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 The Changing Interests of
 the Regional Powers and the
 Resolution of the Afghan Conflict

 ANWAR-UL-HAQ AHADY

 T  he conflict in Afghanistan is extremely complex. Involving numerous
 Afghan components and intense regional rivalries, it had a very salient

 Cold War dimension during the 1980s. At each level, it involves multiple ac-
 tors with diverse objectives. Furthermore, the conflict's domestic, regional,
 and global dimensions continuously interact with each other, resulting in its
 great complexity.

 In this article I am concerned with the interaction of the interests of

 regional powers and their impact on the resolution of the Afghan conflict.
 There is a consensus among scholars and policymakers that Iran, Pakistan,
 and Saudi Arabia are the major regional powers with substantial interest and
 sustained involvement in the Afghan conflict. Although India was supportive
 of the communist regime in Kabul, she never had the kind of influence in the
 conflict that Iran, Pakistan, and Saudi Arabia have enjoyed. Similarly,
 although Turkey and Uzbekistan have become relevant to the Afghan conflict
 during the past two years, their influence is still rather insignificant. Thus, I
 will focus on the interactions of Iranian, Pakistani, and Saudi interests.

 As far as the involvement of regional powers is concerned, three phases are
 identifiable in the development of the Afghan conflict. Phase one began with
 the Soviet invasion in December 1979 and ended with the 1988 signing of the
 Geneva Accords, which provided the framework for the withdrawal of Soviet
 forces from Afghanistan. Phase two started with the beginning of the
 withdrawal of Soviet forces in mid-1988 and ended with the collapse of Naji-
 bullah's regime in April 1992. Phase three began with the Mujahideen's as-

 80
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 The Afghan Conflict 81

 sumption of power after the collapse of the communist regime and is still in

 progress. The interests of each regional power have changed from one phase
 to another; during the last two phases, these interests have vigorously in-
 teracted, thus hindering the conflict's resolution and increasing its complexity.

 Phase One

 During phase one, Pakistan was intensely involved in the Afghan
 hostilities. The invasion posed a very serious problem for Pakistan's national
 security. Given India's alliance with the Soviet Union, and the history of un-
 friendly relations between Pakistan and Afghanistan, Islamabad feared that
 the presence of Soviet forces in Afghanistan might prompt Kabul and New
 Delhi to coordinate a direct military action against Pakistan. General
 Mohammad Zia-ul-Haq's regime was also apprehensive that, with Soviet
 backing, India and Afghanistan might seriously support Sindhi, Baluch, and
 Pashtun separatists in Pakistan.'

 In response to the invasion, Pakistan had three options: to appease the
 Soviets, to oppose the invasion verbally without engaging in any hostile
 military action against the Soviet forces and the communist regime in Kabul,
 and to reject the Soviet invasion and support the Afghan resistance. Influenced

 by security concerns, Pakistan of course chose the third alternative.
 Islamabad rejected the other alternatives on the grounds that appeasement
 would enhance Pakistan's security only temporarily, while verbal opposition
 would strain Islamabad's relations with Kabul and Moscow without Pakistan

 gaining any support from the other international opponents of the invasion.
 In addition to security concerns, Islamabad's decision was influenced by

 domestic, regional, and international considerations. The invasion provided
 the Zia regime with an opportunity to improve its legitimacy at home without
 weakening its power. Thus, claiming that national security was threatened, he
 postponed elections indefinitely. His stand on the Afghan conflict gained him
 the support of Islamic political groups, especially the Jamiati Islami; his
 Afghan policy also reinforced his program of re-islamization at home and
 helped Pakistan's prestige in the Islamic world. Pakistan's strong opposition
 to the invasion strengthened the country's ties to the rich conservative Gulf
 states, especially Saudi Arabia, which enabled the Zia regime to receive large
 amounts of aid from these countries.2 Similarly, the crisis in Afghanistan
 turned Pakistan into a front-line state against communism; consequently,
 Pakistan was able to strengthen its relations with the United States, which
 allocated a total of over $7 billion in military and economic aid for Pakistan.3
 These developments had very positive domestic and international conse-
 quences for the Zia regime during the 1980s. Of course, General Zia declared
 Pakistan's strong opposition to the Soviet invasion of Afghanistan before
 receiving any material support from Saudi Arabia and the United States.
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 However, their help strengthened General Zia's determination to implement a
 policy of active opposition to the Soviets.
 During phase one, Pakistan had three objectives: the withdrawal of the
 Soviet forces from Afghanistan, the right to self-determination for the people

 of Afghanistan, and the dominance of the Islamist groups within the Afghan
 resistance. The first two objectives were shared by most Afghans and their
 foreign supporters. They were also supported by the United Nations. Conse-
 quently, in international forums, Pakistan became the spokesperson for the
 Afghan resistance. Pakistan mobilized international support for the Afghan
 cause and was instrumental in developing the resistance to the occupation.
 Although many Afghans disliked Pakistan's preference for the Islamist
 groups, they tolerated this preference because both groups agreed with
 Pakistan's policy of insisting on the withdrawal of the Soviet forces and the
 right of self-determination for the people of Afghanistan.
 Saudi Arabia's interests in the Afghan conflict during phase one were com-
 plementary to Pakistan's interests. In the post-World War II era, Saudi
 Arabia's foreign policy has had three major objectives: the promotion of
 Islam, the security of the country and the royal family, and general stability.4
 Like Islamabad, Riyadh felt that its security was threatened by the Soviet in-
 vasion of Afghanistan. The Saudis believed that the Soviets had aggressive in-
 tentions in the Persian Gulf and that their invasion of Afghanistan was a first

