explains that how the concept 

of victory in war on terror is different from victory in conventional warfare. Second part is 

about success achieved by ISAF and OEF in Afghanistan. Third part recounts key reasons for 

NATO’s limited role in the war on terror in Afghanistan.  
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6.1. CONCEPT OF VICTORY IN WAR ON TERROR 

Since the concept of victory and defeat in war against terrorism is different from the traditional 

victory or defeat, it is therefore considered pertinent to discuss this concept first. The use of the 

phrase, ‘war’ while fighting terrorism gives rise to several issues, the leading one is the usage 

of  the idiom ‘victory’ to define the preferred outcome of this conflict. Michael JoplingMazarr 

says that: “war comes in many shapes and forms, has many different contexts, and is subject to 

diverse cultural influences. The concept of victory however, is central in nearly all analyses of 

warfare and the use of military power”. As Michael Jopling comments, ‘The idea that “every 

war has a winner” is deeply embedded in the literature on military force’. Current conflicts are 

no exception.541Harjeet Singh on the other hand argues that; 

‘A paradigm shift in the nature of conflict is underway. People fight when they 

feel that (a) they can accomplish their objectives by force; (b) they feel that 

there is no alternative to their cause except the use of force; or (c) religion has 

swayed their ideological thinking into the notion that their cause is just. This 

has given a rise to terrorism and insurgency, which are the dominant threats we 

face today and are likely to face over the coming decades. It is a conflict where 

no single conception of the enemy is accurate, and it is a campaign which sees 

no decisive battle or an unconditional surrender by the vanquished. The threats 

are non-traditional, asymmetrical, and insurgent-terrorist in character. The 

change in the nature of warfare has led to the idea that the concept of victory in 

such a scenario is elusive.’542 

 

The difficulties surrounding the concept of victory in modern warfare are most acute in the war 

on terrorism. The traditional Clausewitzian notions of victory cannot be applied to war on 

terrorism. Robert Mandel (2006) argues that over the period of time connotations and 

significances of victory have been changed and now the term victory conveys different 

meaning for different people in different situations.543  He analyzes two approaches to the 

notion of victory. The first approach considers that victory occurs if the outcome of war is 

aligned with the victor's predetermined objective prior to its entering into warfare. The second 

approach considers that victory can be declared if the cost-benefit ratio is positive in the 

judgment of the victor.544 Mandel, in fact says that victory may not all the times, be as clear as 

                                                           
541.  Michael J. Mazarr, Unmodern Men in the Modern World: Radical Islam, Terrorism, and the War on 

Modernity, New York, Cambridge University Press, 2007: 95-98. 
542.  Harjeet Singh, “Defining Victory: The Dilemma in Anti-Terrorism and Counter-Insurgency” Indian Defence 

Review, (Jul-Sep 2009),  Vol 24, 3. 
543.  Robert Mandel, The Meaning of Military Victory, New York, Cambridge University Press 2006. 
544.  ibid. 
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one would like to expect because of its ‘subjective concept’. He suggests two stages or phases 

for victory. In first stage, armed conflict has to be ended; this stage has been termed as “war 

winning”. In second stage, post-war stability has to be established, this stage has been termed 

as “peace winning”. Mandel further argues that “strategic victory” could be brought by 

achieving political, social, economic, diplomatic and informational objectives.545 

 

Angstrom (2007) investigates the way the United States comprehends victory in the war 

against terrorism by examining its yardstick for success, including loss to human and material 

resources, occurrence of terrorists’ acts, control of territory, the proliferation of weapons of 

mass destruction, and the spread of democracy. He asserts that most of the US standards for 

measuring war against terrorism are military understanding of victory. Since war against 

terrorism is different than the traditional war, therefore, it is difficult to decide either US is 

winning or losing the war against terrorism.546 

 

Exploring how the United States perceives victory in a war on terrorism is of great importance 

for policy makers and scholars alike. First, although the coalition against terrorism consists of 

many nations, the United States is arguably its leading actor. Second, the US administration’s 

understanding of victory is important, since the analyses of how successfully a war is being 

fought can easily be used in the domestic political context to discredit or acclaim certain 

policies and policy makers. Accordingly, the domestic political agenda can determine the 

meaning of victory and what indicators one voices. This can, in turn, influence the conduct of 

war.547  Third, evaluations of how the conduct of war progresses can determine what measures 

one continues to use.548 

 

As a broader and clearer picture on the canvas, one has to know exact purpose of the US war 

on terror and whom they perceive as an enemy or opponent in this war. Understanding of this 

broader picture would entail gauging success at tactical, strategic and grand strategic levels. 

                                                           
545.  ibid. 
546.  Angstrom Isabelle, Understanding Victory and Defeat in Contemporary War,(ed), London, Routledge, 

2007:239 
547.  Michael O’ Hanlon and Lins de Albuquerque, “Scoring the Iraq Aftermath,” The National Interest, Winter 

2003/2004: 31-36.   
548.  Scott Sigmund, Strategic Assessment in War, Yale University Press, 1997: 48.  
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Moreover, this understanding of war denotes that victory and defeat in war could be 

understood as entailing both military and political facets. Clausewitz asserted that wars ‘can 

never be considered in isolation from their purpose’; thereby suggesting that evaluation of 

victory and defeat cannot be separated from the political end which the war serves.549 

 

To try and define “victory” in the struggle against terrorism, one has to understand why this is 

a war. Purpose always matters. As Oliver Wendell Holmes argues that a decisive victory does 

not mean that a combat is ended. It is an incontrovertible military victory that determines 

eventual outcome of the conflict.550 The need therefore, arises to properly define the concept of 

victory in terms of aims and objectives to be accomplished. Before evaluating the United 

States claim of victory in the war on terror, it is necessary to clarify who or what it perceives to 

be at war against.  As already noted by several scholars, the United States seems to have two 

enemies in the war on terrorism. It does not separate a war against terrorists from a war against 

terrorism, as a social phenomenon. War on terrorism is a war on Al-Qaeda. In a speech at the 

National Cathedral in Washington, DC, just days after the September 11 terrorist attacks, the 

US President, George W. Bush asserted that “the United States had a new historic mission: to 

rid the world of terrorism.”551 Although these words may have been chosen for affect, they 

have since consistently formed a vital strand of US Foreign Policy.  

 

Again, on 20 September, 2001, President George Bush while addressing a joint session of 

Congress, announced that the "war against terrorism begins with Al-Qaeda; it however will not 

end there. War will continue till each and every terrorist group of international reach has been 

found, stopped and defeated." Here the President declared two parallel wars: specific war and 

general war. “Specific war” was aimed at dismantling Al-Qaeda and Taliban network and 

central leadership in Afghanistan while “General war” was about eliminating terrorism in 

entirety.  There is visible success in the “Specific war” as Al-Qaeda and Taliban network has 

been disrupted and its key leaders including Osama bin Laden have been killed and many 
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others captured. Without wholehearted participation of the international community, success in 

the “General war” however, may not be possible. 

 

In the United States National Security Strategy 2002, it is established that “the United States is 

fighting a war against terrorism of global reach. The enemy is not a single political regime or 

person or religion or ideology. It is terrorism-premeditated, politically motivated violence 

perpetrated against innocents.”552  Furthermore, in the National Strategy, fighting terrorism 

becomes a national imperative, since it reaffirms that crushing terrorism is prime and urgent 

concern of the United States. 553  Meanwhile, in these documents the US administration 

simultaneously maintains that terrorists are prime targets. As the National Strategy for 

Combating Terrorism reads, “we will not rest until terrorist groups of global reach have been 

found, have been stopped, and have been defeated.”554 

 

The United States government has somewhat ambivalent view of victory. Several of the 

indicators are related strictly to a military understanding of victory: that is, to control territory 

and inflict casualties, while thwarting the opponent’s attempts to reach its goals by interrupting 

the means by which terrorists hope to achieve them. At the same time, the US government also 

measures victory in terms of a major overhaul of the political landscape in terrorist harbouring 

nations. This suggests a deeper understanding of victory in terms of a political victory, but it 

also reveals a different notion of what victory entails. Needless to say, employing a coherent 

strategy is not made easier given above two, partly contradictory understandings of victory. 

 

Considering the conceptual problems, it seems that the US perception of victory in a war on 

terrorism is surprisingly conventional. It contains both a military and a political aspect, it 

contains both a restraining and an endorsing side for the use of force, and it contains both 

elements of limiting the enemy’s capabilities to fight and of undermining its desire to fight. 

Moreover, the US foreign and security policies, like those of other states, are motivated to the 

greater extent by the assumptions of realists’ philosophical understanding. The United States’ 

war against the Taliban regime in Afghanistan was regarded as a war among two nation-states. 
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Once the Taliban’s regime was toppled, the United States had continued its war against a non-

state actor i.e. Taliban and al-Qaeda. Since the realist theory considers a nation-state as the 

main actor, it is therefore erroneous to apply this theory on war against terrorism.  

 

Such a war could not be won by means of weapons alone. Theory of realism may be the 

ultimate reaction to the 9/11 attacks, the theory however, lacks to provide an enduring solution 

for the phenomenon of terrorism. Reason being, that eradicating terrorists militarily will boost 

inspiration of the terrorists for committing more suicides. Therefore, apart from military 

operations, regional and international collaboration in the realm of intelligence sharing, 

stopping the finance and supply chain of terrorism and political measures to address root 

causes of terrorism were required. President Bush had declared the “war on terror” more than 

thirteen years ago but still it is hard to judge where actually it stands. There is no established 

scale and yardstick for measuring success or failure. Furthermore, tight secrecy and mystery 

surrounds the government and terrorist actions which further blurs the picture. In most of the 

cases the success or failure in fighting terrorist groups comes to limelight after an attack or a 

thwarted attempt. Afghanistan is still in state of turmoil; terrorism has spread to other parts of 

the Middle East and Africa. Though, the creation of  rule of law on a Western-style, rapid 

economic and political development and fast improvement in human rights are the impossible 

goals and are never going to take place in Afghanistan and parts of Middle East and North 

Africa, conducive environment for the citizens to live peacefully is not yet in sight.   

 

6.2. LEVELSOF VICTORY IN AFGHAN WAR 

Although there are no established standards to gauge the progress of this war, rudimentary 

estimates could however, be envisaged by splitting victory into following levels; 

• Tactical victories: To capture or kill those radicals who are actually involved in 

planning and execution of terrorists’ attacks.  

• Strategic victories: To completely interrupt and annihilate network systems of the 

terrorists and its leadership. Also disrupt the support systems including financial, 

technological, recruitment and training systems that allow the terrorists to work in a 

particular country or area.  
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• Grand strategic victory: Addressing the root causes of extremism and militancy. These 

causes are mostly a disaffection created by flawed political and economic systems and 

sometime ideological reasons. 

 

6.2.1. Tactical Victory 

“Tactical victories” are easy to achieve, because “tactical victory” in the Afghan war had two 

goals; 

• To topple the Taliban regime in Kabul. Also deterring and dissuading other states from 

supporting terrorist organizations like the Taliban and al Qaeda.555 

• To kill/ arrest Al Qaeda and Taliban operatives.   

 

In pursuit of tactical victory, the Taliban regime was replaced; hundreds of terrorists have been 

captured or killed during the conduct of war including Osama bin Laden. The United States, 

ISAF and Pakistan’s security and intelligence agencies have found and killed a large number of 

terrorists. The problem is that new networks and organizations pop up as soon as others are 

destroyed. Exact number of the Taliban killed since 2001 is not known, estimates vary from 

about 20,000 to over 35,000. The Core Taliban force, in 2014, is estimated to be more than 

60,000.556 

 

6.2.1.1. Killing of Bin Laden 

Killing of bin Laden by the US Special Forces was the significant most moment in the war on 

terror and a fatal blow to al-Qaeda since the 9/11 attacks. It was perceived that death of bin 

Laden will bring the decade long war on terror into end. While announcing death of bin Laden 

at the US television on 2 May 2011, President Obama described the event “as an act of 

justice”.  Death of bin Laden, the driving force behind 9/11 attacks and capturing and putting 

on trial of Khalid Sheikh, another key figure of al-Qaeda and mastermind of attacks, primarily 

completed the mission of the United States of bringing those responsible for devastating 

attacks to justice. 
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After killing of Osama, name and ideology of Al-Qaeda continued to appear in the news 

stories, around the globe, regularly. It has been connected to killings, bomb attacks and clashes 

in Yemen, Libya, Afghanistan, Iraq, Syria, Africa and other parts of the world. Al-Qaeda 

continues to maintain its influence, but however has declined in the size. Apparently, the 

numerical strength of Al-Qaeda has decreased but its capacity and ability to ideologically 

influence particular groups in parts of Africa and Asia, particularly the Middle East has been 

increased. Moreover, after the Arab Spring and rise of militancy in the Middle East, most of 

the Arab fighters and al-Qaeda leadership shifted to Iraq, Syria and Yemen. Afghanistan and 

Pak Afghan border is no more sanctuary for al Qaeda. 

