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Preface

The thesis comprises six chapters. Each chaptapéxhe introductory one examines the
interests and role of a specific major power in hfegistan after the Soviet military
intervention in 1979. The major powers under stady the Soviet Union/Russia, the US,

Iran, Pakistan and India.

The introductory chapter provides the backgroundotber chapters. It describes the
geography, evolutionary process, and nature of Afghan state, which facilitated or
hindered the policies and objectives of the mawegrs in Afghanistan in long-term. The
chapter also deals with the interests and policsnajor powers towards Afghanistan till the
period of Soviet military intervention.

The second chapter examines the interests andypaflithe Soviet Union/Russia towards
Afghanistan. In order to understand the Soviet rafter its military intervention in

Afghanistan in 1979, an attempt has been made ptaiexwhether its role was driven by
ideology or geopolitics and secondly, to anlaysestiver the Soviet role was defencive
primarily motivated as a reaction to the US andifaR's role in strengthening insurgency
against the communist government in Afghanistart was offencive in nature. The chapter

examines the shifts in the Russian policy towartighAnistan after the Soviet disintegration.

The third chapter provides an account of the shifthe American role in Afghanistan with
the change of the power position of the Soviet dramd emergence of new conventional
threats like Iran and Iraqg and non-conventionakdls like terrorism. The chapter also
describes the deepening of American interest irhAfgstan after the emergence of Central
Asia as a hub of natural resources and the comelspg role to defend its interests. It
analyses as to how the US-led War on Terror wased\by America to defend and promote
its interests in Central Asia after the Taliban edwaway from its orbit of influence and its
policies towards Central Asia received a setback.



The fourth chapter deals with the Pakistani roleAfghanistan being shaped by the
controversial Durand Line, presence of powerfuleadary to its east and desire to expand
influence into the former Soviet Islamic states #atdr into Central Asian states after their
independence. The chapter seeks to analyse thetoppies and the problems underlying

the Pakistani drive since the Soviet interventmihie present phase of War on Terror.

The fifth chapter deals with the shifts in Iramigerest and policy towards Afghanistan. Iran's
role has transformed from being an American s&ellil 1979 to an independent regional
player after the Islamic Revolution which also stpran’s role in Afghanistan after the
Soviet military intervention. The second shift tqalce after the Soviet disintegration when
Iran considered Afghanistan as a corridor to ineeds influence in the energy rich Central
Asia. The chapter analyses Iran's role both asaetiom to the American policy towards
Afghanistan and Central Asia and its interest te isgelf as an independent player in the

region.
The sixth chapter examines India's ambiguous standfe question of Soviet intervention

in Afghanistan from different perspectives. It ataies into account the changes in India's
policy towards Afghanistan after the Soviet disgn&gion.
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CHAPTER |

Introduction

Afghanistan is located at the crossroads of CenBailith and West Asia and shares its border
with the Central Asia on the north, Chinese progint Xinjiang on the east, Iran on the west and
south west, Pakistan and Pakistan occupied Kasbmihe south and south-edstherefore,

Afghanistan is situated in the midst of many impottregions of the world.

Afghanistan’s geo-strategic situation as a Rimlaadntry joining Eurasian Heartland with the
Indian Ocean has enhanced its importance in Wooliti¢3. Nicholas J. Spykman modified
Halford J. Mackinder’s Heartland theory and argtrest the real potential of Eurasia lay in what
Mackinder called the Inner or Marginal Crescent, imothe Heartland. He called this area of
power potential Rimland and produced another foantlvho controls the Rimland rules
Eurasia; who rules Eurasia controls the destinfeth® world”? Afghanistan as a geopolitical
entity contained three most significant passes haiieyber, Gomal and Khojak and a corridor
like Wakhan that joined the Heartland with the ledowlands. The geo-strategic supremacy of
the Rimland lies in its vulnerability to both laadd sea power and in its potentiality to facilitate
multidimensional strategies based on both lands&ad For the British Empire and later for the
US, control over Afghanistan was vital to spreaelirtinfluence into the Heartland to develop
continental strategy. Similarly, for Czarist Rusaiad later for the Soviet Union, Afghanistan
provided the way to the Indian Ocean to developagah strategy. Furthermore, controlling
Afghanistan in Soviet perception was to gain landnectivity with Pakistan, India and China.
According to Robert Jackson, Russia and Pakistaie weparated by the carefully negotiated
strip of Afghan territory that gave Afghanistan @xamon frontier with China. And beyond the
Wakhan strip, Pakistan and Pakistan occupied Kasinterposed another barrier between India

and Russid.

Afghanistan’s geostrategic situation in the midsbther important regions of Asia facilitated its

growth both as a trade route and route for militamasion. Afghanistan, invaded frequently by
different rulers, slowly began to emerge as a tmnadge through which merchants and traders
moved onto other lands. Later due to depredatidnGemghis Khan and Tamerlane, traders

sought an alternative route to the Orient. The opewf the sea lanes in the sixteenth and



seventeenth centuries affected Afghanistan’s inapoe as a commercial crossroad. Still the
importance of land routes remained and trade Ww#hQentral Asia and Iran was carried through
silk routes in parallel with the sea routes. Inikmvein, Afghanistan remained a potential route
for military invasion since the time of Alexanddret Great who coveted Afghanistan as a
stepping stone to conquests in Intlidlistorically, Afghanistan provided the only possilbine of
attack on India for the Czarist Russia. There wes routes that a Russian army might have
followed. One would be from Tashkent and Samarakbrmugh Balkh and Kulm to Kabul and
on to India by the Khyber pass or the Kuram rotitee other would be by way of Baku and the
Caspian to Merv down to Herat and on to KandahaAfighanistar® In the modern times,
Afghanistan has been considered important to maimdluence in the adjacent regions rather

than as a route for military invasion.

All these facts make Afghanistan geopolitically mngant not only for regional powers but also
for the extra-regional powers like the British Enepin the nineteenth century and the US in the
twentieth century. The geo-strategic location tAfghanistan enjoys is rarely found in world
politics. This fact, rather being a boon for Afgistan, has become a bane for it. It has become a
victim in the old Great Game in the nineteenth agnbetween the Russian and British Empires,
in the Cold War period between the US and USSRimartde new Great Game going on in the

twenty first century with multiple players.

Despite all the lures that the geo-strategic simabf Afghanistan offers, the internal geography
of Afghanistan has been a hindrance for the majargos to realise their geopolitical objectives.
Its terrain is spectacularly varied, with mountaiissng over 7000 metres, broad rivers feeding
fertile lands alternating with inhospitable desefitisavelling around this landscape is difficult,

for roads are sometimes so poor that neither hwseonkey can climb the precipitous trdils.

Ethnic composition

Afghanistan is a multiethnic society, where the maroups are the Pashtuns, the Sunni
Persian-speakers, the Uzbeks and the Shiah Harara$ich can be added a large number of
other groups such as Turkmens, Nuristanis, BaloBlasha'is. Approximately, the Pashtuns
represent 44 per cent of the entire Afghan poparaivhile Tajiks, the Hazara and the Uzbeks,

represent 25%, 10% and 8% respectiveGeographical contiguity, racial and religious riffy



and trans-border interaction for a long time predidhe ground for cross-border fraternisation
between the people of Central Asia and adjoiningh&histan. For the Central Asian states,
Northern Afghanistan has been an area of strategiortance. There are about 4 millions Tajiks,
1.7 million Uzbeks, 0.6 million Turkmens in NortheAfghanistan who share their culture with
their counterparts in Tajikistan, Uzbekistan andkmenistan respectively. On the western
frontier, for most part of the history, Iran andghfnistan belonged to the same sphere of
influence. Most parts of the Afghan region wereddong time part of Iranian Empires. Herat is
considered to be the area of natural influencedy?l On the eastern frontier, there was constant
movement of people across the border though tharduLine demarcated the border between
Afghanistan and the British Empire. The border entlly exists in the treaty but not in practice.
This line became the bone of contention betweerhdidgtan and Pakistan after the Indian
sub-continent was divided.

The Great Game between British Empire and Czarist Rssia

In the nineteenth century, the British became wary'sarist Russia’s expansion into Central
Asia and of eventual menace that such expansiorhtrigld for India. British invaded
Afghanistan twice in the nineteenth century to prpewhat they perceived as Russian threat to
take over that country. Russia’s only possible lofeattack on India would have had to be
through Afghanistan. It is because of impassabigite religious unity and aversion of people
towards foreign occupation in Afghanistan, Britishs forced out of Afghanistan. Most of the
experts on Afghanistan argue that the first Angfghan war (1839-42) was prompted by fears
that a Russian-supported Persia was preparing nexahlerat, the western key to control
Afghanistan, and that Russia would then use thes siringboard against India. Britain's attempt
to place a puppet on the throne in Kabul endedisastier but British did seize Peshawar, the
southern terminus of the Khyber Pass and prindipadsion route of the Indian subcontinent.
However, it was not always the British fear of Ra'ssrole in Afghanistan that determined its
action. When the British invaded Afghanistan in 98®ere was little fear of any countervailing
force interfering. Even though the British used pnesence of a Russian envoy in Kabul as a
pretext, there was no immediate Russian threagrAlfie capture of Kabul, the British had every
intention of maintaining an occupying force in ttmuntry’? But following an unsuccessful year

of pacification, mass rebellion flared up, and Bréish force was destroyed. Thus the British at



times followed a pro-active policy to spread itBuance towards the large Eurasian continental
expanse but unsuccessfully.

Russia’s defeat at the hands of Britain, Francd, the Ottoman Empire in the Crimean War
(1854-56) stimulated its further advance into Cansia. Russia suspected that the British and
the Ottoman Turks were intriguing to sow unreshglds borders in the Caucasus and Central
Asia. When the British war against Persia in 1866gelled Persia to leave Herat in Afghan
hands and induced Dost Muhammad Khan to pursudicy @d friendship with Britain, Moscow
saw Afghanistan as having fallen into the Britigthare of influence. Meanwhile, Russia's
conquest of Bukhara opened the road to Afghanisthich led to the culmination of a
“gentleman’s agreement” that accepted Afghanistanighern border as the Oxus River, which
rises in the Himalayas and flows several thousaitespeventually emptying into the landlocked
Aral Sea. However, tensions did not subside as iRusdded Khiva to its Central Asian
conquests, and Britain was worried as to whereoitld stop. In 1876-78 the two Empires came
close to war when Moscow, flush from victories otle faltering Ottoman Turks, made a drive

for the Turkish Straits and sent a strong militarigsion to Kabut®

Moscow was kept from the Straits at the Congres8etin in 1878 which also led to the
withdrawal of Russian mission from Kabul. Howew&g British Viceroy Lord Lytton’s fear that
the Russians might return strengthened the Britedtef that the Indian Empire could be saved
and its interests north to Afghanistan be servédghans accepted a permanent British presence
in Kabul. Britain managed Afghanistan’s foreign ipgl after the conclusion of the Second
Anglo-Afghan War (1878-81) after paying a stiffgaiin the War.

However, the Great Game continued. In 1885, Ruadi@nced beyond the city of Merv to a
near-confrontation with the Afghans who claimed d@nea of Panjdeh Oasis. Britain backed Amir
Abdur Rahman who ruled Afghanistan from 1881 to 119Uhe crisis subsided, a boundary
commission produced a compromise, and in July 1B87est of the Russo-Afghan border was
established in the northwest, where the Oxus Riwars sharply into Russian territory. After

eight years, the two Empires fixed Afghanistan’stimeast boundary in the Wakhan area of

Pamirs. This is how power realities and interesthi® two great powers led to the establishment

of 1200 miles Russo-Afghan border in théhLQentury.



It is argued that Soviet interest in Afghanistantiates waxed and waned depending on its
relationship with the adversary power. For exampie,early 1920s, the British strongly
supported the counter-revolutionary movement inskRusnd therefore, the Bolsheviks and
Amanullah had a mutual antipathy for the Britishd &oviet regime emerged as the major
international ally for King Amanullah. However, aft the Soviets had defeated the
counter-revolutionary forces and re-establishedti@iship with the British, their interest in
Afghanistan waned. It became apparent when theeSdimion made only a feeble effort to
support the King against the tribal uprisings. Adog to Leon B. Poullada, “Soviet support, ...
was too little and came too late to save AmanulfaHevertheless, some scholars point out that
the factors that prevented an active Soviet rol&fghanistan were not rooted in friendship or
alliance either between Britain and Russia. Russiaglieved that British had a hand in the
overthrow of Amanullah. K.B. Usha notes that wheaclBa-i-Sagao captured power, the Soviet
Union reached with its troops under the commandGbiulam Nabi Charkhi, the Afghan

ambassador to Moscow, to help Amanullah. Howewvee, t Basmacﬁzl resistance against the
Soviet troops, Ghulam Nabi was forced to stop frghtand later he withdrew troops when he
came to know that Amanullah fled from AfghanistdrHowever, the most important factor
leading to Amanullah’s defeat was ideological. Ba€lseqao was a peasant leader and
Amanullah represented the ruling class. Therefowjet Union’s support for the latter could not
be strong in fear of lacking support from its owasses? On 13 October 1929, Muhammad
Nadir Shah took the throne after assassinating 8a8aqao. He dismissed Soviet advisors,
pilots and engineers who came to Afghanistan by #utiah’s invitation and asked Ghulam Nabi
to retire from Afghanistan permanently who had meda to Kabul from his Central Asian exile.
Later, Ghulam Nabi’s contacts with Primakov anddusrage to revolt against Nadir Shah gave

grounds to suspicions that he had got Soviet bacRin

Rapprochement between the rivals of the Great Gaepended on a number of factors. In
1893, the boundary between Afghanistan and thasBrEmpire had been defined by Russian
and British design. The Durand line split ethniowugys: Uzbeks and Tajiks between Afghanistan
and Russia, and Pashtuns and Baluchis between iifgaa and what is now Pakistan. Both the
Pashtuns and the Baluchis have since sought reatidfin with their brethren. Russia and Britain

were content with these divisions, however, pertigrsuse it gave both an opportunity to use



these splits for policy advantage. Changing balarfggower in Europe compelled both to join
hands. While under the terms of the Treaty of Befll878), Russia was restrained from
acquiring further Turkish booty and territory byetBritish and the Germans, in England, there
was a growing awareness of the expanding GermaatthRussia being bankrupt required trade
concessions and foreign loans to finance its inafistiambitions and to compete with other
powers and therefore drew France onto the scerac&rencouraged Russia to come to an
agreement with Britain in Central and SouthwestaA3ihe outcome of the agreement was the
partition of Persia into spheres of influence, wRbssia in the north, Britain in the southeast,
and a buffer in the middle. There was to be noruatation in Tibet and Britain was to have
greater influence in Afghanistdh.According to Miron Rezun, 1907 treaty between Bitish
and Russian Empires, which is said to have martkecknd of the first stage of the Great Game,
was not an alliance between them. It was merelyans of easing tensidh.

Though some experts argued that the Great Gamed eatteptly in 1907, when a worsening
strategic position elsewhere impelled Russia tolreen accommodation with Britain, the Great
Game continued unabated. Threatened in the Farlyadapan and in Europe by Germany,
Russia thought Afghanistan was not worth jeopandisihe prospect of friendship with Britain at
a time when it desperately needed allies. Howeafezr the Bolshevik seizure of power, Russia
encouraged Afghan independence and took an aristBrorientation. Accordingly, it was the
first government to enter into diplomatic relatiomgh Afghanistan, recognising it in May 1919
and concluding a treaty of friendship on Februa8y 921. Under this treaty, the Soviet Union
guaranteed the independence of the Bokhara reggtmprth of Afghanistan. But by 1923, the
USSR had absorbed Bokhara complet®ly.

Emergence of Afghanistan as a Modern State

The year 1747 is generally accepted as the yearAtghanistan was founded as distinctive
nation-state, though borders were not completekedfi until the 1890s. Afghanistan’s

development as a modern state and its foreign ype&@s shaped in response to the powerful
presence of great powers like the Russian and thisHBBEmpires in the Indian subcontinent.

Afghanistan was made a buffer state between thesd¢ gowers which shaped its neutral foreign
policy because to favour one power and antagomgéhar would make intervention of the other

power a possibility. Furthermore, the boundaried d®wn to demarcate Afghanistan as a buffer



state provided it with an important element of estttat is territory. Exercising political power
within a specific territory led to the growth of gtfanistan as a modern state though its power to
make independent foreign policy was severely camsd and attempt to create a centralised
authority was seriously challenged by the preseficeany centrifugal forces. The flipside of the
boundaries that territorially shaped Afghanistanswhey were designs of great powers to

maintain their sphere of influence.

The expansionist move by one power towards Afgltanisvas checked by the other power
which took the help of Afghan rulers to thwart theperial design finally leading to negotiations.

The “gentleman’s agreement” in 1873 accepted Afgitan’s northern border as the Oxus (Amu
Darya) river. In July 1887, the rest of the Rusdghan border was established in the northwest.
Eight years later the two great powers fixed Afghtm’s northeast boundary in the Wakhan
area of Pamirs. The south and southeast borderpoded between Afghanistan and British
Empire was laid down in 1893 after Sir Mortimer Bod pressured Abdur Rahman to accept it
as a cartographic line of convenience designed ugmant the security of India. The

boundary-making which created Afghanistan into fiacéve buffer between Russia and British

Empire went a long a way in granting Afghanistademarcated territory and much needed

leverage to become a modern state.

Besides, Afghanistan’s emergence as a modern wi@tealso a result of consolidation and
legitimisation of power by its rulers. Abdur Rahmi&han who ruled Afghanistan from 1880 to
1901 is known for his centralization of power ire thistory of Afghanistan while his grandson
Amanullah is known for his reforms bringing legitgy to his rule. Abdur Rahman centralised
power by breaking the military power of the trikeasd peoples of all regions of Afghanistan,
collecting taxes from them and by establishing ratredised military, administrative and judicial
system. He could do so because of the financial maiithry subsidies he received from the
British Empire. Rahman established the basic ustibal framework of the Afghan state. He
appointed professional administrators and genenatiser than family members. Using his
coercive apparatus, he penetrated the Afghan ecpndeeply collecting direct taxes on
agricultural produce and land, in addition to thesdies from British India. By suppressing the
military-political organizations based in Afghamists regions and subjecting the people to a

hierarchical, centralized and absolutist systemrwé, he was able to transfer rulership



peacefully and legally to his line of descent.

King Amanullah Khan, grandson of Abdur Rahman inbid to legitimise his rule gave
Afghanistan its first constitution in 1923, itsdiroudget, and first development programme. His
government divided the four large provinces of Afgistan into ten smaller ones and appointed
military generals as governors-general over redignaupings of provinces. Reduction of the
size of provinces was aimed to increase the leeedgthe administration and break up the
society into more manageable and smaller unitslewthe governors-general served as trouble
shooters, assuring the governors’ loyalty to Kadod adherence to rules. The constitution of
1923 mentioned “decentralisation of power” as oh¢he principles of the administration, but
this seemed to refer to devolution of power to dffecer in the field rather than to the people
themselves. Besides, both Abdur Rahman and Amdnutleoked the symbols of Islam to
consolidate and legitimise their control over Afghpopulation. The state did not attempt to
legitimate itself in the name of Pashtun natiomajiulture or language until the 1930s.
However, Nadir Shah who entered Afghanistan fromidr India and received exemptions from
conscription and taxation from British Empire engagdn punitive raids against the Tajik areas
north of Kabul, including Panjshir and kidnappingmen among other forms of loot. He laid the
foundation of ethnicisation of politics in Afghatas. The role of outside powers has always

affected the power balance already existing in #irathnic society like Afghanistal?,

Even while centralising their authority, the rulelespended on foreign powers for subsidies and
assistance to gain control over tribal populatidowever, the centralisation of power was very
often resisted by the local forces led by feudabtavners and religious clerics who at times
promoted foreign powers’ intervention and assistailacoppose the state. Lack of resources for
development and lack of communication and tradk&sliamong various regions caused by
rugged mountains and the harsh climate kept Afghani economically poor and
underdeveloped and created the imperative of magion. For modernisation also
Afghanistan had to be dependent on foreign poweshad a geopolitical stake in the country.
In the midst of all kinds of pulls and pressurés tulers of Afghanistan have tried to build an

independent and neutral Afghanistan.



Afghanistan's struggle for independence and neutrély

The character of Afghanistan being a small and gtate without a strong centralised authority
tempted both the Russian and British Empires ateit the US in the Cold War period to win it
away to its own side. Multiple ethnic groups in Afmistan in their association with external
powers created different zones of influence indbentry. The presence of major powers near

Afghanistan's border limited the foreign policy iopis for the country.

But Afghanistan tried to maintain its border thrbug number of policy measures. The first
policy measure was- not to introduce modernisatiothe country so as to leave Afghanistan
impassable and with less economic incentives fer ékternal powers. The second was to
maintain complete neutrality in the external relaship with the major powers and not allowing
any third power to meddle. The third was playing@ @ower against another in other areas of
conflict so as to carefully avoid the military mowé the major powers into its territory. The

fourth was supporting a power which has the cleéance of winning the game. The last one was
jihad i.e. mustering religious strength cuttingass ethnic groups to force the external power

out.

In the nineteenth century, two wars fought by tHghans against the British made the latter so
uncomfortable that they withdrew within a few yearhe Russians probably believed that they
might face the same situation if they invaded Afghtan and recalled that their own efforts to
pacify mountain Muslims in the Caucasus had takemllasixty-five years. Therefore, they
prudently stayed away. By the end of the centurgdiuand Britain had reached agreement that
British would control Afghanistan’s foreign polidyut would not occupy the country or try to
manage its internal affairs and Russia formallycenied that Afghanistan falls outside its sphere
of influence.

Abdur Rahman believed that the very backwardness wital to continued Afghan internal
self-determination. As long as the country remairgmbr and inaccessible, it would be
unattractive to those with imperial designs. Thadat way to build a modern military deterrent
against foreign encroachment would be to develap riation's economy with the foreign
investment, but to take that course would be tiemhe enslavement it was designed to forestall.

Though Rahman relied on British subsidies and amjjitassistance for centralising power, he



was averse to any loss of Afghan sovereignty.

For Rahman, national independence took precederareother considerations, with unification
of the warring tribes that made up the countryrigla close second. Only after these two goals
had been secured would he be willing to tolerageftineign investment necessary for economic
development. He was opposed to any kind of rail@a@tstruction in the country because once a
railroad was built, the foreign troops could bdexhin at anytime to protect foreign investments
or, indeed, merely at the whim of any great poweginbour and Afghanistan’s primitive military
forces would be helpless to stop th&m.

After the death of Abdur Rahman in 1901, his sorbibidlah modernized the country by
introducing the automobile, photography, and hyldec power to Afghanistan. He also
permitted far more domestic freedom than his fatRarticularly, he permitted émigrés whom
Abdur Rahman had exiled to return to Afghanistad #nbecome politically active. Habibullah
reigned at a time when pan-Islamism was spreadindjthe phenomenon found reflection in his
court. There were three factions, all of them &atiish and pro-Turkish in their sympathies.
First, there were conservative-clericals, who saw Turkey a state that was grappling
successfully with the necessary evil of modernigatihile still retaining Islam as the anchoring
foundation. Secondly, there were moderates, whwedewith favour Turkish modernisation and
thirdly there were modern-nationalists, the modt-British, pro-Turkish of the three, who saw

in the Turkish reforms changes that might be intoedl in Afghanistan, but at a much faster

pace than in Turkey, once their feasibility hadrbdemonstrateél.

There was considerable pressure on HabibullahitoGentral Powers in their war with Britain
and Russia. But the Amir was well aware of the gaplgic distance between Afghanistan and
the Central Powers and the immediacy of his Britistd Russian borders. In spite of the
agitation by the modernist-nationalists for a jireghinst the British, he maintained neutrality
throughout the war. Habibullah followed a courser@tively benevolent neutrality toward

Britain 22

After Habibullah was assassinated, his son Amanhutlame to power. Amanullah had two
motives to work in line with modernist-nationalgstmpathizers and shed a neutral course, which

was pro-British in character. Amanullah declared against the British. Although there is no
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available record of any Soviet military commitmeatAfghanistan in 1919, Amanullah might
have been confident at the least of Soviet findrizagking. Since the days of Abdur Rahman,
the British had provided an annual subsidy of miv@n one million rupees for the Afghan
economy. By opening hostilities, Amanullah cut hethsoff from this support. The USSR

obligated itself to supply one million rubbles anhy to the Afghans according to a treaty on
September 13, 1928.

Despite Soviet aid and three Anglo-Afghan Wars |esglcampaigns in the North West Frontier
Province (NWFP), and Pathan irredentism, Amanuianed Russia more than Britain. First, the
Soviet suppression of Muslim separatism in Cerish in the 1920s and efforts to extirpate
religion drove thousands of Tajik and Uzbek refugeAfghanistan and soured Kabul's attitude
towards the communist regime. Indeed, on a humbeccasions, Soviet troops pursued rebel
Basmachi leaders onto Afghan soil. Second, commuaggation in Afghanistan alerted the
leadership to the subversive aims of the SovietobniFinally, the Afghan elite had been
educated in London, Paris, and Berlin, and the@agd of modernisation were Western, not
communist. Meanwhile, Amanullah had been indulgeiter freely in international intrigue. He
had not only lent support to the Basmachi in So@entral Asia, but he had closed his eyes to
British activities in the same fiefdf. At the same time, he had not objected in principle
passage of men and arms from the Soviet Union gfirAfghanistan on their way to stir up
trouble in North West Frontier Province of Britidhdia, though he insisted that the two

proceeded separately, the arms to be under sfigbiai control during passage.

Afghanistan's support for the Basmachi movement

During Amanullah's regime, Afghanistan was actiedpmg the emir of Bukhara and the Khan
of Khiva to defend them against the Red Army anduppress indigenous revolutionaries. What
Afghans had in mind was the formation of a Cenfsalan confederation, with Kabul as the
dominant power. Such a confederation would haveigea an excellent buffer against Russian
encroachments from the north, as well as furthefifghanistan’s own pan-Islamic aspirations.
Amanullah opened diplomatic relations with Bukharad Khiva in order to give them legal
recognition as sovereign stat€s.He also wanted to include Turkestan in his preject
confederation. To achieve that objective the Afghgave direct support and discreet aid to the

Basmachi, partisans who continued to resist theeSountrol in the Central Asian region.
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There are two aspects of Basmachi movement thandesattention. First, it was durable.
Regular armed clashes with the Red Army went orafdeast fifteen years, from 1917 to 1932.
Secondly, they were well-versed in asymmetric watfadhey harassed Soviet army by various
means and had the loyalty of local population. ErRasha was the most famous Basmachi
leader who became a nationalist Bolshevik in Sovm@bn. He persuaded Soviet authorities that
he could rally the Central Asian Muslims into arti-dritish jihad, and using Afghanistan as a
base, drive the English from India. With Sovietkiag he went off to Bukhara but in November
1921, under cover of hunting trip, he defectedht® Basmachi. In early 1922, he helped rally

and unite various Basmachi bands, quickly buildingarmy of some twenty thousaffd.

Afghanistan’s people support for the Basmachi mey@mvas a key to its sustenance for a long
time. Their sympathy permitted Basmachi bands éssat will over a border too difficult for the
Red Army to patrol effectivel§/. There was also support from the British Empiredatinue the
Great Game. But the USSR was eventually able td theemovement. A Soviet-Afghan treaty
was the result of this. It ruled out any furthegh&n support to the Basmachi. Soviet Union also
promised to back away from its role in creatingibies in NWFP of India. Amanullah played
one power against the other in other areas andnmotving his territory to be used by major
powers. The measures undertaken by Afghanistamsare its neutrality status point to the
complexity of the context within which the majorvpers pursued imperialist policies. Both
pan-Islamism and NWFP of India became major irtgan the conduct of foreign policies of

major powers in relation to Afghanistan later.

Bacha-e-Sequao came to power after Amanullah wadhoewn from power due to the reforms
he brought about to change the Afghanistan's tosdit society. But Bacha-e-Sequao could
continue in power only for nine months. Nader Shaturned to Afghanistan with the tacit
British aid and captured power. Though Nader Shaffered setbacks at the hands of
Bacha-e-Sequao’s ragged army, the infusion of arfenre Soviet troops would have turned the

tide. Soviet leadership supported Amanullah instfaBlacha-e-Sequao.

It is argued that ideologically, it was a wrong idean as the latter was a peasant leader and the
former was a hereditary monarch. Soviet supportttier latter was difficult to explain to the

foreign idealists who made up so much of the USSRfgport abroad. Furthermore, from a
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practical standpoint Bacha-e-Sequao was alreagypwer and would have been much easier for
the USSR to champion than to overthrow. When th&€RI$pted to support Amanullah it did so

in such a hesitant, ineffective way that it lostrenthan it would have if it had nothing at Zl.
Nader Shah tried to maintain the neutrality of Adgistan not by engaging the major powers in
conflict with one another as Amanullah did. Rathertried to put an end to the Afghan support
to the Basmachi movement and the USSR'’s suppdhet@thnic problems in NWFP leading to
separatist tendencies in India. After Nader Shab agsassinated in 1933, Zahir Shah succeeded
to the throne.

Emergence of Germany as a third major power in thdRegion

Afghanistan was always on the lookout for a strtimigl power in the region which could put the
influence of the two Empires at bay. Following bigccessful incorporation of the Sudetenland
into the Third Reich, Hitler signed with the USSRanaggression treaty that permitted the latter
to occupy the Baltic States, Moldavia, eastern mbland parts of Finland in 19485Soviet
appreciation of these opportunities was not onlgregsed in propaganda support for Germany
against British imperialism, but more concretetyfriade that supplied food and raw materials to
the German economy. In 1941, the Nazi attack orU®8R had changed the USSR from a tacit
Axis ally to a blood enemy. Though both the USSH Bnitain were on the defensive and very
hard pressed by the Axis, they had acted jointlglbminate an effort to enlist Iran on the axis
side. Had the Axis effort been successful, it woliéve secured Iranian oil for Germany and
sealed off the USSR’s southern flank as a supplterrom the West. In Afghanistan, the family
oligarchy around Zahir Shah looked primarily to @any for industrial and technical
assistancé’ But the war seriously undermined the country'simglsteps toward economic
development, because Britain and the USSR pres$iaidl to terminate all ties with Germany,
its principal source of assistance. Thus, Russd Buitain combined their efforts to save the
geopolitically important region falling into the ids of another major power. Balance of power
was maintained in the region by preventing theardrom falling into the hands of any single

major powetr.
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British India and Afghanistan and its implication for Afghanistan-Pakistan bilateral
relationship

The British in India initially adopted the ‘poliayf masterful inactivity’ or ‘closed border policy’
towards the Pashtun tribal areas that straddleddhder between India and Afghanistan. From
the very beginning, the Durand Line was not anrim@gonal border but a line of control (LoC).
The Simon Commission Report of 1930 explicitly stat*British India stopped at the boundary
of the administered ared*.The Durand Line, which formally split the PashtimsAfghanistan
from their co-ethnics in India, however, never tedsin real terms. The tribes and particularly
the nomadic groups moved across the border withmger control because of difficult terrain
full of hills and forest. More importantly, the hal groups have shown their willingness to
establish relationship with each other across trddy in defiance of the Durand Line. This was
exemplified by numerous tribal uprisings in protaghinst the British forward policy and the
Durand Line. Till the British Empire existed, sussi&e rulers of Afghanistan accepted the
Durand Line by entering into treaties with the Bht government willy-nilly. Perhaps, the
prevailing power realities demanded so. Nevertlsel&abul continued to exercise influence
among tribes, believing in any case that it coddtol them better than the British from either
Peshawar or Delhi.

Khan Abdul Ghaffar Khan and his younger brother Kitan Sahib dominated the politics of
North West Frontier Province through their Khuddithatgar Movement in the larger context
of sub-continent politics. Being an ardent nati®stahe opposed to the province’s inclusion into
the newly created state, Pakistan and his moverseaght an independent and sovereign
‘Pashtunistan’ with the support of Congress PaBiyt Pakistan being considered a legitimate
successor to the British Empire like India, Pashturere given only the choice of joining a
predominantly Hindu India or a Muslim Pakistan. itaes opted for the latter. The movement to
create an independent Pashtunistan, however, cedtilAfghanistan was the only state in the
world, which opposed Pakistan’s entry into the BaifNations in September 1947 due to the
unresolved issue of PashtunistdnThis affected the bilateral relationship betwebe two
countries from the very beginning of their comimgoi contact with each other. It was quite
hurtful for Pakistan to receive such treatment franfellow Muslim country, which faced

difficulties in its transition into statehood anghatential threat from India. Immediately after the
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British transfer of power, armed tribal incursiomgere encouraged by Afghanistan into
Pakistan’s tribal areas. Pakistan became susceptiblattack from both the sides — on the
western side from Afghanistan and on the east frafra and Pakistan military was too weak to
face threat from both the sides concurrently. Tribaursions on the west continuously led
Pakistan to take recourse to aerial bombing of &gh#n village in 1949 which, in reprisal, led
Afghan Loya Jirga to adopt a resolution repudiataligthe nineteenth century treaties with

British India including agreement on Durand Line.

The geopolitical interest underlying the Pasht@msnovement has been to gain territory which
has an access to the sea. So far all the tradesréaitsouth lie through the Pakistan’s territory
thus access to the sea is considered importanintb &n alternative route to become less
dependent on Pakistan. For Pakistan, concedingdtee of independent Pashtunistan would
deprive it of the geographic advantages that it g@tsvis-a-vis India to increase its trade with
and influence in Afghanistan. It is primarily a getitical issue is borne out by the fact that
Pashtunistan issue dominated Afghan foreign pdhcthe early 1960s despite the fact that it
enjoyed little support among the Pashtuns of PakisDaud sent a thousand Afghan soldiers
disguised as Pashtun nomads and tribesmen irdiltridle Bajapur Agency of Pakistan’s frontier
tribal areas. And this infiltration was repelled pyo-Pakistani tribesme#i. Secondly, since

Afghanistan has been ruled by Pushtuns historidallya long time, support for independent

Pushtunistan has also the aim of further strengtigeheir role and identity in Afghanistan.

Great Game in the Cold War era: From Buffer state b Soviet Intervention in Afghanistan
Afghanistan as geopolitical entity has been gregitigped by the imperialist ambitions of both
the traditional imperialist and neo-imperialist para. After the Second World War, international
norms were tightened against maintaining tradificerapires and apart from that crunch in
military and economic power led to the withdrawdl British Empire from the Indian
subcontinent. The imperialist tendencies remaimgdct but it required different methods to
fulfill that. The ideology of development played @mportant role in the Cold War period unlike
the civilisational and ideological justificationrfghysical occupation of territories of previous
era. The major powers had to pursue their geopaliand geoeconomic aspirations within the
growing sovereign nation-state system. The impstitdndencies required an ideological enemy
that the US and the USSR found in each other. Phisided the basis for Cold War and
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neo-imperialism. Creating ideological blocs, miljta bases, installing pro-ideological
government through regime change, engaging in pnayto thwart regime change and winning
away neutral but geo-strategically important statesits own ideological bloc are the
characteristic of neo-imperialism. Afghanistan rerad a buffer state between the US and the
USSR in the Cold War time. In the Cold War peridtghanistan was pressurized to sign South
East Asian Treaty Organisation (SEATO) and Baghgadt but it did nof* Afghanistan's
joining of Non-Aligned Movement (NAM) can be undirsd in the Cold War context when it
tried to avoid unnecessary interference of bothpibwers in its domestic affairs. But the need
for development in case of Afghanistan and thetgreaer's use of development as an ideology

required shifts in its complete neutral policy.

Soviet Union and Afghanistan

Afghanistan’s relationship with the Soviet Uniondhaoured since the downfall of King
Amanullah in 1929. The leadership in Afghanistars wet pleased with the Soviet Union’s
support to the resistance forces favouring theorasbn of King Amanullah. King Nadir and his
successor king Zahir remained cautious in theati@hship with the Soviet Union and did not
establish any cultural exchange programme untihtite1950s, when King Zahir was convinced
that such cultural exchange did not threaten palitstability in the country. According to a 1950
United States National Intelligence Estimate, tb&i& Union had also shown no great interest
in Afghanistan® In 1948, the Soviet Union and Afghanistan ratifiad agreement which
precisely defined their common boundary line. Refet other than official were discouraged by
the Afghan government in its desire to prevent possible infiltration of Soviet agents and

Soviet propaganda.

However, there are several theories which explanlack of pro-active Soviet policy towards
Afghanistan during this time given the latter’s geltical importance for the former. One of the
theories is that the USSR did not feel that Afghtam represented any real barrier across the
way to India, and that should military movementéguired, Afghan resistance could be quickly
brushed asid& Another is that the Russians were glad to haverale materials they were
obtaining, and hence wished to avoid giving offetmeéhe stubbornly proud Afghans. Those

who held to this theory added that should the Afglgavernment decide to proceed with the
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exploitation of oil in northwestern AfghanistangtRussians would immediately become more
active. A final theory is that the Russians reaisieat the adoption of a harsh policy toward
Afghanistan would throw the country into the arnishe Western Powers, and at the same time
alert Pakistan and India to the encroaching menaGommunism. According to this theory the
Russians wished to avoid any unnecessary activitiech would bring their ideological
opponents up to the frontier and in touch with Nagbopulated areas of the USSR which have
always been restless and discontented under corsmune®’ Therefore, the Soviet Union
looked for a right moment to spread its influenc@ighanistan diplomatically.

The Soviet Union’s restrained foreign policy shapieel US policy towards Afghanistan. When
Afghanistan under the leadership of Shah Mahmoadgjtgomilitary aid from the US in 1944,
this and subsequent requests for military assistarere ignored by the US governments on the
grounds that “immediate Soviet objective is su#fitly served by the existing isolation and
backwardness of the country (Afghanistan),” ancteifthe Soviet Union has no reason to be
dissatisfied with the present situation...it isikely to develop a more active policy in that
country under present circumstanc&The US’s response to the Afghan request for mylita
aid was shaped by the perceived role of the Sdyreon in Afghanistan. Therefore, the US
rather than being disinterested in Afghanistan eagious not to disturb the balance of power

and allow unnecessary Soviet interference there.

Both the superpowers confined their role to meetdéwvelopmental needs of Afghanistan. Their
own interest was to use Afghanistan as a showaasthé effectiveness of their own ideology
and bring it to their sphere of influence. Accoglto Hafizullah Emadi, “The two superpowers
extended economic assistance to Afghanistan ansegubntly increased their participation in
the country's development projects with the hop&viohing Afghanistan to their sidé®. The
competitive character of superpowers’ role in Afigistan was best expressed by N.S. Krushchev
when he articulated his country's policy towardghfnistan thus: “I went there (Afghanistan)
with Bulganin on our way back from India (in 195%).was clear that America was courting
Afghanistan...The Americans were undertaking aildki of projects at their own expense...The
Americans hardly bother to put a fig leaf over thsslf-centered, militaristic motives....It is my
strong feeling that the capital we have invested\ighanistan has not been wasted. We have

earned the Afghan’s trust and friendship, and & ihat fallen into American trap; it has not been
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caught on the hook baited with American mor®ySecondly, economic aid and participation in
development projects were effectively linked witieit respective geopolitical interests. For
example, while the Soviets built highways connertitabul to the Soviet Union’s southern
borders, the US built Kabul-Jalalabad and Kabuld&érar highways connecting Kabul to

Pakistan borders of Peshawar and Quetta.

Therefore, the policy of economic assistance andicgzation in development projects in
Afghanistan by one superpower was seriously viewgdanother. For example, Afghan
government requested the United Nations (UN) ay ear1949 for assistance in oil exploration.
At the beginning the Soviet Union watched the UNvitees in Afghanistan quietly, but later it
thoroughly protested against the UN mission, comdeg)the “suspicious attitudes of the
Americans” serving on it® Similarly, in order to thwart Soviet influence ammhcourage
Afghanistan to distance herself from the Sovietdorand its bloc, Theodore L. Eliot, Jr., former
US ambassador to Afghanistan, advised the DepattofeState that the United States must
continue providing economic assistance to Afghanisis a means to this end. A top secret
memo from the US embassy in Kabul to the DepartneénState reads: “We continue to
demonstrate our friendly and tangible interest ugio a visible American presence in this

country.*?

The US loan to Afghanistan prior to the first Fiwear plan was $91.5 million as
compared to $5.6 million provided by the USSR. Heerethe USSR provided $126.9 million
during the first five year plan and $258.3 millidaring the second five year plan as compared to
the US's loan of $97.3 million and $155.7 millioor fthe first and second five year plan
respectively> The US looking for allies during the Cold War meed Pakistan and Iran

combination to Afghanistan. The latter had pooatiehship with both Pakistan and Ir&n.

The collapse of Helmand Valley project because mproper land survey which failed to
discover that there was substratum of impenetrhbildder conglomerates a few inches below
the soil surface allowed the Soviet Union to plapaor economic role in Afghanistan and more
importantly helped in the growth and acceptancéhefsupporters of socialist ideology in the
country. When the project collapsed, the statesteared many landless Pashtun peasants to the
northern part of the country among other natiomalisuch as Uzbek, Turkman, and Tadjiks. It is
due to this reason that Pashtun tribes got widedyteared throughout the country, especially in

western and northern areas of the country wherenthgenous people do not have any historical
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ties with the Pashtun tribes. The arbitrary seetrof Pashtuns in other areas of the country
was carried out through displacement of the indigsnpopulation and appropriation of their
landed properties. The implementation of this policas followed by a bloody confrontation
taking place between the new settlers and the Ipeaple. Peasant uprisings in rural areas
became an everyday phenomenon. Meanwhile, a sectidhe ruling class within the state
apparatus concentrated around Premier MohammaddDaete dissatisfied with political and
economic developments in Afghanistan and optedtate guided economic development as an
alternative development strategy and turned toSbeiet Union for economic and technical
assistance. The Soviet Union loaned Afghanistab $fillion to assist the country's development
projects and to alleviate the agrarian problemha tountry®®> The Soviets participated in
organising two big citrus fruit farms with a totmlea of 5,000 hectares in the Jalalabad Valley.
These farms-Hadda and Ghaziabad-were the coumtrgthanised agricultural enterprises built
by the Soviet Union absorbing most of the forméaydless peasants as workers. Collapse of
Helmand project, rise of Pashtunistan issue anducto of border by Pakistan forbidding
transferring Afghan goods through its territoryidgrDaoud’s premiership brought Soviet Union
and Afghanistan into very close relationship. Tdase as an opportunity to the Soviet Union to

expand its influence into Afghanistan and beyond it

The US allowed the USSR to play a major economle m Afghanistan. While the US’s
economic role was dominant prior to the first fixgar plan, the USSR’s role became dominant
during the first, second and third five year plafise Central Intelligence Agency (CIA) Director
Allen Dulles believed that “The Soviets were inelihto look on Afghanistan much as the United
States did on Guatemal® However, the US was cautious of any Soviet roléighanistan

undermining Afghan sovereignty.

When Premier Daoud requested military assistarara the US and sent his brother Mohammad
Naim to Washington on 8 October 1954 to make agpeisappeal to John Foster Dulles in this
regard, two months later the US government inforrttesl leadership in Afghanistan of its
decision of withholding the delivery of military sistance to the country until the latter resolved
the “Pashtunistan” dispute with the government aki§tan. This was a form of coercive
diplomacy that the US followed to bring Afghanistanits sphere of influence. However, when

Daoud turned to the Soviet Union for military atmi€e and renewed the Afghan-Soviet
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Neutrality and Non-Aggression Treaty which was doded between the two countries in 1931
for supply of military equipments, the US governmgot alarmed and revised its policy toward
Afghanistan by providing small amount of militaril and scholarships for a limited number of
military officers to study in the US. Approximatel37 military officers received training in the
US from 1958 to 1978

The geopolitical situation of the Soviet Union ath@ bilateral dispute between Pakistan and
Afghanistan over the Pashtunistan issue brought W8SR and Afghanistan into tight
relationship economically and militarily. While Rsian accepted the British imposed Durand
Line of 1893 as the border between itself and Afggtan, the latter declined. Once it became
clear to Afghanistan that neither Britain nor P&ishad any intention of holding a plebiscite to
let the Pathans living on the Pakistani side ofttbeler to choose whether to stay with Pakistan,
to create an independent state of Pashtunistao oretge with it, Afghanistan began to incite
Pathan tribes and support movement for independen®®NFP. The USSR, which at times
backtracked to pursue its interests beyond Afglamishrough it during the predominance of
British Empire waited for a right moment to resuitsetraditional role soon after Britain left the

Indian subcontinent.

As Pakistan closed its territory to obstruct Afghaade in response to the demand of
Pashtunistan by Afghans, the USSR was quick to aigansit agreement with Kabul, allowing
passage of Afghan goods across its territoryst abncluded a four-year trade pact in July 1950,
greatly expanding the existing minimal trade. Pakiscut off the importation of petroleum
products into Afghanistan for about three month$960. The Soviet Union undertook to export
oil products and cotton cloth, among other comneslito Afghanistan while Afghanistan would
export wool and cotton to the USSR. The Soviet dratso offered the services of its own
oil-prospecting technicians, after having been @sbwf an indefinite suspension of the UN
project for oil exploration. During Daoud’s prenship as the demand for Pashtunistan became
more pronounced and Pakistan closed its territongprisal denying Afghanistan both route and
market for its products, the Soviet role in Afghstan increased. The Soviet Union provided
military equipments such as 11 MiG-15 fighters, l1-T6 Cargo plane, 2 MI-4 helicopters, 24
mobile radio units, and small arms. It also promiiseajor economic aid to Afghanistan's

modernisation and development projeéts.
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US policy towards Afghanistan till the Soviet Intewention

The US took Afghanistan seriously during the Coldr\tetween the US and the USSR. After the
Second World War, the US looked beyond Europe &y pl global role and contain the growing
power of the USSR in other continents. Halford Madkr and Nicholas Spykman played an
important role in shaping the geopolitical thinkimgd America which, in turn, influenced
American foreign policy making. Mackind€rwhile underlined the importance of Eurasian
heartland in terms of developing continental sggteand for its resources, Spykndn
foregrounded the importance of Rimland countrike Wfghanistan in containing a continental

power and preventing it from developing multidimens strategy to play a global role.

However, diplomatic relationship between the US afghanistan had started in the inter-war
period. Afghanistan joined the League of NationsSeptember 1934. In the same year full
diplomatic relations between the Afghanistan aredWmited States began. Shortly after the end
of World War 11, His Majesty King Zahir Shah disphed Abdul Hussein Aziz as the first Afghan
Ambassador to the United States. President Rodsgmebinted William Hornibrook as the first
U.S. Ambassador to Afghanistan, on November 145%92\fghanistan continued to pursue a
policy of strict neutrality during the Second Woar and Kabul did not align either with Allied
or the Axis powers. By following a policy of neutty Afghanistan wanted to enjoy goodwill of
both the US and USSR in the Cold War periobh 1946, the US supported Afghanistan's
admission to the United Nations.

The bilateral relationship took concrete shapde@old War period. Afghanistan, following the
end of the Second World War, demonstrated an uepested desire for quick economic
development. The US made grants of about $15 milbky the end of 1955 for technical
assistance. The US granted another $10 million glosin of $5 million to improve air transport.
Export-Import Bank loans to Afghanistan, beginningApril, 1950, have amounted to $ 39. 5
million. The major portion of this sum had been exged on the Helmand-Arghandab Valley
project, the most vital irrigation project in theuntry>? It is, however, argued that the US
Export-Import Bank helped finance an Afghan agtimal development project being

undertaken by Morrison-Knudson, an American compdiiys government support, however,
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probably resulted more from the company’s politidalut than because of any official interest in
Afghanistan. However, American government’s intenresAfghan socio-economic development
was not any less. Since the mid-1950s, the US stiate interest in the organisation and
curricula of village and vocational schools, anacteers’ training. The United States Agency for
International Development provided 4 million dofidor the construction of the Afghan Institute
of Technology (AIT) in 1951 and provided AIT withedchers, advisors, and laboratory

equipments.

The American active participation in modernising ttountry’s educational system began in the
early 19602 In 1964, the United States extended economictassis to modernise and enlarge
Kabul University. Colleges previously dispersed/arious sections of Kabul were consolidated
on new campus with USAID assistance. Classroommsjrastrative buildings, laboratories, and

a dormitory were added. USAID paid $7,156,221 talsathis purpose. The College of

Engineering was established with USAID aid. Thegpaonme and administration of faculty

followed essentially an American model. Most of theulty received graduate training in the

United States?

The US also provided scholarship for students ahdlars to study in US universities and about
105 American personnel served in Afghanistan, ekoly Peace Corps and other volunteer
groups. The US also participated in modernisinghafgstan's media and film industry and
provided training opportunities for people with joalism backgrounds and other related fields.
The Soviet Union in contention with the US for ughce in Afghanistan also participated in
modernising Afghan educational sector since 198&ring the 1950s and 1960s, Afghanistan
became an “economic Korea” divided between the éadvnion in the north and the United

States in soutf®

The thrust of American foreign policy in the ColdaiWperiod was not to allow Afghanistan move
into Soviet sphere of influence. Unlike in the Gr&ame of nineteenth century, ideology played
a major role both for the US and the USSR to exghad influence in Afghanistan. In the Cold

War period the US did not want to spread its inileeeinto the heartland which was firmly in the
control of the USSR. Therefore, containment stiategs developed by George F. Kentfato

prevent the heartland power from gaining navalngfitt and deny it sea routes to vital
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destination of natural resources, for example, ierS&ulf. However, the USSR viewed the
containment policy as a policy of encirclement atdrefore, a move to divide the heartland
power. Afghanistan, a Rimland country was vital both the states to realise their objectives as

it along with other Rimland countries like Pakisjamed the heartland with the Indian Ocean.

Though in the Cold War period, some US officialeeliJoseph Foam had written about the
presence of rich deposits of minerals like chrome, ananganese, zinc, lead, and silver in
Afghanistan, their importance was dwarfed by aetestudy by the US Joint Chiefs of Staff in

1953, which concluded that ‘Afghanistan is of &ttbr no strategic importance to the United
States™’ It noted Afghanistan had an extremely underde\addpfrastructure, with some of the

most rugged terrain in the world. However, Afghganiswas considered a springboard for the
realisation of strategic objectives elsewhere eeugh it was never the final destination for

both the countries.

According to Maya Chadda until the 1978 coup, kbt Soviet Union and the US were able to
maintain a rough equilibrium that alternated betweegrowing Soviet influence during the
premiership of Daoud between 1953 and 1963, witte@ade of pro-American policies under
Zahir Shah who in turn was ousted by Mahommad Daond®73>*The western educated elites
of the upper and middle classes concentrated arginglZahir regarded Premier Daoud’s close
ties with the Soviet Union a danger to Afghanissandependence. The period of Zahir Shah’s
rule from 1963-1973 is considered as a decadepdrerental democracy in Afghanistan. A new
constitution was drafted in 1963 and was endorsgdaa later. The constitution legalised the
existence of political parties, granted freedonspéech and assembly, and allowed publication
of private papers, subject to state censorship gitdlication. All these rights were denied
during Daoud’s premiership under the predominafiu@émce of the Soviet Union. The US’s
influence on King Zahir is perceptible in the lageappointment of Mohammad Hasim
Maiwandwal, minister of information and culture afe¥mer Afghanistan ambassador to the
United States, as the new prime minister. Latenwdadwal had to resign from his office after

being accused of being a CIA agent.

Though the US played an important role in Afghamisin balancing the power of the Soviet

Union after the British left the Indian subcontiheihere are many reasons that led to the growth
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of Soviet influence there. Lion. B. Poullada asesibthe increase of Soviet influence in
Afghanistan to the failure of American diplomacysE indifference to Afghan overtures for

more economic and military aid was a product ofaemess and the narrow tunnel of vision of
American political leaders, who remained blissfullpaware of the strategic importance of
Afghanistan. Secondly, Career diplomats assigne#abul or supervising Afghan affairs in

Washington had little knowledge of the country, lasguage and culture. Thirdly, American
diplomacy rested on the belief that interferenc8&aviet borderland would quickly invite Soviet

reaction>®

Apart from the failure of American diplomacy, AlaRayind points to the practical conditions
that prohibited the US-Afghan alliance coming indaistence. According to Payind, the
Soviet-Afghan treaty of 1920 (updated in 1931) jdvdld alliance of both with third states that
would be against the interests of one of the cohitrg parties was still in force in the Cold War
days. Secondly, territorial disputes between Pakisind Afghanistan made the welding of these
states in alliance with the US impossible. Thirdtly,the eyes of Afghans, the presence and
acknowledgment of limited American influence, with@ formal military alliance, was adequate

to discourage pressures from the Soviet Ufifon.

Soviet Union and the April Coup, 1978

After Daoud came to power in 1973 through a cougistéed by left wing Parchamite army
officers, he appointed pro-Soviet leftists to gaveent positions at local and national levels and
lodged a protest against Iran’s arms build-up. Boeiet Union, in turn, pledged support for
Afghanistan's natural gas industries, irrigatiaads and fertilizer factories. Afghanistan also got
enormous military and economic assistance in ahesgis from the Soviet Union. Daoud in order
to get maximum support from the Soviet Union categdly denied the involvement of any
foreign power in the coup and justified the grouodthe coup by alleging the former

government as corrupt that had pursued bankruptogoiz and social policies.

However, Afghan leaders had tried throughout hystormake Afghanistan an independent and
neutral country. It was the need for modernisadod for the recurring Pashtunistan problem
with Pakistan which required military build-up thatghanistan had to approach great powers

for economic and military assistance. Daoud saat tOur whole life, our whole existence,
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revolves around one single focal point, freedomouithwe ever get the feeling that our freedom
is in the slightest danger, from whatever quattesn we should prefer to live on dry bread, or

even starve, than accept help that would restticfreedom.®*

To reduce Afghanistan’s excessive dependence osdkeet Union, Daoud made a noticeable
shift in his policies in the last two years of hige. He sent more military officers and students t
Egypt and India for training and increased the nemndj students going to the US. He began to
purge members of the People’s Democratic Partyfghénistan (PDPA) from the government
agencies and tried to rehabilitate the monarchastd rightists by appointing them to high
government positions. He agreed to normalisatiorelation with Pakistan on Pashtunistan issue.
Along with the acceptance of aid from Iran and Bki, Daoud signed three agreements worth a
total of 40 million dollars with the US. In ordeo exert its influence the US continued its
development projects and offered financial aid tégh&anistan’s modernisation projects.
According to available statistics the total US ewmoit assistance to Afghanistan during the
period of 1973-78 was estimated to be approximad@9.8 million outweighing the Soviet
assistance during the period of 1976°78.

