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Asia 

I was wrong. I did not believe the 
Russians would invade Afghani
stan.1 In my opinion, they had little 
to gain and much to lose. For years, 
the Soviets maintained an official (if 
sometimes fictitious) posture of 
noninterference in the internal 
affairs of other nations. In doing so, 
they gathered "brownie points" in 
developing countries generally and 
in the Islamic world specifically. 

At nonaligned conferences and 
other international gatherings, dele
gates would buttonhole Afghan 
representatives and ask the ulti
mate questions: "Is it true that you 
are independent? Are you genuinely 
nonaligned? Do the Russians dictate 
your policies? Do the Russians con
trol your armed forces?" 

Afghan delegates could truthfully 
answer: "The Russians never inter
fere directly in our internal affairs
well, hardly ever." But, as a next
door neighbor, Afghanistan seldom 
did anything to antagonize the 
hovering, patient giant across the 
Amu Darya (the classical Oxus 
River). Therefore, a direct Russian 
invasion of Afghanistan would 
shatter the myth of noninterference. 
At the very least, widespread con
demnation would follow the initial 
shock waves, and d§tente and 
SALT II, already fragile, might suffer 
irreparable damage. A new escala
tion in the Warm Water War could 
occur. The Americans would prob
ably beef up their air and na~al 
forces in the Indian Ocean-Arabian 
Sea-Persian Gulf, with a concomi
tant Soviet response. 

Also, the Russians were well aware 
of growing dissatisfaction among 
their Central Asian Muslim peoples,2 
who would probably not appreciate 
being the springboard for a Soviet 
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invasion into a brother Islamic 
nation. Few anticipated violent up
risings in the Central Asian Soviet 
Socialist Republics, but a Russian 
intrusion into Afghanistan would 
intensify, not diminish, Soviet 
Muslim cultural and political dissi
dence. 

More important, Russian interven
tion in Afghanistan would be the 
first direct Soviet aggression outside 
its "recognized" sphere of influence 
(Eastern Europe), the first piece of 
virgin real estate physically occupied 
and dominated by the Soviets since 
World War II, a potentially danger
ous precedent.3 

Why, then, did the Soviets invade 
Afghanistan? 

The answer is best approached 
through a little ancient history. 

The Democratic Republic of 
Afghanistan (ORA) 
The period between the accidental 
coup of April 27, 1978 to December 
24, 1979 can be characterized in 
terms of six Rs: rhetoric, reforms, 
repressions,. refugees, revolts, and 
Russians:" Briefly stated: The rheto
ric of the new leftist leadership was 
Marxist-Leninist, although the 
Taraki-Amin regimes consistently 
insisted they were not Communists 
(i.e., dictated to and dominated by 
Moscow). They claimed to be 
nationalists and home-grown social
ists. Their ultimate demise through 
Soviet machinations gives their con
tentions some credibility. 

The reforms ran counter to major 
Afghan cultural, social, and eco
nomic institutions: too much was 
attempted too fast, withc,ut ade
quate preparation, qualified per
sonnel, or a broad base of popular 
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support. The resulting revolts em
braced all classes and regions in 
Afghanistan. Those dissidents who 
could not-or would not-fight, 
either fled the country or waited for 
the inevitable. Midnight-to-dawn 
arrests and executions became the 
favorite sports of the secret police. 
By July 1980, about a million refu
gees camped in Pakistan and Iran. 
Thousands more sought asylum in 
India, Western Europe, and the 
United States. 

The Russians sent increasing num
bers of military advisers and 
weapons into Afghanistan. By early 
summer 1979, however, the mujahi
deen (Afghan freedom-fighters) 
controlled most of the countryside 
and interdicted the main roads at 
will. The major urban centers re
mained in the hands of the central 
government, and the mujahideen 
had learned their lessons the hard 
way after they had seized (tempo
rarily) Herat and Jalalabad. Lightly 
armed guerrilla forces can take 
towns but seldom hold them long 
against regular forces supported by 
armor, artillery, and air strikes. 

At this juncture, the Soviets appar
ently had two options: to cease 
aiding the DRA militarily and let the 
guerrilla war run its natural course or 
to intervene to prop up an unsuc
cessful regime. The sensible first 
option probably would have been 
interpreted by the Afghan battalion 
commanders around Kabul as an in
vitation to overthrow the DRA 
regime, release political prisoners, 
and form a primarily civilian interim 
government. One would expect 
formation of an Islamic Democratic 
Republic, but with the traditional 
"special relationships" with the 
U.S.S.R. intact. (That is, Afghani-
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stan would not publicly oppose, 
though not necessarily support, the 
U.S.S.R. on international issues, in 
return for flexibility in trade and aid 
relationships and noninterference in 
Afghan internal affairs.) Most 
Afghan insurgent groups had al
ready agreed to these principles by 
summer 1979. 

Third, a Loya Jirgah (Great National 
Assembly) of regional and religious 
leaders (including the mujahideen 
commanders) would be convened, 
and a new constitution written, 
based on modernist, liberalized 
Islamic principles. In effect, these 
steps would return Afghanistan to 
the movements begun during the 
second prime ministership of Mo
hammad Daoud ( 1973-1978)~ 

The Soviets could have justified 
their nonsupport of the DRA leader
ship with several reasons. First, they 
could argue that the Khalq Party6 
government was deviationist. The 
Khalqi land reforms, for example, 
did not even mention collectiviza
tion, but theoretically redistributed 
land directly to the peasants, and 
encouraged a system of coopera
tives suggestive of the Yugoslav 
pattern.7 

Also, the Soviets could have justifi
ably refused to support an unpopu
lar regime in a country not ready for 
"scientific socialism," the euphem
ism used for Communist rule. There
fore, it stood to reason that if the 
Khalqi regime could not control its 
people (with the assistance of sev
eral thousand Soviet military ad
visers), it certainly did not deserve 
the support of other socialist states. 

In addition, the Soviets could take 
credit for the lack of substantial 
material support to the mujahideen· 
from Pakistan, Iran, the Chinese, the 
Arabs, and the West, particularly 
the United States. The Soviets con
stantly accused these countries of 
training and arming the freedom 
fighters, and threatened to retaliate 
if such "interventions" did not 
cease. The Soviets could claim the 
threats had succeeded. 

Ironically, the Russians seem to 
have turned some of these same 
arguments upside down, given them 
a positive stamp, and intervened to 
overthrow Hafizullah Amin, occupy 
Afghanistan, and establish a puppet 
government. As the Afghan proverb 

says: "Blessed is he who beats both 
sides of the drum." 

The First Russo-Afghan War: 
1979 - n 
If the leftist coup of April 27, 1978 , 
had been a surprise, the Russian in
vasion of late December 1979 was a · 
shocker. The Soviets dumped at 
least 50,000 troops into Afghanistan 
within a week. Hafizullah Amin, the 
prime minister who had deposed 
and killed former prime minister Nur 
Mohammad Taraki in September 
1979, received his deserts, just or 
otherwise, only three months later. 

Babrak Karmal, leader of the Par
cham faction of Khalq, returned to 
Afghanistan as a Soviet puppet. The 
Russians claimed the DRA invited 
them into Afghanistan to counter 
outside interference, under the 
terms of the Afghan-Soviet friend
ship treaty signed in Moscow by 
Prime Minister Taraki and Leonid 
Brezhnev on December 5, 1978~ 
But which DRA government? Cer
tainly not Amin, who had been 
frantically attempting to contact the 
U.S., as well as Pakistan and other 
Muslim states, for he realized the 
Russians would not support him. 
Indeed, it was Amin and not Taraki 
who was supposed to have been 
overthrown in the September 1979 
shootout. The Soviets blamed Amin 
for the deterioration of the situation 
in the countryside, and hoped 
Taraki, with his more fatherly, Eisen
hower-ish image, could turn things 
around. Amin, suspicious, had 
turned the tables, but then realized 
his days were numbered. 

However, the terror and bloodshed 
promulgated during Amin's period 
of power as prime minister (April 1-
December 27, 1979) could not easily 
be dismissed. Whatever Amin's 
complicity in the reign of terror, the 
fact remains that those primarily re
sponsible are still powerful in the 
upper echelons of government, and 
have been controlling the Ministry 
of the Interior since the April 1978 
coup. Therefore, the reign of terror 
continues. Only those at the very 
top have been replaced. 

Amin's attempts to seek outside 
support met with failure, for his 
frenetic anti-American, anti-Paki
stani statements could not be 
whitewashed overnight. So another 
opportunist bit the dust. 

To argue about whether Babrak 
Karmal called in the Soviet troops
he became head of state only after 
the Russians had overthrown Amin 
and seized Kabul-is academic, 
legalistic, and as inconsequential 
and unimportant as most rhetoric in 
revolutionary situations. The im
portant fact is that a whole new ball 
game had begun. The first Russian 
aggression into nonaligned, virgin 
territory had taken place. A stunned 
world asked two questions: "Why?" 
and "Where is Afghanistan?" 