 

Now there are dozens of groups following methodology and ideology of al-Qaeda, instead of 

one Al-Qaeda led by bin Laden.  New and emerging groups are operating mainly with 

localized agendas. Whereas, Al-Qaeda of post; 9/11 was much more structured and coherent 

body under its central leadership. It had large number of units webbed around the globe 

undertaking different tasks of terrorism related activities. 

 

6.2.2. Strategic Victory 

Achieving the strategic victory, however, is a more difficult task. Strategic victory of Afghan 

war had following objectives;557 

• Eliminate Al Qaeda’s cells across the world in general and Afghanistan in particular by 

capturing and killing its members.  

• Stop advances of the Taliban in Afghanistan. 

• Establish a democratic government and build security and governance institutions in 

Afghanistan. 

• Disrupt terrorists’ network, including communication and financial support channels. 

 

Democratically elected government is in place. President Hamid Karzai remained in office 

from 2001(after ousting the Taliban) to September 2013, as a transitional arrangement and 

twice as an elected president. Presidential election of 2013, made another history when Ashraf 

Ghani was elected as President. It was for the first time in the recorded history of Afghanistan 
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that the transfer of power took place peacefully.558Since the beginning of ISAF mission, efforts 

of development and reconstruction, though tenuous, but still have made measurable progress in 

some areas. Repair/ construction of about 3,500 schools and over 20,000 km of roads were 

made possible through numerous infrastructure projects.559 Moreover, under the Afghan-led 

development programs, under-five and infant mortality rates have decreased. More citizens in 

Afghanistan have access to healthcare. 560  Funding and countrywide continuing efforts are 

aimed at a broader spectrum of improving access to electricity and water, rebuilding bridges, 

schools and hospitals; and dwindling poppy cultivation. Biggest achievement of ISAF has been 

to help Afghanistan to build a 350,000 strong National Army from scratch.561  The Army 

however, is still ill-equipped. 

 

Regardless of a lot many limitations and shortcomings including insecurity in the most parts of 

the country, particularly in and around Kabul, there is substantial progress in development and 

financial sectors and living conditions of millions of common citizens. A marked surge has 

also been observed in the school enrolment which has increased from negligible figure a 

decade ago to 7.8 million including about 3 million girls. There is an improvement in situation 

of women. About 25 percent seats in the Afghan parliament has been allocated for 

women.562Afghanistan being a poorest country yet, its economy has expanded rapidly. As per 

the World Bank report real Gross Domestic Product of Afghanistan from 2003 to 2012, 

remained at average rate of 9.2 percent.563 

 

There is also progress in health services, transport infrastructure and communication. Most of 

the progress has been achieved with the help of NATO allies. Germany alone has been 

investing, in civil sector reconstruction, about $ 580 million per year. 564The mission has 

achieved mixed results. Democratic government has been established but rule of law is still a 
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distant dream in Afghanistan. During the conduct of war, routinely the terrorists and their 

leaders have been attacked and networks disrupted but the Taliban insurgency in Afghanistan 

continued. Main problem is that the terrorist, organizations and their networks are soon 

replaced by the new ones. A report on “progress towards stability and security in Afghanistan” 

was issued by the United States Department of Defense in 2014. The report noted that, “The 

Taliban continue to have the abilities to threaten the government, retain freedom of action vital 

for their survival and maintain access to crucial resources.” 565 Likewise, the political 

atmosphere remained unstable and uncertain. 

 

6.2.3. Grand Victory 

Grand strategic victory, being a time consuming and slow process, is extremely difficult and 

intricate to achieve. Main goals of the US grand strategic victory are to;566 

• Eliminate/modify terrorists’ ideology. 

• Manage the counterterrorist alliance.  

• Reverse nonproliferation phenomenon and control weapons of mass destruction.  

• Rebuild the Afghan society, institution and the country as a whole.   

• Rebuild West’s relations with the Islamic world. 

 

ISAF has not been succeeded in everything but also has not failed in all the objectives they 

wanted to achieve either. ISAF role in Afghanistan also provided opportunities to reach out to 

regional powers having influence on the events in Afghanistan for their vested interest. After 

the 9/11 attacks, the emerging dominance of counterterrorism role of NATO in defining the 

policy agenda of the alliance could be clearly seen. NATO uses means of consultations, 

assessment, intelligence sharing and strategic analysis to ensure awareness about the common 

threat of terrorism. NATO members have gradually improved handling of sensitive 

information. This improvement is based on continuing reforms in the intelligence organization 

and implementation of decisions made in the successive summits. 
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Benefits of the reforms and high level/ high frequency intelligence sharing among the member 

services have been translated into analytical reports produced by the Intelligence Units. These 

reports are related to links of terrorism with other international threats. Experts and scholars 

with a range of background are also invited for briefing the representatives of member and 

partner states on specific areas of terrorism / counter-terrorism. Views of the member and 

partner countries directly affected by terrorism and their direct account of experiences may add 

greatly to in developing perceptions and understanding various dimensions of the issue. 

 

Similarly, continuous dialogue among the international organizations and agencies like Global 

Counterterrorism Forum (GCTF), the Organization for Security and Cooperation in Europe 

(OSCE) the United Nations (UN) etc. enhance knowledge of the allies on the worldwide 

counterterrorism efforts. This process also helps the alliance to refine the contribution that it 

makes to the global approach. Virtually every state has enacted administrative and legal 

measures to give greater powers of investigating and arresting suspected terrorists to law 

enforcement agencies, improve airlines and border security and combat terrorism. Apart from 

securing own borders, numerous countries have also helped prevent terrorists’ financing. 

Thwarting financing is perhaps the difficult most factors while dismantling the infrastructure of 

terrorists. About 142 countries have ordered freezing of terrorists’ assets; resultantly, assets 

worth$33 million belonging to about 153 known terrorist organizations and individuals were 

frozen outside the US.567 

 

To eliminate or modify the ideology of discontent and alienated strata of any society that 

spawns extremism/terrorism is a difficult and intricate process. Always, there have been and 

will be individuals they want to use terror for gaining power, in their own right. The United 

States has to do a lot in this direction. After the ISAF withdrawal, the Taliban are trying to 

encroach to fill the vacuum, but one thing is clear that though the NATO backed Afghan 

government faces problems there, al Qaeda and Taliban would also not be able to establish 

credible governments in future. Taliban in near future may not be able to become ruler of 

Afghanistan, at least with the intensity they had prior to 2001. It means that the victory of 
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Taliban may not be considered defeat of ISAF as it has accomplished real mission of disabling 

the Taliban.  

 

From the available evidences, it was observed that the Bush Administration was committed to 

the post-9/11 US National Security Strategy to create a “balance of power” in the favour of 

human freedom by supporting the cause of human dignity and opposing all those who resist 

it.568Democratization, according to this approach was viable everywhere, as President Bush 

said, “values of freedom are tight and true for every person, in every society”.569 According to 

this approach, peoples aspired to achieve liberty everywhere; therefore, once they were 

unfettered from tyranny, irrespective of their national, religious, cultural or regional variations, 

they would universally and automatically support democracy. 

 

In practice however, the above stated approach was mainly focused on the greater Middle East. 

This particular region was dangerous to the national security of United States. Those 

responsible for the 9/11 attacks not only belonged to this region but they also had their support 

base and got their radical anti US ideology there. The strategy of regime change was 

accordingly applied not only in Afghanistan but also in Iraq. We could say that it was 

manifested in Iraq more clearly. Resultantly, the aims and objectives of the war in Afghanistan 

were much ambitious. In both Iraq and Afghanistan wars, according to neoclassic realists’ 

explanation, the United States was the revisionist power with the aim of transforming the Iraqi 

and Afghan regimes.  

 

The action carried a potential message to other such regimes in the region and world at large. 

Fundamental objectives of the wars in Afghanistan and Iraq were to replace the two regimes 

with more democratic one and to spread democracy into the heart of the Muslim world. 

Democracy in the long run would pacify the charged sentiments of the pubic and smoothen 

down their radical stance against the west. Ripples of this policy were felt in the Middle East 

and Africa in form of public up rise in support of democracy. It was expected by the neoclassic 

realists that the enforced regime change through dynamics of bandwagoning (such as in 
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Afghanistan) would encourage democratization in general, particularly in the neighboring 

countries. If successful, such an undertaking would strengthen reputation of the United States 

for having resolve in opposing the dictatorships. This would lead to an “imbalance of power” 

that would be favourable for liberal change. Regime change followed by successful 

democratization would indicate that democracy is being preferred over tyranny; this would 

encourage and inspire the peoples in other countries of the region to stand up against the 

dictators and establish democratic regimes.570 

 

After 9/11,the domestic policies of a number of countries were influenced by the international 

environment. Throughout the Arab Middle East and North Africa, democratic processes were 

largely weak or even nonexistent before 9/11. After 9/11 however, multiparty elections in the 

Arab countries were increasingly accepted as the basis for legitimate government. Saudi 

Arabia, for example, had no history of elections but in February 2005, Saudi male voters of 

over 21 years of age casted their votes to elect one-half of the members of the municipal 

councils. The United Arab Emirates and other Arab kingdoms and royalties also relaxed their 

grip and introduced democratization and liberalization process, after 9/11, under the 

international pressure.  Women are also getting representation in the municipalities and federal 

cabinets.    

 

In the overall context of the purpose and objectives of the war on terror and on the basis of 

discussions in the previous chapters, we have identified certain areas, where profound 

improvement could be observed as compared to the pre 9/11 era.  Conclusions of the progress 

are as shown on the Figure 6.1. 
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Table6.1 

Before 9/11 At present 

Al-Qaeda’s infrastructure and Abilities 

Al-Qaeda was providing training to thousands of 

would-be terrorists, in Afghanistan and planning 

attacks unfettered. 

After determined international effort, most of the 

Al-Qaeda leaders including Bin Laden have been 

killed, captured or put on the run. 

 

Financing of the Terrorists 

Terrorist financing networks and financiers were 

largely ignored by the international community.  

An aggressive worldwide campaign is going on for 

disruption of terrorists financing networks. Making 

financial funding and transactions harder, riskier 

and costlier for terrorist groups. 

Counterterrorism Tools 

Combating terrorism was largely considered as a 

law enforcement problem. 

 

 Sharing of information between the intelligence 

agencies and law enforcement community, to 

counter terrorism was restricted by number of 

barriers. 

A proactive international Coalition, led by the US, 

using all instruments of national power, is taking 

the fight to the terrorists and their supporters. 

A workable information sharing mechanism is 

available for fast sharing of relevant information 

between agencies and countries. Initiatives like 

CSI, PSI and many more are in place. 

 

Terrorism and WMD  

By and large, WMD proliferation and terrorism 

were treated as separate concerns. 

Strategic partnerships, Convention Against 

Nuclear Terrorism and UNSCR-1540 have 

provided a framework for combating WMD and 

terrorism with domestic institutions to support its 

implementation. 

Verification of Identity 

Verification of identity documents was difficult 

due inadequate international standards and lack of 

comprehensive use of tools.  

 

There are strong domestic and international 

standards for : 

• Passport and travel document issuance.  

• Use of biometrics to verify identities of 

travelers/ comprehensive screening of 

passengers at airports. 

