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ABSTRACT 

 

Russian concentration, interests, and attentiveness in the orientation of Afghanistan could be traced to the eighteenth 
century expansion of the Czarist Empire southward, taking over central Asian khanates. For some two hundred years, 
the Russian and British (India) empires battled for influence in Afghanistan, the key bulwark and buffer state in the 
Great Game. Britain established and helped maintain an independent kingdom in Afghanistan until a coup in July 1973 
by the King's cousin. Afghanistan had remained neutral in two world wars and non-aligned in the early days of the cold 
war. After a request for aid from the United States was refused in the early 1950s, Afghanistan turned to a closer 
relationship with its Soviet neighbor. From that very point United States of America (USA) did decide to do something 
integral a propos fall down of the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics (USSR) through Islamic Republic of 
Afghanistan. 
KEYWORDS: United-States'-Policies, Pro-Soviet, Union-of-Soviet-Socialist-Republics, Islamic-Republic-of-
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INTRODUCTION 

 

With the establishment of the independent states of India and Pakistan in 1947, the British left South Asia. Their 
departure opened the way for the Great Powers in particular after the WW-2, the Soviet Union to increase its influence 
in Afghanistan, but Stalin was busy with postwar reconstruction and the consolidation of his hold on Eastern Europe 
and he paid little attention to the Third World. It was not until his death and Khrushchev's rise to power that the Soviet 
Union began to court the Third World actively and to compete with the United States in substantial aid programs.  
When Britain left the area, the United States to some extent took its place (Jiri, International Security, Fall 1980). After 
World War II the United States began making small loans and grants to Afghanistan, although there was no attempt to 
establish dominant American influence. Successive administrations in Washington realized that, for geographic reasons, 
Afghanistan had to maintain good relations with the Soviet Union. Afghanistan was looked upon as "the Finland of 
Asia,” a small’s stare located next to the Soviet Union and therefore eager to avoid antagonizing it [2]. In addition the 
United States considered Afghanistan an unimportant country, with few natural resources and relatively little strategic 
importance. US Goals were to maintain a presence in the country, assist in economic development, and encourage the 
Afghans to maintain their independence [3]. Soviet influence in Afghanistan increased in the 1950s partly because of 
the Pushtoonistan issue. The Pushtoons are the largest ethnic group in Afghanistan; there are between 6 and 7 million of 
them in Afghanistan and almost as many in Pakistan. 
 
When the British moved out of India, the Afghan government hoped that the Pushtoons living in the Northwest Frontier 
Province would be given a chance to choose between being independent or becoming part of Afghanistan. Instead the 
British insisted that the Pushtoons join either India or Pakistan; the Pushtoons, being Muslim, chose Pakistan. The 
Afghans claim the Pushtoons areas of Pakistan not only on ethnic grounds but also on historic grounds, since the 
Northwest Frontier Province formerly was part of Afghanistan. It is natural, therefore, for Afghanistan to demand that 
these Pushtoons be liberated from Pakistani rule and be allowed to rejoin their brothers and sisters in Afghanistan. 
Pakistan has of course refused [4]. 
 
This issue has repeatedly poisoned relations between the two countries. When the Afghan government has actively 
engaged in agitation and propaganda on the Pushtoonistan issue, the Pakistan government has retaliated by closing the 
frontier to Afghan trade, thereby blocking the natural route for most Afghan exports and imports. This has often caused 
Afghanistan to seek Soviet aid [5]. The Soviets have, of course, been happy to support Afghanistan against Pakistan 
since Pakistan is a friend of the United States. After border clashes in 1950, Pakistan closed the frontier, and in the same 
year the Soviet Union signed a new trade agreement with Afghanistan; during the next five years, trade between 
Afghanistan and the USSR increased by 50 percent. This turn toward the Soviet Union gained further impetus when the 
United States refused to give arms to Afghanistan, but chose instead to send military aid to Pakistan, which joined the 
South East Asia Treaty Organization (SEATO) in 1954 and the Baghdad Pact (later called the Central Treaty 
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Organization or CENTO) in 1955. To Kabul it seemed that the United States was arming the Afghans' chief enemy 
while rejecting their own appeals for arms. Thus on two crucial issues-Pushtoonistan and military aid-the United States 
refused to support Afghanistan, whereas the Soviet Union was glad to do so. As a result of decisions on these issues in 
the 1950s, Afghanistan moved further and further into the Soviet sphere of influence, and this led eventually to the 
Communist coup of 1978 and the Soviet invasion of 1979 [6] & [7] 
 

UNION OF SOVIET SOCIALIST REPUBLICS' AID TO AFGHANISTAN 

 
In October 1954 Prime Minister Mohammad Daud sent his brother to Washington to make another appeal to Secretary 
of State John Foster Dulles for military assistance. In December Dulles not only rejected the Afghan request, but also 
did so in a manner that infuriated the Afghans [8]. One month later, in January 1955, Daud turned to the Soviets for 
military aid. Moscow responded in a big way the following December when Communist party First Secretary 
Khrushchev and Prime Minister Bulganin visited Kabul as part of their new policy of wooing the Third World. Whereas 
in January 1954 the Soviet leaders had loaned Afghanistan a mere $3.5 million, this time they granted a $100-million 
line of credit, some of it for military aid, the rest economic. Among the development projects agreed to were highways, 
bridges the Bagram airport north of Kabul, and the Salang Pass tunnel through the towering Hindu Kush. It was 
probably no accident that the roads and bridges Moscow constructed were strong enough and wide enough to carry the 
Soviet tanks that invaded Afghanistan two decades later [9] & [10]. Similarly, the Salang tunnel and the chain of supply 
depots for grain and oil were on the main road used by the invading Soviet army, and the Soviet-built airfields at 
Shindand and Bagram were important landing sites for the Soviet airborne troops that were flown into Afghanistan in 
December 1979. Thus the Soviets used their aid program to prepare the way for their subsequent conquest of 
Afghanistan [11] & [12]. 
 
