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			Praise for Descent into Chaos

			“Powerful.”

			—Wolf Blitzer

			“Excellent . . . Nobody tells the story of Musharraf’s duplicity better than Rashid.”

			—Time

			“Ahmed Rashid has over the decades turned out to be something of a prophet in the region . . . [and] his fourth book [is] a caustic compendium of the mistakes by the Bush administration and, by extension, its regional allies, in tackling Islamic militancy.”

			—International Herald Tribune

			“Rashid’s book should be required reading for both presidential candidates, and anyone who wants to understand the jihadi problem.”

			—The Philadelphia Inquirer

			“The truth is that the Afghan war went both too fast and too slow. That is the story that Ahmed Rashid, the most outstanding independent journalist in Pakistan, tells in his daunting, depressing and fascinating new book, Descent into Chaos. It should be required reading for the next president in Washington and all NATO leaders who have put the future of their military alliance on the line in Afghanistan.”

			—Financial Times

			“Essential . . . Ahmed Rashid, a journalist of the high narrative and analytical gifts . . . tells a story from the viewpoint of a highly informed Pakistani who knows intimately almost all the leading players.”

			—The Sunday Times (London)

			“A shocking analysis of . . . the failing states that pose the greatest threat.”

			—New York Post

			“Rashid is excellent. . . . As with his previous books, he digs out those nuggets of information that illuminate and explain. . . . Rashid’s new work is a major contribution to understanding the region and the events of recent years.”

			—The Observer (London)
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			If the Central Asian Society exists and is meeting in fifty or a hundred years hence, Afghanistan will be as vital and important a question as it is now.

			
				—Lord Curzon, speaking at the annual dinner of the society, London, 1908

				• • •

				Go massive—sweep it all up, things related and not.

				—U.S. secretary of defense Donald Rumsfeld, speaking to his aides on September 11, 2001, after the Pentagon was attacked
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			GLOSSARY

			Abdali, Ahmad Shah—King and founder of modern Afghanistan in 1747.

			Abu Ghraib—Prison in Iraq where U.S. soldiers carried out torture and abuses.

			Afghan Militia Force (AMF)—Tribal mercenaries hired by the CIA and U.S. forces to help guard the border with Pakistan.

			Ahmad, Mehmood—General and director-general of ISI from 1999 until October 2001.

			Akayev, Askar—President of Kyrgyzstan, 1991–2006.

			Albright, Madeleine—U.S. secretary of state, 1997–2001.

			Al Qaeda—Islamic terrorist group led by Osama bin Laden.

			Amin, Hafizullah—Second president of Afghanistan from the Khalq Party, killed by Soviet invaders in December 1979.

			Amir-ul-Momineen—Commander of the Faithful, a title held by Taliban leader Mullah Omar.

			Andijan—Town in the Ferghana Valley, in Uzbekistan, where 800 to 1,200 people were killed in May 2005.

			Awami National Party—Moderate and secular Pashtun nationalist party in the North-West Frontier Province, which did well in the 2008 elections.

			Azhar, Maulana Masud—Leader of Jaish-e-Mohammed, a Pakistani extremist group allied to al Qaeda and backed by the ISI; set up in 2000.

			Babar, Naseerullah—Lieutenant-general and Pakistan’s interior minister who helped launch the Taliban in 1994.

			Bagram—Large U.S. military base outside Kabul where Afghan prisoners are also held.

			Bakiyev, Kurmanbek—President of Kyrgyzstan, 2006– .

			Balochistan—Province of Pakistan.

			Barno, David—Lieutenant-general, commander of U.S. forces in Afghanistan, 2003–2005.

			Berdymukhamedow, Gurbanguly—President of Turkmenistan, 2006– .

			Bharatiya Janata Party (BJP)—Major political party in India.

			Bhutto, Benazir—Leader of Pakistan Peoples Party and twice prime minister of Pakistan; assassinated in December 2007.

			Bin al-Shibh, Ramzi—Planner of 9 /11 and a leader of the Hamburg cell; captured in Karachi in 2002.

			Bin Laden, Osama—Leader of al Qaeda.

			Blair, Tony—British prime minister, 1997–2007.

			Brigade 555—Brigade of Arabs and North Africans, led and funded by al Qaeda; used by bin Laden to strengthen Taliban front lines against Ahmad Shah Masud during the Afghanistan civil war.

			Chemonics International—U.S. consulting firm based in Washington; contracted by USAID to help in counter-narcotics programs.

			Dadullah, Mullah—Taliban commander and, after 2003, in charge of Taliban operations in southern Afghanistan until he was killed in 2007.

			Daud, Mohammed—President of Afghanistan, 1973–1978; killed during the Afghan communist coup.

			Daud, Sardar Mohammed—Governor of Helmand who replaced Sher Mohammed Akhunzada in 2006.

			Dobbins, James—Former U.S. ambassador to the Afghan Northern Alliance.

			Dostum, Rashid—General and the Uzbek anti-Taliban commander from northern Afghanistan.

			Durand Line—Border dividing Pakistani and Afghan Pashtun tribes; demarcated by Sir Mortimer Durand in 1893 but which the Afghans do not recognize.

			Durrani—One of the two major sections of the Pashtun tribes, the other being Ghilzai.

			DynCorp International—U.S. contracting firm hired to train Afghan army and police.

			Ecevit, Bülent—Former prime minister of Turkey.

			Eikenberry, Karl W.—Lieutenant-general and commander of U.S.-led Coalition and NATO forces in Afghanistan, 2006; in 2002, head of the Office of Military Cooperation in the American embassy, Kabul.

			Fahim, Mohammed—General and successor to Ahmad Shah Masud as leader of the Panjsheri Tajiks and the Northern Alliance; later defense minister in President Karzai’s government.

			Fallon, William—Became chief of U.S. Central Command (CENTCOM) in January 2007; resigned in March 2008 after differences with President Bush.

			Farooqi, Amjad Hussain—A leader of Jaish-e-Mohammed who planned the two assassination attacks on Musharraf in December 2003.

			Fazlullah, Maulana—Head of extremist militants in the Swat Valley; fought against government forces in 2007. Commander in the Taliban movement in Pakistan famous for his broadcasts on illegal FM radio.

			Federally Administered Tribal Areas (FATA)—Comprises the seven semiautonomous tribal agencies on the Pakistan-Afghanistan border.

			Ferghana Valley—A valley bordering Uzbekistan, Tajikistan, and Kyrgyzstan, and a hotbed of Islamic radicalism in Central Asia.

			Fischer, Joschka—Former German foreign minister and leader of the Green Party.

			Franks, Tommy—General and head of CENTCOM during the U.S. invasions of Afghanistan and Iraq.

			Frontier Corps—Eighty-thousand-strong Pakistani paramilitary force made up of Pashtun tribesmen.

			Gailani, Pir Sayed Ahmad—Sufi Afghan leader who led a party that fought the Soviets in the 1980s; after 9 /11 headed the Peshawar group of Pashtuns.

			Ghilzai—One of the two major sections of the Pashtun tribes, the other being Durrani.

			Goss, Porter—Chairman of the U.S. Congressional Intelligence Committee in 2001 and later head of the CIA.

			Guantánamo Bay—Prison in Cuba where al Qaeda prisoners were interrogated by the United States.

			Haass, Richard—Director, Policy Planning, State Department.

			Haq, Abdul—Pashtun commander killed by the Taliban in October 2001.

			Haq, Muhammad Zia ul-—President of Pakistan, 1977–1988.

			Haqqani, Jalaluddin—Leader of Taliban front based in Miramshah, Pakistan; his son Sirajuddin Haqqani led his father’s troops against U.S. forces in Afghanistan.

			Harkat ul-Ansar—Pakistani extremist group fighting in Kashmir and allied to al Qaeda.

			Harkat ul-Mujahedin—Movement of Holy Warriors, extremist group based in Pakistan fighting in Kashmir, Afghanistan, and Central Asia.

			Hikmetyar, Gulbuddin—Leader of the Hizb-e-Islami Party, allied to the Taliban.

			Hizb-e-Islami—Afghan party allied to the Taliban and led by Gulbuddin Hikmetyar.

			Hizb ut-Tahrir (HT)—Islamic party very active in Central Asia.

			Hussain, Altaf—Leader of the Muttahida Quami Movement of the Urdu-speaking Muhajirs, who migrated from India to Pakistan in 1947.

			Inter-Services Intelligence Directorate (ISI)—Pakistan’s military intelligence service.

			Islamic Movement of Uzbekistan (IMU)—Islamic radicals in Central Asia who provided support to the Taliban and al Qaeda.

			Jaish-e-Mohammed—Army of Mohammed, militant group that introduced suicide bombing in Kashmir; formed in 2000 by the ISI and Maulana Masud Azhar in the aftermath of the hijacking of an Air India plane to Kandahar.

			Jalali, Ali Ahmad—Minister of interior in Karzai’s cabinet, 2003–2005.

			Jamiat Ulema-e-Islam—Main Islamic party in the Pashtun areas of Pakistan and key supporter of the Taliban; after the 2002 elections formed the government in the NWFP and Balochistan.

			Jehangir, Asma—Head of the Human Rights Commission of Pakistan.