Restricted Liberties 

Restricted liberties and repression in the Arab 

world was not openly challenged by the Western 

democracies.  

Freedom and democracy are an integral part of the 

West’s globally agenda. 

 

Reaction to Islamic Extremism 

The world did not react against the threat from 

Islamic extremism.  

 

Entire world, including Arabs and other Muslims 

around the globe are voicing against terrorism and 

rejecting the message, agenda, and tactics of the 

violent extremist movement. 

Support for Combating Terrorism 

Saudi Arabia and Pakistan were being blamed for 

not taking active measures in support of combating 

terrorism.  

They are key allies of the United States in making 

important efforts to deny safe haven to terrorism. 

As a front line state, Pakistan has bled a lot in the 

war against terrorism. 

Source: Summary of unilateral, bilateral and multilateral actions (extracted from wide ranging readings) taken by 

international community against terrorism after 9/11. 
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The Afghan war reflected two realities: firstly, there was consensus among the allies that the 

principal threat to their security lied distant from the treaty area; and secondly, new threats 

required new military capabilities and political tools to combat them. NATO achieved mix 

results in the war on terror. One thing was for sure that terrorism was identified as a major 

threat to international community and a global challenge that required international 

collaboration but there was divergence among the allies on the response mechanism. To cope 

with the new threats, NATO has retooled itself by modifying its command structure, boosting 

intelligence sharing, enhancing awareness and improving SOPs. 

 

The war on terror has brought a paradigm shift in the nature and concept of conflict. Similarly, 

how victory and defeat is conceptualized in the war on terror is different than the traditional 

war. To understand the core concept of this broader picture would entail gauging success at 

tactical, strategic and grand strategic levels. Moreover, this understanding of war denotes 

that victory and defeat in war could be understood as entailing both military and political 

facets. Clausewitz asserted that wars ‘can never be considered in isolation from their 

purpose.As a tactical victory, the Taliban regime in Afghanistan was toppled and thousands of 

terrorists including heavyweights like Osama bin Laden were killed or captured. Though, 

achieving the strategic victory was more difficult still lot of progress was made in form of 

installing a democratically elected government in Afghanistan, development of infrastructure, 

improving health and education facilities and building of Afghan National Army. 

 

The concept of grand strategic victory was chiefly focused on the greater Middle East because, 

those involved in the 9/11 attacks were from this region. They got the anti-American 

radicalization ideology there and also had their support base in the region. The United States, 

thus considered this particular region as a threat to its national security. In pursuit of the grand 

strategic victory, the strategy of regime change was applied in Afghanistan, Iraq and Libya. 

Achieving the grand strategic victory is extremely difficult because modifying ideology, 

philosophy and thoughts of the alienated and discontent strata of a society that seed extremism 

is difficult and time consuming process. NATO, as a military alliance has gradually improved 

its capabilities and capacity for dealing with terrorism, through continuing reforms in policy, 

command structure, intelligence gathering/ sharing, mobilization, SOPs and other relevant 
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fields. In the overall context of war on terror, a profound improvement has been made the 

worldwide. Through an aggressive worldwide campaign, terrorists financing networks have 

been disrupted through international laws and efforts, a workable information sharing 

mechanism is in place, the entire world is unanimously voicing against terrorism by rejecting 

the extremists’ agenda. It shows that though, the ISAF could not succeed in everything but it 

also did not fail in achieving all the objectives it wanted to achieve either.  
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CHAPTER SEVEN 

 REASONS FOR LIMITED ROLE OF NATO IN WAR ON TERROR 

Most of the achievements in the war on terror mentioned in previous chapter were because of 

the use of colossal military and political power by the United States. NATO’s role in the war 

was limited. There were some notable reasons for NATO’s narrow role in the war on terror. 

The reasons included: US perception of alliance and increasing rejection of alliance 

constraints, capability gap between US and allies ,burden sharing of the alliance, domestic 

consensus of troops contributing countries, character of the war against terrorism, The populist 

challenge, and domestic consensus of troops contributing countries. This chapter will conduct 

analysis of these reasons. 

 

7.1. US PERCEPTION AND INCREASING REJECTION OF ALLIANCE 

CONSTRAINTS  

There was a unanimous support for the military action, after the September 11 attacks, from all 

over the world in general and NATO members in particular. As a credible and institutionalized 

organization, NATO had tried to reinstate its raison d'être and offered its services for the war 

against terrorism. For the first time in the alliance’s history, the North Atlantic Council voted 

that the 9/11 terrorist acts merited invocation of Article 5. Alliance members offered their 

assistance and help but the United States however, declined this offer and preferred ad-hoc 

coalitions while toppling the Taliban regime.US. Secretary of Defence, Donald Rumsfeld 

stated that “the mission determines the coalition, and we don’t allow coalitions to 

determine the mission.”571 

 

To avoid the diplomatic snags, Americans launched their attacks on Afghanistan outside the 

NATO parameters. At this stage, the alliance’s contributions to the US mission were just 

limited to conducting air patrols over US territory and relieving US troops deployed in Kosovo 

and Bosnia. This limited role of the alliance was also unacknowledged by the US leadership.572 
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The United States decision not to ask for the alliance’s support was based on both political and 

military reasons. Politically, the United States did not want intervention and obstruction from 

the allies during the operation. Militarily, it was probably perceived that America had the 

relevant weapons and equipment to carryout military operations halfway around the globe. The 

United States Deputy Secretary, at that time (Richard Armitage) made the American stance 

amply clear, during his visit to SHAPE, days after the 9/11event. He candidly said that: "I 

didn't come here to ask for anything."573 

 

Declining the United States reliance on NATO and Europe is evident from the Washington’s 

shift of focus towards South and East Asian and Greater Middle Eastern regions. This is 

apparent from the US military redeployments in Europe. It is also clear in recent decisions by 

the US State Department to reduce at least one hundred diplomatic posts in Europe and 

relocated its diplomats to other regions in Asia and Africa.574NATO is an institutionalized and 

consensus-based Organization; the United States strategy documents suggest that it is not a 

favoured model for multilateral cooperation in the war against terrorism. Furthermore, it 

appears that the alliance is less central to the policy of United States than it had previously 

been. The US National Security Strategy (NSS) of February March 2006, mentions NATO 

eight times, and devotes two paragraphs to NATO. This contrasts with twelve citations and 

four paragraphs in the 2002 NSS and thirty five citations and seven paragraphs in the 1998 

NSS on the alliance.575 This was a notable decline.   

 

The United States preferred a loose form of cooperation. This preference is more explicit in its 

National Security Strategy (NSS) of 2006. The NSS cites Proliferation Security Initiative 

(PSI), as a model. The NSS sets the goals for alliance by stating: “Establishing results-oriented 

partnerships on the model of the PSI to meet new challenges and opportunities. These 

partnerships emphasize the international cooperation, not international bureaucracy. They rely 

on voluntary adherence rather than binding treaties. They are oriented towards action and 
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results rather than legislation or rule-making.”576 The document further cites that “existing 

international institutions have a role to play, but in many cases coalitions of the willing may be 

able to respond more quickly and creatively.”577 

 

Since 2001, however, the United States appears increasingly unwilling to be constrained by the 

principles guiding the NATO military cooperation. While it stresses NATO’s importance, it 

seems equally clear that for addressing the central security problems the US does not plan to 

work through the alliance. The rejection of alliance constraints is also affected by shifting US. 

attitudes towards NATO, as the historical memory of the alliance’s centrality to its foreign and 

security policy has dissipated. This erosion has been accelerated by the turnover in 

membership in Congress. About two-thirds of the current members entered Congress during 

the post-Cold War era. In the House of Representatives, the average length of service now is 

ten years, and slightly over thirteen years in the Senate. Fewer representatives have a military 

background than previously.578 This all implies that Congress has less institutional memory of 

the central role NATO has played in the US security policy.579 

 

The Bush administration made a serious effort after the 2004 presidential elections to mend ties 

with its European allies and organization, which were badly damaged by the disagreement over 

the United States invasion of Iraq in 2003. This began with Bush’s January 2005 inaugural 

address. His first trip overseas in his second term was to Europe, where he visited both NATO 

and EU headquarters, reiterated the US commitment to NATO.580 More recently, the United 

States’ willingness to work with key European countries on issues like Russia, Iran and Syria 

has helped to mend strains in the alliance.  
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One of the irritants in the United States policy outlook towards NATO had been relations 

between the North Atlantic Alliance and the European Union. The US administrations in the 

past had been worried that if a European Union defence force had been developed it would 

drive a wedge between Europe and the United States over various issues. Apparently President 

Barak Obama had adopted a more realistic approach to enhance relationship with both the 

European Union and NATO. The US Vice President, Joe Biden, during his address at March 

2009 Munich Security Conference, reassured support of the United States for more active 

European Union, whereas, Donald Rumsfeld, six years ago, at the same platform divided the 

Europe between "new" and "old".581 Marked difference could be felt between President Bush 

and Obama administrations’ approaches towards NATO. 

 

At the end of NATO 2009 summit, while addressing a press conference, President Obama said 

that the United States would encourage the European Union to have strong defence 

capabilities. Defensively more capable Europe would work together with the United States and 

share challenges being faced by both the partners.  US would prefer to be a partner not a patron 

of Europe.582President Obama’s renewed policy approach towards European Union and NATO 

had caused lot of speculation. It was speculated that the return of France into the NATO 

military command structure was because of the US commitment of support for an EU defence 

force. After a change in the US views of European Union, the latter had started to do more. 

The European Union had been engaged in naval operations off the coast of Somalia for 

combating piracy and also engaged in operations in Balkans, Georgia, Congo, and Chad. From 

the viewpoint of United States new developments should be encouraging.  

 

There were fears in the minds of some of the allies that the United States being the dominant 

state might use the alliance to achieve its own national interests instead of the alliance interests. 

The US administration for example, suggested in 2005, to merge ISAF and OEF under a single 

command, the proposal however, was opposed by all the major countries including the Britain, 

Germany, and France. Main concern was the United States commander guiding all the military 
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operations in the country. In France’s views, United States might use the alliance as a 

“toolbox” to achieve its own ‘broader objectives’.583 

 

7.2. CAPABILITY GAP BETWEEN US AND ALLIES 

The first factor responsible for NATO’s limited role in the war on terror was the gap of 

military capabilities within the alliance. From the United States perspective, the perennial 

frustration regarding NATO lied in its European members’ hesitation to increase defence 

spending; which was a major hurdle in improving the defence capabilities.584Traditionally, a 

primary principle of any alliance had been a fair and evenhanded resources and risk sharing in 

all the missions and operations carried out by that alliance. It totally depended on the states to 

increase the usability of their forces and allocated the necessary resources for deployment of 

those forces. During the Cold War, NATO members were agreed on 3 percent of a state’s GDP 

on defence spending. After the Cold War, the minimum spending level was eased to 2 

percent.585 One of the problems, however, was that the defence budgets of the majority of 

NATO’s nations did not meet the 2 percent of GDP target. This approach, on one hand made it 

quite difficult for those nations to adequately fund operations, and on other hand limited 

possibilities to invest in usable and deployable forces.586 

 

Members of the alliance in 2014, pledged to bring their respective defence budget to at least 2 

percent of the GDP by 2024.587 This target has succeeded to some extent to stimulate debate on 

the “European security”. Defence budget is an important yardstick to gauge the political 

commitment of the allies to the NATO’s principal task of European security.Only five 

countries other than the United States (Britain, France, Greece, Turkey and Bulgaria) met the 

threshold.588 Moreover, the way the allocated money was used was also matter of concern for 

the United States. Most of the countries preferred to spend the major share of their resources 
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on manpower, instead of transforming their forces. Military forces of some of the alliance 

members like Greece and Turkey were locked against each other.589 Result was a continuously 

failing force generation process, both for the NRF and for operations like ISAF. Policy for the 

funding of non-Article 5 NATO-led operations was revised in 2005. This revision was the first 

step to provide incentives for nations to offer troops.590 

 

Since the alliance had undertaken new tasks, therefore, the gaps in the capabilities had 

adversely affected its operational commitments. Furthermore, there was hardly any eagerness 

among the alliance members to reduce that gap. Most of the allies recognized the problem; but 

they did not perceive major military threats to their security, therefore, they gave low priority 

to defence expenditure and transformation of their respective militaries.591NATO since last 

about one decade had been engaged in large number of operations while many countries did 

not have the resources to dedicate to the transformation. Their forces and defence budgets were 

already strained by ongoing military activities. Particularly, the US had financed Iraq and 

Afghan operations through additional budget requests, instead of regular annual defence 

budget. The US had also sponsored contributions of few allies including Poland’s forces in 

Iraq.592The United States would like other members of the alliance to transform their forces 

and structure, to build the expeditionary forces, and “21st century” capabilities.  

