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The Soviet-Afghan War was a tangled conflict filled with legend, myth, and hard realities. In a
span of ten years, international Jihadists such as Osama bin Laden, Ayman al-Zawahiri, and
Abdullah Azzam joined forces with Afghan fighters, the United States, and China to cripple the
Soviet Union.In The Bear, the Dragon, and the Ak-47, geopolitical analyst Ethan Rosen takes
you on a tour of the secret arms deals, geopolitical maneuvering, and ideological struggle that
brought down the Soviet Union in Afghanistan. This book has emerged as a rare must-read
page turner for anyone with interests in China, Afghanistan, radical Islam, or history as a whole.

From Publishers WeeklyStarred Review. In this powerful work, Schaefer talks with residents of
the New Orleans parish he was raised in, St. Bernard, which was among the hardest hit by
Hurricane Katrina, suffering a 25-foot storm surge that wiped out schools, businesses and
thousands of homes. An executive producer at New Orleans CBS affiliate WWL-TV, Schaefer
uses the residents' own words to tell harrowing, moving stories from the first seven days of the
disaster. He includes personal stories from unsung heroes and average victims, as well as
accounts of more well-known scenes of tragedy like St. Rita's Nursing Home, where 34 bodies
were found. Alongside dozens of stories from the ground, Schaefer's day-by-day account also
relates his own impressions as an eye-witness; for the better, he leaves criticism of the
government's rescue effort between the lines, letting the deteriorating situation speak for itself.
Among struggling rescue crews and government administrators, residents clinging to rooftops,
undersupplied evacuees and ferocious weather (one evacuation center volunteer "kept waiting
for the roof to get blown off"), Schaefer focuses on neighbors helping neighbors, ordinary folks
doing the extraordinary and, of course, what the residents lost. Infuriating and inspiring,
Schaefer's chronicle is a beautifully wrought up-close-and-personal examination of the worst
natural disaster in recent American memory. With 7 maps and 46 photos.Copyright © Reed
Business Information, a division of Reed Elsevier Inc. All rights reserved. --This text refers to an
alternate kindle_edition edition.From the Publisher" 'Lost in Katrina' is powerful! It is the human
experience during the worst storm in America's history. Mike Schaefer has captured the stories
of those who not only miraculously survived, but went on to become heroes." --Angela Hill,
WWL-TV anchor, New Orleans"Mike Schaefer listens. And because he listens so well, we get to
hear the real stories of Katrina and St. Bernard Parish. I've seen the aftermath there with my own
eyes and thought what must it have been like when the storm hit, when the floods came? Now
we know. And what a story." --Harry Smith, CBS News "When friends ask me what Katrina was
really like, this is the book I'll recommend to them. The individual stories Mike tells, of survival
and loss, desperation and heroism, perfectly capture the unreal chaos that was Katrina. Even if,
like I did, you think you know all about the storm and its aftermath, you'll find something new,