All the things I had predicted would 
happen if the Russians invaded did 
occur. Detente and SALT II moved 
farther back on the burner, and de
spite contrary pronouncements oy 
some in the U.S. government, the 
linkages are there. The Soviet 
aggression in Afghanistan cannot 
be divorced from detente, SALT II, 
Russian trade with the West, or 
international relations as a whole. 
Aggression cannot be isolated; it 
can, however, be identified. 

Most nations (except hard-line 
Soviet supporters) condemned the 
action, including (in their own way) 
several East European countries 
(Poland, Hungary, Rumania9) and 
Communist Parties (Italian, Spanish, 
British). Even the Japanese Com
munist Party condemned the ag
gression. The U.S. Communist 
Party, led· by Gus Hall, expressed 
approval. Of the major European 
Communist Parties, only the French 
supported the aggression. Jean
Paul Sartre condemned the Russian 
invasion, and called for a boycott of 
the Moscow Olympics. Fidel Castro, 
president of the Non-Aligned Move
ment (NAM), was embarrassed, for, 
along with Amin and Taraki, he had 
been playing the tune: "The 
U.S.S.R. is the natural friend of the 
NAM." Soviet dissident physicist 
Andrei Sakharov ( 1975 Nobel Peace 
Prize), now exiled to Gorky, a mili
tary-industrial city 260 miles east of 
Moscow, openly criticized the inva
sion: "The situation is so tragic, 
dramatic and dangerous that we 
must all concentrate on how to pre
vent a chain reaction that could 
have unpredictable consequences 
for mankind in this nuclear age." 10 

President Carter, stung personally 
because Brezhnev had "lied" to 
him, called the Russian move the 
greatest threat to world peace since 
World War II, and he was right. But 



no nation responded accordingly, 
except the Afghans. They rose up to 
fight. Carter ordered several eco
nomic sanctions (partial cut-off of 
grain sales and high technology 
exports) and an American boycott 
of the July 1980 Moscow Olympics. 
The president also attempted (with 
varying degrees of success) to per
suade the non-Communist world to 
follow the American lead. 

The United Nations Security Coun
cil condemned the Soviet action by 
a vote of 13 to 2, the U.S.S.R. and 
East Germany opposing. An emer
gency session of the UN General 
Assembly on January 14, 1980 de
manded "immediate, unconditional 
and total withdrawal of the foreign 
troops [unidentified] from Afghani
stan by a vote of 104 to 18, with 18 
abstentions and 12 absentees.11 
The resolution had been sponsored 
by Pakistan and 23 other nonaligned 
and Third World countries. Other 
international organizations, with the 
exception of those dominated by 
the U.S.S.R., followed the UN lead. 

The most important condemnation 
was the unanimous resolution of the 
Extraordinary Session of the Islamic 
Foreign Ministers Conference, held 
in Islamabad, Pakistan (January 
27-29, 1980).12 The resolution13 
"demands the immediate and un
conditional withdrawal of all Soviet 
troops stationed on Afghani [sic] 
territories," suspended the member
ship of Afghanistan in the Organiza
tion of the Islamic Conference 
(OIC), invited OIC members to with
hold recognition of the "illegal" 
regime in Afghanistan, asked OIC 
members to assist the Afghan 
refugees, asked all nations to stop 
all aid and assistance to the ORA, 
called on OIC members to consider 
boycotting the Olympics unless the 
Soviets evacuated Afghanistan, 
and, finally, authorized the Sec
retary-General of the OIC to find 
practical ways and means of imple
menting the resolution and report to 
the 11th regular session to be held in 
Islamabad in May 1980. 

President Carter chose this inoppor
tune moment to ask the Security 
Council to endorse economic sanc
tions against Iran. The Pakistanis, 
Saudis, and others were aghast at 
his poor timing, but were able to 
keep the resolution on Iranian
American relations milder than an
ticipated. Libya and Iraq wanted a 

strong condemnation of U.S. ag
gressive intentions toward Iran and 
the Islamic world in general. Led by 
Pakistan, Saudi Arabia, and Malay
sia, the foreign ministers14 agreed 
to a watered-down final resolution. 
Even the PLO went along, but speci
fically requested that its delegation 
not be asked to comment. The chief 
argument that won the day was that 
the Extraordinary Session had been 
called by Bangladesh to consider 
the Russian aggression in Afghani
stan. 

The resolution expressed "its sin
cere wish that the Islamic Republic 
of Iran and the U.S.A. would resolve 
the outstanding problems between 
themselves by peaceful means." It 
further declared "its firm opposition 
to any threat or use of force or any 
kind of intimidation or interference 
or imposition of economic sanctions 
against the Islamic Republic of Iran 
or any other Islamic country."15 

Quite possibly, the Russians did an
ticipate some adverse reaction, and 
proposed to meet the static with a 
political offensive of their own, pri
marily based on the theme that they 
had come to the assistance of a 
fellow socialist state beset by 
foreign aggression. They stepped up 
their charges that the Pakistanis, 
Americans, Chinese, and Egyptians 
were training Afghan guerrillas in 
the refugee camps. They also 
accused the Iranians of intervention 
from the west. All accused nations 
denied the charges. Until the Rus
sian invasion even friendly Arab 
countries doled out relatively small 
amounts of financial assistance to 
the mujahideen. Russian accusa
tions of massive aid were totally 
without foundation. 

* * * * * 
Afghan Proverb: Words cannot stop 

bullets-but bul
lets cannot stop 
words. 

In planning the invasion of Afghani
stan, the Russians probably rea
soned that the scattered, uncoordi
nated antigovernment insurgencies 
would evaporate before a massive 
military intervention. A gross mis
calculation. Prior to the Soviet 
Christmas "present" to Hafizullah 
Amin, only a small percentage of the 
Afghan population actively resisted 
the pacification efforts of the 
Soviet-advised and equipped Af
ghan army, greatly reduced by de-
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Chart I 

Alignments among Nonaligned 
Nations 

(as interpreted by Louis Dupree) 

Nonaligned toward the U.S.S.R.: 
Afghanistan, Algeria, Angola, 
Congo, Cuba, Ethiopia, Grenada, 
Guinea-Bissau, Iraq, Laos, Libya, 
Mauritania, Mozambique, Nica
ragua, North Korea, PLO, South 
Yemen, Sao Tome and Principe, 
SWAPO (S.W. Africa People's 
Organization), Syria, Vietnam. 

Nonaligned toward China: Kam· 
puchea. 

Nonaligned toward the West: 
Argentina, Bahrain, Bolivia, Cen
tral African Republic, Cyprus, 
Djibouti, Egypt, Gabon, Indo
nesia, Ivory Coast, Kenya, Liberia, 
Malawi, Malaysia, Malta, Mo
rocco, Oman, Panama, Qatar, 
Saudi Arabia, Senegal, Sey
chelles, Singapore, Somalia, 
Togo, United Arab Emirates, 
North Yemen, Zaire. 

Nonaligned: Bangladesh, Benin, 
Bhutan, Botswana, Burma, Bu
rundi, Cameroon, Cape Verde 
Islands, Chad, Comoros, Equa
torial Guinea, Gambia, Ghana, 
Guinea, Guyana, India, Iran, 
Jamaica, Jordan, Lebanon, Leso
tho, Madagascar, Maldives, Mali, 
Mauritius, Nepal, Niger, Nigeria, 
Pakistan, Peru, Rwanda, Sierra 
Leone, Sri Lanka, Sudan, Suri
nam, Swaziland, Tanzania, Trini
dad and Tobago, Tunisia, Ugan
da, Upper Volta, Yugoslavia, 
Zambia, Zimbabwe. 

sertions and defections. Almost all 
Afghans opposed the Russian in
vasion, however, and the guerrilla 
war intensified overnight in all areas. 

Also, evidence exists that Soviet 
specialists on Islam, the Middle East 
and South Asia recommended 
against the intervention, and draw
ing on their studies of Afghan his
torical and cultural patterns, pre
dicted Afghan resistance would es
calate.16 
We are still too close to the event 
really to understand why the Rus
sians invaded Afghanistan. In dis
cussions with Western, Chinese, 
Indian, and Pakistani specialists on 
the U.S.S.R., I can find no real con
sensus. According to Doonesbury 
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Cover of Urdu monthly Sayyarah Digest, February 1980, Lahore. Russia wants 
the world. 
cartoonist Gary Trudeau, Soviet 
spokesman Viktor confessed, off 
the record, that "We want to rule 
the world." I suspect the answer is a 
great deal more complex, but there 
are clearly some who find it suffi
cient. 