			Jundullah—Army of God, terrorist group trained by al Qaeda and active in Karachi.

			Kabulov, Zamir—Senior Russian diplomat representing Russia at major conferences on Afghanistan; later Russian ambassador to Kabul.

			Kamal, Babrak—Installed as president of Afghanistan by the invading Soviet army in December 1979; belonging to the Parcham Party.

			Kargil—Mountainous region of Indian Kashmir, briefly captured by Pakistani forces in 1999.

			Karimov, Islam—President of Uzbekistan, 1991– .

			Karshi-Khanabad, or K2—U.S. base in Uzbekistan; used until 2006.

			Karzai, Abdul Ahad—Father of Hamid Karzai; murdered by the Taliban, 1999.

			Karzai, Ahmed Wali—Younger brother of Hamid Karzai.

			Karzai, Hamid—President of Afghanistan, 2001– .

			Kayani, Ashfaq—Former head of the ISI, he was appointed as the new chief of staff of the Pakistan army in November 2007.

			Kazemi, Syed Mustafa—Afghanistan’s commerce minister, killed by a suicide bomb attack in 2007.

			Kellenberger, Jakob—President of the International Committee of the Red Cross.

			Khalili, Karim—A leader of the Hazara resistance to the Taliban and later vice president under President Karzai.

			Khalilzad, Zalmay—U.S. chief of mission to the United Nations; former U.S. ambassador to Afghanistan and Iraq.

			Khalq—The Masses, one of the communist parties of Afghanistan.

			Khan, Ismael—Anti-Taliban, Tajik leader and warlord in western Afghanistan.

			Khan, Jan Mohammed—Governor of Uruzgan province, former Taliban.

			Khan, Mohammed Ayub—Military ruler of Pakistan, 1958–1969.

			Khan, Yahya—Military ruler of Pakistan, 1969–1971.

			Khatami, Mohammed—President of Iran, 1997–2005.

			Lashkar-e-Jhangvi—The Army of Jhangvi, a militant Sunni group opposed to all Shias.

			Loya Jirga (LJ)—Traditional meeting of Afghan tribal chiefs and elders.

			McColl, Sir John—General and British commander of ISAF troops in Kabul in 2002.

			McNeill, Dan—Lieutenant-general and commander of the U.S.-led Coalition forces in Afghanistan in 2002; reappointed to head NATO forces in Afghanistan in February 2007.

			Manas—Air base used by NATO alliance in Kyrgyzstan, close to the capital, Bishkek.

			Mansur, Saif ur-Rahman—The Taliban commander at the battle of Anaconda.

			Marshall, George C.—President Harry Truman’s secretary of state and the architect of the Marshall Plan for Europe in the 1950s.

			Masud, Ahmad Shah—Leader of the anti-Taliban Northern Alliance; assassinated by al Qaeda two days before 9 /11.

			Mehsud, Baitullah—Head of the Taliban Movement of Pakistan, formed in 2007. Named by the Pakistan government as assassin of Benazir Bhutto. Fought against the Soviets in 1980s, alongside the Taliban in the 1990s, and against the U.S. and NATO forces after 2001. Member of the Mehsud tribe of North Waziristan, near the Afghan border.

			Mohammed, Faqir—Based in Bajour agency, considered a key aide to al Qaeda’s Ayman al-Zawahiri. Primary recruiter for young men to fight in Afghanistan and to enlist as suicide bombers.

			Mohaqiq, Mohammed—Hazara leader in northern Afghanistan.

			Muhajirs—Urdu-speaking refugees from India settled in Pakistan after Partition.

			Mujaddedi, Sibghatullah—One of the seven Mujahedin leaders based in Pakistan; headed the National Liberation Front of Afghanistan, to which Hamid Karzai belonged; also a spiritual leader and head of the Naqshbandiyah order of Sufism in Afghanistan; president of Afghanistan in 1992 and later headed the Peace and Reconciliation Commission dealing with the Taliban.

			Murray, Craig—Former British ambassador to Uzbekistan.

			Musharraf, Pervez—Military ruler of Pakistan, 1999– .

			Muttahida Majlis-e-Amal (MMA)—Alliance of five Islamic parties that won many seats in the 2002 elections in Pakistan.

			Muttahida Quami Movement (MQM)—Party of Urdu-speaking migrants from India that dominates Karachi and supported Musharraf’s regime.

			Muttawakil, Wakil Ahmad—Taliban foreign minister.

			Myers, Richard—General and chairman of the U.S. Joint Chiefs of Staff.

			Najibullah, Mohammed—Last communist president of Afghanistan, 1986–1992.

			Namangani, Juma—Military commander of the Islamic Movement of Uzbekistan; killed by U.S. bombing in Afghanistan, October 2001.

			Naqibullah, Mullah—Warlord from Kandahar and ally of Karzai.

			National Directorate of Security (NDS), or Riasat Amniat-e-Meli (“Amniat” for short)—Afghan intelligence service, headed by Director-General Amrullah Saleh.

			Natsios, Andrew—Head of U.S. Agency for International Development.

			Nazarbayev, Nursultan—President of Kazakhstan, 1991– .

			Negroponte, John—Deputy secretary of state. He moved from a position as director of national intelligence to become deputy secretary of state in January 2007.

			Niyazov, Saparmurat—President of Turkmenistan, 1991–2006.

			Noor, Sadiq—Powerful tribal leader in North Waziristan whose followers have fought both U.S. forces in Afghanistan and Pakistani forces in Pakistan; close ally of Afghan commander Jalaluddin Haqqani.

			Northern Alliance—Anti-Taliban opposition centered on commander Ahmad Shah Masud, also called Shura-e-Nazar.

			North-West Frontier Province (NWFP)—Province of Pakistan.

			Omar, Mohammed—Mullah; leader of the Taliban movement, 1994– .

			Orakzai, Ali Jan—Corps commander, Peshawar, from 2001 to 2004, before becoming governor of the NWFP. Responsible for many of the peace deals with the Pakistani Taliban, he was removed as governor by Musharraf in 2008.

			Pakistan Muslim League (Nawaz) (PML-N)—The faction of the league loyal to Nawaz Sharif, which won the second largest number of seats in the February 2008 elections.

			Pakistan Muslim League (Quaid-e-Azam) (PML-Q)—the ruling party, loyal to the military regime.

			Pakistan Peoples Party (PPP)—Led by the Bhutto family and often in opposition to military rule.

			Panjsheri Tajiks—Tajiks from the Panjsher Valley, north of Kabul, and followers of Ahmad Shah Masud and later General Fahim.

			Parcham—The Flag, one of the communist parties of Afghanistan.

			Pearl, Daniel—American journalist murdered by al Qaeda in Karachi in 2002 after being kidnapped by Ahmed Omar Sheikh.

			Popalzai—Pashtun tribe in southern Afghanistan headed by Hamid Karzai.

			Provincial Reconstruction Team (PRT)—Group of 100 to 150 Western soldiers and civilian advisers based in a province to help improve security and governance.

			Punjab—Province of Pakistan.

			Pushtu—The language of the Pashtun tribesmen.

			Qanuni, Younus—Leader of the Northern Alliance, former minister, and currently speaker of the Afghan parliament.

			Rabbani, Burhanuddin—Tajik leader who was president of Afghanistan from 1992 to 1996 and a leader of the Northern Alliance.

			Rehman, Abdul—King known as the Iron Amir, 1880–1901.

			Rice, Condoleezza—National security advisor, 2001–2005; U.S. secretary of state, 2005– .

			Richards, David—Lieutenant-general and commander of NATO forces in Afghanistan, 2006.

			Rocca, Christina—Assistant secretary of state for South Asia at the State Department, 2001–2005.

			Rome group—Group of Afghan exiles around the former king Zahir Shah.

			Sayyaf, Abdul Rasul—Pashtun warlord, member of the Northern Alliance, and Wahhabi leader close to Saudi Arabia.

			Scheffer, Jaap de Hoop—Former Dutch foreign minister who took over as NATO secretary-general in January 2004.

			Schröder, Gerhard—Chancellor of Germany, 1998–2005.

			Shah, Zahir—King of Afghanistan, 1933–1973.

			Sharia—Islamic law.

			Sharif, Shabaz—Younger brother of Nawaz Sharif.

			Sheikh, Ahmed Omar—Kidnapper of U.S. journalist Daniel Pearl.

			Sherzai, Gul Agha—Warlord who captured Kandahar and became governor of the province.

			Sindh—Province of Pakistan.

			Singh, Jaswant—Indian foreign minister.

			Sipah-e-Pasadran—Army of God, Iran’s Revolutionary Guard paramilitary force.

			Sipah-e-Sahaba—Soldiers of the Companions of the Prophet, a militant Sunni group opposed to all Shias.

			Talbott, Strobe—Deputy secretary of state in the Clinton administration.

			Taliban—Pashtun extremist group that ruled Afghanistan before 9 /11.

			Taraki, Nur Mohammed—First communist president of Afghanistan, in April 1978, from the Khalq Party; murdered by his successor, Hafizullah Amin, in September 1979.

			Tehreek-e-Nafaz-e-Shariat-e-Mohammadi (TNSM)—Movement for the Enforcement of Islamic Law, led by Maulana Sufi Mohammed; founded in 1989 and fought for the Taliban in Afghanistan; tried to take over the Swat Valley in Pakistan in 2007 under his son-in-law Maulana Fazlullah.