and, no doubt, inspiring, in this book." --Tracy Smith, CBS News correspondent--This text refers
to an alternate kindle_edition edition.From the Inside FlapTucked away in the marshes of
southeast Louisiana lies St. Bernard Parish. Home to nearly seventy thousand residents prior to
a direct hit by Hurricane Katrina, St. Bernard was devastated by floodwater when the levees
protecting the parish broke under the storm's power.This is St. Bernard's story in the crucial
hours leading up to the storm and the frightening day it made landfall. As the rest of the world
watched the horrors emerge on television, ordinary people performed extraordinary feats to
save friends and family as their streets turned into rivers and their homes disappeared beneath
the waves.Heart-wrenching and painfully honest, Lost in Katrina tells the stories of the average
men and women of St. Bernard Parish who became heroes in the wake of Hurricane
Katrina.Mikel Schaefer moved to St. Bernard Parish when he was ten years old and spent his
formative years there with the values, culture, and passion for life found in the small, little-known
parish.After graduating from the University of New Orleans with a bachelor of arts degree in
communications, Schaefer worked as a sports producer, assignment editor, and executive
producer at WWL-TV, the CBS affiliate in the Greater New Orleans Area.Schaefer is deeply
passionate about his region and preserving the culture Katrina nearly destroyed. He lives in
Metairie, Louisiana, and works as the assistant news director of WWL-TV. In the aftermath of the
storm, Schaefer was part of a news team that received the Peabody, Columbia Dupont, and
National Edward R. Murrow awards for their efforts in covering Hurricane Katrina.--This text
refers to an alternate kindle_edition edition.From the Back Cover"Mike Scaefer powerfully
captures the experiences of those who by sheer will survived the worst storm in America's
history. Lost in Katrina is about real people facing death. It is about unbelievable courage. And it
is about the amazing heart of the people of St. Bernard."--Angela Hill, WWL-TV anchor, New
Orleans"Mike Schaefer listens. And because he listens so well, we get to hear the real stories of
Katrina and St. Bernard Parish. I've seen the aftermath there with my own eyes and thought what
must it have been like when the storm hit, when the floods came? Now we know. And what a
story."--Harry Smith, CBS News"Lost in Katrina tells the untold stories of what was lost and what
was learned during Katrina, and it puts a face and a heart to many of the heroes. To all who wish
to remember Katrina, Lost in Katrina is a must-read."--Byron Pitts, CBS News
correspondentCatastrophic. Devastating. Deadly. These words describe Hurricane Katrina, one
of the worst storms in recorded history to strike the United States. Situated southeast of New
Orleans, St. Bernard Parish received the full force of the hurricane. Tidal surges destroyed the
levees and unleashed devastating amounts of water into the parish. Here, firsthand accounts of
survival narrate the darkest days of Katrina.With the house breaking apart around him, the man
known as "Charlo" feverishly duct-taped his driver's license to one leg and his Sam's Club
membership card to another so that his wife would be able to identify his body.Gene Alonzo tells
the story of a familial love that carried him and his brother, Carlos, who suffered a debilitating
brain injury sixteen years prior, through the worst of the storm.St. Bernard fire captain Steve
Gallodoro, one of the first people to reach St. Rita's Nursing Home where thirty-five residents



drowned, details the horrid scene he came upon and describes the moment he learned that his
father was among those who did not survive. Still, he heroically found the strength to carry on
with his duties and serve the residents who so desperately needed his help.Stranded by
nature's fury, this little-known community banded together to survive unimaginable conditions.
While the storm swept away precious memories and structures generations old, pride and
perseverance emerged. This is the story of St. Bernard Parish, affectionately known to its
residents as "da Parish."--This text refers to an alternate kindle_edition edition.About the
AuthorMikel Schaefer spent his early years in St. Bernard and graduated in 1987 from the
University of New Orleans. He is an executive producer at WWL-TV, the CBS affiliate in New
Orleans. He was among the staff honored for broadcast coverage during Hurricane Katrina, and
WWL-TV was awarded the 2005 George Foster Peabody Award, one of only four television
stations in the nation to win. --This text refers to an alternate kindle_edition edition.Read more
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Notes Introductory and concluding sections do not include citations, as each piece of
information is cited within the body of the text. Unless otherwise mentioned, all references to
Islam refer specifically to schools of Islam within the Sunni sect. Acknowledgments: I would like
to thank everyone who has provided me intellectual and emotional support throughout this
project, including my family, friends, Ariella, and Walter Russell Mead. Table of
ContentsIntroductionThree Empires Meet in a Graveyard1. Rollercoaster of Love2. Ghosts in a
Graveyard3. Kristmas in KabulA Hundred Years Added to my Life4. The Shah Goes to Rome,
Never Comes Back5. Exodus6. A Gift Handed on a Golden PlatterConclusionWorks Cited
Introduction The Soviet-Afghan War served as a critical turning point in Asia’s
geopolitical map. At the superpower level, the war marked the culmination of a strategic shift in
the trilateral relationship between the United States, the Soviet Union, and the People's Republic
of China. On an ideological level, the war marked the first of many stages of a militant Sunni
Islamic revival that seeks to overturn colonial borders and replace them with a transnational
Islamic movement. Both the Sino-Soviet Split and the rising force of political Jihadism brought
the Soviets into Afghanistan, and both forces played a major role throughout the conflict.
The Soviets did not invade Afghanistan to protect the recently installed communist government.
The invasion of Afghanistan primarily served as a last ditch effort to secure their southern flank
against a Sino-American anti-Soviet bloc. The relationship between the Soviet Union and the
People's Republic of China (PRC) had turned sour as early as 1954, just five years after the
establishment of the PRC and nine years after the end of the Second World War, as leaders
from both sides quickly found that despite the common ideological narrative that both sides were
trying to cast, they remained in a state of constant competition against each other. By the time
that the Soviets invaded Afghanistan, the two countries had already spent the last twenty years
supporting insurgent groups and states against each other. In 1979, when the Soviets invaded
Afghanistan, they were responding to a changing geopolitical landscape marked by the recent
Chinese invasion of Vietnam, the Sino-Indian War, and border skirmishes between the Chinese
and the Soviets. As Soviet troops flooded Afghanistan, The PRC instantly began to play a major
role in supporting the resistance to the Soviets, a fact that was quickly picked up on by Soviet
intelligence. Perhaps Asia is merely too crowded for two major land powers, as it is clear that
Chinese and Soviet maneuvers against the other brought the two into the war in
Afghanistan. With little exception, all of the aid money that the United States, the PRC,
and their allies in Saudi Arabia, the United Kingdom, and Egypt gave to the mujihadeen after
1979 was routed through Pakistan's Inter-Services Intelligence (ISI). The ISI though, did not
begin their relationship with the Afghan mujihadeen in 1979, but had instead been aiding anti-
Kabul rebels since at least 1973 as part of a long-running strategy toward Afghanistan. For
Pakistan, Afghanistan has represented a landscape to paint over with increasingly radical forms
of Islam. The United States and its allies in the conflict, as they sent money through the
Pakistanis, were not working to promote a national liberation conflict. They were instead working
against a national liberation movement that had been in the midst of a long running struggle