 step in their desire to control Persian Gulf oil.5 Even if the Soviets did not in-
 tend any direct military action in the Gulf, the Saudis believed that the rise of
 communism in Afghanistan would promote political instability in the region,
 which would have had negative consequences for the security of the royal
 family. Saudi Arabia's distaste for the invasion was fueled further by the fact
 that the invasion was against as Muslim country, and that it installed a com-
 munist regime in Kabul whose domestic policies were directed against Islam.6
 Thus, for Saudi Arabia, opposition to the Soviet invasion was not a difficult
 decision because the Soviet behavior contradicted all the major objectives of
 Saudi's foreign policy.
 In addition to these factors, Saudi Arabia's support for the Afghan
 resistance was influenced by the Islamic revolution in Iran. As discussed
 earlier, Islam has always had a special importance in Saudi foreign policy.
 Saudi Arabia has claimed the leadership of the Islamic world since the late
 1950s when Egypt's President Gamal Abdul Nasser's Arab nationalism posed
 a threat to the legitimacy of the Saudi rulers. To counter Nasser's ideological
 offensive, Saudi Arabia offered pan-Islamism as an ideological alternative to
 Arab nationalism. In this connection, Saudi Arabia established the Islamic
 Conference Organization to coordinate the foreign policy of Muslim coun-
 tries, and the Muslim World League to institutionalize Saudi influence in
 Muslim cultural and religious activities throughout the world. The defeat of
 Nasser in the 1967 Arab-Israeli War and the rise of Saudi Arabia as a major
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 financial power in the 1970s established Saudi Arabia as the leader of the
 Islamic world.7

 The Islamic Revolution in Iran challenged Saudi Arabia's leadership of the
 Islamic world. Indeed, Tehran argued that monarchism was incompatible
 with Islam and that Saudi Arabia's close relations with the United States was

 against the interest of Muslims. In the 1980s, the Saudi leadership believed
 that Iran posed a greater threat to its legitimacy than Nasser's Arab national-
 ism did in the 1950s and 1960s. The Saudi leadership became particularly con-
 cerned about its Islamic legitimacy when a group of Saudi zealots, asserting
 the illegitimacy of the royal family, occupied the Grand Mosque in Mecca in
 1979.8

 The Afghan conflict provided the Saudi leadership with an excellent oppor-
 tunity to strengthen its Islamic credentials at home and to reassert Saudi
 Arabia's leadership in the Islamic world against the challenge from Iran.
 Consequently, Saudi Arabia strongly opposed the Soviet invasion of Afghan-
 istan and mobilized the Islamic world in support of the Afghan resistance.
 For both political and ideological reasons, Saudi Arabia also favored a
 stronger role for the Islamic fundamentalists within the Afghan resistance.9

 Thus, Saudi Arabia's objectives in Afghanistan were perfectly compatible
 with Pakistan's interests. Consequently, Saudi Arabia supported Pakistan's
 triple objectives of the withdrawal of Soviet forces, the right to self-determi-
 nation for the people of Afghanistan, and the dominance of Islamists within
 the resistance. To achieve these objectives, Saudi Arabia's efforts were instru-
 mental in mobilizing support among Muslim countries for the Afghan cause
 and in providing financial support to both Pakistan and the Afghan resistance.

 Although Iran accepted over two million Afghan refugees and the Soviet
 invasion threatened Iran's security, during phase one Iran did not play an im-
 portant role in the development of the Afghan conflict. In fact, Iran allowed
 Pakistan and Saudi Arabia to champion the Afghan cause. Iran's low profile
 in this period was due to two factors: First, in less than a year after the Soviet
 invasion, the Iran-Iraq War broke out and Iran did not want the Soviets to
 support Iraq; consequently, Iran refrained from antagonizing the Soviets by
 maintaining a low profile in the Afghan conflict. And second, the struggle for
 power within Iran between the radical clerics and the democratic nationalists
 was resolved in the favor of the clerics; this resulted in an Iranian policy that
 focused on the Shiite cause in Afghanistan instead of the struggle against the
 Soviet occupation. When democratic nationalists such as Mehdi Bazargan,
 Abul-Hassan Bani-Sadr, and Sadeq Qutbzadah were in charge of Iran's
 foreign policy, Iran did not differentiate between the Shiite and Sunni
 Afghan organizations. During their stewardship of Iran's foreign policy, Iran
 was actively involved in the Afghan conflict. In 1981, however, when the
 radical clerics won the struggle for power in Iran, they focused their efforts
 on the Afghan Shiites. Among the Shiites, Iran decided to weaken the existing
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 traditionalist organizations, and promoted two new pro-Iran Islamic revolu-
 tionary groups-Nasr and Sepah-to dominate the Afghan Shiites.'o In pur-
 suing such a narrow policy, Iran actually helped Saudi Arabia, which, in its
 competition for the leadership of the Islamic world with Iran, deliberately
 emphasized the Sunni and Shiite division in Islam. The Saudis believed that
 an emphasis on this division would reduce the attraction of the Shiite Islamic
 Revolution in Iran to the overwhelmingly Sunni Afghans.