Daud and the Soviets also agreed that large numbers of Afghan army and air force officers would be sent to the USSR 
for training. In the years that followed several thousand Afghan officers attended military schools in the USSR and 
Czechoslovakia, whereas those trained in the United States numbered only in the hundreds [13]. The decision to send 
officers to the Soviet Union for training may have been one of the most fateful choices ever made by the Afghan 
government. As a result, a majority of the officer corps spent some time in the USSR, where the Soviets could attempt 
to indoctrinate them with pro-Soviet and procommunist views or recruit them as Soviet agents. Even those officers who 
went to the Soviet Union and did not become communists often returned home with a desire to change the existing 
order [14]. In addition, the Soviet-trained officers generally were viewed with suspicion by the king and were not 
allowed to rise to top positions; thus, many were resentful and opposed the royal government. It is not surprising, 
therefore, that army officers played an essential role in the ouster of the king in 1973 and in the communist seizure of 
power in 1978. It is armies, after all, that usually carry out such coups [15]. 

 

UNITED STATES' POLICIES HEADED FOR AFGHANISTAN 
 
Should the United States have given military aid to Afghanistan to prevent it from turning to Russia? Robert G. 
Neumann, who served as ambassador to Afghanistan from 1966 to 1973, says that Secretary of State Dulles refused the 
Afghan request because, in view of Afghanistan's “location and poor communications, an enormous logistics effort 
would have had to be undertaken by the U.S. where the risk of escalating the Cold War would have been high.” 
Theodore L. Eliot, Jr., who succeeded Neumann, agrees, adding that Dulles was probably influenced by two other 
factors: (1) the United States had close ties with Pakistan, which was a much more important country, and (2) 
Washington was afraid that sending military equipment to Afghanistan would so alarm the Soviets that they would 
make some kind of move against Afghanistan [16]. The decision to refuse arms was consistent with general U.S. policy 
toward Afghanistan. U.S. Diplomacy says Ambassador Neumann, "recognized tacitly that the Soviet Union had a 
legitimate interest in stability along its southern border, while the U.S. interest was of a lesser degree, that is, to help 
Afghans protect their independence [17].” Washington also may have felt that even huge amounts of military aid would 
not have made Afghanistan secure if the Soviet Union ever decided to invade the country. The United States did, 
however, continue to give economic aid, although not as much as the Soviet Union. 
U.S. policy toward Afghanistan prior to the communist takeover was well summed up by Ambassador Neumann in a 
Policy Review that he prepared for the State Department in July 1971. 
 
"For the United States, Afghanistan has at the present limited direct interest; it is not an important trading partner; it is 
not an access route for U.S. trade with others; it is not presently….a source of oil or scarce strategic metals;…. there 
are no treaty ties or defense commitments; and Afghanistan does not provide us with significant defense, intelligence, or 
scientific facilities. 
 However Afghanistan has important interests for us, which have in large part derived from its strategic location 
between Central Asia and the Indian subcontinent [18]. 
The United States, he continued, had certain objectives in Afghanistan: 

 The preservation of Afghanistan's independence and territorial integrity; 
 The creation of a viable political and economic system, responsive through evolutionary change to the needs 

and desires of the people; 
 The prevention of Soviet influence in the country from becoming so strong that Afghanistan would lose its 
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freedom of action; and 
 The improvement of Afghanistan's ties with Pakistan and Iran [19]. 

While recommending that the United States continue to pursue these objectives, Neumann nonetheless recognized that 
Washington was in no position to try to gain greater influence in Afghanistan than the Soviet Union, as he said in his 
Policy Review:  
The United States has long understood that Afghanistan has had little choice but to have close relations with the USSR. 
Among the factors are: the long border, the slowly developing desire to transform the economy and the concomitant 
need for massive economic assistance; the decision to have a modern military force; and the intermittent preoccupation 
with its quarrels with Pakistan. The Soviets responded to these opportunities and since 1953 they have assiduously 
exploited the situation and developed a strong position here with considerable and growing influence and leverage 
[20]. 
Ambassador Neumann then listed additional factors that tended to produce strong Soviet weight in Afghanistan:  

 The fact that the USSR was Afghanistan's largest trading partner; 
 The large debt owed to Moscow;  
 The infiltration of the government by Soviet agents;  
 Afghanistan s dependence on Soviet arms;  
 Strong Soviet influence in, and financial support for, the educational system;  
 The large exchange program for military' and civilian students; and  
 The vast Soviet propaganda apparatus in Afghanistan. As a result of all this, he said, “Although the RGA 

(Royal Government of Afghanistan) may not do everything the Soviets wish it to do, it is rare that the RGA 
does what the Soviets strongly wish it not to do [21].”  

U.S. policy toward Afghanistan remained remarkably consistent, under both King Zahir and President Daud, and under 
both Ambassadors Neumann and Eliot. Annual policy reviews sent from the American Embassy in Kabul to the State 
Department contained few modifications in the recommendations. This is not surprising, however, because the 
underlying geographic, economic, and political situation remained basically unchanged until the communist coup in 
April 1978. 
 
This pro-Soviet 'tilt' was of little consequence for many years, except to Pakistan (a cento ally of the United States). 
Afghanistan's population of fifteen million included eight million Pathans, who sometimes sought an independent 
Pushtoonistan, which would take in Pakistan's North West Frontier Province [22] & [23]. 
 