against the Pakistani State for thirty years. Pakistani support for anti-Kabul rebels, the support
that would ultimately spark the war, was fundamentally based on a strategy of 'Islam over
Tribe.' There is no such thing as either a Pakistani or an Afghan people. There is not now,
nor has there ever been, a strong enough national identity to encapsulate the people of either
country. Historically, Afghanistan has been ruled by guns and gold, while Pakistan emerged from
the British Raj and the subsequent partition as a nation that existed primarily as a Muslim
counterpart to India. Few in the region base their identity on being Afghans or Pakistanis, and
the issue of how to either divide or define the millions of people of different tribal or ethnic
identities as citizens of their states is a problem that will continue to plague both countries for the
considerable future. The lack of cohesive political identities in the Afghanistan-Pakistan region
has been and will continue to be a fundamental and unanswered question for Pakistan, which
needs to subdue Pashtun, Baloch, Sindh, and other ethnic quests just to hold itself together. In
order to quiet the constant threat of ethnic separatism, Pakistani strategy has been to promote
increasingly radical versions of political Islam when confronted with ethnic nationalism, a
strategy which had repeatedly failed—until the Soviets invaded. In the decades between
the death of Joseph Stalin in 1953 and the Saur Revolution in 1978, Soviet strategy in
Afghanistan had involved supporting the Durrani Dynasty and the subsequent regime led by
Mohammad Daoud Khan to buffer the USSR’s southern border. These regimes served as
protection against the American-backed government in Pakistan to the South, the Chinese to the
east, and other Baghdad-Pact containment structures to the Soviets' southwest. Supporting the
Durrani Monarchy, which included a number of Pashtun nationalists such as Daoud, had
effectively meant that the Soviet Union was supporting the concept of redrawing state borders in
South Asia around ethnic lines, a process that would have dissolved Pakistan altogether. The
prospect of a Soviet-backed national liberation movement in the Pashtun tribal lands forced the
Pakistanis to support mosques, madrassahs, and militant groups which promote radical and
violent forms of Islam. Throughout the 1960s and 1970s, the Soviet Union opened its
universities to Afghan students who were subjugated to rigorous political and ideological
indoctrination. As these Afghan communists gained more and more power in Kabul, they
became more and more radical, essentially using each other as echo chambers from which they
could develop increasingly radical ideas. As the communists in Kabul radicalized, so did the
Islamists, and by the late 1960s, the two opposing ideological movements were violently
clashing in the streets of Kabul. The Pakistanis, who saw communism as a vehicle with which
the Soviets and their Afghan allies would promote a Pashtun national movement, increasingly
supported and built infrastructure for the propagation of radical forms of Islam such as the
Quranic literalism of the Deobandi and Wahhabi schools. The Soviet invasion and the
subsequent influx of weapons, money, and non-lethal aid from the United States, the People’s
Republic of China, and Saudi Arabia appeared to quiet this struggle, as the Pakistani ISI
ensured that nearly all of the money went to the Pashtun Islamic fundamentalist leaders that
Pakistan hoped would hold the country together. The theory stood that if Pakistan supported



Pashtun Islamist leaders, the Afghans, who were majority Pashtun, would unify for the defense
of Islam rather than squabbling over ethnic and tribal conflicts.