Others have devised labyrinthine 
plots to account for the invasion, 
but early on Russian leadership 
stated its position clearly and has 
never deviated. Leonid Brezhnev, 
speaking to the Supreme Soviet on 
February 22, 1980 said: 

I want to state very definitely that 
we will be ready to commence the 
withdrawal of our troops as soon as 
all forms of outside interference 
directed against the people of 
Afghanistan are fully terminated. 
Let the United States together with 
Afghanistan's neighbors guarantee 

this, and then the need for Soviet 
military assistance will cease to 
exist.17 

On May 28, 1980, Brezhnev repeated 
his statement in more oblique lan
guage: "We say to those who call 
for an end to the Soviet military 
assistance to Afghanistan ... it is 
necessary first to insure that the 
reasons which necessitated this 
assistance be removed." 

Georgi Arbatov, a nonvoting mem
ber of the Communist Party Central 
Committee and Director of the pres
tigious Institute for U.S. and 
Canadian Studies of the U.S.S.R. 
Academy of Sciences (rumored to 
be the world's best think-tank on 
the U.S.). made several interesting 
observations in an interview with 
the Washington Post which was 
published in Dawn (Karachi, June 

20, 1980). Mr. Arbatov listed six 
reasons why the Soviets had "tem
porarily" sent troops into Afghani
stan: 

1. U.S. dumping of SALT 11; 

2. U.S:-China moving toward an 
arms deal; 

3. U.S. upgrading its nuclear ar
senal; 

4. Moscow's exclusion from the 
Middle East peace talks; 

5. U.S. massing its naval forces in 
the Indian Ocean; 

6. Concern of the U.S.S.R. over its 
security in relation to the survival of 
the "legitimate" Afghan govern-, 
ment against "external aggression 
and internal subversion" by counter
revolutionaries. 

Five out of six revolve about se
curity. 

Security Beyond the Fringe Syn
drome. According to all Kremlin
ologists, a major concern in Soviet 
foreign policy is the security of its 
borders. This obsession dates back 
to the Allied intervention (U.S., 
Britain, France, Japan) in northern 
Russia after World War I, an episode 
conveniently ignored in American 
textbooks, but with a prominent role 
in Russian schoolbooks. Probably, 
the Soviet Union's softest under
belly extends from Turkey through 
Afghanistan. American activities 
along this southern fringe have 
always upset the Soviets, just as the 
Russian presence in Cuba disturbs 
the Americans. Turkey is linked to 
the West through NATO, and bi
lateral American-Turkish military 
agreements have just been renego
tiated. Iran had been an American 
satellite since the overthrow of Dr. 
Mohammad Mosadegh by the CIA 
in 1953. With the downfall of the 
Shah in early 1979, Iran withdrew 
from CENTO and the Iranian Islamic 
Revolution has been seeking a way 
out of its instability. Throughout, 
the Russians have followed the 
U.S.-lranian confrontation with in
creased interest, and could have 

' fears that the Americans might 
actually invade and occupy southern 
Iran, thereby increasing instability in 
the region. If the Americans do 
move, the Russians would probably 
occupy northern Iran, as they did 
during World War II, under the 
terms of the 1921 Soviet-Iranian 



treaty. The Khomeini regime uni
laterally revoked the treaty in 
November 1979, but the Soviets 
have announced they consider this 
unilateral move illegal. The occupa
tion of Afghanistan by Soviet troops 
makes a move into northern Iran 
easier, because the Russians now 
flank Iran to the east as well as 
having lengthy common frontiers 
west and east of the Caspia~ Sea. 

Afghanistan, however, had its 
"special relationship" with the 
U.S.S.R. from the time of the first 
prime ministership of Mohammad 
Daoud ( 1953-1963). despite its pro
fessions of nonalignment and peri
odic attempts by the United States 
to penetrate and control the highest 
levels of the Afghan government. 
Still, until the accidental coup of 
April 1978, Afghanistan had been a 
zone of stability. After the coup, 
however, the countryside rose in 
revolt and threatened the existence 
of the DRA. Afghan refugees in 
Pakistan and Iran contributed to the 
instability, and the Russians accused 
the U.S., China, Pakistan, and 
others of aiding the freedom 
fighters. This "internal intervention 
in the affairs of Afghanistan" is 1a 
major reason cited by the Soviets 
for their "temporary military assis
tance to Afghanistan." 

Reaction to the Islamic Political Re
surgence. The recent Islamic polit
ical awakening around the rimlands 
of the U.S.S.R. compounds the 
security syndrome. The Soviets feel 
this resurgence might infect their 
Central Asian Muslims, who now 
constitute about 20 percent of the 
total population of the U.S.S.R. and 
by the year 2000 will be about 
one-third of the total. As noted 
earlier, there is dissatisfaction in the 
Central Asian provinces over Soviet 
discriminatory treatment of non
Russian minorities. 

Turkey, partly revitalized by Mustafa 
Kemal Ataturk in the 1920s and '30s, 
has been rediscovering its Islamic 
heritage in the modernist, not the 
fundamentalist, sense.18 Iran is 
attempting to shape its own brand 
of Islamic Revolution. So is Paki
stan. Even the Afghan mujahideen 
are fighting under a loose Islamic 
umbrella. Thus the Soviet invasion 
may have been partly a "pre-emp
tive strike" to warn all Islamic states 
that the Russians will not tolerate 
another militant Muslim state on its 
borders. 

The reverse rnaction occurred, as 
can be seen from the resolution 
emanating from the Islamabad Ex
traordinary Session of the Islamic 
Foreign Ministers Conference 
(IFMC) held in January 1980. At the 
regular Eleventh IFMC, also held in 
Islamabad (May 17-22, 1980),19 the 
resolution condemning the Russian 
invasion and continued occupation 
of Afghanistan was just as strong as 
the previous one, despite vigorous 
opposition from the Steadfastness 
Front (Algeria, South Yemen, Liby~, 
Syria, and the PLO). The overall im
pact, however, was somewhat 
diminished by the April 24-25 CIF 
(Carter's Iranian Foulup) in the 
Dasht-i-Kavir, the disastrous at
tempt to rescue the American hos
tages in Tehran. 

Both the U.S.S.R. and the U.S. 
were condemned as aggressors in 
separate resolutions. The IFMC 
reaffirmed its January stand on the 
Russian aggression, and reiterated 
its demand for the "immediate, total 
and unconditional withdrawal of 
Soviet troops stationed in the terri
tory of Afghanistan." The confer
ence went one step further, how
ever, and appointed a three-man 
standing committee to hold meet
ings with Moscow, Kabul, and the 
mujahideen in order to seek a polit
ical solution to the Afghan prob
lem.20 This move was precipitated 
by an April 17 statement from the 
Babrak government, obviously 
prompted by the Russians, which 
contained, 

1. a proposal for bilateral talks be
tween Afghanistan and Iran, and be
tween Afghanistan and Pakistan 
(the old Soviet trick of one-on-one), 
instead of bringing all con~erned 
parties to a single table. The pur
pose of the bilateral talks would be 
to "normalize relations" (i.e., recog
nize the Babrak regime). 

2. a call for Afghan refugees to 
return home under the political 
amnesty announced on January 1, 
1980. 

3. omission of any preliminary con
ditions to the proposed bilateral 
~lks. · 

4. a request that others concerned 
(i.e., U.S.S.R., U.S.) guarantee the 
integrity of the Babrak regime. Both 
countries must agree not to carry 
out subversive activities from their 
own territories, or from third coun
tries, against Afghanistan. 
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5. a statement that Soviet troops 
would be withdrawn only if terms 
could be reached "to guarantee that 
neither invasions nor any other 
forms of interference in Afghani
stan's internal affairs will be re
sumed, and the nations concerned 
would eliminate the causes which 
made Afghanistan turn to the 
U.S.S.R. with a request to bring in 
the above-mentioned contingent [of 
Soviet troops] into its territory." 

6. a demand that the U.S. build-up 
of forces in the Indian Ocean and 
Persian Gulf must cease. [No 
mention was made of the Russian 
build-up.] 

7. a suggestion that Cuba act as go
between to lay groundwork for the 
bilateral talks.21 

Although paragraph 5 insisted on no 
preconditions, an important one 
already existed in the text of the 
document. "Normalization" meant 
recognition of the Russian-spon
sored, Russian-dominated Babrak 
regime. Secretary of State Edmund 
Muskie called the proposals "cos
metic and ambiguous." Lord Car
rington, the British Foreign Secre
tary, saw justification for his earlier 
appeal for the "neutralization" of 
Afghanistan. The IFMC decided to 
explore the possibilities through its 
three-man standing committee, 
which met twice in June. The first 
meeting in Tehran was procedural, 
and invitations were issued to 
Kabul, Moscow, and the muja
hideen. The Russians and Babrak 
refused the invitations because they 
did not wish to be associated with 
the freedom fighters. The muja
hideen sent a delegation to talk to 
committee members in Switzerland. 
The mujahideen delegation had 
called for all Muslim nations to with
draw their embassies from Moscow, 
and asked for assistance in their 
struggle to drive the Russians from 
their country (see Appendix A for 
the verbatim report.) 