 Iran's narrow focus on revolutionary Shiite organizations not only offended
 the Pakistan-based Sunni resistance, but the more traditional Afghan Shiite
 organizations as well. Indeed, Iran's caution regarding the Soviet Union, and
 her refusal to commit large amounts of resources to the Afghan hostilities,
 caused a great deal of dissatisfaction even among the revolutionary Afghan
 Shiite organizations that Iran helped to create-Nasr and Sepah. Although
 Iran supported the Afghan demands for the withdrawal of Soviet forces, and
 the right to self-determination for the people of Afghanistan, Iran did not
 play any major role in the realization of these objectives during phase one.
 Similarly, although Iranian objectives in Afghanistan potentially conflicted
 with Saudi objectives, Iran's low profile during phase one prevented an open
 clash over Afghanistan between these countries. This also helped Pakistan,
 which, without offending Iran, desired to have friendly relations with both
 Saudi Arabia and Iran, and to closely coordinate its involvement in
 Afghanistan with Saudi Arabia and the United States.

 Phase Two

 Phase two began with the implementation of the Geneva Accords that
 stipulated the withdrawal of Soviet forces from Afghanistan. These accords
 did not address the domestic Afghan conflict, specify the future of the com-
 munist regime in Kabul, or determine the form of government that would
 rule Afghanistan in the future." Thus, the major issue in phase two was the
 role of Najibullah's government and his party, Watan, in Afghanistan's
 political future. During phase two, the Afghan conflict acquired greater com-
 plexity at both the national and regional levels as the objectives of various
 participants contradicted each other.

 At the regional level, phase two brought about a visible change in
 Pakistan's objectives. Pakistan was no longer concerned about the threat that
 Afghanistan posed to its national security; rather, it wanted Afghanistan to
 help Pakistan acquire "strategic depth" against India. To achieve this objec-
 tive Pakistan wanted a pro-Pakistan government in Kabul. Among the many
 candidates, Pakistan's favorite was the leader of the Hizbi-Islami, Gulbuddin
 Hekmatyar. However, given Hekmatyar's lack of popularity among the peo-
 ple and within the resistance, it was highly unlikely that a political solution
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 would bring Hekmatyar to power. Thus, Pakistan rejected a negotiated set-
 tlement of the conflict and repeatedly tried to overthrow the Najibullah
 government by military action. Similarly, Pakistan was no longer interested
 in the right of the Afghans to self-determination; instead, Islamabad wanted
 the Pakistan-based Sunni resistance organizations, especially the Hizbi-
 Islami, to assume power.12 Although there were dissenting views among the
 Pakistani elites, ultimately those who supported the military resolution of the
 conflict prevailed from mid-1988 to 1991.
 Similar changes were observed in Saudi Arabia's position. After the

 withdrawal of Soviet forces, Saudi Arabia was no longer concerned about the
 threat that Afghanistan posed to the security of the Persian Gulf. After the
 signing of the cease-fire between Iran and Iraq in 1988, the Saudi leadership
 was not particularly worried about the challenge that Iran's Islamic Revolu-
 tion posed to Saudi Arabia's Islamic legitimacy and leadership of the Islamic
 world. During phase two, Saudi Arabia wanted to consolidate the influence
 that it had gained during phase one and insisted on the establishment of a
 pro-Pakistan and pro-Saudi Arabian Islamic government in Kabul. Saudi
 Arabia was not interested in self-determination for the people of Afghani-
 stan. Indeed, the Saudis as well as the Pakistanis and the Iranians strongly
 objected to any role for the ex-king Zahir Shah who probably would have
 benefitted the most from the right to self-determination for the people of
 Afghanistan.'3 Riyadh, like Islamabad, believed that a military defeat of the
 communist regime in Kabul would facilitate the realization of its objectives in
 Afghanistan. Thus, from mid-1988 to 1991, both Saudi Arabia and Pakistan
 insisted on the military resolution of the conflict.

 These changes in Saudi Arabia's and Pakistan's positions not only
 alienated a large number of Afghans, including the supporters of the ex-king
 Zahir Shah, intellectuals, tribal leaders, and some prominent commanders,
 they also brought a vigorous opposition from Iran. The beginning of phase
 two of the Afghan conflict coincided with the end of the Iran-Iraq war; con-
 sequently, Iran could afford to pay greater attention to the war in
 Afghanistan. Phase two also marked the end of direct Soviet military involve-
 ment in the conflict and a significant decline in Soviet willingness to dominate
 the area. This change in Soviet policy and orientation toward the region
 created a vacuum of power, which Iran believed Pakistan and Saudi Arabia
 were trying to fill in Afghanistan.