Against this backdrop, Daoud was invited to MosdowBrezhnev to discuss the developments
in Afghanistan. During the discussions Brezhnevisety Daoud to “get rid of all those
imperialist advisers” from his country. Daoud regli“When Afghanistan had no further need of
foreign advisers, they would all be asked to le2¥eThe Soviet dislike of Daoud’s move for
seeking good relations with the United States émallies under his policy of neutrality shows
that the immediate objective of the then Sovieigyolvas to stop Daoud’s move to weaken the
Afghan-Soviet relations. As the relationship betweafghanistan and the Soviet Union
deteriorated, the two factions of the People’s Denatic Party of Afghanistan (PDPA), Khalq
and Parcham agreed to reunite and form a singtg pathe early summer of 1977. It was at this
time that President Daoud tried to further streagttAfghanistan’s relations with Western
countries and visited Saudi Arabia and Kuwait iniAp978. When he returned home from his
last visit abroad, he did not use any leftist-aeeihnterminology as he had at the beginning of his
three years of rule. Instead he talked about Afghationalism and national pride. It was during
this period that Mir Akbar Khayber, a leading idegle of the Parcham faction of PDPA, was
assassinated on 17 April 1978. During Khayber’'ssfahon 19 April 1978, the PDPA members
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and loyalists staged a large-scale anti-US dematietrin Kabul. While this gave Daoud the
opportunity to arrest the leaders of PDPA, he adidarrest PDPA members in the Afghan armed
forces. The state of military readiness providedpportunity to military officers of the PDPA
within the army to execute the preplanned coup ®&mA@ril 1978. After the release of PDPA
leaders, Afghanistan was proclaimed a democrapabic with Noor Mohammad Taraki as
president of the country. Though communists haitedAfghan event as a revolution, in reality it
was a coup. The geopolitical interests of the U$&Rer than ideology determined Soviet role
in Afghanistan. It was a coup because a small gafumilitary officers without any popular
mandate took over power. It was only a successfalmpt of the armed forces to topple the
prevailing government. No mass uprising broke &xcept the Kabul city where the palace is
situated, there was no fighting or revolt or anlgeottrouble. The rest of the country was calm

and peaceful.

Though there is lack of substantial evidence td time extent of Soviet role in the coup due to
the secrecy of both the Afghan and Soviet sours@geral factors point to Soviet involvement.
After the coup, Taraki said later in November 197& “This has been organised on the basis of
profound studies and specialised advices. Duriegfitist days of the revolution some persons
who had specialisation in the Party Organisatianeto Kabul at the invitation of the secretariat
of the party and studied for three months partyaiedf here and consequently they gave
specialised advice that the party is well organi€édt can be assumed that the ‘advisers’ Taraki
referred to were communists from the Soviet UnMithael Voslensky of Lumumba University
said: “Without Soviet approval the communists wolbéve immediately called the coup against
Daoud a ‘fascist putsch’ of CIA agent® The precision of air bombing of Daoud’s palace
where around 2000 guards were present indicatéstliraoperators were not Afghans. It is
reported that the Soviet pilots were flying the ngle. A Soviet intelligence Komitet
Gosudarstvennoy Bezopasnosty (KGB) defector dfiercoup revealed the Soviet confirmation
of its support after the Afghan communists conslttee Soviet embassy in Kabul. According to
an Afghan journalist, “anyone who believed that i8tsswere not involved in the 1978 coup,
was either uninformed about the role of SovietthenAfghan military or was confirming Lenin's
assessment that there will always be useful idisk® would inadvertently support the
communist cause®® The Soviet Union recognised Taraki’s governmemost immediately,

even before other stunned foreign missions couldbésh telephone contact with the PDPA
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authorities.®’

Iran’s role in Afghanistan till Soviet Intervention

Iranian linguistic and cultural identity in genefrals always been strongest on the Plateau which
includes most of Afghanistan and Iran, and mucRalistart® For most part of the history, Iran
and Afghanistan belonged to the same sphere ofienfle®® Iran’s present interest in
Afghanistan is partly ordained by history. Mosttpasf the Afghan region were for a long time
part of Iranian Empires. This was the case durhegrule of the Achaemenid (553-330 B.C.),
Parthian (247-224 B.C.), Sassanid (224-642), aridvih(1501-1722) Empires. These periods
provided Afghan lands with Iranian bureaucracyglaage and culture, especially in the western
region. Moreover, both Iran and Afghanistan werequeered several times by the same

invaders’®

Iran and Afghanistan became part of Arab empirefénseventh century and remained in their
control until the eighteenth century. Afterwardsytlwere ruled by Seljuk Turks in the eleventh
century and were conquered by the Mongols and Tdsuin the thirteenth and fourteenth
century. In all these cases Iranian bureaucraoguage and culture proved to be strong enough
to survive. Throughout the 16th and 17th centudéghanistan was fought over by the Mughal
Empire and the Safavid Dynasty of Persia (now lrath the Safavids mostly controlling Herat
and western Afghanistan, and the Mughals contlKabul and the east. A monarchy ruled by
ethnic Pashtuns was founded in 1747 by Ahmad Shababi, who was a senior officer in the
army of Nadir Shah, ruler of Persia, when NadirfSvas assassinated and Persian control over

Afghanistan weakened.

However, the foreign conquerors adopted elementBapiian culture and the invaders were
slowly assimilated by the Irania’sThus, when Iranian dynasties re-conquered Afgheasa
they could build on existing ties. Iran’s ability teestablish its control over Afghanistan several
times is reinforced by the ethnic fragmentatiomhaf country. Khanna describes Afghanistan as a
“microcosm of the entire regioff where none of the ethnic groups “constitute a nitgjof the
population.” This made Afghanistan continuouslyemeove for cultural, economical, political
and military influence by outside powers like Ir@specially in the border regions. Furthermore,

some periods saw Iran and Afghanistan under tieeaflindependent regional kingdorfs.

27



Here again, Iranian culture and language was thealiimg and connecting element, and trade
and fine arts benefited. In the middle of the reeath century the Iranian attempts to rule over
parts of Afghanistan came to an end for the timiaderhis was caused by the interference of
Russia and the British Empire in the 19th cent&gth countries successfully extended their
sphere of influence at Iran’s cost. Finally, Britdorced Iran to limit its rule to lands west of
Herat/® Since then, the Iranian eastern border existxcéisiin the contemporary form. The
British actions are seen in Iran by many still asnifiation and the idea of ‘Greater Iran’ — at
least in a cultural sense — is an important themm&tional thinking. Rubin suggests that Iranians
perceive that “Tehran has a legitimate historidainc to Afghanistan. Regardless of religiosity,

Iranian nationalists see Afghanistan as part ofdraear-abroad’

After the British withdrew from the Indian subcargnt, the US tried to fill the power vacuum.
The nationalisation of the Anglo-lranian Oil ComgafAlOC) in the early 1950s by Iranian
Prime Minister Mohammad Mussadeq was viewed byaBrias a hostile act as the British
company had a monopoly over production, supphgipgi and distribution of oil. Both Britain
and US collaborated and removed Mussadeq througbup in August 1953 and restored the
monarchy and leadership of pro-West Shah. Thisdaatea turning point in relations between
Iran and the US. During the Cold War Iran becanré gfahe American sponsored Baghdad pact
which later turned into Central Treaty Organisat{@ENTO). Iran maintained balance in the
region after the US's direct involvement in Afghstan through aid was replaced by military
alliance with Pakistan in the form of SEATO. TheaBlof Iran, an ally of the US in Cold War
politics, had long been concerned over the dispeteveen Afghanistan and Pakistan and had
played a key role in their resumption of diplomatédations in 1963. Shah tried to play a
mediatory to role to defuse the border problem betwAfghanistan and Pakistan and bring
Afghanistan closer to the US. Iran was the comnmigmd of Pakistan and Afghanistan. Shah of
Iran succeeded in normalizing relations betweentwee countries, when he visited Islamabad
and Kabul in June-July 1962. Shah's good officeslyced positive results when, in May-1963,
trade relations between these two countries (Rakisnd Afghanistan) were restorédHowever,
the boundary dispute between them remained unmsdohater, Shah's effort brought positive

results when he succeeded in normalising the oglsitbetween Pakistan and Afghanistan which
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deteriorated after the ascendancy of Sardar Mohahidaad. This time, Shah increased Iran’s
influence in Afghanistan by providing $ 2 billioncanomic aid to Afghanistan. Shah’s
persistence and new oil wealth persuaded Daougttéoo more pro-Islamic foreign policy. The
first step he took was to defuse the Pashtunigtamei The new “old guard” Mohammadzais
close to him counseled disengagement from a paliay had led to less than cordial relations
with key Muslim nations in the area, namely, Ir&audi Arabia, and Kuwait. Those countries
were then all enormously rich and were potentietiportant source of economic support to tide
over Afghanistan’s ailing economy. Daoud and adsi$mally accepted the fact that by pressing
the Pashtunistan issue they “played into Sovietdbdoy increasing Afghan dependence on
Soviet aid.” While diversifying aid from differesburces, Afghanistan tried to pursue its age old
policy of neutrality. To resume a more prominemgutral stand, “Daoud began to send Afghan
military personnel for training in India and Egygtd expanded the number being trained in the
United States, clearly in an attempt to lessen Afgtlependence on Soviet military trainirig.”
This change in Daoud’s policy was instrumental e tchange of Soviet attitude towards
Afghanistan. However, anti-Shah movement in thenfaf Islamic Revolution and the Iranian
hostage crisis in 1979 led to the American losstokey ally in the Gulf giving rise to the
perception that balance of power in Afghanistan lbeeh lost.

Pakistan and Afghanistan till Soviet Intervention

Pakistan being concerned with tribal incursionsmfréd\fghan territory imposed economic
blockade against Afghanistan. Afghanistan as aléehkeéd country had always been dependent
on Pakistan and its port facilities at Karachi ifer connectivity with the international market.
Thus the economic blockade was to be the harshesgionse from Pakistan to punish
Afghanistan for its acts. Afghanistan, on its pamas always in the lookout for alternative trade
routes to have an access to the international madeas to make itself less dependent on
Pakistan. The role of the erstwhile USSR to prowdeh route to Afghanistan in the Cold War
period can be viewed as its interest to get anssgiea geopolitically sensitive region while for
the latter it fulfilled the ambition to find an athative route to the routes provided by Pakistan.
The larger aim of Afghanistan was to deny Pakistap hegemonic role in the east after the
departure of the British. Whereas Pakistan did hrente the required military strength to play
hegemonic role in Afghanistan like the British amdreover faced threat from both east and

west, the USSR thought it pertinent to step inlay @ major role in a geopolitically sensitive
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region.

Like Afghanistan, Pakistan became a part of thel@dhr politics partly because the US showed
more interest in Pakistan to make it a regional after India’s the then Prime Minister Jawahar
Lal Nehru elucidated country’s overarching foregplicy of non-alignment in Washington to
the host’s utter disappointment. From the beginnirakistan attracted greater western sympathy
than India. This was the case partly because parsontact with Muslim Pakistanis was easier
than that with predominantly Hindu Indians whosenetimes complex mental framework and
remnants of bitter anti-colonial feelings creatéstacles to better understandifigthe US was
thought to be the inheritor to the British impesal. Furthermore, John Foster Dulles’
anti-communist approach left no space for non-atignt policy as he declared there could be no
neutrality in the Cold War between “good” and “&\dnd that is immoral® Besides, Nehru’s
interest in socialism and the Soviet Union’s supgor India on the Kashmir issue just after
Pakistan became an ally of the US brought India tlbse proximity with the Soviet Union
while getting distanced from the US. Afghanistam;iinly Daoud’s premiership leaned very much
towards the USSR. Both India and Afghanistan resthiformally non-aligned, in reality they
depended on the USSR for economic and military Badnake the regional balance of power in
its favour, Pakistan later on developed friendllatiens with China, the latter viewed Soviet
assistance to both India and Afghanistan as aypolistrategic encirclement. Pakistan, from its
side also showed interest to be a part of Cold Wamake itself militarily strong and
economically viable through military and economid ftom the US. To be a regional ally came
as a windfall gain for Pakistan. Pakistan was itellico South East Asia Organisation in 1954
and Central Treaty Organisation in 1955 by the U&h the pacts involving military aid
package’ Though the US through Iran attempted to medial&tioms between Pakistan and
Afghanistan and draw the latter into the CENTO palee USSR threw its support behind
Pashtunistan®

The One Unit Scheme in Pakistan in 1955 broughtadtsler areas into a single political unit to
maintain parity with other regions for electoralrposes at the cost of the historical policy of
granting autonomy to those ardasThis led Afghanistan to mobilize seventy thouseeskrvists

on the border. However, in the same year normdbutigtic and trade relations resumed. But

that could not continue for long. Mohammad Ayub Khefter coming to power in a military

30



coup in 1958 pursued a more aggressive foreigrcypdalrientation. Pashtunistan dominated
Afghan foreign policy in the early 1960s despite fact that it enjoyed little support among the
Pashtuns of Pakistan. Zahir Shah came to powerfghahistan citing Daoud’s incapability to
stem the growing tensions with Pakistan, which Wwasoming more and more powerful with
US’s military assistance and emerging friendshithv@hina. The new policy that Zahir Shah
embarked upon was to continue moral support forhtBastan without endangering
Afghanistan’s diplomatic relation with Pakistan. @©bdnit Scheme was done away with in the
year 1970 which helped in the further improvementelationship between the two countriés.
Thus Zahir Shah’s ruling period was the best im&iof fostering friendly relationship with

Pakistan in the history of the bilateral relatiapgbetween the two countries.

Daoud Khan again returned to power in a militarygan 1973 in which leftists in the country

played a major role to induct Daoud to power. Afghtan’s failure to capitalize on the weakness
of Pakistan during its war with India and push fard/the Pashtunistan issue effectively was the
justification provided Daoud for the coup. The US8&S the first country to recognise Daoud’s

government. Many military officers belonging to gBoviet PDPA aided the coup. Even the then
Pakistani Prime Minister Zulfigar Ali Bhutto recagad Daoud’s government despite Daoud’s
avid support for Pashtunistan. In spite of friendlstures from Bhutto, Daoud supported the
insurgency in Pakistani Baluchistan, shelteringelgland establishing training camps on Afghan
territory. Daoud wanted to further weaken Pakistfiar East-Pakistan seceded from rest of the
Pakistan forming Bangladesh so as to strengthenahge of Pashtunistan. As a counter policy,
Bhutto decided to arm and support Islamists thduglhimself was a socialist and opposed by
domestic Islamists. It was calculated that after death of ailing and aged Daud, the power
vacuum left in Afghanistan could be filled by sulsfamists. This was a strategic policy that

matured by being gradually expanded by Pakistan expdoited by the US after the Soviet

intervention in Afghanistan.

Pakistan’s counter policy of arming Islamists farc®aoud to reconsider the issue of
Pashtunistan and an agreement was nearly reachwednePakistan and Afghanistan on the
recognition of Durand Lin& Daoud being concerned about growing influencemfi&@ Union

in Afghanistan tried to move closer towards regigmawers like Iran and Saudi Arabia. In a

similar vein, Pakistan having failed to secure satgal aid from the US during its wars with
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India in 1965 and 1971 tried to foster friendlyateédnship with Muslim countries. Iran, an ally of
the US tried to bring Afghanistan and Pakistandgatiating table. But Bhutto was overthrown
in a military coup and then assassinated beforagreement was reached between the two
countries. Though Zia-ul Haqg, who rose to poweerathe coup continued with the Bhutto’s
effort to reach an agreement, Daoud too was ovextiin a PDPA led coup in 1978 shattering
the hopes of fostering friendly relationship. Gddecin East-Pakistan, Bhutto’s nuclear
programme in 1972 and the military coup and dicidtipp of 1977 isolated Pakistan from the
West. Furthermore, the American Embassy in Islamhdiza been ransacked in 1979 estranging
the bilateral relationship between the US and RakisThe Islamic revolution in Iran in the same

year and the Soviet invasion, however, changedelagonship dramatically.

India and Afghanistan till Soviet Intervention

Unlike the relationship between Afghanistan andiflak, the relationship between India and
Afghanistan is very old. Cultural and trade relatlmetween the two countries existed during the
Indus culture that flourished in the Indus Vallgyhether Aryans originated in India or came to
India through the northwest and the Hindu Kush,wéey language attests to an intense cultural
and economic interchange. The Afghans call theid laryana, the Aryan land. The Rig Veda has

a prayer to the four rivers of Afghanistan, incluglthe Kubha (Kabul river) and the Krumu (the

Kurram). The celebrated text of Brhatsamhita byaWamihira in & Century AD refers to a
group of people named Avagana along with the HmasG@hinese, which, in later period turned
to Afghan® Panini, who simplified and resurrected the Samnskerature, was Pathan by birth.
He has written about the trade and economic relsliip between the two countries in his texts.
He mentioned about the reputed wine Kapisayana fiapisi or Begram, Afghanistan.
Excellent quality of raisins was grown at Kapisdanmidely exported. Bindusara had imported
the raisin wines from Afghanistan. Kautilya alsstiiges that the wines were brought for the

kings of Pataliputra from Afghanist&h.

During the height of the Maurya Empire most of présday Afghanistan, that part south of the
Hindu Kush, was incorporated into India. In 1957 bifingual inscription of Ashoka was
discovered in Kandahar. The common history contindering the Kushan Empire based in

Afghanistan, from the first century Af. Trade fostered close political and people-to-peopl
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contacts. Gandhari, mother of Kauravas, came friois region. The Kushan Empire had its
summer capital in Afghanistan at the wine centrapiki. Sanskrit is the mother language of
Pashto and Persian. Afghanistan lay on the famodieat Silk Route, India's major pathway of
international trade. Spread of Buddhism providedhfer impetus to the close economic and
cultural association between the two countriesotighout the medieval period, during and after
the British rule in India, Afghanistan remained ajon supplier of dry fruits, fresh fruits, raisins

and spices to India. The 2, 600 kilometer long @ranunk Road stretching from Kolkata to
Khyber Pass in Afghanistan built in the“lﬁ:entury AD by Sher Shah Suri passes through

Varanasi, Amritsar, Lahore and Peshawar. Populanywn as the “Long Walk” to the ity
century European travelers, it has been the hataon$port and trade of the Indian sub-continent.
More than a century of external of interferencepolicies guided by considerations decided in
London rather than in the region had nonethelesisdorthe thread of common history. Since the
British took decisions based on broader policy etspeelating to Europe - hostility against the
French or the expansion of the Russian empiresdfeguarding of the sea-routes or the needs of
the British exchequer, the policy of divide anderuthey had to break up the long-term historical

trends and the common history between India anti&dgtan.

Jawaharlal Nehru, the first Prime Minister of indagent India, characterized the bilateral
relationship between India and Afghanistan sayitige “history of our relationship shows
conflicts as well as long periods of friendship acwltural contacts. It has been a great
satisfaction to us that these old contacts haveoniyt been renewed between independent India
and Afghanistan but have actually progressed. Aedave, therefore, on the friendliest terms
with the latter. No political change can put an ém@ur memories and to our old [ink8." The
Congress party after independence wanted to revieesdeteriorated Indo-Afghan relationship
during the British rule. The 1950 treaties of fdship and of trade and commerce in a way
characterised this renewed trust and confidencen before independence, the Congress party
showed its willingness to rebuild the historicdhtmnship with Afghanistan. At first with some
hesitation, but thereafter with increasing boldnéss leaders of the freedom struggle backed the
demands of Afghanistan for total independence femen the vestiges of control by the British

of their external relations. In return, the Afghraiters supported the Indian freedom struggle.
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However, although the bilateral relations wererfdy with high-level visits, expanding trade,
aid projects and facilities for training after timelependence of India, there was no support for
Afghanistan on the issues it regarded as critithe Afghans showed their disappointment in
particular by taking an even-handed position dudng after Pakistan's aggression in 1465.
Just after Independence, India hoped that aftercHasefire in Kashmir, the historical bonds
between India and Pakistan would continue. Indsa @lelieved in the principle that historically
determined borders, such as the Durand Line, shioelldespected. Therefore, revision of the
Durand Line, an Afghan demand has never been aétalip supported by India. Talking about
Afghanistan and the demands of the Pashtuns in, 1&loru said the Government of India was
“intimately interested but it is a matter for aligiregret to us that we can only be interested

from a distance without being able to help in arayiv

To sum up, Afghanistan has been characterised éyalisence of central authority, fragile
economy and difficult terrain. All these attributesve rendered Afghanistan weak. However, its
geostrategic situation has attracted many a stateetidle in its internal affairs and try to exploit
its weakness. The British and Russian Empires bag term geostrategic goals in the region.
While the Russian Empire was moved by its interesteach the warm waters of Indian Ocean,
the British Empire wanted to occupy the passesjthaéd the Rimland with the Heartland in
Eurasia. Afghanistan provided important passes Kkgber, Gomal and Khojak and corridor
like Wakhan which joined Heartland with Indus londk Therefore, Afghanistan provided the
routes for a continental power to develop navargjth and the naval power continental strength.
Besides, Afghanistan traditionally served as amasmn route as it was situated at the crossroads
of West Asia, South Asia and Far East. In the modienes, it was considered important to get
accessibility to different regions to maintain spseof influence. Military presence of a distant
power in Afghanistan puts it only 400 miles awaynirthe vital oil region of the Gulf, posing a
major threat to other states to access oil fromGhn# and oil shipments through the straits of
Hormuz. During 1970s when the Soviet Union did inate a firm foothold in the Gulf region,

its presence in Afghanistan was perceived as atthoghe western interest in the Gulf.

A certain balance of power was maintained by th@omaowers in Afghanistan almost till the
Soviet military intervention in 1979. As a part tble game, third power was never allowed to
interfere in the Great Game between the RussiarBaitidh Empire. It was thought that in the
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conflict situation between two powers, the thirdveo would gain the most. Therefore, any
interference from the third power having the patdnto overwhelm Afghanistan led to
cooperative strategy between the two powers. Baggnim World War | and continuing in the
inter-war period, the Afghan government dealt v@d#rmany as a possible counterweight to both
Russia and England. But the cooperative stratedyuskia and British led to the end of the role

of Germany in the region.

Afghanistan is also characterised by its contingtrigggle to maintain neutrality. Apart from the
role of Russian and British Empire to make Afghtamisa buffer state, the role of Afghanistan in
saving its territory from the major powers’ infllanwas commendable. Afghanistan’s role in the
pan-Islamic movements to provide leadership fordreation of Central Asian Confederation
and its support to Basmachi movement in the CeAsan region to challenge Russian Empire
points to the fact that Afghanistan could both léngrable to and source of such movements.
Afghanistan maintained strict neutrality during tiae World Wars. It joined NAM during the
Cold War. In marked contrast to Pakistan’s forgagticy which has consistently sought refuge
in external alignments and alliances to preservd amomote its security, Afghanistan

assiduously avoided the temptation to rely on ftprenfluences to ensure its survival.

The Soviet Union was always on the lookout of namhg preponderance of power in

Afghanistan. However, due to the growth of inteioral norms and laws, the Soviet Union tried
to penetrate Afghanistan through the ideology o¥ettspment and economic aid. Daoud's
pro-Soviet policies helped it consolidate its positin Afghanistan. It along with the communist
party of Afghanistan-PDPA helped Daoud come to potheough a coup. During this time,

PDPA strengthened itself by receiving all kindsap and patronage from Daoud. When Daoud
decided to curb the role of the Soviet Union arsdcibunterpart in Afghanistan, he was also

toppled through a coup in April 1978.

In the Cold War period, the US was not inclinedbi® directly involved in Afghanistan to

maintain balance with the USSR after initial attésm maintain a sphere of influence through
aid and building dam on Helmand River did not braxgected results. It was more interested in
Pakistan, which was a part of its military pacteTdontinuation of boundary conflict between

Pakistan and Afghanistan made an alliance betwhenUS and Afghanistan unlikely. But
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balance of power was maintained in such a stragtgienportant region through Iran. Therefore,
after the fall of Shah of Iran, there was an insesapresence of the US in the region. King
Zahir’s period of constitutionalism and liberalisnd the Daoud’s period of pro-Soviet policies

also balanced the role of the US and the Soviebtim Afghanistan.

However, the Soviet military intervention in Afghatan in October 1979 shattered this balance
and Afghanistan became the theatre of a proxy wawden the two superpowers for a decade
with disastrous consequences for the region andrkyit is against this backdrop that the
interests and role of major powers vis-a-vis Afghtan after 1979 will be analysed in the

subsequent chapters.
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CHAPTER I
USSR/Russia and Afghanistan, 1979-2011: Miscalculah and Misadventure

Afghanistan was geopolitically important for the afist Russia and later for the Soviet
Union because it was considered the soft underleélthe country historically. The British
Empire and later the United States too got involwvedfghanistan for the same reason and
manipulated Afghan politics to limit Soviet pendima further south. All the powers tried to
maintain at least rough balance of power in Afghtm. Russia and Britain were content
with the divisions of ethnic groups along the Dutdtine as it gave both an opportunity to
use these splits for policy advantage. Howeveronke of the powers tried to gain
preponderance of power in Afghanistan, the othevgsalong with Afghanistan thwarted its
hegemonic designs. The Great Game continued bwhtreging balance of power in Europe
compelled both to join hands and the 1907 treatwéen the British and Russian Empires
was a result of this. During the Cold War, brutecéowas shunned in favour of ideology as a
means to realise national interests. The US andstwet Union tried to maintain balance
through economic aid and modernisation projectsssiRims probably believed that the
adoption of a harsh policy toward Afghanistan wothicbw the country into the arms of the
Western powers, and at the same time alert Pakéstdrindia to the encroaching menace of
Communism. The US being a distant power might tealeulated that military penetration

into a country bordering the Soviet Union wouldiievquick reprisal from the latter.

However, balance of power moved decisively in favoiuthe Soviet Union during Daoud’s

premiership. Failure of Helmand project, rejectadrthe Afghan request for military aid and

American preference to Pakistan over Afghanistaitsimegional security alliance structure
moved Afghanistan closer to the Soviet Union. Stam#ously, Daoud’s espousal of
Pakhtunistan issue and the Soviet Union’s suppartitf Pakistan's trade blockade as a
response to it and the Soviet Union's help in tegard further tightened the relationship
between the two countries. However, during the Z8hiah’s regime, the US tried to offset
the imbalance in power relationship in Afghanisbam by that time the Soviet Union already
had an effective representation in Afghanistarenms of bureaucrats and military advisors.
Daoud came to power in 1973 with the help of Afghammunists and adopted a pro-Soviet
policy line. But during the last years of his ruke diversified aid from different countries

and asked the Soviet personnel to leave the cowamdyjailed many members of Afghan
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communist party. The Soviet Union's role in instagjlthe PDPA'’s rule and removing Daoud

from power was to preserve its preponderance imafgstan.

One of the most important factors responsible Far $oviet thrust into Afghanistan was

shifting of balance of power in the USSR’s favauiAfghanistan and in the region in 1970s.
The decline of American military will after the \frmm War led to a deterioration of its

logistical ability to support forces in Afghanistam Soviet perception. During this time

Soviet Union developed a logistical network capatflsupporting operations in remote areas
such as Angola, Yemen, Ethiopia, and Afghanistaovi€® perceptions of an American

retreat from forward positions in Asia and Africane reinforced by the US’s decision to
withdraw from Indochina and disengage from committago governments challenged by
domestic unrest, such as the struggle in Angolasddw viewed the Watergate scandal,
Congressional and popular assaults on the Centadligence Agency (CIA), and the overall

tendency of the Carter Administration to avoid diohfsituations as a pointer to the decline
of American power and will. Furthermore, the USalfthearted response to the Soviet role
in Hungary and Chechoslovakia might have shaped Sbeet Union’s foreign policy

assuming a more pro-active charadter.

The United States with Iran as its surrogate, hamepted the three monarchies of Iran,
Ethiopia, and Saudi Arabia known as the Red Searmt With the ejection of the Soviets
from Egypt in the early 1970s, their position in $W¥Asia had weakened considerably. Soviet
activities in North Africa, its initial support ofSomalia and then of Ethiopia, its
encouragement of the Dhofar rebellion in Oman amel éstablishment of its military
presence in South Yemen, were all aimed at secariiogthold in the region of the Red Sea
and the Gulf from which the USSR could counterliti®ebacked Red Sea Entente. The fall of
Haile Selassie in 1975 provided the Soviets with fibst opportunity to break the Entente
and extend Soviet presence in the &fée regime of Shah of Iran fell four years later
ending the US's Gulf strategy from the Soviet pahview. It was obvious that power by
proxy would be replaced by the direct presence meAcan forces and bases in the region.
The only way for the Soviets to counter this waodb extend its own power into the region.
In this context, it was believed that the Sovietiddnmight increase its influence in
Baluchistan, the entrance to the Persian Gulf ftbenEast. The Soviet Union’s presence in

Afghanistan could create instability in Pakistar gmmomote Baluch irredentism. The US’s
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power position in Pakistan faced quick reversesnafbbowing the seizure of the American
Embassy in Tehran and the imprisonment of its persh “a Pakistani mob was not only
permitted to march on the American Embassy, buttack and destroy it, in the process
killing two Americans assigned to the Embassy &tath Soviet perception, the declining
power position of the US in the Middle-East, SoUflest Asia and South Asia created a

power vacuum that facilitated the Soviet Union toveatowards its south.

Had the détente between the two superpowers beeressful, the Soviet decision to
intervene in Afghanistan would not probably havieer. The US-Soviet détente became less
useful in 1970s as the Jackson Amendment limitedflibw of technology to the Soviet
Union and Strategic Arms Limitation Treaty Il (SALI) appeared to be in trouble in the US
Senate due to Washington’s focus on human riglgiatienship between China and the US
grew despite the détente which the Soviets perdetwdte threatening. From the Soviet
perspective, the benefits of détente were minimdltherefore, the cost of losing it was also

minimal.

The Soviet geopolitical interests in Afghanistan

The Soviet Union’s dominant role in Afghanistanideled by its invasion is related to its
aspirations to gain naval supremacy in 1960s. ThasB Empire successfully contained
Russia’s ambition to move southward to the Indiane& by making Afghanistan a buffer
state. However, with the departure of the Britisbnf the Indian subcontinent, the Soviet
Union began to strengthen their naval presencéhénindian Oceah.The Soviets began
invigorating their role in the Ocean as early a87,9vhen their strategic publicatidfilitary
Strategyfor the first time included South and SoutheasaAs the Soviet sphere of interests
and in its search for new facilities for Russiawvalavessels along the shores of the Indian
Ocean. The Soviet naval presence in the Indian Olbeaame quite visible when, in January
1971, a number of Soviet warships passed througdafore as if they meant to parade their
strength before the Commonwealth Prime Ministeentim conclave there. The oil crisis of
1973 added economic dimension to Soviet Unionisisty for naval supremacy. It revealed
how vital the oil supplies from the Indian Oceagioa were for the industrial West and how
vulnerable the West is to oil pressures. This saéibn encouraged the Soviet Union to make
determined effort to gain control over the oil st in West Asia and the Gulf. To make

politico-economic and military advances in the &mdiOcean region the Soviet Union
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concluded ‘friendship’ treaties with a number oihabigned countries on the Indian Ocean
littoral and in the hinterland since 1971. Afghaais Ethiopia, India, Iraq, Mauritius,
Mozambique and Tanjania were the countries whictewied to the Soviet Union through
friendship treaties. However, except in a few cafiesse ‘friendship’ treaties afforded the
Soviet Union a convenient means by which it coulluence the domestic and foreign

policies of those littoral countriés.

There are scholars like Wilhelm Dietl, who arguattthe Soviet Union had enough presence
in the Indian Ocean by the end of 1970s and thexeSoviet interference in Afghanistan was
not intended to secure a route to the ‘selawever, it is noteworthy that it was only through
Afghanistan that the Soviet Union could open a laodidor to the Indian Ocean. From the
Soviet point of view the opening of a land corridorthe Indian Ocean was of great strategic
importance since otherwise, in the event of a wes, West could effectively check Soviet
naval operations by controlling various choke-p®isuch as Helsingor, Skagerrak, the
Bosporus, the Dardanelles, Gibralter, Suez, theabtal Straits, the Panama Canal, and the
Tsushima Straits, and bring the operations to iadgrg halt. A direct opening to the Indian
Ocean through Afghanistan-Balochistan can more thake up for such action, and in fact is
the only corridor through which the Soviet Unionultb hope to reach the Indian Ocean
quickly and circumvent the effects of choke-poiatgler the control of the west. Moreover,
the Soviet Union’s military presence in Afghanistalaced itself only four hundred miles
away from the vital oil region of the Gulf, posiagnajor threat to access to oil from the Gulf

and oil shipments through the straits of Hormuz.

Furthermore, Soviet Union’s presence in Afghanistanld provide it with the nearest sea
routes to get linked with various countries of thdian subcontinent. According to Robert
Jackson, with the Suez Canal closed, the Soviatisisea communications with both India
and Pakistan via the South Atlantic and Indonestaexen longer than those between the
sub-continent and Western Europe, Japan, or theetVi@tate&.In the similar vein, Soviet
occupation of Afghanistan could provide it with de®@d routes to Pakistan and India. To
realise the same, apart from the diplomatic agtiiit encourage good neighbourly
relationship between India and Pakistan, the Sauedn tried to put pressure on Pakistan by
helping insurgency in Baluchistan. According to &aBux Rias, there were enough

allegations that the Soviet Union and Afghanistad heen giving training and equipment to
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Baluch insurgents.

Soviet Intervention in Afghanistan-1979

Soviet intervention in Afghanistan was more of ditarly move than a decision to save
socialist revolution in a neighbouring third wodduntry. According to Lawrence Ziring, the
decision to militarily intervene in Afghanistan wasficult one for the Politburo, and that it
was only under pressure from the Army high commidwad the order to advance across the
Oxus was finally givert® The Soviet leadership did not consider Afghanistabe a Socialist
state, nor had Afghanistan truly undergone a Mareigolution. In fact, the Soviet leadership
perceived more threat from the Afghan leadershib their socialist policies than from the
resistance groups. A Soviet offical said “If theseone country in the developing world
where we would like not to try scientific sociali@hthis point of time, it is Afghanistai®”

A Soviet diplomat opined that, under People’s Deratic Party of Afghanistan (PDPA),
“The newspapers are terrible, and the culturalififearren”. A US Embassy report noted that
“there are indications that the Soviets regretrtbleise association with the Taraki reginié.”
The Soviet Union developed strong dislike for Amumo promoted purges and radical
policies. In a July 1979 speech, Amin stated pUplicat the regime would not share power
with classes that had been overthrown during the Bavolution. This speech was believed

to be an affront towards the Soviets.

According to Fred Halliday, the comparison of Afghatervention with those in Hungary or
Chechoslovakia is quite inapposite. In the latteteriventions there was no substantial
counter-revolution sustained from abroad, and tistasned regimes, headed by Imre Nagy
and Alexander Dubeck resepectively, were, on tladlae evidence, rather popular ones. In
Afghanistan, by contrast, it was precisely the eaafl this counter-revolution which had
brought matters to a head, and Amin was an extsemepopular President whose very
position relied on day-to-day Russian suppdrHalliday argues that intervention to be
morally defensible has to satisfy two criteria:that such interventions either command a
genuine basis of popular support in the countryceamed or have a reasonable chance of
subsequently winning that support ; and 2. thatitibernational consequences, in terms of

provoking imperialist retaliation, are not such@sutweigh the probable advantagés.
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After the intervention, the Soviet Union justifigd act with reference to the 1978 Treaty of
Friendship and Cooperation with Afghanistan andated that the Soviet troops had been
invited in to defend the revolution. This was ahtygcontentious reading of events. Although
Taraki, as leader, had requested military aid abua times since 1978, the fact that Amin,
the internationally recognised leader of Afghamistand the only person with the

constitutional right to ask for military assistanded been killed by the invading Soviet

troops undermined Moscow’s case.

External interference in a country which was coneuito a policy of Neutrality and Mutual

Non-aggression with the Soviet Union signed in J2#e1931 extended in December 1955
and pursued a policy of Non-Alignment proved thet that it was not merely the ideology
that governed the foreign policy of the Soviet Uni&oviet invasion of Afghanistan was
unlike that of Czechoslovakia and Hungary who weaet of the Soviet Socialist system.
Although the friendship treaty of 1978 between W8SR and Afghanistan provided the
possibility of armed assistance, such interventvas not obligatory. Afghanistan was neither
a member of Warsaw pact nor of Council for MutugoBomic Assistance (Comecon),
though it enjoyed observer status with the latt@ug. Thus, there was no governmental

obligation for the USSR to protect communist goveent in Afghanistan.

Moscow’s military intervention in Afghanistan caririe explained solely or even primarily
as a defensive reaction to the rise of Islamic &mentalism either. The assumption is based
on a facile comparison with the Khomeini revolution Iran, but there are important
differences between the two cases. It was relgtieaby for Khomeini to blend nationalist
and religious symbolism in Iran, where followers tiffe Shia branch of Islam are
concentrated and Shiite religious identity has bezdused historically with Iranian national
identity. This fusion of nationalism and religiorasvcomplicated in Afghanistan by the fact
that most of the Peshawar-based resistance grogpsuge the militant, fundamentalist
variety of pan-Islamism identified with the Musliomotherhood? Operating throughout the
Islamic world, the brotherhood denies the imporégant separate Afghan nationalism. Just
after the Soviet intervention, Afghan fundamentalisaders were isolated from the

mainstream of Afghan political life.
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The Soviet Union also maintained that its actioAighanistan was in line with Article 51 of
the UN Charter, which provides for the states’ neimé right to collective or individual self-
defence for repelling aggression and restoring @eddeading Soviet commentator asserted
that the Soviet military presence in Afghanistarswaly “a reply action” to the thrust into
Afghanistan undertaken by the US with the help d¢fin@ and Pakistan’s authorities.
According to Zbigniew Brzezinski, the Soviet inv@siwas largely provoked by the covert
support that the US had begun providing to antiegoment groups in Afghanistan months
prior to the Soviet invasion. This assistance wasiged despite the calculation that it would
induce a Soviet military response. The US hopednbroil the Soviet Union in a bloody
conflict comparable to the American experience ietivam. This would slowly bleed the
Soviet Union and prevent it from politically or mrily penetrating further south towards
West Asia. They wanted to use this space to biplch wleterrent military capability in the

Persian Gulf®

However, the Soviet Union’s action in Afghanistaamoot be defined solely in defensive
terms considering the growing nexus between Pakidtdhina and the US in mounting

insurgency against the Afghan government before Slwiet invasion. The American

attention in 1979 was on the internal problems Bedtistan was facing rather than launching
offensive against the Afghan government. The fldwetugees from Afghanistan to Pakistan
gained considerable momentum by the end of 197@&urd this time the ruling military junta

was also getting ready to hang Bhutto and the €administration was tightening the screws
on the junta on the twin issues of human rights #wednuclear programme. The US policy
around that time was clearly aimed at disciplinfgkistan rather than encouraging it to
launch an adventure in Afghanistan. Pakistan’s anoement for purchasing a reprocessing
plant from France in 1976 also soured its relatigmsvith the US” Furthermore, until the

tragic assassination of Ambassador Donald Dubsabruary 14, 1979, the US was quite
content to carry on business with the new govertrreAfghanistan. There was a regular
exchange of contacts between the Afghan foreigeeotind the American diplomats, both in

Kabul and elsewhere.

However, in contrast to the contention of someh& pro-American scholars that the US
policy towards Afghanistan had consistently beea ohneglect, the US had been constantly

active in Afghanistan throughout the Cold War daysin fact, during PDPA’s regime in
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Afghanistan, the Department of State instructeemdassy in Kabul that “the DRA has not
asked us to pack our bags and leave but on theracpnhas accepted the policy of
maintaining our interest and presence. Closingooutefforts in Afghanistan would likely to
be seen as an abdication of responsibility and evaatomplish for the Soviets one of their
objectives, namely to reduce further the US and t&/esinfluence in Afghanistan and the
region.™® The US began supporting and recognising Islamicidmentalists who were in
exile in Pakistan and providing them with financaid military assistance to fight the
“‘democratic” regime in Kabul. The Pakistan basddnisc parties, however, carried out a
repressive policy against nationalist, revolutignand patriotic individuals throughout the
country under the pretext of fighting communism,ickhin turn isolated them from the
people. Washington believed that the policies ef Brakistan-based Islamic partfe® not
serve the interests of the US in the region. lediified its support to veteran bureaucrats,
King Zahir, former premier Mohammad Yusuf along twiteudal landowners and top
businessmen and other pro-Western technocrate indpe that these forces would be able to

provide a leadership to the uprising in Afghanistan

Therefore, it can be argued that neither the rollh@® US and nor that of the Islamic forces
posed an imminent threat to the Soviet Union. Ninedess, the US was trying to invigorate
its role in Afghanistan but due to Pakistan’s intdrproblems and oppressive measures
adopted by the Pakistan based Islamic partiegulkdcnot strengthen the insurgency against
the ruling leftist party. Moreover, the Islamic flamentalists failed to reconcile themselves
with the Afghan national identity. The Soviet Unjam the other hand, flouted ideological
and moral principles to give effect to its geopodt interests in the Southwest Asia region.
The Soviet Union tried to take advantages of thegvoracuum in the region after Shah was
removed in Iran in an Islamic revolution and durithgs time Pakistan was undergoing

internal problems and the US Embassy was attacked.

The Soviet diplomacy after its Intervention in Afghanistan

The intervention in Afghanistan isolated the Sowigtion internationally. The purpose of
fundamentalist groups and that of the supporterh@fAfghan national identity got fused
temporarily to get rid of a foreign power. The ThiwWorld retreated from what had become
an increasingly anti-American position, and the Muasvorld found that once again it had to

confront two superpowers rather than concentratiagattentions on one. While Saudi
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Arabia, Egypt and other Islamic nations suspedtedl the Carter administration would give
Israel permanent jurisdiction over the Muslim hplgces and deprive Palestinians of a future
homeland, the Soviet intervention in Afghanistarlsmore danger for these nations. Egypt
offered military bases and entered into joint rarlt exercises with the US. Saudi Arabia
denounced the invasion and became the first nabocommit itself to a boycott of the
Moscow Olympics. Iraq, which was considered a Sowalkly prior to the intervention
condemned the Soviet act and linked it with Sowaetivities in other regions, such as its
incursion into North Yemen. A Conference of Islamiations convened in Rawalpindi in
January 1980, issued a joint denunciation of theie€banvasion. Ironically, the same
conference issued a milder denunciation of US sagpolsrael which happened for the first
time. The invasion also led to the institutiondisa of Sino-American military cooperation.
In the US, the priorities of the domestic politickdbate were shifted away from economic
problems towards foreign security issues. The fafube defence budget debate was altered
in favour of conventional armaments and logistipappgrammes at the cost of strategic
nuclear weapons. An American nation deeply divided since Vietnamd awatergate
responded with remarkable unity to what was seea amjor foreign policy challenge. In
Iran, the Islamic revolutionaries maintained disgafrom the US and the Soviet Union. Just
after Soviet intervention, Iran provided assistattcgarious Shiite groups in Afghanistan to

thwart the possibility of a pro-Soviet regime there

To tide over the emerging situation in Afghanistidue Soviet Union adopted a three pronged
strategy. Militarily, the USSR followed the polieyf defeating the important mujahideen
units, protecting Soviet lines of supply, particlydPanjsher valley and acquiring full control
over the cities and lines of communication. Pdill it tried to install a suitable candidate at
the helm of affairs and broaden the base of PDP#abit could become more popular. In
fact, the Soviet Union instituted Barbrak Karm#d, preferred man, as the head of the Afghan
government and instructed him to broaden his Hagdomatically, the Soviet Union worked
for the recognition of the Karmal regime, and a game time, held out the prospect of
negotiated settlement of the Afghan issue. It eraged the UN to continue talks towards a

settlement of the Afghan crisis till 1984.

As part of its diplomacy, the Soviet Union triedwoo Iran and Pakistan so as they would

not take a hardline anti-Soviet stance againstigsvention in Afghanistan. After the Islamic
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Revolution, Iran anticipated UN sanctions agairisbn the issue of hostage crisis and
blockade of all of Iran’s ports in the Persian Gilbwever, the erstwhile Soviet ambassador
assured that Iran could use the Soviet Union asarsit route to Europe. Later, while the

Soviet forces occupied most of the important regionAfghanistan, it did not dominate the

Hazarjat region in central Afghanistan, the strasigtof the Shia communi§® The Soviet

Union did not want to antagonise Iran which haeéaady turned anti-American.

Towards Pakistan, the Soviet Union adopted a camdtstick policy. Sometimes it offered
economic and technical assistance and other thmeatened its independence. Gromyko, the
then Foreign Minister of the USSR, had warned Rakithat “it will lose its independence if

it continues its present policy of supporting Afghraujahideen in Afghanistarf™

The Soviet Union to win away non-aligned Indiat®dide raised the spectre of Chinese and
US aggression in the region. Pravda argued thad'thtears of US and Chinese attempts to
“encircle India” were justified. After the interveon, Moscow immediately sent its Foreign
Minister Andrei Gromyko to New Delhi to underlinket significance of continued close
relations between India and the Soviet Union. Grkoniried to justify the Soviet act in
Afghanistan as a defensive action to preempt iaterice and aggressive designs of the US,
Pakistan and China. India's External Affairs Miry& spokesman, J. N Dixit, though
avoided anti-American language, said “many things khappening in the world which
impinge on the situation in Afghanistafrindia's friendly ties with the Soviet Union and
conflicting relationship with China and Pakistarteteed India from taking an anti-Soviet
stance while world opinion was slowly getting udiie terms of denouncing the Soviet role
in Afghanistan.

Domestically, the Soviet Union was engaged in fadsgpaganda. A new security service
known as Kedmat-e-Elela'at-e-Dawlati (KHAD) wasni@d in January 1980 to handle
rebels. It was organised and trained by Sovietliggmce agenciKomitet Gosudarstvennoy
Bezopasnosty (KGB). While interrogating, KHAD tad men, women and even children
under the direction and presence of Soviet adviddmvever, KHAD was immensely
successful in gathering intelligence and in contiity to consolidation of power by the
Soviet Union. The Soviet Union tried to make Afgiséan look like itself in terms of

institutions and ideology. The constitution andasmgation of PDPA began to look like those
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of Communist Party of the Soviet Union (CPSU). Tpwditical terminologies used were
Soviet terms. Russian was taught in schools. Tekibprinted in the USSR were brought to
Afghanistan and distributed in schools. The Afghgstory was rewritten. A former student
from Ghazni said “we used to have books dealingy Watam and its philosophy. Now they
have changed all this with books about Lenin andxia thought...religious science has

been repressed”

When all these measures seemed to fail to conselitiee role of PDPA and the Soviet
Union, Babrak Karmal was asked to broaden popul@part to his regime by forming
National Fatherland Front (NFF), which includedigielus, tribal, ethnic and political
leaders. The NFF came into existence on 15 Jung. M8re than 900 representatives from
different classes and sections participated infolm@ading Congress of the NFF. As per the
Constitution, the purpose of the NFF was to attragt masses of people to participate
actively and consciously in constructing democratid progressive Afghanistan and in
observing respect for the sacred religion of Isladowever, KHAD, a security and
intelligence agency was allowed to play a significeole in the functioning of NFF. It
followed a divide and rule policy to deal with @ifent groups through the departments of the

Ministry of Nationalities and Tribal Affairs resuig in the loss of people’s trust in NFF.

Soviet failure to turn Afghanistan into a Soviet sgellite

All the measures that the Soviet Union adopted ighAnistan failed because of multiple
reasons. First, Afghanistan had historically ptised nationalism above any other ideology.
It was the Afghan nationalism that protected Afghtam from the incursions of British and

Russian Empire. The control and influence of PDRs& Wimited to Kabul while people of the

rest of Afghanistan remained with their tribal alodal identity. But such local identities

usually got transformed into national identity la¢ time of threat to the country. According
to Robert M. Cassidy, the Soviet invasion fusednst ideology with the cause of national
liberation. After the invasion, thousands of offe@and soldiers of the Afghan Army defected
to the mujahideen, and the insurgents seized hdadregovernment outposts, most of which
had been abdicated by defecting soldiers. For elarivassoud gained control of the entire
Panjshir Vally during the spring of 1980, whereafobe the invasion his forces had been
confined to a much smaller part of the upper valley
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Secondly, balance of power was always maintaine&fghanistan by the great powers either
directly or through their proxies. Soviet invasiohAfghanistan disturbed such balance of
power and therefore met with quick reprisal. Thougiernational conditions prior to the
invasion changed the balance in the Soviet Unitawvsur, the US quickly responded to the
situation by increasing arms and aid to its allidoscow might have thought that
Washington’s half-hearted response to the Russia in Hungary and Chechoslovakia
might be repeated in case of Afghanistan. MintoisBldman argues that the Soviet Union
felt free to invade Afghanistan in December 19786duse it expected no serious resistance-
beyond words and symbols of disapproval from thétddnStates or any other concerned
nation”® The fact that was overlooked was that Afghanisteas geopolitically more

important for the US in terms of its containmemat&gy.

Thirdly, intervention in a neutral and non-alignétiird World Muslim country led to
international opprobrium against the Soviet rolespite Soviet propaganda, something close
to a universal consensus quickly developed on tihestice of the Soviet Union. Even the
leaders sympathetic to the Soviet Union such agan@andhi of India, Assad of Syria,
Gaddafy of Libya called upon the Soviets to withdreir forces. The Muslim states of
West Asia were angered as the invasion increasedetfion's fragility and disuniy. The
world public opinion largely turned against the Bdwnion in the case of Afghanistan
unlike on the issues of Soviet role in Chechoslavakd Hungary.

Fourthly, the USSR became a victim to the asymmetarfare that the hills and difficult
terrains of Afghanistan facilitated. While for tB@viet Union the Afghan War was a limited
war, for the resistance forces it was a total \war.the latter it was a war for the survival and
the future of the country. The Afghan guerrilla®yed Kissinger's maxim- “the guerrilla
wins if does not lose; the conventional army loifeit does not win.®° The Afghani
resistance forces effectively countered the Sostiettegy of annihilation by conducting a
protracted war of attrition. The Afghan guerrilidisl not require much time and creativity to
anticipate the predictable offensives from the 8ofarces. They would simply leave the area
under aerial and artillery bombardment and comé b#er the Soviet forces had returned to
their bases. On the other hand, before and after eae of these offensives, the Afghan
fighters knew the avenues of approach and retuchwaere able to ambush the weary Soviet

columns.
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Fifthly, using force indiscriminately without hagna proper counterinsurgency campaign
undermined the Soviet efforts in Afghanistan bgméiting the population. The indiscriminate
form of rural counter-offensive and the mass repogsin the towns were not only morally
reprehensible, but they also seemed to have fudiedlames of counter-revolution and
enabled the opponents of the PDPA to mobilise wislgpport. The Soviet policy of
destroying agriculture and de-populating the cowsndie further alienated the rural masses.
However, technologically, use of helicopter by 8wviet forces helped them cover vast areas
and tackle the decentralised nature of operatiodsghanistan. It was after the Gorbachev's
assumption of power in March 1985 that the Sowetds in Afghanistan better employed
their technological advantage to improve their genfance. They made particularly effective
use of the MI-24 and MI-25 Hind helicopters andtloé insertion of Special Forces units
behind enemy line¥. While on the one hand the process of negotiatias going on among
the major powers involved in the Afghan war paiacly after Gorbachev assumed power in
the USSR, the volume and dangerousness of thenamagased at the same time on the other
hand. To turn the tide of the war militarily, Godb@v named General Mikhail Zaitsev, one
of the most illustrious Generals, to oversee theidowar efforts’> In April 1986 the
Americans decided to provide the mujahideen witinggr shoulder-fired anti-aircraft
missiles and this marked a turning point in the.Wdre Afghan fighters were then able to

undermine a key Soviet technological advantagentbkility and firepower of helicopters.

Sixthly, one of the mistakes that the Soviet Umommitted in the conduct the Afghan War
was to employ the ethnic forces of same origin ftbie Central Asian states as that of the
Afghan guerrillas. As a result, they started hedgime guerrilla forces when they realised that
the only people they were fighting in Afghanistarerev Afghans. The Afghan war
accentuated ethnic unrest within the Soviet army w&ent a long a way in discrediting it.
Even in the early 1980s, the reliability of Centfaian soldiers was questioned and they
were often removed from active combat duties inhafgstan. When they served combat
duties, the Generals perceived them as being sofAfghan civilians. For example, on
September 12, 1985, following the execution of agh&n civilian, there was an ethnic
mutiny in the Dast-I Abdan base near the city oh#uwz in the northern part of Afghanistan.
The Central Asian troops fired at the Russians ‘aoohe 450 people from both sides...and

500 military vehicles were entirely destroy&dl’,
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These are some of the very important reasons beahmdveakness of the Soviet forces in
Afghanistan which led subsequently to Soviet widlveiil from Afghanistan. ldeology,

culture (includes ethnicity and religion) and teclogy played a very important role in
determining success in the Afghan war. The firsb @ve important in recruiting material
support and legitimacy. However, the primary mothehind the major powers’ role in

Afghanistan is geopolitical. While the Soviet Un®mlecision to intervene in Afghanistan
was moved by its geopolitical interest to take adl®ge of the power vacuum in the
Southwest Asian region, ideological discrepancyhvitie PDPA, lack of true communist
revolution in Afghanistan, neutral and non-aligreddiracter of Afghanistan, intervention in
an Islamic country in a region where Islamism wasnigg strength after the Iranian
Revolution and the Soviet decision to recruit tleogle of the same origin from Central
Asian republics to fight Afghan guerrillas were soof the factors weakening Soviet hold in

Afghanistan.