The IFMC resolution on Iranian
American relations was milder than 
many expected, considered in the 
light of U.S. actions at the time 
which antagonized much of the 
Muslim world. These moves in
cluded the announcement of eco
nomic sanctions against Iran, the ill
fated attempt to rescue the hos
tages by force, and reneging on the 
UN Security Council vote con
demning illegal Israeli settlements in 
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Cover of Urdu monthly Badban, February 1980, Lahore. Brezhnev: "I smell the 
scent of man" (He is hungry and eating Afghanistan -Is Pakistan next?). 

occupied territories. The IFMC 
"strongly" condemned "the recent 
military aggression against the Is
lamic Republic of Iran as well as 
threats of use of force of any other 
form." (Note the U.S. was not spe
cifically mentioned in this context, 
but neither was anyone in doubt.) 
The text also "condemned inter
ference or imposition of economic 
sanctions by any country, individu
ally or otherwise, against the Islamic 
Republic of Iran." (Again, note no 
specific reference to the U.S.) In the 
final paragraph, however, the U.S. is 
mentioned: "While appealing to the 
Islamic Republic of Iran to continue 
its efforts for seeking a peaceful 
solution of the hostage problem in 
the spirit of Islam, the Conference 
calls upon the United States not to 
do anything which could hamper 
the peaceful resolution of the 

issue." All things considered, very 
mild, even though the Steadfast
ness Front fought to have it 
stiffened. Th-, PLO chief delegate, 
Abdul Muhsin Abu Meizer, went so 
far as to call the U.S. the "number 
one enemy of every Muslim coun
try." He went along with the final 
version, however. 

All in all, the IFMC passed 104 reso
lutions in six days, which must be 
some kind of a record. Naturally, 
several dealt with Arab-Israeli prob
lems, but others ranged from the 
difficulty of collecting dues from 
OIC members to supporting the 
Moro National Liberation FrontJ2 

The Warm Water Complex. Did the 
Russians drive into Afghanistan to 
begin final fulfillment of Peter the 
Great's dream-access to the Indian 
Ocean and the Arabian Sea-and 

ultimate political domination of the 
regime, now made important by the 
oil in the Persian Gulf?23 Many 
claim so. Again (according to 
Doonesbury's Russian spokesman 
Viktor, "Most of us [Russians] still 
have our hearts set on a warm water 
port, where our kids can comb the 
dunes for pectens, or suck ice lollies 
beneath the boardwalk." (Viktor's 
interlocutor then exclaims, "Oh, 
Vik tor, not France," and he is re
assured: "No, no, Pakistan.") 

But, in 1979, did the Russians really 
need to occupy Afghanistan (with 
Pakistan to come later?) to have 
commercial outlets to the south? 
The answer is no, because, before . 
the invasion, Soviet and East Euro
pean goods flowed overland 
through a friendly Afghanistan and 
Pakistan to India and elsewhere, or 
reached the area through Indian and 
Pakistani ports, via the Black Sea, 
the Dardanelles, and the Suez 
Canal. In the military sense, the 
Soviet Asiatic Fleet could move 
additional task forces into the Warm 
Waters as easily as the Americans. 

The Brezhnev Doctrine Moves East. 
When the Soviets decided to sal
vage the new socialist DRA they 
effectively extended the Brezhnev 
Doctrine to the borders of China, far 
beyond the region of original intent, 
Eastern EL•rope. In early May 1980, 
the Soviet Ambassador to Paris, 
Stepan Chervonenko, stated: "A 
friendly country has the full right to 
choose its allies and, if it becomes 
necessary, to be helped in repelling 
the threat of counterrevolution or 
foreign intervention."24 

Closely following Chervonenko's 
statement, Foreign Minister Andrei 
Gromyko flew into Paris to attend a 
conference of European Communist 
Parties, specifically to denounce the 
NATO proposal to introduce a new 
genbration of missiles into Western 
Europe, and, not just coincidentally, 
once again to bless the Soviet inter
vention in Afghanistan. (The Com
munist Parties of Italy, Spain, Yugo
slavia, and Romania were conspicu
ously absent.) Gromyko indicated 
that the "temporary" Soviet military 
presence in Afghanistan would re
main as long as needed to counter 
"foreign intervention." To with
draw, he said on May 7, would be "a 
waste of time and a waste of 
energy. "2 5 



East Europeans- Hungary in 1956, 
Czechoslovakia in 1968-accepted 
Soviet domination after a brief initial 
resistance; the Afghans will not 
accept Soviet hegemony. They can 
be destroyed, but not dominated. 

Babrak Karma/ and His United 
Front. Taraki and Amin alienated 
practically all segments of Afghan 
society with their rhetoric, reforms 
and repressions. Before the Rus
sians invaded, Amin's support had 
dwindled to a few military units 
around Kabul and a coterie of 
friends and relatives in the Khalq 
government. The pseudo-class 
struggle, proclaimed by Taraki and 
Amin, had failed, partly because 
Afghan society is basically egali
tarian. 

Babrak Karmal, the Parcham leader 
living in exile in the Soviet bloc, had 
always favored a United Front of all 
anti-Mohammadzai (lineage of the 
former royal family) socialists and 
liberals, so the Russians decided to 
give him a chance. On December 27, 
three days after the Russians began 
their invasion, the Central Com
mittee of the People's Democratic 
Party of Afghanistan (POPA), (re
constituted, of course) ,"elected" 
Babrak as Secretary-General of the 
POPA, Prime Minister, and Presi
dent of the Revolutionary Council, 
positions formerly held by Taraki 
and Amin. Flown into Kabul by the 
Russians, Babrak did try to form an 
effective United Front government. 
He released most political prisoners, 
and actually conned some into 
working with his government, but 
most either refused, or, at the first 
opportunity, fled the country or 
joined the mujahideen. 

Babrak still wears the mantle of 
Russian puppet. Factions within his 
government still fight for power. 
The war for national liberation has 
escalated, even to the remotest 
parts of Afghanistan. The cities are 
unstable and schoolchildren have 
been killed in antigovernmt;tnt 
demonstrations. Periodic strikes in 
the bazaars make life uncomfortable 
for the cityfolk. 

The United Front, like Taraki, like 
Amin, has failed. Babrak's days are 
probably numbered, and then the 
Soviets, as a last gasp before taking 
over direct control, might even try to 
find and use a tame mullah (religious 
leader) to form an Islamic govern
ment. That, I predict, will also fail. 

t;J;J!f'"y:!~l~i 
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Security concerns, the "warm water 
complex," the "second chance" 
offered by Karmal-all these partly 
account for the Russian decision to 
intervene in Afghanistan. In addi
tion, the Russian army has not 
fought a major action since World 
War II, with the exception of a few 
skirmishes with China in the Ussuri 
Basin and a little mopping up in 
Eastern Europe. It has not really 
tested its tactics, weapons, or men. 
On the other hand, the U.S. and its 
allies have gained combat experience 
in a number of small wars: the UK.in 
Kenya, Malaysia, Brunei, South 
Arabia, Aden, Northern Ireland; 
France in Vietnam, Morocco, Al
geria, Chad; the U.S. in Korea, Viet
nam, and the Dominican Republic. 
Therefore, a safe campaign in 
Afghanistan must have appealed to 
the Soviet military. 

However, I believe another factor 
played a major role in the Russian 
decision to march. 

Carter's Confrontation. The Rus
sians may or may not believe their 
accusations that the U.S., China, 
Pakistan, and others are aiding the 
mufahideen. Whatever assistance 
has been given has had little impact 
on the overall guerrilla effectiveness. 
No matter what the truth (and I, for 
one, would like to see the U.S. and 
others find ways to give arms and 
ammunition, not men, to the 
mujahideen), I believe that the Rus
sians have thrown down the 
gauntlet to President Carter. Since 
World War II, each successive 
American president has been tested 
at least once by the Soviets: the 
Berlin Blockade; Korea; the Cuban 
missile crisis; Vietnam; Angola; 
Ethiopia; Yemen; Afghanistan.26 At 
times, the crises were Soviet-in
spired; other times, they simply took 
advantage of an already existing 
crisis to harass the U.S. 