Notes Introductory and concluding sections do not include citations, as each piece of
information is cited within the body of the text. Unless otherwise mentioned, all references to
Islam refer specifically to schools of Islam within the Sunni sect. Acknowledgments: I would like
to thank everyone who has provided me intellectual and emotional support throughout this
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geopolitical map. At the superpower level, the war marked the culmination of a strategic shift in
the trilateral relationship between the United States, the Soviet Union, and the People's Republic
of China. On an ideological level, the war marked the first of many stages of a militant Sunni
Islamic revival that seeks to overturn colonial borders and replace them with a transnational
Islamic movement. Both the Sino-Soviet Split and the rising force of political Jihadism brought
the Soviets into Afghanistan, and both forces played a major role throughout the conflict.
The Soviets did not invade Afghanistan to protect the recently installed communist government.
The invasion of Afghanistan primarily served as a last ditch effort to secure their southern flank
against a Sino-American anti-Soviet bloc. The relationship between the Soviet Union and the
People's Republic of China (PRC) had turned sour as early as 1954, just five years after the
establishment of the PRC and nine years after the end of the Second World War, as leaders
from both sides quickly found that despite the common ideological narrative that both sides were
trying to cast, they remained in a state of constant competition against each other. By the time
that the Soviets invaded Afghanistan, the two countries had already spent the last twenty years
supporting insurgent groups and states against each other. In 1979, when the Soviets invaded
Afghanistan, they were responding to a changing geopolitical landscape marked by the recent
Chinese invasion of Vietnam, the Sino-Indian War, and border skirmishes between the Chinese
and the Soviets. As Soviet troops flooded Afghanistan, The PRC instantly began to play a major
role in supporting the resistance to the Soviets, a fact that was quickly picked up on by Soviet
intelligence. Perhaps Asia is merely too crowded for two major land powers, as it is clear that
Chinese and Soviet maneuvers against the other brought the two into the war in
Afghanistan. With little exception, all of the aid money that the United States, the PRC,
and their allies in Saudi Arabia, the United Kingdom, and Egypt gave to the mujihadeen after
1979 was routed through Pakistan's Inter-Services Intelligence (ISI). The ISI though, did not
begin their relationship with the Afghan mujihadeen in 1979, but had instead been aiding anti-
Kabul rebels since at least 1973 as part of a long-running strategy toward Afghanistan. For
Pakistan, Afghanistan has represented a landscape to paint over with increasingly radical forms



of Islam. The United States and its allies in the conflict, as they sent money through the
Pakistanis, were not working to promote a national liberation conflict. They were instead working
against a national liberation movement that had been in the midst of a long running struggle
against the Pakistani State for thirty years. Pakistani support for anti-Kabul rebels, the support
that would ultimately spark the war, was fundamentally based on a strategy of 'Islam over
Tribe.' There is no such thing as either a Pakistani or an Afghan people. There is not now,
nor has there ever been, a strong enough national identity to encapsulate the people of either
country. Historically, Afghanistan has been ruled by guns and gold, while Pakistan emerged from
the British Raj and the subsequent partition as a nation that existed primarily as a Muslim
counterpart to India. Few in the region base their identity on being Afghans or Pakistanis, and
the issue of how to either divide or define the millions of people of different tribal or ethnic
identities as citizens of their states is a problem that will continue to plague both countries for the
considerable future. The lack of cohesive political identities in the Afghanistan-Pakistan region
has been and will continue to be a fundamental and unanswered question for Pakistan, which
needs to subdue Pashtun, Baloch, Sindh, and other ethnic quests just to hold itself together. In
order to quiet the constant threat of ethnic separatism, Pakistani strategy has been to promote
increasingly radical versions of political Islam when confronted with ethnic nationalism, a
strategy which had repeatedly failed—until the Soviets invaded. In the decades between
the death of Joseph Stalin in 1953 and the Saur Revolution in 1978, Soviet strategy in
Afghanistan had involved supporting the Durrani Dynasty and the subsequent regime led by
Mohammad Daoud Khan to buffer the USSR’s southern border. These regimes served as
protection against the American-backed government in Pakistan to the South, the Chinese to the
east, and other Baghdad-Pact containment structures to the Soviets' southwest. Supporting the
Durrani Monarchy, which included a number of Pashtun nationalists such as Daoud, had
effectively meant that the Soviet Union was supporting the concept of redrawing state borders in
South Asia around ethnic lines, a process that would have dissolved Pakistan altogether. The
prospect of a Soviet-backed national liberation movement in the Pashtun tribal lands forced the
Pakistanis to support mosques, madrassahs, and militant groups which promote radical and
violent forms of Islam. Throughout the 1960s and 1970s, the Soviet Union opened its
universities to Afghan students who were subjugated to rigorous political and ideological
indoctrination. As these Afghan communists gained more and more power in Kabul, they
became more and more radical, essentially using each other as echo chambers from which they
could develop increasingly radical ideas. As the communists in Kabul radicalized, so did the
Islamists, and by the late 1960s, the two opposing ideological movements were violently
clashing in the streets of Kabul. The Pakistanis, who saw communism as a vehicle with which
the Soviets and their Afghan allies would promote a Pashtun national movement, increasingly
supported and built infrastructure for the propagation of radical forms of Islam such as the
Quranic literalism of the Deobandi and Wahhabi schools. The Soviet invasion and the
subsequent influx of weapons, money, and non-lethal aid from the United States, the People’s