Negotiations for settlement of Afghan problem

The UN Secretary General Kurt Waldheim appointedePée Cuellar as his personal
representative to Afghanistan in 1981 to study dbmplexities of the situation there and
discuss with the parties concerned about a negdtiaettlement of the problem. During
Brezhnev's presidency Moscow took an unambiguoaacst on the conditionalities of
negotiation. Brezhnev said, before the Soviet Ummithdraws “the infiltration of the
counter-revolutionary gangs into Afghanistan must dompletely stopped. This must be
secured in accord between Afghanistan and its beigis. Dependable guarantees required
that there will be no new intervention. Such is finedamental position of the Soviet Union,
and we adhere to it firmly* The first proximity talks between Afghanistan aRdkistan
began in June 1982 in Geneva but without any reBulting the second round of talks which
began in April 1983 Yuri Andropov was the Sovietteof the state. Unlike Brezhnev, he
took a conciliatory approach towards the Afgharbpem but during this time neither the US
nor Pakistan was interested in a compromise solufibe last months of Andropov and the
period of Chernenko's leadership (February 1984March 1985) saw no political and
diplomatic movement on Afghanistan, but ratherrdgansification of military activities in the
country. After Gorbachev assumed power, he undstlihe importance of negotiations and

talked about Soviet withdrawal. However, on theeothand he tried to turn the tide of the
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Afghan War in favour of the Soviet Union througltheological superiority. During his
regime helicopters were massively used to conduetwar. According to Fred Halliday,
while at a meeting of the Politburo on 17 Novemb®85 Gorbachev said that he had told
Karmal on the previous day that Soviet forces wdagdout ‘by summer of 1986’, it took,
however, more than two and a half years from thaetmg for the Soviet withdrawal to

begin®®

The Soviet Union did not want to leave Afghanistathout its interests being safeguarded.
It installed Najibullah in power after Babrak Karnailed to broaden his base. The Soviet
Union facilitated a new ‘National Reconciliationlg’ to negotiate with declared enemies.
However, after a brief period of success, the pof@iled as both the government and
mujahideen received enormous funds from outside #ed military-political situation
remained deadlocked. The Soviet Union withdrew frdfghanistan as part of a negotiated
international peace process but at the same tirtedtienough military force to defend its
interest in Afghanistan. According to Tim Bird aAtex Marshall, “despite post-war claims
that they had been humiliatingly defeated, Sowetds in reality withdrew in good order,
and left in place a regime in Kabul with (in priplg) more than sufficient military force to
defend itself*® According to GPD, Gorbachev assured everyone‘ttagional reconciliation
and the establishment of a coalition government’Aiighanistan “is purely an internal
Afghan issue” and warned presumably the AmericaasRakistanis by saying it was neither
“our business nor yours for that matter” to integfen the reconciliation procedsThe Soviet
Union knew that Najibullah’s men were the biggestl anost united force in Afghanistan.
The Soviets had offered to withdraw probably beeatiey were aware of the strategic
importance of this group in an Afghanistan of wagrtribes. Moscow thought that Najibullah
and the ruling party in Kabul could not be thrownt as traitors nor were the Mujahidden
going to inherit Kabul from them. To see an anti-€man government in Kabul, Gorbachev

courted Iran and said “it should not stand asidenfa political settlement®

The Soviet Union’s support in terms of armamentsitwae long way in strengthening the
Afghan regular army. It is argued that the collap$ethe Soviet-backed government in
Afghanistan was not a consequence of mujahideenamilvictory. It was the ongoing
process of disintegration of the Soviet Union tledtits foreign minister to pledge to cut off

all military and economic aid to Najibullah by Jamny 1992. However, despite all Soviet
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attempts to safeguard its interests in Afghanistae, withdrawal of Soviet army and

disintegration of the Soviet Union were relateghtotracted Afghan War.

Afghan War and the Soviet disintegration

The development of ‘new political thinking’ in ti8oviet Union, as many experts argue, was
the major factor that led to Soviet withdrawal froA&fghanistan and its eventual
disintegration. It was argued that in 1980s, thei&oeconomy could not meet the demand
for consumer goods from the rising urban middlesglaAs the incremental economic and
political reforms were sabotaged by an alliancecofrupt central and regional leaders,
Perestroikaa large-scale systemic reform was initiated to cwere the obstacles. However,
it turned into a Frankenstein, causing the breakdofvthe Soviet Unior? Some scholars
attribute the Soviet collapse to the Soviet poti€glasnost. Glasnostllowed some freedom
to different ethnic communities constituting thevi@d Union. Secessionists perceived
Moscow's attempts to accommodate their demandssim af Moscow's weakness. In order
to exploit such weakness, they demanded compldependence. Other scholars emphasise
the high costs that the Cold War imposed on theebtinion leading to its disintegration.

However, Rafael Reuveny and Aseem Prakash argaedt thas the Afghan War that led to
a change in the political thinking in Moscow. Theygue that the leadership-based
explanations to the Soviet disintegration fail tlwigess two critical questions. First, why did
the disintegration of the Soviet Union begin tovgtide end of the 1980s? Second, why only
in the mid-1980s did the Soviet leaders acknowletthgeimpossibility of sustaining their
economic and foreign policies? According to thenont summer 1984 to summer 1986,
Gorbachev seemed to follow the policies of his poedsors on Afghanistan. However, the
use of new technology and armaments by the mujah&len the Afghan war and the
consequential growth of Soviet casualties in 198@Gnged non-Russian nationalities'
perception on the wéf.Many soldiers were drawn from the non-Russian &aeipublics to
fight the Afghan war and since their presence amel often were not acknowledged by the
Soviet authorities who wanted to play down the 8bimvolvement in Afghanistan, these
soldiers became openly critical of the Soviet leadBloreover, these soldiers often believed
that they were involved in an unjust war by figlgtitheir own ethnic kins in Afghanistan.
The poor performance of the Soviet army in the Afghvar changed the perception of the

pro-secession leaders and they thought that Sovigiit was not invincible and resistance
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was possible. Since the military was the importaiiar of the antiperestroikacamp, the
reverses in Afghanistan weakened anti-reformiséstdnedperestroikaand facilitated the

collapse of the system.

Russia, Central Asia and Afghanistan

The Soviet Union’s disintegration and emergencBudsia put an end to its proactive role in
Afghanistan. Russia shunned the Soviet crave fobajlreach by gaining both continental
and naval supremacy. It tried to consolidate itsitpm in the divided heartland. After the

disintegration of the Soviet Union, there was powaruum in the strategic area of Eurasia.
The Caspian region of Eurasia is geopolitically amant as it provides land connectivity to

different places and constitutes the largest cental area of the world. Furthermore, the
natural resources and the landlocked characteeafr@l Asian states add to the geopolitical

importance of the region.

According to the estimates of geologists, the @pabits of the Caspian Sea may not be
guantitatively comparable to the deposits of thesida Gulf, but they are still considered of
excellent quality and able to provide a significaiternative source of energy in the 21st
century. In particular, it is estimated that theairenCaspian Sea is a basin full of oil and
natural gas, starting from Azerbaijan and contiguim the opposite shore in the territory of
Kazakhstan and Turkmenistan. These deposits cawyn®us importance because of the

expected exhaustion of the deposits of Alaska hed\brth Sea by the year 20%5.

Russia has both geopolitical and geoeconomic istteli@ Central Asia. It considers Central
Asia its strategic backyard and has a monopoly pveeline diplomacy as it supplies the
Central Asian natural resources through the pipsliexisting since Soviet times. Russia's
role in Afghanistan has been shaped primarily ke ttireats to the region emanating from
and facilitated by the latter. The Russian polieg Iheen to contain the US’s penetration into
the region and prevent the Central Asian Repulilars radical Islamic influences and drugs
generating from Afghanistan. For the US, the reg®ommportant to develop a continental
strategy to contain the influence of Russia, Irad &€hina as all these major powers are
geographically connected to and has stakes ingg@m and the natural resource potential
also attracted the American attention towards éggon. The American plan of laying down

an alternative route for transfer of Central Asi@sources to the world market through
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Afghanistan threatened Russia’s interests.

The flight of many Soviet Muslims during Stalin’sukal collectivisation campaign and
nationalist purges created a permanent Soviet gofaulation in Afghanistan. After the
disintegration of the Soviet Union and the result@eakening of its control over the Islamic
republics, Russia believed that a radical Islareigime in Afghanistan would push these
people towards the north. Secondly, the regimeutiirats Islamic influences would use the
exiled population to destabilise the newly indegendCentral Asian Republics. Rise of

Islamic opposition groups in different Central Asitates strengthened such Russian belief.

The increase in the production and trafficking aigs$ is also related to the collapse of the
Soviet-era economies and the elimination of Sop@iced borders. Between 1992 and 2000,
Russian border guards in Tajikistan seized abauttdanes of drugs including a tonne of
heroin. These seizures are believed to be a fractiavhat actually gets through, given the
multitude of river crossing points and other fastdor instance the openness to corruption of
underpaid Tajik and Russian soldiers and borderrdgJathe extreme poverty of the
population on both sides of the long border wharenuployed young men are prepared to
take risks as smugglers, and the existence in ewrtAfghanistan of a flourishing drugs

industry®?

Rising opposition movements and drug-traffickingdentral Asia were genuine concerns for
Russia. The growth of Taliban in Afghanistan wasstant irritant for Russia. Sergie Ilvanov,
the head of Russian Security Council, threatenetuioch missile and air strikes against
Afghanistan after accusing the Taliban governmentassisting the Chechen resistance.
Moscow further accused the Taliban of giving saactuto Islamists from some of the
Central Asian states and allowing them to traindoerrilla warfare to destabilise the states.
During the Afghan civil war, Russia kept pouringapens and money in support of Uzbek
and Tajik warlords. When the civil war entered aisige phase, Russia in order to push the
Taliban out of Tajik and Uzbek areas threw its weigehind Ahmad Shah Massoud who had

bases in Tajikistan.

However, it is argued that Russia exaggerated dlee af radical Islamic groups to retain

control over the former Soviet republics. The depetents in Chechnya, Central Asia (civil
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war in Tajikistan) and Afghanistan were seen as$ gia larger plot hatched by a secretive
network of Islamic activists and terrorists whosaimgoal, according to Russia’s Federal
Security Service has been to create a Great Islaatighate. However, scholars like Rasul
Bakhsh Rais argue that the link between the Taldoaoh the Islamic movements in Central
Asia is questionable. According to him all theseveroents have indigenous roots and
Russia and the ruling elites in Central Asia exaggethe transnational links among the

Islamic movements to divert attention from theimopolitical failures®®

Afghanistan and Russia’s Central Asian strategy

Under Vladimir Putin, Russia’s policy towards Cahthsia was consolidated into two tracks.
According to Trenin, Russia’s policy was in the suit of economic opportunities and in
shoring up stability by the military means of buffriilding. And common to both tracks is
the desire to keep the Central Asian states withascow’s orbit, and to minimise outside
influence in the regiofi* Russia has been seeking to direct as much asbfssisé oil and
gas exports of Kazakhstan and Turkmenistan thr@&mhet pipeline routes and re-establish
economic links through cooperation projects. HowewEentral Asian Republics like
Turkmenistan were looking for alternative pipelipmjects to reduce their dependence on
Russia. The Turkmenistan-Afghanistan-Pakistan (Tgipgline project is an example of this.
Nevertheless, Russia was pushing economic cooperétirough the Customs Union of
Russia, Belarus and Russia’s three Central AsidiesalKazakhstan, Kyrgyzstan and
Tajikistan, which was upgraded in October 2000 tdwasian Economic Community
(EAEC).

Russia had tried to prevent the US from developamg-term military bases in the Central
Asian region for power projection with a plea taoyde security to the weak states, to
promote and safeguard the pipelines and to cottiaipenetration of other major powers into
the region prior to 9/11. On the other hand, Rudsheloped military strategies for its own
power projection in order to show that the Centkalan states can rely on it for their
security. Russia expressed its willingness to plagajor role in containing the spillover of
terrorism and drug trafficking from Afghanistan aonthe Central Asian region. It played a
major role in stemming civil war like situation the region. The civil war in Tajikistan and
unrest in Uzbekistan were considered Afghan exgdgsteenomena. After the Tajik civil war

in 1992, Russian engagement in Central Asia becd@aeer. The Collective Security Treaty
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was activated. By 1997, Russia consolidated iteliement in the face of an enhanced US
presence in the area, which included a militaryebasKazakhstan and joint exercises with

the Central Asian Battalion (Kazakhstan, Kyrgyzsiad Uzbekistan}>

Russia developed an ideology of ‘sovereign demgtracstrengthen the role of leaders in
the Central Asian politics and contain the Amerigafluence in the region according to
Simon Sher® In order to spread influence into Central Asi& WS insisted on democratic
transformation and observance of human rights alaged a major role in coloured
revolutions in the region. However, Putin consideRussian-style democracy was always
likely to accord a far greater role to the statentin the west. In his Millennium Address in
December 1999, he said, “The public looks forward tertain restoration of the guiding and
regulating role of the state, proceeding from Raisdraditions as well as the current state in

the country™’

Apart from developing the ideology of ‘sovereignndecracy’ and military strategies to
tighten its control over Central Asia and creatiagbuffer between Central Asia and
Afghanistan, Russia tried to handle the Afghan a@sdiplomatically. Russia stressed the
centrality of Iran to the settlement of conflict Afghanistan. After disintegration of the
USSR, Russia and Iran formed some kind of ‘strategliance’. While greeting then
presidential candidate Hashemi Rafsanjani on at wisi Moscow immediately after
Khomeini’'s death in June 1989, Gorbachev had giwdinrecognition to the validity and
importance of Iran’s ideology. Gorbachev said the are receiving a representative of the
state which is our old neighbour and which embariedhe path of revolutionary renewal”.
He further remarked that “the emergence of the pektical thinking in the Soviet Union on
the one hand, and the victory of the Islamic retrofuin Iran on the other hand, have created
a basis for deepening ties and good-neighbourlypetion, proceeding from respect for
sovereignty, territorial integrity, equality, and utually beneficial constructive
cooperation.*ran considered Russian role in the Persian Gulfiat to keep the American
forces out of the region. Moscow repeatedly caftadthe withdrawal of all foreign forces
from the Gulf. In Afghanistan, rise of Sunni extiem under the Taliban and the American
plan to use the Taliban for an alternative pipelgystem running through Afghanistan
bypassing Russia and Iran brought the two countogsther. For Iran, withdrawal of Soviet

troops meant victory for America and Saudi Aralath Iran and Russia provided assistance
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to Masoud with Tajikistan facilitating it by allomg its territory to strengthen anti-Taliban
forces in Pakistan. At times, both the countrieso aupported the Uzbek warlord, Dostum
against the Taliban. Iran also facilitated dialoduetween Moscow and Shia parties in
Afghanistan to unite them against the Taliban.

However, Iran and Russia’s support for anti-Talibarces in Afghanistan could not prevent
the Taliban from achieving success as the NortiAdliance represented warlords having
divergent interests. For example, Massoud in otdeaeceive arms and aid from the west
complained about Iran’s interference in AfghanistBimerefore, Russia at times tried to make
peace with the Taliban. Russia’s the then Primeigten, Victor Chernomyrdin met four of
the five Central Asian presidents on 4 October 1t@9éxamine urgently the situation which
was developing on the southern border of the Comvealth of Independent States (CIS). In
the discussions any military aid to anti-Talibarcks inside Afghanistan was denied. Instead,
Russia along with the United Nations brokered pdaestveen the Taliban and the Tajik
government which enabled tens of thousands of Trajikgees in northern Afghanistan to
return to their homes. According to Sreedhar, thesians threatening to bomb the training
camps and sanctuaries provided by the Talibanssidint groups of CIS have not been able
to do anything on the ground, other than increagieg number of border guards to counter-
terrorism. This Russian hesitation to use forceduotralise the Taliban radicals resulted in a
series of clashes in Uzbekistan and Kyrgyzstarulg-August 2000. Russia came round to
the view of engaging the Taliban through Pakistaanstructive dialogue. The months of
August and September 2000 saw a flurry of diplomaittivity between Moscow and

Islamabad?

Moscow'’s attitude towards international terrorisraswformed through its struggle with the
militants in Chechnya and resurgence of Islamidcedism and drug trafficking in Central
Asia. Vladimir Putin had long been arguing that fRessia and the West were fighting a
common enemy in militant Islamism and September20D1 attacks on the US proved that
his analysis that the world was confronting ‘a cezd of Islamic terrorism’ stretching from
the Philippines through Afghanistan, Chechnya andamKosovo had been correct. So far
many Western commentators were reluctant to admyt iaternational influence in the
Chechen uprising. However, September 11 provided dpportunity for Russia to get

international support on Chechnya issue. Disputes oil were at the heart of Russia’s
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decision to go to war against Chechnya in Deceni®®4, because its sole operational
pipeline for Caspian oil, which goes directly thghutroubled Dagestan and Chechnya, was
under threat from the radical Islamic forces of €lrgya. Russia’s geo-economic reasons for
establishing a firm control over Chechnya are egldb the need to control the resources of
the Caspian. Apart from Russia’s concerns in Chgghto contain the increasing Islamic
opposition movements and drug-trafficking in Celntlesia, the prospect of Northern
Alliance coming to power in Afghanistan and thedhé&zreset the relationship with the West
in the post-Cold War period were some of the imguarfactors in Russia’s calculation to join
the US sponsored ‘War on Terror’. Russia had supdahe Northern Alliance against the
Taliban in terms of arms and economic aid duriregAlfighan civil war. To see the Northern
Alliance in power Russia provided key support te #tliance during the ‘War on Terror’. For
example, it provided the Northern Alliance with &5 battle tanks, 12 T-62 K command
tanks and 30 infantry fighting vehicles during iar. Nevertheless, the Northern Alliance’s

progress towards Kabul was resisted by Islamabddiashingtort®

After September 11, Putin described the al-Qaedarist attack on the US as ‘barbaric’ in a
TV broadcast to the Russian people on 14 Septe@bd@t and said that “Russia would
provide all the information at its disposal abaerrarist bases, and its secret services would
cooperate fully with the West:. A Russia-America Working Group was set up in 2680
consult on counter-terrorist activities in Afghaais However, more controversial was
allowing the US access to military bases in Cendsih. While Russia’s Foreign Ministry
initially considered that the Central Asian statese independent states and could allow the
US to establish military bases, the Defense Mini§ergei Ivanov ruled out any NATO
(North Atlantic Treaty Organisation) presence ia tegion. The Chief of the General Staff,
Anatoli Kvashnin said “Russia has not consideredd as not planning to consider,
participation in a military operation against Afgistan”. He reminded the Central Asian
states of their ‘bilateral and other obligations'Russia? The national security document of
January 2001 and military document of 29 Septen20€1 of Russia listed international
terrorism in Chechnya and Dagestan as the mostriangathreat and next to it was the US
and NATO assertiveness in the former Soviet repaBfi However, the US assured both
Russia and Central Asian States that its use afsba®uld be only temporary and Putin
accepted the idea and persuaded the Defense depatmTacilitate the US military bases in

the region.
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To Russia’s disadvantage, Central Asian stateg\mdi that the powerful US would be an
effective security guarantor in the region. Funthere, these states were interested to see
diminution of Russia’s role in the region. TherefoCentral Asian leaders were quick to
show themselves as US allies in the Bush admitistra ‘Global War on Terror'.
Kyrgyzstan provided basing for the US and coalitiorces at its Manas airbase, Tajikistan
provided a refueling facility near Dushanbe, Kazi#h and Turkmenistan provided
overflight rights and other support and more imaotlly Uzbekistan’'s President Islam
Karimov had signed a bilateral agreement with Wagoin permitting the US military to use
its base at Karshi-Khanabad (K2), just 60 milesyaftam Afghanistan. As the outcome of
the war became clear and the Taliban regime fedl US Secretary of State said in December
2001 that the US did not intend to withdraw fromn@al Asia even after the war in
Afghanistan since America had long-term interestthe region. The US Assistant Secretary
of State to Central Asian states Elizabeth Joraedthat the US would support the states in
their reforms and more aid would come dependingheir reforms and she further said that
US’s interest lay in the ‘transparent developmédrEaspian energy resources’.

Russia’s increased interest in Central Asia and Afganistan

In response to the American role in the region,dRusccentuated its military role in the
region. In October 2003, Russia established it$ fiew regional military base since the Cold
War at Kant, Kyrgyzstan. Russian and Kyrgyz offigialso discussed to establish another
major Russian military facility in southern Kyrgyas. Tajikistan granted Russia’s 201st
Motorised Infantry Division a permanent base neastianbe in October 2004. In June 2004,
Russia and Uzbekistan signed a Treaty on Strat€goperation which provides for
additional Russian military assistance to Uzbekistad the creation of a joint anti-terrorism

institute>®

In May 2005, the US critically responded to the Elzlygovernment’s excessive use of force
to suppress a violent uprising in the city of Aodij It called for an independent investigation
into the issue with international involvement argjreed its long-term interest in Central

Asia with promotion of democracy and human righere. Nevertheless, before the Andijon
incident the US’s policy in the region was directedstrengthen the role of authoritarian

leaders in order to get facilities to establishitany bases. However, the Andijon incident led
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to a downturn in the bilateral relationship betwddrbekistan and the US. The Russian
ideology of ‘sovereign democracy’ and the continydicy of supporting the leaders in

Central Asia reaped better results for it. In Nobkem2005, Russia and Uzbekistan signed a
treaty on Allied Relations that pledged mutual tary assistance in the event either becomes

a victim of “aggression”.

To secure an American withdrawal from the regions$ta initiated a Sanghai Cooperation
Organisation (SCO) declaration in 2005 to fix timimits on the temporary use of
infrastructure and on the length of military cogemts by the anti-terror coalition. The SCO
was formed in June 2001 when Uzbekistan joined $aeghai Five — Russia, China,
Kazakhstan, Kyrgyzstan, and Tajikistan — which fiegt met in 1996. Uzbekistan, which
strongly resisted the Russian effort to bring Can&sia into closer security cooperation,
joined SCO because Russia’s presence there isdealdry China. Currently, India, Iran and
Pakistan enjoy the observer status in the group. S6GO’s declared purpose was security
cooperation in relation to terrorism, Islamic fundantalism, and separatism. However, after
September 11, the organisation also seeks to aoWMestern influence in the region.
Afterwards, America’s withdrawal from the Manas Biase in Kyrgyzstan became a priority
of Russian policy. The Kyrgyz President, Bakiyewang in Moscow after a lengthy
haggling session in which he had secured a $2obillopan from Russia, said that the
Americans would be given six months to withdrawnc®i the mid-2000s, the Manas airbase
had been under attack in the Russian and locas pvdsch succeeded to a large degree in
shaping public sentiment against the presence @fUB in Kyrgyzstan. In April 2009,
Russian television broadcast a documentary allethiagManas was a cover for a large-scale
US spying mission on Russia.

However, the Russian aim of ending the US use@btse was frustrated by the fact that US
payments for use of the base represented a subktBméncial assistance to Kyrgyzstan.
When Uzbek President Islam Karimov announced thedrgo airport in the Uzbek city of
Navoi could be used for airborne transport of NAJ@pplies to Afghanistan and that a major
renovation at that airport would turn it into a Vdoclass airfreight hub, the Kyrgyz
government announced a deal with the US allowingeArans to continue using Manas Air
base as transit centre. Moreover, the Kyrgyz govwent - like the governments of other

Central Asian states- had good reason to belieaeiftithe US and NATO troops were not
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able to defeat Islamist extremist in Afghanistdmgnt sooner rather than later Islamists would

become active in Central Asia.

Instead of opposing the US and Kyrgyz governmeunssi& looked for a new military base in
the city of Osh in southern Kyrgyzstan, which wasbe a key component of the new
Collective Operational Reaction Forces (CORF) unther auspices of the Russian-led
Collective Security Treaty Organisation (CSTO).Jume 2009, the CSTO formally created
COREF as part of its ambition to create forces ‘an\pith NATO forces’ and in view of the
unstable situation in Afghanistan. However, Uzbigkishas objected to the opening of this
military base. The Uzbek leadership has argued that continued destabilisation in
Afghanistan is largely in Russia’s interest, infabas Russia has used the conflict there to
justify an expansion of its military presence inn@al Asia. Furthermore, Uzbekistan is
likely to view a Russian-led military presence lire tvolatile Ferghana Valley - regarded as
Central Asia’s heartland- as a factor impinging it& ability to continue to exert its

hegemony on its smaller Central Asia neighbours.

The deal between the US and the Kyrgyz governmexg probably a major reason that
Russia in July 2009 agreed to allow the US to partstroops and weapons across Russian
airspace en route to Afghanistan. As the US hadagpeshto maintain transit arrangements to
Afghanistan through Central Asia, it had become mmgess for Russia to continue
pursuing its objective of cutting off US supply d;n That agreement signed during a
Russian-US summit in Moscow, permits 4, 500 Ameriieghts per year and allows NATO
to transport lethal weapons along Russian and @leAsian railways, an overland supply
route known as the ‘Northern Distribution Network'.

However, according to Dmitri Rogozin, the Russianay to NATO, Russia wants to help
the US and Afghanistan as part of the internatieoaimunity but on its own terms. He said
that they “negotiate from a position of strengti’ Afghanistan. According to Tim Bird and
Allex Marshall, in 2010, traffic along the Northelstribution Network “was still dogged by
heavy delays and disruption, while Russian and Agaermilitary bases continued to jostle
for influence in Central Asia, and Russian criticisf the ineffectiveness of NATO counter-
narcotics operations grew loudéf. Therefore, the relationship that the Obama

administration developed with Russia and claimedeastrategic was far from being so.
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Russian and American purposes in Afghanistan diffeAmerica’s military objective was
limited to stabilising Afghanistan and reducing ibah influence there: there was no
intention to meet all the security challenges & tkgion. Russians claimed that Central
Asia's borders were their southern borders andRhasia was vulnerable to a wide range of
security threats within Central Asia. Not all oe#ie threats concern America. It was argued
that the Afghanistan campaign might have actualkevkmted the security problems by
dispersing Taliban groups into Central Asia. Mom\the issue of drug-trafficking which
the Russians insisted to be firmly dealt with was seriously taken up by the Americans.
The warlords on whom the American-led Afghan operatepended never wanted drug

production and drug-trafficking to be part of theecation.

M. K. Bhadrakumar, a former Indian diplomat, argtiest Russia negotiated with the NATO
for transit route facilities that it found diffiauto deny given the presence of France and
Germany, which favour greater involvement of RuasiBlATO affairs. At the same time, it
was aware of the American plan of an alternativaeid@aian route that would bypass
Russia It was also aware of the fact that the US wantebe less dependent on it for its
war efforts in Afghanistan as the American contantrstrategy towards Russia could not be
sustained if there was critical dependence on atwéler, Russia has not lost its monopoly
over pipeline diplomacy despite the recognition twe Central Asian states that the
diversification of pipeline routes was prerequidite their economic security. It is because
there is lack of incentives for Central Asian proeis to abandon long-term gas supply
contracts with Russia and secondly, the Russianmgsao war made export routes from
Central Asia crossing the Caspian even less vidlale before. Thirdly, the American policy
of sanctions against Iran has made the west mgrendent on Russia for supply of natural
resources. Russia’s monopoly over supplies of @ewtsian natural resources allows it a
larger role in the region. For example, Russia ugloits company Gazprom prevented
Turkmenistan form exporting its energy productslB97%' Perhaps because of Russia’s
overriding influence due to its monopoly in oil glips, the Central Asian states have agreed
to strengthen CSTO as an alternative to NATO. la ohthe top-level summit meetings, the
CSTO leaders unanimously agreed that countriesdeuthe regional security bloc would
only be able to establish military bases on thettey of a member-state with the consent of

all member-states. The Russian president Medvedielv“the decision we have made with
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regard to military bases in a third country is vanportant for the consolidation of positions
within the CSTO™? The CSTO member states’ such decision assumeiicagee in view
of the reported American plans to redeploy to Gd#nisia some of the forces that will be

pulled out of Afghanistan in 2014.

Being aware of the long term American interestshim region, Russia wants the American
stay in the region to be temporary. Russia avoudkling strategic relationship with the US
to fight terrorism in Afghanistan. Moscow said ibwd just stop short of sending troops to
Afghanistan. Russia’s Foreign Minister stated thader “no circumstances” would Russian
soldiers return ther® At times, Russia preferred to “let the Americansste their money
and troops®* However, Russia’s interest in a peaceful and stalijhanistan led Russia to
compromise with some of the American policies ia tegion and it does not want a hasty

American withdrawal from Afghanistan.

In Afghanistan, after Russia’s interest to see Mamt Alliance dominated by Tajiks and
Uzbeks in power was resisted by the American foarekKarzai, a Pastun and pro-American
leader, was instituted to power, Russia tried tantaa friendly relationship with him.
Russia’s Foreign Minister lvanov said, Moscow wé from indifferent to what position a
new Afghan leadership will adopt in respect to Rais¥ lvanov wanted ‘stable and friendly
relations’ and to this end, met with Karzai on anter of occasions. Furthermore, within
days of the fall of the Taliban, Russia providedeegency aid to Afghanistan which “helped
avert a large-scale humanitarian disaster in tigeong, and thereafter sought to work with

the UN and Karzai government to help rebuild argjrand stable Afghanist&f.

Later, American criticism of Karzai’'s incompeterdistanced him from the US. This came as
an opportunity for Russia to increase its relatigmsvith Karzai at the cost of the US. Karzai
repeatedly tried to use the Russian option whilalidg with the US/NATO. On the other
hand the Russian Federation was one of the firsign states to welcome both presidential
and provincial council election results in 208Russia welcomed the returning of Karzai to
power as a stabilising factor for the political dpment of Afghanistan. Russia wanted to
further cooperation at all levels political, economand humanitarian as well as anti-terror
fight with the approval of the Karzai governmenfio strengthen the relationship with
Afghanistan, Russia wrote off 93 per cent Sovietdebts? Since 2007 Russia’s intelligence
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apparatus reactivated their relations with the Nart Alliance members and warlords and
Russia re-opened its consulate in Mazar-i-Sharifainbid to promote its interest in

Afghanistan. While not contributing troops to Afghstan, Russia responded positively to
the Karzai government’s request for military equgo supplies. Russia along with Iran
opposed the US led Taliban reconciliation stratégis of the view that any reconciliation

strategy that is proposed has to be Afghan ledsiBusas so far successfully used Iran’s
nuclear programme as trump card in its geopolitjzahe with the west. It does not want a
political resolution to the Iranian nuclear issigesach a resolution could only come about if
Iran halted its nuclear programme in exchange fassive Western investment, security
guarantees, and recognition of Iran as the Wesitgipal partner in the Islamic world. As a

result, the West would find in Iran the best poesipipeline route option to export the

Central Asian energy resources bypassing Ri8sRussia wants that the political and
military resources of the west to be focused on.IRwussia has so far vetoed all effective
sanctions against Iran as it thinks that would liad political resolution to the Iranian issue.

Iran is content with Russia’s investment in itsleac programme.

Russia in order to lessen its dependence on th® fight terrorism and drug-trafficking and

gain some control over radical groups tried to tverelationship with Pakistan. The

example of this is the quadripartite summit of Ras®akistan and Tajikistan hosted by
President Dmitry Medvedev in August 2010 at thecBl&ea resort, Sochi where Moscow
decisively moved to de-hyphenate its relationshigh wslamabad and New Delhi. Sochi was
a turning point in a sense that Mr. Medvedev’stbiia meeting with Pakistani President Asif
Ali Zardari on the sidelines of the summit was neatboy uncharacteristic warmth and both
the leaders decided to have “very regular and #etwontacts” and engage in “good

political dialogue” unlike in the pa&t.

Russia’s President Medvedev has also pressed forcasased regional involvement in the
Afghan problems, not only with the collaborationtbé Central Asian republics and other
regional states, such as Pakistan, but also witlStO’* Afghanistan, in turn, has expressed
its willingness to gain maximum assistance posdiam the platforms of CSTO and SCO.
In March 2009, the SCO held a special conferencéfghanistan in Moscow which aimed

at establishing the SCO as an important stakeholdewvestor in the security and stability of

Afghanistan. In order to check the Chinese infl@eimcthe region, Russia is also promoting
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CSTO-SCO cooperation.

There are instances of consultations between lidia,and Russia to devise ways and means
to deal with the Afghan problem. For example, Raisdirst Deputy Foreign Minister Andrei
Denisov, India’'s Foreign Secretary Nirupama Rao #mdh’s Deputy Foreign Minister
Mohammad Ali Fathollahi sought closer coordinatioetween their countries to keep the
Taliban out of powef? However, the consultations between these couraresporadic and
there is nothing like Russia-Iran-India allianca lsame into existence on the Afghan issue.

The bottom-line of Russia’s interest in Afghanisten securing a peaceful and stable
Afghanistan. To attain this objective, Russia lgnick support to the US led War on Terror.

It agreed to the American need of establishing bas€entral Asia. It provided emergency
aid to Afghanistan saving it from a humanitariasaditer. It cooperated and maintained
friendly relationship with the Karzai governmentits initial stages knowing that it was pro-

Us.

However, whenever opportunity arose, Russia dichesitate to hinder American interests in
Central Asia and Afghanistan. After the Andijon igent in Uzbekistan, Russia tried to
rollback the US’s influence in the region. It didtncontribute its troops to Afghanistan
although the US requested for the same as it nig¥i believed that loss of American troops
and money would rob its energy to project its powea region vital to Russia’s interest.
Even while both Russia and the US established anjlibases in different parts of Central
Asia, their direct contacts have been surprisidgiyted. In April 2005, Russian Defense
Minister Sergei Ivanov said “Russian and US militaases in Kyrgyzstan are not bothering
each other”? Nevertheless, it did not want the situation in Wdgistan to deteriorate to such
an extent that problems of terrorism and drug-thkitfig would engulf the entire region and
therefore there was cooperation between the USRaisdia. But the cooperation was far from
being full-fledged. It is argued that Russia i®mested in an unstable Afghanistan where role
of the radical groups is partly curtailed by the B&l international actors. It exploited the
unstable situation in Afghanistan to tighten itgogover Central Asia. However, to contain
American interest in Afghanistan as it is alreadyed, Russia called for a larger role of the
regional organisations like SCO and CSTO in segusicurity and stability in Afghanistan,

reactivated its old relationship with the Northédliance, assured Karzai of its support when
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the US criticised him as incompetent and welconmed2009 election results which the US
alleged to be fraud. Karzai, in turn, used Russiaraoption to deal with the West. It has also

diplomatically handled Iran and Pakistan to undefsuerican influence in Afghanistan.

To sum up, economic underdevelopment and lack afemozation called for a greater role
of major powers to invest in the socio-economiceal@wment of Afghanistan. The Soviet
Union and the US were keen to undertake such imeggs given the geopolitical importance
of Afghanistan. During the 1950s and 1960s, Afgktam became an “economic Korea”
divided between the Soviet Union in the north amel Wnited States in south. But the failure
of Helmand project, Afghanistan’s bilateral dismuteith the important US’s allies in the
region such as Iran and Pakistan and the Ameriefusal to provide military aid to Daoud
without solving the Pashtunistan issue with Pakisteove Afghanistan closer to the Soviet
Union. The Soviet Union was looking for an opportyrio get a foothold in Afghanistan.
Previously, the Soviet Union had restrained itgesim following a harsh policy against
Afghanistan as it believed that would bring ideabadj opponents up to the frontier. The US
allowed the Soviet Union playing a more dominané lia the socio-economic development
Afghanistan without compromising its sovereigntyuridg Daoud’s premiership, the Soviet
Union penetrated into Afghan society with its burgrats and advisors. When Zahir Shah
came to power, the US tried to maintain balanceosfer in Afghanistan by influencing him
to bring liberal reforms. The US also increasedhitsand had CIA agents working for it in
Afghanistan. However, Daoud came to power in Afgsiam for the second time with the
Soviet help and courted the Soviets for economig mmilitary aid. During this time the
Soviets had effective presence in Afghanistan mmseof its bureaucrats and advisors.
Balance of power in Afghanistan moved decisively tile Soviet Union’s favour.
Internationally, the attack on the American Embaasiyakistan, fall of Shah of Iran, loss of
American will after Vietham War, and increased Sownilitary capabilities in 1970s moved

the balance of power in the Soviet Union’s favour.

The Soviet Union militarily moved into Afghanistéaking advantage of the power vacuum.
Though it tried to justify its act in terms of idegical necessity to save the revolution in
Afghanistan, in actuality there was no such revotugas the authority and activities of PDPA
were confined to Kabul. Moreover, the decisionrieivene in Afghanistan was taken by the

military. The interests underlying the Soviet raheAfghanistan were to lay down a land
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route to the Indian Ocean, to ensure overland caomation routes to the Indian
subcontinent by putting pressure on Pakistan anck rmoportantly, to enhance its power
through putting pressure on the West and the Galinties by situating itself near the
Persian Gulf and straits of Hormuz. The Soviet Wniacking a foothold in the Gulf region,
would have thought its presence in Afghanistan @aquiace it nearest the important sea
routes for oil supplies to the West. To realiseggspolitical interests, the Soviet Union tried
to eliminate insurgency against the PDPA, wiped leatlers assumed to be threats to its
interests and advised pro-Soviet leaders to bro#ugn base. It also tried to influence the
culture and history of Afghanistan. Internationailytried to diplomatically cultivate India,
Iran and Pakistan so that none of the states tdwedline anti-Soviet stance. The long-term
interest of the Soviet Union was in installing a{3oviet regime in Afghanistan without any
substantial threat. The Soviet Union failed to tAfghanistan into its satellite because of a
number of factors. Afghanistan prioritized natiosia over socialism or for that matter any
other ideology historically. Furthermore, the Sovigervention overlooked the fact that
balance of power was always maintained in Afghanidity the major powers. Besides, the
Soviet Union intervened in a non-aligned Third Vdokluslim country which largely turned
world public opinion against it. In addition, torauct the Afghan War, it employed the
people of same ethnic origin as that of the Afggaarrillas who sympathised with their co-
ethnics and it was also victimised by the asymrmetwarfare techniques adopted by
resistance forces. Though these factors weakeredbdtviet position in Afghanistan and
brought Gorbachev to the negotiating table, thei&@dynion kept supporting the Najibullah

government and was not interested to withdraw witlsafeguarding its interests.

Gorbachev found in Iran a strategic partner withclwithe Soviet Union and later Russia
worked to counter the American strategy in Perganf and Central Asia. They also
developed strategies together in Afghanistan byiregnand aiding the Northern Alliance
forces against the Taliban. After disintegrationtloé Soviet Union, Russia’s role became
more defensive in relation to Afghanistan and offea in relation to Central Asia. Russia
became busy in finding ways and means to keep ithded heartland under its control.
Russia seemed neither interested nor capable umisg@ pro-Russian regime in Afghanistan
as was the case during the Cold War. Russia, ttaitcothe two non-conventional threats
namely drug-trafficking and Islamic fundamentali@merging from Afghanistan, required

the American presence - a conventional threat enrdgion. Therefore, it facilitated the
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American presence in the region to conduct its Wfamerror, though not unconditionally.
However, Russia seems to be aware of the Ameritam fo install a pro-US regime in
Afghanistan. Therefore, it has reactivated itstretship with the Northern Alliance since
2007 to hinder American interest in Afghanistanotder to contain the influence of the US
in the region, it has taken recourse to multildtdsadies like Sanghai Cooperation
Organistion (SCO) and Collective Security Treatyg&misation (CSTO). Diplomatically,
Russia has supported Iran in its nuclear programnteopposed heavy sanctions against it.
Russia believes continuing stalemate on nucleareissould sap American energy and
weaken its role in the region. Iran and Russiaestifa common perception on the American
intentions in the region. Both the countries aglres any reconciliation strategy to include
the Taliban must be Afghan-led rather than beingeAcan-led. Russia perceives threat from
the long-term presence of American forces in Afgstaim and existence of military bases in
Central Asian states.
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CHAPTER Il
US and Afghanistan, 1979-2011: Cold War Calculatiosito Global ‘War on Terror’

The US inherited the western interests in Afghamidtom the British Empire. The new ‘Great
Game’ between the US and the Soviet Union went meyibeating Afghanistan as a mere
‘buffer’ and introduced an ideological element iti@ rivalry. During the initial period of Cold

War years, both the superpowers invested in the-smonomic development of Afghanistan.

However, the Helmand project, the major Americanettspment project in Afghanistan failéd.
Afghanistan’s bilateral disputes with the importdsfs’'s allies in the region namely Iran and
Pakistan also prevented the US from allying withgl#dnistan. The Soviet Union tried to
cultivate Afghanistan to the disadvantage of USelyending support to Afghanistan on the
Pashtunistan issue. The US refused to provide amylitid to Afghanistan without amicably
solving the Pashtunistan problem with Pakistan Wwhic turn drew Afghanistan closer to the
Soviet Union. Contrary to the American interestsAilghanistan, the Soviet Union became
Afghanistan’s largest trading partner whenever §takiclosed its border with Afghanistan. After
Daoud came to power in Afghanistan in 1973 throagtoup assisted by left wing Parchamite
army officers, he appointed pro-Soviet leftistsgmvernment positions at local and national
levels and also invited Soviet bureaucrats andamnyliofficers for Afghanistan’s socio-economic
development and training of Afghan Army. It was idgr the last two years of Daoud’s
premiership that Afghanistan tried to reverse its-poviet policies which threatened Soviet
interests and its overwhelming presence in AfghanisApart from this, change in superpowers’
role in regional geopolitics also determined Sowaietion in Afghanistan and American response
to it.

In the 1970s, there was dramatic increase in Sowedpons expenditures when the US
government was emphasising détente and the muitdtion of strategic nuclear arsenals. The
US retreated from forward positions in Asia andigrwith its decision to withdraw from
Indochina and disengage from commitments to goventsnchallenged by domestic unrest, such
as struggle in Angola. At that time, Watergate slehnCongressional and popular assaults on the
Central Intelligence Agency (CIA), and the over@hdency of the Carter Administration to
avoid conflict situations signaled diminishing wdf America to engage militarily in far off
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places in Asia and Africa. Removal of Shah of IranCold War ally further robbed the US’s
strength eliminating its presence in Ifatslamic Revolution in Iran had a strong anti-Angeri
content which led to seizure of the American EmpassTehran and the imprisonment of its
personnef. Following Tehran incident, a Pakistani mob coripgamostly of university students
was permitted to march on the American Embassyrderoto attack it in Islamabad. In the
process they killed two Americans assigned to timb&ssy staff. These developments were not
lost on the Soviets. Carter Administration’s initra in 1978 to achieve a peace treaty between
Israel and Egypt, a treaty which Saudi Arabia atieiolslamic nations feared would give Israel
permanent jurisdiction over the Muslim holy placeslerusalem was interpreted by the Soviet
security establishment as a sign of further wealgof American ties with the Islamic nations in

the regior:

Along with the decline of military will of the USftar Vietham War, the USSR had developed a
logistical network capable of supporting its openas in Afghanistan. The fact that the US failed
to present an effective opposition to Soviet insaud Ethiopia, Angola, and Indochina or to
Cuban operations enhanced the Soviet confidengéatoa major role in AfghanistahWithin
Afghanistan, the American power position receivesktiback due to Daoud’s pro-Soviet policies

and import of Soviet bureaucrats and military @ffs

Therefore, it can be argued that the Soviet invasibAfghanistan was a calculated maneuver
prompted by the spreading power vacuum in Southwstit and declining American will to

intervene in other areas. However, the USSR faiefillly appreciate the international context
surrounding Afghanistan and the domestic situatiosere which began to unravel after the
invasion. Afghanistan was subject to either muhealigence both by the USSR and the US or
the latter allowed the former playing a dominané renly in the economic area. Soviet invasion
of Afghanistan glossed over the important Americstakes involved there. Moreover, it

overlooked the stakes of the American Cold Waeslin Afghanistan.

Afghanistan was considered vital to deny the Soueton an egress to the Indian Ocean to
develop naval strategies. It was assumed oncetaeatal power was able to develop maritime

strategies efficiently, it could have global readlme containment policy of the US aimed at
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preventing Rimland states like Afghanistan fronlifigl under the influence of the Soviet Union
which was a continental power. This policy was dase a series of alliances: North Atlantic
Treaty Organisation (NATO from Norway to Turkey)er@ral Treaty Organisation (CENTO
from Turkey to Pakistan), South East Asian TreatgaDisation (SEATO from Pakistan to
Philippines in the East, New Zealand in the sofitRjrthermore, the US perceived serious
threats to its economic interests in the Sovietasmn of Afghanistan. Earlier, the Soviet
president Leonid I. Brezhnev had explained to S@ndPresident Said Barre, that “our aim is to
gain control of the two great treasure houses ostwtne West depends — the energy treasure of
the Persian Gulf and the mineral treasure houszeafral and Southern Africd’Richard Nixon
argued that “the Soviet leaders have their eyagb@®economic underpinnings of modern society.
Their aim is to pull the plug on the Western indiastmachine. The Western industrial nations'

dependence on foreign sources of vital raw mateisabne of our main vulnerabilitie8.”

To counter the Soviet Union’s southward move, ti&with the help of Pakistan had developed
healthy relationship with China which had thendbittelationship with the Soviet Union. Even
détente between the two superpowers could not ptahe development of friendly Sino-US
relationship. According to Henry Kissinger “our agbnships to possible opponents should be
such...that our options toward both of them areagbvgreater than their option toward each
other” and “the hostility between China and the i8bWnion served our purposes best if we
maintained closer relations with each side thary tdi&l with each other®. The Soviet
intervention in Afghanistan reactivated the frigndélationship between the US and China as
both the countries saw serious threats in the $moathward march. For Pakistan, Soviet
Union’s southward march would have certainly caussate alarm than occasional anti-US
outbursts influenced by Islamic Revolution in Irdhwas feared that once Afghanistan was
occupied by the USSR, it would not hesitate to titute an “independent” Pushtunistan and
Baluchistan. A federation among Afghanistan, Baisteim and Pushtunistan would then be
fashioned to make a viable Socialist state. Thisa@r Afghanistan would also ensure the long-
desired outlet to the sea for Soviet Union. It vmaged that India with which the USSR had
developed close ties in the Cold War period woulefgy a rump Pakistan to none at all. The
Soviet Union would then yield to India's desire &buffer between itself and the new Soviet-
dominated Afghan federatidfi.
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Despite US-Iranian tensions during Soviet invastbare were many in Moscow who feared that
the inherent anti-communism of the Iranian mullatsuld win out over their anti-western
rhetoric. Strategically, Soviet invasion of Afghstiain threatened the traditional influences and
interests that Iran has had in western Afghanispamticularly in Herat. However, the end of
strategic partnership with the US after the Irantawstage crisis and the US’'s call for
international sanctions against it compelled l@aplay a measured role in Afghanistan. After the
Soviet intervention in Afghanistan, Iran while cole supporting various resistance groups,
refrained from participating in the “Washingtonalsiabad-Riyadh” axis as a “frontline” state,
which openly supported Pakistani-based resistaigegnst the Soviet occupation. Like Iran,
Saudi Arabia, an old ally of the US also saw itartsc influences outside being threatened with
the advance of communism and its spread to Islamiteties: Both Saudi Arabia and Egypt

had been useful American allies in guarding iterests in West Asia.

To forestall the threat of Soviet southward moveyi& bases in Egypt had been closed and
Soviet diplomats had been excluded from the mopbitant diplomatic negotiations affecting
West Asia. In the Indian Ocean region an undeclatBance was maintained by the US with
Pakistan, Japan, and China to counter the Russilaremnce. Détente received a serious setback
with the Jackson Amendment limiting the flow of haeology to the Soviet Union. Strategic
Arms Limitation Treaty Il (SALT Il) appeared to betrouble in the US Senate. Furthermore, as
already noted détente had not prevented the gro®ing-American relationship despite bitter

relations between the USSR and China.

Therefore, though certain developments in the matiéonal context pointed to the decline of
American will to engage militarily in Asia and Afa in 1970s, geo-strategic situation of
Afghanistan having a shared boundary with Iran Rakiistan, high American stakes involved in
Afghanistan and the stakes that the US's Cold Was @&arried there made the southward march

of the Soviet Union a costly affair.

The measures that the US took just after the Samision of Afghanistan point to the

geopolitical importance of Afghanistan for it. TBeviet invasion of Afghanistan restored active
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US support for Pakistan. Although Pakistan denodr8EATO during the Vietnam war, when
that alliance appeared to have potential costPéiistan, the US relationship with Pakistan was
reaffirmed in various ways even in the 1970s. Dgitime Indo-Pakistan war of 1971 arising out
of Bangladesh’s ultimately successful efforts thiace independence, the Nixon Administration
followed a policy of “tilt toward Pakistan,” whicfrmed up the US relationship with Pakistan.
The US offered enormous diplomatic support andtamyti and economic aid to Pakistan just
after the Soviet invasion of Afghanistan. In adulti it responded to the invasion by temporarily
withdrawing its ambassador to Moscow; curtailingvigb air flights, cultural exchanges, and
consulates; threatening to boycott the Moscow Sum@kmpics; curbing Soviet fishing
activities in American waters and limiting graindaimigh technology exports to the Soviet Union

for which the US appealed for allied supp8rt.

The US undertook a diplomatic offensive in the @horld. It looked for new bases in West
Asia, renewed discussion of a possible Indian Odleat, undertook defence consultations with
China, and held joint military exercises with Egyiptis noteworthy that in marked contrast to
the Hungarian and Czech interventions, that inigh&histan was followed by extensive pressure
from the West and, again in contrast to these tartiee cases, compounded other processes of
deterioration in relations between the NATO and i&obloc, above all in the field of arms

control.

Just a few days after the Soviet invasion, Carigmesl a new presidential finding on covert
action to supply lethal weapons to the mujahideergugh the Pakistani authorities, for the
purpose of harassing the Soviet occupation forneAfghanistan. The first arms-mainly .303
Enfield rifles-arrived in Pakistan on January 1980, fourteen days after the Soviet invasion.
Carter gradually increased the level of aid to itieirgents, and Ronald Reagan expanded it
considerably. In the mid-1980s, the success ofrib@hideen, combined with more aggressive
tactics by the Soviet forces, led to a further éase in the US involvemetitThe escalation of
conflict was authorised in a March 1985 Nationat8ity Decision Directive. In the latter part
of 1986, the US brought the first ground-to-air siless in the form of American Stinger, a hand
held, “fire and forget” anti-aircraft missile to gtian territory to fight the Russian forcesThis

shows the continued Congressional interest in tvert action programme. The level of the US
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aid to the Afghan resistance is believed to hasenrito over $400 million annually at the height

of the programme in fiscal years 1987 and 1988.

The US in order to gain preponderance of power fighénistan did not agree to a ‘neutral,
friendly’ Afghanistan as it hoped that the mujateidevould come to power after the withdrawal
of Soviet forces from there providing Washingtorthwvhecessary leeway in the region. The
economic sanctions that the US slapped on the Sbwimn after its invasion of Afghanistan

deliberately excluded Eastern Europe from its mwviThe policy was consistent with the reality
of an increasingly independent Eastern Europe véatida longstanding US effort which, under
various names (such as “building bridges to Eadtemope,” under President Lyndon Johnson),

and with various emphases, had sought to distihdugsween the Soviet Union and the bibc.

While calling for a Soviet withdrawal, neither Pstn nor the US was making it easy for
Moscow to do so. In 1984 the Reagan Administrasiearetly altered its policy on Afghanistan,
to one of aiding the guerrillas to fight, to therguit of victory over the Soviet Union. The US
changed its policy of containment to one of maimtay sphere of influence in Afghanistan and
weakening the continental power. The United Staied Pakistan pursued an anti-Soviet
“rollback” policy (equivalent to the British “forwd policy”) to wipe out Soviet influence in
Afghanistan:’The US tried to rationalise its active engagementAfghanistan and recruit
support for its action there in the name of fightireedom struggle. The March 1985 National
Security Decision Directive not only authorisedremsed aid to the mujahideen, it also included
diplomatic and humanitarian objectives as wellludmng guaranteeing self-determination for
the Afghan people. However, when many Afghans dmrsd the jihad ended with the departure
of Soviet troops, the rollback policy increasingglied on Salafi Arab fighters who joined the

jihad for very different reasons than Afghans had.

From the actions taken by the US in Afghanistabeitomes clear that it wanted to weaken the
continental power with the intention of dividingetheartland. The American policy of bleeding

the Soviet Union till the last vestiges of its gese in Afghanistan remained incurring highest
amount of human and military losses point to thad. é~urthermore, the diplomatic measures

like excluding the Eastern Europe from the purvadveconomic sanctions meant for the Soviet
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Union could have no other objectives other thanddig the heartland which was then firmly
occupied by the Soviet Union.

The US role in the Afghan war and the disintegratio of the Soviet Union

According to Rafael Reuveny and Aseem Prakash,ettisting explanations on the Soviet

breakdown surprisingly underemphasise the impadhefAfghanistan wag They are of the
view that though the Afghanistan war initially waisualised by Soviet leaders as a small-scale
intervention, it grew into a decade-long war invotynearly one million Soviet soldiers, killing
and injuring tens of thousands of them. According-ted Halliday, the Soviet intervention in
Afghanistan of 1979-89 occupies an important placte history of the last phase of the Cold

War, and in the account of the collapse of the USSa¥

The Soviet Union was seriously overstretched byngyyto wage a war in Afghanistan while
maintaining its far-flung military commitments infica and West Asia and propping up the
communist regimes in Eastern Europe. The US Presi@arter might have thought it a
propitious moment to step up arms supply to Afgimsargents to bog down the Soviet forces in
Afghanistan.

There was a tide of Islamic revivalism that begasweep the Muslim world in 1970s. Though
in the beginning, Afghan nationalism and Islamisisgance against communism in Afghanistan
did not fuse into a broader movement, later thehAfgresistance to the Soviet presence was
propelled by Islamism and as well as by nationali§he strength of Afghan resistance was well
known since the days of Great Game between thesBiEmpire and Czarist Russia. Therefore,
the US role in arming and financially assisting telamic forces went a long way in incurring

huge military and economic losses for the USSR.

Reuveny and Prakash argue that mujahideen beingdamth US-supplied surface-to-air
missiles, rockets, mortars, and communication egamg won many confrontations with the
Soviet army. The casualties mounted and the numbdisabled soldiers seen in Soviet cities
grew substantially, and the war veterans (Afgantsgieasingly became part of the Soviet urban

landscape. Since many Afgantsy belonged to theRwssian nationalities, opposition to the war
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from citizens in non-Russian Soviet Republics iased. Since their presence was not
acknowledged by the authorities, who wished to playwn Soviet involvement in Afghanistan,
these Afgantsy became bitter and openly criticathef Soviet leaderS. Therefore, the US'’s
increasing supply of arms and aid to the mujahige&hresolve to continue the war also brought
internal divisions in the multinational Soviet artoythe fore which later became instrumental in

the disintegration of Soviet Union.