At no time has the Carter adminis
tration appeared to have a cohesive, 
coherent foreign policy. A few 
examples will suffice; they are not in 
chronologial order, and are listed 
without value judgments: failure to 
support the Shah of Iran, then admit 
the Shah to the U.S. for medical 
treatment; support for Somoza, 
which failed; announce that Russian 
combat brigade in Cuba was un
acceptable, and then ignore it;27 
announce development of the neu
tron bomb, then decide against it; 
cancel a campaign promise to with-

draw ground troops from Korea; re
verse U.S. vote on Security Council 
Resolution 465; failure to pass SALT 
11; failure of president to attend 
Marshal Tito's funeral; launch the 
abortive attempt to rescue hostages 
in Iran; announce economic sanc
tions against Iran; harass Iranians in 
the U.S.; refuse to permit Americans 
to travel to Iran. Some administra
tion successes are also tinged with 
controversy: the Panama Canal 
treaty; the Camp David agreements; 
normalization with the People's 
Republic of China at the expense of 
long-time ally, the Republic of China 
(Taiwan). 

The Soviets have been known to de
scribe President Carter as "danger
ous," "unpredictable," "unstable," 
"reckless," "inconsistent."28 In my 
opinion, however, the Institute of 
U.S. and Canadian Studies of the 
U.S.S.R. Academy of Sciences may 
have advised in favor of the Russian 
invasion because they reasoned that 
the U.S. is at its lowest in will, capa
bility, and credibility since World 
War II. 

The Russians did not have to move 
into Afghanistan to keep a "special 
relationship" with · successive 
Afghan governments. The move 
into Afghanistan may have been 
caused by the factors discussed pre- ' 
viously, but it is also a direct con
frontation with the U.S. Unless the 
leadership felt assured of 100 per
cent success, I believe the Kremlin 
would not have moved. 

Added to the above, Soviet analysts 
must have found evidence to justify 
their theory in the lack of positive 
U.S. reactions to the murder of 
Ambassador Adolph (Spike) Dubs 
in Kabul on February 14, 1979, and 
the November 1979 burning of the 
American Embassy in Islamabad 
and other U.S. installations else
where in Pakistan. 

So, presumably Russian analysts 
proved correct in their assessments 
of both American and Afghan reac
tions to the planned invasion, ig
noring the advice of their Islamic 
specialists, the Afghans will fight, 
with or without outside help. 

American Reaction to the Russian 
Invasion. Presidential options to 
react to crises (short of a surprise 
nuclear attack29) have been seri
ously curtailed by the War Powers 
Act and the leashing of the Central 
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Intelligence Agency. Therefore, 
what the president should do and 
what he can do in any given situa
tion may be miles apart. When 
President Carter heard that the 
Russians were landing at Kabul air
port by the thousands on Christmas 
Eve 1979, and other thousands 
pouring over the Amu Darya, his 
potential options ranged from doing 
absolutely nothing to ordering the 
Russians to leave immediately-or 
else face American retaliation. 

Many believe the president should 
have exercised the latter option. 
But, under the War Powers Act, 
would this have been possible? 
Senators and Congressmen have 
said no. The question then is: If the 
president could have called Brezh
nev (or whomever) on the hot line 
and simply said: "Get the hell out of 
Afghanistan-or else-because I 
have just put the U.S. armed forces 
on 100 percent alert," should he 
have? Personally, I am convinced he 
should have despite the threat of 
nuclear war implied. Simple per
suasion does not work. Madame 
Gandhi tried that on Gromyko in 
February 1980. 

President Carter probably could not 
execute the hot line option, even if 
he had wanted to, and we shall 
never know how the Russians 
would have responded. But, after 
all, Carter did describe the invasion 
as the greatest threat to world peace 
since World War II, and the threat is 
still there, pointing at Pakistan and 

Iran. The Indians publicly pretend 
not to worry, although privately 
many do. Prime Minister Indira 
Gandhi has made several rather in-· 
conclusive statements about the 
invasion, although she has not hesi
tated to swing a massive $1.6 billion 
arms deal with the Russians (June 
1980), to the surprise of most ob
servers.30 

The Americans did react in a 
number of ways, mainly cosmetic. 
The administration refused to honor 
some of the Russian wheat sales for 
the next two years, and cut back on 
the delivery of high technology 
items, in spite of several unfulfilled 
multimillion dollar contracts. The 
economic moves primarily hurt 
American farmers and businessmen. 
Argentina and other grain-producing 
countries stepped in to help make 
up the Soviet wheat shortages. 
Also, on June 21, President Carter 
weakened his own sanctions when 
he announced that U.S. grain com
panies could sell non-U.S. grains to 
the U.S.S.R.! 

Carter's one sensible move
laughed at by some, and criticized 
by others as introducing politics into 
sports-was boycott of the 1980 
Olympics. Anyone who thinks poli
tics and sports do not mix should be 
around when India defeats Pakistan 
in cricket, or Pakistan clobbers India 
in field hockey. The Carter boycott 
so disturbed the Russians that they 
flew to Islamabad their major 
experts on every Islamic country 

that attended the Extraordinary 
Session of the !FMC held there in 
January 1980. These country spe
cialists pleaded, cajoled, and, in 
some cases, threatened delegates 
not to vote to condemn the Soviet 
invasion of Afghanistan. When it 
became obvious that the Islamic 
states (even the Steadfastness 
Front) would remain solidly behind 
the demand for immediate, uncon
ditional withdrawal of Soviet troops 
from Afghanistan, the experts 
changed their tactics. "All right," 
they said, "vote against us, but 
please do not boycott the Olym
pics!" Poorer countries were 
guaranteed free flights for their 
athletes to and from Moscow. The 
Russians continued their hard sell to 
Afro-Asian and Latin American 
countries until the Olympics began. 

Carter's boycott call proved to be at 
least partly successful, and the 
quality of the Olympic gold medals 
was downgraded by the absence of 
many of the world's topflight indi
vidual performers and teams. To re
emphasize the reasons for the boy
cott, President Carter announced 
that the week July 21-27 would be 
nationwide Afghanistan Relief Week 
to help the Afghanistan Relief Com
mittee reach its $10 million goal. 
Governors of most states also 
declared Afghanistan Relief weeks. 

The cries of the Afghan mujahideen 
for arms and ammunition went 
largely unheeded until after the 
Russian invasion. They particularly 
wanted shoulder-fired surface-to-air 
missiles (SAMs) and antitank 
weapons. It must be emphasized 
that until the Russian aggression the 
Americans did virtually nothing to 
assist the mujahideen. 

Now, however, U.S. government 
officials have admitted sending 
some small arms to the mujahideen 
since the middle of February 1980, 
and, in a New York Times interview 
(May 31 ), an unnamed government 
official said: "We are seeking ways 
to help them [the mujahideen] in 
every way we can - not all the ways 
that we can pursue are ways I can 
discuss."31 This must be heartening 
news to the hard-pressed freedom 
fighters, who have repeatedly stated 
that they want none of "America's 

Indira Gandhi wooed by Brezhnev
while India starves. ''Arms before 
Bread." Published in Mishriq, May 30, 
1980, Lahore. 



sons" to fight for them. All they 
want is the hardware to, as they put 
it, "make the Russians uncomfort
able." Russian casualties continue 
to rise. 

Under jokes that should never have 
been made, include: "If you want to 
destroy the Soviet Union, give it 
Afghanistan." (LD, AUFS lecture, 
1960). 

* * * * * 

Will the Soviets pull out of Afghani
:;t,111'! /\11: llu:y :;i:d<i1111 way:; to with· 
draw without losin!l face? Are they 
playing a diplomatic game, waiting 
for the Olympics (and possibly the 
American elections) to pass? Or, 
even if they wish to withdraw, what 
price will they try to extract from the 
West?32 

The Russians did withdraw from 
1111111twn:i1 ltitn ilflot Wotld Wm II, 
li11t rnlm:tnntly, under rressure from 
ll1u UN uml tlw U.S., wl11cl1 ut llwt 
ti1w: had a nuclear monopoly. The 
Soviets also thuuuht tho two 
People's Republics they had estab
lished, Azerbaijan and the Kurdish 
Republic of Mahabad, could survive: 
a revitalized Iranian army, assisted 
by tribesmen from the south, 
smashed the republics. The U.S. 
th1:n became the dominant force in 
Ir a11 and remained so until early 
1!J/!l. 

Soviet troops also withdrew from 
Austria, along with French, British, 
and American occupying forces, in 
1955. All parties guaranteed the 
"neutralization" of Austria, and that 
status was then incorporated into 
Austria's constitution. In effect, 
however, the Soviets enjoyed a 
buffer zone between itself and the 
West. 

The Russians have even proposed 
tile "1wutr..1liL..1Lion" of Afuhanistan, 
after "the external interference in 
the internal affairs of Afghanistan 
has ceased." The problem becomes 
academic when we realize that the 
Russians themselves were the 
ori~Jinal "interferers." After all, 
Afghanistan was independent, and 
was formally nonaligned before the 
Hussiun i11vusio11. 