Republic of China, and Saudi Arabia appeared to quiet this struggle, as the Pakistani ISI
ensured that nearly all of the money went to the Pashtun Islamic fundamentalist leaders that
Pakistan hoped would hold the country together. The theory stood that if Pakistan supported
Pashtun Islamist leaders, the Afghans, who were majority Pashtun, would unify for the defense
of Islam rather than squabbling over ethnic and tribal conflicts. This strategy though,
proved insufficient, as national and ethnic conflicts that started while the Soviets were still
occupying Afghanistan continued well after they left. In the years following the Soviet pullout, the
Pakistanis managed to consolidate Pashtun political life under the banner of the radical
Deobanidi Jihadis known as the Taliban, but the Tajiks and Uzbeks continued to rally around
local leaders such as Ahmed Shah Massoud and Abdul Rashid Dostum. These schisms led to a
civil war fought primarily along ethnic lines that continued until the arrival of American forces in
the final months of 2001. The Soviet-Afghan War, a war which involved the importation of
many ideologically motivated foreign fighters, did provide support to the notion that radical Islam
could, at least temporarily, serve as a unifying force. Despite their levels of internal conflict, the
imported fighters, most of whom were Arab, did manage to unite around a clearly defined enemy
and to cooperate well enough to continue the movement outside of Afghanistan. Whether or not
such unity can continue though, remains a challenge that political jihadists around the world will
continue to struggle with as they deal with the chaos that is currently embroiling the Middle East
and North Africa. Upon close inspection, the Soviet-Afghan War exists as a struggle on
two fronts. On one level, the war was a struggle between the Chinese and the Soviets as both
jockeyed for power and influence in Asia. On the other level, the war was a struggle between the
divisiveness of tribal identities and Pakistani attempts to impose political unity under Islam.
Three Empires Meet in a Graveyard The crowded landmass of Asia offers little room for
strategic error. The rivers, deserts, mountains, and colonial lines that carve up the map into
national borders leave states surrounded by competitors, enemies, and potential conquerors.
One wrong move by any Asian land power opens the door to the possibility of encirclement by
hostile neighbors, each of which has a strong historical case for mistrust in those around them.
In the mid-1950s, two large states, the Soviet Union and the People’s Republic of China (PRC),
grappled with the reality of being major powers on this crowded land-mass, briefly held together
by an ideological identity, the Soviets and the Communist Chinese quickly began to drift away
from each other as both competed for influence both in Asia and around the world. The
subsequent maneuvering that both sides took against each other, marked by two wars, border
skirmishes, and the diplomatic opening between the PRC and the United States, culminated
with the Soviet invasion of Afghanistan in 1979 and the military aid that the Chinese rushed to
deliver to the anti-Soviet mujihadeen.The insurgency that overtook Afghanistan in the mid-1970s
had little to nothing to do with the People’s Republic of China or the United States, other than the
indirect support that both sides gave to rebels through military aid to Pakistan. The Soviet Union
though, out of fear for security on its southern border, was pushed into the war by the
geopolitical maneuverings and strategic cooperation between the Americans and the Chinese.