Ahmet Davutoglu provides a geo-strategic explamatm the end of Soviet hegemony and its
eventual disintegration. According to him, the aidhe Cold War strategic balance based on
bipolarity has created a huge geopolitical and ggmomic vacuum in the zone where the

North-South passes intersect with the East-Westdbéhe Rimlanc1 The passes and corridors

from the Central Asian Heartland to the surround®igpland have been the lines of demarcation
for the global struggle for domination, startingtlwithe nineteenth century Anglo-Russian
struggle for hegemony over this significant gedjmai belt. Afghanistan with its passes such as
Khojak, Gomal and Khyber and corridor like Wakhamror from Central Asia to the Indus

lowlands has been the buffer area in the old Gfeame and in the struggle between
superpowers in the Cold War too. The 1979 Sovieickton this buffer zone became a turning

point of the Cold War strategic balance and itkifailed to the fall of the Soviet strategic pillar

in Asiaz22

The US and the Afghan civil war

Though the Afghan war brought many benefits forlit&in terms of weakening the continental
power and breaking the heartland, it strengthestainic forces which turned against the US
later. The American intelligence agency, the Clé&t the Inter-Services Intelligence (ISI) of

Pakistan handle everything during the Afghan #@merican military forces were not involved

in the war and therefore not a single Americanisoldied in the war. No more than a hundred of
CIA operatives were involved in the Afghan effdin. response to the unofficial requests by
officers at the Pentagon that the American militaeyinvolved, one CIA officer’'s caveat was

“The strategic lesson of the Afghan war is do nottlgere”. ISl siphoned off a substantial

portion of the weapons and either sold them or kkpi for other battles, most notably in

Kashmir and the Punjab. The CIA neither monitotsel inflow of weapons nor arranged to get
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weapons into the hands of the commanders in the fldne main recipients of the arms were

parties in Peshawar who were also engaged in iltrgg trade’*

When the Najibullah government did not fall as weapected after the departure of the Soviet
forces from Afghanistan, not only were the mujakid@nable to overthrow Najibullah, but the
dominant fundamentalist strain in the movement esiimated 85 per cent of the mujahideen -
seemed to be turning increasingly against the dritates. While many Afghans considered the
jihad ended with the departure of Soviet troops, American rollback policy relying on Salafi
Arab fighters alienated mujahideen from the US. il cwar like situation emerged in
Afghanistan. The US, which did not have militarggence in Afghanistan had to quit the region
in such a situation. Irag's growing power in thedde-East region and annexation of Kuwait
compelled America to concentrate on another sticalg important area which led to the
Second Gulf War. Both the US and Russia developeperative strategies to deal with Iraq to
curtail its power and regional ambitiofisThis resembled the cooperative strategies develope
by the British Empire and the Czarist Russia topk&ermany out of Afghanistan. While the
American and Soviet role in Afghanistan was regagdgaining control over that Rimland
country, Iraq was an unruly Rimland country. Gedmdhns like Spykman recommended that

the basic land and sea powers cooperate for thigot@f unruly Rimland countries due to the

. . Ly . ., 26
potential of these countries to develop multidimenal strategies.

The centrality of Afghanistan to US policy in Cental Asia

During the Cold War period, West Asia and SoutheAgere seen as the key areas of geopolitical
concern to the US. South Asia’s importance wasvddrfrom the fact that it was the site of Cold
War rivalry involving the US, the USSR and Chinae$e rivalries were partly mediated through
the India-Pakistan face off. The end of the Cold Wimdamentally eroded Sino-Russian and
US-Russian rivalry in South Asia. The American mtiten shifted from South Asia to Central
Asia where huge power vacuum erupted after thateigiation of the USSR. The US wanted to
reach out to the former Soviet Republics to preVRumsia from consolidating its control in the
Eurasian heartland once again. Secondly, resowtniml of the Central Asian states which
was much publicised in the 1990s attracted the Agaerattention to exert control over these

natural resources and come out with a plan to plylthe pipeline system to rid them of both
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Russian and Iranian control. The Clinton Adminitra fostered regional cooperation with
Central Asia relying on multilateral institutionach as NATO’s Partnership for Peace initiative
(PfP) and the Central Asian Economic Community. Bfldwed the partner Central Asian
countries to build up an individual relationshiptivNATO, choosing their own priorities for

cooperation. Starting from late 1990s, the US Cesgpassed bills that called for diversification
of energy supplies from the Central Asia and Caspégion’’ The Bush Administration after

assuming office released an energy policy repaticating that the exploitation of Caspian
energy resources could not only benefit the ecoesroif the region, but also help mitigate

possible world supply disruptions, a major US siggoal.

Both Clinton and Bush Administration considered idgistan vital for the American Central
Asian strategy for variety of reasons. First, itgsographically contiguous with most of the
Central Asia states. It is natural that an incrggasole in Afghanistan would facilitate a greater
American role in Central Asia. Secondly, it prosdmn alternative route to transfer Central Asian
energy resources to the world market bypassing iRuasd Iran. Thirdly, influence in

Afghanistan is vital to realise the American pldraoGreater Central Asia’ to move Central Asia

out of Russia’s orbit of influence towards Afghdaisand Pakista2r18. Fourthly, military bases in
Afghanistan and in the surrounding region are aereid important by the US foreign policy
makers to check the moves of Russia, China and thenprimary conventional threats in the
post-Cold War era as Afghanistan is situated inrthedle of various continents and provide
inter-linking routes. Fifthly, it is believed th#te geo-strategic situation of Afghanistan would
allow the US to develop multidimensional strateglemsed on ocean and land as well.
Historically, all the great powers wanted to masiath naval and continental strategies but could

develop only one and therefore their power waslehgéd at one time or the other.

It is noteworthy that that in 1990s it was througlghanistan that the US sought to spread its
influence towards Central Asia. There were signsAwferican support for the Taliban as a
counterweight to Iranian influence in Afghanistandafurther its influence in Central Asia
undercutting both Iranian and Russian influenceeth@ccording to Achin Vanaik, “Even after
the accession of the Taliban to power in Afghamistal996, the US was by no means averse to

improving relations with a Taliban-controlled Afghstan, including giving formal diplomatic
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recognition. It came close to doing so on a nundfenccasions between 1996 and the 1998
bombings of the US embassies in East AfricaAs Ahmed Rashid observed, “The Clinton
Administration was clearly sympathetic to the Tahb as they were in line with Washington's
anti-lran policy and were important for the succesany southern pipeline from Central Asia
that would avoid Iran. The US Congress had autbdras covert $20 million budget for the CIA
to destabilise Iran, and Tehran had accused Wasirgf funneling some of these funds to the

Taliban — a charge that was always denied by Wgstniri*°

To justify their support for the Taliban, the USiahls, on different occasions, said that the
Taliban should be acknowledged as an ‘indigenousement’ and that they were vital to
stability in Afghanistan as they had demonstrataglisg power. Robin Raphel, the in-charge of
the Central Asian region in the US State Departinyait two visits to Kabul to meet the Taliban
government functionaries. The US State Departmpokesman Glyn Davies said that the US
found ‘nothing objectionable’ in the steps taken thg Taliban to impose Islamic law. He
described the Taliban as anti-modern rather thairnastern. By declaring its neutrality in the
Afghan civil war, the US had in effect withdrawns itecognition of the national unity
government of President Rabbani, and had therebyrémplication, given recognition to the
Taliban*However, with the Taliban turning away from the W% American interests in Central

Asia received a setback.

There were three factors that alienated the Talfbam the US. The 1998 bombings of the US
embassies in East Africa, violation of human rigbpecifically women's rights, opposition to
which found resonance in various protests in theab® unwillingness to cooperate with the US
to apprehend Osama bin Laden distanced the Talilsan Washington. However, the US
Secretary of State Madeleine Albright was reporiedhave said that, were the Taliban to
cooperate with Washington on bin Laden, it woulcilf@ate US recognition of the movement as

the legitimate government of Afghanistén.

Though overt US military action against Taliban weced only after 9/11, there are credible
reports that point to the planning in the US tcetakilitary action against Afghanistan and oust

Taliban months before 9/11. Once the US realisatlttie Taliban could not be a trusted ally to
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foster American interests in Afghanistan and Cémisaa, it started covert military operations

against the Talibart

Failure of American policies towards Central Asia

In 1990s, while on the one hand the US consideoed gelationship with the Taliban vital for its
long-term interests in Central Asia, it adoptediges based on democracy and human rights in
Central Asia on the other. After the disintegratiointhe USSR, the Clinton Administration
believed that by aggressively engaging the newtlefpendent Central Asian states, the US
would be seen as taking advantage of Russian wesalarel hurt bilateral relations between the
two nations which were vital to contain emergingioaal powers like Iran and Irag. Narrowing
the focus to the Gulf region in the post-Cold Wea, é&nthony Lake, Assistant to the President
for National Security Affairs, warned that whiledf@ng Irag weak, the US would also have to be

watchful of Iran.

The end of Cold War also reposed state actordi faitthe international laws and norms in the
absence of the ideological rival. In this contéie US declared “New World Order” to ensure its
primacy through pushing the ideas like democracd &omman rights. The “doctrine of
Enlargement” was developed by Lake to spread Armaeriofluence to the areas of strategic
importance’* However, the ideas of democracy and market econoemg to be cautiously

followed in the former Soviet Republics so that asvas not antagonised.

As America’s energy politics was facilitated by titeology of liberal democracy, the US
Congress signed the “FREEDOM Support Act” in Octob@92, which tied aid with promotion
of liberal democracy in Central AstaThe US in its Silk Road Strategy Act in 1999, ‘tarised
enhanced policy and aid to support conflict amation, humanitarian needs, economic
development, transport and communications, bordetrals, democracy, and the creation of

civil societies in the South Caucasus and Centsi’&°

However, the incremental approach based on demparathuman rights towards Central Asian
states did not allow the US to play a major rol€entral Asian region. The Central Asian states

which are dynamic actors after their independersisted to be part of US hegemonic influence
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cast through the ideas of democracy and humansridfdr example, throughout the 1990s,
Uzbekistan was not perceived to be a cooperativimgrawho would buy into the US vision of
bilateral relations built on shared commitment éondcratic values, economic liberalisation, and
a non-zero sum approach to international relatidngerican role in the coloured revolutions as
part of its strategy to promote democracy in Ceénfsia was much criticized by the
authoritarian rulers. The Central Asian statesewaso cautious not to allow an extra-regional

power to play a major role in their security affaéind challenge the Russian role in a major way.

The Sanghai Cooperation Organisation (SCO), thmdtion of which in 1996 was viewed by
the US with indifference on the assumption that pioditical and military interests between
Russia and China could not be reconciled stood &gainst the American interests in Central
Asia. Both Russia and China shared common perceptiothe US's grand design in Central
Asian landscape. Russia did not want the Amerierepation into its strategic backyard. China,
which shares border with Central Asian region, il want American influence near its border.
Iran along with Russia saw in the rise of Ameridgafiuence in the region and policy of

diversification of energy supplies a looming threat

Increasing threats to America’s geopolitical intersts and its militaristic response

In 1990s, the American engagement with the CeA& on the basis of democratic and human
rights principles, however, did not define its rafethe larger international context which was
becoming more militaristic. In contrast to the CWdr era, when the US could develop a grand
strategy due to the presence of clear threat asr@ftbre could mobilise allies, there seems to be
little consensus on how to prioritise the myriadiov@al security challenges facing the United
States in the post-Cold War era. In this era, tirage both numerous and diffuse. The US grand
strategy has to involve more concerns about ripmgers, emerging non-conventional threats in
the form of terrorism, global energy supply, andesp of military technology and the

enlargement of the democratic/capitalist sphere.

Unlike in the Cold War when the US was getting easg quick support from its allies to pursue
its geopolitical interests from the pro-capitalshd anti-communist Islamic countries, the

overarching ideological threat got evaporated m plost-Cold War era and in its place arose a
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number of conventional and non-conventional thretgsrorism emerged as the most dangerous
non-conventional threat and geopolitical challengehe US in the post-Cold War era. The
supreme leader of the Islamist-jihadist movemenmay al-Zawahiri asserts in his book
“Knights Under the Prophet’s Banner” that the stlegahead will be over the control of the
energy-rich heart of Asia and transportation row@snecting it with the rest of the world. He
says, “If the Chechens and other Caucasian mujehedsach the shores of the oil-rich Caspian
sea, the only thing that will separate them fronghsnistan will be the neutral state of
Turkmenistan. This will form a mujahid Islamic b&dtthe south of Russia that will be connected
in the east to Pakistan, which is brimming with afgdeen movements in Kashmif’It is
noteworthy that the US has not only to deal wittnaiésm, it has to contain the power of Iran,
China and Russia and diversify energy suppliesssto @ontain the influence of these powers in

energy politics.

To deal with both the conventional and non-conwerdi threats and pursue its geopolitical
objectives, America followed a militaristic apprbaclo meet diversified threats, many states
increasingly relied on the United States for eitther actual provision of security or the training

and equipment necessary to perform security funstido fill up the power vacuum after the

Soviet Union’s disintegration and to pursue itsg@iical interests in various regions, the US in
addition to formal treaties, offered protectiorataumber of countries under its security umbrella
either by law or by policy. Another host of couatriwere offered special security provisions

through major Non-NATO ally status.

The ideas of democracy and market economy whichddheir ultimate expressions during Bill
Clinton’s Presidency received setback after the iastration explicitly rejected “dovish”
prescriptions to abandon “America’s forward stratggesence® The Clinton’s Presidency was
engaged in military deployments with missions theaied from providing logistic support to UN
peacekeeping missions to stability operations g Balkans. Douglas Ross and Christopher
Ross, two Canadian observers noted that an impg@boach to world affairs “is more likely to
be created under a Democratic rather than a Rejambpiresidency in the name of human rights

and democratizatior®®
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George Bush though in the initial years of his Riescy wanted to steer clear of Clinton’s era
excessive commitments outside, post-9/11 restof®’d dlggressive primacist vision. It is argued
that President Bush’s strategy did not represergvalutionary change when compared to its
predecessor, but it did represent the culminatibra strategic adjustment process that has
effectively settled on primacy — in one form or trew — for the post-9/11 period. According to
Walter Russell Mead, the Bush Doctrine, far fronmgea neoconservative innovation, was in
fact well within the mainstream of US foreign pgliand very much in keeping with the vision

of America’s founding generation, as well as thacfice of the early Republic’s statesnfén.

The US-led War on Terror

By the end of 1990s and beginning of a new centingy, Taliban had moved away from the
American sphere of influence, American policies dodg Central Asia failed and numerous and
diffused threats emerged as primary geopoliticallenges. As a result, the US interests and role
in Central Asia received a blow. The US lookeddaroverriding global threat around which it
could organize its geopolitical interests. Aftee tl Qaeda’s attack on twin towers in the US on
September 11, 2001, terrorism assumed such gldbgalfisance and the US’s militaristic
approach culminated in the War on Terror. Accordm@arry Buzan, when the Cold War ended,
Washington seemed to experience a threat defiodt,there was a string of attempts to find a
replacement for the Soviet Union as the principhleasarial power to give effect to US foreign
and military policies. Buzan says that the tertstiattacks of 9/11 offered the solution as the
War on Terror right from the beginning had the fefe& big idea that might provide a long-term
cure for Washington's threat defi¢tt. The assertion that the War on Terror will bersglvar can

be compared to a similar kind of zero-sum, glolealles generational struggle against anti-liberal
ideological extremists who want to rule the wodizan is of the opinion that the significance
of War on Terror is more political in nature thamy#hing. It might justify and legitimise US
primacy, leadership and unipolarism, both to Ansetic and to the rest of the woffdBuzan
seems to be right in view of increased US acceasdaactivities in Central Asia after the War on
Terror began. The Turkmenistan-Afghanistan-Paki§t#P) pipeline project, which was put to
halt after the relationship between the US andb@alibroke was again pushed forward in 2002.
More importantly, the proposal to create Greatentfa¢ Asia in the first decade of 2000, to

move Central Asia away from Russia's orbit towaktishanistan and Pakistan was a clear US
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move to pursue its geopolitical interests in a xdge manner. Greater Central Asia project and

the TAP pipeline project go together as they cdoersame geographical areas vertically.

Prior to September 11, though US concerns aboutdhlean were widely shared in Uzbekistan,
as well as rest of the Central Asia but Uzbek lemdeundly rejected US strategies for
addressing the challenge posed by the Talibanudiay political reform, human rights, and
economic liberalisation, for fear of causing donedestabilisation. These long-term concerns
were sidelined after the 9/11 attacks. Uzbekistecalme the United States' strategic ally and the
frontline state in the war on terrorism overnighimilarly, other Central Asian states also shed
their long-term concerns with Washington's ideadeshocracy and human rights and cooperated
with it.** The US, on the other hand, strengthened the atathan rulers in Central Asia putting
its ideological baggage on the back-burner. Thestdfped harping on these ideas and called for
all sorts of assistance from the Central Asiarest&d meet the common enemy in order to secure
a firm foothold in Central Asia. The US’s inter@siAfghanistan was derived from the fact that it
provided the long-term justification for the fornseistay in the region with its problem of

terrorism and drug-trafficking.

The US-led War on Terror expanded the American gmes and role in Central Asia
considerably. Its military involvement in CentrabkiA included temporary forward basing in
Uzbekistan, Kirgyzstan, and Tajikistan; access itgpace and restricted use of bases in
Kazakhstan and Turkmenistan; coalition-building bygh-level visits to Central Asia,
intelligence sharing, improved coordination wittltitee US Central Command, and increased
assistance. Operation Enduring Freedom broughCémtral Asian states to the frontlines of the
campaign in the anti-terror war. According to Achanaik, what the US had now achieved,
which it did not possess before 11 September 28@%,a new legitimisation of its specifically
military conduct abroad. Its second great and nam gvas its military political entry into
Central Asia on a depth and scale that it had niesfare had. The one weak spot in its post-Cold
War effort to dominate the Eurasian landmass wadr@eAsia and the Caspian region. This area
is not just the 'backyard’ of Russia but abuts laad China, which along with Russia are
considered by imperial America's most determinestggonists as its most serious potential

rivals** Central Asia was seen not only as a platform foerations in Afghanistan, but it was
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also significant in its own right being a potentiméeding ground for terrorism given the nexus
between the Islamic Movement of Uzbekistan and Ae@a. For Russia, the War on Terror was
a suitable opportunity to treat Chechenyan proldsmne of terrorism and link it with the global

crusade against it and for China it was to mitightesecessionist problem in Xinxiang. The US
successfully linked the War on Terror with sevéoalgstanding security concerns facing Central
Asian states, Russia and China like crime and timadeugs and the technologies for weapons of

mass destructiofr.

Despite the American success in gathering the mamefor a long-term war plan, it led to a
series of academic debates and discussions astoedh interests underlying US action in
Afghanistan. Some commentators argue that themetiVe behind the US-led War on Terror in
Afghanistan is related to America’s direct inter@stthe natural resources of Central Asia.
According to Frank Viviano, “the hidden stakes le twar against terrorism can be summed up

in a single word: oil. The map of terrorist sanctesand targets in the Middle East and Central

Asia is also, to an extraordinary degree, a maphefworld's energy resources in theSR1
century...*® With the intention to revive the TAP pipeline proj and exploring the potential for
post-Taliban energy projects in the region, Pregidsh appointed a former aide to the US-
based oil company, Union Oil Company of Califorrf@dNOCAL), Afghan-born Zalmay
Khalilzad, as special envoy to Afghanistan. As adre noted the TAP pipeline project was
revived in April-May 2002 once the Karzai governmeias installed and received international

legitimacy’’

However, reducing everything to oil does not allome to understand the larger geopolitical
interests the US has in Afghanistan and through €entral Asia. The US has enough of oil
beneath its own soil and it also easily securedroih the Latin American countries. From a
military and strategic perspective, Afghanistan vided the US accessibility to a large
continental expanse to operate against both colwvethtand non-conventional threats. Apart
from the economic value and utility of natural neses, its production and supply carry a
geopolitical significance. In this context, Afghafain's importance as an alternative route to
transfer Central Asian resources needs to be undérlFirst, multiplying the pipelines would

end the hegemony of a few particular powers. Sdgpaadntrolling the production and supply of
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natural resources would require military projectmnpower and that would go a long way in
securing supply of these resources to regionasaind denying the same to countries adopting
adversarial foreign policies. Therefore, naturabrgces can be used as an instrument to control
and shape foreign policies of state actors. Thitty supply routes for their safety would require
military presence and thereby would contribute avedlopment of military strategies of the
controlling power. Finally, the ports and routes tfee transfer and trade of natural resources can
have dual use: commercial and military. Therefdespite the commercial non-viability of the
alternative pipeline projects, they were given utimportance by the US. Williams and others
argue that the US went to the extent of invadind) @estroying Iraqi oil resources to shoot up the

price of oil to give effect to its financially norable project$?®

America's conduct of ‘War on Terror’ in Afghanistan

The disproportionate response to the 9/11 terratisick by waging a war against Afghanistan
instead of applying legitimate methods to captugecap individuals who masterminded the act
points to America’s larger interests in the regidecording to Gerard Toal “One can find
evidence of a counter-modern tendency in certaopagitical crises where global threats are
territorialised as threats from ‘rogue states’. Hneblem of weapons of mass destruction, for
example, becomes the problem of Saddam Husseinwduad to do about Iraqg....Terrorism
becomes the problems of 'rogue states' like Suddmfghanistan.* The War on Terror aimed
at toppling the Afghan regime led by the Talibanichihrefused to hand over Osama bin Laden,
the culprit of 9/11 terrorist attack to the US. Hower, the UN Charter prohibits change of
regime in a country by external actors as thatede$iovereignty and territorial integrity of the
country. The article 2 of the UN Charter prohililie use of or threatened use of force against
another staté’ It is argued that the Taliban refused to turn dviarLaden because there was no
extradition treaty existing between the US and Afghktan. Secondly, there is a long tradition in
Muslim countries to treat foreign visitors as gsestlevertheless, the Taliban expressed its
willingness to deliver bin Laden over to the UStora third country if US officials provided
convincing evidence that bin Laden had, in facerbeomplicit in the 9/11 attacks. The US
President George Bush'’s response was that the fit&alsf would not furnish any such evidence
to the Taliban government.After 9/11 attack, the US received sympathy frommast all

countries of the world. However, instead of capstag on those positive feelings to isolate bin
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Laden and his aides, the US reacted to the occasiatknee-jerk military fashion. According to
Arturo Munoz, the US opposed to reconcile with Taéban in early December 2001. He notes:
“A peace process among the Afghans was discuss#te d&tme, only to be repudiated by the
Americans.?® The US quickly divided the world into two categeriof nations, American allies
who supported the War on Terror and enemies whosgibor even maintained neutrality. Soon,
Iran was included as part of the latter categorBuish’s “Axis of Evil” speech® The American
President Barack Obama replicated his predecessdlitary and security centric strategies.
According to M. J. Williams,“the US has and remaanverly inclined to use military power to fix
a problem, even when that problem ultimately defles ability of the military to provide a
solution. While the new Obama Administration has@e evolved view of the Afghan issue, the
continued US over-investment in defence illustrates preference of tools in the American
psyche.®

The US was more interested in waging a war to elte the enemy and spread its influence in
the region than building a peaceful and democrafighanistan. To conduct the war in
Afghanistan, the US resorted predominantly to aiwgr and limited its ground-troops presence.
And for ground operations, it depended on Afghamlavds. While, on the one hand, the US
wanted to limit the casualties on its army, the@asing use of air power led to the growth of
death of Afghan civilians. Moreover, the US depeardeon Afghan warlords militated against
the idea of peaceful and democratic Afghanistare Warlords practiced no less violence than
the Taliban. They used the American military andnenic assistance for consolidating their
role in different pockets of Afghanistan. The ifiggdnce provided by the warlords to the US was
based more on their desire to sort out personalsfevith other warlords than to give authentic
information about al Qaeda and Taliban hideoutstebd of creating an independent Afghan
National Army, it was suggested at the Bonn comfegethat the Afghan National Army (ANA)
be recruited from these militid3.The American military-driven foreign policy was micit in

the reports pointing to Afghan detainees beinguted in Bagram and other US detention
centres. An article in th&uardian (UK) stated that in Bagram and eighteen other Bidtion
centres and firebases around Afghanistan, Afghaairtees were regularly torturé®i Patience,
which is required for successful nation-buildinggess is found to be lacking among US troops.

Copies of Koran have been found to be burned bytro&s and a US soldier opened fire and
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killed 16 people in a village near Kandafr.

Williams argues that Afghanistan poses virtuallytheeat to the US and its NATO allies in the
way that Nazi Germany threatened Europe or thatebd&ussia threatened NATO. It is the
absence of power in Afghanistan - the ability & government to hold a monopoly on the use of
force, to curb narcotics production, to root outrlealism and to defeat an insurgency — that
causes problems for NATO allie$ Nation-building, which requires continued engagetria
social, economic and political restructuring ofogisty after a war was not part of the American
Afghan War plan. The various peacekeeping operstiiothe 1990s of which the US had been a
part - in the former Yugoslavia and Haiti, for exaen- were held up by key administration
figures like Dick Cheney and Donald Rumsfeld asoprof strategic vacuity of the Clinton
administration. They, instead, believed that thitamny was to be fundamentally transformed and
should not to be used for ‘policing’ or for operded peace-keeping missions linked to the
notions of nation-building. The transformation bketmilitary was to be essentially based on
high-technology, rapidly deployed, short-duratiammbat missions, in which victory could be
achieved quickly and forces speedily withdrawn. cimduct the Afghan War, the American
forces confined their activity to a high-technoladly driven military role while the
International Security Assistance Force (ISAF) ioisswas portrayed as post-conflict
stabilisation and reconstruction. Between 2001 20@5, the US spent eleven times more on
military operations in Afghanistan than it did oaconstruction, humanitarian aid, economic
assistance and the training of Afghan security dsrcombined® According to Dobbins, the
inadequate resources especially in Afghanistanréssmted both an exaggerated confidence in

the efficacy of high-tech warfare” and “an aversiorihe whole concept of nation-buildin”.

According to Munoz, the paltry investment of the WSources in Afghanistan was only one
reason for the American mission stalling there. theoreason was the way those resources were
applied. He argues: “Instead of honouring Afghamteof peace, utilising village institutions to
maintain security, and training Afghans to do nadgheir own fighting and rebuilding..., the US
and NATO tried to impose Western ways of doing gkiff* The US applied a top down
approach to ensure security and socio-economicla@went in Afghanistan. On the security

front, this has meant building the Afghan NatioBa&lcurity Forces — consisting of the Afghan
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National Army, Afghan National Army Air Corps, Afgh National Police, and Afghan Border
Police — as the bulwarks against the Taliban ahdranhsurgent groups. On the economic and
development fronts, this has meant improving th@raégovernment's ability to deliver services
to the population. But “there were few efforts togage Afghanistan's tribes, sub-tribes, clans,
and other local institutions,” laments Seth Jonebo worked closely with US Special

Operations Forces in Afghanist3n.

While to get a foothold in Central Asia, the USesgthened the hands of the authoritarian rulers
in the name of creating a common front againstotesim, the same country followed the
ideology of “liberal democracy” to keep the war-aged Afghanistan weak by not allowing the
state to consolidate power. According to Tim BimdaAlex Marshall, “Warlordism and the
absence of an effective bureaucracy were the alesolatural by-products of an externally
dictated and implicitly decentralising economic ragg in Afghanistan®® The agenda was based
on the principle that the state should be the emabther than the provider of economic growth.
International aid was tied to the global privatetse which was entrusted with the task of
reconstruction and as a result Afghanistan remaased weak and rentier state. Furthermore,
these two scholars also point to the problem aigyaid to the purchase of America-sourced
products and services. According to them, a fullpgd cent of US aid was made conditional

upon US goods and services being purchased or getid

Durability of American interest and presence in Afdnanistan

In contrast to the arguments of many scholars giabalisation has rendered geopolitics
irrelevant, the American role and interest in Afgiséan has largely been geopolitical and long-
term. The US role and NATO's intervention in Afglsan “confirms rather than undermine the

value of conventional military capabilities althdug the form of lighter and more flexible

infantry forces supported by strategic airIi?‘?”.Since the break-up of the Soviet Union’s
heartland dominatiorGeopolitichas even experienced a veritable renaissancetlindsademic

and policy circles. Al Qaeda-organised and spomkstegorist attacks have only intensified an
already existing belief that the heartland best@amgeopolitical advantage to the power that
controls it. Stephen G. Brooks and William C. Wohtlh argue that previous leading states in

modern era were either great commercial and nawakes or great military powers on land,
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never bothe.GAt the dawn of the Cold War the United States waarty dominant economically
as well as in air and naval capabilities. But tl@i& Union retained overall military parity, and
thanks to geography and investment in land powkad a superior ability to seize territory in
Eurasia. Thus, the US strategy in the post-Cold s not only been to keep Russia weak to
consolidate its control over the heartland, itlso&een to develop its land power capabilities.
Afghanistan borders Central Asian states in thehnand American ally Pakistan in the south.
Therefore, control over Afghanistan was vital tgquaice a line of communication between Indian

Ocean and Eurasian landmass and develop multidioreistrategies.

Being located at the centre of many regions, Afgétan and Central Asian region provide point
of access to these regions. While Afghanistantisagd in the middle of major Asian regions
like Central Asia, South Asia, West Asia and FastE€entral Asia being part of larger Eurasia
joins Europe with Asia. Therefore, both the regians important in terms of controlling various
other regions. In Zbigniew Brzezinski's words bétlghanistan and Central Asia region are
geopolitical pivots. Geopolitical pivots are thates “whose importance is derived not from their
power and motivation but rather from their sensitizcation and from the consequences of their
potential vulnerable condition for the behaviourstftegic players®’ However, it needs to be
underlined that neither Afghanistan nor the fori@eviet Republics after their independence are
completely passive actors. They constantly shapewtl and capacity of the geostrategic
players pursuing their geopolitical interests. Adbog to Brzezinski, geostrategic players are the
states that have the capacity and the nationaltwi#xercise power or influence beyond their
borders in order to alter the existing geopolitisate of affairS® The US, Russia, Iran, India,

China and Pakistan can be considered as geostraglegers according to this definition.

The importance of the geopolitical pivots for theogtrategic players has been enormous despite
the resistance from the geopolitical pivots andhetdble conditions arising from the presence of
other active geostrategic players. Saul B. Cohaendeacribed Eurasia as a “convergence zone”.
According to Cohen the importance of this areahat tit is “where five of the world's
geopolitical power centres — Maritime Europe, Rais€ihina, India and Japan — converge upon
it. The countries and regions within the ConvergeAone serve as land, air, and water transit-

ways for flows of capital, people, technology, miactured goods, energy, and other mineral
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resources. Increasingly the importance of the tyats abutting powers has been magnified by
its natural resources, especially oil and natues, gpecialised agriculture, tourist services, and
relatively low wages for off-shore manufacturingeagtions, and negatively as bases for
terrorists and the smuggling of arms and drd§s’hus, Afghanistan and Central Asian region
are important for multiple civilian and military gaoses. Being bridge to different areas the
regions serve the civilian interests as they ateonty emerging as the major centres of natural
resources, they also provide one of the largestketmrof millions of people and more

importantly, they provide the transit-ways for nipik inter-continental transactions.

According to a former diplomat of India, by the eoid2008, the US taking advantage of the
interconnectivity that Afghanistan provides begaeveloping an altogether new land route
through the southern Caucasus to Afghanistan wétietrs clear of Iran, Russia and China. He
believes the project, if materialised, would be epgplitical coup — the biggest ever that
Washington would have swung in post-Soviet Certsig and the Caucas{fAt one stroke, the
US would be tying up military cooperation at théataral level with Azerbeijan, Kazakhstan,
Uzbekistan and Turkmenistan and the US will be dbleonsolidate its military position in
southern Caucasus. Furthermore, Washington loakeddw supply routes from and militarily
bases in Central Asia even though its close pafmgrwith Pakistani military continued. He
says, “the US has done exceedingly well in geopaliterms, even if the war as such may have
gone rather badly both for the Afghans and the $2akis and the European soldiers serving in

Afghanistan”’*

Professor S. Frederic Starr of the Central Asiae@aus Institute at Hopkins University
articulated the vision of Modern Silk Route seeiing enormous trade potential in the region. In
the first half of 2009, the US established seveeaV transit corridors to deliver non-lethal goods
to its forces in Afghanistan. These routes, putketogr, are termed as Northern Distribution
Network.” Many US officials are interested to see this nelweing transformed into Modern
Silk Route’® However, it must be noted that many political &léilke the Greater Central Asia
project are justified through this economic loditreality, the supply routes and ports once put

in place can be used for dual purposes-both civdiad military.
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Apart from Afghanistan’s importance as a bridge&Ctmtral Asia, discovery of huge potential of
mineral deposits in Afghanistan has further enhdrtbe geopolitical importance of the entire
region’* However, it is argued that tapping into these ueses is a long-drawn and expensive
process as Afghanistan lacks materials and tedheigeertise to benefit from such discoveries
and exploration of these resources also requireensive field work to determine whether the

minerals are commercially viable.

The US interest to stay in Afghanistan and Cerfsah for long time became clear after the
Lisbon Summit between NATO and Afghanistan. Botined a declaration, the thrust of which
was on affirming “their long-term partnership” abdilding “a robust, enduring partnership
which complements the ISAF security mission anctiooes beyond it”> The Lisbon summit
confirmed that the NATO military presence in Afgistan would continue beyond 2014, the
timeline suggested by President Hamid Karzai fobl{ao be completely in charge of the
security of the country. Going by the spirit of ttieclaration, NATO will maintain its counter-
terrorism capability in Afghanistan even after 20T#e declaration said that NATO would be
present in Afghanistan so long as it did not hawefidence that the Al-Qaeda was no longer
operative and was no longer a threat. NATO may evelertake combat operations beyond 2014
if and when need arisé8The US President Barack Obama said, “by 2014 tNEQNfootprint

in Afghanistan will have been significantly reduc&lt beyond that, it is hard to anticipate
exactly what is going to be necessary...| will mgia determination when | get theféln May

2, 2012, the US and Afghanistan entered into SjratBartnership Agreement. The countries
agreed to oppose threats to the sovereignty ofafgtan by cooperating closely on defence and
security. The Agreement stipulates that even after US fovaésdraw in 2014, the US would
continue to support training, equipping and sustginAfghan Security Forces “to ensure

terrorists never again encroach on Afghan soil #mdaten Afghanistan, the region and the

78
world”.

The US, so far, has tried to shape the Afghan wéaterally according to its own geopolitical
interests. It has tried not to give Iran and Russig major role in developing Afghan war
strategy. It has tried to secure most of the mnjlitaases and supply routes for western troops in
Pakistan and Central Asia. The US has tried to &ntp overtly unilateral policy by 'divide and
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rule’ tactics. It has tried to engage Central Asstates bilaterally. It is argued that once
Kazakhstan and Uzbekistan, the two key players emt@l Asia step out of the Collective
Security Treaty Organisation (CSTO) and SCO andctly deal with the US and NATO then
these two organisations would be effectively kept of Afghan cauldron. The US allowed
NATO at the same time to negotiate with Russiaramsit route facilities. Therefore, the US has
engaged the regional powers bilaterally robbingrtbellective strength that could have been

expressed through the organisations like CSTO &@.S

The unilateral role of the US has also been fatédd by the political problems that characterise
the bilateral relationship between India and Pakisindia and China, Iran and Pakistan and
Russia and China. To gain Pakistan's cooperatenUsS has used 'India card'. It has, at times,
asked India to play a larger role in Afghanistamifarly, to contain India, it has tried to raise

Chinese spectéf.

However, Pakistan has been considered the keyhtrréalisation of the American plan in
Afghanistan and Central Asia. After bin Laden weaarfd and killed in Pakistan, the US-Pak
strategic relationship began to show the signstrairs It lay bare the divergences of interests
that both the states pursued in Afghanistan. Howeétvis believed that both the states would try
to balance their relationship as they are interddpet in the formulation of strategies to realise
their respective objectives in Afghanistan. The S rarely any chance of making its plan of
reconciliation with the Taliban successful withdRdkistan's assistance. Pakistan's military and
intelligence wing, ISI reserve strong connectionghwhe top Taliban leaders and Haqggani
network. Similarly, Pakistan's objectives in Afgistan would remain a distant dream without

the American military aid and economic assistance.

Post-Soviet challenges to American interests in Alfiginistan

With the disintegration of Soviet Union, a new é&as been ushered. It has led to American
foreign policy makers’ belief and practices thattle post-Cold War era, coercive diplomacy
could work wonders for the US. Success in Kosowengithened the US's belief in unilateralism.
Cases like Iraq and Afghanistan bear testimonyéofact that even force could be used against

certain states and legitimacy could be derived ftbenUN after that. And this policy could be
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emulated whenever and wherever America's natiortatasts demanded such response. Such
policies could be afforded so far as America hasntilitary superiority and economic edge over
other states. Russia’s dependence on the wedsfdevelopment and security points to the fact
that it cannot veto all the US proposals in the B¥Nit was doing in the Cold War period.
American military superiority and the economic féreit provides to other states have led
regional powers to woo it to side with them to ntaim balance against each other and even to
the extent of allowing it to interfere in regioraffairs. However, there are many limitations to
the US unilateral policies to protect and promégegeopolitical interests and many changes have
taken place at the international level in the @stiet era, which pose formidable challenges to

such interests.

Limitations of unilateralism and military perspective on security

There is the question of legitimacy involved in lsudnd of wars like the War on Terror in
Afghanistan in which civilians die in numbers. TWéar is not against the state but against a
group of people. If the enemy is no longer the ooy state and its people but a regime or
leadership, then bombs that missed did not hitehemy' but innocent civilians. In the Second
World War there were few qualms about causing teridd because ultimately it was still the
enemy that suffered. But when bombs missed thegets in Belgrade or Baghdad or in
Afghanistan, it was the innocent and the vulnerahé suffered* Afghan case points out that
the civilians even go to the extent of supportihg forces waging war against alien powers.
Furthermore, ‘War on terror’ has widened the gapvben international law and legitimacy.
Legitimacy provides the necessary flexibility tovlavhen the latter is relatively fixed and rigid.
In this context, legitimacy can be understood r®taviation from existing law rather making
law more relevant to the changing conditions. Bigemptive use of force against groups of
people (terrorists) put international legitimacyjéopardy?? First, international law is based on
the logic of self-defence and secondly, statedlaesole units of action. Preemptive attacks can
be self-serving and actions against groups underit@rnitorial integrity of states within which
such groups operate. Military operation againsthsgecoups forecloses the policing and
extradition options on which the international lsabased. There is even no one to decide that

there is sufficient evidence of state complicityherbouring terrorists.

101



The US has resorted to the provisions of ‘self degein order to defend its action against states
like Irag and Afghanistan. And UN resolution 134gorts such action and can be interpreted
to have given an unlimited mandate to use of foddé.Charter article 51 requirement that self-
defence measures be reported to the Security doimaiot sufficient protection against
incautious or opportunistic behaviour of stateseemlly in the context of the five permanent
members most able to engage in such measuresh@eapacity to veto any resolution directed
against theni® These issues become only more difficult in thetexinof an extension of the

right of self-defence to include preemptive actions

To gain quick victory in the war against Al Qaettee US along with violating international law,
took the support of warlords who had no less vibtgaectives than the Al Qaeda or the Taliban.
It is reported that the US still maintains relasbip with different warlords to make its counter-
insurgency strategy effective. The strengtheningaflords would lead to a more conflict-prone
Afghanistan than a peaceful one. Even the probleinppy cultivation and Drug Trafficking

have been overlooked by the US to achieve its ditimabobjectivess

The US's increasing importance on military perspecbn security is reflected in its highly
technocratic view on war, scorn for nation-buildiagd prioritisation of ends over means. All

these factors will erode the soft-power resouréebeUS in the long-term.

In the post-Cold War period, it is being increagmgcknowledged that wars cannot be won
militarily. The Cold War politics was refrained frodirect use of force and coercion due to parity
of power of the two superpowers. With the end @f @old War and after the dismantlement of
the Warsaw pact, American foreign policy makersuass] that coercion and use of force if
necessary could serve the US foreign policy objestiHowever, the post-war situations in Iraq
and Afghanistan are difficult to be managed by Apeeralone. And more importantly, they

require long-term and socio-economic engagemehnéerahan military operations alone.

The US officials contrary to their beliefs and ano8 admit that wars cannot be won militarily.
For example, the US former secretary of defenceeRoBates observed that “one of the

important lessons of the wars in Iraq and Afghamss that military success is not sufficient to
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win: economic development, institution-building arikde rule of law, promoting internal
reconciliation, good governance, providing basicvises...along with security, are essential
ingredients for succes&> In the absence of these basic requirements, mo@-sictors like
terrorists, warlords and civil war groups move fretrength to strength. Realising that there is
no military endgame to Afghan problem, the US ladkéd for political solutions like talking to
the Taliban to stop attacks on the US and NATOdsrm return for their reconciliation into
Afghan political mainstream. However, many analystieve that it is a hasty decision on the
part of the US. The American plan for withdrawalitsfforces by the end of 2014 is considered
premature as the Afghan security forces are stillstrong enough to protect the Afghan nation
from the future security threats. The Taliban has completely abjured violence and accepted
the Afghan constitution in principle. It is stillgtrong force and put the release of the Taliban

prisoners in Guantanamo Bay as the first conditioopen talks with the US.

Military and strategic perspective on security &séd on zero-sum game. Gain is ensured by
defeating the enemy. The states which fight themgnédiave different military-strategic
objectives. Where the end objective is militaryastgic in nature, the immediate objective of
member-states is bound to be military-strategidhwite same logic of zero-sum game. For
example, the US call for ‘War on Terror’ has beenjoined by many states but their military
strategic objectives substantially differ as the&yohg to different geopolitical realities. While
Pakistan is more inclined to defend its interegairsst India, Russia wants to maintain its
interests in Central Asia by not allowing Islamardes into it and ‘War on Terror’ would help
Russia to fight in Chechnya but is worried aboutT®% presence in Central Asia and
Afghanistan, Iran wants to defend its geopoliticakrests in Central Asia and maintain its
traditional sphere of influence in western Afghsans and Central Asian states apprehend the
spread of Islamic fundamentalism to their territand to get rid of Russian monopoly over the
energy politics in the region they invite the U%g®nce in the region. According to Farkhod
Tolipov, the operation in Afghanistan is essenfiddlading to the juxtaposition of two realities:
the international and unifying fight against tersar, on the one hand, and the conflict prone,
disuniting geopolitical rivalry in the Central-SbuAsian macro-region, on the otféffo defend
their interests, states even maintain secret aklisnwith the terror groups. Situation in

Afghanistan can only improve if states see themdfiés in the reconstruction and continuous
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engagement with it after reconstruction.

Interdependent World and Growing Independence of Rgional Powers

The states have entered into deep economic andraultelationship which is mutually
beneficial and any conflict on military and stratefront would cost them more as the states
involved in the conflict may have to bear the aculated cost of disrupting the chdihAs
economic security has begun to play more importarees important role as military security
perspective, some scholars defined the world asaniliy unipolar but economically multipolar.
The global financial crisis points to the extenttoich financial market has been integrated. And
to tone down the crisis required joint efforts be part of major economic players and members
of G-20 and on which both developed and develomiogntries debated to evolve common
strategy to deal with the crisis. Containment anjr which has been one of the primary
objectives of the American strategy in Afghanistamgy find difficulty in an ever-increasing
inter-dependent world. Even after Bush includea lirahis description of “Axis of evil” in his
State of the Union address of 29 January 2002Z:thiepean Union foreign ministers reached an
agreement to open talks with Iran on a trade amgpe@tion pact in the month of June of the
same year. When the Sheer Energy Company of Camgdeed to an US$80 million
development project with the National Iranian Odr@pany, the US objected to it categorically.
Similarly, Moscow has a major investment in Iramiglear programme. The Russian Ministry of
Atomic Energy was closely involved in building Itsu$1 billion Bushehr nuclear power plant,

and the Russian nuclear industry was looking forensich project®

Neither has the world emerged completely unipalar, has any world society become firmly
established. In between the two perspectives opdkeCold War era, there remains a large grey
area where states move from the pro-US foreigncpadr clear anti-US or restricted foreign
policy to a more independent foreign policy. Foammple, Iran pursued a cautious foreign policy
in the Cold War period due to the presence of t&e$ Union near its border and America's
policy of sanctions after the hostage crisis. Atteg disintegration of the USSR, Iran has on
several occasions expressed its will to play rdl@ oegional power. It is developing nuclear
plants with Russian assistance despite Americantisas. The coercive diplomacy of the US

against Iran is ineffective so long as Russia dussagree to it. Growing interdependence and
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availability of nuclear weapons and weapons of noess$ruction to large number of state actors
have granted such independence to them. In thevalte of 9/11, though the Iranian President
Syed Mohammad Khatami condemned the attacks angatiimed with American people, he
favoured a UN led 'anti-terror coalition' to take the terrorists in which Iran was willing to
participate. But the unilateral American attackAfghanistan has led to Iran's accusation that
they were part of a long-term US plan to dominafteemknt regions of the world. Similarly,
while India and the US have developed strategitnpaship in the form of civil nuclear deal in
the post-Cold War period, Pakistan and Russia toechprove their relations as the Summit in
Sochi indicated® In case of Afghanistan, regional powers like Ir®akistan, India and many
Central Asian states are trying to pursue themtsgic interests more independently. Central
Asia, which till the disintegration of the Sovietnidn, came in relation to other countries
through Soviet Union's foreign policy making witlear anti-US thrust, tried to move away from
Russian orbit but never liked to replace Russiageh®wny with any other power's hegemony.
They preferred independence to any other kind gforeal security arrangements centering

around a hegemon. Therefore, they played one paganst other to secure independence.

Though there is no militarily powerful state or@mbination of such states existing to challenge
the US's power position globally, various regiopalers can pool their strength to effectively
challenge the extra-regional ambitions of the U&e Tormation of Sanghai Cooperation
Organisation in which both Russia and China codpexad provide all the Central Asian states
including themselves the required leverage agdimstUS points to this. Though both the
countries welcomed the US to operate against thierigs and cooperated with it, they were

insistent that the US should exit from the regisrsaon as the War on Terror was over.

According to Bhadrakumar, growing consultationswestn Russian-Indian and Iranian-Indian
diplomats testify that the regional powers may losvly waking up and becoming wiser about
the US's geo-strategy in Afghanistan. The time matyfar off before they begin to sense that the
“War on Terror” is providing a convenient rubricder which the US is gradually securing for
itself a permanent abode in Hindu Kush and the RarGentral Asian steppes and the Caucasus
that form the strategic hub overlooking Russia,n@hiindia and Iraf’ Recently, Russia has

proposed to Afghanistan a key role for SCO in thage process. President of Russia and Iran

105



had telephonic conversations regarding the isstiesromon concern like Afghanistah.

Growth of non-state actors with asymmetric warfaretactics

There are likely to be less conventional warfamre®rg the integrated members of the Europe,
less capability of the US to engage militarily wath co-operation of other powers and economic
engagements among the states raising the costlitdrgnengagement mitigate the chances of
symmetrical warfare among nation-states. On therdtland, the rise of international terrorism
and civil war situations in the post-Cold War ees Iincreased the cases of asymmetric conflicts.
In the era of globalisation, “democratisation atheology”, the “privatisation of war” and the
“miniaturization of weaponry” emboldens the radigebups vis-a-vis state actofsAsymmetric
wars cannot be won. Nuclear missile defence tedgyalieveloped by the US will not be able to
detect such operations if planes and buses arefaséekrorist operations and people sneak in
through fake passports and visas. Like conventioagdilar army of the opponent, there is no
identifiable enemy in such kind of asymmetric weafal hey mingle with civilians and they can
even enter into the territory of some other stat@® where they can wage war. The difficulties
in the counterinsurgency operations in Afghanistarealed that the US Army embraces a big-
war paradigm. Difficult terrains, porous boundarigsficulty in understanding native peoples’

language and cultural dissimilarity impede Amerifight against the Taliban and Al Qaeda.

It is an issue of recurring debate in Washingtontashow to combine counterinsurgency
operations effectively with nation-building effartsis because of America's military thrust in its
foreign policy, the counterinsurgency operationyengone more military impeding nation-
building process. According to Michael J. Mazaméttremendously insightful Hammes and
policymakers such as the thoughtful and dedicata@<$have fully recognized the importance of
nonmilitary instruments of power in dealing withele new threats and have called for
improvements in those instruments. In practice, dw@xy, actual U.S. operations in these

contingencies have retained an overwhelmingly amijiflavor.”®*
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Shifting and Secret alliance system

In the context of post-Cold War era when allianaed partnership are always shifting, effective
policy of coercion cannot be applied. With the gitovof non-state actors like the radical
religious groups, states do not form alliances dorimal basis and can operate in a surreptitious
way as the other group is not a state. Pakistaviges a cogent example to illustrate this. On the
one hand it fights the ‘war on terror’ and othedesprovides sanctuary and logistical help to
different terrorist groups. While the US has stroaggervations regarding Pakistan being a strong
ally to fight terrorism as the secret defence deenis disclosed by Wikileakspoint out, it
gives more and more aid to Pakistan to reducefan@ricanism and support-base for terrorists
in Pakistan. In the beginning of 2011, at a timeswlthe US was contemplating the ways and
means to withdraw from Afghanistan, the WashingtBost reported that the Obama
administration would give Pakistan more militarptelligence and economic support after
assessing that the US could not afford to alieRaldstar’” The White House rejected proposals
made by military commanders who, after losing petgewith Pakistan's refusal to go after the
Afghan Taliban, recommended that the US deploy mploforces to raid the insurgents' safe
havens inside PakistdhAfter Osama bin Laden was found and killed in Bl and Headly's
interrogation, the US relationship with Pakistandieed a new low. However, analysts argue that
still the US and Pakistan have tacit understan@isg?akistan has not put down a single US
drone so far though it complained about frequeneAoan drone attacks. Iran, on the other hand
has put down the single US drone that crossediiatterritory. Iran and China being deeply
suspicious of American motives in the Central Asiagion are reported to have provided
military support to the Afghan Taliban. For exampleere have been reports of Iran providing
military hardware to the extremist Sunni Afghanifah and Chinese-made military equipment
has reportedly also been found on Taliban fightefhus, shifting of alliances, the increasing
capability of states to pursue independent forgigticy objectives and secret and informal
alliances jeopardize coercive diplomacy and usefoofe ineffective. International politics
relating to Afghanistan can be situated in the gaega defined by no clear alliances and

asymmetric warfare.
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Afghanistan's fierce sense of independence and pezénce for Non-Alignment

Afghanistan had fought three wars with British imakforce and spawn Basmachi movement to
preempt Russia's aggressive and strategic movenwveards its south to maintain its
independence. It showed its interest to maintautraty in the world wars and joined Non-
Aligned Movement (NAM). However, the US long-termreagpolitical interests in Afghanistan
militate against these two principles. While thgdn president Hamid Karzai was interested in
an intra-Afghan dialogue to build the Afghan natitimee US opposed it. The reason for this is
while US expected Karzai to work as a US surrogaee,preferred to act as an Afghan
nationalist® The US sought a new status of forces agreememtaintain permanent bases in
Afghanistan but Karzai opposed this. Karzai in ortte minimise his dependence on the US
increased consultations and ties with Russia aditrcluding military cooperation. Karzai also
increased consultations with Pakistan to reach somerstanding on Afghan peace settleni&nt.
Afghanistan's fierce sense of independence andedési neutrality has the possibility to add

complexity to an already complex new great game.

To sum up, Afghanistan being a Rimland state wamssidered vital to contain the continental
power to move towards the ocean. While Mackindé& @own the importance of Eurasian
Heartland in terms of the continental expanse ithptovides to develop continental strategies
and in terms of the natural resources, Spykmangfotended the importance of surrounding
Rimland states. Spykman rather than challengingkivider’s thesis strengthened it by adding
containment theory to the existing Heartland theSiee American foreign policy making has
been influenced by these geopolitical theories.im@uthe Cold War, the US tried to contain the
Soviet Union's geopolitical ambitions in the Indi@cean and South Asia by forming regional
security blocs like SEATO and investing more in gozio-economic development of a non-
aligned state like Afghanistan. However, during Ddie regime, the American influence in
Afghanistan reduced substantially. After the Vietn@/ar, there was a downturn in the American
will to get militarily involved in distant placesf dsia and Africa. However, that did not mean
American withdrawal from these regions. The US vedliits old relationship with Pakistan
which got soured after the Carter Administrationki@ strong stand against Pakistan's nuclear
development, cutting off economic and military atmice. With the help of Pakistan,

relationship with China was strengthened despiterdé with the USSR. American allies in the
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West Asia like Egypt and Saudi Arabia proved taibeful in spite of the growing dissatisfaction
of the Arab countries over the American pro-Isrsi@ince on the Palestine and Israel conflict.
Fortunately for the US, despite the fall of Shahirem, it did not slide towards a pro-Soviet

position.

During the period of Soviet intervention in Afghsiain, the American policy took a shift from
containment strategy to one of forward policy. TH& provided huge amount of aid and arms to
Pakistan to sustain the insurgency and bog dowistivéet forces in Afghanistan. The arms that
reached first in Pakistan were .303 Enfield riflest fourteen days after the Soviet intervention.
Both Carter and Ronald Reagan increased the Ildwabdo the insurgents though it expanded
considerably during the Reagan’s period. The 19&iidNal Security Decision Directive
authorized further escalation of conflict. It istemworthy that the US brought the first ground-to-
air missiles in the form of American Stinger to Afm territory in the latter part of 1986 to fight
the Russian forces. To strengthen the insurgeheyUS benefited from its relationship with
China which was established with the help of Pakisind later took the shape of America-
China-Pakistan axis against the Soviet intervent®audi Arabia, the American ally in the Gulf
played a major role in financing and arming theurgents. The US also benefited from the
growing discontent against the Soviet role in Afgetan among the Non-Aligned and Islamic
countries. In order to weaken and fragment the $tamaHeartland, the US took diplomatic
measures like excluding the Eastern Europe fronptheiew of economic sanctions meant for
the Soviet Union. During the civil war in Afgharast, the American attention was more focused

on the Gulf than Afghanistan.