The Soviets feared the 'loss' of Afghanistan and invaded on 24 December 1979. They installed Babrak Karmal, a 
Parcham faction leader in exile in Moscow, and arranged for him to 'request' Soviet assistance. The’ basic Soviet motive 
was the security of its southern border and maintenance of a friendly Afghan regime [24]. But the war can hardly be 
seen as a success, except in its most limited objective of keeping the Afghan regime out of hostile hands. Soviet access 
to the Gulf is not significantly enhanced and, on the international scene, Moscow has earned widespread criticism from 
the non-aligned and Muslim worlds, not to mention the West. After all, the fundamentalists among the anti-government 
rebels had much in common with Khomeini's Iran [25]. 
 
The Soviet intention was to impose a military solution but, in the longer term; to drive Pakistan into cutting off the 
rebels' access to arms. Some four million refugees from Afghanistan (the largest concentration in the world) were 
already straining Pakistan's resources, especially since the refugees were mainly Pashto and threatened to destabilize 
Pakistan's northwestern border province. The challenge to the Pakistan regime also gave the Soviet Union some hope 
that a new leader in Pakistan would solve their problems. After five years of war, the Soviet Union was unlikely to quit 
without having confidence in the stability and friendliness of the regime in Kabul. To be sure, the war was a drain on a 
Soviet economy now looking for savings but in the Soviet definition, national security has always been worth a high 
price. There is little evidence that the Soviet Union intends to transform Afghanistan into yet another central Asian 
republic. However, the incentive for Afghanistan's neighbors to help arrange a deal is not very high [26]. 

 

REASONS TO CROSS THE THRESHOLD BY FORCE 
 
The decision to invade Afghanistan in December 1979 (which involved the first and thus far only use of Soviet ground 
troops in a Third World country) resulted both from Moscow's perception that its own security was threatened and from 
its commitment to prevent the collapse of a communist government in a country on the Soviet border; in a sense, the so-
called Brezhnev Doctrine with its implied assertion that the Soviet Union had a right to intervene to prevent the collapse 
of a communist regime in East Europe, had been extended beyond the Warsaw Pact. 
The Soviets argued that they had legitimate security interests in South Asia a region geographically contiguous to the 
Soviet Union, with ethnic, religious, and cultural features similar to those of Soviet Central Asia. Moscow had opposed 
the expansion of US or Chinese influence and presence in this part of the world and had frequently expressed concern 
that hostile powers could use it as a base to threaten Soviet security. In the wake of the Iranian Revolution of early 
1979, the Soviets had the additional concern that a fundamentalist Islamic regime might come to power in Kabul and 
either indirectly contribute to instability along the Soviet border or actively seek to export Islamic activism to Soviet 
Central Asia [27]. 
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As elsewhere in the Third World, the Soviets had tried to foster leftist, pro-Soviet elements in South Asia. The 
communist takeover in Afghanistan in 1978 appeared to serve Moscow's objectives very well, and its decision to invade 
reflected both its extreme reluctance to have this gain "rolled back" and its concern that the successor to the communist 
regime might be pro-US, pro-Chinese, or fundamentalist. 
 

CONSEQUENCES AND COSTS OF THE INVASION 

 
The Soviets undoubtedly anticipated that the invasion would insure the continuation of communist control in Kabul and 
probably hoped that this projection of force would enhance their political position in South Asia. They succeeded in the 
former, maintaining the People's Democratic Party of Afghanistan (PDPA) in a position of tenuous power in Kabul. But 
the costs of doing so were, in the end, too high and the second objective was frustrated. The regional and broader 
international ramifications of the invasion were overwhelmingly negative, creating ongoing problems for Moscow and 
preventing it from successfully pursuing more important goals. 
Those Third World states that were both physically and psychologically far removed from Afghanistan deplored the 
brutality of the Soviet takeover, particularly the murder of Prime Minister Hafizullah Amin. The Islamic states of the 
Middle East, Persian Gulf, and Southwest Asia identified with the struggle of the Muslim Mujahedeen to eject the 
superpower (and atheist) invader. Some of them, most significantly Saudi Arabia and Egypt, contributed money and/or 
arms to the insurgents via Pakistan. Most Arab states either signed the initial request for an urgent Security Council 
meeting to condemn the Soviet presence or expressed official indignation in some other form. Each year for nearly ten 
years, the Islamic Conference Organization condemned the Soviet presence in Afghanistan and demanded the 
unconditional withdrawal of Soviet forces [28]. In 1981, the conservative states of the Persian Gulf formed the Gulf 
Cooperation Council (GCC) in an effort to coordinate their political, economic, and military responses to regional 
tensions. While the Iran-Iraq war was the proximate cause of the GCC's creation, the Soviet presence in Afghanistan 
was a contributing factor [29]. 
 
Soviet relations with all of Afghanistan's immediate neighbors-Iran, Pakistan, and China-deteriorated as a result of the 
invasion. All of these countries condemned the Soviet action and provided support to the Mujahedeen; Pakistan became 
the sanctuary for over three million Afghan refugees and Iran for over one million; Pakistan became the staging area for 
the mujahidin, and Peshawar, Pakistan, became the "capital" for the opposition Afghan leaders in exile; both China and 
Pakistan improved their ties with the West, while Iran, despite the depth of its antipathy for the United States, 
maintained a hostile attitude toward Moscow. In short, by invading Afghanistan, the Soviet Union had provoked the 
formation of a loose, anti-Soviet alliance, which included the United States, China, and most of the Islamic world and 
had undermined its ability to take advantage of the US setback in Iran. 
 
The continuing Soviet military presence in Afghanistan served as a ' constant reminder of the potential military threat 
posed by Moscow and as a chronic impediment to improved political relations with numerous Third World nations. At 
the same time, the Soviet inability to defeat the insurgency and extend the control of the communist regime in Kabul 
beyond the major cities and into the Afghan countryside was an ongoing, embarrassing testimony to Soviet impotence. 
One unanticipated and ironic byproduct of the Soviet quagmire in Afghanistan was a shifting perception on the part of 
regional states of the threat posed by the Soviet Union; Moscow's inability to defeat the insurgency led to a reduction of 
concern about the credibility of the USSR's expansionist inclinations and to an increased willingness to deal with 
Moscow. Long before the Soviet withdrawal from Afghanistan, the conservative Persian Gulf states had begun to 
improve relations with the Soviet Union. 
 