Several vague proposals for "neu
tralization" have come from other 
sources: Lord Carrington, the British 
Foreign Secretary; Chancellor Hel-
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Cover of Urdu monthly Atish Fishan, February 1980, Lahore. ( Whole issue about 
Afghanistan. English titles a come-on. All articles in Urdu. Cover refers to story 
that although Afghans only have "primitive" weapons, they will fight to death.) 

mut Schmidt of West Germany; the takes place. (Any training would 
Babrak Karmal government (dis- obviously be conducted outside the 
cussed earlier). On March 6, 1980, camps.) 
the Pakistanis came up with the fol
lowing proposals to defuse the 
border problem: 

1. The ORA should seal the Paki
stan-Afghanistan border. (A task 
which has proved impossible 
throughout history.) 

2. A peace-keeping force should be 
formed to patrol the border. The 
troops would either be under the 
sponsorship of the United Nations 
or selected Islamic nations. 

3. The Pakistanis would permitany 
recognized international organiza
tions to visit the Afghan refugee 
camps at any time to prove that no 
training and arming of guerrillas 

On his recent trip to Yugoslavia, · 
President Carter proposed con
sideration of "a transitional arrange
ment, to be implemented along with 
the prompt withdrawal of all Soviet 
troops in Afghanistan."33 A supple
mentary White House statement in
dicated the president's proposal 
related to his suggestion in February 
1980 that a transitional peace
keeping force from Muslim coun
tries supervise the Soviet with
drawal to help prevent a bloodbath. 

The next day (June 25), the 
Russians rejected the proposal as 
"too vague," but several Islamic 
countries expressed interest. 



10/LD-6-'80 

Except for a few hard-core Russian 
surporters, however, the rest of the 
world continues to demand the 
"immediate, unconditional with
drawal of all Russian troops" before 
any serious negotiations can begin 
over the future status of Afghani
stan. For their part, the Russians 
have repeatedly stated they will not 
withdraw until the conditions which 
precipitated their intervention no 
longer exist (i.e., the U.S., U.K., 
China, Pakistan, and Egypt stop 
training and arming guerrillas to 
fight inside Afghanistan). In their 
latest broadsides, the Russians did 
not mention Iran, although the 
Iranians have openly announced 
that they are aiding the mujahideen. 
Possibly, the Russians wish to drive 
the Iranians and the Americans 
farther apart, and, in addition, con
clude their deal with Iran to buy 
natural gas, now hanging fire. 

Brezhnev's withdrawal at the end of 
June of about one Russian division 
(8-10,000 men) and a hundred or so 
tanks changed nothing. In fact, in 
the two weeks beforP the symbolic 
withdrawal, about 10,000 fresh 

1 
troops (elite parachute and com
mando battalions) arrived. Current 
estimates place about 130,000 Rus
sian troops in Afghanistan and 
along the Russo-Afghan border.34 

Because tanks have proved virtually 
useless in Afghanistan's mountain
ous temiin, the Russians are with
dr awi11y su111e armored units and rn
rl;ir.ino them with smallm comhnt 
outfits of first-rate troops, para
lroopor i;, nnd r.omrnnndos. 

Already bloody, the First Russo
Afghan War will get bloodier. If it 
continues at the present rate for 
another year or two, the population 
of Afghanistan will be cut in half, to 
seven or eight million people. 
Already more than a million refu
gees have fled, from a quarter to a 
half million people have been killed 
or executed, and many valleys sit 
starkly deserted, with bombed-out 

, villages standing mute witness to 
this new episode of genocide. 

To fill the population gap, the 
Soviets will probably transplant sur
plus Russians and possibly some 
Central Asian Muslims in Afghani
stan. The forcible shifts of popula
tion that worked in the 1930s and 
'40s, however, could well be more 
problematic in the '80s, particularly 
the Central Asian Muslims. 

The Afghan refugee camps in the 
long run may also produce another 
situation like that of the Palestinian 
Arabs. Both Pakistan and Iran will 
be faced with growing threats to 
their internal security if the muja
hideen continue to be frustrated in 
their efforts to drive the Soviets out 
of Afghanistan. The free world must 
act now, making plans to rehabili
tate the Afghan refugees in Iran, 
Pakistan, and elsewhere. 

The price of the invasion has been 
higher in lives (about 8,000), money, 
and loss of international prestige 
than the Russians anticipated. Rus
sian wives and mothers may ulti
mately object to their men being 
killed and wounded in Afghanistan, 
but it is doubtful that Russian public 
opinion will mobilize to condemn 
the First Russo-Afghan War, or that 
many young Russians will desert, 
dodge the draft, or flee to Sweden 
in protest. 

In the unlikely event that the Soviets 
are brought to the negotiating table, 
I suspect their demands could not 
be met by the West. The Soviet 
negotiators would probably as a 
maximum insist on "neutralization" 
of Afghanistan, Iran, Pakistan, and 
the Indian Ocean, along with equal 
access to Persian Gulf oil. At the 
very minimum, the Soviets might 
accept the "neutralization" of 
Afghanistan, guaranteed by the 
U.S., U.S.S.R., China, Pakistan, and 
Iran. But this would mean recog
ni,iny 1111 /\fuha11 royimo lort bohiml 
by the Soviets, and the Afghan 
µeoµle would probably not accept 
that. Revolts would continue, and 
the Soviets would return, charging 
"interference in the internal affairs 
of Afghanistan" by (you've guessed 
it) the U.S., China, Pakistan, etc. 

Even if the West were to agree to 
the !'neutralization" of the entire 
region, the Soviets would have 
scored a major victory. In my 
opinion, the current Soviet goal is to 
deny the natural resources of the 
Middle East (and eventually Africa) 
to the West and Japan, not to domi
nate the region politically. That can 
always come later. "Neutralization" 
is the first step in denial. 

In conclusion, a personal orm1on: 
Afghanistan, a landlocked, Muslim 
country, formerly independent and 
nonaligned, situated half-way 
around the world from the U.S., is 
fast becoming a symbol for the 
1980s, quite possibly a decade of 
Russian expansionism, the breakup 
of NATO, and a retreat to Fortress 
America. A Fortress America of the 
mind is already being created. The 
challenges are there, and have been 
defined. The gauntlet lies in the 
open. How will the U.S. respond? I 
do not have the answer, but I do 
have some suggestions on how to 
approach the problems. 

First, tho U.S. and other froo world 
nations should find ways effectively 
to assist the Afghan mujahideen. 

Second, the U.S. should guarantee 
the territorial integrity of both Paki
stan and Iran, with or without their 
consent. The guarantee need not be 
made public, but it should be clearly 
conveyed to the Kremlin. Third, 
President Carter should acknowl
edge past American mistakes in 
Iran. 

American misdeeds, by Iranian cal
culations, stretch back to 1953, 
when the CIA helped overthrow 
Prime Minister Mohammad Mo
sadegh. President Carter has been in 
office only three and one-half years, 
so he need not personally take all 
the blame. The impasse over the 
hostages co11ti11ues, and tho U.S. 
olor.tions ;irprn;ir.h. 

Elections or no elections, tho world 
sits at a crossroads, and unless the 
Soviet aggression in Afghanistan is 
effectively countered, not just con
tained, the 1980s may be a decade 
of disaster. 

(July 1980) 
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In any event, land reforms could not be 
implemented because of the resistance 
t11 1111: p1oi11.1111 by tho p1!;1!;,111ls thorn 
•.1•11 .11", . .i11,l llu 1 V\/i1l1",Plfldll i11•,11rtJl!IICY. 

H I 111 11:xl, :;u., I. fl111HtH!, "llt:d Fl.iii 
< lv,>1 ,1i., I li11d11 K11:d1, l'.111 I: l tilli:;1 
I 1 .. ,,1,1,.1.t" i11 1•l1Jl1i11li-·lr111" ,\fl/', 

l/u1w11s, No. 44, l!J/~, pp. 1J 1!:i. 