			Tenet, George—Director of the CIA during the September 11 crisis.

			Termez, Uzbekistan—NATO military base close to the border with Afghanistan that was run by the Germans.
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			Ulema—Islamic religious leaders and scholars.

			Uruzgan—Province in southern Afghanistan.
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			Wahhabism—A deeply conservative sect in Sunni Islam practiced in Saudi Arabia.
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			Wardak, Rahim—General and defense minister of Afghanistan, 2004– .
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			Zawahiri, Ayman al-—Egyptain doctor and second to bin Laden in al Qaeda; still at large.

			Ziauddin, Khwaja—Lieutenant-general and former head of ISI; deposed by Musharraf coup.
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			INTRODUCTION

			...

			Imperial Overreach and Nation Building

			Everyone, everywhere, will always remember the moment when he saw or heard about the airliners striking the Twin Towers on September 11, 2001. It is a historical event that will be embedded in our emotional psyche for all time and will mark our era as much as the dropping of the nuclear bomb on Japan or the Vietnam War marked earlier times. Later, as terrorist bombs exploded around the world, we all momentarily thought of what it could mean to become a terrorist’s target. We have had to get used to the idea of living with the possibility of sudden death and a new world of bloody violence, unprecedented if not in its scale then in its randomness. While suicide bombings in Afghanistan, Pakistan, or Iraq were entirely predictable, the suicide attacks in London, Madrid, Istanbul, and Bali were not.

			Initially it seemed that 9 /11 would ensure that the world addressed the social stagnation and state failure in South and Central Asia—what in this book I call “the region.” Afghanistan had to be rescued from itself. Autocratic regimes in Pakistan and Central Asia had to change their repressive ways and listen to their alienated and poverty-stricken citizens. Iran had to be made part of the international community. The West had to wake up to the realities and responsibilities of injustice, poverty, lack of education, and unresolved conflicts such as those in Kashmir and Afghanistan, which it had ignored for too long and which could no longer be allowed to fester. The West and democratic-minded Muslims had to help each other counter this new and deadly form of Islamic extremism.

			The attacks of 9 /11 created enormous trepidation in the region as America unsheathed its sword for a land invasion of Afghanistan, but they also created enormous expectations of change and hope for a more sustained Western commitment to the region that would lift it out of poverty and underdevelopment. Surely the three thousand American dead lying in the rubble on the Hudson, as well as in Pennsylvania and Washington, had not died in vain? Surely we would remember them not for the revenge that the United States was about to take on al Qaeda but for the hope that their deaths had brought to a neglected corner of the globe?

			Instead, seven years on, the U.S.-led war on terrorism has left in its wake a far more unstable world than existed on that momentous day in 2001. Rather than diminishing, the threat from al Qaeda and its affiliates has grown, engulfing new regions of Africa, Asia, and Europe and creating fear among peoples and governments from Australia to Zanzibar. The U.S. invasions of two Muslim countries, billions of dollars, armies of security guards, and new technology have so far failed to contain either the original organization or the threat that now comes from its copycats— unemployed young Muslim men in urban slums in British or French cities who have been mobilized through the Internet. The al Qaeda leader, Osama bin Laden—now a global inspirational figure—is still at large, despite the largest manhunt in history.

			In the region that spawned al Qaeda and which the United States had promised to transform after 9 /11, the crisis is even more dangerous. Afghanistan is once again staring down the abyss of state collapse, despite billions of dollars in aid, forty-five thousand Western troops, and the deaths of thousands of people. The Taliban have made a dramatic comeback, enlisting the help of al Qaeda and Islamic extremists in Pakistan, and getting a boost from the explosion in heroin production that has helped fund their movement. The UN representative Lakhdar Brahimi had promised what he termed “a light footprint” for the UN presence in Afghanistan, while some U.S. officials eventually promised that they would carry out “nation-building lite.” In fact, barely enough was done by any organization in the first few years when 90 percent of the Afghan population continued to welcome foreign troops and aid workers with open arms. The international community had an extended window of opportunity for several years to help the Afghan people—they failed to take advantage of it.

			Pakistan’s military regime, led by President Pervez Musharraf, has undergone a slower but equally bloody meltdown. The military has refused to allow a genuinely representative government to take root. In 2007 Musharraf, after massive public demonstrations, suspended the constitution, sacked the senior judiciary, imprisoned more than twelve thousand lawyers and members of civil society, and muzzled the media in an attempt to stay in power and ensure that any elections favored him rather than the opposition. The country is beset by a major political crisis and the spread of Islamic extremism that now sees its chance to topple the state. Musharraf’s plunge from hero to villain was compounded by the assassination of the country’s larger-than-life opposition leader, Benazir Bhutto, in December 2007, followed by a wave of suicide bombings and mayhem.

			Across the five independent states of Central Asia—Kazakhstan, Kyrgyzstan, Tajikistan, Turkmenistan, and Uzbekistan—dictatorships have ruled continuously since the breakup of the Soviet Union in 1991. The lack of basic political freedoms, grinding poverty, huge economic disparities, and an Islamic extremist political underground are set to plunge Central Asia, despite its oil and gas reserves, into ever greater turmoil.

			The consequences of state failure in any single country are unimaginable. At stake in Afghanistan is not just the future of President Hamid Karzai and the Afghan people yearning for stability, development, and education but also the entire global alliance that is trying to keep Afghanistan together. At stake are the futures of the United Nations, the North Atlantic Treaty Organization (NATO), the European Union, and of course America’s own power and prestige. It is difficult to imagine how NATO could survive as the West’s leading military alliance if the Taliban are not defeated in Afghanistan or if bin Laden remains at large indefinitely. Yet the international community’s lukewarm commitment to Afghanistan after 9 /11 has been matched only by its incompetence, incoherence, and conflicting strategies—all led by the United States.

			What is at stake in Pakistan is even greater. A nuclear-armed military and an intelligence service that have sponsored Islamic extremism as an intrinsic part of their foreign policy for nearly four decades have found it extremely difficult to give up their self-destructive and double-dealing policies after 9 /11, even under the watchful eye of the CIA. The recent blowback from these policies is now threatening the state, undermining the army, decapitating the political elite, and drowning the country in a sea of blood. In 2007 there were 56 suicide bombings in Pakistan that killed 640 people, compared to just 6 bombings in the previous year.

			President Bush’s embrace of Musharraf and the military, rather than of the Pakistani people and the development of state institutions and a democratic process, has created immense hatred for the U.S. Army and America, hatred that penetrates all classes of society. Ninety percent of the $10 billion in aid that the United States has provided Pakistan with since 9 /11 has gone to the military rather than to development. Moreover, anti-Americanism has hit Pakistani society’s core values, undermining people’s understanding of democracy, secular education, modernization, and civil society—because all these facets of society are deemed to be American. When the Bush administration continued to back Musharraf in late 2007, despite the general’s rampage against the judiciary and civil society, Pakistan’s middle class was overtaken by feelings of anti-Americanism, making it impossible to persuade Pakistanis to resist the extremists. Neither was it possible to convince people that the struggle against extremism was not just America’s war but equally Pakistan’s.

			With a population of 175 million, Pakistan is the fifth largest country in the world. Its society is riddled with deep ethnic, social, and economic fissures. Quite apart from the Islamists, there are grave dangers of secular separatist movements in the provinces of Balochistan and Sindh that could divide the nation, just as ethnic nationalism did in 1971, when East Pakistan became an independent Bangladesh. With such threats, is it surprising that foreign experts are worried about Pakistan’s nuclear arsenal?

			My three books before 9 /11 dealt with the problems of failed states, the rise of al Qaeda and the Taliban, and the failure of U.S. policy in the region, topics I have covered as a reporter and analyst since the late 1970s. What I term “the region”—Pakistan, Afghanistan, and the five Central Asian Republics—is even more vital to global stability now than when I first wrote about it. When I wrote about the Taliban and called for greater international commitment to help the Afghans, I did not expect any response. Today nobody can plead ignorance about what is at stake, the worsening state of affairs, or the risks involved in once again letting this region stagnate.

			As with my other books, this one is a mixture of reportage, analysis, and the accumulation of decades of knowledge and experience traveling in the region and to Western capitals. For many of these major events I was on the ground personally, and almost all the interviews with key political actors were conducted as events and crises were unfolding, rather than afterward. This book is an attempt to define history in the making rather than a scholarly reappraisal years after the event.

			My previous books were based on reporting about people, movements, and events that surrounded the rise of Islamic extremism and that few people seemed particularly interested in at the time. It proved immensely difficult even to get these books published. Now there is a vast literature on 9 /11 and its consequences in the region. I have absorbed all this literature, but that has not distracted from the fact that I was intimately involved as a reporter or an adviser or an onlooker to most of the events in this book.