SENT AID TO THE REBELS AND THE REFUGEES 

 

The most obvious and most urgent need was to send arms, food, medicine, and money to the Afghan rebels. We should 
have done that not only because we admired these brave people but also because it served our own interests. The longer 
the Soviets had to fight in Afghanistan, the harder it could be for them to cause trouble elsewhere-in Pakistan, Iran, the 
Gulf, or other areas. Afghanistan couldn’t be used as a staging area for Soviet moves toward the Gulf as long as more 
than half of the country was in the hands of guerrillas. The military airfields at Shindand and Qandahar couldn’t serve 
as bases for flights to the Strait of Horrnuz or the Indian Ocean if the runways and fuel dumps were vulnerable to rebel 
raids. Thus it was to the advantage of the United States to support the Afghan resistance movement. 
 
It was also worth remembering that throughout the Vietnam War the Soviets supplied the arms that were killing 
American soldiers and made no attempt to hide that fact; indeed, they boasted to the world that Soviet support for the 
"national liberation struggle" in Vietnam was a sacred duty. The U.S. government, by contrast, had never admitted that 
it was sending aid to the "national liberation struggle" in Afghanistan. Now that the Soviets were involved in "their 
Vietnam;' we should have made that as expensive as possible for them. If they had to pay a heavy price for their 
invasion of Afghanistan that might discourage them from undertaking similar adventures in the future. Our main goal 
should have not been to get them to withdraw; rather our chief goal should be to discourage them from invading other 
countries in the future.  
Robert G. Neumann, former U.S. ambassador to Afghanistan made another important point: If we refuse to help the 
Afghans, we would demonstrate that we are all talk and no action. Our failure to act would give a signal to Saudi Arabia 
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and the other Gulf states that we are simply not to be counted upon. If we do nothing for Afghanistan, they will draw their 
own conclusion. They will then have to consider how to respond to Russian pressure to cut a deal with Moscow [30].” 
Some had argued that the United States should have not sent arms to the rebels, on the grounds that their cause was 
hopeless: the more weapons the Afghans get, the more of them will be killed. The argument was made that we would 
increase the slaughter by encouraging the freedom fighters to wage a war they couldn’t win. To that one could reply that 
the rebels had shown that they were going to fight whether we helped them or not; indeed, many of them had already 
been fighting for years without outside assistance or encouragement [31]. As one Afghan put it,” It is not up to 
Washington whether we fight or nor; it is up to Washington whether we will fight with reasonably good weapons or 
with stones” [32] we should have also sent more aid to the Afghan refugees. It is fact; by the beginning of 1983 there 
were approximately 3.5 million Afghan refugees in Pakistan and Iran-the largest refugee population in the world. Most 
of the exiles had been driven out of their homes by Soviet attacks in which whole villages were demolished by 
bombing, strafing, and the use of incendiary chemicals. Despite aid from Pakistan, the UN, the United States, and 
others, the refugees lived in miserable conditions, with inadequate housing, food, clothing, and medical care. The 
people of the United States were traditionally generous to those in needs, but so far the plight of the Afghan refugees 
had attracted little attention in that country. 
 

UNION OF SOVIET SOCIALIST REPUBLICS, AN ANTICIPATED THREAT TO PAKISTAN 

 

Unfortunately, transporting sophisticated arms or large quantities of arms across Pakistan to the rebels posed problems. 
If the supplies reaching the rebels via Pakistan were to increase a great deal, the USSR might take military action 
against Pakistan. In fact, the Soviets had already given Pakistan a taste of what they could do; refugee camps and border 
posts in Pakistan had been bombed and strafed, and Pakistani soldiers had been killed in small-scale border incidents. It 
was easy for the Soviets to increase these attacks, make larger incursions across the frontier, occupy small salient of 
Pakistani territory, or seize Key Mountain Passes [33]. 
 
Pakistan was also vulnerable to Soviet political pressures. For example, the Soviets could back Afghan claims to 
Pushtoonistan, i.e., the Northwest Frontier region of Pakistan. Nationalistic Pushtoons in Afghanistan had long 
demanded that these territories be returned, and the Babrak regime could perhaps gain some popular support by 
championing that cause. The Soviets also could threaten Pakistan by endorsing Bloch demands the independence. 
Another handy weapon Moscow could use against Pakistan was to support President Zia’s political opponents, 
particularly the followers of former President Bhutto. They were already doing this indirectly, through the Babrak 
regime. Bhutto’s sons were living in a house in Kabul supplied to them by the Afghan government, and apparently it 
was from Kabul that they planned the hijacking of a Pakistani airliner in March 1981 [34]. Zia was probably worried 
that the Soviet Union would give further aid to his enemies in the future. 
 
Another way in which the Soviets could punish Pakistan for aiding the Afghan rebels would be to encourage India to 
attack Pakistan and seize some of its territory. Finally, as the ultimate form of punishment the soviets could launch a 
full-scale invasion of Pakistan and dismember it, with or without the aid of India [35]. For all of these reasons it could 
be risky for Pakistan to allow arms to flow to the rebels openly or on a scale big enough to seriously damage Russian’s 
position in Afghanistan. Once the Soviets felt, they were suffering major setbacks because of Pakistan; they were 
tempted to take retaliatory action. That means, in effect, that the rebels might never get enough sophisticated arms to 
improve their present position significantly. Even if the U.S. government should have decided to send large quantities 
of antitank and antiaircraft weapons, Zia might feel he could not allow them to pass through Pakistani territory. 
American policymakers had the delicate task of “trying to maintain a balance between having the insurgents armed well 
enough to make it too costly for the Russians to want to stay in Afghanistan, while not providing so many weapons that 
the Soviets will be provoked to attack Pakistan [36].” In public statements Pakistani officials rejected the notion that the 
Soviet Union might launch a large-scale invasion of Pakistan, but some of them admitted in private conversation that 
the prospect worried them. As one high official put it,  
“Pakistan provides sanctuary for villagers who support the insurgents. If they had no place to go, the insurgents might 
knuckle under, the way the Russians see it. They are wrong because the Hazaras in central Afghanistan, the Uzbeks in 
the East, even the Tadjiks in the North near the Soviet border, are resisting successfully without such a sanctuary. But 
in their frustration Pakistan has to be a tempting target for the Soviets when they see all the Afghan activity on the 
North-West Frontier [37].” 