\J Lti1: lluu111e, "l\101111111 /\lllt!G ~lip 
i'"'' 11, .. W,11 i11 /\fqli;i11i::1;i11 11iqll17 
WltJll\j!," CI//IS//dll S1,/t:I/U: I\IIU///{UI, 

l\ 1n·Al1· /111,·,11.1//1111,1/ /,li1i,111, .1111111 fl, 
l'llli) 

lo /1111,·, I t:l,111o11y 1l, l!ll!IJ, p. /•L 

11 ~inu11i1y <:011111:il volt! to t:ornle11111 
I I 11 ; . I~ JI I ; : . : 'I• 111 I I 11 1 I I ti I I J;: t , Ii ll i I II I 

ll,111ql,1tl1::;l1, China, Flilnc:u, J;unaic:a, 

Mt:xit:o, N11w1, NO!WilY, I 'liilippllllW, 
l'ortu~Jill, Tunisiil, Brilili11, Zarnlliil, and 
tile Uniterl States. Voting against: East 
Gmrnany anrl the U.S.S.R. General 
As:,,:rnl>ly vute: f'm tile resolution to 
uJ11d1111111: Albania, Arnentina, Australia, 

Austri,1, Bahamas, Bahrain, Bangladesh, 
Barbados, Belgium, Bolivia, Botswana, 
llwlll, Uu1111.J, Cu11ulla, Chilu, Clii11u, 
Columbia, Co:;la Rica, Domocrntic 
Kampuchea, Denmark, Djibouti, Do
minican Republic, Ecuador, Egypt, El 
Salvador, Fiji, France, Gabon, Gambia, 
Federal Republic of Germany, Ghana, 
Greece, Guatemala, Guyana, Haiti, 
Honduras, Iceland, Indonesia, Iran, Iraq, 
Ireland, Israel, Italy, Ivory Coast, 
Jamaica, Japan, Jordan, Kenya, Kuwait, 
Lebanon, Lesotho, Liberia, Luxem
bourg, Malawi, Malaysia, Maldives, 
Malta, Mauritania, Mauritius, Mexico, 
Morocco, Nepill, Netherlands, New 
Zr.olancl, Niger, Nigeria, Norway, Oman, 
Pakistan, Panama, Papua New Guinea, 
Paraguay, Peru, Philippines, Portugal, 
Qatar, Rwanda, Saint Lucia, Samoa, 
Saudi Arabia, Senegal, Sierra Leone, 
Singapore, Somalia, Spain, Sri Lanka, 
Surinam, Swaziland, Sweden, Thailand, 
Togo, Trinidad and Tobago, Tunisia, 
Turkey, United Arab Emirates, United 
Kingdom, United Republic of Cameroon, 
United Republic of Tanzania, United 
States, Upper Volta, Uruguay, Vene
zuela, Yugoslavia, Zaire. Voting against: 
Afghanistan, Angola, Bulgaria, Byelo
russia, Cuba, Czechoslovakia, Demo
cratic Yemen, Ethiopia, German Demo
cratic Republic, Grenada, Hungary, Lao 
People's Democratic Republic, Mon
golia, Mozambique, Poland, Ukraine, 
U.S.S.R., Vietnam. Abstaining: Algeria, 
Benin, Burundi, Congo, Cyprus, Equa
tori.il Guinea, Finland, Guinea, Guinea
Bissau, India, Madagascar, Mali, Nica
ragua, Sao Tome and Principe, Syria, 
Uganda, South Yemen, Zambia. Absent: 
Bhutan, Cape Verde, Central African 
Republic, Chad, Comoros, Dominica, 
I il>y;1, l111111,111i,1, Seychnlh:s, Solomon 
l•,l,11111·:, Srn1lli /\hica, S11da11. 

1 :i. T Im I ollowi11!1 lsl,m 1ic llil lions al 
trn1dud tho lxtrno1di11wy :.;m;Lllu11. 
/\ lt(l•I i11. ll,if 11:1111 ll:111t1f:11l1oc;l1 f ':111111! 

Utll 1, Cli,H.l, Cu111u1 o::., LJJ1liuu ll, lj<1l,1 ,11, 
( j; 1111hi;1, 1111i111111, l11do1111:ii;1, Ii illl, Ii ;1q, 

Jordm1, Kuwuil, Lel,u11u11, Libya, Malay 
•.i,,, M,1ldi11"''· Milli. M,1111ili111ia, Mo 
rocco, Niver, U11wn, l'ilkista11, Pale::.t111e 
I tl1111,,1i1111 01!J1111i1111i1111, Oiit,11, ;,1111tli 
I\ I, ii 1i,1, ! ;I !I It !I j.11, ! ;( tf I l;llia, ~ ;I It I. If I, 
I 111 ll;,ltJ, I 11J I, "Y, l l:J•II 1, I,,, I Ii 111 (jl I /~It ,I, 

r 111i1.i10:;, No1 tl1 Yo1no11. 

I he rnl11l11al 111e111l,e1shlp ul llru 
, lqJ,11ii:,11i1111 HI 11:lan,il (~11nlPP•tw11 
(OIC) was 42, t11ypt lldd been expdltHl 
urnlim lor Its pmticipatlo11 i11 thu Ct1111p 
Dilvid lillks, and Afghanistan was ex· 
pelled at the Extraordinary Session. Four 
states did not attend: Guinea-Bissau, 
Syria, South Yemen, and Upper Volta. 
M1. Brezhnev chose to drop into 
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Damascus for a surprise visit while the 
OtC was meetiny, and rumors were that 
ll1e t.u:,t.iu11 u11dud liufo1u S011lh Yi:1111111 
roalirnd whilt the invitation was all 
about. Turkey is now the only cou11t1y i11 
the OIC to retain membership in a mili
tary pact (NATO), all others are in the 
Non-Aligned Movement. (See Chart on 
page 3 for alignments of the so-called 
nonaligned nations.) 

13. For details on the resolutions, see 
Strategic Studies: Quarterly Jo1m1al of 
the Institute of Strategic Studies 3(2), 
Winter 1980; and The Mus/fin, January 
30, 1980, Islamabad. 

14. It should be remembered that only 
about 15 percent of the world's billion 
Muslims are Arabs, although most in the 
West tend to identify Islam only with 
Arabs, oil, and the Arab-Israeli conflict. 

15. Other resolutions dealt with the 
usual Arab-Israeli problems (i.e., Zionist 
racism, the liberation of Al Ouds al
Sharif-·- the Arab name for Jcrus.Jlem 
the liberation of all other occupied terri
tories, the Camp David Accord, the 
"inalienable rights of the Palestinian 
people") condemned the armed aggres
sion c1gainst the Democratic Republic of 
Somalia, and called for the withdrawal 
of Soviet and other "foreign troops" 
(Cubans) from the Horn of Africa. A 
separate resolution condemned "the 
efforts of certain great powers to exert 
various forms of pressure on Islamic 
states." 

16. Personal communications with vari
ous Asian scholars who have close 
contacts in the U.S.S.R. 

17. This statement and the next were 
quoterl in The Muslim, Islamabad, May 
l!J, l!JBll, <111d M.iy '.,l!J, l'.JBO. 

JB. I.. U11plt:1!, "l:,l,1111: l>u:,I\JII It,, 1 •.,111 
ic,d '.jtc1l1ility, L/111:,/1,111 :;110111 I! fl.111111/111, 
I ,,11111:11\· I', f')ll1) 

rn. 011ly Chad (in the 111iddlo of a civil 
vv11il did 11t1( 11IIJ111d 111" I IP1111111l1 :,,,,,,,11,11 
of IFMC 

:.io. Thu Sta11d111u l:(JlllflllllUt:: /\\Jl1<1 
'.,l1o1l1t, rJ11ri11111t11 1,I 11111 II M1 "'"I 
I 1111·11111 Mi11i·.1,,, ,d l\il11·.ti111, '.o1·, 11·1.11y 

t 11:111,1,il td Iii,, tJIL, lt.il,11, I 11,illl .. 1 

l 1111i·,io1; }1i1d11!JII (ii111lliti1dt:l1, I tlft:l\lfl 

Mi11i,,1cr ul lra11. l111;idm1t,dly, til111I 
I 1::11 f1il1 111111111 ltlf tlP:.11111;111\/IJI; Id 11111 

At11h.in mt1iilhic/1w11 olficial 111tn11lit:1" ut 
lhu lia11i,111 dulu!Jillltlll <111111111 1110 M.iy 
1980 IFMC. 

21. For complete text, see The Muslim, 
M,1y 21, 1980. The ORA Embassy in 
lslarnabaci sent letters to the miljor Pilki-
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st;111i nowspnpors during the May IFMC, 
q1101111\1 llabrnk's proposals i11 full for tho 
,11lilicnti1111 nf llto dolonntmi. 

22. For a complete list of the 104 resu
h I tions, :mo T/111 M11.~lim, Mr1y 23, 1980. 

73. Tlw irnimrtnnco of Pmsian Gulf oil 
to the West and Japan can be seen from 

11111 l11ll11wi11u lll11lit11ini1: Tl111111111t lllt1 
~,t1nit<: nf I 101111111 (which divirh!s tho 
' .• •I .,l,111 I :1111 11. tit I ,, ••• A 1111,1111 t (; ••ii I 
llow:; 10% of the oil used hy the U.S., 

l~l'!i, 11I I 11111po'n 111ul Aun(1nlio'11 t1ood11, 
·11,,I fHI'". "' 1•111•111'•• 

J•I 1,,,,,,, MitY !t, 1!11111, p. 41. 

71; Tf,,, M11.~fi111, Mny R, HJRO, lsl:irri:i
hiid. 