 Therefore, phase two was characterized by great Iranian activism. To gain
 influence in Afghan affairs, Iran encouraged the Iran-based Afghan Shiite
 organizations to demand 25 percent of the representation in the resistance in-
 stitutions and in any future government in Kabul. The Shiite demand for
 25-percent representation, however, was forcefully rejected by the pro-
 Pakistan and pro-Saudi Arabia Sunni resistance organization in Peshawar.
 These organizations, in consultation with Pakistan and Saudi Arabia, found
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 the Shiite demand for a 25-percent share in government outrageous because
 the Shiites constitute less than 15 percent of Afghanistan's population. Fur-
 thermore, the Sunni leadership argued that the Shiites had not played any
 significant role in the war against the Soviet occupation forces; for this
 reason, the Sunnis argued that the Shiites were not entitled to any major role
 in the future government of Afghanistan. The Saudis and the Pakistanis had
 similar attitudes toward Iran's efforts to gain influence in Afghan affairs.
 Thus, the representatives of the Shiite organizations walked out of the
 resistance council, convened in February 1989 in Rawlpindi, Pakistan, for the
 purpose of electing a transitional government.
 This conflict between the Iranian and the Saudi-Pakistani objectives in
 Afghanistan complicated the resolution of the conflict. To improve their
 bargaining position, Iran and the Shiite Afghan organizations warmed up to
 Najibullah's regime and the Soviets. To frustrate Pakistan's and Saudi
 Arabia's ambition, Iran and the Shiite organizations questioned the
 legitimacy of the Peshawar-based transitional government and supported the
 political resolution of the conflict. However, in 1989-90, Iran did not have
 adequate political influence or military power to frustrate the designs of its
 regional rivals in Afghanistan. Pakistan's and Saudi Arabia's failure to over-
 throw Najibullah's regime was not due to opposition from Iran and the Shiite
 organizations; rather, they failed to overthrow the communist regime in
 Kabul because, on the one hand, they had seriously underestimated the
 military power of the Kabul government, and, on the other, their determina-
 tion to promote pro-Saudi and pro-Pakistani leaders had alienated many im-
 portant commanders who refused to sincerely coordinate their offensive
 against Najibullah's force.14

 The Persian Gulf War and the emergence of independent republics in Cen-
 tral Asia in 1991 brought about yet another change in Pakistan's and Saudi
 Arabia's policy toward the Afghan conflict. During the Persian Gulf War,
 the pro-Saudi and pro-Pakistani Afghan Islamist resistance groups supported
 Iraq instead of Saudi Arabia. Naturally, Saudi Arabia was angry and cut off
 its financial assistance to these organizations. In a major change of policy,
 Saudi Arabia also supported the UN plan for a political resolution of the
 Afghan conflict.

 Similarly, the emergence of independent republics in Central Asia changed
 the calculus of Pakistan's national interest. For instance, Pakistan and
 Afghanistan offered these land-locked republics the nearest outlet to warm
 water ports. For instance, the distance between Tashkent and Karachi is
 about 1,300 miles compared to the 1,900 miles between Tashkent and Turkish
 ports on the Black Sea; Iranian ports on the Persian Gulf are also more dis-
 tant. Naturally, Pakistan, in cooperation with Afghanistan, would like to
 become a major route for the transportation of goods to and from Central
 Asia. Pakistan also sees other great economic opportunities in Central Asia.'5
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 Peace and security in Afghanistan are essential for the realization of
 Pakistan's objectives in Central Asia.
 This realization led some within the Pakistani elites to advocate a change in
 Pakistan's policy regarding the Afghan conflict. They wanted Pakistan to
 abandon its policy of resolving the conflict militarily and of promoting
 radical Islamists within the Afghan resistance. Although some members of
 the Inter-Service Intelligence and Pakistan's Muslim fundamentalist party,
 Jamiati Islami-which was very influential in the formulation and implemen-
 tation of Pakistan's Afghan policy-insisted on helping the pro-Pakistan
 Hizbi Islami leader, Gulbuddin Hekmatyar, to assume power in Kabul, by
 late 1991 Pakistan changed its policy and supported the UN peace plan for
 Afghanistan.'6
 While these developments brought Pakistan's and Saudi Arabia's positions

 closer to Iran's public position regarding the resolution of the conflict, in late
 1991 Iran embarked quietly on a new strategy in Afghanistan. Iran had realized
 that its emphasis on the rights of the Afghan Shiites was rather narrow and
 provided Iran with minimal influence in Afghan politics. Furthermore, Iran
 had observed that with the exception of Burhanuddin Rabbani's Jamiati
 Islami, Pashtuns were dominant in all of the Pakistan-based resistance
 organizations. This was particularly true of the pro-Saudi and pro-Pakistani
 organizations. To strengthen its influence among the Persian speaking, but
 Sunni, Afghans, Iran signed in late 1991 an agreement with Tajikistan and
 Afghanistan's Jamiati Islami for increasing cultural interaction between the