			I have also resisted the temptation to delve too deeply into the past. This book is not about the causes of 9 /11 or the story of al Qaeda or the history of specific individuals and countries in the region. There are other, better books for such information. This book will not tell you where bin Laden is hiding. Nor is this book about Iraq—although the war in Iraq serves as a vital backdrop to everything. This book shows how the United States ignored consolidating South and Central Asia—the homeland of global terrorism—in favor of invading Iraq. American resources and military manpower that Afghanistan should have received went to Iraq. “Iraq was more than just a major distraction to Afghanistan,” says Kofi Annan in retrospect. “Huge resources were devoted to Iraq, which focused away from nation building in Afghanistan. The billions spent in Iraq were the billions that were not spent in Afghanistan.”1 Moreover, the U.S. attack on Iraq was critical to convincing Musharraf that the United States was not serious about stabilizing the region, and that it was safer for Pakistan to preserve its own national interest by clandestinely giving the Taliban refuge.

			What makes the war in Iraq, and the enormous human losses there, even more tragic is that all the mistakes made by the Bush administration in Iraq had already been made in Afghanistan—yet nothing was learned. First in Afghanistan and then in Iraq, not enough U.S. troops were deployed, nor were enough planning and resources devoted to the immediate postwar resuscitation of people’s lives. There was no coherence to U.S. tactics and strategy, which led to vitally wrong decisions being taken at critical moments—whether it was reviving the warlords in Afghanistan or dismantling the army and bureaucracy in Iraq.

			The bitter divisions that surfaced within the administration as the neoconservatives clashed over power and prerogative effectively paralyzed decision making as both wars were being fought. The cabinet system of the U.S. government virtually collapsed, ruinous laws were enacted that flouted the U.S. Constitution, and torture became the norm for U.S. security agencies. Foreign policy became the prerogative of the Department of Defense, which was unaccountable to the U.S. Congress or the public, rather than the domain of the State Department. Insufficient regional alliances were forged to neutralize Afghanistan’s neighbors before, during, and after the invasions. An invasion force that does not first politically neutralize all potential sources of trouble in its rear does not understand either military strategy or diplomacy. Above all, arrogance and ignorance were in abundant supply as the Bush administration invaded two countries in the Muslim world without any attempt to understand the history, culture, society, or traditions of those countries.

			Today some retired American generals and historians call the U.S. invasion of Iraq the greatest strategic military disaster in American history, a massive squandering of lives and resources that will affect the Middle East and reduce the power of the United States for years to come. Yet compared with what is at stake in Afghanistan and Pakistan, Iraq may well turn out to be a mere sideshow, a historical folly that diverted global attention for some years but had little impact in changing the real nature of power and politics in the Middle East. The U.S. failure to secure this region may well lead to global terrorism, nuclear proliferation, and a drug epidemic on a scale that we have not yet experienced and I can only hope we never will.

			This book is about American failure to secure the region after 9 /11, to carry out nation building on a scale that could have reversed the appeal of terrorism and Islamic extremism and averted state collapse on a more calamitous scale than could ever have happened before 9 /11. The World Bank estimates that there are now twenty-six failing states in the world that could breed terrorism, as opposed to seventeen such states in 2003. Clearly we have gotten a great deal wrong about the post–9 /11 world.2 This book is an attempt to frame events and their consequences across the largest landmass in the world, and to show what went wrong on the ground and why, while describing how such poor decisions were made in Washington. It tries to answer the question of why the world is less secure seven years after 9 /11.

			The quick American victory in Afghanistan in 2001 created the feeling that a new era was now inevitable. Despite their cowboy president, the Americans were momentarily humbled by their own vulnerability and felt guilty about having ignored Afghanistan for the past decade. U.S. TV networks suddenly began to cover the Muslim world, and the Koran became a bestseller in U.S. bookshops. The rest of the world rallied around America as international organizations such as the UN sanctioned the U.S. invasion of Afghanistan.

			At the time of the invasion, I broke with many of my colleagues by arguing that the war in Afghanistan was a just war and not an imperialist intervention, because only external intervention could save the Afghan people from the Taliban and al Qaeda and prevent the spread of al Qaeda ideology. My book Taliban, which had been published in 2000, criticized the United States for abandoning Afghanistan for too long and argued for just such an intervention. At the time my conclusions were strongly criticized by Islamic fundamentalists, the liberal left, and the Pakistani military, who considered my critique of their interventions in Afghanistan as traitorous.

			I had seen the accumulating dangers posed by al Qaeda’s expansion in Afghanistan and Pakistan early on, due to my intense involvement with the Afghan saga. I had seen firsthand Afghans’ fortitude during a quarter century of war.3 Afghanistan had become an incubator for al Qaeda, but so had my own country, Pakistan, because of the nexus between Islamic extremists and the army, both of which tolerated an al Qaeda presence before 9 /11. The army backed the Taliban and encouraged thousands of Pakistani youngsters to fight and die for the Taliban, just as it mobilized thousands of Pakistanis to fight in the Kashmiri insurgency against India. I warned that armed with nuclear weapons and fueled by jihadism, a military regime led by the rash and impetuous General Musharraf was capable of creating a perfect storm of circumstances and events that could plunge the region into even greater danger and chaos and undermine Pakistan’s very existence. That is what we are seeing today.

			To the north of Afghanistan, in Central Asia, five states newly independent from the Soviet Union remained largely isolated from world events. Economic misery in four of these states was now far worse than it was during the Soviet era. These four were ruled by dictators, holdovers from the Soviet era, but the region was ripe for reform and democratic change. The increased birth rate of the 1980s had produced an alienated, angry, and jobless mass of young people under age twenty-five who were looking for change. The longer such change was delayed, the greater the chances that underground Islamic extremist movements linked to al Qaeda could exploit the coming crisis.

			The major center of any turmoil would be Uzbekistan, the most populated state, where the twin forces of severe state repression and Islamic fundamentalism were in conflict. Ignored by the world and in turmoil, Uzbekistan could destabilize an immense zone lying between the vast landmasses of Russia and China; al Qaeda could exploit the situation readily.

			After the overthrow of the Taliban regime, optimists like me expected that the U.S.-led international community would commit to rebuild Afghanistan and help undertake reforms and nation building in Pakistan and throughout Central Asia. The region had to be seen as a single entity because it was beset by many of the same problems. Rebuilding Afghanistan alone would only push its problems into neighboring states. Ending the “failing states syndrome” in the region and integrating those states into the world economy would require massive aid, internal economic reforms, democratization, and literacy. This would need nothing less than a Western-led Marshall Plan for the region and a commitment that would have to be measured in not months or years but decades. The leaders in the region would be persuaded to change their autocratic ways only if they saw an unfaltering Western military and aid presence on their doorstep.

			It was equally important to wean Muslims away from the message of al Qaeda and its perversion of Islam. As I saw al Qaeda evolve in Afghanistan in the 1990s, I considered it nothing more than a blatant power grab by men whose naked political aims were cloaked in the garb of Islamic ideology. Yet to a handful of Muslims, al Qaeda posed a civilizational solution—albeit an extreme one—to the issue of justice denied to Muslims in Palestine, Kashmir, and elsewhere. Now Muslims had to be in the forefront of changing their own environment and governments, and taking responsibility for creating the mechanisms in which the rule of law and civil society could grow and flourish.

			The American response to events in the region was not encouraging. The Republicans had won the 2000 U.S. elections on the basis of not more but less involvement in the world and a shortsighted “go it alone” philosophy that ignored existing alliances and treaties. Condoleezza Rice wrote in a January 2000 article for Foreign Affairs that a Bush presidency would focus on the national interest instead of international humanitarian actions, as Clinton had done. Muslim leaders in the region read this as a lack of U.S. interest. Bush said he would avoid “open-ended deployments and unclear military missions,” adding, “I don’t think our troops ought to be used for what’s called nation-building—I think our troops ought to be used to fight and win wars.”4 These words were to haunt Bush after 9 /11.

			Bush became president with no knowledge of or interest in the outside world—reflective of the attitude of most Americans at the time. He had barely traveled outside the United States, did not read about other countries, and knew no foreign leaders, frequently mixing up their names and designations. During his election campaign in 2000, he committed two grand faux pas—the first when he did not know the name of General Pervez Musharraf, who was then president of Pakistan, and the second when he thought the Taliban were an all-girls pop group. His ignorance toward the region was on full display every time these jokes were told.5

			The ease with which Bush’s lack of interest in foreign policy was accepted by the American political elite was unfortunately also a reflection of the attitude of President Bill Clinton to global problems. During his eight years in office, Clinton had cherry-picked his way through a whole raft of foreign policy issues, determining that intervention was a good idea when the polls told him that Americans supported intervention and doing nothing when the polls indicated the contrary. Thus, intervening in the former Yugoslavia was a good idea once the U.S. media had built up traction for the case, while the Rwanda genocide was ignored.

			Clinton blew hot and cold when it came to Afghanistan and chasing al Qaeda. There were long periods of inaction; whimsical plans, such as the CIA hiring hit squads from Pakistan and Uzbekistan to capture bin Laden; and a sudden decision to use cruise missiles to hit al Qaeda camps after the bombing of the U.S. embassies in Africa. But there was no clear American determination to get rid of al Qaeda or the Taliban, and there was even less of a policy toward Pakistan, especially one that addressed the military’s support to the Taliban. In the second Clinton term, U.S. government departments seemed to have different agendas for the region. For the State Department the main issue was easing India-Pakistan tensions, deterring nuclear proliferation, and persuading both countries to sign the Comprehensive Nuclear Test Ban Treaty after they had both tested nuclear weapons. The CIA focus was on bin Laden and the threat of the Pakistani military supporting causes that were deemed to be terrorist by the outside world. Yet the CIA refused to support the anti-Taliban Northern Alliance and mistrusted its leader, Ahmad Shah Masud. The Pentagon declined to get involved either way and did not even bother to draw up contingency plans for any possible military action in Afghanistan.