The workers of the world failed to unite and the communist regimes of the PRC and the USSR
maneuvered against each other in Vietnam, pursued opposing strategies toward India, and
fought border skirmishes that killed dozens of soldiers from both sides. As both sides rushed to
gain friends, arm insurgents, and defend their allies, both the Soviet Union and the Chinese
were driven to act by a perceived strategic encirclement by the other. At the superpower level,
the Soviet-Afghan War emerged from a clash between the national security ambitions of the
Soviets and the Chinese. 1. Rollercoaster of Love The drunken revelers flooded Times
Square, waiting for the ball to drop. As 1979 approached, the countdown began, and at the
stroke of midnight the confetti flew and the cheers began. Similar celebrations had already been
taking place for hours as citizens around the world erupted in the jubilation that typically ushers
in a new year. Most of these revelers had no idea that the year that they were bringing in would
be the most tumultuous year for global politics since the end of the Second World War. By the
end of the year, China had invaded Vietnam, the Shah of Iran was deposed in an Islamic
revolution, Deng Xiaoping was beginning his famed transformation of China, and the Soviet
Union celebrated Christmas by flooding Afghanistan with Soviet paratroopers. 1979 was the
year that twenty years of super power politics culminated in a fundamental shift in the trilateral
relationship between the United States, the Soviet Union, and the People's Republic of
China. One of the year's most important events in great power politics occurred before
the revelers were even be woken up by their screaming hangovers. Following a joint
communiqué that had been agreed to in mid-December, the United States formally recognized
the People's Republic of China as the legal government of China while maintaining the position
that Taiwan was to be part of a united China.[1] This meant that for the first time, the United
States was switching its diplomatic recognition from Taiwan's Republic of China (ROC) to the
mainland's People's Republic. This communiqué and the overall thaw in relations were the
culmination of years of effort on the parts of both the United States and the PRC.
Following the consolidation of control over mainland China by Communist forces in 1949 and the
subsequent Guomindang retreat to Taiwan, the United States was left wondering where its
diplomatic relations should stand. In the early 1950s, the United States had considered going
down what seemed like the obvious route and simply recognizing the two Chinas as separate
political entities, but both the People's Republic of China (PRC) and the Republic of China
(ROC) strongly rejected any attempts at joint recognition, leaving American diplomatic
recognition standing with Taiwan's ROC.[2] By August of 1954, the crisis between the two
Chinas was becoming increasingly difficult to manage. The PRC was shelling the islands of
Quemoy and Matsu, two disputed islands occupied by ROC forces but geographically closer to
the PRC. With the Korean War battles between the United States and the PRC still fresh in
American minds, it was obvious who President Eisenhower would choose to support. The
United States deployed three carrier battle groups to the strait, and drew up preparations for the
use of nuclear weapons to resolve the crisis while rushing through a defense treaty with Taiwan.
[3] The First Taiwan Strait crisis left the United States and China in a state of uneasy



hostility, but the greater effect was on China's relations with the Soviet Union. Sino-Soviet
relations had always been uneasy, but following the end of the Chinese Civil War there was hope
that the two socialist giants could reconcile their differences and form a joint front against the
western world. On September 8, 1954, Khrushchev took a side, throwing his weight behind the
People's Republic of China and essentially extending the reach of the Soviet nuclear umbrella to
cover the Strait of Taiwan.[4] To an outsider, this would look like the type of ordeal that would
strengthen the relationship between the USSR and China, but Khrushchev was outraged. From
Khrushchev’s perspective, the Chinese had manipulated him into entering a dangerous crisis
over a conflict that had no strategic meaning for the Soviet Union. The Soviets, who saw
themselves as the centerpiece of a global socialist revolution, were increasingly beginning to
understand that the Chinese would not be the reliable socialist allies that they wanted. This view
was affirmed in 1955 when Mao Zedong refused to join the Warsaw Pact, and instead helped to
form the non-aligned movement in protest over Soviet regional hegemony.[5] Relations with the
USSR would never recover. Relations between the PRC and the USSR continued to
decline over the next two decades, as both countries began to view the other as more of a
competitor than as a potential friend. In a short territorial war between China and India over
territory, the Soviets lashed out strongly against the PRC, even going as far to accuse Mao of
having strategically aided the United States during the Cuban Missile Crisis.[6] A trade war
erupted between the PRC and USSR, as the Chinese sought to undercut the price of Soviet
exports and lure third world nations away from the Soviets with low prices and attractive aid
packages.[7] As the American war in Vietnam began to rage in the mid to late 1960s, the
Chinese and the Soviet Union found themselves at odds over who was pulling the strings in
North Vietnam. While in reality, the Vietnamese were their own actors who were willing to exploit
both the PRC and the USSR for military aid, the Chinese and the Soviets were both deeply
worried about the possibility of Vietnam falling into the other’s orbit. In a 1965
conversation with Ho Chi Minh, Zhou Enlai articulated that “The Soviet revisionists want North
Vietnam to talk with the US, to put the NLF [National Liberation Front] aside and sell out its
brothers.”[8] In a later conversation with Pham Van Dong, the North Vietnamese Prime Minister,
Zhou accused Soviet aid of being “insincere” and said that the Vietnamese would be “better off
without it.”[9] These remarks were emblematic of China's attempts to lure the Vietnamese into
the Chinese camp, but the attempt was in vain. To the Vietnamese, who had been crafting an
anti-Chinese national identity over centuries of deep engagement with China, a few years of aid
and a shared political ideology were not enough to change their deep-seeded views. Relations
between China and North Vietnam deteriorated, and by 1978, the Chinese leadership
considered Vietnam to be firmly within the Soviet sphere.[10] In March of 1969, just a few
weeks after the inauguration of American President Richard Nixon, China's Cold War with the
Soviet Union began to turn hot. Deadly clashes along the Ussuri River nearly led to war between
the two socialist giants. Over a million Soviet troops were moved to the Chinese border.
Skirmishes broke out along the borders of Xinjiang province, resulting in the destruction of at