 

The alliance had, indeed, adopted transformation as one of its goals. NATO’s command 

structure was reorganized in 2003 and designated one of its commands as the Allied Command 

Transformation.593 The key question remained as to what NATO should look like? Differences 

of view existed about what sorts of capabilities the alliance members would seek to attain. The 

US Quadrennial Defense Review (QDR) proposed a European constabulary force for NATO 

that would have capabilities of stabilization and reconstruction. The QDR also proposed that 
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NATO members achieve “unique military capabilities and characteristics and aimed at a 

unified effort greater than the sum of its parts.”594 

 

Operations in Afghanistan and Iraq clearly necessitate the need for “post-conflict capabilities”, 

it is however, less clear that how far NATO members are keen to codify this division oflabour, 

and up to what limit this would affect the unity and decision-making of the alliance.595 Despite 

the fact that NATO is actively involved in war on terror, the campaign in Afghanistan exposes 

wide gaps in the war-fighting capabilities between America and its allies. It thus strengthens 

the perception in some quarters in America that militarily, the allies do not have much to offer 

and they hamper efficient decision-making therefore, it is easier to conduct operations alone.596 

 

7.3. THE CHARACTER OF THE WAR AGAINST TERRORISM   

Character of the war against terrorism is another factor elucidating limited role of the alliance 

in that war. While the United States’ administration is resolute that war on terror is a war, 

actually it is not one where battles are being fought by the military formations alone. This is 

the reason that European allies call it “fight” against terrorism, instead of a “war.” 597 

Combating international terrorism needs collaboration amongst the national states and 

international institutions, in wider range of area. Main essentials of the efforts include 

economic cooperation to detect and destroy sources of terrorist financing and diplomatic 

efforts to uphold international treaties and norms forbidding terrorism.  

 

Cooperation and collaboration in security related matters along with military activities are 

required to fight war against terrorism. Security cooperation among the states includes the 

assurance of intelligence sharing regarding terrorists and collaborative efforts of the law 

enforcement agencies across the borders. Although, there are cooperative efforts between the 

United States and its European allies to combat terrorism, yet this cooperation occurs 
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bilaterally or with the EU instead through NATO platform.598 Moreover, threat perceptions of 

the United States and that of its European allies differ because of the threat they are facing is 

different. Mostly foreigners were involved in the 9/11 event and America has preferred to 

combat terrorism through military actions, far from its shores.599 

 

On the other hand, quite a few European countries face a domestic threat. Since the threat the 

European states face is local, therefore this provides them a different set of priorities in fighting 

terrorism.600  Furthermore, even within Europe, there is a wide range of views regarding the 

gravity of the terrorist threat. Some of the state view terrorism as a significant danger while 

others recognize the threat they face to be limited. Five European states only had 

counterterrorism legislation before the September 11 attacks. These are the five countries with 

the longest history of terrorist attacks: France, Germany, Italy, Spain, and the UK.601 

 

Although Bin Laden and other Al-Qaeda and Taliban leaders are dead or captured, yet end in 

to the Thirteen years’ war on terror is not in sight. Despite global efforts against terrorism, 

Islamic State in Iraq and Syria (ISIS), has been risen from the ashes of Syria and Iraq by the 

former Al-Qaeda affiliates with Abu Bakr al-Baghdadi, has declared himself Caliph of Muslim 

Ummah. In the words of Anand Gopal, "War on terror is a ‘machine’, which is creating its own 

enemies. It was started with Bin Laden led al-Qaeda followed by the Talban and Mullah Omar. 

Now it is ISIS and tomorrow it maybe someone else with new connotation. As far as the war 

on terror continues, the process will keep on creating people who will fight back." 

 

In a decade of deployment of US and ISAF troops in Afghanistan, more than 3,485 coalition 

troops including 2,156 US soldiers have died, since the start of invasion in October 2001. 

According to estimates, the war has cost the US alone more than $660 billion. Training and 

equipping of Afghan security forces alone has worth $ 56 billion. 

                                                           
598.    Jonathan Stevenson, “Demilitarizing the ‘War on Terror’,” Survival 48/2 (Summer 2006): 37-54. 
599.    ibid. 
600.   Daniel L. Byman and Jeremy Shapiro, "Where You Stand Depends on Where You Get Hit (Or Why the 

United States and Europe Can't Get Along on Counterterrorism)," Washington Quarterly,  (Autumn 2006): 

67.   
601.    David Galula, Counterinsurgency Warfare: Theory and Practice: Praeger Publishers, 2006: 31. 



281 

Post 2014 situation in Afghanistan however remains unpredictable. Violence, governance 

problems, corruption especially at all ranks of the government apparatus are serious concerns 

of the general public in Afghanistan. Escalating violence also raised questions regarding the 

abilities of Afghan security forces to enforce across the board authority of the government and 

deal with the insurgency. Kugelman believes a major portion of the local forces is deeply 

troubled because they are afflicted by not only combat-related incapacities but desertions, 

illiteracy and drug abuse. Ability of Afghan security forces for providing security without the 

support of NATO is being doubted. "The Afghan government is seen as rapacious, abusive, 

exclusionary and indifferent to the plight of the people." Some analysts on the other hand 

believe that despite the logistical problems and huge rate of casualties suffered by the Afghan 

security forces, they have proved resilient and strong in fighting with insurgents.  

 

Heavy cost of NATO-led ISAF mission, in terms of both capital and human have raised many 

questions about the achievements and purpose of the intervention, as the Afghan security 

situation remains explosive. Main brunt of conflict situation is being faced by the civilians. 

Insurgent groups are changing their tactics and focus of attacks from heavily guarded US and 

allies’ military bases locals. In order to control the communities or rural areas through fears 

their main targets are now civilian leaders, civil administration and other areas/ buildings of 

importance. 

 

One thing is for sure, that for enduring and sustainable stability, the NATO-led multinational 

force had facilitated creation of the space and laid bases for socioeconomic development and 

improvements in governance. Because of the longevity of mission, it became difficult for the 

NATO members to convince their respective public about the importance of bringing stability 

and peace to Afghanistan.  There was therefore no popular support, in the NATO member 

countries, in favourof Afghan mission. Growing numbers of causalities among the allies 

soldiers deployed in Afghanistan, rising cost of the war and emergence of the crisis ridden 

Middle East as a flashpoint have also adversely affected attitude of the masses towards their 

support for NATO mission in Afghanistan.  

 

 



282 

7.4. THE POPULIST CHALLENGE 

Recent experience shows that the real challenge for NATO’s future role is the lack of 

consensus among the alliance members on the political nature of the world. In this regard, 

Zbigniew Brzezinski states:; 

‘NATO has neglected the security threats coming from the transformation of 

the democratic regimes in the alliance’s own member states. The world has 

entered the age of the populist revolutions. What is distinctive about our time 

is that the United States and Europe, the most advanced part of the world, face 

a massive and unprecedented global awakening. That is something new in all 

of history. The world as a whole is experiencing today what French society as 

a whole experienced during the French revolution – a sudden stirring of 

political awareness, unleashed passions, fermenting excitement, and escalating 

aspiration. Today, that sense of revolution is the political reality worldwide 

and it is altogether new, though it has been developing over a number of 

decades. Today, even in the remote Nepal, Bolivia, and Kyrgyzstan, we see 

similar manifestations of political behaviour. Today, in Somalia, East Timor, 

and Chechnya, we see similar manifestations of brutal violence. And 

throughout the world, we see similar trends in the rise of radical populism, 

which carries with it the potential for political extremism. This radical 

populism organized through the Internet and fuelled by the images of human 

inequality that are disseminated globally by the electronic media, is also 

stimulated by the new political reality.’602 

 

We are now living in the age of global media networks and the age of populism. Global media 

opened the way for the global comparisons. People around the globe compare their living 

standards with the peoples of their neighbouring countries and those of the world’s most 

developed countries. Furthermore, the revolution in information has totally transformed the 

environment. Terms of national debates are no longer governed by the nation states 

themselves. 

 

In the post-Cold War Europe, major decisions pertaining to economic, security and foreign 

policies are taken in the headquarters of NATO and European Union, outside the realm of 

electoral politics. Foreign and security policies have been brought to the centre by the populist 

movements. Madrid bombings were the main cause of the fall of the Aznar government in 
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Spain which demonstrates that security and foreign policies could be the main element in 

molding public opinions in favour or against an elected government. 

 

The populist phenomenon is complex and difficult to be defined and generalized. Looking into 

the recent past, populist revolution can come from both the left and the right. Populism 

perceives politics as a clash between the masses and elites, which is perhaps its unique 

characteristic. Populists contest both the ruling elites and the political and security related 

consensuses they embody. Populism articulates itself as a via media between the masses and 

the elites. It favours the instruments of direct democracy like referenda. The rise of populism in 

the Western countries resulted in a new elites - publics’ relationship. It might be the 

manifestation of loss of grasp of the elites on power. The rise of populism has been ignored by 

military and security analysts. The US strategist, Steve Ropp, states that the phenomenon of 

populism has been perceived as a temporary issue without any security related dimensions. In 

the contemporary world, populism causes a potential challenge to the fundamental substructure 

of politics.603 

 

Throughout the 1990s, ‘Democratic peace theory’ had been the ideological agenda of the 

alliance’s strategy. The rise of populism however, caused a major conceptual challenge to 

NATO. Though, the elite are still on the driving seats of policy making in NATO countries but 

public opinion are getting more and more ingress into the politics. Signs of such trends could 

be seen in the troops’ deployment to ISAF and withdrawal decisions by the Netherlands, 

France, Canada and other countries. The trend is likely to continue and public opinions 

continued to determine foreign and security policy-making. Consequently the elite and foreign 

policy experts lose their grasp.  

 

The new strategic uncertainty could be seen in the decisions of Italian and Spanish 

governments to call back their troops from Iraq after a change of governments. This new trend 

could also be seen in the decision of the French Parliament about further enlargement of the 

EU with the popular referendum. This might result in moving away the foreign policy from 
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centre to the general masses. Decisions of these governments demonstrate that democratic 

politics of the Cold War that kept NATO and the security issues outside of electoral politics 

has been over. 

 

Phenomenon of the rise of populism also adds in complication for NATO while dealing with 

non NATO countries, in following aspects:- 

• NATO is being tooled for intervention in many parts of the world. On the face of 

populist mobilization, it will be difficult for the alliance forces to control the ground 

situation and to reach durable deals with local elites. Thus the possibility of the civil 

war would increase. The war in Iraq proves Raymond Aaron’s observations correct, 

when he claims that: “Permanent insecurity represents the victory of the rebels over 

the pacifying forces. The rebels win if they manage to survive. The pacifying forces 

lose unless they gain complete victory”.604 

• As the populism gains momentum and number of the populist governments increase; 

it will give rise to the possibility of the ‘nationalization of natural resources’.  

• Anti-Americanism is on rise world over in general and Muslim countries in 

particular. Global populist revolution is one of the political manifestations of anti-

Americanism phenomenon which results into a dilemma of the global security 

equation. Anti-Americanism is an intricate phenomenon and could not be 

generalized easily. It is however, a fact that the widespread anti-Americanism will 

adversely affect the global security paradigm and will also increase the costs of 

United States engagements and interests around the globe. At the same time it will 

provide an excuse for the Europeans to curtail their contribution to the American led 

operations.  