American interest in Afghanistan and former So®epublics deepened after the disintegration
of the USSR. Emergence of independent states irfttiasian Heartland led to the American
belief that it could manipulate situations there develop continental strategies. American
attention was also on the volume of natural ressifddden in the Central Asian region which
was much advertised in the 1990s. In the post-Giéd period, the leadership in the US
developed the doctrine of enlargement in placehefdontainment strategy to reach out to the
former Soviet Republics. The doctrine of enlargemehich was based on the principles of

democracy, human rights and market economy wasumatessful in the authoritarian Central
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Asian states. The US could not also resort to ceeidiplomacy as it needed Russia’s support to
deal with new conventional threats like Iran arablrin this context, terrorism appeared to be a
global-scale overriding threat around which it ebubrganise its geopolitical interests
immediately after 9/11. Afghanistan was not ohlg tentre of terrorism, it was also vital for the
US to transfer Central Asian energy resources ¢owthrld market bypassing Russia and Iran.
Moreover, Afghanistan was central to the Ameridareater Central Asia' project to move the
Central Asian states away from Russian and Iraarhit of influence towards Afghanistan and
Pakistan. The War on Terror in Afghanistan provitleel US an entry to the Central Asian states
and helped in establishing military bases and seguransit rights in Central Asia for the
military and non-military supplies to the Americand NATO forces in Afghanistan. The US’s
militarily driven policy in Afghanistan points td¢ geopolitical character of its interests. In the
first place, the US resorted to pre-emptive strikgainst Afghanistan to topple the Taliban
regime bypassing all the legitimate methods towapthe individuals who masterminded 9/11.
Secondly, it took the help of warlords of Afghaarstto fight Al Qaeda and Taliban forces and
instituted them to power knowing that they wereless violent in their approach and objectives.
Thirdly, it invested many times more on militaryathon the socio-economic development of
Afghanistan. Fourthly, it applied a top-down apmivao security and development without
taking rural and tribal peoples’ interests into@ad. The Lisbon Summit of November 2010
between NATO and Afghanistan and the Strategicneeship Agreement of May 2012 between
US and Afghanistan foreground the long-term Amerigaterests in Afghanistan and Central

Asia.

In the post-Cold War era, the US faces a numb@ralems to pursue its geopolitical interests
in the Central Asian region and Afghanistan. Thieas been growth of non-state actors like
radical religious groups with asymmetric war taktiRegional powers tried to defend their
geopolitical interests by forming secret allianegth these groups which, in turn, undermined
the interests of the US in the region. Pakistaan) Bnd China are reported to have provided arms
and aid to Taliban to thwart the American role figi#anistan. Growing interdependence between
the nation-states in the era of globalisation avallability of nuclear weapons and weapons of
mass destruction to many states have provided atabes with required leverage to pursue their

geopolitical interests independent of the US. TI®&slpolicy of containment towards Iran and
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Russia would certainly be difficult in this erainferdependence. The US has also eroded its soft
powers resources by flouting international nornghting with warlords, not trying to address
the problem of drug-trafficking adequately and hyilaterally determining the Afghan war
strategies and peace plan. In the post-Cold Way ierhas become a matter of common
realisation that wars cannot be won militarily dadg-term engagement is required and socio-

economic issues must be addressed.
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CHAPTER IV
Pakistan and Afghanistan, 1979-2011: Fromréntline state to ‘Failed state’

After the departure of British from India and tlatér's division into two parts, a new state,
named Pakistan, emerged in the region. Pakistan onested as a homeland for Indian
Muslims. As an Islamic state, Pakistan was priabkbtp spread its influence towards its west.
Moreover, Pakistan removed the geographical brimge/een India and West Asia. However,
given all the leverages, Pakistan ran into problemtis Afghanistan just after its emergence.
Pakistan's strategic concerns were defined byxpsessed apprehensions on the issue of
Pashtunistan and non-recognition of the Durand lasean international border between
Afghanistan and Pakistan by various Afghan ruldssalready discussed in the introductory
chapter, for Pakistan, controlling the border aredts Afghanistan has been a means to
control Afghanistan, making the latter dependentr@nformer for tradé.Nevertheless, the
porous and close tribal and cultural linkages betwie Pushtuns across the Durand Line are
some of the factors that concern the security @stsrof Pakistan. However, Pashtunistan,
more than an ethnic issue has been a geopolisaéi Pakistan's interest in Afghanistan has
been to install a pro-Pakistani religious regimetlsat the Pashtunistan issue is subsumed

under the larger banner of Islamic identity.

Pakistan joined American military pacts like SouatsteAsia Treaty Organisation (SEATO) in
September 1954 and Central Treaty Organisation (KBNn September 1955 and became a
recipient of substantial military and economic drdm America. Pakistan considered
American military and economic aid vital to offsest power imbalance with India in order to
get over its sense of insecurity, to strengthenpdsition on Kashmir and to enhance its
influence in Afghanistan. However, Pakistan’s rielaship with the US took a downturn after
America decided to cut off most of its aid when iB&in initiated the 1965 war with India
over KashmifThe aid was resumed after a few years but at mowsferl levels. Pakistan
withdrew from SEATO and CENTO in 1972 and 1979 eesipely. The relationship between
the two countries deteriorated further after thteackt on US Embassy in Islamabad.
Moreover, Zulfikar Ali Bhutto government in Pakistanitiated nuclear development
programme which invited American sanctions in 19¥V8e Soviet military intervention in
Afghanistan in the same year paved the way foP#ildstani establishment to take Pakistan’s

relationship with the US again to the strategiceleand acquire substantial military and
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economic aid.

Pakistan and Soviet Intervention in Afghanistan

After the Soviet intervention in Afghanistan in B9Zhe Director-General of the Pakistani
intelligence, Inter-Services Intelligence (ISI), &kr Abdur Rehman Khan advised Pakistan's
military dictator Zia-ul-Haq that there would becanvergence of religious, political and
strategic gains if Pakistan were to assume theabthampion of Islam against communist
aggression. Zia also had ready-made instrumentdaty this covertly without provoking
retaliation under the Afghan-Soviet treaty of 19T&@ese were the various Afghan political
parties that had set up their headquarters in Reghafter their failed uprisings against
Daoud. Pakistan had provided funding to Gulbuddekmdatyar, Rabbani Khalis, Ahmad
Shah Masood, and others who led “uprisings” inaasiparts of Afghanistan in 1974 against
the Daoud regime. However, the uprisings failed| aere followed by a brutal government
crackdown, forcing many of the groups to flee t&i®t@an. Pakistani Prime Minister Zulfikar
Ali Bhutto allowed them to open up offices in Pa#tis and some were also provided military
training by the ISI. Later, Zia used them agaihst Soviet forces in Afghanistan. Since the
Afghan refugees in Pakistan had to be recommengednb of the parties in order to be
eligible for food rations, the small, unrepresentatPeshawar-based parties became mass
organisations. However, all the parties were nittst Islamist. Among them, two leaders
had family ties to the former royal establishmamd arofessional classes. They were usually
described as ‘moderates’ as opposed to the ‘radieslding the other Islamic partigs.

The then US President Jimmy Carter sought Pakstssistance by defining Soviet invasion
as a threat to its territorial integrity with thev&et troops on its frontiers. He described the
invasion as one of the most serious threats tonatmnal peace after the Second World War.
Zia ul-Hag, the Pakistani President offered asscstadespite opposition from some cabinet
members warning not to anger Soviet Union. In fReikistan perceived serious threat in the
Soviet Union’s southward move. According to Panighal Cheema, “the country most

significantly and directly affected by the Soviavasion of Afghanistan was Pakistan. The
invasion introduced many disturbing elements irdki§tan’s strategic environment. Not only

did it generate fears and apprehensions among Makigtanis that their country would be

the next target, it also rapidly increased thevéas of the resistance groups and vastly

multiplied the refugee flow into Pakistaftit was also fresh in Pakistan’s memory that the
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Soviet Union supported India’s active role in th@nBladesh independence movement which
led to the dismemberment of Pakistan. However, $aklk interest to militarily and
economically strengthen itself against India byitdiging on the Soviet Union’s Afghan
intervention is evident in Zia’s refusal of Carfaministration's offer of $4 million. Reagan
government provided Pakistan with an aid packagehwmore than $3.2 billion.Pakistan,
flush with the US aid provided thousands of basesotcalled Mujahedeen in the tribal areas.
The tribal belt, extending from Federally Adminrgte Tribal Areas (FATA) till northern
Balochistan in Pakistan, acted as a natural deéstmdor refugees and Mujahedeen from
Afghanistan. The socio-political engineering eng&ied by the US in liaison with Pakistani
intelligence during 1980s led to mushrooming of maadas, which provided recruits for
filling the ranks of the Islamist Mujahedeen figigithe communist forces in Afghanistan.
The Pashtuns of Pakistan from this terrain alsoej@ithe Mujahedeen ranks. There were, of
course, recruits from other provinces of Pakistaho had transited through the Deobandi
madrasas, dotting the border areas. Pakistanligaete I1SI channeled the funds and arms
provided by the US and Saudi Arabia to the insug®ihere were also small scale
providers of funds and arms such as the UK, ChieaGulf states, Egypt, and Isrdel.

The strategic objectives of Pakistan in Afghanisttiar the Soviet intervention were to offset
the Indian predominance in the region by securumgl$ and arms, increase its influence in
Kashmir, exercise enough influence in Kabul to owere bilateral problem like conflict over

Durand Line, to spread influence into the Islanoarries of Central Asia which were then
part of the Soviet Union, and wield more influeraeong the Islamic countries of the world

in general by opposing an atheist communist pomeading an Islamic country.

It was believed in the Pakistani strategic commuitiiait India tried to cultivate Afghanistan
to the disadvantage of Pakistan. It was alleggterPakistani press that India was behind the
reported crossing of the Afghan tribesmen into aki, the charges were refuted by the
government of Indid.In this light, Soviet Union's predominance in Afgtistan could be
construed as India's increasing influence ther&iska saw an alliance with the US as an
opportunity to offset the power imbalance with mdscuttle the Indian effort to cultivate
Afghanistan and increase its influence in Kashithiis roughly calculated that seventy per
cent of the weapons supplied to continue jihadfghanistan never reached there. It became
a part of either Pakistani military asset, for epéan more sophisticated weapons were

pilfered by it — or it was sold for profit by thekstani military or its various entrepreneurial
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middlemen. The mujahideen were the first non-NAT€ipients of the sophisticated
weapons. Pakistan wanted to increase its influence vissahvilia particularly in relation to
Kashmir. It was after the Soviet intervention ingh&nistan that Pakistan tried to
internationalise the Kashmir issue. Its active-&uviet role paid it rich dividends in terms of
securing diplomatic support from the West and Istastates apart from the huge amount of
aid and arms received from the US, Saudi ArabiaBxitdin. In this context, Pakistan hoped
to reverse the agreement reached between itselfirahia in Shimla. After the successful
independence of Bangladesh, India signed the Shgr@ement from a position of strength.
In this agreement, it was agreed that Kashmir wiaageral issue to be resolved bilaterally.
Benefits accruing from the active anti-Soviet raeeated hopes among the Pakistani
leadership that they could now effectively interoalise the issue. Furthermore, Pakistan
was involved in clandestine acquisition of nucle@apons to create a strategic environment
to pursue its interests in Kashmir with relativeyrametry. It was during this time that
Pakistan hoped that its activities were likely ®oignored as the attention of the West was

focused on the Soviet occupation of Afghanistan.

Soviet intervention in Afghanistan provided Pakisteith the required security environment
to pursue for a friendly and amenable regime inhafgstan so that Pashtunistan issue was
never raised and got subsumed within the largendraof Islamic identity. Pakistan directed
Pashtun hostility to fighting against the Sovietmdr under the rubric of political Islam.
Because of the cultural affinities of the Sunni MusPashtuns on the either side of the
border, and through the influence of Pashtuns énuppper echelons of Pakistan's army and
bureaucracy, Pakistan's Afghan policy tilted indav of mujahedeen parties. To defuse
Pashtun nationalism and exercise control over Bashtujahedeen, Zia discouraged the
Afghan nationalists in exile to convene a loyagiig Pakistan and form a unified command

through which weapons could be channeled to fighajihad.

While the Soviet forces were bogged down in Afgetam, Pakistan thought it to be the right
time to spread its influence further towards itstim@and west where the Islamic states of
Central Asia are situated. Pakistan, to spreathilsence into the Soviet Republics of the
Central Asian region trained Afghan groups and sepies of the Koran across the border
through them. Moreover, an organisation was cregtd®88 to launch subversive activities
in areas of Central Asia contiguous with Afghamstavith the goal of liberating Soviet

Muslims.*!
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Pakistan provided covert and carefully calibrategp®rt to the Mujahedeen in order to
control the outcome of the war and avoid a diremtflontation with the Soviet Union.
Pakistan channeled funds and arms to specific gtdeqr example, it funneled assistance to
Peshwar based alliance of seven Islamic partiegtantion share of which was provided to
Hekmetyar's Hizb-e-Islami. The Islamic dimension tbe resistance was encouraged by
Pakistan to keep the resistance dependent orglitdfs from all over the Muslim world were
encouraged to join the jihad in Afghanistan. Toidwmonfrontation with the USSR, Pakistan
denied the Soviet Union's charges that it had @ mlencouraging, arming, and directing
insurgency in Afghanistan. It maintained the fintitghat the Afghan resistance was a
spontaneous affair and did not depend on extermablnand material support. The second
plea was that the material support so far provige&akistan to the mujahedeen through the
Peshawar-based parties was modest, consistingyndiniutdated equipments from its own
armouries that were replenished with more moderiné€3e weapons. To strengthen the
insurgency the ISI cajoled the Peshawar-basedegddiagree to form a Seven Party Alliance
and established the principle that every mujahedeemmander in the field belonged to one
of the seven patrties. If he failed to do so, them@nder obtained nothing from the ISI — no

arms, no ammunition, no training for his trodps.

However, there were also growing differences betwde seven Peshawar-based parties
during the civil war period in Afghanistan. Differecommanders from the same area joined
different parties and thereby widened the existiliferences characterising the Afghan

society. Some commanders reacted violently to steetering, passing through, or ‘poaching’
on their territory. Secondly, the only possibleusghat could unify the Pashtun mujahedeen
was the Pashtunistan issue. Pakistan, well awaits efakes in Afghanistan, dispersed arms

and aid to mujahedeen groups separdtely.

Pakistan’s policy of grooming mujahideen to raiggg in Afghanistan has resulted in the
huge loss of human lives in Afghanistan and it As® promoted illegal economy in the
mujahideen controlled areas of Afghanistan and drorareas of Pakistan. Pakistan, in
retaliation to its activities in Afghanistan, ha@em subject to bombings engineered by
Afghan intelligence and the Soviet intelligence rage Komitet Gosudarstvennoy
Bezopasnosty (KGB). Still the strategy to raisegitwas adopted by Pakistan to change the

balance of power in the region in its favour by asiag arms and funds from the US and
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hoping to install a puppet government in Afghamistehe US also along with arms and funds
rendered moral support to the resistance. Zbiglezezinski at the Khyber Pass rallying the
mujahideen's religious fervour urged them to vigteith the words “your cause is right. God

is on your side™*

Soviet forces withdrew from Afghanistan in 1989 ma@s a result of Pakistan’s high-cost
covert operations and the endless foreign supplycagh and armaments, including
sophisticated weapons such as shoulder-fired awotiaét Stinger Missiles than anything else.
It was only through these weapons and increasethaidhe dangerous Soviet scorched earth

tactics were defeated.

Pakistan and the Afghan civil war after the Sovietwithdrawal

The Geneva Accords were signed by the foreign neirssof Afghanistan, Pakistan, the
Soviet Union and the United States at the Europeaciquarters of the United Nations on 14
April 1988 to ensure Soviet withdrawal and bringupe in Afghanistan. They stipulated that
Pakistan and Afghanistan should not interfere ioheather's internal affairs. However,
Yaqub Khan, the foreign minister re-instated by-dliddaq after the civil administration was
sacked in May 1988 said “Geneva Accords were justirwonvenient episode which
interrupted play™® In November 1988, Benazir Bhutto came to powePakistan being
democratically elected. But, she retained the sesvdf Zia's appointee as head of the ISI,

General Hamid Gul, who favoured a more intervensiomle for Pakistan in Afghan affairs.

Infighting between the various resistance forcésasd the communists to remain in power
till 1992. Mohammad Najibullah was the last comnstrio step down in favour of a
mujahideen coalition led by Sibgatullah Mujadedut Bhe mujahideen coalition could not
remain in power for long time and was soon ripppdriaby brutal factional struggles. An
uncertain phase of civil war ensued characterizetight for personal power bringing most
part of Afghanistan under local commanders and amdsl Kabul was seized by the Tajik
dominated Jamiat-e-Islami of Barhuddin Rabbani dng commander, Ahmed Shah
Massoud. During the civil war, Pakistan renderddkialds of support to Hekmetyar but he
failed to capture power despite repeated attemquidlae disastrous toll on the people that he
exacted by indiscriminate rocket and artillery bges. Heavy fighting ensued between
different ethnic factions like Tajik dominated Jatre-Islami, Pushtun dominated Hizb-e-

Islami, the Hazara dominated Hiz-e-Wahdat and Uzth@kinated Jowzjan militia in the
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absence of superpower role in the region. With @wd War ending after the Soviet
withdrawal from Afghanistan, the US lost interestfghanistart’ It was more interested in
the Gulf War to set the tone of a New World Ordeart the crisis ridden Afghanistan for
which the superpowers were largely responsiblethis set up, regional powers like Iran,
Pakistan and Uzbekistan began to pursue theirestiemwithout being client to any bigger
power. Pakistan, in this period, was deserted ley Ws with aid being withdrawn and

sanctions being imposed for undertaking nucleagmamme®

Emergence of the Taliban and Pakistan

The Jamiat-e-Islami (JUI), an Islamic organisatiorPakistan which turned into a political
party later, organised the rural madrassahs irPtshtun tribal areas in Afghanistan and the
network of madrassahs in Pakistan, where milliohsAfghans took refuge after the
communist coup in Afghanistan in 1978. After becagna political party the JUI remained in
political opposition to the governments electe@raRresident Zia's death in 1988. After the
1993 elections, however, it became a part of goalgovernment of Benazir Bhutto, and its
leader, Fazlur Rehman, played a pivotal role inaligocacy of the Taliban.

Taliban's emergence needs to be put within theetargntext of changed geopolitics in the
Eurasian landmass. Soviet Union disintegrated & e¢hrly 1990s and gave way to the
emergence of six Central Asian states which werdltecked but rich with natural resources.
With the perceived loosening of Indian ties andluemce in the region after the
dismantlement of its closest partner, Pakistaneeaer to extend both trade and political ties
to the region. This required stability in Afghamisttorn apart by civil war and local rule and
influence of warlords. After repeated attempts lakitan's favourite Hekmetyar to subdue
other ethnic forces in Afghanistan, the second deatizally elected government of Benazir
Bhutto, under its Interior Minister General Nasdlalu Babur prepared the ground work to
utilise the Taliban to bring stability to southeand eastern Afghanistan. He saw high stakes
involved in Afghanistan for Pakistan through whicade routes could be opened and linked

to different resource rich Central Asian stdtes.

The Taliban had sociological and ideological lin&snstitutional elements within Pakistani
society that provided much material support dutingir rise to power. But, they also had
sources of support in Pakistan that lay outsideoffieial structures of the government and

the military. The Taliban developed access to aritial lobbies and vested interests that
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made them less amenable to the official Pakistersgure$®

While Pakistan wanted connectivity with Central @ghrough Afghanistan, the Taliban had
also the vested interests in securing the tradesdoom Afghan warlords. Important sources
of support for the Taliban movement were the pavammercial truckers and transporters
who developed a thriving business moving food agérocommaodities to needy Afghans on
a regular basis. However, the transportation robézsme very dangerous due to the role of
warlords during the civil war in Afghanist&hTherefore, the Taliban saw their interests in

ensuring safety of these routes.

The Taliban were successful in liberating a tradievoy en route to Turkmenistan and went
on to capture Kandahar city. The Taliban were waled by the Afghani people initially

because they claimed no power for themselves amahiped to break the hold of warlords
and transfer power to an Islamic government. Waarwepeople saw a ray of hope for
themselves in the rise of Taliban. The ISI and taki military rendered all kinds of support
to Taliban to capture power retaking control of Bekistan's Afghan policy. The US which
withheld aid from Pakistan on nuclear issue and sawenefits in allying with Pakistan after
the Soviet Union withdrew from Afghanistan, sudgerdalised the importance of Taliban as
a force of stability in an energy rich region. Viea officially supported Taliban until terrorist

attacks on the US embassies in Tanzania and Ken¥898. Even then, the US maintained
contacts with the Taliban till the 9/11 attack @02 despite the refusal of Taliban to hand
over Osama Bin Laden, the culprit of the attackiserAoccupying Kandahar and Helmand,

the Taliban marched towards Kabul and occupied it.

The Taliban were projected to be an instrumentnsuee “strategic depth” against India by
the strategic community of Pakistan. They were mmed a safeguard against the
Pashtunistan issue being pushed by any Afghan gmemt because of its emphasis on
Islamic religion than ethnic appeal. One of the mimportant functions that the Taliban were
intended to perform for Pakistan was to ensure ediivity to the newly emerged landlocked

Central Asian region and spread radical Islamicueslinto the region. In response to
Pakistan's sustained assistance to the Talibam, Wiaich had been fundamental in bringing
together the Northern Alliance, also armed the $taaara. Russia and Uzbekistan supplied
weapons to their clients and co-ethnics in the INart Alliance. Tajikistan provided logistical

support to Massoud. India which was previously sufipg the communists in power now
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began supporting former mujahideen of the Nortidiiance.

Because of gross violation of human rights andrtiliansigence to hand over Osama Bin
Laden after the perpetration of 9/11 attack, thibda were shunned by the international
community. Henceforth, Taliban became an undergiduwnsnational community supplied
with resources and fighters from Pakistani madfassarab fighters under the umbrella of
al-Qaeda and Islamic jihad. The Taliban's mainkstriorce Brigade 55 was entirely
composed of non-Afghans. There were leaders arfuefig from Islamic Movement of
Uzbekistan who joined the Taliban. Thus, the Talilkd not form a monolithic structure
comprising only Afghan Pashtuns. Pakistan playeshagor role in shaping its contours
according to its geopolitical interests. Howeveajonity of the Taliban consisted of Afghan
Pashtuns. The Taliban were not a natural developraémer they emerged in response to the
civil war, displacement and dislocation broughtatiloy the Soviet invasion and the Western
response to bleed Soviet Union in order not tovailofurther progress towards south. They
grew in refugee camps and therefore they were shbpehe harsh conditions prevailing
over theré? Consequently, the Taliban committed acts whilg theed that would have been
unthinkable in the Afghan village or towns. Theiah's lack of interest in governance
beyond law and order and war-making had turned @&dfiggtan into theworld's largest
humanitarian disaster. But it was the Taliban'sihg away from the US's orbit of influence
by refusing to extradite Osama bin Laden that ntaddaliban subject to the latter's wrath.

The War on Terror and Pakistan

Pakistan joined the American-led War on Terror idep not to be isolated internationally,
secondly, as India quickly declared support for Nifagton, Pakistan did not want India to
move closer to the US, which would disturb regidmaance of power and more importantly,
it was thought that the geo-strategic situatiorPakistan sharing border with Afghanistan
would pay rich dividends to it as the US would h&wvelepend on it for military operations.
However, the decision to support the US in its WaiTerror did not come easily as Pakistan
had to make a volt face to take such a stance. d@tipg the Taliban was so important to
Pakistan's security and regional calculations thlaisharraf even at times thought of
estranging relationship with the United Statesemthan abandon his allies in Afghanistan.
Earlier, before the 9/11 attack on the US, Mustidraal openly admitted Pakistan's ongoing
support for Taliban, declaring, “This is our na@bmterest...the Taliban cannot be alienated

by Pakistan. We have a national security intefestet > However, Pakistan assisted the US
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with facilities and bases as well as the requirgtelligence necessary to win the war in
Afghanistan. Its assistance was contingent uponU8epreventing the Northern Alliance

from assuming power in Kabul. Despite the US asma®s the Northern Alliance forces
moved into Kabul in November 2001. India's growiatationship with the Northern Alliance

after the fall of Taliban was a constant irritamt Pakistan and the Northern Alliance's control
of Kabul became a strategic loss to Pakistan sgelied a complete failure of its long term
investment on grooming the Taliban. An interim Adghgovernment was chosen at the
conference in Bonn, Germany. The Northern Alliameeeived portfolios of most of the

important ministries including defence and the Uveed little interest in evicting them

even though a Durrani Pashtun in the form of Halkadzai was elected interim president in
December 2001. The Pashtuns felt underrepresentédei government. Furthermore, the
defeated Taliban were left out of any negotiatiams the future of Afghanistan after a
constitution was adopted following a Loya Jirga2id04 hampering Pakistan's interests in
Afghanistar*

Adding insult to injury that Pakistan had alreadhgurred, Karzai raised the unsavoury
Pushtunistan issue expressing that he did not afeepnd Line as an international border as
“it raised a wall between the two brothef3"After Karzai took office, there were frequent
incidents of anti-Pakistan protests and clashessadhe border centering around the issue of
Pashtunistan. On July 8, 2003, protesters in Kalveh ransacked the Pakistani Embassy
which contained the potential of escalating intwider conflict. Pakistan, in the meanwhile,
also faced increased pressures from the US tatseddorder with Afghanistan and deny the
Taliban sanctuary on its soil. The first reportégsh between the US and Pakistani troops
took place in South Waziristan in the time betw2éf2 and 2003. Consequently, a Tripartite
Commission involving senior military and diplomatdficials from Pakistan, Afghanistan
and the US was set up in 2003 in an effort to tatd communication and information to
avoid further incidents. Pakistan did not abandisnpolicy of strengthening the Taliban
though it had to undertake military operations agathe militants being pressured by the
US. It tried to handle the issue carefully by shayvseriousness in controlling militancy on
its soil while simultaneously being in touch wittetTaliban leadership. Karzai provided a list
of names and addresses of alleged Taliban leadarg) lin Pakistan while Pakistan
vehemently denied the charges. It is no gainsathegfact that Pakistan fished in troubled
waters by supporting the US operations in Afghamisind Af-Pak border areas on the one

hand and maintaining clandestine support to thehadg Taliban on the other. The
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parliamentary and provincial elections held in Bt in 2002 by President Musharraf
brought Muttahida Majlis-e-Amal (MMA), a coalitioof six Islamic parties, into power in
the provinces of North Western Frontier Provinc&RP) and Baluchistan. The MMA was
also the third largest party in the Pakistani Rarent after the elections. The President
encouraged defections from secular opposition gmrtintii MMA became the official
opposition. Besides, two largest and secular gaieBenazir Bhutto, Pakistan People’s
Party (PPP) and Nawaz Sharif, Pakistan Muslim Lea@ML-N) were not allowed to
contest elections on the charges of corruptionack lof educational credentials. On the
contrary, religious parties were allowed to campaidgenly in contrast to the secular parties
which faced severe restrictions on several acc6unt¢hile on the one hand Musharraf was
fighting the War on Terror, he was strengtheningnissm in Pakistan on the other. The
Mullahs were allowed numerous concessions in exgddor their support to Musharraf, his
constitutional changes and his government. Themisla provincial governments being
supported by the military gave a fillip to the ingency level by sheltering militants in the

border areas.

There are many reasons that have been attributétetéailure of Pakistan government to
subdue terrorism on its soil. It is argued in sajyuarters that Pakistan does not have enough
military capability to fight terrorism though it fashown seriousness in launching military
operations in the border areas at the cost of lofesmiany civilians and military personnel.
The military has to be alert in the eastern bowién India while operations are to be carried
out along the western border thus thinning thetiexjsmilitary capability’’ Secondly, it is
difficult for an army to fight its own people. Is imprudent to repeat the Lal Masjid like
incident anywhere in Pakistan. There have beenogpmté in Pakistan who argue that
insurgency in Afghanistan has little to do with B&kn rather it has everything to do with the
bad governance of Hamid Karzai. It is even argued it is practically impossible for the
Pakistani military to shun its religious baggageheslower rung of the military is composed
of tribal people having strong connections with jihadi groups. Many of Pakistan's frontier
paramilitary forces share not only ethnic but dkmd ties with the Pashtun Taliban fighters.
There are scholars who argue that the growth oktrational militants groups in Pakistan has
a lot to do with its own ideology. Pakistan is aealogical state with a confused national
identity tied to Islam. It has emerged on the basithe doctrine of two nations theory. It has

for long time promoted and idealised the struggleafpuritan Islamic state in Afghanistan.
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On the other hand there are arguments to the egnp@nting to the laxity in Pakistan's
military operations because of several reasonsofExg militancy has been an instrument of
Pakistan’s foreign policy since its inception. Taise jihad in Kashmir, it has groomed
militants by providing them aid and arms. Intrusiand proxy wars form the part of an
accepted policy of weakening India through otheranse without engaging in direct
confrontation. Secondly, Pakistan’s policy of sg#ening radical religious groups is part of
its strategy to tone down Pashtun nationalism. dlifjithe government of Benazir Bhutto
found in Taliban the best means to stabilize Afgétan and exploit the geopolitical situation
arising out of the disintegration of the Soviet @miand emergence of landlocked
independent Central Asian Republics. It was thouplt the Taliban could provide the
necessary safeguards and not merely routes tot&akrs the establishment of relationship
with the Central Asian states. Taliban were considevital in undercutting other regional

powers like Iran and India’s influence in the regio

Pakistani army's tactical military operations agathe militant groups in Waziristan dividing
them on the basis of their utility for Pakistanégional interests point to its long-term official
policy of using these groups as strategic asséisteThave been peace agreements between
the central government of Pakistan and tribal lemdad Taliban commanders based in North
and South Waziristan, which have led to the with@daof government forces into their
traditional fronts. From the Pakistani standpoihg deal was meant to separate the Taliban
from al Qaeda and foreign fighters located in Watan. On the contrary, there have been
attacks against the Uzbeks and their Ahmedzai stggoin the region as they were more
interested in jihad against the “hypocrites” (thakiBtani government) than against the
“infidels” (the United States and its NATO allies iAfghanistanf® The Pakistani
government’s campaign to stop the Pakistani saidoetilized by foreign nationalists has
been cast as a success story in some quattBrg. the consequence of the agreements has
been the de facto Talibanisation of the regiontHarmore, though the US has put pressure
on Pakistan to act against the Afghan Taliban wipicitects al Qaeda operatives in the Af-
Pak border region, Pakistan has considered it assamt in securing strategic depth in
Afghanistan. Instead, Pakistan has led a war agtiesPakistani Taliban (Tehrik-e-Taliban)
as part of the War on Terror because this groupgatdo be dangerous for the Pakistani
state?

126



According to Indian strategists and diplomats, Baki has overlooked the fact that terror
groups form an undifferentiated syndicate. Laskde#a, a terrorist organisation, has
always received patronage from the Pakistani gamem as it has never posed a threat to the
Pakistani state and promoted jihad in Kashmir. Afkee 26/11 attack on India, it has been
banned in Pakistan and blacklisted by the UN. talhy, the group is operating with a
changed name, Jamat-ud. Dawa, and engaged inatharitinctions with the knowledge and
patronage of the Pakistani governm&nbavid Headley's account provides ample testimony
to the fact that Laskar-e-Taiba and al Qaeda hakeng links and the line dividing
international terrorism and terrorism growing withitakistan is non-existefftHeadley was
an American official and working for Drug Enforcemdié@dministration. But he had strong
links with the Al Qaeda and Pakistani terrorist e like Laskar-e-Taiba. After he was
arrested, he revealed the connections betweehdSkar-e-Taiba and Al Qaeda.

Pakistan's continued interest in Afghanistan

Pakistan’s interests in Afghanistan have been faulbus. First, it was argued that Pakistan
could acquire military depth against India by exgag it influence into Afghanistan.
Secondly, it was believed that growing influenceAighanistan would allow Pakistan to
strengthen insurgency in Kashmir. Thirdly, one leé most important Pakistani interests in
Afghanistan has been to defuse the Pashtun nasondély forging a pan-Islamic identity.
Fourthly, it has pure economic interests in reaghmot to the natural resources and big
market of Central Asia and controlling Afghanistaas vital to spread its influence beyond it
into the Central Asian steppes. Fifth and last, rgerece of independent Islamic states in
resource-rich Central Asia created an opportunay Pakistan to spread radical Islamic
values not only to gain an upperhand in oil diplognd&ut also to raise its international

standing and gain support on international issues.

1. Military Depth against India

Some experts argue that Pakistan wanted to haveanmpitiepth against India by expanding
its influence into Afghanistan. They argue thatitaily planners in Pakistan had long

struggled with overcoming the deficiencies of P&lis geographic narrowness and the
presence of important cities such as Lahore anddfaand communication networks within

short striking distance of India. The earliest ggpation of this strategic concern was made
in February 1946 by General Arthur F. Smith, thdne€of General Staff in India. A pliable

government in Kabul meant to give Pakistan this mregjuired strategic depth to launch a
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counter-offensive from Afghan territory.It is reported that the Pakistan military had also
planned to place secret nuclear weapons in Sokaebenkers at Bagram and other military

bases in Afghanistan so as to give it second stability>*

However, General Mirza Aslam Beg argues that “tinetegic depth concept was developed
to gain territorial space in case of war with Inbas no military logic, nor does it conform to
the operational policy of Pakistan, which is toetef its borders and defeat the enemy if it
attempts to violate Pakistan's territory.’Pakistan's definition of strategic depth is more
comprehensive. It is related to Pakistan's spréatfloence towards Afghanistan and Central
Asia rather than ensuring military depth only. Thiguence is exercised through maintaining
links with the radical Islamic groups and spreadihg ideology of Islam, containing the
influence of other regional powers, ensuring aid aims by facilitating the presence and
operation of great powers in the War on Terrorckilog its territory for the transfer of goods
from Afghanistan and Central Asia towards India &iv@ versa and invigorating its policy of
linking itself with Central Asia through communimat networks and ensuring pro-Pakistani

establishment in Afghanistan undercutting Indiafeience.

2. Assisting Insurgency in Kashmir

During the Soviet intervention in Afghanistan, Pa&n tried to create a corridor of radical
Islamists and illegal arms spanning Afghanistarkis®an and Kashmir. It trained Islamists in
Deobandi tradition and created common infrastrectior their training. It received huge
amount of aid from Saudi Arabia to promote Sunmiara of Islamism. The US also in order
to strengthen the insurgency against the SoviebptJpumped arms and money into Pakistan.
Pakistan believed that by strengthening insurgeagainst the Soviet Union, it could also
strengthen insurgency in Kashmir. Pakistan alsermattionalized the Kashmir issue being
emboldened by the support it received from the \&adtIslamic countries for its active anti-
Soviet role. During the Kargil War, many non-Padustterrorists were found across the Line
of Control pointing to the fact that radical groufrem different countries undergoing

common training in Pakistan could be used in Kashmi

Though the presence of non-Pakistani terroristesacthe Line of Control during the Kargil
war corroborated the belief that all the religicaslical groups undergoing same kind of
training in Deobandi tradition in Pakistan could bsed by Pakistan to strengthen the

insurgency in Kashmir, Pakistan's role and intsr@stAfghanistan were to a large extent
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independent of its concerns in Kashmir. It is adytieat though surreptitious infiltration was

consistent with Pakistan's old ambitions in Kashthiere might not have been non-Pakistani
volunteers across the Line of Control in Kargilli®99 without India's ambiguous stance on
Soviet Union's interference in Afghanistan. Botlditn and Pakistan wanted to exercise
influence in Afghanistan independent of the Kashiséue. When Indo-Pak relations held
promise of firm improvement, both sacrificed thepamative of permanent good relations

with the people of Afghanistafi.

According to Smruti S. Pattanaik, it is doubtfuhthPakistan will stop nurturing the Taliban
and work for a stable Afghanistan once its problemith India are resolved. Pakistan's
Afghan policy has several dimensions and its pusustrategic depth vis-a-vis India is just
one of these. The most significant among Pakistirasegic objectives in Afghanistan is the
recognition of the Durand Line. In addition, openatrade route and establishing oil and gas
pipelines between Pakistan and Central Asia hawn beportant factors in influencing
Islamabad to nurture the TalibdhMoreover, Pakistan's current support to, or astléis
reluctance to cut off links with, the Taliban hdsocaarisen out of the policies of the United
States and NATO countries rather than being arhoffs of India-Pakistan relations. The
United States before the initiation of Operatiorditing Freedom was negotiating with the
Taliban to convince the latter to surrender bin dradHad that objective been achieved,
Afghanistan would have seen a different preseng. hort term agenda of the United States
and Western countries is not lost on the Pakistatablishment. In fact, Pakistan has been

preparing for a future role in the event of theviteble American exit from Afghanistaf.

3. Defuse the demand for Pashtunistan

Pakistan's Afghan policy has largely been shapeatktose Pashtun nationalism. It is more a
geopolitical issue than an expression of ethniddadty. The fact that Pashtunistan

dominated Afghan foreign policy in the early 196fsspite the little support it enjoyed

among the Pashtuns of Pakistan points to its gémabl character. The demand for

Pashtunistan, if conceded, would grant Afghanidtes most desired route to the Indian
Ocean. Afghanistan for long has been in the look afuroutes to reach out to the world

market. However, Pakistan's policy is to make Afgstan overly dependent on it for market
so that its influence there does not get diluteakidtan has lent support to various radical
religious groups to create an overarching Islandientity displacing ethnic nationalism.

Pakistan tried to create such an identity by rgiginad against Soviet Union and propping
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up the Taliban during the civil war period in Afglistan. Afghan governments tried to
undercut Pashtun nationalism even before the jindlde 1980s. For example, it was in 1973
that the then Pakistani Prime Minister Zulifikari Ahutto provided sanctuary to Islamist
leader Gulbuddin Hekmatyar with a view to undermgnithe established government in

Kabul>®

4. Afghanistan as a bridge to Central Asia

Central Asia emerged not only as a hub of natwesburces but its market of 200 million

people was big enough to attract regional playées Pakistan. According to Boris Rumer

this ‘new great game’ in the heart of Asia is udinog not so much among the old colonial

powers as among their former minions, many of wra themselves just emerging from

colonial domination and seeking to define theiesaih their regions and the worl® During

the Cold War, Pakistan's objectives in Central Asgae inhibited by the fact that the whole

Central Asia was part of Soviet Union and Paki¢tad a pro-US tilt and participated in the

US-sponsored military pacts. Moreover, it had cloes with China, which had a strained

relation with Soviet Union. End of the Cold War amdiependence of Central Asia has
removed such handicaps in the relation betweensiakiand Central Asia. Hafeez Malik in

this new post-Cold War environment says that Cértsta presents Pakistan with a new
security environment “...freed from the nutcrackegueeze the Soviet Union had created
through an alliance between Afghanistan and Intfiadbwever, Pakistan's current strategies
in Afghanistan need to be understood within thegdarcontext of Pakistan's interest in

Central Asia before these countries' independeRakistan always considered Central Asia
as an area of its natural expansion and aspiréato an Islamic bloc expanding towards its

west.

Before the Soviet intervention in Afghanistan, thiitary regime under President Zia-ul-Haq
encouraged the Afghan mujahedeen to spread outet@rstwhile Central Asian republics
within the then Soviet Union and the CIA supplietha to the mujahedeen through the ISI to
conduct these forays. The Soviet intervention igh&inistan in 1979 turned Pakistan into a
frontline state for the US to counter Soviet Ursordle there. Pakistan most ably sold the
idea to the US that after consolidating its posiiilo Afghanistan, the Soviet Union would try
to access the 'warm waters' of the Arabian Seaugirdakistait’ Afghanistan, a Rimland
state, according to the geopoliticians like Spykmaas considered central to contain the

heartland power (Soviet Union) extending its infloe towards the blue waters. It implies
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that the continental power was to be restrainenh fiicreasing its naval strength whereby its
possibility to grow as a global power is curtail&lich geopolitical ideas even hold good
today in the era of transcontinental ballistic niéss So, Pakistan was able to sell this idea to
the US. It ensured military and economic aid toistak from Washington, the relationship
with which was all-time low since the military takeer in 1977. Apart from the aid received
from the US, Pakistan wanted to play an independsatin Afghanistan and in Central Asia
by strengthening the insurgent groups during théeSantervention. Afghan groups trained
by Pakistani intelligence sent five thousand copiehe Koran across the border. The groups
consisted of people of Northern Afghanistan-maidibeks. According to General A. A.
Liaskhovskii, a participant in the Afghan war, tleeganisation “Islamic Union of the
Northern Peoples of Afghanistan”, which was createti988 launched subversive activities
in areas of Central Asia contiguous with Afghamstavith the goal of liberating Soviet
Muslims and creating a “free Turkestdri"According to him the field commanders of this

organisation shipped narcotics, weapons, and ssivediterature to the USSR.

After the Soviet withdrawal from Afghanistan ansl @entual disintegration, Pakistan lost its
strategic relevance for the US as the containmestiegly was not required for a power which
had lost the ability to look for a global role. TB& was more interested in the Persian Gulf
crisis. However, Pakistan's support for the Talibad Afghanistan’s possible role of a transit
corridor to transfer natural resources from eneidy; independent and landlocked Central
Asian Republics to world markets brought Americd &akistan again into close axis. Since
the Taliban's military campaign took off in 1998etUS had been giving green light to that
campaign. By declaring 'neutrality’ in the Afghamilcwar, the US in effect withdrew its
recognition of the national unity government of dddent Rabbani thereby implicitly
supporting the Talibaft. The US assistant secretary of state Robin Raphe so far as to
claim in an interview with BBC that Taliban had “nBan-Islamic agenda outside
Afghanistan™® The Taliban was considered instrumental for Afgétam's stability and
therefore helpful for the pipeline project thaned Turkmenistan, Afghanistan and Pakistan
in order to realise the American objective of Geed&entral Asia excluding Russia and Iran

from a major role in Central Asia.

Apart from the pipeline politics, the newly emergslamic states of Central Asia along with
Afghanistan were considered important by Pakistathe formation of regional grouping

along the common Islamic identity to support itaonumber of international issues and raise
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its international standing. Pakistan's geo-stratémgation and its ties with extremist groups
place Pakistan in a favourable position to shagatsvin Central Asia and Afghanistan to its
liking. Beginning since Bhutto's democratic regirRekistan's push north to Afghanistan, and
support for the Taliban, was largely directed aalglsshing landlines of communication and
trade with Central Asia and bringing Islamabad eto® the Central Asian capitals. This
policy was subsequently pursued by all partiesakigtan. By achieving 'hegemony over the
southern approaches' to (resource rich) Centrah,Asiwas argued that Islamabad could
seriously enhance its international standihg.

Pakistan’s Afghan Strategy after the War on Terror

Pakistan's objectives in Central Asia and Afghamstceived a dent after excessive violation
of human rights especially women's rights by thigb@da which put pressure on the American
government to severe its links with the TalibarteAthe 9/11 attack on the US's twin towers
and the Taliban's refusal to hand over Al Qaedaatpes to Washington brought the US and
the Taliban to opposite camps. However, even 8égistan joined the US led War on Terror,
it has not left its support for the Taliban. A reparitten by Harvard security analyst Matt
Waldman claimed that the level of Pakistan's supjoorthe Taliban has been very extensive
and on a much larger scale than was previouslynassuThe ISI has been accused of
supporting the Afghan Taliban as part of its “dfficpolicy”.*® The report also alleged that
Pakistan President Asif Ali Zardari personally assusome captured Taliban leaders that
they had his government's full support. A whistlener's website, Wikileaks, put out 92, 000
documents on the conduct of Afghan war from 2004December 2009. The documents
confirm that the ISI has paid, trained, supportad aent Taliban to fight against US and
NATO forces in Afghanistaff’ It also reveals that it was the ISI that orderieel Haggani
network to kill Indian road workers, doctors andji@eers building the Zaranj-Delaram road.

It is also complicit in the attack of the Indiamesailates in Afghanistan.

Pakistan managed to salvage its policy on Kashmdr @entral Asia even after joining War
on Terror by maintaining an ambiguous stance. Ggmdusharraf highlighted as one of the
most important reasons to join the War on Terros tma'safeguard the cause of Kashifir'.
He linked Pakistan's decision to join War on Tenworindia's attempt to get violence in
Kashmir recognised as terrorism at an internatiéexal. After Pakistan joined the War on
Terror, terror incidents in India increased mamifoRccording to Kanti Bajpai, terrorist

violence since 9/11 has been continuous and augkciberrorist attack on Kashmir
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Assembly on October 1, 2001, attack on Indian Biewdint two months later on December 13,
2001, attack on army camp in May 2002, killing didul Ghani Lone, a moderate leader in
the separatist All Party Hurriyat Conference artdckt on Hindu pilgrims on their way to
sacred Amarnath temple in Kashmir and the Akshardib@mple in Gujurat bear ample
testimony to the fact of increasing terrorist vide in the aftermath of 9/11 attatkin the
War on Terror, while Pakistan is battling agaimstdrists in the AfPak region in its western
frontier, violence in the east is characterised &gedom struggle. Pakistan's ploy to join the
War on Terror has reaped rich dividends in termshaiwing it as being serious about getting
rid of terrorists on its land. This made the USwterrorism in Kashmir as a secondary affair

to be dealt with after the War on Terror.

Pakistan provided recurring support to the Afghadiban surreptitiously. The Patterson
cables state that Pakistan supports at least &rortinsurgent groups: the Afghan Taliban,
the Haggani network, the Hekmetyar network and kask-Teiba to strengthen its position
in Afghanistarr? Pakistan led a selective military operation agaihe radical groups who
have turned against the Pakistani state. It haopettie issue of violation of its sovereignty to
curtail the American operation on its territorya®to shape the operation suitable to its own
needs. Despite the odds, America kept supplyihgge amount of economic and military
aid to Pakistan because it is vital to Washingtgnand designs in Central Asia whereas
India's role for America is vital in the Asia Pacifegion to contain China. The chairman of
the US Joint Chiefs of Staff, Admiral Mike Mullenhew came alongside Mr. Holbrooke to
New Delhi in July 2010, wanted India to focus o mtilitary-to-military cooperation with

America and, of course, to work hard with the USdonter China's “assertive ... territorial

Holbrooke advised India not to worry about the fatof Afghanistan, where New Delhi

would have a role to play.

Pakistan’s complaint that it faced a dual threahiog from its eastern and western frontier
during the War on Terror led Obama Administratian develop AfPak strategy which
envisaged that territorial integrity of Pakistandh#o be maintained for success in
Afghanistan. According to an Indian scholar, “Th8 t stabilise Afghanistan, is unlikely to
favour a genuine Pashtun nationalist movement gilienobvious adverse consequences it

would imply for Pakistan’s territorial integrity
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Pakistan has received substantial aid from therU&der to combat terrorism on its soil as
part of the War on Terror. After the Soviet militantervention in Afghanistan, Pakistan got
more “war aid” than “developmental aid” from the U cording to Akbar Zaidi, “The war
aid disbursed to Pakistan’s military, the ISI, dahd Afghan mujahideen - although intended
to serve America’s purposes more than Pakistairenically nurtured the very entities that
were to cause serious problems three decades .Jatd@itie War on Terror reinforced
substantial amount of American “war aid” to Pakisterom 2002 to 2010, the US provided
almost $19 billion to Pakistan which did not incdludommitments such as the Enhanced
Partnership with Pakistan act of 2009. Over théopenf 2002-2008, only 10 per cent of this
money had been explicitly for development purpasa &5 per cent had been explicitly for
military purposes’ However, Pakistan used the military aid for pugsosotherthan
combating terrorism. According to Azeem Ibrahimhé&TrPakistani military did not use most
of the funds for the agreed objective of fightimgror. Pakistan bought much conventional
military equipment. Examples include F-16s, aircrmabunted armaments, anti-ship and anti-
missile defence systems, and an air defence radéens costing $200 million, despite the
fact that the terrorists in FATA have no air attaelpability. Over half of the total funds-54.9
per cent-were spent on fighter aircraft and weapower a quarter-26.62 per cent on support

and other aircraft, and 10 per cent on advancegevreasystems>®

Pakistan, in order to control the outcome of the WaTerror has at times denied its territory
to NATO convoys to undertake civilian supplieshdis condemned American drone strikes in
the Pakistani side of the Durand Line and compththat they violate Pakistan’s sovereignty.
Moreover, it maintains links with Afghan Talibandarlaggani network to shape the War on

Terror according to its objectives.

While Pakistan desperately needed the US armsidrtd atrengthen itself against India and
to play a greater role in Afghanistan, it has hadctdntain the regional ambitions of Iran,
Russia and India and extra-regional ambitions efu$ to secure its influence in Afghanistan

and through it in Central Asia.

Countering Iranian role in Afghanistan
Pakistan's drive for a transport corridor for then@al Asian resources to the world market
was considered important to assign it an imporggupolitical role. Pakistan was involved

with the US to find an alternative to Russia's &xgs northern routes to supply natural
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resources to world markets and undercut Iran'si@nite to reach out to the Central Asian
energy resources. According to Adam Tarock, “Thatsef animosity between Iran and the
Taliban's Afghanistan go much deeper than thenigdliof Iranian diplomats in Afghanistan
and the reported massacre of Afghan Shiites bydkiban. ...at the heart of the conflict is the
guestion of whether Iran or Afghanistan shouldh®erbute for the export of oil and gas from
landlocked to world markets, as well as Pakistptas to use Afghanistan as a corridor to
Central Asia.?® During the Afghan civil war, in order to resustitdhe Rabbani-Hekmatyar
alliance, Iran's Deputy Foreign Minister, Alaudddoroujerdi, visited Pakistan in August
1996, with a proposal for a regional conferencbddield in Teheran to discuss all aspects of
the Afghan crisis. Under the proposal, Iran, Pakisifghanistan, Tajikistan, Turkmenistan,
Uzbekistan and China were to be invited to the earfce. Boroujerdi's statement to the
press after the discussions with Pakistani officiatlicated that Pakistan showed no interest
in the regional initiative. He said, 'lran will domue to work for the improvement of relations
between Pakistan and Afghanist¥hThis statement implies Pakistan did not recogttige
Rabbani government as the legitimate governmeaffgtianistan and wished to go it alone
in Afghanistan continuing its support for the Talib After 9/11, while Iran was insistent on
regional cooperation to seek out solutions to Afgharoblem and installation of a
government representating various Afghan groupkisia only gave lip-service to regional
cooperation and wanted a Taliban-led Afghan govemtmmHuntington's clash of civilisation
thesis while postulated convergence of cultures iatetests within the same civilisation,
geopolitical interests overshadowed their cultsaineness in the Central Asian region and

brought intra-civilisational conflict into focfd.

Curtailing Indian influence in Afghanistan

Pakistan does not want Indian influence in Afghtams It has therefore scuttled the Indian
effort at the reconstruction activities by attagkiils embassy in Kabul and consulates in
various places like Jalalabad. Afghanistan's mesfiyerin South Asian Association for
Regional Cooperation (SAARC) has provided Indiahwithe opportunity to reach out to
Central Asia. But such prospects have been doomdRbkistan as it was reluctant to allow
its territory being used as a conduit for Indo-Adghor Indo-Central Asian trade. Pakistan
opposed Afghanistan's membership in SAARC and haaya taken advantage of its geo-
strategic position in blocking the transfer of gedd its south-east. To reduce Afghanistan's
dependence on a single entry point into the wdrtdugh the port of Karachi and having

been denied trade and transit rights to Afghanistanugh Pakistan, India was involved in
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building a 218 km Zaranj-Delaram road link withdravhich will give Afghanistan access to
sea-ports like Chabahar and facilitate its tradéh vimdia and the Gulf countries. India's
interest lies in the North-South corridor linkingdia with Iran, Afghanistan, Central Asia and
Russia’? Pakistan tried to sabotatge Indian strategy tehreaut to Central Asia. Shanthie
Mariet D'souza notes that “The Kkilling of Kasula rganarayana, an Indian

telecommunications engineer in the Zabul ProvineeApril 2006, the abduction and

subsequent killing of Maniappan Kutty, a driver Wiag with the Border Roads Organisation
(BRO) project of building the Zaranj-Delaram highyia 2005 by the Taliban are examples
of Pakistan's hidden hand in thwarting India's cibye of making Afghanistan a land bridge

connecting South Asia with Central Asi&.”

Growing differences between Pakistan and the US

The US has found Pakistan necessary in its fighinag terror groups and for its Greater
Central Asian project. The development of Kandabad connecting the new Pakistan port
of Gwadar and Afghanistan and, beyond that, allt@é&Asia, Europe, and much West Asia is
definitely in the interest of Pakistan and the ¥)SPakistan receives military and economic
aid for its substantial support for the War on derHowever, the US and Pakistan have
divergences of interests in Afghanistan. The USeltged relationship with those specific
religious extremist groups which became vital fealisation of its geopolitical interests, for
example, the US lent support to the Taliban throughhe 1990s. On the other hand Pakistan
has political interests in promoting jihad in Kashnpromoting Islamic links and radical
Islamic groups for its influence in Afghanistan a@entral Asia and relies on fostering illegal
trade for funding. Therefore, Pakistanis were wilto tolerate the influx of foreign fighters,
even at the risk of attracting strict action fradme Americans and others. Al Qaeda's presence
in its territory implicitly offered the Pakistanibe leeway to subsume the ethnic issue of
Pashtunistan under the banner of Islamic jihadlsib raised the prospect of spreading jihad
into the Central Asian states and that of enhanttirgcapability of Kashmiri insurgents. The
ISI believed that it could effectively manage theswv actor on the Afghan scene and maintain

its dominant influence over the Taliban.

Osama bin Laden's presence and his eventual dea#m iAmerican attack in Pakistan
confirmed this. Later, the detention of the USIiilgence operative and former army soldier,
Raymond Davis has brought the differences in gjratperception between the countries to

limelight®® The broad expanse of US-Pakistan engagement sha#vboth countries hold a
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fundamentally different hierarchy of goals thatleaeeks to secure through engagement. It is
argued that until very recently, Washington hastrietl to persuade Islamabad to reorder its
goals or at least to be more engaged in helpindhidgon achieve its goals in Afghanistan,
Pakistan, and the wider region in exchange for fircancial assistance. Yet, until U.S. and
Pakistani goals are brought into greater alignnaat unless meaningful progress is made in
securing critical U.S. interests, Washington magwgrincreasingly disinclined to lavish
Islamabad with financial inducements and may ewarcieide that Pakistan is an unsuitable
partner for some or all forms of U.S. allureméfits.

Pakistan is well aware of its abandonment by Anaejust after the Cold War when its lost
strategic relevance for the latter. It knows thatethe US gets a geo-strategically suitable
partner for its Central Asian strategy, it will shunned by the US. After having de-
capacitated Kazakhstan's military potentials, ti& thégan to see Uzbekistan as the only
candidate for regional anchor which was likely taotpace Pakistan as the key strategic
partner for the US. From the American point of vigwollowed a consistent pro-US policy,
played up anti-Russian rhetoric, supported NAT@largement and opposed Russian troop’s
presenc&’ However, Andijan massacre, where the leadership/zbekistan opened fire
against the protesters of democracy, compelledUtheo follow a cautious policy in Central
Asia and retrieved Pakistan's importance for theeAoan Central Asian strategy. Therefore,
Pakistan thinks it cannot put all the eggs in ocaskbt and rely on the US for its own Central

Asian strategy.