			Nevertheless, Clinton was affable, a brilliant speaker, and a firm believer in sharing decision making with his European allies. In contrast, Bush was seen around the world as brash, cocky, profoundly unreflective, and unresponsive when it came to sharing decision making on global issues. There was a total absence of debate with European partners. Within the first few months of taking office in 2001, Bush was conducting a unilateralist foreign policy that aimed to force allies to accept a U.S. agenda. A senior Bush official called it “the doctrine of integration,” which was aimed at integrating “other countries and organizations into arrangements that will sustain a world consistent with U.S. interests and values, and thereby promote peace, prosperity and justice, as widely as possible.”6 Bush’s message to the rest of the world was “it’s either my way or the highway.”

			Bush immediately broke with the international community on several issues. In December 2000 Clinton had signed the treaty that created the International Criminal Court, the world’s first war crimes tribunal. Bush’s first act was to refuse to send the treaty to the Senate for ratification. After 9 /11 Washington threatened those countries that signed up to the Court with the loss of U.S. military aid. The Bush administration said it was opposed to the Comprehensive Nuclear Test Ban Treaty, which 150 countries had signed and which was the bedrock of nuclear nonproliferation. In March 2001 the United States refused to support ratification of the Kyoto Protocol, which would reduce global warming, and in June the United States withdrew from the Anti-Ballistic Missile Treaty. Europe was shell-shocked. Allies were unable to understand how to structure their relationship with the Bush White House and with the neoconservatives, or “neocons,” who dominated policymaking.

			The neocons carried complex political baggage. Dick Cheney, Paul Wolfowitz, Donald Rumsfeld, and others were archconservatives who considered themselves as radicals with a messianic vision of using American military power to reshape the world according to their own interests. Many of them had military backgrounds—G. W. Bush’s first administration had appointed sixty-three retired military officers into senior government positions. To some outsiders the neocons were classic imperialists who were influenced by neofascist writings from the 1930s about the use of state power. For others their intellectual roots lay in Trotskyism or America’s past, making them “a complex amalgam of the military imperialism of Theodore Roosevelt and the idealistic imperialism of Woodrow Wilson.”7 They claimed that in the post–cold war era, the United States was now running an empire and needed to project the kind of power that went with being the sole global imperial force.

			The anger, grief, and rage felt by many Americans after 9 /11, and the determination to hit back under any circumstances, was the perfect playing field for the neocons, who were to exploit retaliation for 9 /11 into a much broader foreign and domestic agenda. They saw the war on terrorism as a means to fulfill a long-desired venture to remodel the Middle East, starting with destroying Saddam Hussein’s regime in Iraq, securing more of the region’s oil fields for American companies, and propping up the state of Israel. At home they saw the war as a means of carving out greater presidential power by ignoring legal constraints and the checks and balances of the U.S. political system.8 The neocons were to use 9 /11 as justification for making themselves exempt from American or international law.

			The neocons deliberately manipulated the worldwide sympathy for the United States after 9 /11 as an endorsement of their ideas. Overnight the U.S.-led war on terrorism could become, according to Zbigniew Brzezinski, “the central organizing principle of the West’s global security policy.”9 It was a chronic mistake, as all other global issues were subsumed in a monolithic view of fighting terrorism. The vast majority of Europeans and Muslims could not connect with the militarized, self-obsessed policies of the neocons, who cared nothing for the rest of the world or its problems. When others wanted to discuss development or global warming, Bush wanted to discuss terrorism.

			Naming the adversary as “terrorism” enabled the neocons to broaden the specific struggle against a bunch of murderous criminals (al Qaeda) into a global conflict with Islam. The neocons identified “state sponsors” of terrorism such as Iraq and Iran, who suddenly became part of the al Qaeda network, even as they overturned international law in the process. All this tapped into the fear and anger of a largely ignorant and accepting American public still in shock over how easily a small group of terrorists had destroyed so many lives on American soil.

			Even the phrase “war on terrorism” was a misnomer, a rhetorical device, an emotive manipulation of the public’s horror after 9 /11. It had no more legal or practical meaning than would a war on cancer, drugs, or poverty.10 Terrorism cannot be party to a conflict, so there can be no war against it. Moreover, there was no internationally accepted definition of what constituted terrorism, given the cliché that one man’s terrorist is another man’s freedom fighter. And the war, which is fought by soldiers, ignored all other policies needed to fight Islamic extremism—political, economic, and social reforms. Al Qaeda had a political strategy wrapped in the flag of Islam, so defeating al Qaeda required an equally broad political strategy, one that would win hearts and minds in the Muslim world.

			Instead, the phraseology of the neocons became more and more disturbing as it aimed to terrify the American public. Paul Wolfowitz, then U.S. deputy secretary of defense, warned about ending states. “It’s not just simply a matter of capturing people and holding them accountable but removing the sanctuaries, removing the support systems, ending states who sponsor terrorism,” he said as the war in Afghanistan got under way.11 Not surprisingly such comments were hated and ridiculed by Muslims everywhere, and helped convince many Muslims that the United States was out to target all Muslim civilization.12

			In the heady days after 9 /11 the neocons sold Bush a predetermined foreign policy based not on reality, good intelligence, and analysis but on an ideology. “We’re an empire now and when we act, we create our own reality,” a Bush adviser told Ron Suskind—a quote that historians will doubtlessly use as a defining one for the Bush era.13 “And while you’re studying that reality—judiciously, as you will—we’ll act again, creating other new realities, which you can study too, and that’s how things will sort out. We’re history’s actors . . . and you, all of you, will be left to just study what we do.” The neocons truly believed that 9 /11 was a God-given opportunity to make up history as they went along, and so changing the target from bin Laden to Saddam Hussein, from Afghanistan to Iraq, was their prerogative to rearrange their own reality.

			For all their intellectualism, the neocons seemed to have no knowledge of what history had taught us about empires. The great empire builders quickly learned that when it came to ruling newly conquered lands, they had to put back in almost as much as they took out. If the conquerer was to extract the raw materials, taxes, and manpower he needed from the colony, he had to establish a system of security and law and order over the conquered and help his subjects maintain their economic livelihoods. Most significantly, empire builders from Alexander the Great to Queen Victoria had to learn about their subjects if they were to rule over them with any authority. At the very least they had to be curious about them. In the nineteenth century the British epitomized a colonialism that exploited with responsibility, used force judiciously, and yet learned about its subject peoples.

			In comparison, the first thought of the Bush administration after the Afghan war ended was how to declare victory, get out, and move on to Iraq. The administration wanted no responsibility for reconstructing the now-occupied nation of Afghanistan and was unwilling to learn about the people or the country. In their haste to move on, security in Afghanistan was handed over to warlords and drug barons, who were supported lavishly by the CIA and the Pentagon with a one-billion-dollar budget, because Washington wanted to focus on the upcoming war in Iraq.

			In 2003 the misinformation the Bush administration fed to the American people through a pliant and mostly willing media confirmed Saddam Hussein’s possession of nuclear weapons and his links to al Qaeda. “You can’t distinguish between al Qaeda and Saddam when you talk about the war on terror,” said a confident Bush in 2002.14 A completely false justification for going to war in Iraq and abandoning Afghanistan had just been created. It was only after the U.S. invasion that al Qaeda truly arrived in Iraq, luring in extremists from all over the world to act as suicide bombers.

			It was an Orwellian experience to visit Washington during Bush’s first term. Outsiders like me found it remarkable that a U.S. president could live in such an unreal world, where the entire military and intelligence establishments were so gullible, the media so complacent, Congress so unquestioning—all of them involved in feeding half-truths to the American public. “Official intelligence analysis was not relied on in making even the most significant national security decisions,“ wrote Paul Pillar, a former senior CIA official.15 I feared the worst kind of criticism when I made these points to young American students during a lecture tour of U.S. university campuses just before the Iraq war began. However, my ideas were well received and applauded. It became apparent to me that most Americans had the right instincts, but they were so poorly educated about world history, geography, and politics that they could not make political decisions for themselves about the world outside and left such choices to their leaders. The neocons counted on just this ignorance and compliance to conduct their foreign policy.

			Compared to the pre–9 /11 isolationism, the neocon ideology now focused on keeping the American public in a constant state of fear, with looming exaggerated threats and potential war. The administration was helped by the fact that it had arrived on the political stage when the United States had unquestioned military prowess around the globe. In the decade after the collapse of the Soviet Union, the Department of Defense or the Pentagon had been steadily displacing and obscuring the State Department in the formulation and conduct of U.S. foreign policy in the third world. “The military simply filled a vacuum left by an indecisive White House, an atrophied State Department, and a distracted Congress,” wrote journalist Dana Priest.16 Well before 9 /11, military treaties with foreign armies eclipsed political agreements between the State Department and foreign ministries.