 Persian speaking Iranians, Afghans, and Tajiks. Iran also decided to unite
 non-Pashtun ethnic minorities into one anti-Pashtun front. In addition to

 establishing formal ties to the predominantly Tajik Jamiati Islami, Iran also
 contacted the Ismaili Shiites and the Uzbeks in Afghanistan. Because of the
 political machinations of the former communist leader Babrak Karmal,
 ethnic conflict split Najibullah's government and military into anti-Pashtun
 and pro-Pashtun factions during the last two months of the Najibullah
 government.'7 Iran's efforts to form a coalition of anti-Pashtun ethnic
 minorities proved fruitful when the Tajik Commander Ahmad Shah
 Masud, Uzbek General Abdul Rashid Dostam, Ismaili Shiite commander
 J'affar Naderi, and the Hazara Hizbi Wahdat, led by Abdul Ali Mazari,
 formed the Northern Alliance that brought down Najibullah's government
 days before the transfer of power to an UN-selected team of neutral
 Afghans. Most members of this alliance had close relations with Iran, which
 made Iran tremendously powerful in Afghan affairs during the third phase
 of the conflict.'8

 Phase Three

 Phase three began with the downfall of Najibullah's government in April
 1992 and is still in progress. The collapse of the communist regime created a
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 vacuum of power that led to an intense struggle for power among the Afghan
 groups and among their foreign supporters in the region. This period is
 characterized by a significant decline in the involvement of both the United
 States and Russia and a corresponding increase in the importance of regional
 powers in the conflict.
 In the immediate aftermath of the collapse of the communist regime, the
 Northern Alliance of ethnic minorities, led by Commander Masud, emerged
 dominant. This change in the balance of power was immediately reflected in
 the Peshawar Agreement, in the formulation of which Pakistan's former
 Prime Minister Nawaz Sharif played an important role. Among the Mujahi-
 deen commanders, Pakistan and Saudi Arabia had minimal control over Ma-
 sud. He had rarely visited Pakistan and occasionally had openly criticized
 Pakistan's policy in Afghanistan. Masud also thought that the UN peace
 process, in which Pakistan and Saudi Arabia were very influential, did not at-
 tach due importance to commanders such as himself. Worse yet, Pakistan did
 not have any control over the other members of the Northern Alliance-Dos-
 tam, Mazari, and Naderi. Thus, former Prime Minister Sharif was cognizant
 of the fact that the collapse of Najibullah's government at the hands of the
 Northern Alliance meant a significant loss of power for Pakistan.'9
 However, Masud also realized that it was necessary that the Pakistan-based
 resistance organizations and Pakistan did not oppose the transfer of power
 that his Northern Alliance brought about in Kabul. These two considerations
 were reflected in the Peshawar Agreement whereby Masud deferred to the
 resistance organizations, accepted the framework of the resistance as a basis
 for the transitional government, and allowed Pakistan to exercise a substan-
 tial amount of political influence. In return, Pakistan allowed Masud and his
 resistance organization, Jamiati Islami, led by Burhanudin Rabbani, to play
 the leading role in the Mujahideen transitional government in Kabul. Former
 Prime Minister Sharif, while conceding the leading role to Masud and Jamiati
 Islami, was able to award the office of prime minister to Pakistan's favorite
 resistance leader, Hekmatyar.
 However, the lack of sincerity by all the participants and the desire of each
 party to dominate Afghan politics quickly demonstrated the ineffectiveness
 of the Peshawar Agreement. In addition to intense rivalry for power among
 the Afghan groups, conflict among regional powers reached a new height,
 resulting in the killing of thousands of innocent Afghans and the virtual
 destruction of Kabul. A few months after the conclusion of the Peshawar

 Agreement, both Saudi Arabia and Pakistan realized that Iran had a major
 role in the formation and success of the Northern Alliance and that Masud's

 coup had tremendously increased Iranian influence in Afghanistan. Pakistan
 and Saudi Arabia did not want open conflict with Masud and Rabbani, but
 decided to strengthen Hekmatyar and encouraged him to violently contest
 Masud's and Rabbani's power in Kabul. It seems that Saudi Arabia's and
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 Pakistan's primary objective was to challenge Iranian dominance of Afghani-
 stan. Because the Northern Alliance had an anti-Pashtun orientation, during
 1992 both Pakistan and Saudi Arabia supported the Pashtuns, especially
 Hekmatyar's Hizbi Islami.20
 Although Pakistan has repeatedly denied having helped Hekmatyar in his
 fight against Masud and Rabbani, the Iranian press has repeatedly accused
 Pakistan of supplying Hekmatyar's forces with military and nonmilitary
 needs.21 Similarly, Rabbani has complained in writing to Pakistan about her
 support for Hekmatyar; Masud also has openly criticized Pakistan about her

 relations with Hekmatyar.22 Even a Pakistani newspaper reported an attempted
 unauthorized transfer of six trucks of supplies, including heavy weapons, from
 Pakistan to Hekmatyar's forces in August 1992. The newspaper accused
 Pakistan's Muslim fundamentalist party, the Jamiati Islami, of sending hundreds
 of volunteers and supplies to Hekmatyar's forces.23 Similarly, The Middle
 East, in its June 1993 issue, reported that in the previous two years Saudi
 Arabia had spent two billion dollars in Afghanistan, with Hekmatyar as the
 major beneficiary.24 Other respected international publications have also
 reported an intense power struggle between Saudi Arabia and Pakistan on the
 one hand and Iran on the other.25 The international press has also reported
 Iran's material support for the Northern Alliance.26 Thus, the rivalry between
 Saudi Arabia, Pakistan, and Iran and their support for opposing groups in
 Afghanistan is not mere propaganda. The intensity of their involvement and
 the amount of support they extend to various groups is debatable, but their
 involvement is unquestionable. Unfortunately, their rivalry fuels the conflict
 and hinders its resolution.