 

In the overall milieu of populism, the alliance’ key challenge is preventing breakdown of the 

decision-making process because of the ever increasing number of populist governments in the 

NATO countries. 
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7.5. BURDEN SHARING OF THE ALLIANCE 

Burden sharing issue was one of the key irritants during the ISAF operation, among the allies. 

In undertaking the ISAF mission, the alliance faced two main challenges, pertaining to burden 

sharing:-  

• Inability to generate the equipment and forces required for the mission in Afghanistan. 

• Reduced operational use of the troops deployed under national caveats. 

 

A Combined Joint Statement of Requirements (CJSOR) was finalized by the alliance, enlisting 

all the requirements including equipment and personnel essential for the execution of 

operation. 605  Great deal of difficulty was experienced by the allies to meet the desired 

requirement. A report presented by the Department of Defense to US Congress, in September 

2010, affirmed that ISAF was functioning below the level of its CJSOR by about 8900 

forces.606 General John Craddock, who was Supreme Allied Commander (Europe) from 2006 

to 2009, claimed that the NATO allies had never fulfilled their agreed responsibilities of troops 

contribution needed for the Afghan mission.607  

 

In 2007, similar concerns were expressed by the Defence Select Committee of House of 

Commons in the UK by stating that shortfalls in ISAF mission were ‘undermining’ purpose of 

the mission and credibility of NATO. 608  Allied contributions were particularly lacking in 

“specific capabilities” like the shortage of helicopters. This deficiency increased dependency 

on the fleet of US helicopters. Then US Secretary of Defense, Robert Gates stated in 2007, that 

“the history’s wealthiest and mightiest military alliance was not able to make 16 helicopters 

available for the ISAF commander.”609 
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Disparity in sharing of tactical level risks among the allies was another serious concern of the 

policy makers. One of the major challenges posed to the operational success and unity of the 

alliance was operational restrictions and caveats imposed by the alliance members on 

deployment of their respective troops.  In fact there were not only fewer number of forces than 

desired but utility of the deployed forces was further reduced due to national caveats. Some 

allies, such as Britain, Canada, and Poland, were fighting war in the dangerous areas of 

Helmand and Kandahar, while others were deployed on peacekeeping in relatively stable areas.  

 

The issue of coalition burden-sharing in Afghanistan was important and interesting. National 

caveats, prolong consultation process and command and control procedures that was split 

among the four regional centre had made the decision-making not only slow but also poorly 

coordinated. The issue did raise vital questions pertaining to the alliance’s joint war fighting 

capability and cohesion.610 The burden sharing problem had also raised grave queries about the 

military capability and political resolve in sharing the military risks of the Afghan War.  

 

The concerns of fair and equitable burden sharing were there since the formation of coalitions 

of Afghan War. It was also alleged by the critics in the United States that the European allies 

were not doing enough and desired that they would contribute more resources. They also 

wanted the European allies to participate more in fighting the insurgents and terrorists.611 

Criticism was by and large ignored by the European leaders. They resisted the US pressure of 

undertaking the combat operations and commitment of more troops. Burden sharing was a 

central issue in process of United States’ foreign and military policy planning. An obvious 

example was the “Joint Vision 2020” of the United States Military, which, instead of the 

NATO alliance, acknowledged the significance of multi-national coalition operations in the 

21st century.612 

 

Essentially, NATO was not able to fulfill the requirements set by the CJSOR. This deficiency 

raised grave queries about the alliance’s capacity to carryout expeditionary operations. 
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Likelihood of the success of any NATO mission is significantly reduced in case there is a 

shortfall in the number of deployed forces; the alliance itself had believed to be crucial for the 

conduct of operation, in form of CJSOR.  

 

7.6. DOMESTIC CONSENSUS OF TROOPS CONTRIBUTING COUNTRIES 

NATO is a consensus-based organization but there was no consensus about how to proceed 

with the global war on terrorism, or even if there was such a war. This lack of agreement 

severely hampered the development of a common strategy in Afghanistan. Differences about 

how to proceed became wrapped up in the electoral politics of the countries comprising the 

coalitions. Popular government of Spanish Prime Minister, Jose Maria Aznar was defeated in 

the election due to his support for war in Afghanistan and Iraq. The war on terror was decisive 

issue in British, Australian and US elections. Even countries like India, which was not directly 

related to war on terror, were making stage managed dramas to gain international attention and 

local support for election. 

 

Initially, Afghanistan was widely regarded as a good cause. With the Taliban perceived to be 

vanished, the countries could go about the good work of reconstructing Afghanistan. In 2004, a 

survey was conducted by the German Marshall Fund, among the troops contributing countries. 

A question was asked: “Do you approve or disapprove of the presence of troops in 

Afghanistan?”Most of the public approved of their troops being stationed in Afghanistan.613 

Only Poland, Portugal, Turkey and Spain had pluralities that opposed stationing their troops 

there. In the United States, 69 percent, the Netherlands 66 percent, Germany 59 percent and 

Italy 56 percent approved. 

 

Given this kind of support, it was astonished to note as to how the support had fallen in a short 

period of time, and many of the major NATO countries with troops deployed in Afghanistan 

viewed the mission as failing and wanted their troops removed. Poll run by the Angus Reid 

Monitor in August 2007, in response to the question: “Do you think the war against militant 

groups in Afghanistan has been mostly a success or mostly a failure?”Around two-thirds of the 

public in Britain, France, Italy, and Germany viewed the mission in Afghanistan as a failure. In 
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Canada, roughly the half did. 614  This suggested that the respective governments did not 

communicate the importance of the Afghan mission and the roles played by their respective 

forces. 

 

By 2009, even opinions of the US decision makers were divided on sending more troops to 

Afghanistan. General McChyrstal and other senior military commanders, in late 2009, 

recommended substantially increase in the US troop levels in Afghanistan for: I) stabilizing the 

country, II) protecting large sections of the Afghan population from the Taliban coercion, III) 

building-up Afghan security forces, and IV) preventing the Taliban from forcibly seizing 

control of the Afghan government.615 On the other hand, some senior ranking US officials 

including the US ambassador to Afghanistan at that time, Karl Eikenberry, White House chief 

of staff Rahm Emanuel and the US Vice President were against committing tens of thousands 

of extra troops to the country.616 

 

7.7 VARYING LEVEL OF THREAT PERCEPTION 

NATO members were neither equally exposed to the threat of terrorism neither perceived it as 

a grave threat to their security. All the countries mentioned terrorism as a threat in their 

security policies but the contexts into which they placed terrorism and the degree of 

importance they attributed to it, varied significantly. Varying level of threat being faced by the 

alliance members and their threat perception had effects on the NATO’s role. 

 

In the United Kingdom, terrorism was ranked among the four top priority threats. Britain, 

within the Europe, had a prolonged history of struggling against terrorism. Britain was dealing 

with terrorism related issues since the commencement of troubles in Northern Ireland. There 

was less emphasis on threat of terrorism from abroad to security of the country in the most 

recent past. Even after the 9/11, focus was on the homegrown terrorism from Britain born 

young Muslim radicalized through ideology of Al-Qaeda and other international terrorist 

groups. Several terrorist incidents took place in the United Kingdom involving homegrown 
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terrorists. 617  Similarly, in Germany the Federal Ministry of the Interior had prioritized 

terrorism as one of the major threats to the security of the country, but again vital emphases 

were on the homegrown terrorism rather than terrorism perpetuated from abroad.618 

 

Terrorist attacks of 11 March 2004, in Madrid, Spain had deep-rooted effects on the national 

security of Spain. Attacks acted as a catalyst for the Spanish government to review its policy 

on deploying troops abroad and making other military commitments. Subsequently, Spain 

curtailed its troops’ deployment in Iraq and Afghanistan. Spain was also concerned about its 

citizens going to Syria and fighting as jihadists there.619On the other hand there were few allies 

for whom the threat of transnational terrorism was not a priority risk. Finland, for example, 

rated international terrorism as a low threat, but worried about the growing number of 

individuals having connections with terrorists and the rising threat of terrorism in neighbouring 

countries.620In Poland terrorism was not a major security threat, except for those Polish Forces 

taking part in international stabilization or peacekeeping operations. Similarly, in Netherlands 

terrorism was not a grave security risk.621 

 

Some of the allies had contextualized their threat perceptions related to terrorism with other 

internal or external threat perceptions. Turkey had been subjected to different kinds of 

terrorisms since last over three decades. Threat of terrorism from the Kurd activists and 

international jihadist organizations active in Iraq, Syria and other parts of the Middle East 

presented a scary scene at the same time they got mixed with other internal and external 

threats.622 Georgia linked its perception of threat from terrorism with Russian activities. By 

contrast Greece considered terrorism to be an internal threat.623 
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Some countries perceived terrorism to be of “salient relevance”, others might consider it as of 

“little importance”. Some countries put terrorism in the milieu of other international threats 

whereas other perceived links among external military threats and terrorism. With respect to 

the threat perceptions, there were some common problems that undermined performance of the 

alliance. These problems include: Firstly, it is a fact about counterterrorism that some countries 

may give concessions to the terrorists, hoping to avoid their wrath and shift them on to any 

other target. There is immense appeal for the allies to do so in the conflict against Al-Qaeda, 

mainly if there is a feeling of vulnerability because of their own large/restive Muslim 

population. There might be fears among the states that enhancing ties with the US may lead to 

the Al-Qaeda to attacks on them. In a threat to Australia, Osama Bin Laden claimed that: 

‘Australia was warned against its dreadful efforts to separate East Timor and against joining 

the Afghan war.624 The warning was ignored until woken up by the sound of explosions in 

Bali.  Bin Laden again explicitly offered a ‘truce’, in April 2004, to those European states they 

refrain from what he expressed as hostile actions against the Muslim world.625Secondly, in 

another case, the allies may not be giving concessions to Al-Qaeda for avoiding its wrath, but 

still they may not do what they are supposed to, assuming that the US will carry their job also.  

 

Traditionally, it has always been utmost endeavor of the allies to avail maximum gain from one 

another at the minimum cost. In the context of war on terror, such temptations are even greater, 

reason being that the US is Al-Qaeda’s top targets. Other states can rightly be confident that 

even if they do not contribute their share the United States will go a mile extra to destroy the 

organization. Thirdly, enhancing their image and improving their legitimacy among the 

audiences at home is one of the reasons that the states often enter into an alliance. On the other 

hand, for the US, its relations with the allies enhance the legality of its actions at home. For 

many US allies this rule however, does not hold good. Though, relations with the US can offer 

substantial material benefits, yet in some cases the tie may undermine legitimacy of the regime. 

There are likely chances that the regimes depending on foreigners for their internal security 
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will damage their nationalist credentials.626Fourthly, it is a common problem with an alliance 

that the threat is perceived more broadly. Different members have different interests and they 

perceive the threat differently.  

 

Different perceptions and interests may provide enough motivation for an ally to undertake an 

action halfheartedly or refuse to take an action if it is not in line with its broader 

interests.627Fifth, the United States seeks number of countries as allies; bureaucratic capacity of 

most of them is limited. It has been observed that a weak government that cannot extend its 

influence in a way facilitates condition for unrest and subsequent development of an insurgent 

movement. In some case the United States faces such a problem. Saudi Arabia for example, is 

the US most important allies but its government is extremely personalized and its institutions 

dependent on one individual. In Saudi Arabia, bureaucracy is by and large not competent and 

the decision making is highly centralized. All the ministries, institutions and organizations are 

revolving around a single royal figure.628Sixth, another problem in the war on terror and a large 

coalition being formed against it is that the United States primarily is operating with countries 

that do not share the same close historical relationship as it did with the Europe during Cold 

War and its aftermath. This phenomenon in general can hinder the alliance performance in the 

war.629 

 

While NATO assumed its Afghan operations with a clear and definite objective, it is however, 

hard to presume that every member state contributed to the overall objective of the alliance 

with the similar clarity, strategy and motivation. Because of the competing intents and 

approaches of the allies, it could conceivably be concluded that for enhancing operational 

effectiveness, there had been a distinct need of coherent strategy. Essentially, there appeared to 

be wandering perceptions among the allies about the nature of Afghan conflict and the ways 

and means of conduct of operations. Specifically, there were debates among the allies about the 

significance of Counter-Insurgency (COIN) for accomplishing goals of the ISAF. As compared 
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to other allies, the United States was more vulnerable to the threats of asymmetric warfare or 

eccentric military attack. These threats were more difficult to anticipate than conventional 

threats; therefore, preparing adequate defenses and deterrence was even more problematic. 