			Under Secretary of Defense Donald Rumsfeld, the Pentagon’s influence in the U.S. decision-making process was to become overwhelming, as the State Department, led weakly by Secretary of State Colin Powell, was steadily bypassed. The wars after 9 /11 gave the Pentagon even more power and money. In 2001 the U.S. defense budget was $293 billion—still more than the aggregate budget of the next fifteen ranked countries in the world, including all the European powers and China. In 2003 the defense budget reached $360 billion, and in 2006 it topped $427 billion, growing by a phenomenal 40 percent in the five years since 9 /11. In 2008 it reached $647 billion, by which time the wars in Iraq and Afghanistan were expected to have cost more than $1 trillion.17 By now the U.S. defense budget was equivalent to what the entire rest of the world spent on defense.

			Meanwhile, the State Department’s budget was a mere fraction of the defense budget. In 2003 State received $26 billion, or just 6 percent of the defense budget. “We are conducting diplomacy on a shoestring in an era when . . . we depend on diplomats to build alliances,” berated Richard Lugar, chairman of the Senate Foreign Relations Committee.18 By 2008 State’s total budget, including its loan and aid programs, amounted to $42 billion, or 6.5 percent of the defense budget. Even the foreign aid traditionally distributed by the State Department was being undercut by the Pentagon. Between 2001 and 2007, a virtually unknown Pentagon department called the Defense Security Cooperation Agency had secured 20 percent of Washington’s $15 billion in foreign aid, while also managing some $12 billion in foreign arms sales.19

			The might of the U.S. military should not be underestimated. The 1.37-million-strong U.S. armed forces divided up the world into regional commands that have more assets and facilities than similar divisions in the State Department or the CIA. The combined U.S. military has joint command operations stretched right around the world, including CENTCOM, or Central Command, in the Middle East, which fought the wars in Afghanistan and Iraq; PACOM, in the Pacific; EUCOM, in Europe; and SOUTHCOM, in Latin America. Each of these joint command headquarters has a staff of more than a thousand officers, far larger than the staffs of most U.S. embassies. The U.S. Navy has thirteen aircraft carrier battle groups, whereas no navy in the world has even one such carrier group. Before 9 /11 the U.S. military deployed more than a quarter of a million men at 725 bases in 38 foreign countries, and during the war in Afghanistan it acquired 14 more bases, in Pakistan and Central Asia. CENTCOM had the widest theater of operations, covering 25 countries stretching from Kenya through the Middle East to China’s western borders.

			After the war in Afghanistan, the forty-seven-thousand-strong Special Operations Forces (SOF), involving soldiers from all three armed services, led the worldwide attack on Islamic extremists. The SOF budget of $3.0 billion in 2001 more than doubled, to $6.5 billion in 2004, and then doubled again four years later. Even before 9 /11, SOF were operating in 140 countries, acting as virtual ambassadors to allied armies, offering specialized training and other support.20 In sharp contrast, the one group of American soldiers considered essential for nation building—army civil affairs units, which rebuild bombed villages, bridges, power lines, and water supplies—were downgraded by Rumsfeld. When the terrorists struck the Twin Towers, most civil affairs units had been relegated to the U.S. Army Reserves and few were mobilized when the United States invaded Afghanistan. It was not until 2007, after the massive failure in Iraq, that the Pentagon decided to increase civil affairs officers by 33 percent, to 3,500 men.

			Rumsfeld was involved not just in fighting the wars in Afghanistan and Iraq but in expanding his powers even further. He tried to undermine the FBI by secretly encouraging the Pentagon to carry out large-scale domestic intelligence gathering and he undercut the CIA by creating a new spy agency within the Pentagon, although the agency was later dissolved. In the immortal words of Maureen Dowd, “First he [Rumsfeld] and his brainy advisers, Paul Wolfowitz and Richard Perle, set up their own State Department within the Defense Department . . . then they set up their own Defense Department within the Defense Department staging a civilian coup. . . . And now they have set up their own C.I.A. within the Defense Department.”21

			To outsiders it appeared that when Rumsfeld wanted to do something he just went ahead and did it, disregarding everyone else in the U.S. government. That message was not lost on authoritarian regimes in the Muslim world, who preferred to deal with the all-powerful but accommodating Rumsfeld and his generals rather than U.S. diplomats who might raise issues of human rights and democracy. A visiting CENTCOM chief, who arrived in his own plane with twenty staff officers, was given a guard of honor as though he were a head of state. How could the local U.S. ambassador compete with such a demonstration of power before autocratic rulers in the region?

			When General Musharraf carried out his coup in 1999, he did not bother to get in touch with the U.S. ambassador in Islamabad, but instead telephoned Gen. Anthony Zinni, the CENTCOM chief at the time.22 In Uzbekistan, after massacring hundreds of his own citizens in Andijan in 2005, President Islam Karimov continued a dialogue with the Pentagon, which was trying to keep the State Department’s criticism of his actions to a minimum. Rumsfeld constantly used his generals to deliver strong political messages of support to heads of state in the region, undermining what the State Department or the White House was telling them.

			Historically when the United States has intervened in the third world—largely in Latin America and Southeast Asia—it has never been much concerned with nation building or rebuilding shattered societies. Regime change during the cold war was all about replacing one pro-American corrupt dictator with another, while societies trundled on in their misery. As I’ve said, some observers hoped that after regime change in Afghanistan, the Americans would do more simply because the U.S. homeland had suffered such terrible consequences. The neocons, obsessed with the mechanics of regime change and instant gratification, never linked successful regime change with nation building. As a direct result, Afghanistan and Iraq both witnessed renewed insurgencies after the quick victories by U.S. forces precisely because of the failure first to plan and then to pursue nation-building policies the moment the war was won. A military doctrine of “shock and awe” could not substitute for boots on the ground and an inclusive strategy that would win hearts and minds.

			Moreover, Pakistan, the base area, recruiting ground, and logistics center for both al Qaeda and the Taliban, needed major help in both state and nation building if it was to overcome past legacies. By state building, I mean the opportunity for countries to rebuild their infrastructure such as the army, police, civil service, and judiciary, which would provide security and services to its citizens. However, state building is prolonged, expensive, and requires a long-term commitment from international donors as well as a democratic culture prevailing at home—something the Pakistan army was to deny its citizens. Defined in the broadest possible way, nation building involves aid and support to civil society to rebuild the shattered economy, provide livelihoods, create social and political structures, and introduce democracy. The process of democratization is about not just holding elections but creating institutions and a culture of tolerance and shared responsibility among rulers and citizens alike.

			Since the end of the cold war, the United States has been wary of getting involved in nation-building exercises. Washington has been involved in six such operations—Cambodia, East Timor, Haiti, Somalia, and the states of the former Yugoslavia. None of them was initiated by the United States, except for Somalia, which failed. The United States never took part in UN peacekeeping operations, although it has funded and supported many of them. Out of fifteen such UN peacekeeping operations worldwide in 2007, which involved more than one hundred thousand troops wearing UN blue helmets, just ten American soldiers were involved. Ironically, Pakistan is the largest provider of peacekeeping troops, contributing more than ten thousand in 2007.23

			Its unwillingness to take part in nation-building exercises, and the lack of importance it gave the issue, fed into the Bush administration’s growing conviction that it could fight and win the war on terrorism on its own. The United States refused the offers of help and shared responsibility made by multinational bodies such as NATO. Bush’s formula was to create “a coalition of the willing.” Only those countries willing to surrender decision making to the U.S. command could join.

			After 9 /11 the United States ignored the UN until after the bombing campaign against the Taliban had begun. Only when it realized that somebody had to pick up the pieces and put together a new Afghan government did Washington approach Secretary-General Kofi Annan. Four days after the bombing campaign began, a reluctant Bush admitted that “it would be a useful function for the United Nations to take over the ‘nation building.’ I would call it the stabilization of a future government after our military mission is completed.”24 Afghanistan later became a multinational effort, but the United States refused to take its partners seriously and continued to make all major military and aid decisions on its own.

			Under difficult conditions, working against a deadline that was brought even closer by the unexpected collapse of the Taliban, the UN effort was remarkable for its creativity. The UN had been set up to prevent wars between states, not to mediate civil wars or set up postinvasion governments. Today the UN is having to do far more than it was ever mandated for. Today’s global threats include civil wars, ethnic cleansing, terrorism, proliferation of weapons of mass destruction, organized crime, disease, poverty, and mass starvation. Many of these issues are interconnected, making the role of a multinational organization such as the UN indispensable, yet the organization was essentially ignored by the neocons.

			In the giddy days after the Afghan victory, outsiders could not believe that the U.S. administration would undermine its own war in Afghanistan by failing to carry out nation building. After the success of my book Taliban, European foreign ministers, aid organizations, the media, and think tanks invited me to meetings and conferences. I visited Washington several times, hoping that the administration would want to do good in Afghanistan and convinced it just needed the right ideas as to how to proceed. I spent much time in the office of the U.S. Agency for International Development, whose boss Andrew Natsios was enthusiastic about helping the Afghans and needed ideas as to where to start. However, USAID was to be swiftly superseded by the CIA and the Pentagon.