While the US is trying to defend its Central Asgtrategy through its plan of reconciliation
with the Taliban in order to include them in thegA&nistan's governance structure, Pakistan
has been trying to use its age-old linkages withTaliban to induct its preferred men to the
Afghan ruling structure. Therefore, though there aonvergences between the interests of
Washington and those of Islamabad in the Grea&ntr@l Asian strategy of America in
which Pakistan becomes the conduit for transfeCentral Asian energy resources to the

world market, there are significant divergencestdrests too.

It is evident that the use of the concept of sgiatelepth in Afghanistan does not signify
military depth against India rather it is relatenl éxpansion of Pakistani influence in
Afghanistan and beyond it into the Central Asiagppes. Secondly, strategic depth may be

an Indo-centric term but the Pakistani role conéirthat the use of the concept is beyond
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India pointing to the Pakistani strive for influenm Central Asia outbidding other regional
powers like Iran and Russia and its politics ofbtaiking military and financial aid from the
US on the one hand and hindering its Central Astasitegies on the other. It is argued that
confronted for a decade by Afghan/Soviet challefgkistan managed to emerge from this
period of confrontation stronger than before. Ahd disintegration of Soviet Union has led
the policy planners to think that Central Asia pded not only strategic depth but an
ultimate direction of Pakistan's chief foreign pylaspiration§®

Factors facilitating Pakistani influence in Afghanstan and Central Asia
Pakistan has relied on common cultural links, raldislamic groups, multilateral bodies and

favourable geo-strategic location to expand itkierice through Afghanistan to Central Asia.

Firstly, Pakistan has overemphasised its cultum&klwith the Central Asian region in its bid
to reach out to the region while overlooking theutBoAsian continental ethos. Instead of
adopting peaceful Sufi tradition, it promoted radliteachings in madrasas in the Saudi
Arabic deobandi tradition. This implies the roleanfiture as subservient to the geopolitical
necessities. A Pakistani scholar opined in thistexdn “Pakistan's political existence and
emergence on the world map would not have matseidlbut for the primordial relationship
that glues us together. The roots of our faith,autdedly, lie in the Arabian soil but our
cultural linkages are with Central Asian civiligati which in itself is an amalgam of diverse

influence and cross-cultural fertilisatiof?”

Secondly, Pakistan developed links with radicahrtst groups in Central Asia to foster its
interests. Many radical religious groups were wdinin Afghanistan and Pakistan to
destabilise Central Asian States. In the Tajik Icivar, Pakistan tried to strengthen the
opposition groups. Pakistan supplied assistan@&@® 000-80,000 Tajik refugees stranded in
northern Afghanistan. The opposition leader Himdta visited Pakistan in 1993. His
associates were given access to the Foreign Qffieakistan and the ex-Director General of
the ISI, General Hameed Gul issued a statemeravioutr of the Tajik opposition. Similarly,

in Uzbekistan, Pakistan has provided consistentp@ipto the Islamic Movement of

Uzbekistan (IMU). It reportedly gave refuge to IMéader Yuldeshev in 1990s. The IMU not
only operated in Uzbekistan, it had a larger opemabase in Central Asia and Pakistan
wished to use the IMU as leverage with Central AStdowever, the War on Terror seems to

have destroyed the bases and cadres of IMU pulRaigstan in a disadvantaged position.
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Nevertheless, Pakistan preserves its links withouar radical Islamic groups to foster its
interests in Afghanistan and Central Asia. It hiasrgy connections with the Afghan Taliban
and hopes to play an important role in future red@ion strategy to include the Taliban
into Afghan political system.

Thirdly, apart from using Islamic opposition andrerist groups to gain influence in Central
Asia, it has taken help of various multilateral lmsdike Economic Cooperation Organisation
(ECO), Organisation of Islamic Countries (OIC) aBtdanghai Cooperation Organisation
(SCO) to realise the same. Pakistan, Iran, Turkéghanistan and the Central Asian states
are the members of the ECO. The competing inteoddtan and Pakistan in Afghanistan and
in Central Asia limit the role of ECO to developsér economic cooperation leave alone
creation of Free Trade Area. Besides, Pakistan ssped the membership of the Central
Asian states in the OIC in order to bring them itite Ummabh. In the similar vein, Pakistan
showed keen interest to be part of SCO, thouglasd has to be satisfied with an observer

status’?

Fourthly and finally, Pakistan's favourable ge@&gic situation in relation to Afghanistan
and Central Asia has offered it immense opportesito expand its influence there. Pervez
Musharraf said “Pakistan provides the natural lbgkween the SCO states to connect the
Eurasian heartland with the Arabian Sea and Sosih. AVe offer the critical overland routes
and connectivity for mutually beneficial trade amdergy transactions intra-regionally and
inter-regionally”’? The Central Asian states cannot ignore Pakisgevsstrategic location,
though it is separated from Central Asia by the haig territory unlike Iran which has
contiguous border with Central Asia. For Turkmeanisand southern Uzbekistan, the shortest
route to the sea lies through Iran whereas footlér states the shortest route lies through
Afghanistan and Pakistan. Karachi is the nearest gity for Central Asia and by air
Islamabad is closer to Tashkent than it is to KairaBuilding on this geo-strategic location
Pakistan and China are engaged in the developm&wadar port and the US is engaged in

building the Kandahar route to join Afghanistan #émel Central Asia with the Pakistani port.

The US in a bid to end the war in Afghanistan, Wwhias become burdensome in terms of
declining public support and casualties of the Ufttamly personnel has relied on Pakistan
to help in the process of negotiation. Pakistarwadssidered as the “gatekeepers” to the

Taliban and it is expected to play a crucial raledelivering the Taliban to the table, either
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through coercion or persuasion. But as the hisbdmelationship between Pakistan and the
Taliban suggests Pakistan has every chance of mgscl to impose its own agenda in
Afghanistan. Realising the importance of Pakistdaamid Karzai described India as a close
friend while Pakistan as a twin brother of Afghaais To play a military role, the Pakistan
army has offered military equipments and exprestedhterest to train the Afghan army.
However, Karzai while accepted the offer of theipments, the decision on the proposal of

training the Afghan army was deferred.

According to Shaun Gregory, the US has a strongpreaot to stop aid to Pakistan and take
effective action against it. He says that the WhiBtates fears Pakistan's coercive options:
that it might enhance its support for terrorism ansurgency still further and become a
greater challenge to the US and the west, andRhakistan might even be incentivised to
transfer nuclear weapons know-how to terrorist msuigent group§ In fact, in the
beginning of 2011, the White House had increasedathount of aid to Pakistan though later
the US planned to cut aid to Pakistan after diffees arose between the two countries after
bin Laden was found and killed in Pakistan.

Divergent geopolitical interests in Afghanistan a@dntral Asia have contributed to the
strength of the Taliban which weakened the War @mor and increased the US's reliance on
Pakistan. For example, Iran and China being degypicious of American motives in the
Central Asian region are reported to have provideiary support to the Afghan Taliban.
There have been reports of Iran providing militherdware to the extremist Sunni Afghan
Taliban and Chinese-made military equipment hasrtegly also been found on Taliban
fighters.

Given the present circumstances, Pakistan's agsta@tegy is paying off Pakistan well due
to its influence over radical Islamist groups. Esample, the “frontline” Central Asian states,
Russia and Iran are under compulsion to seek dustaa not so much as the “epicentre of
terrorism” but as an interlocutor in seeking a pcat solution the issues affecting their
national securitys At the regional conference hosted by Turkey orudan26, 2010, India
was pointedly excluded at Islamabad's instancehaigtan, Russia, China, Iran, Tajikistan,
Uzbekistan, Saudi Arabia, United Arab Emirates (JAEhe US and Britain were the
participants of the regional confererl@&So far Pakistan has only paid lip-service to regio

cooperation in working out Afghanistan's problemisereas countries like Iran and India
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were insisting on it. Of late, due to the geo-sigat positioning of Pakistan and its continued
influence over radical groups, Pakistan's imporanas grown in the eyes of both regional
and extra-regional powers. An example is the gpadite summit of Russia, Pakistan and
Tajikistan hosted by President Dmitry Medvedev la¢ Black Sea resort, Sochi where
Moscow decisively moved to de-hyphenate its refetiop with Islamabad and New Delhi.
Sochi was a turning point in that Mr. Medvedeviatieral meeting with Pakistani President
Asif Ali Zardari on the sidelines of the summit wasrked by uncharacteristic warmth and
both the leaders decided to have “very regular faemguent contacts” and engage in “good
political dialogue” unlike in the padi.lran and Pakistan have come together to strengthen
their role in the region vis-a-vis outside powePakistan's interest in the Iran's pipeline
project has strengthened their bilateral relatignsiiccording to Wikileaks documents, at a
time when nuclear deal was being negotiated, thé&éStried to pressurise India over its ties
with Iran and even objected President Mahmoud Ahnegald's visit to Delhi, saying it

would give “platform for an enemy of the US".

Limitations to Pakistan's strategies and ambitions

Though Pakistan has used the Taliban, Tajik opijposgroup and the IMU for its objectives
in Central Asia and in Afghanistan, it has suffefiean a number of limitations to expand its
influence. The Taliban has certain interests inddpat of Pakistan. It had committed
excessive human rights violation in Afghanistan inyrits rule in Afghanistan though
Pakistan directed it to maintain caution. It did aoccept the Durand Line like all the previous
regimes which runs against Pakistan's interest. Tdidan have destroyed the Bamiyan
Buddha statute contrary to the Pakistan's direcfixdany jihadi groups have run against the
Pakistani state after the latter joined the War Taror. For example, the Pakistan
government's action against the Pakistani Talibas put the policy of using the Afghan
Taliban as strategic asset in jeopardy given thausmdetween both the Taliban groups.
Similarly, Pakistan's support for the oppositionl dslamic radical groups in Central Asia has
strengthened the resolve of the rulers not to atloeir territory fall under the grand designs

of the Islamic radicals.

Pakistan as a state actor could not afford to ege world public opinion and the domestic
democratic forces increasingly turning againsktihas been a weak state both militarily and
economically and has relied on non-state actoesrbklical Islamic groups for its geopolitical

interests. Both for its strategy in Central Asia atashmir, it has used Afghan Taliban and
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various mujahideen groups based in Punjab resgdgtiBut the problem for Pakistan is that
it is a state actor with a constitution. It canawbid international and national scrutiny of its
actions. In fact, to avoid international isolatiom a number of issues and get both economic
and military aid from the US, Pakistan joined tharWwn Terror. To join the War on Terror, it
had to make a volt-face on its long term policysing jihadi groups for its national interests,
which angered many groups who took to violence regjaihe Pakistani state. However,
Pakistan has tried to maintain its age-old strategyCentral Asia and in Kashmir by
clandestinely supporting the Afghan Taliban in ttzse of the former and publicising the

latter as a case of freedom struggle.

Pakistan's role in multilateral bodies to expardl iitfluence in Central Asia has been
hampered by the competing roles between their mesnber example, competing interests
of Pakistan with Iran in Afghanistan has held tl@&JEhostage to economic integration. In the
SCO, the interests of great powers like China anssiR overshadow Pakistan's interests and
it has to be satisfied with an observer's statubaenbody. Afghanistan has been the centre of
conflict between the Shiite and Sunni groups spatsdy Iran and Pakistan respectively
within the larger framework of Islamic civilisatiorFurthermore, there are independent
scholars who argue that India has been giving ésinte support to Balochistan secessionist
forces and running many consulates in Afghanistacarry on secret intelligence activity
hindering Pakistan's role in Afghanistan.

Pakistan has the fear that the US might also dpvatoalternative strategy to fight terrorism
in Afghanistan relying on India. India has influenaver the Northern Alliance warlords and
the warlords can play a useful role in stabilistighanistan. At times, the US has also asked

for an increased role for India in Afghanistan émt@in Pakistan's double game.

Growing anti-Americanism in Pakistan also compdlstoi play an ambiguous role in
Afghanistan and pulls Pakistan in different theediions. For example, Pakistan's Foreign
Minister Shah Mahmood Qureshi implicitly justifitiie Times Square bombing as retaliation
against the drone strikes of America to flush eutarists from the Pakistani border aréhs.
Besides, anti-Americanism in Pakistan plays sqyargb the hands of Islamist militants.
The surveys of public opinion in Pakistan condudigdGallup Pakistan and by the Pew
Research Centre's Global Attitudes Project pointhi® overwhelming anti-Americanism

prevailing there. In both the surveys American @plin Afghanistan receives very little
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support® More importantly, both the surveys suggest thatetis a strong public desire for
better relations with India even among those sastighich consider their eastern neighbour

as a major thredt.

One of the factors that may seriously affect Pakistpolicy in Afghanistan is the danger of
losing control over radical religious groups. WHieakistan has considered links with radical
religious groups valuable for its strategic objeesi, it has failed to gain full control over
them. The recent case of attack on Malala Yousgipaits to that. Malala is a teenage
Pakistani girl who sought education for girls inkBtan. She had to bear the wrath of the
Pakistani Taliban which attacked her. Pakistaniegoment, in contrast, has argued that it
was a western conspiracy to pressure Pakistan datmlucting a military operation in
Northern Waziristafi The continuing power game between the governmettnaititary in
Pakistan keeps the state weak in relation to rhdat@ious groups. Pakistani military and
intelligence agency, ISI maintain strong links wAthrious radical groups and play a major
role in formulation of Pakistan’s foreign policyhis has led to growing radicalisation of
Pakistani society and an unstable state.

To sum up, immediately after its emergence, Pakistale and interests in Afghanistan were
shaped by its interests to spread its influenceatdsvits north and west and offset its power
imbalance with India in the east. However, thedrnistl problem of dispute over Durand
Line potentially hindered its objective. The demdod Pashtunistan was against Pakistan's
interest as it wanted Afghanistan to be dependenitdor trade and transportation of
resources. Pan-Islamic ideas became helpful forsRekin defusing territorial nationalism.
Therefore, Pakistan raised the insurgency agamesBobviet occupation of Afghanistan. But
to see that the Peshawar-based parties do notngeidun the issue of Pashtunistan, it
distributed arms and aid to them separately. Thetfat not all the Peshawar-based based
parties were religious and anti-communist in theeavay points to Pakistan's use of them
for its geopolitical interests. During the Afghaivicwar, it provided arms and aid to the
Taliban to forge an overarching Islamic identityheTTaliban consisted of many members
drawn from the Central Asian states rather thamesgmting the Pashtun Afghans in the
refugee camps in Pakistan. Their structure wasidaied to suit Pakistan's geopolitical
interests. Nevertheless, the Taliban had its ovee®af support and autonomy.
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Pakistan consistently pursued a policy of influegcsituations in Central Asia since the time
of Soviet intervention in Afghanistan. However, the aftermath of Soviet Union's
disintegration, Pakistan has tried to enable itgelplay a bigger role in Central Asia and
considered the Taliban as the key to it. Pakistiopted a multi-pronged strategy to secure
influence in Afghanistan and Central Asia. It triiedfend off not only India's but also Iran's,
Russia's and the US's strategies there. Pakis@mrvdréous objectives in Afghanistan and
Central Asia. First, it wants to weaken the demBmmdPashtunistan among the Pashtuns by
subsuming the ethnic appeal under the umbrelladital Islam. Secondly, it tries to create
an Islamic bloc spanning Afghanistan and Centrah As discuss and garner support on a
number of international issues and to increasetésnational standing. Thirdly, Pakistan has
interests in Central Asian energy resources as a country endowed with less indigenous
energy resources. Fourthly, it has also interestee growing market in Central Asia looking
for investment and trade. Pakistan's strategy intt@eAsia, if successfully pursued, will
definitely put India in a disadvantaged positiortlas game played there is a zero-sum game
wherein every gain for Pakistan is a loss for In¢Hawever, Pakistan's role in Central Asia
cannot be reduced to an anti-Indian agenda.

Although Pakistan, being a state actor, has beempgrassed to fight terror in Afghanistan
contrary to its strategic objectives, it tries tage the Afghan war in its favour by keeping
close contacts with the Afghan Taliban, not alloyvits territory to be used by the American
military personnel for ground operations, stoppthg NATO convoys to pass through its
territory in the event of any arial strike on igritory and by secretly helping the Taliban to
attack NATO forces. Differing geopolitical interesdf regional powers in Afghanistan has
also ensured the strength of the Taliban. For el@nop different occasions, Iran and China
to thwart US's Central Asian strategies have beported to have lent support to the Taliban

hindering a common front against terrorism.

The US is dependent on Pakistan for supplies oftaryl and non-military goods to the
American and NATO forces in Afghanistan whereasiftahk is dependent on the US for aid.
Pakistan provides shortest routes for these supplibe US fears Pakistan’s ability to
multiply its support for the radical groups and rd@ the supplies. The American
containment strategy towards Iran further pushed8 towards Pakistan. The US considers
Pakistan’s links with different radical groups Vita end the war through reconciliation. By

bringing its preferred men into the Afghan governinéhe US hopes that it can revive the
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relationship with the Taliban that it had once dgrithe Taliban's rule in Afghanistan.
However, divergences of interests between thosthefUS and of Pakistan would make
reconciliation a difficult affair. Given long termexus between the ISI and the Taliban,
continuing insurgency by the Taliban in Afghanistand their refusal to the start of
reconciliation process without the withdrawal offeign forces seem to have been propped up
by Pakistan. The US is also looking for opporturitytalk to the Taliban independent of
Pakistan. Instead of allying itself with the US queately, Pakistan has also been in the look
out of regional allies to promote its interests Qentral Asia. It has tried to improve
relationship with Iran and Russia and has develdpgeddship with Turkey to support its
Central Asian strategies. However, Pakistan rums ribk of losing control over radical
religious groups. Growing anti-Americanism, radisafion of Pakistani society and civil-

military power game, hinder Pakistan’s policy amjeatives in Afghanistan.
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CHAPTER V
Iran and Afghanistan, 1979-2011: Ambitiorfor a Regional Role

Iran’s attitude and policies towards Afghanistanlemthe Shah till the Islamic Revolution in
1979 were influenced by his pro-US foreign poliegldran being part of the anti-communist
western alliance under Baghdad pact, later rena@esdral Treaty Organisation (CENTO)
which included Pakistan and Turkey. During thisiger Shah maintained close political and
security relationship with Pakistan and was geheratpportive of US objectives in

Afghanistan.

However, the Islamic Revolution in Iran in 1979 wbad the geopolitics in the region
dramatically as Iran tried to assume an indepenadator itself in the region. Iran became a

challenger to the prevailingatus quo in the Persian Gulf which the US along with itgesl

Pakistan and Saudi Arabia tried to maintain inrdgiont The relationship between the US,
Saudi Arabia and Pakistan grew further after th@edJnion intervened in Afghanistan. The
Soviet move was cast as a threat to security ofPtlisian Gulf. Besides, the three states
promoted Sunni variant of Islam in Afghanistan whmosed a threat to Iran, which is Shia

dominated.

Before the Islamic Revolution, Iran, for trade posps, wanted to connect Afghanistan to its
port to transfer its own goods to Afghanistan arigh&n goods to its own market. Iran also
had an interest in the waters of the River Helmituadl flows in the southwest of Afghanistan,
draining in the border region in Siestan basin. klesv, after the Revolution, though these
interests remained, Iran wanted to play a maj@& molAfghanistan by increasing its influence
among its co-ethnics, Shias. Iran’s economic, arjitand logistic support to the Shia
community in Afghanistan and its aspiration to ntaim a sphere of influence there has been
driven by many considerations. First, Iran’s higtdink with Herat made it an area of Iranian
influence naturally. Secondly, there was revoluignzeal in Iran to export its Islamic
ideology after the Islamic revolution. Thirdly, gving influence of Pakistan and Saudi
Arabia and their role in promoting Sunni sect déans in Afghanistan also concerned Iran.
Furthermore, there was a need to manage the problaiime Afghan refugees in Iran by

strengthening the Shia community to find for thepodtical space in Afghanistan.
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Iran and the Soviet Intervention in Afghanistan

When the pro-Soviet People’s Democratic Party ajhainistan (PDPA) seized power in a
military coup, Iran perceived it to be severe thréa 1979 when the USSR intervened in
Afghanistan, the same year also witnessed Islaeviolution in Iran. The revolution had an
anti-US content. Emadi contends that “the revivdl the Islamic movement was
fundamentally a response to the political domimatb Iran by the US and the tyranny of the
US-backed political systenfln the same year, US hostage crisis in Tehran enbded
strategic cooperation between the US and Iran amed them into bitter enemies.

Though Iran perceived a threat to its Islamic awblutionary character with the invasion of
an Islamic state by atheists, it did not want terate Soviet Union in its calculations for
future help in the event of international isolatemmd sanctions imposed by the US. Ayatollah
Khomeini in a conversation asked the Soviet Amldmsao Iran, Vladimir Vinogradov:

“these days the US would request the United Nat®asurity Council to impose economic
sanctions against Iran over the question of thadlpf®mats held hostages in Tehran. Would
the Soviet Union support Iran on that issu&Herefore, Iran’s response to the Soviet
invasion was measured. It could neither ally whike S nor could completely ignore the

Soviet Union.

It was expected that being a permanent membereotUth Security Council, Soviet Union
could veto any resolutions authorizing sanctionsarA from the help that Iran was expecting
from the Soviet Union, there were other distractfagtors that compelled Iran to play a
measured role in Afghanistan. For example, Iratiands were seeking autonomy from the
central government and there were border skirmisakisig place between Iran and Iraq
along their shared border which eventually turnatto be a war between the two states.
Iran faced a conundrum as to how the role of Iskmd the national interests could be
suitably combined. Iran is a Persian state in th@bAdominated region and Shia dominated
state in the Sunni dominated region. After the dalShah, it lost American support and arms
and Saudi Arabia emerged as the key American allyé region. Therefore, Iran relied on
providing all kinds of support to Shiites of thegteuring countries to increase its influence
in the region. Iran's economic, military and logistupport to the Afghan Shiites included
sending Iranian nationals to Afghanistan not oolyparticipate in the armed struggle against
the Soviet occupation forces but also to propagdétemeini’s politics and ideolog.

However, Iran while covertly supported various s&mice groups, refrained from being a
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“frontline” state and participating in the “Washtog-Islamabad-Riyadh” axis which openly

supported Pakistani-based resistance against thet®gcupation.

Later, realizing the existence of factions withime tShiite community, Iran shifted its
assistance to only the Shiite groups following ithenlogy of Islamic revolution. The Shiite
movement was divided into three ideological groufsamist, Hazara nationalist and
Socialist. The third group was pro-Soviet. Tehramfined its assistance to Shiite parties
close to Iran and the revolutionary establishmeshf1982 onward. Thus, the Sazman-i Nasr
(Organization of the Victory) that had been foundedong young Shiite Afghans in 1978
was now patronized by the Iranian government. |dber Sepah-i Pasdaran (Revolutionary
Guards) were founded according to the Iranian maddl became Iran’s second protégé in
Afghanistar

It is pertinent that Iran’s support for the Shiresistance groups was not only due to the
presence of an atheist great power near its boitdems also used to check the growing
influence of Pushtuns supported by the Washingstarrlabad-Riyadh axis. But the widening
division within Shiite groups, the enmity with thdS, the war with Iraq and Kurdish
subnationalism compelled Iran to maintain a lowfifgan Afghanistan till 1988. However,
its low profile and ambiguous foreign policy helpgdn several ways. For example, Iran
could play its “Afghan card” as an effective meémgain concessions from Moscow, to limit
the Soviet supply of arms to Iraq during the eigddr Iran-lraq War, to counter the looming
US threat, and to tame the activities of the prosdbbov Tudeh party as Khomeinists
consolidated power in Iran. Secondly, the Soviatupging forces did not dominate the
Hazarjat region in Central Afghanistan, which wastcolled by pro-Iranian groups. Thirdly,
Iran’s ambiguous role also enabled Iran to mainfaiendly relationship with the Soviet

Union during and after its withdrawal from Afghatais®

The flipside of Iran’s low profile was the defedttbe purpose of Iranian Islamic revolution,
which ordained Iran to play a role of an independeygional power. To realize its
independent status, Iran abandoned the CENTO ftestthe Islamic revolution and joined
Non-Aligned Movement (NAM). It also cancelled mawgapon orders from the West. The
assumption of revolutionary leaders was that nagraient would meet the foreign policy
goals of the Islamic Republic as a third world estathereas the alliance with either the East

or the West would not fit the Iranian religious|tatal or historical context.
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The presence of a great power near its border emwliigg estrangement with another great
power put Iran in a complicated situation. Iran hadbe content with covert operations,
ambiguous stance and low profile in Afghanistarsehior Iranian diplomat in an interview
with Fred Halliday said that Iran had made a bigtake by not working with the communist
regime, one of the three ‘big mistakes’ of the rnsla Republic (the other two being the
detention of the American hostages in 1979-81, thiedrejection of Iragi peace offers in
1982). Probably, he meant to say that joining i communist regime would not have led

to the present strength of Pashtun groups and emezgf Talibar.

Iran’s foreign policy and its role in Afghanistail the Soviet withdrawal, if carefully
analysed, is reflective of its claim to play anapdndent role in the region after the Islamic
Revolution. Shah was a regional player but withdufport. After the Revolution, Iran had to
play this role without US support. Iran's role twape Afghani situation according to its
national interests, however modest, can be undetsts an interplay between these claims
and its capabilities to unite various Shiite grotgsurb the growing role of the US, Pakistan
and Saudi Arabia.

Iran’s approach to Afghanistan after the Soviet Wihdrawal

In the Geneva conference, which provided breaktynofor negotiations for the Soviet
withdrawal from Afghanistan, both the US and US3&iged not to interfere in Afghanistan.
The doctrine of “non-interference” and “benign reayt led to an unprecedented power
vacuum allowing various regional players such as,ISaudi Arabia and Pakistan to play an
important role in the domestic issues of AfghamiSta

The disengagement of the both the superpowers Atigimanistan provided ample leverage to
Iran to fulfill its aspiration as a powerful regarpower, which was Iran’s objective after the
Islamic Revolution in 1979. The ambiguous policynot antagonizing Soviet Union, while
still supporting resistance groups paid rich divide in the aftermath of Soviet withdrawal.
The two states formed “strategic alliance”, whiamalgled Iran to counter US policy of
sanctions and international alienation toward$he post-Cold War also witnessed the end of
eight-year long Iran-lraqg war (1980-88). Althoughn did not win the war, the fact that it
successfully withstood Iraq’s overwhelming militapower supported by the US was

considered a remarkable achievement in the Iransign policy circles and enhanced its
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confidence to play a major role in regional pogiti¢-urthermore, with the disintegration of
the USSR, there emerged six newly independent resaich states in the Central Asia and
Caucasus as neighbours of Iran. These states @gugal proximity with some of the major
powers like Russia, China and Turkey and impontald played by states like Pakistan and
Saudi Arabia in Afghanistan, which are geograplycabntiguous with some of the Central

Asian states, compelled Iran to pursue a proagkligics in the region.

With the lessened role of the US in Afghanistargnirwished to see Tehran-friendly
government in Kabul to reduce the influence of Biaki and Saudi Arabia in Afghanistan.
Iran pursued a pragmatic foreign policy to diversis aid to various Persian and Dari
speaking non-Pashtun groups. Previously duringthaet occupation of Afghanistan, due to
revolutionary zeal, it was only providing both raly and economic assistance to Shiite
groups. But Shiite population only being 20 pertcehthe whole population, increased
factionalism within Shiite groups and the end & #mbiguous policy of not antagonizing the
USSR compelled Iran to pursue a pragmatic foreigiicy to see a friendly government in
Kabul. Moreover, after Ayatollah Montazeri, so far charge of formulating strategies
regarding the Afghan resistance, was ruled outla@eini’s successor, the foreign ministry
and the later president Rafsanjani played a dexisile in adjusting its future policy towards
Afghanistan'® Greater pragmatism under Rafsanjani led to difieasion of Iranian support
to the Afghan partners and improved relationshighwhe Soviet Union.

Tehran pursued two-pronged policy in the Afghamistairst, it encouraged various Shiite
groups to form the Hezb-e Wahdat in 1990. Secomndéygned an important agreement with
Tajikistan and Afghanistan’s Jamait-e Islami, agéaorganisation under the leadership of
Berhanuddin Rabbani and Ahmad Shah Massod. Latesobtl along with Rashid Dostam,
an Uzbek warlord, formed a loose alliance withiezb-e Wahdat and smaller Shiite groups.
Massod toppled the Najibollah government in a pyatera strike before the UN played a
role in establishing new Afghan government. Thisgcavas seen by both Pakistan and Saudi
Arabia as an lIranian move to establish pro-lranegoment. They sought the help of

Gulbuddin Hekmatyar for destabilisation of the imhent governmerit.

Masood received enormous economic support from Bakistan and Saudi Arabia and
distanced himself from Iran and complained aboet ItAnian intervention in Afghanistan.

Iran’s aspiration to play a role of major regiopalwer was marred by the lack of required
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resources drained during the Iran-lraq war andtierpmolicies by the Afghan government.
Eventually, the Afghan government primarily conisigtof Persian and Dari speaking groups
were unwilling to share power with either PashtanShiite groups, which led to long-drawn
civil war in Afghanistan. During the battle for Kialbfrom 1992 to 1996, every major group
had both allied with and fought against every otimajor group at one time or another. In
many parts of Afghanistan, warlords ruled. In theshof Persian and Dari speaking groups
resisting to share power with both the Pashtun @niite groups, Iran and Pakistan were

involved in a proxy war to see government frienlyhem in Afghanistar?

The Emergence of Taliban and Iran

Viewed from perspectives on geopolitics, Iran istdrepositioned than Pakistan vis-a-vis
Central Asian states as the former does not nedgseaed Afghanistan as a corridor to
connect itself to the Central Asian energy resairdeborders on Turkmenistan and is a
direct neighbour of the Central Asian states whefeakistan is separated from the Central
Asian region by Afghanistan. However, Tehran pudsule strategy of establishing a
non-Pashtun corridor in northern Afghanistan cotingdran with Central Asia after the fall
of Najibullah’s regime in 1992. Therefore, Iran ambkistan vied for influence in
Afghanistan'®

Though both the US and Russia obligated themseloéeso interfere in Afghanistan under
the international negotiations, they continued Yolee new strategies to control the main
routes for the transfer of energy resources froenGbntral Asian region to the world market.
The US developed “Greater Central Asia” strategynothe Central Asian oil and gas fields
with Pakistan by pipelines running through Afghgams The strategy is to provide South

Asian markets to the Central Asian energy resources

In the civil war period, “the more the mujahidiresahed towards Iran, the more Islamabad
and Washington became suspicious of Tehran’s palncytherefore persisted in assisting the
Taliban”** The US influenced Afghan situation indirectly winrx through Pakistan. To
contain Iran, the shortest and most secure roues the former USSR’s energy resources to
the Gulf Sea passing through it had been kept usalections by the US since the American
Embassy takeover in IrdA.Now, the US developed the strategy of providingakiarnative

route for transfer of Central Asian resources ®3louth Asian markets.
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While Iran's policy of uniting the various Persiand Dari speaking groups during the civil
war failed, Pakistan saw in it an opportunity teate a belligerent group outside Afghan soil
to take over Afghan government. Before Iran cogdlize and be aware of the difficulty in
ending the civil war, Pakistan seized the oppotyum its favour. The growth of Taliban
outside Afghan soil could ensure enormous aid f&andi Arabia and US. The US also did
not have to break the treaty obligation of notrifgeng in Afghan domestic affairs. Milani
contends that “neither the Afghan government nam lippear to have been fully aware of the
substantial aid being covertly given to the Talib&h

Iran continued with its failed policies of suppagi Shiite groups, while the Taliban was
winning one area after another in Afghanistan. Totgxt its historical area of influence,
Herat, Iran provided token support to Ismail Khanowvas defeated by Taliban and Herat
came under Taliban rule. In summer 1996, when dalitvoops approached Kabul, Iranian
mediators played a significant role in building ewninterim government. However, this
initiative proved abortive because strong militgnoups like Dostum’s Uzbeks and the
Shiites of the Hazarajat were not part of this gosmeent, which led to the final conquest of
Kabul by the Taliban in September 1996. In Noveni896, Afghan president Rabbani made
a visit to Iran and by that time he had lost KatouTaliban but was still recognised by many
governments as the de jure ruieiThere he had talks with many Iranian officials ahd
president Hashemi Rafsanjani on the issue of brqgeace in Afghanistan.

Despite all the Iranian attempts to unify non-Pushltand strengthen anti-Taliban forces, the
objective of providing credible challenge to Tahb@mained far from being achieved. Even
the Hizb-i Wahdat split up into two wings such las taction behind Karim Khalili on the one
hand, and the Akbari group on the other. This §iicamt split resembled more a collapse of
the Hizb-i Wahdat and reflected the old divisiomoirsepah and Nasr in the 1980s. The
animosity between Iran and Taliban reached itstkem Summer 1998 when Taliban
attacked and conquered the northern town of MaZnarif. Taliban killed eight Iranian
diplomats and journalists accusing them of supgl@mms to the opposition. This issue led to
the movement of Iranian troops along the westerrddroof Afghanistan and created a
situation of war. But pragmatism prevailed ovemiaa foreign policy makers and they
refrained from fighting the Taliban. A war againSfghanistan was considered involving
incalculable risk and even air strikes againstbEali positions were regarded as ineffective

and useless among Iranian generals and militaayesfists-®
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It is noteworthy that apart from Iran’s immediatencerns over spread of drugs by the
militants to procure arms, the hostility betweesnliand the Taliban had led to generation of
refugees with the ethnic onslaughts on Shiite comtyuwy the Taliban. According to a
Middle East report, the conflict between Iran ahd Taliban led to over 2 million Afghan
refugees entering into Iranian territory and beeawo$ its concerns about intelligence
operatives using refugee assistance as a covardidanot seek assistance for the Afghans
from the United Nations High Commission for Refugge)NHCR). It also faced a daily

low-level conflict on its Afghan frontier becauskattempts to export drugs into Iran

Iran’s means and opportunities to shape situatioAdghanistan to give effect to its national
interests were always limited. Pakistan played aendominant role in Afghanistan than Iran.
Iran wanted to combine its ideological influencethwits national interests by supporting
Shiite groups both financially and through provgliarms. It created distrust on the Afghan
side, where some actors and politicians believed ltian had political goals other than its
usual announcements would suggest. During the wisi] though Iran diversified its support
to Persian and Dari speaking groups to strengtteenole, these groups fought with each
other in opposing alliances. In comparison witmJrRakistan’s success in Afghanistan can
be ascribed to its consistent support for one dactior example, in the 1980s and in early
1990s it supported Hekmatyar’s Hizb-i Islami antéafards Taliban. Furthermore, Pakistan
had active forward policy since Soviet interventianAfghanistan while Iran followed an
ambiguous foreign policy until the civil war. Momaportantly, the Sunni card that Pakistan
played could ensure enormous aid from countries $ikudi Arabia. Pakistan was the conduit
to US economic and arm assistance to Afghan resistaViultiple supports for the various
Afghan actors in the civil war period neither camited to strengthen Iran’s influence in

Afghanistan nor could it contribute to pacificatiohthe country.

Geopolitics and Iran's role in Afghanistan

There was more to the strategic thinking in Irdoi®ign policy making than the immediate

concerns for the spread of drugs and ethnic clagnsy the Taliban in Afghanistan. Iran’s

opposition to the Taliban and Pakistani role in#ggistan was also an indirect opposition to
greater American role in the region. While till tSeviet withdrawal from Afghanistan, Iran’s

interest was confined to the Gulf and to enhanséniiuence in Afghanistan where large

number of Shia Muslims lived. The disintegration tbé Soviet Union expanded Iran’s
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interests and role considerably which includedgitswing interest in Central Asia and its
intention of using Afghanistan as a corridor to €&nAsia. Iran also had a growing interest

in South Asia as it was emerging as a new markeCémtral Asian resources.

Iran’s aspiration to play a major role in the regiof West Asia, Central Asia and in
Afghanistan was more of a geopolitical necessigntlanything else. Iran's interests were
shaped by the military and economic opportunitiest the region provided to other major
powers. The US, an extra-regional power wantedotdrol the region’s resources and their
supply for geopolitical reasons than satisfyingoitan consumption needs. The importance of
energy resources lies in running the military fooren expansionist purposes, sustaining
alliance system by providing natural resourceshi® allies, for example, the US always
wanted to secure the supply of energy to its Wesbiean allies and Japan and controlling
the foreign policies of different states by denysugh energy resources by exercising control
over their production and supg¥.In the first Gulf War, the US did not intervenesecure

oil supply from West Asia for its own consumptidrne US imports little of it. It intervened
rather to keep it in friendly hands and maintam strategy of “divide and conquer” by
dividing the control of the Gulf’'s oil among severalers to prevent the emergence of strong
regional powers in the region. The US depends aymhically closer and more reliable
sources located in the traditional American “bacyand it imports almost fifty per cent of

oil from Canada and Latin American countries.

Similarly, Iran is a resource rich country. Itsargst in providing pipelines for the supply of
Central Asian energy resources has the long terfactee of enabling it to become a
regional power rather than merely profiting frome ttransit fees. According to Oystein
Noreng, besides transit fees, by facilitating aidagas transit, Iran would be in a better
position to develop trade with the Central Asiagioa. Central Asia could eventually
become an important market for Iranian manufactg®abs. In turn, the combination of oll
and gas transit and trade could establish Iraneg®mal power in Central Asia. With oll
transiting from Central Asia to Iranian Gulf portsan would strengthen its position in the
Gulf, essentially in relation to Saudi-Arabia, putelly also in relation to Irag* Thus
increase of Iran's influence in Central Asia woalso reinforce its position in relation to the

Gulf neighbours.
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The disintegration of the USSR and emergence adpaddent Central Asian states brought
forth long term considerations for major powersialk out plans to lay down trade routes
and pipelines to transfer energy resources fronsethatates outbidding other contending
powers. The fact that the three countries whichiesttee majority of the region’s energy and
resources, namely Kazakhstan, Azerbaijan and Tumstam, are landlocked makes them
depend on their immediate neighbours for accediset®estern markets. In the aftermath of
the collapse of communism, the ex-Soviet repultic€entral Asia, especially Azerbaijan

and Kazakhstan, have been trying to exploit thatural resources as they consider oil to be
the prime means of securing their economic andtiigaliindependence. According to the

estimates of geologists, the oil deposits of thespzan Sea may not be quantitatively
comparable to the deposits of the Persian Gulf,tbey are still considered of excellent

guality and able to provide a significant altermatsource of energy in the 21st century. In
particular, it is estimated that the entire Casfa&a is a basin full of oil and natural gas,
starting from Azerbaijan and continuing to the ogifshore in the territory of Kazakhstan

and Turkmenistan. These deposits carry enormou®riance because of the expected
exhaustion of the deposits of Alaska and the N&#la by the year 2015. According to a
Congressional Research Service report “in the @aspegion, the prospective increase in
natural gas proven reserves appears to be muclesnmmatelative terms than for oil, but still

very large. It is estimated that there are neaddt& in additional natural gas reserves in the
region. Should this be the case, total Caspiaronegioven reserves in near future would put
the region’s proven gas reserve total at more tidce its present level and far exceed

present Saudi Arabian natural gas reser¢es.”

Iran, apart from the export of its own olil, strivies provide routes for the transfer Central
Asian energy resources. The concern for the invgstol producing countries and oil
consuming countries is finding out the shortesgagtest and the safest exit route for the
transfer of energy resources from the landlockedti@k Asian states. But these are the
principles of market economy. Powerful states gy a geopolitical role by excluding
certain other states from the leverage of providingply routes though the routes are thought

to be the most convenient ones on the basis ofeharknciples.

Russia controls most of the pipeline system buitirdy the Soviet days to supply the Central
Asian energy resources to the European ma&rk&he Central Asian states in the look out of

their independent identity do not appreciate Russinopoly over the supply routes and
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therefore want to diversify their supplies to diffiet markets through various supply routes.
According to most of the independent energy expastsvell as the Western oil companies,
Iran provides the shortest and cheapest routegdGif and to the South Asian markets.
From a purely practical point of view this is th@sh sensible option as within the shortest
distance possible, the Central Asian states are tabplug into the already existing Iranian
pipeline system. Therefore, the countries of thep@m Sea region turned their attention
towards Iran as a future exit route. However, framgeopolitical perspective, the US role in
the Central Asian states has been to limit theiarfte of Russia and in the north and Iran in
the south by providing alternative pipeline systéine US granted official invitation to the
presidents of Azerbaijan, Kazakhstan and Turkmanisénd all visited Washington to hear
about US preferred route: the Baku-Thilisi-CeyhBA Q) route in Turkey and the other one
from Turkmenistan to Pakistan through AfghanisBoth routes were planned to bypass Iran
and Russia. The US administration had exerted pressn oil companies to accept the
project. The pipeline through Baku-Thilisi-Ceyhayute was estimated to cost nearly four
billion dollars. This project, the financial compes found unjustifiable if the US and Turkish
government did not pay part oft.

Similarly, though the US, Pakistan and Saudi Arapparently shared a common economic
objective in the construction of the pipeline joigi Turkmenistan and Pakistan through
Afghanistan as the US oil company, Union Oil CompahCalifornia (UNOCAL) and Saudi
Arabian company Delta Oil were to be the main foes of the project, this was also a
commercially non-viable project. This project invedl the risk of insecurity as that was to
pass through unstable Afghanistan and PakistanJAN@CAL Vice President Marty Miller
said that the project at that moment was not fipabte. Despite the commercial
non-viability of the pipeline projects like the TAPurkmenistan-Afghanistan-Pakistan) and
the pipeline through Turkey, they were given utmogbortance by the governments of the
US and Saudi Arabia in case of TAP and the US an#l€ly in case of Baku-Thilisi-Ceyhan.
Some scholars argue that the US went to the extemvading and destroying Iraqi oll
resources to shoot up the price of oil to give a&ff® its financially nonviable projects.
According to Paul A. Williams, Tekin and Ali, “th@rolonged damage to lIrag’s oil
infrastructure under the occupation and the effettlisrepair and sabotage helped skyrocket
the price of oil and made the projects viable. Phgjects aimed at the containment of Iran

more than breaking Russian control over the Cawscansport corridor™®
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They argue that “these accomplishments seem refmarkalight of the fact that the seminal
BTC pipeline was nearly shelved after the pricdapde in 1998 and the downgrading of
Azerbaijan’s offshore oil-reserve estimates. IhitidS support for BTC was primarily

political rather than financial. Despite favorableetoric from members of the Clinton

Administration, the American government remaineddéy noncommittal towards funding

the BTC, even as a means of breaking Russian d¢amuen the Caucasus transport corridor.
Rather, Washington did more to back the projectramntaining its ban on the building of
new pipelines from and through Iran. The occupatibiraq inadvertently imparted a new
momentum to Caspian projects like the BTC and ByHhdlping to ratchet up world energy
prices. The aforementioned conditions also fed @y interest in completing these
projects.?® The plan for the TAP pipeline project was, howewrelved after the Taliban

turned away from the US orbit of influence.

Iran not only wants to transit the Central Asiaergy resources to the Gulf, it has also plan
to reach out to the South Asian market. The TARegtainlike other pipeline projects can be
seen as a strategy of the US to deny Iran the Shsiin market. If TAP pipeline system is
successfully laid down, it will deprive Iran of tsit fees from the supply of energy resources
to the South Asian market, Iran will lose the SoA#ian markets for the sale of its own
energy resources as it is also an exporter of md gas, and finally it will be bereft of
potential political and trade influence in SouthigAdran has shown interest in the idea of
Asian Common Market and thus developed healthytioglship with China which, in turn,
treats Iran as a regional power and as a countgnived Russian’s control over the energy
resources in Central Asia. Iran’s increased intsrgsforging new links with China can be
interpreted as its attempt to break the US’s camant policy in the region. The US has
divergences with Iran from nuclear issue to allayihe latter playing a dominant role in the
region. The US’s pipeline project of laying dowre tivestern route - Baku-Tbilisi-Ceyhan
route and the south eastern route — Turkmenistghaifistan-Pakistan route as alternative to
southern route provided by Iran is a move to depiran of playing a role of a regional
power. Iran views the policy of the US in the regas one of encirclement through the allies
like Turkey, Saudi Arabia, Israel and Pakistan. 8a@nalysts argue that Tehran’s support of
Afghan renegade warlord Ismail Khan in Herat istgdrits plan to prevent the Afghan
pipeline project and protect Iran’s influence ie tiiobal oil market’ Iran's opposition to the

Taliban can be viewed from this angle.
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Since the Taliban started its military campaignl®94, the US had shown all positive
indications to the campaign. The US officials offedlent occasions had opined that “they
saw nothing objectionable about the version ofmtétalaw the Taliban have imposed in the
areas under their control. The Taliban should bekrawledged’ as an ‘indigenous’
movement which has ‘demonstrated staying powed, taiat when ‘you get to know them

you find they really have a great sense of humtir'.

Before Taliban captured Herat, Islamabad welcomad o participate in a pipeline project.
In order to accommodate the Iranian interest inhAfgstan, Pakistan declared that it would
facilitate the Iranian pipeline to pass throughté@sitory to India. Taliban’s capture of Herat
prompted UNOCAL and Delta oil to finalise a dealttwiTurkmenistan for a pipeline to
Pakistan through Afghanistan. Tehran’s limiteduefice in Afghanistan through Herat ended
with the Taliban’s capture of that area. Heratitisaded at the crossroad of competing Turkic
and Persian empires. It is cradle of Afghanistaissory and civilization and has had historic
ties to Persia and the Silk Road trade routes. $taares 400-mile border with Western
Afghanistan and it has always felt a sense of Essse towards Herat. The project for an
alternative route through Afghanistan to Pakistama be seen as a strategy developed by the
US, Saudi Arabia and Pakistan to deprive Iran a¥iplg a role of a regional power after the

latter lost its influence in western Afghanistan.

Apart from the oil politics, the US-Iran relatiomgland their respective role in the region was
also shaped by pure strategic considerations. TihmaRd countries like Afghanistan, Iran,
Irag and Pakistan provide opportunities to devetogtidimensional military strategies to
states to become powerful and establish hegemotheiregion. These are the regions which
join Eurasian Heartland with the Indian Ocean. @ulihg these regions would mean
development of both continental and maritime stjige at the same time. Davutoglu argues
“therefore the undeclared cooperation of the US #ra USSR against Iran during the
Iran-lIraq war and the declared coalition againag lin the Gulf War is not surprising. Both
the superpowers militarily supported Irag to préviean from consolidating the Rimland by
a wave of revolutions. Then they co-operativelytds®d Iragi military capacity which had
provided Irag with a superior strategic positioanfr the geopolitical perspective in the core
of the Rimland.*®

161



Iran’s long-term interests in Herat

Iran seeks permanent influence in Herat in the avasAfghanistan region from where it
could spread its influence over other regions ajhaistan through building highways and
railroads and more importantly building of infrastture could ensure political and economic
cooperation with the Central Asian states settipglarger network with more Iranian
influence in the region. For example, Iran and Tuekistan guarantee supply of electricity to
Herat and parts of the northwestern provinces earddnd Tajikistan plan a joint dam project
for the production of hydroelectric power which tbdree Afghanistan from its notorious

energy crisis®

Iran has had historical links with Herat and thhougat region Iranian support for Shiite
groups and later for Northern Alliance was charsseli With the occupation of Afghanistan
by the US forces, Iran wanted to use Herat as feibtdf ensure that its border remained safe.
To that end Iran even provided sporadic suppothéoTaliban as some reports suggest. The
west and northwest Afghanistan became incorporatediran’s economy during the civil
war. For years Iranian companies have found a ebanlere for their industrial products. In

2006 Iran’s exports to Afghanistan amounted to $B@on per year®

It has invested a lot for the reconstruction prigea the western Afghanistan. It is one of the
most generous donors in Afghanistan and contributede than 650 million dollars to the
reconstruction process. Iranian road building camgzarebuilt the highway connecting Herat
with the border town of Taybad covering a distantel20 kilometers. The highway was
inaugurated in 2005. In addition, a new transitteolbetween Afghanistan and the Iranian
harbor of Bandar-i Abbas was established, and mnser 2006 the construction of a railway
connecting Herat with Mashhad and Tehran starteldotim sides of the bord&.Iran has the
strategic aim is to establish a land corridor thaiuld link it with the Persian speaking
populations of Afghanistan, Tajikistan and Uzbekist Much of the Iranian aid to
Afghanistan has been spent on infrastructure pimjenainly transportation links between
Iran, Afghanistan and Central Asian Republics, tongamechanisms of greater integration
and dependence on Iran. A hundred and twenty tkilemetres long road linking Herat in
western Afghanistan to the Dogharoun region in hras already been completed and work is
underway to link Afghanistan to the Iranian portGifiabahar on the Gulf of Oman, which

would alleviate Afghan dependence on the Pakigtartiof Karachi.
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Iran and Afghanistan after 9/11

Before 9/11, there was occasional cooperation iwean and the US during the Afghan
civil war. Iran, along with the United States, Rassnd the countries bordering Afghanistan,
attended UN sponsored meetings in New York (thedBis Two group) to try to end the

internal conflict in Afghanistan. Iran and the Wdt States also participated in a

U.N.-sponsored group in Geneva, which included l&ad Germany?

Post-9/11 period also witnessed a short term cagigerrelationship between the US and
Iran in addressing the problem of Afghanistan. A& fthe Iranian diplomatic sources,
members of the Iranian Revolutionary Guard Corpepecated with the CIA (Central

Intelligence Agency) and the US Special Operatibosces in supplying and funding the
commanders of the Northern Alliance. The Cyprusuprfavored by the Iranian government
participated in the negotiations in Bonn, Germdaynitiate a peace process in the war-torn

country®*

Since the United States partly depended on Tehgaod will for stabilising and establishing
a new order in Afghanistan, both sides entered antacit agreement on limited cooperation,
first and foremost because of similar interestehB&ashington and Tehran had an interest in
peace and stability after decades of war in Afgstani, though motivated by different factors.
It is argued that while for the US, the major ptyomwas quick success in the war against
terrorism; the Iranian government was driven by fhespect of pursuing its plans for
regional cooperation facilitated by more stability its eastern border and a new Afghan

government favorably disposed to Iran.

In Afghanistan, the US and Iranian interests coge@ron the issue of stemming the trade in
narcotics. Afghanistan is one of the world’s latgg®ducers of illegal drugs, including over
90% of the world’s opium, 80% of which will flowtaer through Iran or Pakistan. According
to the State Department’s Bureau for Internatiddaicotics and Law Enforcement Affairs
2006 Strategy Report, “There is overwhelming evageof Iran’s strong commitment to keep
drugs leaving Afghanistan from reaching its citkérReportedly, thousands of Iran’s law
enforcement personnel have been killed policingAfghan border in an attempt to stem the
flow of narcotics from that country. According toolert Finn, the US ambassador to
Afghanistan, this problem common to both the caastprovided the basis for long-term

cooperation between the US and Ifan.
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The terrorist attack on the twin towers in the USpmended American containment policy
towards Iran for a while. The US and Iran jointhgisted that the Bonn agreement contain a
timetable for national elections and require th@hdn administration to cooperate in the

fight against terrorism and drudfs.

Besides the common interests between the US and dreange of regime also played an
important role in moderating the stance of both gbevers. In 1997, Mohammed Khatami
came to power with his reform programme. He grariteddom to the press, eased social
restrictions, and brought limited degree of accahility to government. Khatami told in a
1998 interview on CNN that he wanted to start biregildown “the wall of mistrust’that
separated Iran from the United States. Correspgnttinit the US policy makers began to

moderate their views towards the Islamic Repubilic.

Iran’s influence was instrumental in the establishmof the Karzai government. The
Northern Alliance, dominated by Tajik commandershwalose ties to Iran, was reluctant to
share power with Hamid Karzai, a prominent Paslitinal leader. Iranian political pressure
on Northern Alliance leaders during negotiations Bonn, persuaded them to reach a
compromise and agree to the formation of the newegonent. Iran also played an active
role in Afghanistan’s reconstruction since 200anlinitially pledged $570 million in 2002.

At the Conference on Afghan Reconstruction heldFgbruary 2006, Iran pledged an

additional $100 million in aid, making it one ofthargest donor states since 2001.

The cooperation between the US and Iran initialgrs after 9/11 could not sustain longer.
This sabotaged peace and political developmentéfghanistan. The basis of growing

difference of interests between Iran and the USidvae found in geopolitics.

The US policy of containment and Iran's bid for regonal role

Neither 9/11 nor regime change in Iran, howevemmetely changed the US policy towards
Iran and Iran's perspective on the American rolésnmeighbourhood. Mutual suspicions

were deep in terms of their pursuance of geopalitinterests in the region. While Iran

always aspired to become a regional power, the Bifed its hegemony being established in
the region to serve its long term geopolitical regts. Even the moderate political leader

Khatami of Iran had “always taken extreme caredudrpy his reforms as consistent with the
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ideals of the revolution and Iran’s constitutiomatler”*® According to Geoffrey Kemp,
while prior to 9/11 Iran was extremely concernee@rothe political situation in Afghanistan
and drug smuggling from Afghanistan to Iran, in gost-9/11 era, its priorities have changed.
Iran now grapples with the issues as to how to datd US operations in Afghanistan and

changing geopolitical dynamics throughout Eurd3ia.

Before the 9/11, Iran was worried about the Amerigaopolitical objectives in Central Asia
that the US was pursuing through the Taliban, tHd,9however, brought America to its
doorstep. In the aftermath of 9/11, the US hasredténto the Eurasian Heartland by
establishing military bases in the Central Asiaated like Uzbekistan, Kyrgyzstan and
Tajikistan. This has facilitated America not onty develop continental strategies but it has
also placed US near the Iranian border. The USarnylibases in Rimland states like Pakistan
and Afghanistan and in the Heartland led to Irariesr of encirclement as the former could
operate both from the sea and from the Eurasiatineon. Iran feared the US troop presence
near its borders when a 300-hectare airbase wag beilt by the US in the desert area of
Holang in Ghorian district of Herat province onlg 4«ilomitres away from the Iranian
frontier. According to the US military and Afghamwernment, the base was built for the
Afghan National Army. However, some experts ardwa the base would put Iran’s entire air
space under American domination. Moreover, sind@2€he Shindand airbase in the same
Herat province was renovated and grown triple e 90 become second largest military
airbase in Afghanistan next to that of Bagram. aants to play an important role in the
region by controlling the economically and militgrsensitive areas while the role of the US
in the West Asia, Central Asia and Southwest Asid that of Russia in the Central Asian
region in the aftermath of the disintegration ¢f thSSR has been to deny such role to Iran.