WAYS TO MAKE A STRONGER PAKISTAN 

 

Pakistan that day was in a very difficult position. To the east it had big and bitter enemy, India, with a population of 650 
million compared to Pakistan's 80 million-an enemy with which it repeatedly had been at war. India, moreover, signed a 
treaty of friendship with the USSR in 1971 and made a massive arms deal with the Soviets in 1980. On the west and 
north Pakistan was then bordered, in effect, by the Soviet Union. Pakistan felt threatened by these two powerful 
neighbors and naturally looks to the United States for support. But if Pakistan accepted large-scale American aid or 
moved closer to Washington, it could alarm its neighbors and possibly provoke them into retaliatory action.  
 It was not surprising, therefore, that in 1980 President Zia rejected as “peanuts" President Carter's offer of $400 million 
in aid. A senior Pakistani official described the situation very well: 
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The $400 million we were being offered was over a two-year period, and half of it was military sales credits that we 
would have had to pay back, so what we would be getting this year [1980] to build up our forces to face the Soviets was 
$100 million in credit. And what does $100 million buy these days when it comes to arms? 
If we accepted the $400 million we would not be buying any real security and we would be provoking the hostility of both 
the Soviet Union and India. And we would be endangering our position in the nonaligned bloc and in the Islamic group of 
nations. We concluded, therefore, that we would be worse off accepting the American offer than rejecting it [38]. 
 
The Carter administration's policy, said President Zia, lacked “credibility and durability." That was, the smallness of the 
offer indicated a feeling in Washington that it must be cautious about making a substantial, long-term commitment to 
Pakistan. It simply was not worth it to Zia to line up with the United States against the Soviet Union unless Washington 
gave evidence that it would be a generous and dependable ally. Speaking of Russia, Zia commented: "You cannot live 
in the sea and create enmity of the whales. You have to be friendly with them. The Soviet Union is on our doorstep. The 
United States is ten thousand miles away [39]." Zia knew, moreover, that Pakistan's defenses along the border with 
Afghanistan were weak, which meant that the Soviets could strike there "with impunity [40].” Zia may have questioned 
American credibility also because he had seen the United States pull out of Vietnam, Cambodia, and Laos and do little 
or nothing to stop the spread of Soviet influence in Angola, Ethiopia, South Yemen, and Afghanistan [41]. American 
opposition to Soviet-supported Marxist takeovers in the Third World had appeared weak and unpredictable, whether 
under Nixon, Ford, or Carter. In the post-Vietnam era the American people seemed reluctant to do much to stop the 
spread of communism and Soviet power around the globe. 
 
Carter's 1980 aid offer came only a few months after he had cut off all aid to Pakistan because he believed it was 
secretly trying to develop nuclear weapons. This hardly seems fair since in 1974 Pakistan's chief enemy, India exploded 
a nuclear device manufactured with the use of heavy water supplied by the United States [42]. “While the policy of 
trying to prevent the proliferation of nuclear weapons is admirable, the United States has not been able to prevent 
Pakistan from pushing its nuclear program in the past and is not likely to be able to do so in the future. During President 
Zia's trip to the United States in December 1982, he assured President Reagan that Pakistan was not interested in 
manufacturing or acquiring nuclear weapons but administration officials told Congress at the same time that Pakistan's 
nuclear arms program was continuing without halt [43].  
 
The Carter Administration hesitated to make a major commitment to Pakistan fearing that increased aid would lead to 
the creation of conditions similar to what happened in Iran under the Shah. The Americans decided to follow a policy of 
caution rather than bold diplomacy. They felt a high profile American presence would result in social imbalance and 
Pakistan could end up as an adversary rather than a friend of the United States [44].  
 
While that was a real danger, it seemed imperative that the United States made use of Pakistan for the defense of the 
Gulf, if for no other reason. To dramatize the importance of Pakistan to the West, one should have pictured what it 
could be liked if the Soviet Union gained control of Southern Pakistan. Then the Soviets could build air and naval bases 
at the ports of Karachi, Gawadar, and other ports with a leg on each side of the sea-lanes leading from the Gulf. This 
could largely nullify American sea power in that area and placed oil shipments to the United States and its friends in 
jeopardy. 
Strengthening Pakistan had several benefits. Pakistan could continue to serve as a refuge and source of arms and other 
supplies for the Afghan insurgents. It also could be encouraged to persist in its refusal to recognize the Babrak regime. 
In addition, if we gave substantial support to Pakistan, perhaps it will permit the shipment of larger quantities of the 
munitions the rebels need, including antiaircraft and antitank rockets. American support for Pakistan might also cause it 
to facilitate the buildup of U.S. military power in the Gulf area. While the Pakistanis did not want to have American 
bases on their territory, they might permit the stationing of supply ships, loaded with tanks and other military 
equipment, in Karachi and other harbors, for use by our Rapid Deployment Force [45]. 
 