			Everywhere I went after 9 /11, I urged governments and experts to devote resources for nation building in Afghanistan so that the country could emerge as a bastion of development and democracy to counter the growing trends of extremism and state repression in the Islamic world. The United States and the West had the opportunity to show Muslims and the world that they may be bombing a country to free it from Taliban tyranny, but they also had the willingness and patience to help rebuild it. I strongly countered the myths being circulated in the Western media at the time that the Afghans would oppose the presence of Western troops. Instead, after being battered by twenty-five years of war, most Afghans saw the presence of Western forces as a way forward to stability and development.

			I urged audiences that warlords should not be empowered, that disarming the militias was a priority task for U.S. forces, that international peacekeepers should be deployed outside Kabul, that Pakistan must not give refuge to the retreating Taliban, and that developing Afghan agriculture to ward off a revival of poppy cultivation should be a priority. I also advocated a regional view of development and reconstruction that looked at the problems of development in Pakistan and Central Asia. Much of what I spoke about was commonsense stuff and should have been obvious to Western governments—or so I thought.

			Most experts reckoned that Afghanistan, a country the size of Texas, needed about $4 to 5 billion every year for the next ten years to put it on its feet—a small amount in geopolitical donor terms and a pittance compared to what was later spent in Iraq. Such an act of sustained commitment by the international community would also help undermine support for extremism in the neighboring states and encourage them to pursue reforms.

			Every item on my checklist was studiously ignored by Washington.

			Within a few months of 9 /11, Bush had added to his counterterrorism agenda the “axis of evil” (Iran, Iraq, North Korea) and the ideas of “preemption” and “regime change” in which the United States could presume a nation’s guilt and attack it before it had carried out any hostile act. Never before had the United States presented the world with such an aggressive global strategy that reeked of overt imperialism, alienated Europeans and Muslims alike, and made the job of winning hearts and minds around the globe virtually impossible. Bush was now truly the global cowboy. “The problem is that President Bush has reframed his initial question. Instead of simply asking others to oppose al Qaeda, he now asks them to oppose al Qaeda, support the invasion of an Arab country, and endorse the doctrine of preemption—all as part of a single package,” said former secretary of state Madeleine Albright.25

			At home Bush presented his global agenda as a result of sudden worldwide anti-Americanism rather than a result of past American policy failures. “Why do they hate us? . . . They hate our freedoms—our freedom of religion, our freedom of speech, our freedom to vote and assemble and disagree with each other,” Bush told Congress on September 20, 2001.26 Such words ignored past failures and created a culture of fear and hysteria among many Americans, even as it created disdain and ridicule abroad. The unspoken implication of such rhetoric was that if they hated us, then Americans should hate Muslims back and retaliate not just against the terrorists but against Islam in general. By generating such fears it was virtually impossible to gain American public attention and support for long-term nation building.

			The Bush doctrine was also doggedly to sweep under the carpet any discussion or understanding of the “root causes” of terrorism—the growing poverty, repression, and sense of injustice that many Muslims felt at the hands of their U.S.-backed governments, which in turn boosted anti-Americanism and Islamic extremism. The Bush administration was determined to prevent any alternative views on U.S. foreign policy from emerging, and the Washington-based media was cowed from asking awkward questions until the failures in Iraq and Afghanistan became too obvious. It took four years before anyone in the Bush administration admitted that the United States had failed to carry out nation building. “We didn’t have the right skills, the right capacity to deal with a reconstruction effort of this kind,” said Condoleezza Rice, speaking of both Iraq and Afghanistan in 2005.27

			Bush did more to keep Americans blind to world affairs than any American leader in recent history.28 In 2004 a strategic think tank supported by the Pentagon issued a damning report saying that America’s strategic communications with the world had broken down and a total reorganization of public diplomacy was needed. The Department of Defense Science Board said the United States was losing the war of ideas in the Muslim world: “Muslims do not ‘hate our freedom,’ but rather they hate our policies. . . . The critical problem in American public diplomacy directed towards the Muslim world is not one of ‘dissemination of information’ or even one of crafting and delivering the ‘right’ message. Rather it is a fundamental problem of credibility. Simply there is none—the United States today is without a working channel of communication to the world of Muslims and of Islam.”29

			In Europe there was a vastly different approach to dealing with the terrorist threat. The continent was deeply divided over supporting the invasion of Iraq, but those divisions led to intense debate, saturation media coverage, and protest movements, which led to public mobilization and deep introspection about the wars in Iraq and Afghanistan. The European public was far better educated about the wars than the American public ever was. Whereas draconian laws were swiftly introduced in America after 9 /11, as thousands of American Muslims were rounded up and many were deported for visa infringements, there was a far more careful attitude in Europe. Even the 2004 and 2005 bombings in Madrid and London, respectively, never generated the governmental hysteria regarding the fundamental rights of their citizens that 9 /11 did in the United States. There were calls to improve the integration of Muslim citizens into Spanish and British societies rather than isolate them. European governments treaded slowly before they introduced new anti-terrorism laws. An enormous respect was shown to civil liberties and human rights for all their citizens—Muslims included.

			In the early months of 2002, no outsider, least of all myself, had any idea that Iraq rather than Afghanistan was the real focus of the Bush administration’s attention and that the “war on terrorism” would be fought in Baghdad rather than Kabul or Islamabad. The reluctance of the Pentagon to commit more American troops to Afghanistan should have alerted us that either the U.S. military was very stupid or it had preoccupations other than Afghanistan. Yet at the time few people I spoke to, including U.S. officials, could believe that the neocons would willfully give up tracking down al Qaeda leaders and would move on to Iraq. We now know that the chase was given up in March 2002—just three months after the fall of Kandahar—when the Arabic- and Persian-speaking U.S. SOF teams were moved out of Afghanistan to train for Iraq and surveillance satellites were pulled from the skies over Afghanistan and redirected to Iraq.

			The American failure to rebuild Afghanistan and Iraq or to move Pakistan and Central Asia toward reform and democracy made it almost impossible for Muslim moderates to support the West’s struggle against Islamic extremism or to bring about change in their own countries. The U.S. campaign to eliminate al Qaeda had turned into a much larger American intervention across the Islamic world that had nothing to do with al Qaeda and that Muslims could not support or tolerate. The treatment of prisoners by the U.S. military at Guantánamo Bay and Abu Ghraib were symptoms of an ever-expanding war that alienated the entire globe. By 2007 a decisive shift had taken place in key countries such as Pakistan, where hatred for Musharraf and the Americans took precedence over hatred for al Qaeda, even as Pakistanis died in large numbers from al Qaeda–sponsored suicide bombings. This made fighting the extremists much more difficult.

			As the Bush era nears its end in 2008, American power lies shattered. The U.S. Army is overstretched and broken, the American people are disillusioned and rudderless, U.S. credibility lies in ruins, and the world is a far more dangerous place. The Iraq war has bankrupted the United States, consuming up to $11 billion

			
		

	OEBPS/images/page_xiii_2.jpg
*Perm
Nizhny Nuvgon‘)d JYekaterinburg «Krasnoyarsk
) Novosibirsk
« Chelyabinsk « Omsk .
« Ufa
RUSSIA Barnaul
« Samara
& + COUNTRIES AND CITIES OF CENTRAL ASIA +«
Saratove
*Astana
UKRAINE Volgograd ¢ KAZAKHSTAN ) (l)( aghandy
(Karaganca) MONGOLIA
Atyrau
Aral Sea 5
iz Lake Balkhash
B,
Urumai
Black Sea _ Almaty ‘
UZBEKISTAN X
GEORGIA || Caspian Bishkek
Thilisi P, )
] Sea 2, Tashkent, KYRGYZSTAN
. o
ARMENIA ° AZERBAIJAN « Andijan
crevi Baku Ferghana Vall
) Yeredln TURKMENISTAN B Kashi
TURKEY Dushanbe « TAJIKISTAN CHIN A
«Tabriz LAshgabat >
Moshl Mashhad » Sharif
! Mosh L
cvpils SYRIA oy Tehran
Kirkuk >
i - Herat Kabul,
L:;]SAN(‘)I\ & . Peshawar 0 Mit 200 00
cirut* - Damascus isfahan »y I iles P
¢ % ~APACTS Baghdad x * AFGHANISTAN ey
AR & 0 Kilometers 00
ISRAEL. IRAN . andaha Kilometer. 400
Jerusalemi | * Amman IRAQ e oKandahar :
Zaranj)e Lahore
JORDAN WJQuetta
KUWAIT « Shiraz
& .
Kuwait 2 - : elhi
PAKISTAN New Delhi NEPAL
o Kathmandu
\ .
SAUDI ARABIA Persian g ) Lucknow FHUTAN
Manama, G4 3 Jaipur o .
\ Kanpur
Mece BAHRAIN/ | QATAR
Jiddah e JMecca *Doha _ Chabahar
EGYPT Riyadh* #/AbuDhgbi Karachi INDIA BANGLADESH
o i +Muscat Ahmadabad
S EMIRATES
OMAN
Arabian Sea + Nagpur
SUDAN Bay of
Mumbai (Bombay) » Bengal
© 208 ey L W « Pune






OEBPS/images/Descent_Map05_P4.jpg
+ OPIUM POPPY CULTIVATION IN AFGHANISTAN, 2007 -«

Herat
.