 Phase three is also characterized by shifting alliances and opportunism on
 the part of most of the participants. As discussed earlier, the Northern
 Alliance was made up of the Uzbek forces led by General Dostam, the Ha-
 zara forces led by Mazari, the Ismaili Shiite forces led by Naderi, and the Ta-
 jik forces led by Masud. Subsequently, the anti-Pashtun members of the Wa-
 tan Party and the armed forces also joined the alliance. Most of Mazari's Ha-
 zaras acquired arms with the help of the other members of the alliance and
 the Iranian embassy in Kabul at the time of the collapse of Najibullah's
 regime.27 Subsequently, because of their military strength and backing from
 Iran, the Hazaras were able to extract major concessions from Sibghatullah
 Mojaddadi, the first Mujahideen transitional head of state, who agreed to
 award three ministerial portfolios, eight seats in the Jihad Council, and one
 seat in the Leadership Council to the Hazaras. The Hazaras were able to ex-
 tract similar concessions from Rabbani, the second Mujahideen transitional
 head of state.28 However, in late July 1992, relations between the Hazaras and
 Masud's forces deteriorated, resulting in heavy fighting between them. The
 conflict erupted over control of the western part of Kabul. Masud wanted the
 government forces (actually his own Shurai Nazer forces) to control the
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 western part of the city. The Hazaras in Hizbi Wahdat did not want to relin-
 quish control over that area.29 The conflict created a difficult situation for
 Iran, which had good relations with both Hizbi Wahdat and Masud and Rab-
 bani. Although Iran condemned the atrocities committed against the Hazaras
 and provided material aid to the victims of the fighting, it could not take a
 clear position against Masud and Rabbani.30
 The Hazara-Masud conflict, however, facilitated the Hazaras' eventual
 alliance with Hekmatyar. This alliance was conceived despite the fact that
 during the first few months after the collapse of Najibullah's regime,
 Pashtuns and Hazaras committed large-scale atrocities against each other.
 The Hizbi Islami-Hizbi Wahdat alliance brings together Afghan groups that
 are supported by Saudi Arabia, Pakistan, and Iran. Similarly, the emergence
 of the Masud-Hazara conflict facilitated an alliance between Abdul-Rab

 Rasul Sayyaf, the Pashtun leader of pro-Saudi Itehadi Islami, and Masud,
 the Tajik leader of Shurai Nazer, who was initially supported by Iran. In
 these conflicts Dostam changed sides a number of times. Although Dostam
 supported Rabbani and Masud in 1992, in early 1993 he tilted toward
 Hekmatyar and the Hazaras despite the fact that one of Hekmatyar's major
 demands in 1992 was the withdrawal of Dostam's forces from Kabul, osten-
 sibly because of Dostam's communist past. Dostam's conflict with Masud
 and Rabbani is due to his insistence on having a greater share of power in Ka-
 bul and not to share power with Rabbani's and Masud's party-Jamiat-in
 northern Afghanistan. Rabbani and Masud, on the other hand, desire
 Jamiat's dominance in the north and a limited role for Dostam in Kabul.

 During the summer of 1993 there were reports of reconciliation between
 Masud and Dostam. However, in late October 1993, Masud's and Sayyaf's
 forces attacked Dostam's forces in the Shir Khan Port in Kunduz Province

 and captured that port from Dostam's forces. Consequently, relations bet-
 ween Masud and Dostam deteriorated, resulting in large-scale fighting be-
 tween their forces both in Kabul and in northern Afghanistan. Since January
 1994 Dostam, Hekmatyar, Mazari, and Mojaddadi have formed a united
 front against Rabbani and Masud. The front has been exerting great military
 pressure on Rabbani to resign the presidency. Thus, the alliances between the
 Afghan groups in this period are extremely fragile and, in their struggle for
 power, most of the participants have preferred opportunism over idealism.

 This is also true of the regional powers' behavior. As discussed earlier, Iran
 was deeply involved in the formation of the Northern Alliance. Now, Masud
 openly criticizes Iran's interference in Afghan affairs. Although in the im-
 mediate aftermath of the collapse of Najibullah's regime Iran was the major
 source of material support for Dostam's forces, now Dostam has distanced
 himself from Iran. Indeed, Masud is now pursuing an anti-Iran and anti-fun-
 damentalist strategy to gain the support of the West. Some observers believe
 that in addition to conflict over control of the city, Masud's attack on the
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 Hazaras was motivated by his desire to portray himself as anti-fundamental-

 ist and anti-Iran. This situation, of course, has brought Iran and Hekmatyar
 closer, despite the fact that before the outbreak of hostility between Masud
 and the Hazaras, Iran repeatedly criticized Hekmatyar's stand in the Afghan

 conflict and Pakistan and Saudi Arabia's support for Hekmatyar.31
 Similarly, to enhance their influence in Afghan affairs, both Pakistan and