For these and other reasons, the Reagan administration decided to make a more generous aid offer to Pakistan than had 
the Carter administration. In June1981 it announced that the United States and Pakistan had agreed to a program of 
assistance over a five-year period amounting to more than $3 billion, about half of it economic and half military. The 
economic aid would make it easier for Pakistan to care for the 3 million or so Afghan refugees on its territory. The 
United States' had promised to put on the market a variety of weapons to Pakistan, including some F-16 fighter-
bombers, the most advanced plane in the American munitions store. However, President Reagan had to convince and 
persuade the Congress to grant the money and exempt Pakistan from the Symington Amendment, which prohibited the 
sale of arms to any country making an effort to build up nuclear weapons [46]. 
 
While India objected to Reagan's arms sales to Pakistan, there seemed to be a little rationalization for such objections. 
India is ten times bigger of the size of Pakistan, has eight times the population, has a much larger army, air force, and 
navy, and concluded an arms deal with the USSR worth more than $8 billion. It seemed unlikely; therefore that Pakistan 
would be taken as foolish as she has to attack India. As, Drew Middleton pointed out in the New York Times, "the 
proposed American assistance fell short of what Pakistan needed to balance India’ s increasing military strength [47]." 
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The Reagan’ administration was understandably disgusted by the Indian governments’ unprincipled, immoral defense 
of the Soviet invasion of Afghanistan. Friends of India defend its stand by arguing that India's geographic position, next 
door to Russia, forced it to follow a pro-Soviet policy. But Pakistan was even closer geographically to the USSR and 
was even more vulnerable to Soviet pressure, yet Pakistan had vigorously opposed the Soviet occupation of 
Afghanistan.  
Although India's behavior, especially its policy toward the USSR, was often annoying, the United States' couldn’t 
afford to ignore Indian feelings. U.S. aid to Pakistan was essential, but it should have been handled in such a way as to 
minimize anti-American and anti-Pakistani sentiment in India. Our policies must have been designed to win friends not 
only in Pakistan but also in the whole Indian subcontinent. So far, however, Washington had appeared insensitive to 
Indian fears. For example, the Reagan administration had "pointedly refused to give public or private assurances to New 
Delhi that Washington would not permit American weaponry to be used in an Indian-Pakistani conflict [48].” In 
addition, the United States had promised to give Pakistan not only defensive arms for resisting a possible Soviet attack 
but also offensive arms that could be used against India. Washington's decision to supply Pakistan with some F-16 
fighter-bombers produced a storm of anti-American sentiment in India, much to the delight of the Soviet Union [49]. 
Indians also pointed out that most Pakistani troop were stationed along the border with India, rather than facing a 
possible threat from Soviet forces in Afghanistan [50]. 
 
India as the largest, most populous, and most powerful state in South Asia couldn’t be ignored in any plan to stop 
further Soviet expansion in that area. The only way to achieve lasting stability there was through reconciliation between 
India and Pakistan-a goal that had become even more urgent following the Soviet occupation of Afghanistan. At times 
Indian officials had given signs that they realized the two countries needed each other. Prime Minister Gandhi, for 
example, commented in August 1982,”We want our neighbors to be established and physically powerful. Nothing is as 
dangerous as a weak neighbor [51]." Correspondingly, while making a visit to Pakistan the year before, Indian Foreign 
Minister Narasimha Rao declared that India had “an abiding interest” even a vested interest in the stability of Pakistan'' 
because of” the geopolitical situation in which both of our countries found themselves [52].” In practice, however, 
neither India nor Pakistan had done much to reconcile their differences, and the Reagan administration, by the way it 
had handled the Pakistan aid program, had exacerbated the tensions between the two countries. Although the arms aid 
promised to Pakistan by Reagan was much larger than that offered by Carter, it was, of course, far from enough to 
enable Pakistan to defend itself from a full-scale Soviet attack. No amount of aid could guarantee Pakistan security from 
Soviet aggression but it could make a Soviet attack more costly, and thus might discourage Moscow from attempting it 
[53]. The aid package also made the Pakistanis feel that the United States was more committed than before to the 
defense of their country. 

AID THROUGH ISLAMIC REPUBLIC OF IRAN 

 

Another conduit for weapons to the rebels was Iran, although on a much smaller scale than Pakistan. Since relations 
between the United States and Iran were hostile, the Teheran government was not eager to cooperate with the United 
States. However, Khomeini had expressed sympathy for the rebels, and apparently he was permitting the shipment of 
arms across Iran to Afghanistan. As the southeastern part of Iran was populated predominantly by Bloch and that area 
that day was largely autonomous, the sympathy' of the Bloch for the rebels might be more important than Khomeini's 
attitude. In any case, American officials had confirmed that arms were reaching the insurgents via Iran. Some were sold 
to the rebels at high prices, while others were sent to them free of charge [54]. 
 

DON'T EXONERATE, LET OFF AND FORGET 

 
If the Soviet Union was to be discouraged from making future aggressive moves like the invasion of Afghanistan, it had to 
pay' some penalty for what it had done. Unfortunately’ when the USSR invaded Hungary and Czechoslovakia, it got little 
more than a slap on the wrist. There was uproar in the press for a while, but then the noise died down and the United States 
and Western Europe returned to business as usual. This had happened again. Afghanistan wasn't news anymore; it was 
seldom mentioned in the press and the U.S. government did relatively' little to publicize the situation in Afghanistan. Worst 
of all, President Reagan, despite his antipathy for the Soviet Union, canceled the grain embargo [55]. 
 