HERAT

<> FARAH

® Farah

NIMROZ

A

KABUL
KUNDUZ
PARWAN

KHOST

KAPISA

LAGHMAN
KUNAR
NURISTAN
NIMROZ
SAMANGAN
JAWZJAN
TAKHAR
SARI PUL
HERAT
BAGHLAN
FARYAB
BADGHIS
ZABUL
GHOR
NANGARHAR
DAIKUNDI
BALKH
FARAH
URUZGAN
KANDAHAR
BADAKHSHAN
HELMAND

JAWZJAN Kunpuz (<>
v Mazar-e-Sharif <>
e BADAKHSHAN
BALKH AL \Y
Meymanah
& SAMANGAN' g3
Y BAGHLAN
FARYAB
PANJSHER
SARI PUL
BADGHIS z NURISTAN
Y PARWAN <> A
A %g:::ls'\/\ LacHiaN KUNAR
Chaghcharan PARWAN A
S KABUL eJalalabad
YARDAK NANGARHAR
GHOR 7/) Qi— A
i & JPAKTIA
\ PALKUNDI Vo 0 Miles 100
A Ghazni e .
Gardez KHOST . N 5
VN A‘Khost 0 Kilometers 200
A
URUZGAN
4 A ZABUL PAKTIKA SECURITY SITUATION
& A z
«*‘@ . No classification
S Qalat
%@
Lashkargah' .Kandahar Very gOOd
HELMAND KANDAHAR Good
A A
Poor
Very bad
EXPECTED CULTIVATION
TREND (2007)
AREA OF OPIUM POPPY CULTIVATION & Nocultivation
BY PROVINCE, IN HECTARES
Y  Strong decrease (>50%)
Y  Decrease (10-50%)
<> Stable (0-10%)
A Increase (10-50%)
A Strong increase (>50%)
| |
|
|
| |
| | |
| | |
| | | | |
3,000 6,000 9,000 12,000 15,000 69,324






OEBPS/images/Map04_final2.jpg
NATO DEPLOYMENT AND PROVINCIAL RECONSTRUCTION
TEAM LOCATIONS IN AFGHANISTAN, 2007

REGIONAL COMMAND NORTH (3,700)

JAWZJAN
KUNDUZ G
Mazar-e-Sharif o O G Kunduz o@ BADAKHSHAN
BALKH TAKHAR
Meymanah. ® Baghlan
¥ SAMANGAN s

! BAGHLAN -~ 1

'\ FARYAB o
T SARI PUL g PAN'SHQ{,; S Ne
© BADGHIS bt /be;/ PARWAN.,_/}\ m@ NURIST,\N /
B K et {APISA . —L KUN
REGIONAL COMMAND WEST 2,000 | - X, B?“\n:\ Bagram | jLAGHMAN = KUNAR
Herat C.haghcharan “5' S 7
0% TV WARDAK g RERL- oJalaldbad ‘
HERAT GHOR [ 3 : 5 o —— NANGARHAR
3 L / \ L?
. h ( O ./PAKTYA REGIONAL COMMAND
Shindand' A B G LD N T8 o ATE CAPITAL—KABUL (5,000)
/ DAIKUNDI Ghazni oy~ &1 Khos
‘("' ﬁ'; GHAZNI G' N
/1 R S KHOST
P S » o
FARAH 4 URUZGAN )
€ o Farah A 2 PAKTIKA
P zasuL [/
1= et N HELMAND e (. REGIONAL COMMAND EAST (16,500)
/. ; Qalat .l
3 Kandah:.xr Y
NIMROZ &
KANDAHAR
REGIONAL COMMAND SOUTH (9,000)
0 Miles 100 200
0 Kilometers 200
ISAF EXPANSION STAGES
AND COMPLETION DATES
STAGE 1 (NORTH), 2004
STAGE 2 (WEST), 2005 G ISAF Provincial Reconstruction Team (PRT)
STAGE 3 (SOUTH), July 2006 O ISAF Forward Supporting Base (FSB)
STAGE 4 (EAST), October 2006 % NATO Headquarters

© 2008 Jeffiey L. Ward






OEBPS/images/Descent_Map06_P4.jpg
MILITARY OFFENSIVES LAUNCHED BY THE TALIBAN
IN PAKISTAN AND AFGHANISTAN, 2007-2008

TAJIKISTAN

UZBEKISTAN
NORTHERN FRONT
Hizb-i-Islami Gulbuddin (HIG)
TURKMENISTAN Hizb-i-Islami Khalis (HIK)
Pakistani Taliban
4
CENTRAL FRONT L ———— ~ \‘
Haqqgani Network 27 Y =
R P I oo s NORTH-WESTY
Pak_lstam Talll_)an ’ 1 A FRONTIER \
International Islamic Front [# A~ Ciunar \PROVINCE
al Qaeda 1 \ 1
' \ ’
1 U4
| I'
SOUTHERN FRONT " NANG ARH AR QO “1/
Taliban __—-"'-"-""-—.,_~ LOGAR ~____,
al Qaeda 1 Sso *
> I So Ea I Islamabad
»’ ! PAKTYA Ss I
. GHAZNI . > [
s 1 KHOST Yy, 1
s T -
l, URUZGAN 1 e Miranshah /
Ve 1 ~ II
FARAH \
P AFGHANISTAN \ NS
4 PAKTIKA A4
/ ZABUL A\ \ ¢
’ S ¥y
14 ~
~ o\
/ ~ s
1 Sso — o 1
I HELMAND = 1
N}MROZ 1
| '
1 KANDAHAR 1
\ / PUNJAB
\ ’
\ ’
A ’
AS e Quetta X
A PAKISTAN
\\ 4
\‘ ,I,
\\ ,l
S IR
N BALOCHISTAN ,’
~ ~ ~ o - -
~..'~- ——‘——’
0'Miles 100 200 300 -TT
INDIA
0 Kilometers 300 SINDH

© 2008 Jeffrey L. Ward






OEBPS/images/Descent_Map03_P4.jpg
AFGHAN PROVINCES AND
FEDERALLY ADMINISTERED TRIBAL AREAS

Nuristan® KUNAR 57
O
Asadabad e ¥
AFGHANISTAN sadaba BATATR &% *Mingora
$«
* LAGHMAN
Kabul MOHMAND
o Jalalabad
KABUL
Mardan
NANGARHAR L]
Khyber Pass - 1 andi Kotal
L]
LOGAR KHYBER Peshawar
L]
Parachinar e
Islamabad
PAKTYA ORAKZAI
L]
. Kohat
Gardez SEB 0 Miles 25 50
KHOST
NWEP 0 Kilometers 50
L]
Khost
NORTH
WAZIRISTAN
L] . [ ] B
Miranshah SO
PR FEDERALLY TAJIKISTAN
ADMINISTERED PAKISTAN
TRIBAL AREAS
SOUTH Feyzabad
WAZIRISTAN
BADAKHSHAN
e Wana e Tank A
NURISTAN
KUNAR:
NWEFP
BALOCHISTAN *Kabul
NANGARHAR: “/p,
LOGAR Peshawar
/ *
. Pol-e-Ala p.
Zhob o . PRk Islamabad
Ghazni KHOST
Sharan,
AFGHANISTAN N kisTAN
PAKTIKA
ZABUL
eTank
*Qalat
Kandahar
* Area of detail
«Zhob /
0 Miles 100 150 KANDAHAR
PUNJAB
0 Kilometers 150 BALOCHISTAN

© 2008 Jeffiey L. Ward

Quetta





OEBPS/images/Map02_final2.jpg
ETHNIC DISTRIBUTION WITHIN PAKISTAN AND AFGHANISTAN

X Peshawar
R Islamabad
*’ )
Rawal‘pin}ii
BN

AFGHANISTAN

h AN
( v
~ . ~
. .5‘
Kandahar P DAY )
A Y W\
-:-' AN ', 3 !
TR N 8NV

X
Qucm PAKI S TAN
./

BALOCHISTAN

PERCENTAGE OF
TOTAL POPULATION

AFGHANISTAN
Pashtun 42%
Tajik 27%
Hazara 9%

Uzbek 8%
ETHNOLINGUISTIC GROUPS
Other 14%

Pash Pamiri 3
RN P i .
] i NN e [ Bt Punjabi 44%
< dhi Pashtun 15%
Hazara Turkmen Sindhi
Sindhi 14%

- Uzbek [I]] Nuristani Punjabi Baloch 4%
7] aimk [ ] Baloch Nitxedothier Other 23%

© 2008 Jeffrey L. Ward








OEBPS/images/9781440631047_cover.jpg
“CA7 brilliant and passionate book.”
—THE NEW YORK REVIEW OF BOOKS

DESCENT into CHAOS

THE U.S. AND THE DISASTER IN
PAKISTAN, AFGHANISTAN, AND CENTRAL ASIA

AHMED RASHID

AUTHOR OF THE #1 NEW YORK TIMES BESTSELLER

TALIBAN






OEBPS/images/9781440631047_title_page.jpg
AHMED RASHID

DESCENT INTO
CHAOS

The U.S. and the Disaster
in Pakistan, Afghanistan,

and Central Asia

PENGUIN BOOKS