least one Chinese battalion.[11] The chances of a large-scale war increased with each day of
border confrontations and hot skirmishes. The border dispute would eventually cool down, but
not before catching the eye of President Nixon. The conventional American view was that China
was, while not firmly in the Soviet camp, still an ally of the Soviet Union that sought to undermine
American goals in Asia wherever it could. Chinese actions in Korea, Vietnam, Taiwan, and India,
among others, only supported this increasingly out of touch view. President Nixon though, was
less likely than many of his peers and predecessors to see the world through the Cold War
ideological lens, and was more interested in realist geopolitical strategy. He saw China as less of
a socialist adversary, and more of a potential American hedge against the Soviet Union. His view
that the United States should support the Chinese against the Soviet Union may have had
strategic merit, but it was certainly controversial at home. Regardless, the realist president
pushed ahead with his attempts to open relations with China.[12] With a million Soviet
troops arranged across its northern and border, a hostile India to the Southwest, a Soviet-
aligned and increasingly hostile North Vietnam to the Southeast and hundreds of thousands of
American troops still fighting in South Vietnam, the Chinese felt the noose of a strategic
encirclement taking shape. Facing a potential hot war from all sides, the Chinese began to see
the advantages of opening relations with the United States. In a 1970 conversation with
American journalist Edgar Snow, Mao Zedong was reported to have said that:“If the Soviet
Union wouldn't do [point the way] then he would place his hopes on the American people... In
the meantime, the foreign ministry was studying the matter of admitting Americans from the left,
middle and right to visit China... [Nixon] would be welcomed because, at present the problems
between China and the U.S.A. would have to be solved with Nixon. [I] would be happy to talk
with him, either as a tourist or as President... China should learn from the United
States[13]” Henry Kissinger would later claim that this interview (which unfortunately
would not be published for another six months) was nothing more than an attempt to
communicate with the Nixon Administration. Kissinger believes that Mao thought that the
transcript would end up in the hands of the US government. Unfortunately for all sides, Edgar
Snow had long been ostracized from the American government community for his perceived pro-
communist agenda, and the interview failed to make waves in Washington.[14] What
began as a slow and low level series of openings accelerated into higher level talks as it became
clearer that both sides were serious about engagement. A series of low level talks in Warsaw
transitioned into American attempts to open communication channels with PRC diplomats in
France, Romania and Pakistan. China attempted to communicate through embassies in Norway
and Afghanistan before taking the openings in Romania and Pakistan.[15] On December
8, 1970, The Pakistani Ambassador to the United States brought a handwritten letter from Zhou
Enlai to Kissinger's office. The letter proposed, under the auspices of negotiations over the
American presence in Taiwan, for a top level American envoy to visit Beijing. Zhou stressed that
both Mao and Lin Bao had approved this communication.[16] The White House accepted the
invitation to Beijing, but would not allow the talks to focus solely on Taiwan. The Chinese would