To contain Iran, the American President George Bosluded Iran in the “Axis of Evil” in

his January 2002 State of the Union spé@dHe also named Pakistan as the US’s closest
non-NATO ally. This happened when Iran was coopagawith the US in the aftermath 9/11.
Later, President Barack Obama said that “his Adstriation shares the goals of previous
Administrations to contain Iran’s strategic capdies and regional influence. The new
Administration has not changed the previous Adnai®n’s characterization of Iran as a
“profound threat to U.S. national security intesgsa perception generated not only by Iran’s
nuclear program but also by its military assistarecarmed groups in Irag and Afghanistan,

to the Palestinian group Hamas, and to LebanesbdHak”**
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The Atlantic Council of the US report titled ‘NeetdeA comprehensive US Policy Towards
Pakistan’ released in February 2009 recommenddtietdODbama administration to include
Saudi Arabia in its fight against terrorism withitekistar** While Saudi Arabia has the
dubious record of funding most radicaldrassas in Pakistan, engaging lran, given its
geographical proximity with both Pakistan and Afgistan, would have been a better choice.
Later, the Dblueprint of Af-Pak strategy includedanr with its emphasis on regional
cooperation but in London Conference, regional epghn was discarded in favour of Islamic
Nations Coalition Approach. This coalition includeekistan, Saudi Arabia, Iran, Turkey and
a handful of Central Asian states bordering Afgktami. Inclusion of Saudi Arabia seems to
be intended to minimise the influence of Iran irelkseg solution to the Afghan problem.
Furthermore, the plan to include moderate Talibathe governance process is yet another
attempt to contain Iran in the region. The US sdeksolate Iran by increasing sanctions
against Iran on the nuclear issue and providingpsupfor regime change as part of
democratisation initiatives. Instead of promotimgl &trengthening current democratic trends
within Iran, the U.S. favours enforcement strategiehich support the opposition to the
regime. In the US budget 2010, $67 million was apgated for Iran democracy promotion
($19.6 million through DRL and $48.6 million thrdugthe Bureau of Near Eastern
Affairs/USAID).** The US currently lends support to the democrativements in the
Arabic states under the rubric of “Arab Spring”@gmmote its geopolitical interests which
threatens Iran's national interests. For exampis,argued that the US would welcome any
movement claiming to be democratic to topple thesafisregime in Syria to break the
Iran-Syria alliance even if the end result might ddéundamentalist Muslim Brotherhood

government?

Moreover, the arms sales to the Gulf States liker&ia, Kuwait, the UAE, and Saudi Arabia
within the framework of Gulf Security Dialogue isnp of the containment strategy of the
US* For example, under President Obama, the Deparmfi@efense has announced arms
sales to these states totaling more than $4 hifffofihough Obama sought pragmatic
engagement with Iran on the regional issues likag land Afghanistan, the policies of

containment contradict such initiatives.

At the 46th Munich Security Conference in the moothFebruary 2010, “both the US
National Security Adviser and the North Atlantic edty Organisation (NATO)

166



Secretary-General advocated for the extension ofig\field of action. The integration of

members of the Gulf Cooperation Council in theribtd Cooperation Initiative and arms
sale by the US to the Gulf states within the framewof Gulf Security Dialogue on the West
and the Afghanistan-Pakistan conflict on the Edatg NATO in a position to encircle
Iran”.*” There is an intensification of military contactssits and joint activities between
NATO and the six members of the Gulf Cooperatiorui@i (GCC), which parallel the

intensification of the U.S. buildup in the regiamdais conducted within the framework of the
Istanbul Cooperation Initiative (ICI) launched Q2.

The US policy of containing Iran in the Gulf regionthe west and relying more on Pakistan
in the east define their respective roles in Afgstam. So far the US continues with its policy
of containment towards Iran limiting their coop@yatin Afghanistan. The differences on the
host of issues like nuclear issue and regionalessocluding Iraq, Lebanon and Palestine
revolve around the core issue of Iran’s aspiratimbe a regional power and the US seeking

hegemony in the region.

The US-Iran bilateral relationship with regard tfgAanistan has not seen any improvements
in recent years. In May 2010, Gen Stanley A. McGtaly then the NATO commander in
Afghanistan, warned that Iran was training Afghiters inside Iran. In March 2011, Adm.
Mullen told Congress that these sizable weaponastnts from Iran had been intercepted.
Tehran has refuted these charges. On 28 July 2D&a¥jd S. Cohen, the Treasury
Under-Secretary for Terrorism and Financial Ingghce, announced that Iran had entered a
secret deal with an al-Qaeda offshoot that provideahey and recruits for attacks in
Afghanistan and Pakistdf.Senior NATO commanders have warned repeatedlylthatis
supplying the insurgency with weapons, money arghdvaining at camps on the Iranian

side of the border.

The Iranian government on the other hand chargedJth to be aiding the Balochi Sunni
insurgent group Jundullah, which has been resplen$ds killing several senior Islamic
Revolutionary Guards Corps officers. Iran has triedsubstantiate its accusations with
statements from the Jundullah leaders. In 201@jdrastate television broadcast a statement
by a captured Jundullah leader, Abdolmalek Rigiwhich he said that he received support
from the US. Although the US denies any such supgad claims such statements to have

been extracted under duress, the continuationeB#ilochi insurgency with an impact on
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Iran's territorial integrity will most likely resuln furthering Iranian actions that undermine
US goals in Afghanistan. Iran’s aid to Afghan irgemts can be viewed as countering the
perceived U.S. support of Jundullah, and increasivigence of Iran’s support to various
Afghan insurgent groups could be directly tied twe tongoing insurgency in lIran’s
Baluchistan territory. Indeed, heightened Iranianaern over the Baluchi insurgency could
result in even more-sophisticated Iranian aid tgh&in insurgent groups fighting U.S. forces.
This aid could come despite Iran’s traditional erynwith the Taliban. It is argued that
potential U.S. or Israeli military actions agairlsan’s nuclear facilities could result in

more-significant Iranian aid to the Talib&h.

The New York Times reported that, in August 20X@nts ambassador to Afghanistan, Feda
Hussein Maliki, gave a bag filled with euros to Kaits chief of staff, Umar Daudzai, on
Karzai's personal aircraft. The payment reportedhs intended to promote Iran's interests
and to counter US and other western influence ighAhistart® It is argued that in the 2010
parliamentary elections, Iran apparently providezhetary support to the Hazaras who have
gained considerable prominence and clout in then&fgpolitical scene. Of the 249 seats in
the lower house, 50 went to the Hazaras. They wepraportionately far more seats in
relation to their population. As many as 11 Hazaadidates swept the elections in Ghazni,
winning all the seats in the Pashtun majority pnoei All these happenings have made the

US more suspicious of Iran's role in Afghanistan.

Iran’s Strategies as a Regional Power

Iran developed close ties with Russia, India ansh&to promote its interests in the militarily
and economically sensitive region spanning AfghanisWest Asia and Central Asia. The
Iranian project of Iran-Pakistan-India pipeline gogot hamper the Russian interests of
maintaining its monopoly over the northern routestpply energy resources from Central
Asia to the West European markets. Moreover, tmeptementariness in the interests of both
the countries to deny opportunities to the US taldsh hegemony over the region and to
open the North-South Corridor aimed at connectinggitan and Indian ports via Iran, have
brought them closeY: Cooperating at the military and strategic levelis&la planned to
transfer the S-300 missile defence system to Inahused Belarus as a conduit for selling the
SA-20 missile system to 7 Iran and India cooperated on some important isstiesy
cooperated in laying down an alternative route &mt€al Asia through Afghanistan. There

were also increased instances of consultations degtwindia and Iran on the Taliban's
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reconciliation issue. However, India's oppositioniran's nuclear programme in the UN and
its inability to push the Iran-Pakistan-India (IPipeline project being pressured by the US
has hampered Iran-India bilateral relationship. bi&teral relationship also depends on the
India's role in the West sponsored democratic mavsin West Asia. China’s dependence
on Iran for energy resources and its interest inallowing the US military presence in its

neighbourhood in the Central Asian region has bmbugan and China closer. They also
shared the views regarding the proposal of inchusibmoderate Taliban in the governance
structure of Afghanistan in the London conferentamuary 2010. They maintain that such
distinction would not decrease the menace of thibdmarather that would be institutionlised.

Apart from the religious reasons, Iran fears th&t US might revive its plan for the TAP

pipeline project by reconciling with the Taliban.

However, Iran has also its independent strategiedmtain the influence of major powers in
Afghanistan and Central Asian region. While Russiahe post-Cold War era, wants to see
European Economic Community (EEC) and Collectiveuity Treaty Organisation (CSTO)
as the basis of regional order, China looks atS#weghai Regional Cooperation Organisation
(SCO) as the basis of regional order and Iran ter@sted to see other forms of regional
grouping to lessen the role of China and Russi&eémtral Asia. The treaty on Persian
Speaking Union between Iran, Afghanistan and Tstgki exemplifies the Iranian interests to
play a role of a major regional power by linkingellf and Central Asia with alternative
regional grouping.

Iran despite severe international sanctions andJtBeattempt to contain it, aspires to be a
major player in the region and develop differenttstgies to fulfill its aspiration. This
geopolitical battle is fought in Afghanistan in wieof its geographical proximity with the
Central Asian states to its north and Iran to €Sstyits potential to provide a pipeline route to
link South Asian states and justification for lotegm military presence of the US in and

around it.

To prevent a strong US military presence in Afgktam, Iran has urged the UN to take a
prominent role in shaping the country’s politicgstem. But the US to make Iran’s plea less
effective has accused Iran of sabotaging the peanm®ss by supplying sophisticated arms to
the Taliban in western Afghanistan and shephertleeang members of the defeated Taliban

and Al-Qaeda out of Afghanistan through Iran. Thare arguments that though some
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evidence of Iranian weapons in Afghanistan has liksrovered, it is unclear if the Iranian

government is formally involved or if the weapoms being smuggled in by third parties and
rogue elements within Iran. Some analysts put foréhargument that Iran pursues a policy
of “managed instability” in Afghanistan to bog dowhe US forces there though it does not
want Taliban to capture power once again. Accordinlylichael Rubin, “for Iran, influence

in Afghanistan appears to be a zero-sum game. Whldranian government welcomed the
Taliban’s fall, they were less than sanguine altatactions of Washington to precipitate it.
While Iranian and American diplomats cooperatedaion a post-Taliban political order,

many Iranian actions run counter to their own cotmmants and declarations of cooperation.
Iranian security services did not adhere to thaniges of Iranian diplomats engaging their

Western counterparts¥

It is argued that Iran supports its proxies likezbfdlah, a militant organisation, in

Afghanistan while seeking to monopolise the sosgal/ice net. For example, after the fall of
the Taliban, Iran dispatched Hasan Kazemi QomigaoRitionary Guard commander who
served as the Iranian regime’s chief liaison tol#¢diah in Lebanon, as its chief diplomat to
Herat. Barnet argues “while the Iranian governnoamttributed personnel to the construction
effort, they used the dispatch of such volunte&rsptovide cover for Revolutionary

Guardsmen and intelligence operatives. On Marc082, Afghan commanders intercepted
12 Iranian agents and proxies who were organizinged resistance among Afghan

commanders™*

Iran’s aspiration to become a regional power iteotéd in its attempt to become a nuclear
power despite international sanctions, in its messupport for non-state militant groups like
Hamas and Hezbollah in terms of finance and areekisg support of the Islamic countries
against the occupation of Palestine by Israel antsicontinued role of strengthening Shiite
groups in the neighbouring countries where theyaam@nority. Supporting Sunni groups like
Hamas has compensated for its policy of promotivggihterests of only Shiite groups. In
Lebanon, the Sunni group of Hamas was grantedeshaftd protection by the Shiites of
Hezbollah in accordance with the Muslim code ofraistia (hospitality). The exiled Sunnis
responded to this gesture of goodwill by assisthey efforts of their Shiite hosts to gain a
foothold within Israel. It was something that Heltélo had been unable to achieve, since the
Islamic population of Israel remained almost ehtil®unni and actively antagonistic to the

presence of a Shiite party within the waaf (“thed@f Palestine”§>
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Though initially, after the Islamic revolution in979, the zeal to export Shiite ideology
shaped Iran’s foreign policy, geopolitical consatens played a prominent role in the
formulation of foreign policies later. Unlike tharly phase, Iran’s support for coethnics near
abroad is not based on emotions rather on geaglitonsiderations. For example, Iran’s
relations with hard-line Shiite factions, such &$Sadr faction are occasional, tactical and
short term and aimed at undermining the unilateX@lpolicy of excluding Iran from Iraqi
politics® Iran was quite aware of the fact that any longiteupport for the Shiite factions in
Irag would disturb the power equations there artdsaove interests of Iran in the long run by
generating greater regional instability. Similartg prevent the US from excluding its
influence in Afghanistan, Iran always played a rolehe direction of making Herat a buffer
zone between the US occupying forces and itsedf. niultiple supports for different
non-Pushtun groups to challenge the Taliban dutfireglatter’s rise to power and alleged
support for the Taliban to bog down the US forcempto the fact that co-ethnic groups did

not remain the permanent constituency for Iranigipsrt®’

Iranian governing elites perceive their countrygsgity resting in the security of the whole
region comprising the West Asia, Central Asia awoditBwest Asia. Iran acknowledges the
interests and role of the US in maintaining seguntthe region by being involved in talks
with it to evolve various international mechanisrits ensure peace and security in
Afghanistan and Irag but it is against overwhelmengd long-term presence of the US
military force in the region. Iran perceives gredikS role in future in the region, given its
geopolitical importance, would affect Iranian irgsts in the long-term. Iran is vociferous in
stating opposition to any arrangement that wilbwallthe US to position itself firmly in
Afghanistan which shares a 936-kilometre-long borgdé@h the Islamic republic. Iranian
Interior Minister Mostafa Mohammad-Najjar was categal in stating that a strategic treaty
between the US and Afghanistan would pose a thedhe interests of Iran and other
regional countried® To counter the US role in the region, Iran hasu$ed on “offensive
defence” strategy. This strategy is a way to ensdegence through active military
engagement. But the problem lies in the exaggeratiolranian threat perception which
might situate Iran in an irreconcilable positiorttwihe US in terms of respective geopolitical
interests. According to Barzeger, “experience lasve that the more Iran feels threatened,
the more likely it is likely to expand its regionaidesence. Though in the short terms, Iran’s

greater regional presence will promote its deteénpemver to engage potential security threats,
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in the long term it will bring unnecessary tensamd strategic discord to Iran’s relations with

the region’s key players such as Saudi Arabia hadJnited States™

Iran can destabilise the situations in Afghanisfathe US continues with its strategy of
containment. For example, after the fall of theilda in late 2001, President Bush warned
Iran against meddling in Afghanistan. Partly topasd to the US’s censure, in February 2002
Iran expelled Karzai opponent Gulbuddin Hikmatyar, it did not arrest him. At other times,
Afghanistan and Iran have had disputes over Irafitats to expel Afghan refugees. About
1.2 million remain, mostly integrated into Iraniaaciety, and a crisis erupted in May 2007
when Iran expelled about 50,000 into Afghanistiine motive for expelling the Afghans
follows the reasoning that while coalition forcesmaunced the interception of Iranian-made
weapons in southern Afghanistan and condemneddnéahs’ attempt to make contact with
the Taliban, Iran had pushed for the mass expulsfaefugees in an effort to show that it
could indirectly put pressure on the United Stabes knew that with the return of Afghan
refugees to Afghanistan, the economic crisis timllencrease; the side effects will affect the
Afghan government and thus role of the US will aieoaffected. In September 2007, there
were reports of Iran’s indirect role in channeli@iginese weapons to militants in Afghanistan
to fight the US force. Alex VetanRy the Washington-based Iranian analyst for Jane’s
Information Group, argues that the presence of €@nveapons so close to Iranian border
was the strongest evidence of Iran’s indirect mlthe supply of weapons. The disclosure of
secret American defence documents by Wikileaks glsiots to Iranian involvement in
assisting the Talibalf. Iran also tried to destabilise Afghan situatioyschoitting down fuel
supplies to Afghanistan in the cold months of 2@0h0the ground that Kabul had siphoned
the petrol and diesel to NATO forces. This movelspa an outcry in Kabul.

Iran has mounted criticisms on the US role in Afghtan. The chairman of Iranian
Expediency Council, Akbar Hashemi Rafsanjani, ateseting with the visiting former UN
secretary General Kofi Annan, said that the “ocertgdi who created “insecurity” in
Afghanistan and Pakistan were now “unable to rein”i®® In October 2008, Tehran invited
former Afghan president Burhanuddin Rabbani, whibthe anti-Taliban coalition (Northern
Alliance) in the 1990s. Bhadrakumar argues that dbleeduling of Rabbani's visit was
intended to signal that Iran still had reservesmbBiience with the Northern Alliance groups,
despite the US estimation that these anti-Talibaugs have been scattered or bought over

by Western intelligenc&. Rabbani said that the solution to Afghan crisisitathe national
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reconciliation among all tribes without ethnicpai and religious prejudic®. By saying this
he reiterated the Iranian perspective on the swiut the Afghan problem. Iran condemned
the Bush administration's efforts to include Satudibia to broker talks between the Taliban
and the Afghan governme?.Obama in his AfPak strategy recognised Saudi Atalidle as

a part of the regional solution to Afghan probldrman criticised the US for only providing
lip-service to regional cooperation while in realit wanted to play a unilateral role in

Afghanistan.

The US dependence on Pakistan and the limits of Ug&n cooperation on Afghanistan

Iran would have provided the shortest supply rofiieshe western troops in Afghanistan.
Along with India, it could have strengthened thatNern Alliance to fight the Taliban forces.
However, as geopolitically containment of Iran vmagre important concern for the US than
containing the radical Islamic groups, the US deeenon Pakistan even though the AfPak
strategy did not bring any results. Iran soughtatgne cooperation from Pakistan in its
strategy to fight terrorism overlooking the latserble in support of a revived Taliban and
providing safe haven for Al Qaeda in the FederAltyministered Tribal Areas (FATA). The
Bush administration had failed to monitor thesevécts. The revelation that Pakistan had
been the main source of nuclear weapons proliterat Iran, Libya and North Korea, has
not significantly changed US’s policy of cultivaginPakistan and alienating Iran. Iran’s
potential nuclear capacity seems to be more thmeegeto the US and international peace

than Pakistan’s actual nuclear weapons and pratitar activity.

At time, the US became more pronounced in itsatsitn of Pakistan’s role in Afghanistan,
for example in the wake of Hilary Clinton’s visd tslamabad in the month of October 2009,
she said that Pakistan had squandered opportuoitegshe years to kill or capture leaders of
the al-Qaida terrorist network responsible for ept. 11 attacks. But this has neither
changed the US’s policy of providing huge amounaidf to Pakistan nor did it put in place
any mechanism to monitor Pakistan’s role in prawidassistance to the Talib&nThere are
severe constraints that the US faces to take Rakezimpletely to its side to fight Taliban. A
five-year, $7.5-billion aid package to Pakistamsig into law by President Obama generated
much controversy. There were measures in the &gal which aim at ensuring the money
was not misspent. Pakistanis perceived it as theeyr Washington can use to exert control
over their country. Pakistanis lamented the usdrohe missile strikes to take out top Al

Qaeda and Taliban commanders in Pakistan’s laviidsal areas along the border with
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Afghanistan at the expense of the lives of civiiafPakistan decried violation of its

sovereignty by the US so that it could shape tlghaf war according to its own intere¥ts.

Barnet R. Rubin and Sara Batmanglich argue thagusfghanistan as a base for anti-Iranian
policies handicaps the US in pressing for Pakistaoiperation. Both Pakistan and Iran are
“rivals for influence in Afghanistan and sponsore@mnpeting infrastructure projects for road
transport and energy trade. Iran and India aredimgla combined rail and road link from the
Iranian port of Chabahar to Afghanistan’s majorhigy. Pakistan, with Chinese aid, is

building the port of Gwadar in Baluchistan, aimatga north-south route to Central Asfa”.

The Gwadar port has raised concerns for India aad bver Sino-Pakistan maritime
activities and has sparked a tacit competition evieether Pakistan’s Gwadar port or Iran’s
Chabahar port, built with Indian assistance, wdlve as Central Asia’s conduit to warm
waters. The US objected to all the projects econalyi and politically beneficial to Iran
including this’® Furthermore, Iran considered that Pakistan wasmaportive of the idea of
a broad-based government in Afghanistan. Its baieboted in historical experience. When
Rabbani was contemplating the idea of includinghRass in his government to make it
broad-based in 1996, the Taliban captured Kabufleeng the effort of Rabbani futile.
Furthermore, Iran’s mistrust of Pakistan can bebafted to the fact that when on fourth of
July 1998 both the Iranian and Pakistani diplonttgelled together to Mazar-e-Sharif and
Kandahar to talk to the rival factions, the Talidaok over Mazar-e-Sharif and killed the
Iranian diplomats accusing them of being intelligeragents® Thus, Iran’s mistrust of
Pakistan made Iran more wary of the US’s suppoth¢olatter and rapprochement between
the US and Iran more difficult which, in turn, matdalmost impossible to find an amicable
solution to Afghan problem. The US plan to includederate Taliban in the governance of
Afghanistan in the London Conference attests tddhethat the US still treats Iran as bigger
problem than Pakistan or Taliban. Interestinglg tH5 accusations that Pakistan is not doing
enough to curb terrorism on its soil and killing@$ama bin Laden in Pakistan has brought
temporary rupture in the bilateral relationshipwes#n Pakistan and the US which, in turn,
improved relationship between Iran and Pakistartofding to Shanthie Mariet D'Souza, the
participation by Pakistan President Asif Ali Zardar the two-day conference on terrorism
held in Tehran on 25 June 2011 was invested witltiggd symbolism as a mark of

displeasure towards the US.
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However, containment of Iran in the region has kkerlong-term goal of the US and to curb
terrorism in the Af-Pak area and to realise the giireconciliation with the Taliban, the US
requires Pakistani support. America's accusatiodstiareats to reduce aid to Pakistan can be
interpreted as a way to put pressure on Pakistdmainto alienate Pakistan.

To sum up, Iran’s role in Afghanistan before Islanevolution was to secure the trade
routes there and ensure the Helmand river flow féhghanistan to its territory. However,
the Islamic Revolution, 1979 propelled Iran to p&agreater role in order to maintain sphere
of influence in Afghanistan. After the Soviet maliyy intervention in Afghanistan in the same
year, Iran’s policy in Afghanistan was governedtbg twin desires of protecting its border
from the great powers and secretly providing arms teaining to Shia resistance groups to
fight the Soviet forces in Afghanistan so thatirsreasing influence among Shias would
allow it a greater role and Sunni influence of Btdm and Saudi Arabia would diminish in
Afghanistan. However, the Iranian role in Afghaarstvas measured. Its strained relationship
with the US and concern about increasing Sunnuémite in Afghanistan spread by Saudi
Arabia and Pakistan prevented Iran from becominfjoatline state openly supporting
resistance forces. It covertly supplied arms amdtaiShia resistance. However, increasing

factions within the Shia groups impeded Iran frdaymg an effective role in Afghanistan.

After the withdrawal of Soviet forces from Afghat@s and during the Afghan civil war,
inconsistent support for different factions haduiesl in its weakened position vis-a-vis
Pakistan which consistently supported only onedachnamely, Taliban. The Taliban also got
important patrons like Saudi Arabia and the US whiwreased its strength. The US found
its geopolitical interest served in the Taliba@surgence to counter Iran. The Soviet Union’s
withdrawal from Afghanistan and conclusion of eigktr long Iran-lraq war without Irag’s
victory despite the tacit support of both Russid &merica assured Iran of a major power
role in the region. The emergence of natural resorich and landlocked Central Asian states
privileged Iranian position vis-a-vis others as thter provides the shortest route for the
supply of the Central Asian energy resources. Alitg the scramble among different states
for Central Asian energy resources, the scope teldp multidimensional military strategies
makes the region of West Asia, Central Asia andtli8eest Asia quite sensitive to foreign
intervention. The economic opportunities combinedthw military and strategic
maneuverability gave rise to long term interestghi@ region in terms of controlling the

production and supply of energy resources rathaar thaking the resources available and sell
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in the open market for profit. Iran’s long-term argsts lie in using both military and

economic leverages that the region provides inrdalestablish itself as a major power.

After the disintegration of the USSR and emergeaideentral Asian states, Iran’s conception
of region expanded. It saw its interests not onlyhie Persian Gulf or in the Shia populated
states, it had also an increasing interest in @eAsia and using Afghanistan as corridor to
Central Asia. South Asia also emerged as one ofbtggest markets for Central Asian
resources and therefore destination for Iran’s censial interests. Iran in order to play a
major role in the wider region shed its support daty the Shiite factions and enlarged its
support to other groups in Afghanistan. Iran alscdme wary of the American role in the
region. Though Iran provides the shortest and akstapputes for the transfer of energy
resources of Central Asia and therefore aspirepl&y a major role in oil politics,
containment of Iran was so important for the US tha pipeline projects like the TAP and
the pipeline through Turkey were given utmost inti@oce by it despite their commercial

non-viability.

Iran in order to enable itself to playing a majorthhe region has striven to develop nuclear
power. Secondly, it has cultivated friendship w&yria and its support for militant factions
like Hamas and Hezbollah to support Palestiniaseageks to increase influence among the
Muslim nations. Thus, the US containment strategy lan’s role in the region have to be
understood in the context of their geopoliticalemaists. To contain Iran and to meet its
geopolitical interests, the US is driven more ta¥gaPakistan which consequently limits the

US-Iranian cooperation in Afghanistan.

In Afghanistan, the US has more overlapping intsresth Iran than it does with its allies
Pakistan and Saudi Arabia. They have common irtdreghe stability and economic
reconstruction of Afghanistan. However, geopolitidsas ordained different and
confrontational role to be played by the US ana lira Afghanistan. Iran to counter the US
role and military presence in Afghanistan has giassistance to Ismail Khan of Herat and
allegedly to Taliban in terms of finance and arrtishas even deployed members of
Hezbollah militant group to take up intelligencedansurgence activities. Iran has argued for
enhanced role of the UN to install a broad-basedggonent in Afghanistan though the US
has taken up a major role to sideline the partimpaof Iran in the resolution of Afghan

problem.
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Iran’s aspiration to develop nuclear energy, to ata bridge between Central Asia and
Persian Gulf on the one hand and Central Asia andhSAsia on the other for the energy
supplies and its desire for leadership role in \West Asian and Central Asian region are
some of the long term objectives that have beetoifad into Iran’s foreign policy making.

Iran’s role in Afghanistan, therefore, needs toviesved from the perspective of its long-term

interest in its neighbourhood.
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CHAPTER VI
India and Afghanistan, 1979-2011: A Minor Plger in the ‘Great Game’

India and Afghanistan shared long historical, aaltuand political contacts. Prior to the
partition of the Indian subcontinent, Afghanistaaswa neighbour of undivided India and had
a history of close contacts with Indian people &io® versa. The close relationship dates
back to the days of Gandhara civilisation whictlufished on the border regions of India and
Afghanistan between 6 BC and 11 Amuring the British rule, Afghanistan was made a
buffer state between British India and Russian EeapConflicts with Pakistan over the
Pashtunistan issue and preference for non-aligoeigh policy brought Afghanistan closer

to India during the regimes of King Zahir Shah &abud.

However, Indo-Afghan friendship was marred by a hamof factors. India maintained
silence over the Pashtunistan issue in the intemgt forums where the non-aligned
Afghanistan needed its support on such a crucgleisindia’'s silence over the issue was
driven by a number of reasons. After the staungpster of Pashtunistan cause, Gandhi
died, other leaders of Indian national movementewsst much enthusiastic about it. The
issue was confused with the legality of the Dur&ame which India had herself recognised
till that time. Secondly, the newly born Indian gowment was too preoccupied with
developments at home as also defining her rolatermational affairs. Thirdly, even though
relations between India and Pakistan were straibeth had many common problems to
solve which required better relationship between tiio. Nehru-Liagat pact was a step in
that direction. Thus, India did not want to estmRgkistan by supporting Afghanistan on the
Pashtunistan issue. Fourthly, supporting Pakhttamidiad an implication for Kashmir
problem as both were issues on the question odsédfrmination. Fifthly, a part of Kashmir
was included in the proposed Pashtunistan, whidlainleaders did not accept. For example,
in the Lok Sabha, when a member drew the attemtidhe government towards the fact that
Chitral had been included in the zone of PashtanjsPrime Minister Nehru declared that

“the suzerainty of Kashmir continued over Chitral”.

Similarly, Afghanistan maintained silence during t8ino-Indian border war in 1962 and
Indo-Pak war over Kashmir in 196However, on the other hand, they openly supporéet
other on the issues which did not involve diredtyindirectly some matter in which their

own interests or relations with another countryenléeely to be jeopardised.
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India and Afghanistan after Soviet intervention

After the Soviet intervention in Afghanistan, Indiaesponse was shaped more by the need to
continue good relationship with Soviet Union tharuhderstand the problems and concerns
of Afghanistan with which it shared historical andltural ties. It is to be noted that during
the decade-long stay in Afghanistan of Soviet Uniamserious attempt was made by policy
makers in New Delhi to explain its policy or toadish contact with the mujahideen groups.
It was believed that Afghanistan would be pacifisdSoviet military forces. India's initial
response to the Soviet military intervention in Adgistan reflected domestic political
confusion arising out of the transition from thesfinon-Congress regime to the re-emergence
of Mrs. Gandhf:

The then Prime Minister Charan Singh strongly oppdtie Soviet intervention and therefore
India's permanent representative at the UnitedoNativas asked to regret the intervention
and seek Soviet withdrawal from Afghanistan. Oniread>andhi's assumption of power in
January 1980, this stance was significantly revis®dthout being critical of the Soviet

Union publicly, she supported the Afghan revoluéion leadership and urged them to
appreciate the need for Soviet withdrawal overriogeof time”> However, such a measured
policy was construed by western media and varioatyats as pro-Soviet. Being a leader of
the Non-Aligned movement, India was expected toogppany intervention in another

non-aligned country much more strongly.

India's perception on the issue and thereforedls was shaped by the axis developed
between the US, Pakistan and China to raise tle¢ tévnsurgency against the Soviet Union.
The Soviet intervention and presence in Afghanistad provided a legitimacy for the US
and Pakistani interference in Afghanistan. Pakist&nesident Zia-ul-Haq was looking for
substantial aid to build up Pakistan's defencemdet the Soviet threat in Afghanistan as also
its “traditional adversary” India. Pakistan wantdg 1959 US-Pakistan Military Executive
Agreement to be converted into a regular militagaty. This was in spite of the fact that
Pakistan was a member of the Non-Aligned Movem8ntziet intervention had reinforced
military alliance between the US and Pakistan tegylinto a massive supply of economic
and military support to Pakistan as a frontlindgestili-tech military weapons, like the F-16
and AWACS, were supplied to Pakistan. Even Chind joined the anti-Soviet front in

Afghanistan, resulting into a reinforced Sino-USkRais.
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Another important threat to regional security imegeal and a security threat to India in
particular was the emergence and rise of Islamitant groups propped up by the American
sponsored anti-Soviet operations. It is a well kndact that the rise of Islamic militancy

subsequently vitiated peace in India, particulanydammu and KashmfirBy encouraging

and directing Pashtun groups to fighting againstSbviet 48 Army in Afghanistan under

the rubric of Political Islam, Pakistan not onljett to overcome the Pashtunistan problem
and exert its influence in Afghanistan, it alsedrito strengthen the insurgency in Kashmir. It
is noteworthy that during the Soviet intervention Afghanistan, Pakistan tried to

internationalise the Kashmir issue. Pakistan plaednportant role in anti-Soviet operations
and received support from major international actdhis was a major factor behind Pakistan
turning away from the Shimla pact which endorsedHfair as a bilateral issue. Speaking to
the Press in October 1980 Mrs Gandhi describeduaftunate” the Pakistan President's

attempt at raising the Kashmir issue in internatidarums’

It was during this time Pakistan tried to develtgpnuclear weapons programme. Pakistan
wanted the restrictions imposed under the Symingim@endment to be waived in its favour
since it hampered its nuclear programme. Ronaldj&eavho was installed as the President
of the US on January 20, 1981, made it clear teatvbuld not be fastidious about nuclear
proliferation or human rights. Dr. Abdul Qader Khavho had since 1976, been heading the
Atomic Plant at Kahuta said in 1984 that Pakistaa Hachieved mastery on uranium
enrichment by centrifuge method” and if the Pakisgovernment were to so decide,
Pakistani scientists were in a position to make libeb. President Zia told the Press on
February 15, 1984, that Pakistan had acquired @ nedest research and development

capability in the enrichment of uranidin.

India’s role in response to Soviet intervention wE® shaped by the relationship between
Soviet Union and India which had developed to apof closeness and cooperation by the
end of 1970s that few other major power-Third Wagthtionships had achieved. For India,
the USSR served as the crucial bulwark againstsRakiand as a counterweight to both
China and the US and the USSR could hardly haveatzetter Third World ally than India to

work with against an expansion of Chinese or Anarimfluence’.
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However, Soviet intervention in Afghanistan cameagpa challenge for India to maintain
such a vital strategic relationship with the USSihawut affecting its credentials as a leader
of the Non-Aligned Movement. Though New Delhi oppdsoutside interference in the
internal affairs of one country by another, it vedso alarmed by the danger of arms race in
the region. Despite US attempts to persuade Imdigany new arms for Pakistan would only
be to contain the Soviet intervention along Pakisthorders, India saw the move as a threat.
The Indian Foreign Office stated that it was “thev&rnment of India's earnest hope that no

country or external power would take steps whicghhaggravate the situatior”

India, however, made its displeasure on Soviettanyliintervention in Afghanistan to the
Soviet Union in clear and categorical terms throumlateral discussions. Mrs. Gandhi
refused to accept any of the explanations forwarbgdhe Soviet side to justify their
intervention and instead asked them to create tondifor early withdrawal. She herself
told this to the Soviet leader Brezhnev in MoscovmbDiecember 1980 and September 1982.
On the other hand, during the same Mrs. Gandhgsmre, Indian Ambassador B. C. Mishra
remained silent at the United Nations when theassame before the Security Council at the
request of the US and 51 other states, includingynafthe nonaligned group. India's silence
disappointed many, particularly the Western obgserweho had expected India's support
against the Soviet action. That India was not cetay with Moscow, however, became
apparent in the vote on the resolution when Indiagd 17 other countries in abstaining
while the resolution passed overwhelmingly, 10480 Amin Saikal notes that during 1980s,
New Delhi adopted a two-pronged approach to thees@olicy towards Afghanistan. While
India refused to condemn the Soviet action, ingievNew Delhi conveyed its concerns and
exerted pressure informally to press for a Sovighdvawal’' To some extent, the US side
was aware of India's strong reservation on Sovitdrvention and continuing presence in
Afghanistan. President Carter publicly acknowledtied India's position on the Afghanistan

issue was positive and that India was not endorsiagnterventiort?

Soviet Union tried to shape India's perception réigg the role of anti-Soviet front in a

desired direction. The Soviets were quick to powmit to the new Indian government headed
by Mrs. Indira Gandhi the direct threat the US #mel PRC presented to India. “Washington
is again providing Pakistan with sophisticated veeepwhich can be turned against India at
any moment, building up its fleet in the Indian @teand expanding its base on Diego

Garcia. The United States' Chinese friends contiaumin and arm saboteurs recruited from
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among separatists in the northeastern states @, Iadeking to use them to destibilise the
political situation in the country and eventuallgirg control of some Indian regions. Peking

has not yet returned the 36, 000 square kilomefetesritory it seized from India®

Leonid Brezhnev brought with him a number of indueats in his four days visit to India in
December 1980, to get India's support on the issufghanistan. One was the agreement
for Soviet assistance in the implementation of @aldrrange of projects totaling over 40
billion rupees in India's next five-year plan. Thdewere also reports that Brezhnev's
delegation had furthered the negotiations on tipplguo India of the MiG-25, and the Indian
Air Force would be getting the first lot shortlyhd most important inducement that Soviet
Union had to offer India was to raise the USSRgleroil supplies by one million tons per
year. For India, which had been scrambling for rsmmrces of oil since the conflict had
erupted between Iran and Irag, who together suppli@ost 70 per cent of India's oil imports,

this was an agreement of tremendous importance.

The USSR defended India's stance in the Non-AligMledement (NAM), particularly its

compromise position on Afghanistan by warning Inafizhe hopes of American “imperialist”
and Chinese “hegemonist” forces to split India @ned USSR apart. The Soviet rhetoric
supporting the Movement and India's stance on tfghah issue in the meeting of the
non-aligned foreign ministers in New Delhi in Fedyt 1981 was intended to allay Indian

fears of drifting from the “mainstream” of the Néiigned Movement.

India’s ambiguous response to the Afghan issuegbpulled in different directions did not
allow India playing a meaningful role in the satilent of the issue. It was seen closely
identified with the Soviet Union and pro-Soviet Kihlbegime though it made its displeasure
clear regarding the Soviet intervention in the teilal discussions. In the multilateral body
like the UN, it either abstained or maintained reske This distanced it from the dominant
international anti-Soviet front that was more is#ed in pushing the Soviets out rather than
ensuring a stable and politically independent Afgsian. Pakistan, the principal member of
the anti-Soviet front was extremely active in kegpindia out of any important process of
negotiations involving Afghanistan. India's rolesafarther curtailed by the fact that it did not
share border with Afghanistan. The formula that wgaserally worked out to select the
countries to participate in the negotiations predasluded great powers and the neighbours.

India did not fit in either of the categories inetimegotiations carried out under the UN
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auspices. However, it kept in touch with the negjains through the Afghan regime in Kabul
and the Soviet Union. Nevertheless, the real maitiethe Afghan conflict were the two

superpowers.

India and the Najibullah’s regime

The UN sponsored proximity talks on Afghanistartiated in late 1986 eventually led to
Geneva accords. These accords were signed by theuperpowers along with the Afghan
regime and Pakistan in 1988. Under these accoh#s,Sobviet military forces were to
complete their withdrawal from Afghanistan by Feloyu1989. India kept in touch with the
Kabul regime and the USSR on the question of Soviigtdrawal.

India supported the Soviet-backed government of atminad Najibullah in Afghanistdi.
Afghan President Najibullah visited India in Decenti987 and again in May 1988, to keep
Indian leaders informed about important developshelmidia began to prepare itself to deal
with the post-Soviet developments with the begigrohnegotiations on the Geneva accords.
It established contacts with the leaders, not aflthe Kabul regime, but also with all
possible other Afghan groups, including anti-Sovietjahideen guerrilla leaders. The then
Minister of State for External Affairs, Natwar Shgvent to Paris to talk to the former
Afghan King Zahir Shah, hoping that he could havela to play in uniting various factions
in the interest of a stable and neutral Afghanistimtheir regular contacts with the Kabul
regime, Indian leaders pleaded for the accommadaticome of the guerrilla leaders in the
new power sharing arrangement. But the problentssiliasequently emerged were not only
lack of consensus on the issue of sharing powdr thvé guerrilla leaders but also the issue of

balanced ethnic representations and the stakederhal forces.

India worked with the Najibullah government to ska political consensus among all the
representative Afghan groups could be evolved suena peaceful and stable transition from
the Soviet period. India refused to back any ofwlagering factions. But due to its ambiguous
stance during the Soviet intervention, its role waseasingly seen as pro-Najibullah regime.
For example, Sibghatullah Mujaddedi, a leader eflglamic Interim Council warned India
against any intervening role when they were batlive government forces in Jalalabad, near
Pakistan's border in March 1989. The new Indiaregawient headed by V. P. Singh toed the
same line as the previous governments to maintitrality on the Afghan issue and help in

the reconciliation process to ensure a stable govent in Afghanistan. India's interest in a
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stable and politically neutral Afghanistan was glsvaat stake as Pakistan consistently
supported mujahideen group led by Gulbudin Heknratijadia was denied such a role
because of its perceived pro-Soviet role duringSbeiet occupation. Even after the Soviet
withdrawal, India continued its support for the idajlah government which was
characterised by the visit of the latter to New Hbeh August 1990 and signing of an
agreement on Prevention of Trafficking in Narcobeugs® The gradually intensifying
conflict in Afghanistan made it difficult for Indido keep its credibility as a friendly
neighbour. After 1992, the conflict around Kabutasther major Afghan cities intensified
forcing India to frequently close down its diplomcainission and aid disbursing agencies.
The humanitarian assistance and relief suppligsitioa provided to Afghanistan had to be
routed through the UN Coordinating Agencies. Infdiand it difficult and politically risky to
provide any military assistance to the Kabul regmwtach came under increased pressure
with the rise of the Talibah. After the Soviet troops had left Afghanistan wihveral
mujahideen commanders competing to reach the estage of Afghan politics, India,
according to J. N. Dixit followed a three-prongedi@y course: 1. to maintain contact with
leaders of all groups including Sibghatullah Mujedig Burhanuddin Rabbani, Gulbuddin
Hekmetyar and Rashid Dostam so that eventuallyutlcc deal with whosoever came to
power; 2. to continue to provide assistance ineit@nomic and public health spheres to the
extent feasible; and 3. to explore possibilitiescollaboration with states like Russia and Iran,
of stabilizing the situation in Afghanistah.

Emergence of the Taliban

The Taliban emerged as one of the powerful radjcalips during the Afghan civil war to
claim power in Afghanistan with Pakistan’s patromatlew Delhi reached out to the new
government formed by Burhanuddin Rabbani aftefaleof Najibullah government in 1992
and continued to recognise and deal with it degbiéefact that the Taliban were making
significant advances in extending their sway in lfggistan. India was asked by the Taliban
to revise its Afghan policy and stop interferencethe internal affairs of Afghanistan.
However, India tried to establish direct contactthwthe commanders of the Northern
Alliance, Ahmed Shah Masood on the Panjshir Valksgge and Rashid Dostum on the
Mazar-e-Sharif side. India provided the Northertiahice with humanitarian assistance. The
Indian Ministry of External Affairs reports providehe details of humanitarian assistance
given to the Northern Alliance and the problemsted to their suppl{? However, New

Delhi later revealed that it had supplied the NemthAlliance military hardware worth
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around 8 million US dollars, and military advisasd helicopter technicians to maintain
Soviet-made MI-17 and MI-35 attack helicoptéts.

While it is argued that India's policy moved in tight direction in Afghanistan in terms of
recognising the Rabbani government and supportiadNibrthern Alliance but its response to
the rise, expansion and consolidation of Talibaolgl over Afghanistan with direct Pakistani
backing, was inadequate. In this context, an ahalygised the Indian policy makers to work
with “Russia and the CIS states” in providing sabsial material assistance to the forces
resisting the Taliban. India, on the other handjetbed that there could be no military
solution to the Afghan crisis. The seven point @ploutline contained in the Indian Prime
Minister I.K. Gujral's statement clearly said thate fully support the efforts of the United
Nations Secretary General...a cessation of arm@stmAfghanistan is required™.

India was handicapped by a number of factors teymuan effective policy in Afghanistan.
First, like Pakistan it does not have a contiguoaisler with Afghanistan. Therefore, it faced
the logistic constraint of not having direct acces#fghanistan. Secondly, India believed in
the resilience and staying power of Northern All@rand supported it whereas the Taliban
was occupying one major city after another. Thirdiydia was getting diplomatically
marginalised both in the regional and internaticc@itext. As the American and Pakistani
interests converged in promoting the Taliban asofacf stability to find an outlet for the
Central Asian energy resources to the world mathetugh Afghanistan and Pakistan,
Pakistan was assured of a better position in thardunegotiations by the US. Pakistani
diplomacy succeeded in keeping India out of the mdBetings by insisting on the “major
powers and neighbours” formula for participatiohislis how India was kept out of the 6+2

group on Afghanistaff

It was in the late 1990s that India showed heringhess to discuss the establishment of
diplomatic ties between herself and the Talibano Teasons are primarily responsible for
New Delhi's change of mind. First, the overwhelmsgcess of the Taliban in capturing
power in Afghanistan pushed India to rethink andseits anti-Taliban stance. Secondly, the
landing of the hijacked Indian plane (IC 814) inndahar in December 1999 created a
situation for Indian authorities to establish direontacts with the Taliban. To that effect,

there were media reports that the then India's $t#niof External Affairs; Jaswant Singh who
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accompanied the Pakistani terrorists to be reledsedhe safe return of the hijacked
passengers, was willing to discuss the future plbodnatic ties with the Talibaff. However,
India believed that successful diplomatic ties doohly be established if the Taliban could
distance itself from Pakistan. In New Delhi's petaa, the Taliban never severed its links
with the Pakistani establishment and the intellgeeand therefore India stopped short of

establishing diplomatic ties with the Taliban andk an anti-Taliban stané.

Former Indian diplomat M. K. Bhadrakumar arguest timglia by taking an anti-Taliban
stance has hindered its interests in Afghanistahisstead pandered to the western interests.
According to him “the Indian strategic thinkers gltb not have been such incorrigible
fundamentalists to fail to appreciate the shadegadditical Islam or discern the western
propaganda about the Taliban. Mixing up the Talibampletely with the adversarial mindset
of the Pakistani security agencies was equally gr@werlooking the indigenous roots of a
homegrown movement was always injudiciofsTt was 1997-98 that India probably began
sliding into a strategic mistake by regarding Afigistéan as a theatre of India-Pakistan rivalry.
This was a reversal of the Indian policy, which vbast evident during the 1992-95 period
when despite overtures from the mujahideen, theadiaha Rao government stubbornly
refused to get involved in any form in Afghanis&fratricidal strife?®

Furthermore, it is argued that the Taliban is n@h@nolithic group. Disparate groups with
varied interests are part of this umbrella grouper€ are significant differences between the
Quetta Shoora and Haqgani group. The Quetta Shbeeded by Mullah Omar, includes
most of the Taliban's senior leadership from th&41i2001 period. Omar's personal
philosophy stems from a powerful combination Islariindamentalism with nationalism.
His overriding aim has always remained the evictbmoreign forces from Afghanistan and
the establishment of an Islamic emirate with a fimplementation of Islamic lifestyle and
law. On the contrary, the Haqgani group has bedtivated, equipped and financed by the
Intelligence agency of Pakistan, ISI as counteri@ao the Quetta Shoora. For the ISI, the
Haqqgani network has been a convenient instrumebetdeployed against Indian assets in
Afghanistan. The head of the Haqqgani group, Jathluéiaggani married to a United Arab
Emirates Princess which rendered him ideologicadlyeptive to Arab-style Salafi/\WWahabbi
groups. The group's West Asian linkages and itswigh Al Qaeda have created the culture

of suicide attack’
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Contrary to New Delhi's belief that the Talibanais instrument in the hands of Islamabad,
there is serious difference of interests betwedasRa and Afghan Taliban. Mullah Zaeef,
the Taliban's former ambassador to Pakistan detaliss autobiography numorous examples
of Islamabad's egregious behaviour, where it heetdd the sovereign Afghan nation as little
more than a subordinate client st&td?akistan's geopolitical and strategic aims, asdlidse
linkages with Washington, contrast poorly in thdéiban's perspective with its own religious
agenda. Pakistan's links with Al Qaeda and othkamiie radical groups which perpetrate

violence in different countries in the name Islaonndt go well with the nationalist Taliban.

India and the War on Terror

It was the new-found warmth in Indo-US relationsha post-Cold War era, especially during
the George W. Bush (Jr) administration that praakelhdia to join the War on Terror and it
expected intense engagement in post-Taliban Afgkemi During the Clinton administration,
Indo-US relationship deteriorated after the Pokhraalear tests. On the other hand, the US
developed ties with Pakistan and the Taliban tee grent to its geopolitical interests in
finding an outlet to the Central Asian energy reses through Afghanistan. Furthermore,
there was American pressure on India on the Kasissuie during this period. However, the
real turning point in the Indo-US relations came nmd-1999 when Clinton forcefully
intervened to get Pakistan to withdraw the fordesad sent across the Line of Control in
Kashmir near the town of Kargil. India had assurtted the United States would reflexively
support Pakistan and was thus much impressed byrésdent's action. Thus, Indo-US
relations began to change in a positive directiorthie final years of Clinton's presidency
which continued and were intensified during the Btegime. Even before assuming power,
Bush made some favourable references to India glutire election campaign while
Condoleezza Rice, who became the national secadtser during the Bush's first term,
noted in an article ifroreign Affairsin early 2000 that the US should pay closer atbentd
India’'s role in the regional balance of South Asrat “is not a great power yet, but it has the
potential to emerge as on&".During his trip to the US in 2000, the then IndiBrime
Minister Atal Behari Vajpayee seemed to return ¢benplement by depicting India and the
US as 'natural allies'. He referred to the shacednositment of democracy between the largest
democracy and the oldest democracy in the worldshBadministration de-hyphenated the
relationship between India and Pakistan as it niadear that while it was keen on having

good relationship with Pakistan, India would beateel on its own right and not in reference
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to US ties with Pakistan. India's response to tr@nging American gesture was very positive.
India was perhaps the only country to have respbnutesitively and enthusiastically to

Bush's controversial National Missile Defence (NMidgramme’’

The transformation of Indo-US relations has beerstnwisible in security relations. This
change became possible when the United Stated hfielear sanctions in the wake of 9/11.
With less publicity but perhaps equal significanit@lso eased export controls on so-called
dual-technologies, which can serve both civiliand amilitary purposes®* Nuclear
nonproliferation supporters fought a stiff rear4guaction to limit the scope of this loosening
but lost out to those in the Bush administratiorowanted a broader security relationship
with India. The two governments started discussingriety of possible arms sales from the
US to India including P-3 naval surveillance aiftraophisticated counterbattery radars, and
General Electric engines for India's Light Combatcraft (LCA), a fighter plane that has
been under development for more than a decadeUbhand Indian armies, navies, and air
forces have also moved rapidly following 9/11 ditdo agree on programmes for joint
exercises, improved technical coordination, anchagpg training.

This was the larger context of Indo-US relationshilpen the US declared the War on Terror.
India hoped to play a greater role in the post-9t@ghanistan and, therefore, declared
unstinted support to the war. Within two days, gogernment had offered all logistic help to
Washington. The Foreign Minister disclosed thaidrthd established contacts at all political,
executive, and operational levels and that Indid égpressed its readiness not just to give

logistic help but also provide the staging grounidthe US military operatiori.

The possibility of the Northern Alliance coming ka power after the decimation of the
Taliban's control over important cities in Afghaais also made India very much interested in
providing full-fledged support to the War on Terrbrdia had been providing humanitarian
and military assistance to the Northern AlliancewNDelhi had stepped up cooperation with
Russia and Iran in an effort to keep the Pakidbacked Taliban regime somewhat under
pressure before the War on Terror began. Thougkffltacy of these steps are questionable
in the light of the growing strength of the Talibainthat time in Afghanistan, it is reported in
June 2001 that India along with Iran was to providgistic support' to facilitate a 'limited
military action' planned by the US and Russia agjdime Taliban in case of the failure of the

economic sanctions to bend the fundamentalist regim
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During the War on Terror, India did play some romehe war strategy against the Taliban.
Initially, the US tried to carry on its war withotto much interaction with the Northern
Alliance but soon discovered that it was gettingvhere, and it then, perhaps as India had
advised, utilised the Northern Alliance to brea& Hold of the Taliban and its ally Al Qaeda.
Moreover, India, through its special emissary fdghfanistan, Satindra Lambah, contributed
significantly to the formation of a new governm@émtKabul as well as in strengthening ties
between the new Afghan authorities and IrdiMany of the new Afghan leaders, like the
defence, foreign, and interior ministers paid tHiegt visit abroad to India. President Hamid
Karzai's Indian connections also seemed to playositipe role for India. He holds a
postgraduate degree from the Himachal University igna royalist belonging to a family
which was a staunch supporter of king Zahir Shdig wourted India over Pakistan in 1947.

One of the most important factors that brought dndihd Afghanistan closer is the shared
border problems with Pakistan and shared senséctiisation of cross-border terrorism.
President Hamid Karzai reportedly charged Pakistarot doing enough to stop cross-border
infiltration by the Taliban and other militants. Handed over to the Pakistani President and
his aides a list of names, addresses and phonearsrabranking Taliban figures more than
implying that their presence and movements werhiwihe knowledge and perhaps had the
approval of the regime there. Earlier, Karzai asaght Indian aid to deal with the terrorist
menace and Prime Minister of India during his vigit Kabul in 2005, expressed firm
commitment to provide all assistance to Afghanistartombating terrorism, a pledge he
reiterated later as well. The Afghan governmenerprieted the peace agreement between
tribal leaders of Waziristan and the Pakistani gowvent as a compromise amounting to

tolerating Taliban activit§/’

However, the weakened position of Karzai whose robnivas limited to Kabul and the
growing insurgency in the southern provinces arw e¢hAstern borderlands and mounting
terror strikes in Kabul and other urban centresegdte most immediate challenge to state
stability. Furthermore, the Northern Alliance rermed divided with its leaders controlling
many important provinces and not allowing the cdréidministration to reach out to these

areas.

The US's sudden re-embrace of Pakistan after Mtedfljamed the War on Terror raised deep
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concerns in India reminding it of the close strateglationship between the US and Pakistan
in the Cold War period. India’'s growing relationskiith the US received a setback when the
Bush administration assured the Indian governnigtt India's terrorist problems would not
be ignored, but that it was first necessary to groge the war in Afghanistaf. India's
concern that terrorists form an undifferentiateddigate was diluted by the treatment of the

issue in a phased manner.

The arguments that 9/11 brought the US and Indyether to fight a common cause are
partly true. The arguments are based on the lbgicthe US can no longer turn a blind eye to
terrorism in Kashmir and Pakistan's role in it@sdrists form an undifferentiated syndicate.
Though India maintained that terrorism had to baltdeith in its totality, the US was
interested in dealing with those terrorists whoevagainst the interests of the West. The US
concentrated on the Af-Pak ar@avhereas the base for terrorism against India Ruinjab in

Pakistan.