.:lll. U110 wsult ul sui;h d1allu11yus Is thul 
1hn I I :. :. n oni11nd niuht "frinnds" 
si11w 1!J/'1, while losing throu. I ho eiuht: 

Vi .. It llll 11, I I lti11pi1t, A11ool11, Mo/ftt 11hiqt HI, 
South YnmPn, Afr,h:mistan, Laos, Kam
'"";111,;1 (?). 11,u thwo: Euypt, North 
Yemen, Somalia. 

2/. President Carter 011 September 7, 
1!.l/U: "Wo cormidor tho p11mo11co of 11 

Soviot r.omhnt hrinnrlo in r.uhn to hn n 
very serious matter and thnt the status 
quo is not acceptable." To my knowl
odgo, 110 ono chongod tllo st11tus 11uo. 

28. David K. Willis, "Soviets try to gut a 
foc11s on U.S. rresic1ential r.anc1irlates," 
Ch, 1.~11n11 S1.·1,111i:t1 Mv11it111, WrwAly 
fn1,•,w11im1:1/ fditinn. 11111n 'l, 1'lAO, p '1 
vv1111,, ,1111..tu bhlltul lltitl ll,u lllr:,1,J,11111 ,1,, 
nnt Willll r.mwr ffl t1lar:1u!I I I lis11orae 
'lfl \(\/n 1,·,"h ~,11 ,,,,,.fl rduhtnn,1,I ''\' 
'''"·';'I:, t,tllllltlllt•I 11,1, .. 111111111.i 111 1111, 

piltil lih< lllOfllhll. 

:m I Ito l11tli1111 ~;oviol 111 r 11•1 tlonl 1111"' 

tedly includes T-72 tanks, MIG-23s, and 
otltur suphlstlcutu<l wuuµu111y. ·11ro 
lrnlinns hnvn 17 ynnrs to mpny thn Rtt~ 
sia11 loa11, at a low 2.!> port:ont. India is ir, 
llrtt 11u11kol for n lolill nl 07Ji hillio11, 111< 

clurling the $1.5 hillion deal to purchasP 
1t1HI produt:u tho hi!Jhly loulod /\111Jlo 

French Jaguar aircraft. Pakistan is 

hopinu lo onl about $:l l>illiorr from 
:;y111p11tltotic /\r11h 111111w, lo r11odnr11im 
its nrmnd forr.ns. 

31. 011 July 3, Lord Carrington (British 
Foroion Sor.rotnry) told n PmlinrnnntiHy 
Committee: "It is important that 
freedom fightors thurc in Alulm11ista11 
shn11lrl lrnve Rims." I le rr.f11snd, l1nw 
11vn1, lo illlllcoltt wlu110 llto ,11r11i1 nl11,11ltl 
,·,ir",, ,,,.,,.. ''I dn,,l,r ,r,,1,,,1111·, it ,,.,,,11t1d 
1111 l11ilpftd 111 fllll• 1tl11111f II ( //11 l'.rf,I 

~Iii/I 7ifHllli, l\1ly '11 Jllfl(l) 

1
1 I ,it ""' 

.. ,i11111i:,. ·ic:11 I d1111 IJ11l•y, 11111 I 1111111 

f 1ttlt11 i11 !111vi11I Af11l11111 lt1•l11ti1,11!1," 
/1si.-i11 S111v,,y 70(1): 717 7!'io, 11lfl!l. 

33. T/lf! nnily Tnlnr,rnph, .1111111 7fi, HlflO, 
London. 

:.M. lrr!;idn /\l!lhillti!;ta11: /J,000 !llot1111I 

111111ptt; 1,orn1 ili11111111; plw, it,r,nn 111ili1,11y 
advisers for the dwindlinn Afnhan army 
ol ;,{) :m,ooo 1111,11 (down lror11 110,00() in 
April 1978). 



June 26, 1980. The following is 
the full text of the statement 
issued in Mont Pelerin, Switzer
land, at the conclusion of the 
second meeting of the ICFM 
Stancling Committee on Afghani
st,m: 

"Thu Standing Committee of 
the Islamic Conference of Foreign 
Ministers, comprising of the 
Foreign Ministers of the Islamic 
Republic of Iran and the Islamic 
Hepublic of Pakistan, and the 
Ser.retary-General of the Organi-
1atiu11 of tlw lslurnic Ccmfuroncu 
1)•;t;il>lislwd by the resolution of 
the 11th session of the Islamic 
Co11lt)w11cu ul h>t uiun Mi11i!:ilu1s 
lo f;tit!k ways ancl me.ins for a 
comprehensive solution of the 
er i:;i,; in Af ullanistiln, hold it u 
second meeting at Mont Pelerin, 
Switzerland, on 20 and 21 June 
1980. 

"Pursuant to its mandate in the 
above mentioned resolution to 
seek ways and means, including 
appropriate consultations with 
tlw parties concerned, for a 
peaceful solution the Standing 
Commit tee welcomed the pill tic:i
pa tion in the mcetino of the dele
gation ot the Mujahedeen of 
Afghanistan. 

"The Standing Committee lis
tened with care and attention to 
important, wide ranging and in
formative statements made at the 
meeting by the representatives of 

. the Mujahedeen. It heard, with 
deep concern and sympathy, the 
representatives description of the 
sufferings and plight of the people 
within Afghanistan and of their 
urgent need for humanitarian 
assistance, especially food, medi
cal and other aid which is urgently 
needed for the sick and wounded. 
The Afghan Mujahedeen stressed 
that in view of the increasing hard
ships and deprivation of even 
basic necessities of life, material 
help for their cause was more 
urgent than ever. They called for 
adequate and timely support from 
the Muslim world and all other 
peoples for their just struggle. The 

APPENDIX A 

Text of lslamic_panel's statement 

Committee assured the Mu
jahedeen representatives of the 
political and moral support of the 
Islamic Conference as pledged in 
the resolution of the Conference. 
The Standing Committee noted 
with deep concern the wide
spread suffering inflicted on the 
people of Afghanistan, including 
women, children and the aged, 
and the increasingly grave 
shortages of food, clothing, medi
cal aid and essential necessities of 
life caused by the wholesale de
struction of entire villages anq 
crops, the poisoning of water sup
plies and other such actions ro
s111lill!) rrom Military action hy 
forninn forces. The Standing 
Committee took note of the 
affirmation by the Mttjahedeen 
leaders of their determination to 
persevere in the resistance 
against foreign intervention and 
occupation, until the liberation of 
their country and the restoration 
of the independent and non
aligned status of Afghanistan in 
the comity of nations. 
"The Standing Committee ex

plained to the leildors of tho Mu
jahedeen that its mandate, as pro
vided under the resolution of the 
Islamic Foreign Ministers Confer
ence, is to explore a peaceful solu
tion of the Afghanistan crisis 
within the framework of the 
following fundamental principles: 
i.e., the immediate, total and un
conditional withdrawal of all 
Soviet troops stationed on the 
territory of Afghanistan: Respect 
for the political independence, 
sovereignty and non-aligned 
status of Afghanistan and its 
Islamic identity: Respect for the 
inalienable national right of the 
people of Afghanistan to deter
mine their own form of Govern
ment and to choose their own 
economic, political and social 
system, free from outside inter
ference, or coercion, and the cre
ation of the right conditions that 
would permit an early return of 
the Afghan refugees to their own 
land in security and honour. The 

/ 
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Standing Committee assured the 
Mujahedeen of its scrupulous ad
herence to these basic principles 
in the Committee's search for a 
peaceful solution of the Afghani
stan crisis through consultations 
with all the parties concerned. 

"The representatives of the Mu
jahedeen expressed their willing
. ness to cooperate with the Stand
ing Committee strictly within the 
framework of the above men
tioned principles. 

"The Standing Committee noted 
deep concern that in the wake of 
the Soviet Union's military inter
vention in Afyhunistm1, tho mili
tmy nml nnvnl prnsonr.o of tho 
super powers in the region ot 
South West Asiu und in the lndiiln 
Ocean has sharply increased, 
posing a threat to the security of 
the countries in the region, espe
cially the Islamic countries. 

"The Standing Committee de
cided, while pursuing a peaceful 
solution along the above men
tioned lines, to make every effort 
to mobilize and obtain all possible 
humanitarian assistance for the 
suffering people of Afghanistan, 
including the supply of food, 
clothing, medical aid and other 
necessities of life of which they 
are being deprived, as one of the 
consequences of the intensifica
tion of military operations by 
foreign forces in Afghanistan. 

"The Standing Committee de
cided to meet from time to time in 
the pursuit of a peaceful and 
honourable solution in accord
ance with the terms of its 
mandate. To this end it expressed 
the hope that the other parties 
concerned will also enter into con
sultations with the Committee. 

"The Committee will submit a 
report on its activities to the emer
gency session of the Islamic Con
ference of Foreign Ministers in 
September 1980. The Standing 
Committee expressed its deep 
gratitude to the Government of 
the Swiss Confederation for the 
facilities provided for the holding 
of the meeting at Mont Pelerin." 
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