Terrorist organizations operate in several countries to exploit the lack of coordination amongst 

the countries, as well as within a sovereign country's own law enforcement agencies. 

 

Allies had faced difficulty in meeting the preset requirements for the operation, ISAF mission 

was thus adversely affected by shortfalls. Shortfalls also increasingly started ‘undermining 

credibility of the NATO. Most of the troops were operating under the most rigorous 

restrictions because of the national caveats that had caused significant dismay within the 

alliance. Because of public opinion at home and other obvious historical/ constitutional and 

political reasons, major European powers, expect United Kingdom were averse to their role in 

Afghanistan to be dubbed as that of war fighting, and therefore wanted the ISAF to be focused 

on reconstruction and stabilization instead of a long-drawn perilous insurgency.  

 

As the three continental European states had found it difficult to create a narrative for gaining a 

solid populous support for the Afghan mission, broad popular opinion in Europe was against 

the use of force and increasing number of boots on ground. All the governments were 

depending on the cohesive political support of elites and setup of domestic institutions that 

swayed overall performance of the ISAF in different ways. Deteriorating or low level of 

economic growth in many member states in Europe and North America had augmented budget 

deficits of the governments and increased cut in the defence budgets. Within the alliance, gaps 

in defence expenditures grew leading to further dismay. 
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CONCLUSION 

An effort is made in this study, to explain relevance and role of the North Atlantic alliance in 

the war against terrorism. During the conduct of research, queries having direct bearing on the 

subject have also been addressed. Those queries include; changing role of the alliance in the 

security environment of post- 9/11 political world, consensus of the member states on 

deploying troops in Afghanistan, disagreements among the member states over major issues 

related to war against terrorism, burden-sharing and role of domestic policies and public 

opinions on the decision making process of the member states. 

 

The theoretical perspective of neo-classic realists has been used for discourse of the study. It 

has been argued that the alliance very swiftly adapted itself to the changing global environment 

and provided a platform for bilateral and multilateral activities against the emerging threats, 

particularly, the menace of terrorism. An endeavour has been made to modify and use Bennett 

et al model for finding out role of the individual alliance member that has subsequently been 

translated into operational relevance of NATO in the war on terrorism. The main aim of such 

progressive structure was to emphasize that although Soviet Union, the core security threat to 

the alliance may have been dissolved; NATO still maintains its commitment to the common 

interests of allies. 

 

Al-Qaeda, unlike a rival state power, was not interested in overthrowing government of the 

United States from within or invading it from without. It did not even have intentions of 

diminishing United States military or economic might directly. Main aim of the Al-Qaeda was 

to force America into inaction and eventually pull out from international affairs especially 

from the Middle East. Al-Qaeda wanted to achieve this aim through injuring Americans and 

threatening/ challenging its values and interests. This was a limited objective but it allowed the 

Al-Qaeda to adopt a wide range of methods to achieve success. Hierarchy, command structure 

and methods adopted by Al-Qaeda made it very difficult for America and its allies to defend 

themselves, let alone to eliminate it singlehandedly.  

 

It was amply demonstrated by the terrorist attacks that immediate threat to the prosperity, 

peace, security and Western values in North America and Europe originates from the far flunk 

regions beyond traditional Area of Responsibility of the NATO. Al-Qaeda, in many ways was 
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the model for other ideological organizations and groups with aims that conflict with the 

United States national interests. After over a decade of war the US-led alliance though seems 

to be successful to a greater extent in weakening Al-Qaeda but could not destroy the group and 

eliminate the ideology it propagates. 

 

NATO Changing Role in Security Environment of post- 9/11 Political World and its 

Effectiveness in Combating Global Terrorism 

Attacks of 9/11 not only fundamentally changed National Security Policies of the United States 

and its allies but also dramatically altered strategic focus of the North Atlantic alliance. 

Terrorism was identified as the gravest threat for the entire world. Some of the countries in 

remote corners of Asia and Africa became the breeding grounds for terrorism. Moreover, as a 

new threat to the western democracy and values, terrorism has replaced Communism. NATO 

at that time was still laden to a considerable extent, with the military infrastructure of Cold 

War era and could contribute little to combat the emerging strategic threats.  

 

NATO has started responding to the threat of terrorism by vividly shifting its strategic focus 

towards a more flexible and deployable force posture. Marked change in NATO’s strategic 

focus is evident in its “Military Concept for Defense against Terrorism” and the fundamental 

reformation of its Integrated Military Command Structure. Significant progress has also been 

made in establishing a framework to transform NATO’s military capabilities through Allied 

Command Transformation and the Prague Capabilities Commitment. Finally, as the crucial 

instrument for the alliance’s operations in the future, establishment of the NATO Response 

Force is believed to be a key step towards making the alliance capable to conduct joint warfare 

on a globally. 

 

In order to counter new threats effectively and contribute in combating global war on terrorism 

actively a substantial transformation in NATO orientation, infrastructure and objectives have 

taken place. NATO initiated series of initiatives of transformation and recognized the 

increasing need for the alliance to play a role in combating the threats of global terrorism. Over 

a period of time, NATO has adapted itself to the new situation and realities. Although changes 

in the alliance in the past ten years had been profound, the next ten years are likely to create an 
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even greater transformation in alliance capabilities. Participation in out-of-area operations and 

extraordinary enlargement were some of the manifestations of NATO’s transformation.  

 

Terrorism has both internal and external dimensions therefore; law-enforcement and 

intelligence agencies are equally responsible for dealing with terrorist threats. NATO can 

contribute in realms of counter insurgencies, intelligence sharing, diplomacy and eradicating 

international financing network of terrorists. Terrorism was in fact a global challenge that 

required international collaboration at various levels to be tackled. The alliance successfully 

integrated its members and other states willing to join together for fighting the common threat. 

The role of NATO in counterterrorism was focused on; 

• Improving awareness of the threat.  

• Developing capabilities to prepare and respond.  

• Enhancing engagement with partner countries and other international actors. 

 

Grave political obstacles still persist for the NATO to be really useful in the new era. Apart 

from the political obstacles, challenges of improving potentials of the NATO forces are 

aggravated by the low-level of domestic support in the allies’ countries for military 

expenditures. Most of the allies have demonstrated little interest in increasing defense budgets. 

Though, the new mission of anti-terrorism that the alliance has adopted contains lot of risks, 

yet, it offers many opportunities to revitalize the alliance whose future was considered to be 

uncertain in recent past. 

 

NATO Article-5 and Sense of Solidarity among the Allies 

Most powerful bond of the NATO is its Article-5; the pledge of an attack against one nation is 

an attack against all. Invocation of this Article shows commitment of the allies to the alliance 

and solidarity with the United States. Solidarity had following main implications for the allies; 

• Indivisibility of Security of alliance members.  

• Collective responsibility to defend own and alliance’s territory.  

 

Sense of solidarity of the alliance’s members towards the alliance was palpable immediately 

after the September 11 terrorist attacks. By the time they could not anticipate that the war on 

terror, in Afghanistan, will be a decade-long conflict. Declaration of the Article-5 was 
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perceived as a symbolic alliance’s solidarity with the US and its traumatized citizens, rather 

than operational military pledge for waging a prolonged and frustrating war. With the due 

course of time, the allies realized that the European militaries, through NATO, had become 

sucked into the vortex in Afghanistan that resulted in the fast decreasing support for the war 

efforts amongst the general public in Europe. Traditionally, core of the NATO offensive 

military capabilities were the United States military means and leadership, in Afghan war 

however, the United States favoured a loose coalition, dubbed as coalition of willing rather 

than using NATO platform. 

 

ISAF Mission in Afghanistan 

All the alliance members have unanimously agreed on the significance and importance to 

combat terrorism and consequently have tied its response to accomplishment in the war against 

terrorism. The Afghan mission influences every aspect of the NATO’s potential, its expansion, 

out of area operations, deployable and usable forces and new capabilities. Though, at the start 

of Afghan war The US administration considered NATO’s capabilities to be insufficient to 

undertake a distance war, but soon it became clear that two parallel conflicts in Afghanistan 

and Iraq might get prolonged, a multilateral approach was considered to be essential. Despite 

problems and domestic pressures, NATO had displayed an extraordinary degree of unity and 

resilience in Afghanistan. Leadership of the alliance remained committed to the cause and 

invested both political capital and material resources in the operation, because of the: firstly, 

implications of the failure of the conflict; secondly, the strategic importance of the conflict; 

and thirdly, common perceptions of the threat from Afghanistan as a potential failed state. 

 

NATO’s involvement in ISAF was the result of institutional adaptation of the alliance and its 

flexibility/continued change to cope with the assigned responsibilities. Newly joined members 

had also keenly cooperated and contributed to the ISAF mission.  Through the global war on 

terror and operational requirements of campaign in Afghanistan, the geographical reach of the 

alliance had been expanded. Few facts explain the question of why NATO members supported 

ISAF mission. These facts include:  

 

First, Terrorism was identified as the gravest threat for the entire world. The alliance 

successfully integrated its members and other states welling to coalesce for fighting the 
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common threat. Second, NATO had continued its commitment to the Afghan conflict because 

the leadership of NATO and its member states were fully aware that if the alliance failed in 

Afghanistan the security consequences would be detrimental for the entire Euro-Atlantic 

region. Third, the integrated military command system of the NATO had been instrumental in 

the Afghan conflict. Fourth, changes in leadership of influential member states of the alliance 

renewed commitments of the members’ and provided momentum to the ongoing process. 

President Obama after coming into the office changed the complexion of Iraq and Afghan 

conflicts. ISAF mission was a vital test for the out-of-area capabilities of NATO. General 

consensus has been developed among the alliance members to thwart chances of coming back 

to power of the Taliban, and other fundamentalist Islamic groups hostile to interests of the US 

and West. However, some factors contributed to the fickle among the allies. These factors 

include: first, an increasing number of casualties of allied troops; second, the perception that 

the Afghan government is not capable to extend its authority beyond Kabul; and third, alleged 

involvement of Afghanistan’s government officials in corruption/narcotics business. 

 

Motivation of the Allies to Join ISAF 

Following threat perceptions explain motivations of the allies to join the Afghan mission; 

• Al-Qaeda as a threat to the global stability, security, western values and liberties. 

• Al-Qaeda’s interest in Weapons of Mass Destruction for use in terrorism. 

• Rising attacks of the Taliban against the allies troops deployed in Afghanistan resulted 

in heavy rate of casualties.  

• Drug production and trafficking from Afghanistan to Europe for earning money to be 

used in terrorism. 

• Al-Qaeda’s ideology resulted into homegrown terrorism in Europe  

 

Allies special relations with the United States were visible in their decisions in support of the 

war on terror.  Role of Britain, in the war on terror in Afghanistan, was more pronounced as 

compared to France, Germany, Turkey, Italy and other major allies. Some allies simply marked 

their presence to satisfy the United States, in an attempt to continue good relations with the 

lonely superpower of the world. On the other hand some small members were unable to make 
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large commitments for the ISAF mission because they did not have the desired resources and 

ability. 

 

Elite Perceptions and Domestic Politics NATO Member States   

Masses in the Europe were against the use of force. The role of CEOs and elite in the allies’ 

countries was predominant as compare to other factors. Elite’s views in favour of the United 

States may be due to similar Threat perceptions, Strategic vision of the international system’s 

evolution and other strategic considerations of the United States and its European allies. 

Problems of disagreements among the allies on resources contribution and role of NATO in 

Afghanistan could partially be explained by the domestic policies of member states. As the 

Afghan war was prolonged, it started losing popularity amongst the masses in allied countries. 

This tendency harmed not only the NATO's war-fighting credibility in Afghanistan but also 

adversely affected collective military effort and transatlantic relations. Reasons for decreasing 

popularity of Afghan war include; 

• The suffering of Afghan public due to air bombardment and consequent collateral 

damage affected the public opinion.  