Following the deadly attack on Indian parliament teyrorist groups, there was a strong
reaction from India in terms of military responsejich moved large number of military
troops to the Indo-Pak border areas. And to avad etween two countries with nuclear
weapons, the US developed dual-track policy tsBaboth the states. The new strategy was
most aptly summed up by David Sanger of the Nevk Yames. According to him, President
Bush and his foreign policy team scrambled to avead in South Asia with a simple formula:
'daily phone calls to both sides'. Furthermore, Idlamic extremists' groups accused of
carrying out the assault were treated as statédgswists threatening the stability of both
India and Pakistan. President Bush never said @ulthat the terrorists groups he wanted to
be crushed had often acted as a surrogate fortRakidgntelligence service. Besides, this
dual-track policy resulted in dual pressure on bloithia and Pakistan. On the one hand,
though the Bush administration has privately puéspure on General Musharraf to
discourage and cease the export of terrorism frakiskan, it put pressure on India, on the
other hand, to resist from taking any action irpogse to Pakistan-based terrorist activities in
India and open a dialogue with Islamabad on Kashmilia continuously faced the dilemma
resided between the desire for involving US intesc@n for pressurising Pakistan with regard
to cross-border terrorism and the fear of invitld§ mediation in the Kashmir dispute.
Washington's problematic relationship with Tehram tbhe nuclear issue and absence of

effective supply routes to Afghanistan from the tCa&nAsian region has made US's
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dependence on Pakistan all the more important.sReks importance to the US is reflected
in Colin Powell's statement that the onus was ahialo de-escalate the tensions between

India and Pakistan.

The US had both negative and positive reasons deestablishing a strong strategic
relationship with Pakistan. On the negative sideki®lan was clearly part of the terror
network that consisted of Al-Qaeda and the Talidaakistan's IS| and other official and
unofficial groups had supported both organisatiodsplogically and materially. Pakistan
was therefore vital if Al-Qaeda and the Taliban evedo be prevented from fleeing
Afghanistan. Pakistan could serve as a safty viakv¢hose trying to escape US forces once
they were introduced. Furthermore, Pakistan couttlapgse as the war on terrorism
proceeded in Afghanistan. This would pose a nunobgrroblems for the US including the
possibility that extremists might grab Pakistanclear weapons in the chaos. Pakistan,
therefore, had to be saved from itself. Obama adtn@ion's Af-Pak strategy clearly sought
to protect the territorial integrity of Pakistan both the western and eastern front. On the
western front it tried to suppress the Pashtunigtane and on the eastern front it wanted

dialogue on the Kashmir isstfe.

Obama's AfPak strategy carried ominous implicatitorsindia. It is argued that Pakistan
having recovered some of its “strategic depth”tdha very least averted a loss of substantial
territory on its western flank, would be emboldertedresume its disruptive asymmetric
proxy war on its eastern flank. Furthermore, thad&-military compact that governs
Pakistan would remain in tatt.The Taliban Pashtuns have been targeting US akidt®ai
military forces on the western frontier of Pakistmd are less interested in insurgency in
Kashmir. It is argued that the Taliban bogie isrebeing entertained shows the extent of
strategic confusion within Indian security discaif$ To India's disadvantage, there has been
no policy statement under the Obama administratibat unambiguously calls for

dismantling the terror infrastructure on Pakistaalstern frontiers.

It is further argued that America's policy has smnificantly changed with the change of
administration from republican Bush to democratica®a?’ While Bush clearly flouted
international law and did not pay heed to criticssiof America's unilateral action in
Afghanistan by its NATO allies like Britain, Franesmd Germany, Obama appeared to be

democratic taking the partners along as well a®liing other nations in discussions.
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However during both the administrations, there wasge in military troops, no plan was
developed to carry out drone attacks inside Pakistaon-tribal ared$, Pakistan was
engaged with increasing military economic and rmjitaid to take on the Taliban extremists
and an Al-Qaeda centric approach was followed owérhg the ISI-military-terrorist nexus

in Pakistan. Thus, both the administrations' pesidiad ominous implications for India.

However, while during the Bush's regime Afghanisteas the theatre of operation, Obama
administration developed Af-Pak strategy where eadt of dismantling the
ISI-military-terrorist nexus, importance has beeveg to protect the territorial integrity of
Pakistan and socio-economic development of thedsakas of Pakistan through economic
aid packages which have every chance of being miksucherefore, Obama's strategy seems
to be more dangerous for India than the Bush'®maclihe conditionalities attached to the
civil nuclear deal and the cumbersome process wedblto make the deal effective and
beneficial to India and the problem of intelligerstearing between the US and India that has
come to the limelight during Hedley's interrogatifunther highlight the complications in
Indo-US strategic relationship.

Obama'’s visit to India in the month of November @@bs strengthened Indo-US strategic
partnership on many accounts. First, the US supgofhdia's bid for the permanent
membership in the Security Council of the Unitedidies. Secondly, Obama announced that
his government would lift curbs on Indian defenaksl that were on the Entity List. Four of
Indian labs came under the list. Thirdly, there avbusiness deals that would both benefit
India and the US. However, the US remained retiabout the Pakistan's role in propping up
terrorist infrastructuré® Nevertheless, the culprits of Mumbai attacks amel ¢ontinuing
insurgency in Afghanistan found frequent refererares a reference was made to the fact that
they were operating from the Pakistani soil. Csifpoint out that Obama's visit was the result
of the American need of employment creation fobus citizens than allowing India a larger
role in world politics. Washington's silence on Btdn's role in abetting terrorism and ever
increasing aid to it for fighting it and for soocswonomic development points to the US's
continued dependence on Pakistan for its CentrahrAstrategy. The US's policy of
containment towards Iran has made its dependend@akistan even more acute. A study
conducted by the Foundation for National Securigs&arch to assess India's strategic
partnerships with major powers described the U axigor India on Kashmir, Pakistan and

Afghanistan as “insubstantial and inconsistéfit”.
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India and the importance of Afghanistan

India’s interest in Afghanistan is not confined yrb neutralising Pakistani influence in
Afghanistan and denying it strategic depth. Indiscerns in Afghanistan are also, to a
large extent, separate from its concerns in KashBoth India and Pakistan wanted to

exercise influence in Afghanistan independent efashmir issué>

In an interview, the Taliban spokesman Zabihullabjaid told Rahimullah Yusufzai “the
Lashkar has no presence in Afghanistan and we havaks with it. Unlike the Lashker
which is focussed on Jammu and Kashmir, the Afgfaditban concentrates on Afghanistan.
We have never taken part in any attack in India, ¢ we attack anyone at Pakistan's
behest.*® He further said, “Whenever we attacked the Indéambassy in Kabul or its
consulates, we claimed responsibility. Last mordttack was also carried out by the Taliban
fighters after we got intelligence information tiRAW agents were holding a meeting there.
The Taliban are not in any direct conflict with iadindian troops are not part of NATO
forces, they have not occupied Afghanistan. Indid Afghanistan have had historic ti€S”.
What Mujahid said, may not be completely true, yeshows how India's concerns in
Afghanistan are independent of its concerns in KasiSo far, no Afghan regime in Kabul
including the Taliban had taken any particular postof challenging India's position on the
Kashmir issué® India's Central Asian strategy was dependent paraber of factors. India
is not only concerned with Pakistan’s increasinig in Afghanistan and Central Asia, it is

also wary of greater Chinese and American roleetfter

India has wide-ranging and long-term interests iigh@&nistan. It has trade and energy
interests in Afghanistan. It seeks a democratic ftatile Afghanistan not only to neutralize
Pakistan's influence but also to increase its omffuénce there. Besides, India has to use

Afghanistan as a bridge to tap into Central Asia@rgy resources.

1. Trade and Energy

India has significant trade interests in Afghamstdhe success of Afghan fruit and nut
exports to India and India's grant of 50-100 pent ¢ariff concessions for Afghan exports of
dried fruits, fresh fruits, seeds, medicinal heahd precious stones under a preferential trade
agreement and Afghanistan's grant of a 100 per mamgin of preference on eight Indian

products including black tea, certain categoriesnetlicines, refined sugar, cement clinkers
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and white cement bear testimony to the fact of mlutlependence between India and
Afghanistan in terms of trade. Furthermore, Afgktan has a rich resource base of
unexplored minerals like iron, chrome, copper,esi\gold, barite, sulphur, talc, magnesium,
mica, marble, lapis lazuli, asbestos, nickel, meciead, zinc, bauxite, lithium and rubies.
Exploitation of oil and natural gas reserves in andund Afghanistan also promises huge
potential. In the 1970s, Afghanistan's natural rgagerves were estimated at about 150 billion
cubic metres. In the early 1980s, natural gas eégpegre in the range of 2.5 — 2.8 bcm a yearr,
and constituted its main source of export revenlias.due to the outbreak of civil war and
ensuing instability that the upstream developmenthis sector halte?f. Recently, Indian
government has shown its interest in the iron ¢weks in the Hajigak mines in Afghanistan
and plans to sponsor the Steel Authority of Indiappsal to set up a steel plant in that
country>® Stability in Afghanistan is, therefore, necessianythe regional powers like India

for investment in and trade with Afghanistan anésxplore the natural resources.

2. Democratic and Stable Afghanistan

India thinks a democratic and stable Afghanistan oautralize Pakistan’s influence in
Afghanistan and help to protect and promote itderaterests in Afghanistan and Central
Asia. New Delhi believed that a stable and demacratghanistan would dilute Pakistan’s
insurgency in Kashmir. It would also lessen theunw of illegal trade of arms and narcotics.
It is noteworthy that to ensure peaceful and stafalesition from the Soviet period India
worked with the Najibullah government to evolve alifcal consensus among all the
representative Afghan groups. However, to contakig®ani influence in Afghanistan which
grew with the growth of Taliban’s influence, Ingeovided support to Northern Alliance. To
promote democratic institutions and stability, batlias taken up the role as one of the largest
bilateral donors to the post-War reconstructiororesf in Afghanistan. By the end of 2008,
India became the fifth largest bilateral donor doybehind the US, Japan, UK and Germany
having pledged US $750 million, committed US$701nilion and disbursed US$204.26
million in diverse areas, including infrastructuemmunications, education, health care,
social welfare, training of officials, including plomats and policemen, economic
development and institution-building. These aregbetors which have been identified by the
Afghan government as priority areas of developm€éftile aid-giving by other International
donors in Afghanistan through contracts/sub-cotdtaembassies, provincial reconstruction
teams (PRTs) or alternate delivery mechanisms girddGOs and INGOs has been stymied

by lack of aid prioritisation, corruption, delayadainadequate involvement of the Afghan
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government, India’s aid is channeled through thghAf government or works in conjunction
with International donor community. Through consultations with local communities, &t
aid projects have generated tremendous goodwillngntbe Afghans. It is argued that
augmenting economic growth in Afghanistan is caitito India's overall objective of
integrating Afghanistan in the South Asian coopeeatramework and reviving its role as a

'land bridge' connecting South Asia with Centrab&s

3. Afghanistan as a Bridge to Central Asia

India's special relationship with the Soviet Unipnovided New Delhi with existing
economic links and a lively trade with the Cen#alan republics. India provided a large,
urban, educated elite, fluent in English, a fun@ioAnglo-Saxon judicial system, industry
and management based on Western lines and eseblasid vibrant stock market to the
Central Asian states who were converting to a miagkenomy. The fact that there exist no
overland routes between India and Central Asiaeasden them lie the Afghan and Pakistani
territory and air transit is cost prohibitive hasipered trade. India's efforts in Afghanistan to
construct a road linking Iran and Afghanistan amhit@al Asia is to bypass Pakistan, which
never allowed Indian goods to travel into Afghamistand beyond through its territofy.
Central Asia currently is not only a hub of naturegdources but it also provides a market of

200 million people.

Very close relationship with the Soviet Union, pdd India with privileged access to the
region. An observer remarked that during the Sosiai Central Asia was “the non-visible
farther side of the moon”, and that India was “jg$ the only non-communist country
which could gain glimpses of this hidden side @& 8pviet Union at that tim&®. However,

the entire scenario changed with the disintegratiotme Soviet Union. Pakistan, India, Iran,
China and the US began to spread their influencehé region through strategies of

cooperation and confrontation.

Since the emergence of Central Asian states, kmliaPakistan followed a consistent policy
of getting closer to Central Asia at the exclusiéreach other. Both believed that they could
benefit from the economic vacuum left by Russiawketeer, they differed in their strategic

objectives. India viewed the transition of the CahtAsian states towards democratic
structures and market economies as a drain ouegsoaf confrontational power politics and

shifting alliances that would be settled by themssl
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Contrary to this, Pakistan viewed this transitioplahse as the most suitable period to expand
its influence through the spread of Islam. The that Central Asian states are predominantly
populated by Muslims bordering on Afghanistan matkesn susceptible to radical Islamic
ideas. India's fear stemmed from instability in €&lnAsia engendered by border realignment,
ethnic disputes, resurgent Islam and civil warNew Delhi's perception this would allow
Pakistan to spread its influence via Afghanistanugh Islamic radical groups. Moreover, it
would create a network of illegal drug and armsléravhich would in turn affect India's
interests in Kashmir. Pakistan has also tried teagits influence through multilateral bodies
like Economic Cooperation Organisation and Orgaitisaof Islamic State¥ India in order

to contain Pakistan's influence in Central Asiggdrto strengthen relationship with each of
the Central Asian states and with Iran. And in Afgistan, it supported the Northern Alliance

as an antidote to the Taliban.

Energy resources available in Central Asia hayva@t#d many regional and extra-regional
powers to invest in production, transfer and corpion of the resources. Central Asia is an
alternative destination for energy-seeking coustvich depended on unstable Persian Gulf
for energy resources. Many countries wanted to aedheir dependence on Persian Gulf
because of growing instability and monopoly oveoduction and supply of energy
resources! India is one among them. In Central Asia, soméhefconservative estimates put
the oil reserves at 7 per cent and gas at 8 pertghobal reserves. One of the Indian policy
advisors at the Confederation of Indian Industig,s@&nergy is the most critical imperative,
and the most critical link in the strategic linkag@at India is trying to build with Central

Asia”.%®

According to the International Energy Outlook, mdias the fifth largest oil consumer in
2007 and its demand grew to almost 3 million barpar day in 2008. At present, 68 per cent
of its oil is imported, and its dependency on wiports is expected to increase to 92 per cent
by 2020. Afghanistan provides access to the vastggnresources and attractive markets of
the Central Asian region. India's Central Asianatstgy not only aimed at containing
Pakistan's growing influence in the region, it la#s shown its intention to respond to the
great power diplomacy. For example, Phunchok Stopdarmer director of the Indian
Cultural Centre, once suggested that the US's ggwiresence in the region “forms a

compelling reason for India's reclaiming its gedpeal rights and responsibilities in Central
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Asia”. India’'s competition with China for Centraki&n resources is echoed by the statement
made by Indian Prime Minister Manmohan Singh whd:s&hina is ahead of us in planning

for its energy security. India can no longer be ptament”>®

India’'s energy needs and its security concernsashKir were affected by the growth of
terrorism, drug trafficking, illegal arms and crinsgndicates in Afghanistan and Central
Asian region. Pakistan tried to foster its geoprditinterests through radical Islamic groups
raising funds from drug trafficking and illegal aanrade whereas these groups have their
independent plans to spread their influences inGaetral Asian heartland. To consolidate
their position there is every possibility that thgy on the grievances of their co-religionists
in the surrounding regions. Uzbekistan's Foreigmiser, Abdulaziz Kamilov stated that
fundamentalist Islamic organisations were trainumng to 400 young Uzbek and Tajik
guerrillas at camps in Afghanistan and Pakistanbddistan accused three Pakistani
organisations — Mezb-e-Harkat-e-Jihad, Devas-Uh&alsand the Islamic Ulema Society of
clandestinely training hundreds of Central Asiahgagious centres in Pakistan with the task
of carrying out terrorist attacks and destabilisitige countries by overthrowing the
government§® Thus, their training in Pakistan and patronagenftbe Pakistani military and
ISI created leverage for Pakistan to use them ishKar as well. However, the primary
motive of Pakistan behind training these groups teaget a foothold in Central Asia and
promotion of the Taliban was to facilitate Pakisaole in Central Asia.

Afghanistan and its northern Central Asian neighibdaeing landlocked and without access
to the sea incur high transportation costs. MoshefCentral Asian states have an extroverted
trade, that is, their trade outside the region tfyreaxceeds trade within the region.
Afghanistan and its Central Asian neighbours nemxss to markets and sea either through
Pakistan or Iran. However, Afghanistan's troubkeahgit and border relations with Pakistan
being governed by the Afghan Trade and Transit &grent of 1965 hinders Afghan trade
with countries having huge economy like India. Thigeement provides passage to Afghan
goods between Afghan borders and seaports of RakiBakistan as a goodwill measure has
allowed Afghanistan to transport some of its exgtintough the India-Pakistan land borders,
but does not permit Indian goods into Afghanist@nerefore, Indo-Afghan trade potential
has been scuttled by the regional geopolitics wikakistan wants to develop its ties with

Afghanistan and its Central Asian neighbours atcthst of India*
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However, being denied an overland route to Afghani®y Pakistan, India involved itself in
building a road in Afghanistan that connects Irafghanistan and Central Asia. So far, India
has been dependent on Iran for its entry into Afggtan and Central Asia. The 218 Km long
Zaranj-Delaram road constructed in the remote seedtern Afghanistan provides
Afghanistan access to sea-ports like Chabahar aailitdtes its trade with India. It reduces
Afghanistan's dependence on the port of Karachiphavided a single entry point into the
world. Construction of ports and roads perform dfwaictions in expanding influence
commercial and military. For example, the Gwadat peing constructed by the Chinese and
Pakistani collaboration, seeks to transfer Cenksil's vast energy resources to world
markets. However, this port has been described diystan's Navy Chief as the country's
third naval base after Karachi and Ormara and asn@novement in Pakistan's deep-sea
water defencé” China's interests in the port are to diversify ardure its crude oil import
routes and to extend its presence in the Indiara@cen response to Pakistani and Chinese
strategies in the Indian Ocean, India and IranesigiRoad Map to Strategic Cooperatioh”
during President Mohammed Khatami's January 208@ 0 India. India agreed to assist
Iran in constructing the Chabahar port and roadtslibbetween Iran, Afghanistan, and

northward to Tajikistan.

India’s Strategies to be an Influential player in Aghanistan and Central Asia

In order to increase their influence in Afghanistard get to the natural resources of Central
Asia, major powers developed a continental stratexped on military power projection, use
of ideology and shrewd diplomacy. Military poweropction was required both for
minimising the role of other powers and for secuprdduction and supply of natural
resources. Terrorism, ethnic conflicts, civil wansd illegal drug and arms trade required
military strategies in the region to put these éarat bay. As part of its intention to increase
its military role in Central Asia, India developedilitary cooperation with Kazakhstan,
Uzbekistan and Tajikistan. For example, in 2004pékistan was commissioned by the
Indian Air Force Mid-Air-Refuelling Squadron to ldithree giant IL-78 MKI refuellers.
Kazakhstan signed a military cooperation agreemaht India in 2002 for joint production
of military hardware such as torpedoes and heawghina gun barrel& In August 2002,
New Delhi announced that it would help train thevtyeformed Afghan army and contribute
to the maintenance of its Russian built militaryipgnent. This prompted General Pervez
Musharraf of Pakistan to warn India to 'lay offetregion. In May 2001, India had offered

Tajikistan a US $ 5 million grant. One year lateestablished its first military base outside
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Indian territory, in southern Tajikistan.In October 2011, Afghan President Hamid Karzai
forged a strategic partnership with India. Thistparship was the first of its kind that the

government in Kabul had signed with a foreign counthe agreement, among other matters
envisaged that India might train units of the Afghsecurity forces as the US seeks to

withdraw its forces from the country in 203%.

Apart from the Pakistani government, there are lsghowho argue that India plays a
surreptitious role in Afghanistan apart from itswtrdoution to reconstruction efforts there.
Pakistan's government officially expressed its despcerns about the Indian government's
activities along the Pakistan-Afghan border. Pakisiccused the Indian consulates of having
“less to do with humanitarian aid and more to dithvimdia's top-secret intelligence agency,
Research and Analysis Win§”.Pakistan's allegations about India ranged fronrgesaof
printing false Pakistani currency to carrying oatsaof sabotage and terrorism on Pakistani
territory. Pakistan accused India of setting upvoeks of “terrorist training camps” located
inside Afghanistan, including at the Afghan militdvase of Qushila Jadid, north of Kabul,
near Gereshk, in southern Helmand province; inPthijshir Valley, northeast of Kabul; and
at Kahak and Hassan Killies in western Nirmuz pmoei On September 1, 2003, the Indian
consulate in Jalalabad was attacked. Kabul's cated@ssurances that it would not allow
any anti-Pakistani activities on its soil failed satisfy Pakistafi® The Chief Minister of
Balochistan province, Jam Muhammad Yusuf, declaredugust 13, 2004, that the Indian
secret services were maintaining forty terrorishpa all over Baloch territory. In July 20086,
Senator Mushahid Hussain, chairman of the SenaredBig Committee on Foreign Affairs,
stated that “RAW is training 600 Baluchis in Afglistan”

Christine Fair, a senior political scientist at RAND Corporation, spoke at a New York
roundtable in March 2009: “I think it would be astake to completely disregard Pakistan's
regional perceptions due to doubts about Indianpstence in executing covert operations.
That misses the point entirely. And | think it isfair to dismiss the notion that Pakistan's
apprehensions about Afghanistan stem in part frtensécurity competition with India.
Having visited the Indian mission in Zahedan, Idargn assure you they are not issuing visas
as the main activity! Moreover, India has run ofiers from its mission in Mazar (through
which it supported the Northern Alliances) andkelly doing so from the other consulates it
has reopened in Jalalabad and Kandahar along tterbdndian officials have told me

privately that they are pumping money into Balotdmns Kabul has encouraged India to
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engage in provocative activities such as using Boeder Roads Organisation to build
sensitive parts of the Ring Road and use the Indetdn police force for security. It is also
building schools on a sensitive part of the bordeKunar — across from Bajapur. Kabul's
motivations for encouraging these activities arelagous as India's interest in engaging in
them”.”® Furthermore, Gen. Stanley McChristal, the Americdficer commanding the
International Security Assistance Force (ISAF), hedo asked the US to scale down
irrelevant Indian activities in Afghanistan and RB&n which are actually hindering US and
NATO efforts in Afghanistan.

However, there are scholars who argue that fomgntebellion in Baluchistan would
jeopardise India's strong economic and stratedatioaship with Iran as the Iranian regime
also fears a Baluch rebellion inside Iran's soidtega border. Alienating Iran would cost

India its land route to Afghanistan without the grdee of an alternative passageWay.

Ideology as a factor

Like the military and intelligence activities tocsee influence in Afghanistan and expand it
to Central Asia, ideology is important in the pQsild War era. In this era, realist tenets have
been challenged by the rise of norms and ideasddatfor ideological justifications for
interest-maximising behaviours. Pakistan has ttieduse Islam as an ideology to gain
influence in the Central Asian region which receivsetback with the inception of War on
Terror. According to Simon Shéf,the United States works from a platform of liberal
democracy and “human rights above sovereignty” sRugroffers its own idea of “sovereign
democracy” to the Central Asians, and China postragelf as a non-interventionist
“responsible state” in the region. In his view, ilndacks a unique ideology to increase its
influence in Central Asia. He is of the opinion tthdemocratic values in the Indian
constitution are simply regarded as another maaifies of an American constitutional
prototype. And the Central Asian states alreadyinimg towards liberal and democratic
ideals would naturally be attracted to the US agiven the American military and economic

power.

According to Kurlantzick, China's peaceful rise arsdnon-interference strategy is catching
the attention of most of the world's countries @hds India's non-alignment norm is
overshadowed by China's shining offensive ch&tiis because India has gradually moved

away from its own original position as the Non-Alegl Movement leader. Simon believes

203



India's ancient Hindu thought and modern GandHestypn-violence movements are either
overly complex or highly moral in practice and #fere cannot be applied as an ideology to

secure influence in the Central Asian region.

India's enormous contribution to the reconstrucpoocess in Afghanistan can be viewed as
an attempt to create a different image of Indiathe absence any unique and effective
ideology. However, in the absence of any uniquelagy, India has the chance of losing out
to other major powers expanding their influenceha region. India is a multi-ethnic and

multi-religious country like Afghanistan. Therefortndia has an advantage to share its

experiences with Afghanistan, which is undergoitagesand nation-building process.

India’s Diplomatic Initiatives

India has so far shunned any kind of large militarlg in Afghanistan and confined itself to
reconstruction activities. It is opposed to thdusmn of the Taliban and sees the distinction
between the good Taliban and bad Taliban as a dlaxercise. It is argued that India in its
declaration of unequivocal support for the US lear\dh Terror put all the eggs in American
basket. The Indian government cooperated with t8edJa surprising degree by dovetailing
their Afghan policy with the US's AfPak objectivieg breaking down walls and bureaucratic
obstacles between the two countries' intelligero® iavestigating agencies. China with its
ideology of non-interference has refrained itsedinf taking up any major anti-Taliban role
on the plea that it would affect the Uigur insurgem Xinxiang province. Iran and Russia
with American withdrawal from the region as theitopity would slowly tone down their
opposition to the proposal of Taliban's inclusiémdia has so far diplomatically failed to

engage these two countries in serious discussiotisi®issue.

India's opposition to Iran's nuclear programme sungport for sanctions against it and India's
lack of interest in the Iran-Pakistan-India (IPlipgline issue has hampered the strategic
relationship between Iran and India. India has bdcthree US — supported resolutions
against Iran in the International Atomic Energy Agg and is enforcing UN Security Council

sanctions against Tehran. On the other hand, Rakigts shown keen interest in the proposed
pipeline and has been witnessed taking some cenoreaisures regarding this. India fearing
the US's reprisal on the issue is on the back fobere is a growing closeness between
Afghanistan's three immediate neighbours — Pakidtan and Turkey. At two significant

summits India was not invited for assisting in tesm the Afghan crisis, one the trilateral
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summit held in Islamabad for discussing future salé Afghanistan's immediate neighbours,
and two, the security conference on Afghanistartdtbby Turkey. India was left with no

choice but to rethink its policies along with thefSng roles’*

In the post-Cold War era, there are marked chamgtee relationship between Pakistan and
Russia. While India has moved away from the Cold Wae strategic relationship with the
USSR in the post-Cold War era, Pakistan and Russiee closer as the former is thought to
be vital in stabilising the situation in Centralid®nd other parts of the former USSR. The
long-term relationship between Pakistan and theemxst Islamic groups has given the
former the leverage to broker peace in variousoreggin Asian continent. Whether Pakistan
exercises enough control over these groups is ignasie, the synergy between the Pakistani
military and ISI with the extremist groups has io€d various countries to engage Pakistan
to broker peac& The quadripartite summit of Russia, Afghanistaakistan and Tajikistan
in Sochi hosted by President Dmitry Medvedev poiatsedefining of relationship between
the two countries in the post-Cold War era. Acaogdio Vladimir Radyuhin what has made
the Moscow turnaround is the realisation that ‘isgeislamabad as part of the region's
problems does not help to advance the Russianajgalying a bigger role in the region.
The Kremlin finally decided that Pakistan must bartpof the solution. The format of
four-way cooperation with Pakistan, Afghanistan daglkistan should help Moscow prepare
for the eventual pullback of the U.S.-led forcemnirAfghanistan: engage Pakistan, return to
Afghanistan and tighten Russian hold over the for@eviet Central Asia*® He further
argues that the the Sochi summit “dimmed Indiaseloof gaining a strategic foothold in
Tajikistan. India and Russia had planned to joinge the Ayni airfield, which India helped
to renovate, but Indian presence there looks vewbtul in the context of the emerging
Russia-Afghanistan-Pakistan-Tajikistan axis. Indiél, of course, remain Russia's close
friend and strategic partner, but it will have &ain to live with the new Russian-Pakistani

bonhomie, just as Russia has taken in its strid@ entanglement with the U.§".

India has moved closer to the US in the post-Caddl ¥va with robust economic engagement.
Strategically, India has received a de-facto nucfeaver status and there were significant
deals on the civil nuclear energy which Pakistars waable to procure. However, it is

noteworthy that America's Central Asian strategy beaen dependent on Pakistan than India.
While all sorts of favours that India received frahe US were aimed at balancing China,

Pakistan's concerns in Central Asia were respdntete US. It is argued that it is only if the

205



most unlikely of scenarios were to emerge — thepteta break up of Pakistan into different
territorial entities - that would then allow or &ma India to extend its de-facto control
(through puppet regimes or the like) into much bftis today territorial Pakistan, that India
could replace Pakistan as the US's favoured Sositin/ase for its Central Asian concerns.
India has never taken note of the US's role in Afgstan to forge its Central Asian strategy
which does not co-opt Indian interests in Afghaamsand Central Asia. The Greater Central
Asian strategy of America seeks to place Afghanistad Pakistan in the framework of
Central Asian geopolitics. It is interesting to @dhat in India both the Ministry of External
Affairs (MEA) and the Ministry of Defence (MOD) itheir annual report 1995-96 nowhere
refer to the US role in Afghanistan. Its singuldssession with Pakistan emerges as a
recurring factor. MEA says that the situation ingA&nistan “continues to be unstable”, and
goes on to say that it has been “further exacedblayethe interference of Pakistan directly
and more so through its creation of the Talib&nTaking this a notch higher, MOD says that
Taliban “were armed and trained by Pakistan's {8&wice Intelligence” and goes on to say
that “Pakistan's attempts to install a pliable goweent in Kabul would have serious security

implications for us™®

Just after the December 26 Mumbai attack, Indiadageicto move away from US benchmarks
and expectations in Afghanistan in the absencepehcAmerican support for it. India and
Russia in a joint declaration called for a “cohé¢r@md a united international commitment” to
dealing with the threats emanating from Afghanistadia welcomed Russia's initiative to
organise an international conference in the framkvwed Sanghai Cooperation Organisation,
involving its member states and observers. Indimecaut into open support of regional

initiative on Afghanistan against the interestshef US®°

The US has so far been able to pacify India by isgnits senior officials to Delhi, assuring
India of its commitment in Afghanistan to fight ter and change of Pakistani approach in
fighting terrorism and by raising the Chinese spedtor example, special representative for
AfPak Richard Holbrooke and Admiral Mike Mullen,etithairman of the Joint Chiefs of
Staff came to India in the month of July 2010. Hotike said that as Taliban reconciliation
still remained a distant prospect, the US's codn&irgency operations would continue and
India should not worry unduly about the spectethaf powerful Jalaluddin and Sirajuddin
Haqqgani network grabbing power in Kabul. Mullen, thie other hand, said that India was

becoming needlessly obsessive about US arms sapplieakistan whereas the real strategic
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threat to India was Chirf4.

India's greater dependence on the US regardingaifgiperation has blinded it to take other
countries sharing common concerns on Afghan issteusly. India has failed to engage Iran,
on which its Central Asian strategy depends, irtudisions on the future of Afghan issue.
Rather, it has estranged its relationship with loana number of issues already mentioned.
Russia has not been taken seriously by India oma#fgssue. Central Asia is considered to
be strategic backyard of Russia. Any Indian strategexpand influence beyond Afghanistan
into Central Asia has to depend on Russia. It tseworthy that after India held one of its first
ever overseas joint-military exercises in 2003 wigjikistan, growing Indian influence and
the plans for the two airbases drew opposition flRassia which considers Tajikistan as its
own area of influenc® What concerned Russia was the perceived closémésgen India
and the US after 2001. Both Iran and Russia slaréntdian concerns regarding the Taliban,
spread of drugs and illegal weapons. Lack of comrsivategies among these countries
regarding future of Afghanistan has driven a weldgsveen them. While India seeks the US
presence in Afghanistan until terrorist infrasttues are completely destroyed, Iran and
Russia being wary of the American presence in éggon seem to be more anti-American

than anti-Taliban.

Contrary to the Bush, Obama has narrowed downattgeet, which is Al Qaeda and not the
Taliban. India has been considering the Talibarbigsthreat as any other terrorist group.
Moreover, the alliance to fight terrorism under t@mmon platform “War on Terror” is a

post-2001 phenomenon. Previously, though terrorisas always there, there was no
common understanding of who the terrorists weree TU$ never recognised the militant
groups which were trained and had well groomedasifucture in Pakistan launching
terrorist activities against India as terroristaey were considered the legitimate offshoot of

the territorial conflict between the two states.

To sum up, India's interests and role in Afghamigtave been shaped by many factors. India
sought a stable and democratic Afghanistan in ordeeduce Pakistani influence there as
part of its effort to arrest the problem of radidslamism and illegal trade of drugs and
weaken insurgency in Kashmir. However, India’s res¢ in Afghanistan went beyond
curtailing Pakistani influence there to includetpation and promotion of its own trade and

energy interests in Afghanistan and Central Asiéciwimeant undercutting the influence of
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other major powers too. To India’s disadvantagesjntitgration of the USSR led to the
emergence of six Islamic Central Asia states inst#asingle friendly superpower. The fact
that the Central Asian states are predominantlylishusopulated created an urgency in India
to stem Pakistan’s role in Afghanistan and Cenfsia. India looked for a stable and
democratic Afghanistan so that Pakistan could aké tadvantage of common religion by
spreading radical Islamism. India tried to refrimm backing any warring faction during the
Afghan civil war. However, increasing strength dfetTaliban compelled India to take
calculated measures to contain their influenceialsdipported the Northern Alliance with
humanitarian and military assistance. India's sgjias received a set back with the success of
the Taliban. The War on Terror created hope foraidlat Pakistan's strategies in Afghanistan

and Kashmir would be undermined.

The geopolitical realities that India lacked phgsiproximity to Afghanistan and lack of
acquaintance between the US military and its Ind@ounterparts put India in a
disadvantaged position in the War on Terror. On dlteer hand, reliance on Pakistan to
ensure military and non-military supplies for Afghaoperation given the poor
communication facilities between Central Asia arfghanistan and its inimical relation with
Iran are the factors that led to America's gredegendence on Pakistan. Moreover, the US
feared Pakistan's coercive measures in its poteatmaultiply support for the radical groups
to the extent of making its nuclear weapons avkalédthem.

India took an anti-Taliban stance because of n&sliwith Pakistan though the growing
realisation among scholars is that the Afghan &alibmbibes Afghan nationalism and
concentrates more on driving foreign forces outAdghanistan than on insurgency in
Kashmir. It is noteworthy that the Taliban govermikke all other previous governments
had not taken any anti-India stance on the Kaslsaue. Indian government’s anti-Taliban
position created difficulty for India to play a majrole in Afghanistan. It is pertinent to note
that India has never rendered clear and open sufggoAfghanistan on Pashtunistan issue
which carries enormous importance for the PashtAnsl by maintaining an ambiguous
stance after the Soviet military intervention ingA&nistan, India distanced itself from the
Pashtuns. India's humanitarian and military supfoorthe Northern Alliance in the civil war
period in Afghanistan and its anti-Taliban stanoghfer eroded India's role in Afghanistan.
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However, in order to increase its influence in Adgistan and Central Asia, India entered into
agreements on military cooperation with CentralafAsstates and expressed its willingness to
train Afghan army. It entered into strategic parshg@ agreement with Afghanistan and
raised the possibility that it might train the Aggharmy after American withdrawal from
Afghanistan. Some experts point to the reportseofet intelligence activity carried out by
India through its consulates in Afghanistan to ahetsecessionist movement in Balochistan
as part of India’s ambitious project of playing ajar role in Afghanistan and Central Asia.
Nonetheless, there are experts who question Indlalgy in playing such a role. India has
taken upon itself a major reconstruction and dgualent work in Afghanistan not only to
earn good will of Afghans but also to increase @mtinity to Central Asia through Iran and
Afghanistan in the absence of direct land routeuph Pakistan. However, diplomatically
India has failed to seriously engage itself withnlrand Russia on the Afghan issue. Their

partnership is the key to India’s successful rol€entral Asia in future.
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Conclusion

Afghanistan being situated in the midst of Centgaluth and West Asia has attracted the
attention of major powers both for military and eocmic reasons. Its geographical
situation provides both for making military manerssand checking the military moves
of other major powers. It is not only central t@ ttnajor powers' plan for reviving the
Silk Route of past, it also provides South Asianrkefaito the Central Asian natural
resources. It is noteworthy that as a Rimland stAfghanistan joins the Eurasian
landmass with the Indian Ocean and thereby famhbtanultidimensional strategies both
continental and naval. It contains passes like gko{zomal and Khyber and corridor
like Wakhon corridor which join Eurasian Heartlamih Indus lowlands. The role of the
Soviet Union and the US in Afghanistan can be sartheir drive to acquire both

continental and naval capabilities.

Economic underdevelopment of Afghanistan providesl required leeway to the major
powers like the US and Soviet Union to invest igldnistan's modernisation and exert
influence there. Afghanistan's multiethnic popwatiinvited interference of external
powers as minorities in Afghanistan are the dontinathnic communities in its
neighbourhood. However, Afghanistan tried to mamtaeutrality in the midst of pulls
and pressures from the major powers. Its ruggedgi@phy put challenges before the
major powers to forcibly intervene in Afghanistaighanistan played one major power
against another to maintain its neutrality. Balantgower was always maintained in
Afghanistan by the major powers to prevent thispgdiically important area from

falling into the sphere of influence of any partasypower.

There were a number of factors that made the Saln&in think that it was opportune
time to tilt balance of power in Afghanistan in fessour in the 1970s. The Watergate
scandal, attacks on the Central Intelligence Age(€iA) by American Congress,
increasing unwillingness of the Carter Administatito involve the US in conflicts
situations, the fall of Haile Selassie, attack anekican Embassy in Pakistan and the fall
of Shah of Iran were viewed by Moscow as declineAaferican will and power to

intervene in distant regions like West Asia andtBaest Asia.
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The power vacuum in the region prompted the Sovmbn to move further south in
order to reach the Indian Ocean and develop italrstxategy. It was argued that if Suez
Canal was closed, the Soviet Union’s sea commuaitatwith both India and Pakistan
via the South Atlantic and Indonesia were even donipan those between the sub-
continent and Western Europe, Japan, or the Un@&mtes. Furthermore, Soviet
occupation of Afghanistan could provide it with de®d routes to Pakistan and India.
More importantly, Soviet Union’s military presenoeAfghanistan placed itself only four
hundred miles away from the vital oil region of Belf, posing a major threat to access
to oil from the Gulf and oil shipments through tbteaits of Hormuz. The fact that the
decision to militarily intervene in Afghanistan canhargely from the Soviet military
points to the important role played by geopoliticalculations in the Soviet decision.

The Soviets did not consider Afghanistan as a swo@alist state that had undergone
socialist revolution. There were serious differendeetween the Afghan and Soviet
leadership. The Soviet Union had developed strostikd for Amin who promoted

purges and radical policies. Therefore, it is difft to believe that the Soviet Union
militarily intervened to save Afghan socialism. tharmore, Afghanistan was neither a
member of Warsaw pact nor of Comecon, though ibyay observer status with the
latter group. Thus, there was no governmental abbg on the part of the USSR to
militarily intervene in Afghanistan to protect t#dghan regime. So, the Soviet role in
Afghanistan can be termed as helping a coup rath@&n supporting a revolution.

People’s Democratic Party of Afghanistan's (PDPéppmort base was confined to Kabul

and it did not have the support of rural masses.

Afghanistan was committed to a policy of Neutral#tiyd Mutual Non-aggression with
Soviet Union and pursued a policy of non-alignméntareful analysis of the history of
Afghanistan points to the fact that the Afghan msilprioritised Afghan neutrality above
all other needs of a modern state. People of Afigteam played an important role as
resistance forces against the British and Russiapife. They supported Basmachi

movement against the Russians and fought three agaisist the British to protect their

214



country's independence. The rulers maintainedtsteatrality during both the World
Wars and became a part of the Non-Aligned Movem@nhM) later. Therefore,

neutrality was more important for Afghanistan tli@iiowing any other ideology.

The US policies in Afghanistan till then did notgeoan imminent threat to the Soviet
Union. The American attention was more focusedhenititernal problems that Pakistan
was facing. The flow of refugees from Afghanistan Rakistan gained considerable
momentum by the end of 1978. During this time,@agter administration was tightening
the screws on the Pakistani junta on the twin ssafehuman rights and the nuclear
programme. However, the US attention decisivelftethito Afghanistan after the Soviet

Union militarily intervened in Afghanistan in 1979.

The American reaction to the Soviet military intemtion in Afghanistan was shaped by
the need to contain the Soviet influence expandimther south. However, as the US
perceived balance power moving in its favour as #fghan war progressed, its
objectives in Afghanistan changed. The US now wadomger interested in a neutral
Afghanistan as it believed that Afghan mujahideexult come to power in future. This
would allow the US the required leeway and maneahibty in the region to realise the
aim of weakening the Soviet Union and spreadingnilsence over Eurasian Heartland.
Diplomatically, the US slapped enormous sanctiayerst the Soviet Union to weaken
it. However, it excluded the Eastern Europe frora flurview of economic sanctions
meant for the Soviet Union. The American plan wasnbve the Eastern Europe away
from Soviet orbit of influence towards its own sphef influence. More importantly,
when many Afghans considered the jihad ended wighdeparture of Soviet troops, the
US adopted a rollback policy which increasinglyieel on Salafi Arab fighters who

joined the jihad for very different reasons thamgi#dns had.

The US role in Afghanistan strengthened Islamiacdsrin the region. The Islamic
dimension of the resistance was encouraged by taakis keep the resistance dependent
on it. Fighters from all over the Muslim world weemcouraged to join the jihad in

Afghanistan. The US sponsored Pakistan’s policgrobming mujahideen to raise jihad
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in Afghanistan resulted in huge loss of human livesfghanistan and promoted illegal
economy in the mujahideen controlled areas of Afiggtan and border areas of Pakistan.
Militancy and drug-trade became transnational. Dfotihe US assistance to the Islamic
groups stopped after the Soviet withdrawal from hsfigistan, the groups generated
money from the trade of arms and drugs and thisemhon a circular way and took the
form of narco-terrorism. The American intelligeneagency, the CIA, allowed the Inter-
Services Intelligence (ISI) of Pakistan to handimsaand assistance during the Afghan
war. The US brought many sophisticated weaponsnaissliles to fight Soviet forces in
Afghanistan. For example, the first ground-to-airssiles in the form of American
Stinger were introduced in Afghanistan in 1986.tétih military weapons, like the F-16
and AWACS, were supplied to Pakistan by the US. Chedid not monitor the inflow of
weapons. It did not even ensure that the weapawheel the commanders in the field.
The main recipients of the arms were parties irh®gar who were also engaged in

illegal drug trade.

Pakistan tried to develop nuclear weapon in susbcarity environment as the attention
of the West was focused on the Soviet occupatiokfgiianistan. Dr. Abdul Qader Khan,
the head of the Atomic Plant at Kahuta describellisBan’s success in developing
uranium enrichment by centrifuge method in 1984nftion of non-state actors like
militant groups weakened Pakistan as a state adbich created the fear of nuclear

weapons falling into the hands of militants later.

After the withdrawal of the Soviet Union, the USstlointerest in Afghanistan as
American attention was focused on the Gulf. Thanst forces increasingly turned
against the American interest in the region as Afggtan was left conflict-ridden once
the US objective was attained. After the disintégra of the USSR and with the
emergence of independent states in the Eurasiantlbdieh American interest in
Afghanistan was revived and its interest in forn&sviet Republics became more
pronounced. The US was looking for an entry inteaSian landmass that would allow

the US to develop continental strategies. Addingh® importance of the region, the
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natural resources hidden in the Central Asian reglecame globally known in the
1990s.

Though the Taliban emerged as a radical Islamiagm Afghanistan during the Afghan
civil war, the US considered it as a stabilisingceoin Afghanistan and a counterweight
to Iranian and Russian influence in Central Asia.justify their support for the Taliban,
the US officials said, on several occasions, thatTaliban should be acknowledged as
an ‘indigenous movement’ and that they found ‘noghobjectionable’ in the steps taken
by the Taliban to impose Islamic law. They alsadpseveral visits to Kabul to meet the
Taliban government functionaries. The US declateaéutrality in the Afghan civil war
and withdrew its recognition of the national unigvernment of President Rabbani, and
therefore, by implication, gave recognition to Tediban. However, the bombings of the
US embassies in East Africa in 1998 and unwilliregnef the Taliban to cooperate with
the US to apprehend Osama bin Laden distancedatligam from US. The relationship
deteriorated further when several protests werearosgd in Washington which

condemned violation of women's rights by the Taliba

After the collapse of the USSR, the US looked fgiabal-scale overriding threat around
which it could organise its geopolitical interedtgernational terrorism appeared to be
such a threat after 9/11. The War on Terror in Afghtan provided the US an entry into
the Central Asian states. The US established myililases and secured transit rights in
Central Asia for the military and non-military suigg to the western forces. The military
bases in Afghanistan, Pakistan and in Central pswided the US the routes from the
sea to the Eurasian landmass thereby raising th&iplity to develop multi-dimensional

strategies.

Geopolitical interests of major powers in Afghaarsengender a military perspective on
peace and security. Evidences are many which pwoitite US adopting a military-driven
policy in Afghanistan. In the first place, Amerittok to war without applying legitimate
methods to capture individuals who mastermindeddid attack. Secondly, it allied

with warlords knowing that the warlords were na@sleiolent than the Taliban in order to
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make its Afghan mission successful. Thirdly, itedided the socio-economic problems of
Afghanistan. It is noteworthy that the US spentvetetimes more on military operations
in Afghanistan than it did on reconstruction, hurteaman aid, economic assistance and
the training of Afghan security forces combinedwesn 2001 and 2005. Fourthly, the
US applied a top down approach to ensure secundysacio-economic development in
Afghanistan and it hardly made any serious efforengage Afghanistan's tribes, sub-

tribes, clans, and other local institutions inth#se endeavours.

To pursue its geopolitical interests unilateratlye US tried not to allow Russia, China
and Iran any major role in the development of Afghear strategies or in the peace
initiatives. The US relied heavily on Pakistan, @®ld War days ally, for its war

strategies and reconciliation plan. However, the® been growing anti-Americanism in
Pakistan. American abandonment of Pakistan afeeffdimer's interests in Afghanistan
were achieved was still fresh in Pakistan's memidowever, both America and Pakistan
had a shared interest in promoting the Talibaril. tBere were differences between them
as to the way Taliban have to be reconciled, aghiw should play the leading role in the
reconciliation strategies and more importantly,areing which the groups or men from
the Taliban are to be inducted to the Afghan goaece structure. While the US

supported those groups which benefited it geopalily to make its Central Asian

strategy effective, Pakistan supported groups whathonly helped it in Afghanistan but

also undertook anti-Indian operations and stremgttiansurgency in Kashmir. For an
instance, the US wanted to curb the activities adigthni network while Pakistan assisted

it with all kinds of support.

The militaristic and unilateral policies of the Us Afghanistan failed to secure the
desired outcomes and there was rising domestispre®n the American government to
withdraw from Afghanistan as it was draining outtbéiuman and material resources.
The US developed an exit strategy based on recatmii and re-integration with the
Taliban and hoped by reviving its old relationsiiph the Taliban and working through
Pakistan; it could defend and promote its geopmalitinterest. However, the US exit

policy has not brought expected results. The Talitias not shown enough interest in the
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reconciliation plan and waits for the US withdrawaP014 ast remains a resilient force

in Afghanistan on account of its ethnic attachmeith the Pashtuns who constitute the
majority. Pakistan makes common cause with thetBashwho straddle both sides of
the porous Durand Line. Furthermore, Pakistan wieluhtrol over the Haggani network
which perpetrates violence on NATO and US forcesfdct, the“reality is that the

Taliban are nowhere near defeat and the Afghanrgowent forces are nowhere near
capable of maintaining peace and security. Withorea) players such as Pakistan, India
and Iran and international big powers, all jostlingoosition themselves in the so-called

Afghan endgame, the situation can only get moredieati.*

Unlike the Great Games of the past wherein theraoiere only two Empires (the

British and Russian) and two superpowers (the USthe USSR), the new Great Game
has multiple actors like the US, Russia, Pakistean, India, China, and the Central
Asian states. More independent regional powerssaocet and shifting alliance between
the states and non-state actors like radical mlgyigroups add to complexity of the
game. The major powers have different and confiictigeopolitical objectives in

Afghanistan. Pakistan’s Afghan policy not only aiatsacquiring strategic depth against
India by offsetting power imbalance with it andestgthening insurgency in Kashmir, it
is also directed to get to the natural resourceCenftral Asia, defuse Pashtunistan
problem, and gain diplomatic leverages on inteamati issues important to it by

expanding control over the Central and Southwest.Akdia’s role has been to

neutralise Pakistan’s influence and expand its avilmence through engagement with
other powers like Iran and Russia. The US is venchminterested to establish its
hegemony in the region while Russia does not washed its historical control over the
region. Iran does not want extra-regional powee like US to expand control over the
region. After Iraq lost its power position in thegron, Iran thinks it has the necessary
power capabilities to expand its influence in tlegion. Though the major powers are
seemingly united against terrorism, they have thbfieé geopolitical objectives. Apart

from the respective geopolitical objectives, thegvén concern over each other’s
expansion of power in Afghanistan which results vieakening the fight against

terrorism.
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For a nation-state, realising national interest$ security in the post-Cold War era has
become very difficult given the complex nature etwity environment. The end of
bipolarity based on balance of power between theesuwperpowers removed the foreign
policy restrictions on regional powers as they wace more like Cold War allies.
Furthermore, growing interdependence and avaitgtoh nuclear weapons and weapons
of mass destruction to large number of state actpesmited more independence to
regional powers. Therefore, intra-state conflipt@minence of the non-states actors like
radical religious groups and more independence egional powers pursuing their
geopolitical interests independent of great powsdraracterise this era. There are also

increasing cases of secret alliance between relgitengers and these non-state actors.

The Afghan problem can be addressed within a regit|mmework respecting Afghan
neutrality and evolving strategies of regional ca@pion with the initiatives and lead
taken by the UN. Afghanistan’s stability is depemtden the behaviour of its neighbours
and extra-regional players like the US. Historigal\fghanistan pursued a policy of
neutrality rather than joining any power-blocs ardersing any ideology externally
imposed. Therefore, solution to the Afghan proble® in upholding its neutrality status.
The geostrategic situation of Afghanistan has techphajor powers to intervene there.
However, the lesson that is to be learnt is thaEmpire or state has been able to occupy
Afghanistan. The British and Czarist Empires, SoWaion and United States failed to
achieve their desired objectives in Afghanistan.

The Bonn conference held in December 2001 undsrlthe importance of upholding
neutrality of Afghanistan and the role of UN inghiegard.t states: “(the participants)
request the United Nations and the internationahroanity to take the necessary
measures to guarantee the national sovereigntyitoteal integrity and unity of

Afghanistan as well as the non-interference byifpreountries in Afghanistan's internal
affairs.”” This principle was also incorporated in the dextian of Istanbul conference
held in November 2, 2011. Chinmaya R. Gharekhaonemghat “All that is needed is for

the U.N. Secretary-General to appoint either alsipgrson or a group of persons, all
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highly respected internationally, to talk to thgiomal parties to see whether they would

agree to conclude a solemn undertaking not tofaret*

To regulate the behaviour of regional powers whiels so far been driven by their
conflicting geopolitical objectives, certain meclsms can be developed which can
ensure sovereignty and territorial integrity of Aémistan. According to Gharekharhé
mere signing of a declaration is meaningless witlsome teeth to enforce it. The “teeth”
can be in the form of U.N. observers with the neags mandate. The task of the
observers will not be to use force to stop intemee; that would not be practicable.
Rather, it would be in the nature of a complaineschanism. If any country suspects
another of violating its obligations under the pdttwould lodge a complaint, with
supporting evidence, with the observers. The cguagrainst whom the complaint has
been filed must cooperate in the investigationfjsad to cooperate would be tantamount
to admission of guilt. A country which refuses ® fart of such a pact would also raise
suspicions about its intentions. This idea can uréhér refined during the course of

consultations™

The major powers need to shed military understandinsecurity purely based on their

respective geopolitical interests, avoid quick taily solutions to the problems and

instead wait for a prolonged process of consultst@and negotiations and take care of the
socio-economic problems. Afghanistan needs econ@ssistance for its development

and security. Afghan army needs to be properlyné@ito ensure security after the US

leaves Afghanistan. Afghanistan also requires mat&onal support in order to turn into a

democratic country by representing its multi-ethgroups in the governance structure
and conducting free and fair elections. Cooperadioth understanding between the major
powers can reduce the strength of radical grougstherefore, bring them to negotiating

table.

Containment strategy and adopting adversarial igslimwards each other in Afghanistan
have cost the major powers in terms of both menrandey. This has also become a

source of domestic political instability for thefor an instance, Pakistan runs the risk of
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losing control over radical religious groups witthish it promotes its interests in
Afghanistan. Promotion of militancy as an importal@ment of Pakistan’s foreign policy
has not only resulted in growing radicalisationPalkistani society, it has also increased
frictions between the government and military, wexakg the state institutions.
Similarly, US containment policy towards Iran amdns aspiration to be an influential

player in an expanded region also adversely affach others’ interests.

Acknowledging Iran’s stakes in Afghanistam June 23, 2011, the US Secretary of State
Hillary Clinton said: “you cannot ignore Iran. Iran is a big player ie tiegion and has a
long border with Afghanistan and Pakistarléwever, nothing much has been achieved
on ground beyond these words to increase US-Iraparation, particularly, in relation to
Afghanistan. In similar vein, Indian diplomats seggthat Pakistan has genuine concerns
in Afghanistan and therefore there is an urgentdriee Afghanistan-specific India-
Pakistan dialogues. However, conflicts over otssués between the two countries have
held such dialogues to hostage. In this largerecanthe UN needs to play a significant
role as it would lessen the fear that if a majowe@odoes not promote its influence in
Afghanistan, their adversaries would take advantagénat and spread their own. The
UN can be an effective check against a particulajonpower increasing its influence at
the cost of others. However, the effectiveneshiefUN depends on the lessons learnt in

Afghanistan by the major powers that it has beedfrione but affected all.

1 «“Confusing signals on AfghanistarThe Hindu, February 10, 2012.

2 See the Appendix 3 of the thesis for details onrBAgreement.

3 Chinmaya R. Gharekhan, “An Afghan exit plan fora®ta”, The Hindu, November 9, 2012.

* Gharekhan, “An Afghan exit plan for Obama”.

® Chinmaya R. Gharekhan, “Towards a regional saiuiticAfghanistan”The Hindu, July 27, 2011.
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