 Saudi Arabia have tried to establish links with other forces beside

 Hekmatyar. Thus, they have cultivated relations with General Dostam, who
 is probably the strongest military power now in Afghanistan. Despite his
 communist past and the prominence of former communists in his organiza-
 tion-the National Islamic Movement of Afghanistan-Dostam receives
 financial support from Saudi Arabia. Pakistan and Saudi Arabia's motiva-
 tion for cultivating relations with Dostam is that they want to prevent an
 alliance between Dostam and Iran.32 Saudi Arabia is also cultivating relations
 with Masud who has openly criticized Iranian interference in Afghan affairs.
 Thus, in the past two years, Saudi Arabia has provided $150 million in aid to
 Rabbani's government.

 This struggle for power has made the resolution of the Afghan conflict very
 difficult. However, neither the major Afghan contenders for power nor their
 foreign supporters have been very successful in achieving their objectives. In-
 deed, now it is difficult to clearly identify the ideological or security interests
 of the regional powers in this conflict. This situation delegitimizes their in-
 volvement in the conflict not only among the Afghans, but at home too. The
 regional powers seem to be aware of this unhappy state of affairs. This
 realization, combined with a prolonged military and political stalemate, is
 likely to increase the willingness of all the participants to compromise.
 Perhaps the revival of UN efforts for peace in Afghanistan since February
 1994 is an indication that the regional powers, after two years of futile strug-
 gle for domination, might be realizing the necessity of a political resolution of
 the conflict.

 Conclusions

 Iran, Pakistan, and Saudi Arabia all have had genuine security and power
 interests in the Afghan conflict. Sometimes their interests contradict each
 other and that has complicated the resolution of the conflict. From the time
 of the Soviet invasion until the signing of the Geneva Accords in 1988, Iran
 maintained a relatively low profile in Afghanistan. In contrast, Pakistan and
 Saudi Arabia championed the Afghan cause and acquired unprecedented in-
 fluence in Afghan affairs. Their security and ideological interests were almost
 identical. Although Saudi Arabia's interest in using the Afghan conflict to
 reassert its leadership in the Islamic world against the challenge from Iran was
 in conflict with Iranian interest, because of Iran's preoccupation with the
 Iran-Iraq War, this conflict remained dormant.
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 With the withdrawal of the Soviet forces, the objectives of all three major
 regional powers changed. Pakistan wanted Afghanistan to enhance its
 "strategic depth"; consequently, Pakistan insisted on installing a pro-
 Pakistan Islamist government in Kabul. Saudi Arabia, in cooperation with
 Pakistan, wanted to preserve its influence in Afghanistan. Like Pakistan,
 Saudi Arabia also insisted on Islamists to rule in Kabul. In contrast, Iran
 wanted to increase its influence and advocated a 25-percent share in the
 future governments in Afghanistan for the Shiites. Saudi Arabia, Pakistan,
 and the Sunni Afghan resistance organizations strongly rejected this de-
 mand. Consequently, the Shiites and Iran warmed up to Najibullah's
 regime while Pakistan, Saudi Arabia, and their Afghan allies advocated
 military confrontation with Najibullah. However, after repeated attempts,
 the strategy of military resolution of the conflict failed. Meanwhile
 developments in the Persian Gulf and in Central Asia in 1991 convinced
 Saudi Arabia and Pakistan that a political resolution of the Afghan conflict
 would serve their interests better. Thus, they advocated the UN peace plan
 for Afghanistan. In late 1991, however, Iran broadened the scope of its
 Afghan policy and developed close relations with non-Pashtuns forces in
 the country; consequently, Iran helped form the Northern Alliance that
 brought about the collapse of the Najibullah regime in April 1992. This was
 a very serious setback for Pakistan and Saudi Arabia. Both countries
 cooperated to frustrate the designs of the Northern Alliance and Iran.

 Most of the alliances that have emerged between Afghan factions since
 April 1992 have been very unstable; similarly, the participants have preferred
 opportunism over idealism. Thus, the Northern Alliance collapsed after
 August 1992; furthermore, the main protagonist of the Northern Alliance,
 Masud, is no longer pro-Iran. Similarly, while Pakistan and Saudi Arabia
 have been courting Dostam, Iran seems to be moving closer to Hekmatyar. It
 seems that since the withdrawal of Soviet forces, no regional power has
 achieved its objectives in Afghanistan. Each power, at different periods, has
 enjoyed short-lived victory, but lasting success has been illusive. Indeed, in
 the past two years, no regional power's policy can be clearly linked to its
 security or ideological interests. Perhaps this indicates that rivalry between
 regional powers has lost meaning; hopefully, this will lead to their willingness
 to abandon their rivalry and facilitate the political resolution of the conflict
 through the United Nation's recently revived efforts for peace.

 An earlier version of this paper was presented at the annual meeting of the Middle East Studies
 Association, held at the Sheraton, in Research Triangle Park, N.C., from 11-14 November 1993.