Professor Leon B. Poullada, who had spent many years in Afghanistan as a diplomat and a scholar, criticized the 
cancellation of the embargo in a letter to the New York Times:  
If I were sitting in the Kremlin, I would draw the following lessons from the lifting of the grain embargo: 
First, the USSR can invade and occupy a small neutral country like Afghanistan any time it sees fit. The United States 
may impose sanctions but they will be short-lived. In a matter of months the forces of capitalism, dollar greed and 
internal politics will force the U.S. to resume business as usual. 
Second, American policy toward the USSR is just as mushy and inconsistent under Reagan as it was under Carter. The 
rhetoric may be tougher but the actions are softer. 
Third, the way to extract favorable results from the United States is to threaten some country, preferably one with a 
large ethnic minority in America such as the Poles, and then withdraw the threat. The American Government will fall 
all over itself in gratitude for such restraint. Soviets can continue to kill Afghans in exchange for vague promises not to 
kill Poles. After all, there is no powerful Afghan-American community in America. 
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The decision to impose a grain embargo to punish the USSR was perhaps unwise. Whether and how much it hurt the 
Soviets or if it hurt American farmers more are debatable questions. 
What is not debatable is the international psychological effect. The embargo was an American expression of shock and 
disgust at the barbarous Soviet move and a warning of more unpleasant results if Moscow tried to extend its aggression 
in the Middle East. Once imposed, consistency and deterrence required it be continued until Russia ended its odious 
aggression. Instead the message has gone out to the world and to the brave Afghan freedom fighters that the Soviets are 
forgiven. Considering that the Afghans are the only people anywhere in the world today actually fighting the Soviets 
and containing their uncivilized aggression, the American decision to undermine their morale seems shortsighted and 
unconscionable. 
American officials talk big about a Rapid Deployment Force for the Middle East but it has so far failed to materialize. 
The Afghans, however, have already provided us with such a force on the ground and in actual physical contact with 
the enemy. By sheer courage they are holding the invaders of the Middle East at bay. They have raised the spirits of 
free men everywhere by showing that a freedom-loving rag-tag guerrilla force can hold off the mighty Red Army. 
How does America reward this effort? Instead of supporting this Islamic indigenous fighting force with the weapons it 
needs, American officials keep talking about establishing American bases in the Middle East, which does not want our 
presence. And now we have told the Afghan Mujahedeen that we are forgiving Soviet aggression in Afghanistan 
because the Russians were nice enough nor to invade Poland [56]. 
Unfortunately, few Americans had demonstrated such sympathy for the Afghan freedom fighters or such outrage at the 
U.S. government’s halfhearted support for the Afghan cause. During the Vietnam War our streets were full of 
demonstrators, and many campuses had their riots and sit-ins. Similarly, in those years there had been protest marches 
against the sending of fifty-five military advisers to El Salvador. But there had been very few demonstrations by 
Americans (or others) against the sending of more than 100,000 Soviet troops to Afghanistan [57]. 
 
Why hadn't the Afghan liberation struggle excited the interest and support of the American public, at least of those who 
habitually champion the underdog? For people seeking a worthy cause those days it could be hard to find a better one 
than the cause of the Afghan resistance fighters. Their cause was almost perfect; telling the good guys from the bad 
guys was easy. Yet neither the Afghan rebels nor the more than 3 million refugees had aroused much sympathy around 
the world. 
A handful of French doctors had been doing their best to care for the wounded guerrillas and civilians in Afghanistan, 
but apparently there were no American doctors serving either the rebels or the refugees in Pakistan. Except for a few 
journalists, Americans generally had ignored Afghanistan. Movie star Kirk Douglas visited Afghan refugee camps in 
Pakistan, but he seemed to be the only celebrity who had championed the Afghan cause. One wondered where the Joan 
Baizes were and Jane Fonda's demanding that the Russians got out of Afghanistan. Where were the congressional 
committees examining the plight of the refugees? Where the Hemingway is writing novels about the heroic struggles of 
the Afghans for freedom? And where were the young idealists, volunteering to fight and die on the side of the poor, 
Oppressed peasants? 
 

MAKE STRONGER THE UNITED STATES' POSITION IN THE GULF 

 

If the biggest danger to the United States from the Soviet occupation of Afghanistan was the potential threat to the Gulf, 
then the most important thing for us to be done was to strengthen our position in that area. This was no simple task, 
particularly since the Gulf was so close to the USSR and so far from the United States. It required the simultaneous 
pursuit of several interrelated policies: 

 Increase the strength of the American navy in the Gulf and the Indian Ocean. 
 Establish and, or expand bases and other military facilities in Diego Garcia. Oman Kenya, Somalia, Egypt, 

Turkey, and elsewhere. Pre-position large quantities of arms and supplies in the Middle East. Practice military 
exercises with these states. 

 Speed up the development of the Rapid Deployment Force. Build the cargo planes and ships necessary' to 
transport these forces quickly around the world [58]. 

 Exert every effort to improve relations with Iran, the most important state on the Gulf. If that is impossible 
with the present regime support pro-American forces trying to overthrow that regime. 

 Demonstrate to the states of the Gulf, especially Saudi Arabia, that the United Scares has the will and the 
power to protect them from Soviet encroachments. Sell them the military equipment they need to defend them. 

 Provide economic and military support to Turkey, which lays on the flank of Soviet invasion routes from 
Transcaucasia to the Gulf and which has serious of economic and political difficulties. 

 Send more military and economic support to Pakistan and thereby give it the strength to preserve its 
independence, aid the Afghan rebels, and help defend the Gulf. 

 Pressure our allies in Europe and Japan to contribute their fair share to the defense of Gulf oil, which is more 
vital to them than to us. 

 Do whatever we can (and that may not be much) to promote stability in the crisis-prone countries surrounding 
Roe Gulf. 

 Protect Oman and North Yemen from any antagonism and violent behavior by South Yemen. 
Accomplishing all these tasks could not be easy. They represent, in the words of Harold Brown, former secretary of 
defense, “the greatest current challenge to the United States' geostrategic and military plan, and to our international 
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political skill [59].” But the energy that flowed from the Gulf to the United States and her friends was so important, and 
the Soviet position so threatening, that those things must have been done. 
 