• The US unilateralism and invasion of Iraq were not received well.  

• Increasing casualties of the allied military personnel in Afghanistan turned the public 

against war.  

• No improvement in the security and social condition of common Afghan citizens 

annoyed the people.  

• Increasing corruption, narcotic trade and other illegal activities in Afghanistan were 

taken serious by the general public. 

 

NATO Success in War on Terror  

There is a difficulty surrounding the concept of victory in war on terrorism. The traditional 

Clausewitzian notions of victory cannot be applied to war on terrorism. Traditional victory 

means the counterpart’s armed forces being defeated, his territory occupied, and his will 

broken. This concept does not hold true for an enemy without an apparent army with territorial 

ambitions to seek battle with. Looking at the broader spectrum, the picture seems to be mixed. 

The key success is surely ousting of the Taliban. Internationally, consciousness, cooperation 
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and collaborations to quell terrorism have been increased significantly. A number of bilateral 

and multilateral programmes such as the Container Security Initiative (CSI) and Proliferation 

Security Initiative (PSI) have been developed for enhancing cooperation. As long as NATO is 

concerned, it has engaged in an important transformation that aimed at making the alliance 

more receptive to fight terrorism. For dealing with the menace of terrorism, NATO has 

developed and expanded its capacity and capabilities. 

 

In the overall context of the purpose and objectives of the war on terror and on the bases of 

discussions in the previous chapters, a profound improvement could be observed as compared 

to the pre 9/11 era in certain areas. The alliance has successfully removed the Taliban regime 

and eliminated Al-Qaeda’s safe havens from Afghanistan. A formidable global campaign 

against terrorism is going on, a workable international information sharing mechanism has 

been established and a comprehensive strategy to combat terrorism with domestic institutions 

has been adopted. There is a wide ranging support for democracy in the Middle East and 

Africa.  

 

NATO’s Intra Alliance Relations and Relations with International Organizations 

While combating the war on terror, NATO devised a mechanism to undertake intra alliance 

relations and relations with the international organizations. Focus of the alliance remained on 

counterinsurgencies, intelligence sharing, diplomacy and eradicating international financing 

network of terrorists. These relations could be summarized as shown; 

 

  Bilateral Multilateral International Organizations 

Informal • Counterinsurgency 

assistance. 

• Intelligence Sharing. 

Military strikes against 

the Taliban like state 

sponsoring terrorism. 

Efforts to prevent financing 

of terrorists activities and 

their international network. 

Institutionalized • Intelligence sharing.  

• Day to day counterterrorism 

policing and cell disruption. 

 Support for World Bank 

and UN efforts to 

strengthen weak states. 

Source:  Based on data on alliance politics 

 

Main Disparities and Common Problems among the Alliance Members that Undermined 

Performance of the Alliance 

Uniqueness of the NATO lays in Article-5 (collective defence clause). However, the present 

day conflicts are not “wars of necessity” but “wars of choice”; many allies are taking free rides 
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within the alliance.  NATO operations involve high cost but there is no common funding to 

finance these operations, which jeopardizes the strategic solidarity of the alliance. To 

undertake various missions and operations, the Secretary General of the alliance has to travel 

to the member states and literally beg for equipment, troops and financial support. So far the 

United States provides major portion of the manpower and financial contributions to the 

missions in Afghanistan and elsewhere.  

 

There is no doubt that the problems arise, mainly because of the unequal risk and burden 

sharing among the member states. There are following major disparities among alliance 

members while fighting war against terrorism in Afghanistan; 

• Disproportionate employment. Large numbers of countries want to do too little.  

• Disproportionate Combat Commitment. Most of the member states have 

negotiated “national caveats” which restrict their flexibility and freedom. 

Consequently, soldiers of many member states may not participate in actual 

combat. It means that the whole operation depends upon the troops of very few 

countries which are engaged in providing actual security.  

• Conditional Deployment. Some of the members have made the troops’ 

deployment conditional. They say that “they will deploy troops only if other 

countries do as well”. This approach is against the spirit of the alliance’s collective 

security pledge.  

 

As for the uniqueness of international terrorism, a broad gap between the requirements for an 

effective war against terrorism and capabilities of the NATO persists. There are numerous 

explanations for this disparity; first, being a large and open international organization, NATO 

contains hundreds of committees with long bureaucratic and decision-making channels. 

Therefore, NATO is structurally very sluggish to provide speedy and appropriate response to 

terrorism. Second explanation is the less effectiveness of military power in curbing terrorism. 

Though, NATO has made military contribution in ISAF and OEF but as a whole its role in the 

war against terrorism is political rather than military. There are some other common problems 

that undermine performance of the alliance. These problems include; First, unequal level of 

threat faced by the alliance members and their threat perception effected role of NATO role. 

Second, since the United States was on the forefront to fight Al-Qaeda and take revenge of 
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9/11 attacks, therefore other states were confident that even without their contributions the 

United States will go a mile extra to fight terrorist organizations. Third, it is a common 

problem with the alliance that the threat is perceived more broadly. Different members have 

different interests and they perceive the threat differently. Different perceptions and interests 

may provide enough motivation for an ally to undertake an action halfheartedly or refuse to 

take an action if it is not in line with its broader national interests. Fourth, the United States 

seeks number of countries as allies; bureaucratic capacity of most of them is limited. It has 

been observed that weak governments that cannot extend its influence in a way facilitate the 

condition for unrest and subsequent development of an insurgent movement. In some case the 

United States faces such a problem. Fifth, the United States was focused on global security 

concerns, rather than security of Europe, thus, perceptions of the Europeans regarding a 

waning credibility of the United States commitment to the interests of the Alliance declined.  

 

NATO’s Relevance in the post 9/11 Environment 

Attacks of 9/11 and insurgencies in Afghanistan and Iraq created a new set of challenges and 

ushered new kinds of threats, predominantly, threat of global terrorism. The alliance has 

successfully fulfilled a critical role by enabling its members to: first, tackle the common threat 

of terrorism; second, deal with the exceedingly complex, charged and long-term 

counterinsurgency and counterterrorism campaigns. Since its inception, NATO had been 

performing political and military roles but the nature of these functions have changed greatly. 

Militarily, the alliance had two purposes: first, to serve for joint operations of the members, the 

alliance had to develop and apply common doctrines and procedures; and second, served as a 

platform for debate and discussion on security and defence issues.  

 

The alliance was important to different countries for very different reasons. To the United 

States, for example, the alliance was vital for continuing its influence over the security and 

foreign policies of its European allies. Some small states in the alliance wanted to limit the 

influence of the major/ regional powers.  For the new candidates, especially from the Eastern 

Europe, NATO membership was an assurance of territorial defence. Out of area missions have 

amply proved that the alliance has a role to play in the future also. Though the United States 

preferred ad-hoc coalitions and unilateral actions in Iraq and Afghanistan yet, multilateral and 
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wide ranging collaboration/ cooperation is considered to be crucial in the global war on 

terrorism. Furthermore, numerous of NATO’s missions including that of Afghanistan and 

Mediterranean are directly and intimately related to the war on terror, and other missions of the 

alliance also contribute to this fight. While viewing from another angle, no doubt that the 

mission of the alliance, after the Cold War, has expanded manifold and its members recognized 

terrorism as a major threat, NATO’s role however, in the war on terror is limited.   

 

NATO has achieved its key role to assure peace in Europe, by political, economic and 

diplomatic cohesion of its members. NATO also achieved a remarkable degree of Atlantic 

military unity, under a single command and consistent common supply lines. NATO’s role in 

the present era is political in nature rather than military. Institutionalized character of NATO is 

being used for undertaking multifaceted roles of territorial defence, peacekeeping, dealing with 

WMD proliferation, energy security, environmental protection, as well as missile and cyber-

defence. Presently, NATO’s policy agenda is used as a dumping-ground for almost all 

challenges and threats facing the West. On the face of all the difficulties, the alliance arguably, 

performed well, the grave cleft in relations has by and large been gapped. In present era, 

NATO will be effective in undertaking active peace-keeping antiterrorism and consequence 

management operations. While providing economic and political security, through 

international collaboration NATO can prove to be an exceedingly useful tool. Despite the fact 

that in current configuration, there is an inherent problem with NATO to play an extraordinary 

role in fighting war against terrorism, yet, there is hardly any chance of emergence of equally 

effective global security organization, in likely future. 

 

NATO therefore is likely to be a more pertinent forum for international collaboration in the 

war against terrorism in a broader sense.  Prague initiatives approved in the Prague summit of 

2002 were important breakthrough for the alliance to reshape itself for addressing the issue of 

terrorism. NATO however, still needs to address a wide array of potential problems with 

regards to its terrorism related policies. If NATO succeeded in addressing problems 

highlighted in this study effectively, it may be able to play a leading role in the Global War 

against Terrorism.  
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Appendix - A 

List of Contributions by the Alliance Members 

 
Country Ground Support Naval Support Air Support Humanitarian/ 

Stabilization assistance 

ALBANIA 260 x Troops - -  

BELGIUM 
 

 

•  400 x Troops 

• 1 x CIC at CENTCOM 

 

 

 

          - 

 

1 x C-130 and 1 x 

A-310 support 

aircraft 

 

Provided 198,413 pounds of 

food 

BULGARIA 
 

 
• 460 x troops 

• Shared intelligence 

• 40-person  for NBC   

 

 

 

 

 

          - 

Granted over 

flight rights 
• 2 mechanized 

bridges. 

• 4 bulldozers/ 

excavators. 

• 150 generators 

• 1 filtration system. 

• 6 trucks 

CANADA 
 

• 2,900 x personnel 

including 1,000-

man Light Infantry 

Group and 12 

Armored Vehicles. 
• 61 liaison at CENTCOM 

5  x ships and  2 x 

Aurora aircraft 

deployed with U.S 

TF 57 
 

• 2 x CP 140 

Surveillance 

Aircraft 

• 6 x Chinooks 

• 6 x Mi 8 

• 3 x Polaris 

transport 

aircraft  

• 3 x C-130  

• 8 x  CH 146 

Utility 

Helicopters 

• 3 x UAVs 

• Long-range patrol 

detachment for 

humanitarian drops 

• Transported 10.4 

million pounds of 

freight  

• $16 million in aid 
 

CZECH 

REPUBLIC 
 

550 x Troops 

4 x officers to CENTCOM 

 

 

            - 

1 x TU-154 

transport 

 

Field Hospital for medical 

support  

CROATIA 320 x Troops             -       -       - 

DENMARK 

 

• 700 x troops 

• 5 x liaison officers to 
CENTCOM 

• 100 Soldiers for Special 
Operations  

 

 

           - 

• 1x C-130  

• 1 x F-16  

• 4 x F-16 

available on 

request. 
 

 

 

          - 

ESTONIA 

 
• 163 x Troops 

• 2 x Detection dog 

teams  

• 10 Cargo handlers 

 

 

          - 

Granted over 

flight and landing 

rights 

 

 

         - 
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FRANCE 

 
• 4,200 x troops 

(2007 – 2012) 

• 501 x Special 

Forces 

• 1 x Squad of 

trainers to train 

Afghan 1st 

Battalion. 

• 15 liaison officers 

at CENTCOM 
• Shared intelligence 

Task Group of  

1 x Destroyer, 

1 x Nuclear 

Submarine o4 x  

Frigates/Corvettes, 

3 x Support Ships, 

1 x Landing Dock 

& 

2 x Minesweepers 

• 8 x Mirage 

aircraft. 

• 2 x Aerial 

Refuellers 

• 2x transport 

aircraft. 

• 2x 

Surveillance 

Aircraft. 
 

• 240 x soldiers in 

Mazar-e-sharif for 

humanitarian 

operations. 

• Upgrading Kabul 

Medical Institute 

(500 personnel) 

• Hosted Paris 

Conference 

 

GERMANY 

 

• 4,500 x Troops 

• 1 x NBCD unit 

• 1 x Battalion-sized 
Infantry Task Force for 
training 

• Spent about $8 billion 
on ISAF 

• 3 x Frigates. 

• 5 x Fast Patrol 

Boats. 