need to be willing to discuss “the broad range of issues which lie between the People’s Republic
of China and the U.S.”[17] In January, Kissinger received another message from Zhou, this time
describing Taiwan as the only issue to reconciliation (notably excluding the ongoing Vietnam
War) and personally inviting President Nixon to China. The White House accepted the offer of
sending an emissary but chose not to acknowledge the invitation to the President.[18] In April of
1971, Mao replied with an unusual diplomatic overture—the invitation of the American ping pong
team to Beijing. The now infamous round of “ping pong diplomacy” opened the door to further
negotiations. A more conventional reply from Beijing invited a high level American to Beijing,
naming Secretary of State Rogers, National Security Advisory Kissinger, or President Nixon
himself as possible emissaries. By May, the Americans had agreed to send Nixon and Kissinger
to meet Mao.[19] The extraordinary journey that led to the Nixon/Kissinger summits to
China is widely and accurately credited with opening up a new era of Sino-American relations.
Without Kissinger's secret 1971 summit and Nixon's public summit in 1972, it is doubtful that the
two sides could have found it within themselves, in either the midst or in the aftermath of the
Vietnam War, to warm relations with their public enemies. Fear though, brought the Chinese to
the table, and opportunity brought the Americans. While Soviet-American relations were quite
cold during this time period, the United States did not face the type of ongoing crossfire with the
Soviet Union that Mao was facing. China was facing the existential threat of strategic
encirclement and hot war, and retreated from the concept that China was fighting a great
ideological war against the United States. Mao Zedong, usually seen as a man of ideology and
principle, dropped his pretenses and put himself at great risk to open up a dialogue with the
United States. The communiqué released at the end of these summits was carefully
crafted to ensure the warming of relations without seriously hitting upon touchy subjects. Both
sides expressed opposition to hegemony in Asia (a thinly veiled statement of joint interest
against the Soviet Union), while the United States acknowledged that there was only one China,
announced the eventual withdrawal of American forces from Taiwan, and pushed for a peaceful
resolution from both sides of the strait.[20] While essentially a way of saying that the United
States had not significantly changed its view on Taiwan, the wording was sufficient to please
both sides and to ease the blockage that the Taiwan issue had long been in Sino-American
relations.[21] 2. Ghosts in a Graveyard It had been less than twenty years since the
United States and the Soviet Union nearly went to war over the Quemoy and Matsu Islands. Few
observers in 1954 could have possibly imagined that the United States would pick up Beijing as
an informal ally against the Soviet Union in such a short period of time. It took skillful diplomacy,
a recognition of rare opportunities, and the failure of the Soviet Union to reconcile with China,
but the impossible had been done. It remained unclear though, how this new quasi-alliance
would play out. Mao Zedong's death in 1976 prevented him from living to see the establishment
of formal relations with the United States, and the power vacuum that resulted from his death left
relations in a state of uncertainty until 1979, when Deng Xiaoping, a reform minded and western
oriented leader, emerged to take the reins. Deng, a longtime ally of Mao who had been purged



during both the Cultural Revolution and during the succession crisis, was looking to take China
in a new direction. While for the most part Deng continued the foreign policy of Mao, he differed
greatly on how he viewed the Soviet Union. Where Mao had seen an abstract threat, Deng saw
a clear and present danger.[22] A more pragmatic man than Mao, Deng dropped whatever
apprehensions still existed about working with the United States in favor of a policy of
cooperation against the Soviet Union. Nowhere would this be more apparent than on China's
western flank, in the mountainous tribal lands of Afghanistan.
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geopolitics of the war now, particularly why both China and the USSR felt the need to engage
each other. It also delves into the politically ideology of Jihadists, particularly those inspired by
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to connect those to the larger picture.This book is a welcome addition to the bookshelf of
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James Chang, “Engaging and worth a read. I got this book because I was interested in the fall of
the Soviet Union and knew that the answers lay in Afghanistan. The book didn't go into much
detail about how the USSR actually fell but I really liked how the conflict was framed as a conflict



between the Chinese and the Soviets. The second part wasn't all that interesting to me because
I don't care about islamists but I breezed right through the first part. Worth a read.”

merrilee sett, “Very informative, well written book. Amazing book! I've never read something so
extraordinary! Very informative. This author will become well known very soon. This should be
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hannah rosenblum, “Four Stars!. Good book; well researched and well written.  Worth a read.”
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