MAKE AN EFFORT TO PUT A STOP TO THE ENVISIONED COMMUNIST TAKEOVERS 
 
What could the United States do to prevent more communist takeovers like the one in Afghanistan? In some cases she 
could do nothing. It could not prevent the communist coup in Afghanistan because that happened too far away and too 
suddenly [60]. Nor could the United States have sent troops there without risking war with Russia. In some cases the 
cost of intervening may have been more than the American people had been willing to pay, as in Vietnam. But we must 
have rid ourselves of the widespread attitude that American military intervention in any country, under any 
circumstances, was both evil and doomed to failure. If the Soviets concluded that the United States was suffering from a 
permanent case of “Post-Vietnam Paralysis,” they could feel that they could support communist takeovers anywhere 
and everywhere without fear of opposition. The United States must have been prepared to intervene diplomatically, 
economically, and, if necessary, militarily. The development of a strong Rapid Deployment Force should have helped. 
If the United States could get troops to a trouble spot before the Soviets or Cubans or Vietnamese did, that would be a 
great advantage because then they would face the risks of attacking our forces, rather than vice versa. 
 
The United States should have promoted and supported progressive, democratic regimes wherever possible. It should have 
tried also to identify potential trouble spots before communist revolutions occurred upholding an existing government was 
more acceptable in terms of morality and world opinion than overthrowing one. Besides, it is much more difficult to oust a 
communist regime once it had seized power. Above all, the United States must have not given Moscow the impression that 
it was unable and unwilling to act as that might encourage the USSR to embark on more foreign adventures, thereby 
leading to an unexpected confrontation with the United States. A miscalculation by the Soviets that the West would 
continue to let them got away with more Afghanistan’s might well lead to World War III [61].  
 
It was hoped that in the future the United States would demonstrate to the Soviets that in the long run they could gain 
more by living peacefully with the noncommunist world than by engaging in armed aggression or by promoting 
communist takeovers. Through the use of the carrot-and-stick approach, perhaps we could show them those actions 
such as the invasion of Afghanistan brought losses to them: the killing of SALT II; the intensification of the arms race; 
the curtailment of trade with the United States, including trade in high technology; and above all-the increased threat of 
war. May be we could convince the Soviets that in a world of two giant superpowers, both armed with globe-destroying 
weapons, the most important objective of all-much more important than control of Afghanistan-was the establishment 
of peaceful relations between the United States and Russia. 
 

CONCLUSION 

 

This research paper fortifies the incontrovertible actuality that the breakdown and collapse of the Soviet Union astounded 
most of the scholars of international relations, comparative politics, and Soviet politics. Existing explanations attribute the 
breakdown of the Soviet Union to the reformist leadership of Gorbachev, and/or to systemic factors. These explanations do 
not focus on the key contribution of the war in Afghanistan. This is surprising since many scholars view wars as key causal 
factors in empire breakdown and regime change. We argue that the war in Afghanistan was a key factor, though not the 
only cause, in the breakdown of the Soviet Union. The war impacted Soviet politics in four reinforcing ways: (1) 
Perspicacity effects: it changed the insights of leaders about the efficacy and worth of using the military to hold the empire 
together and to intervene in foreign countries; (2) Military effects: it damaged the repute of the Red Army, created cleavage 
between the party and the military, and demonstrated that the Red Army was not indestructible, which emboldened the non 
Russian republics to push for independence; (3) Authenticity effects: it provided non-Russians with a common cause to 
demand independence since they viewed this war as a Russian war fought by non Russians against Afghans; and (4) 
Contributional effects: it created new forms of political participation, started to make over and transform the press or media 
before glasnost, initiated the first shots of glasnost, and created a noteworthy mass of war veterans (Afghanistan) who 
formed new civil organizations dwindling the political dominion of the communist party. 
This line of investigation also explores that the great powers those interested in the Soviet-Afghan War by means of an 
improved thoughtfulness of United States’ policy towards the inconsistency between the years of 1979 and 1984. This 
was consummated by thorough examination of the organization and progression of the US policy-making course of 
action that equipped, skilled, and money-wise shored up Islamic radicals for the duration of the concise phase under 
research what would turn out to be the principal underground maneuver in the history of CIA sooner than the five-year 
elongation was ended. This analysis also shows how a somewhat undersized assembly of men was conscientious for 
such an intensification of overseas intrusion more than this time as their efforts eventually led to an alteration in the 
U.S. government’s mindset towards persuading the termination of the war. It has seen, President Carter, his National 
Security Advisor Zbigniew Brzezinski, and others in the beginning gave the notion contented by way of making a 
course of action comeback that would optimistically ‘bleed’ the Red Army into surrender while supplying the 
Mujahidin forces to the last ‘Afghan’ soldier. This stratagem, U.S. overseas policy makers looked forward to swallow 
up the USSR Politburo into an elongated and expensive military conflict similar to the US experienced during the yore 
days in Vietnam. Payback was arranged. Nonetheless, once the former Georgia Governor left office, the targets and 
objectives of later contributors to the US foreign policy formulating process changed radically.  
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Within the U.S. those who were paying attention in the conclusion of this quarrel no longer concerned themselves with 
settling of scores or the option of supplementary infuriating the Politburo into more belligerences once President 
Reagan became the country’s Commander in Chief. He (Reagan) himself, his team comprised on like House 
Representative Wilson, Senator Tsongas, and others wanted to lend a hand the Afghan Resistance Movement to 
constrict and tighten the Red Army and win the game completely and they were fully pledged to provide them the tools 
of fighting to do so. In this context, the investigation here has fallen out that Brzezinski’s capability to institute an 
organization of fabric and monetary hold in favor of the Mujahidin fighters was critical for upcoming policy-makers 
such as Wilson to work with in an endeavor to escalate the process of supplying aid to the Red Army’s opposition.  
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