• 4 x Supply 

Ships. 

• 2  x Helicopters. 

 

• 1 x A-310 

transporter  

• -AWACS 

crew. 
 

• Arranged Bonn Confer 

• Donated $9.4 million to 
train and equip the 
Afghan police force 

GREECE 

 
• 162 x Troops 

• 1 Special Forces 

Team 
 

• 1 x Frigate  

• 1 x Helicopter 

• 1 x 

Minesweeper. 

• Granted 

over flight 

rights 

• 2x  C-130 

Engineer Company with 64 

vehicles and  112 men for 

reconstruction 

HUNGARY 420 x Troops            -   -       - 

ICELAND 4 x Troops             -    -       - 

ITALY 

 

3, 850 x Soldiers • Aircraft carrier. 

• 2 x Frigate 

• 1 x Destroyer 

 

 

• 9 Harrier  

• 3 C-130 

• 1 Boeing 

• 2 AN-124 &   

IL-76 

transporter  

 

• Engineer Team to repair 
Bagram airport runway 

• $33 million Humanitarian 
aid 

• Reconstructed 81 schools 
and number of health 
care centers 

• Reforms in legal system 

LATVIA 139 x Troops           -       - 1x Ambulance 

LITHUANIA  

 
260 x Troops 

10 x cargo handlers.   

           -       -  

LUXEMBOURG  

 
 11 x Troops            -       - 50 officers  for CiMiC 

NETHERLANDS 

 
2,100 x troops 2  x Frigates • 3 x KDC–

10/ C–130  

• 4 x F–16  

• 2  x P–3 

MPA  

• 9x 

Helicopters 

• $62  million spent on 
rebuilt 

• Constructed 3 x schools 

• hosted ‘Hague 
conference 

NORWAY • 500 x Troops 

• 162  x personnel for 

mine-clearing  

 

- 

 

1 x C–130 

• Donated $30 million 

• 15 x vehicles/ equipment 
for a 700-person light 
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infantry battalion of ANA 

PORTUGAL 169 x Troops          -        -     - 

POLAND 2500 x troops 

Special Operations forces 

unit 

1 x logistic 

support ship 

8 x AN–124 

transport 

 

      - 

ROMANIA 760 x Troops including:- 

• 405-person motorized 
infantry battalion  

• 1 x Nuclear Biological 
Chemical Company 

• 1 x Military Police 
Platoon.  

1  x C–130 4 x MiG–21 Donated training equipment 

ANA, including:-  

• 1,000 AK–47 assault rifles 

• 300,000 rounds of 
ammunition, magazines, 
and cleaning sets.  

SLOVAKIA 

 

• 308 x Troops 

• Special Forces Regiment 

• Nuclear Chemical 
Biological team  

 

 

           - 

 

 

     - 

Reconnaissance unit and a 

Mobile Hospital 

SLOVENIA 80 x Troops        -       -         - 

SPAIN 2500 x Troops • 1 x P–3B MPA 

• 2 x Frigates 

• 1 x Supply Ship 

3 C–130 Administered hospital 

 

TURKEY  

 

1778 x Troops 

300 x Solders from the 

Special Warfare Unit 

5 x unspecified 

ships 

1 KC–135 

aerial 

refueling craft 

• $2 million to the 
Helicopter Initiative  

• $2 million to the Trust 
Fund of ANA 

• Trained about 15,000 
Afghan soldiers 

• Launched Istanbul 
Initiative 

UNITED KINGDOM 

 

• 9500 x troops  

• 43 x liaison officers in 
CENTCOM  

• Spent about $ 35 billion 
on ISAF 

Naval Task Group 

of :- 

• 1 x Landing 

Platform 

Helicopter,  

• 3 x Destroyer/ 

Frigates 

• 1 x Tomahawk 

missile-armed 

submarine, 

• 6 x Auxiliary 

and 1 x survey 

ship 

• 2x Refueling 

• 4x  

Surveillance 

Aircraft 

• Number of 

C-130 

$89.5 million Pledged 

$298.3 million 

UNITED STATES • About 100,000 x troops 
(2010) 

• $686 billion were spent 
on OEF 

2 x Carrier Groups 

(2002) including 

17 Ship/ 

Submarine and 

150 aircraft 

  

Source:       Peacekeeping Contributor Profile by International Peace Institute (last updated January 2014) 

CIC:       Coalition Intelligence Center 

CiMiC:    Civil Military Cooperation  

MPA:       Maritime Patrol Aircraft   
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Appendix - B 

Domestic Regimes of Allied Countries 

Country 

(2001) 

Type of 

Government 
Elites 

Political 

Stability 

Main Strength 

 Albania Parliamentary 

 Civil/ Military 

Bureaucracy & 

Politicians 

Mostly ruled by  

Coalitions & 

alliances 

Council of Ministers 

 Belgium Parliamentary 

Civil/ Military 

Bureaucracy & 

Politicians 

Politically and 

Economically 

Stable 

Council of Ministers 

and Secretaries of 

States 

Bulgaria Parliamentary 
         __” _ Mostly Coalition 

Govts 

Council of Ministers 

Canada 

Parliamentary 

Council of Ministers 

under the PM can 

commit forces for 

deployment abroad 

House of Commons Politically and 

Economically 

Stable 

Council of Ministers 

Czech 

Republic 
Parliamentary 

          __” _       __” _             __” _ 

 Croatia Parliamentary 
             __” _        __” _              __” _ 

  Denmark Parliamentary Public opinion 
Politically and 

Economically 

Stable 

Parliament 

Estonia Parliamentary 
            __” _  Stable Parliament 

France 

Presidential, 

President has the 

authority to deploy 

military forces abroad 

Bureaucracy 
Politically and 

Economically 

Stable 

President and the 

Constitutional Council 

http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Albania
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Belgium
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Bulgaria
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Canada
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Czech_Republic
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Czech_Republic
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Croatia
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Denmark
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Estonia
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/France
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 Germany 

Parliamentary 

Chancellor has  the 

power to regulate 

the Foreign policy 

Public opinion and 

electorates have 

significant say in the 

affairs of foreign policy 

Economically 

Stable. Mostly 

coalition govt 

 

Council of Ministers 

 Greece Parliamentary 

Dynastic politics with 

few families controlling 

the power 

Relatively 

unstable 

economy and 

politics 

Constitutionally 

Executive but in 

actual few families 

and bureaucracy  

Hungary Parliamentary 
            __” _      __” _     __” _ 

Iceland Parliamentary 
Ministers and 

Secretaries 
Politically stable 

Council of Ministers 

Italy 

Parliamentary 

PM enjoys powers 

of deploying troops 

abroad 

Domestic politics 

influence foreign policy 
Economically 

Stable 

Council of Ministers 

  Latvia Parliamentary            __” _       __” _      __” _ 

  Lithuania Semi Presidential 
           __” _ Coalition Govt Executive powers 

with the President 

Luxembourg parliamentary 
Local issues oriented 

elite 
Politically stable 

Council of 

Government 

Netherlands 

Parliamentary 

PM enjoys exclusive 

power to make foreign 

policy decisions  

Govts since last few terms, 

are mostly formed by the 

coalitions, leaders of the 

coalition parties has 

greater say. 

Politically stable 

Council of State 

 Norway parliamentary Local issues oriented elite Politically stable 
Council of State 

Portugal Semi Presidential 

Political scene is 

dominated by Socialist 

and Social Democratic  

parties  

Politically stable 

Council of Ministers 

http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Germany
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Greece
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Hungary
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Iceland
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Italy
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Latvia
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Lithuania
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Luxembourg
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Netherlands
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Norway
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Portugal
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Source: Country’s profile 

  

 Poland Presidential Military/ Socialists 
Political 

Stability 

Executive powers 

with the President 

Romania Semi Presidential Military and Political 

Leadership 
       __” _ 

Executive powers 

with the President 

 Slovakia Parliamentary           __” _     __” _ 
Council of Ministers 

 Slovenia Parliamentary 
       __” _      __” _ National Council 

 Spain parliamentary 

Political scene is 

dominated by Spanish 

Socialist Worker Party 

and People Party 

Political 

instability 

Council of Ministers 

Turkey 

Parliamentary 

PM is empowered to 

take foreign policy 

decisions 

Political and military 

elite and bureaucracy 

Politically and 

Economically 

Stable 

Council of Ministers 

but party leader has 

more say in state 

affairs 

United 

Kingdom 

Parliamentary 

PM has Royal 

prerogative to 

deploy forces abroad 

House of Commons 

with strong 

parliamentary 

accountability 

Politically and 

Economically 

Stable 

Council of Ministers 

led by the PM 

United States 

Presidential 

President has the 

executive powers to 

go into treaties with 

other countries 

Greater power with 

Congress  

Politically and    

Economically 

very Stable 

Sole Super power 

with interests all 

around the globe 

http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Poland
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Romania
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Slovakia
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Slovenia
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Spain
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Turkey
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/United_Kingdom
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/United_Kingdom
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/United_States
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Appendix - C 

  Power Potentials of the Allies 

 

Country 

(2001) 
GDP 

Per Capita 

Income 
Population Defence 

Budget 

Forces Active Forces 

Reserved 

 Albania $11.93 bn $4,175 2.857 m $110 m 8,500 5,000 

 Belgium 
$237.4 bn $23,078 10.29 m $5.85 bn 30,000 1,600 

Bulgaria $14.3 bn $1,783 8.02 m 1.19 bn 35,000 302,500 

Canada 
$732.7 bn $23573 31.08 m $14 bn 68,000 27,000 

Czech Republic $67.38 bn $6,594 10.22 m $2.6 bn 18,000 1,200 

 Croatia $23.29 $15,899 4.435 m $835 m 30,000     - 

Denmark 
$164.8 bn $30,751 5.359 m $4 bn 15,000 12,000 

Estonia $6.234 bn $4490 1.338 m $488 m 17,500 218,000 

France $1.382 tn $22,527 61.36 m 
$32 bn 300,000 27,600 

 Germany $1.948 tn $23,654 82.35 m 
$36 bn 370,000 40,000 

 Greece $136 bn $12,418 10.95 m 
$3.3 bn 116,000  

       - 

Hungary $53.53 bn $5,254 10.19 m $1.03 bn 29,700 17,000 

Iceland $8.147 bn $28,589 0.284 m 
$45 m 200(ICGRU) 230 (ICG) 

Italy $1.163 tn $20,409 56.97 m 
$21.5 bn 347,000 41,000 

 Latvia 
$8.313 bn 

 $3556 2.337 m $380 m 4,600 11,000 

http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Albania
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Belgium
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Bulgaria
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Canada
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Czech_Republic
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Croatia
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Denmark
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Estonia
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/France
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Germany
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Greece
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Hungary
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Iceland
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Italy
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Latvia


320 

 Lithuania $12.6 bn $3,503 3.471 m $0.6 bn 15800     - 

Luxembourg $21 bn $47,558 0.441 m 
$279 m 450     - 

Netherlands $426.1 bn $26,554 16.05 m 
$11.5 bn 59,000 32,000 

 Norway $170.9 bn &37,867 4.51 m $7.2 bn 24,000 45,000 

Portugal $121.5 bn $11,729 10.36 m $4.5 bn 45,000     - 

 Poland $190.9 bn 

 
 $4,991 

38.25 m 
$9.2 bn 120,000 515,000 

Romania 
$40.59 bn 

$1833 
22.13 m 

1.7 bn 73,000 80,000 

 Slovakia 
$30.7 bn 

 $5707 
5.37 m 

$800 m 16,000       - 

 Slovenia $20.88 bn $10479 1.99 m $500 m 7,300 1,500 

 Spain $626 bn $15,359 41.12 m $14.4 bn 133,000 16,000 

Turkey $196 bn  $3,057 64.1 m 
$18.2 bn 639,000 379,000 

United Kingdom 
$1.59 tn $25,864 59.12 m $50 bn 157,000 75,000 

United States 
$10.62 tn $37,273 285 m Over $500 bn 1,301,000 811,000 

Sources: International Institute for Strategic Studies, The Military Balance 2001 and SIPRI year 

book, 2002. 
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http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Poland
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Romania
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