 NOTES

 1. For a discussion of the threats that the Soviet invasion of Afghanistan posed to Pakistan's
 national security, see Anthony Arnold, "The Soviet Threat to Pakistan," in Theodore L. Eliot
 Jr. and Robert L. Pfaltzgraff Jr., eds., The Red Army on Pakistan's Border: Policy Implications
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 for the United States (Washington, D.C.: Pergamon-Brassey's, 1986), 1-18.
 2. For a discussion of domestic and international factors that influenced Pakistan's Afghan

 policy, see Marvin G. Weinbaum, "War and Peace in Afghanistan: The Pakistani Role," The
 Middle East Journal (Winter 1991): 71-85; and Marvin G. Weinbaum, "Pakistan and
 Afghanistan: The Strategic Relationship," Asian Survey (June 1991): 469-511.
 3. Part of this aid package was suspended in 1990 because of Pakistan's alleged efforts to

 develop nuclear weapons.
 4. For a discussion of Saudi Arabia's foreign policy objectives, see Adeed Dawisha, "Saudi

 Arabia's Search For Security," Adelphi Papers, no. 158 (London: The International Institute for
 Strategic Studies, 1982).
 5. For a discussion of threats from the Soviet invasion of Afghanistan to Persian Gulf secur-

 ity, see Thomas L. McNaugher, Arms and Oil: U.S. Military Strategy and the Persian Gulf
 (Washington, D.C: Brookings Institution, 1985), 23-46.
 6. For a discussion of the anti-Islamic policies of the communist regime in Afghanistan, see

 Anwar-ul-Haq Ahady, "Afghanistan: State Breakdown," in J. Goldstone, T. Gurr, and F.
 Mushiri, eds., Revolutions of the Late Twentieth Century (Boulder: Westview, 1991), 162-93.
 7. For a discussion of Saudi Arabia's efforts to establish its leadership in the Islamic world,

 see Dawisha, "Saudi Arabia's Search for Security," 8-13.
 8. For a discussion of Iran's challenge to Saudi Arabia's leadership of the Islamic world, see

 Jacob Goldberg, "Saudi Arabia and the Iranian Revolution," in David Menashri, ed., The Iran-
 ian Revolution and the Muslim World (Boulder: Westview Press, 1990), 155-70.
 9. See William B. Quandt, Saudi Arabia in the 1980s: Foreign Policy, Security, and Oil

 (Washington D.C.: Brookings Institution, 1981), 41-46.
 10. For a discussion of the evolution of Iran's Afghan policy during phase one, see Zalmay

 Khalilzad, "lranian Policy toward Afghanistan Since the Revolution," in David Menashri, ed.,
 The Iranian Revolution, 235-41.
 11. For a discussion of the Geneva Accords, see Rosanne Klass, "Afghanistan: The Accords,"

 Foreign Affairs (Summer 1988): 922-45.
 12. See Barnett R. Rubin, "The Fragmentation of Afghanistan," Foreign Affairs (Winter

 1989/90): 150-68.
 13. Ibid., 165; and Far Eastern Economic Review, 23 January 1992, 22.
 14. See Barnet R. Rubin, "Post-Cold War State Disintegration: The Failure of International

 Conflict Resolution in Afghanistan," Journal of International Affairs (Winter 1993): 465-92.
 15. See Far Eastern Economic Review, 23 April 1992, 13; and Foreign Broadcasting Informa-

 tion Services, Near East and South Asia (henceforth FBIS, NES), 24 July 1992, 55.
 16. See R. B. Rais,"Afghanistan and Regional Security after the Cold War," Problems of

 Communism (May-June 1992), 88; Far Eastern Economic Review, 1 February 1992, 40; and The
 News, 1 September 1992, 12.
 17. See Mujahid Wolas (in Pashtu), (November-December) 1992: 1-3 and Far Eastern

 Economic Review, 12 April 1992, 18.
 18. See Far Eastern Economic Review, 30 April 1992, 12.
 19. Ibid.

 20. See The Middle East (June 1993): 22; Far Eastern Economic Review, 31 October 1991, 29,
 and 14 May 1992, 12.

 21. See FBIS, NES, 14 July 1992, 51, and 29 September 1992, 40.
 22. See The Nation, 26 January 1993, 1; and FBIS, NES, 21 August 1992, 43.
 23. See The Muslim, 3 September 1992, 6.
 24. The Middle East (June 1993): 22.
 25. See The Middle East International, 12 June 1992, 12; FBIS, NES, 27 January 1993, 72-73;

 and 29 September 1992, 40.
 26. The Middle East (June 1993): 22.
 27. See Far Eastern Economic Review, 30 April 1992, 12.
 28. See FBIS, NES, 12 June 1992, 38; and 24 September 1992, 23.
 29. See FBIS, NES, 21 July 1992, 52-54.
 30. See FBIS, NES, 17 February 1993, 52; and 24 February 1993, 37.
 31. See FBIS, NES, 14 July 1992, 51; 29 September 1992, 40; and 15 September 1992, 41.
 32. See FBIS, NES, 29 January 1993, 47; and The Middle East (June 1993): 22.
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