West’s Hypocrisy on Afghan Repatriation 
The era of indefinite refugee dependency must give way to structured stability, both for Pakistan and Afghanistan. 
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There is a certain irony in how the world’s moral compass often swings not toward justice but convenience. When Pakistan, after hosting millions of Afghan refugees for nearly five decades, decides to bring order to its borders, the loudest critics are those who left Afghanistan long before the last helicopter took off from Kabul. The recent commentaries by The Washington Post and Deutsche Welle (DW) on Pakistan’s repatriation of Afghan refugees are emblematic of this selective morality where the West preaches responsibility but practices abandonment. These narratives, thinly veiled as humanitarian concern, overlook decades of Pakistan’s generosity and the simple truth that no nation can be expected to host indefinitely those who no longer face the same circumstances that once forced them across the border. The debate is not about compassion; it is about responsibility, something the United States and its allies seem eager to outsource when it no longer suits their geopolitical comfort.
For nearly half a century, Pakistan has carried the weight of one of the world’s largest and longest refugee crises. Millions of Afghans fleeing war, occupation, and turmoil found safety across its provinces, benefiting from Pakistan’s open-door policy rooted in Islamic brotherhood and humanitarian duty. But this prolonged generosity came at a heavy cost. The strain on resources, healthcare, education, and jobs has been immense, particularly in Khyber Pakhtunkhwa and Balochistan, where local livelihoods were often sacrificed to accommodate refugees. Even as aid declined and donor fatigue grew, Pakistan’s compassion never wavered. For fifty years, it was a humanitarian host, not a burden. Now, as national security and economic stability demand a structured repatriation, those who abandoned Afghanistan are the first to criticise the country that never turned its back on its neighbour.
The geopolitical context that once justified Pakistan’s open borders has changed profoundly. The Afghan war is over, foreign troops have withdrawn under the Doha Agreement, and Afghanistan now functions under a unified authority. The earlier causes of asylum occupation, conflict, and displacement no longer persist in the same form. In this new reality, Pakistan’s repatriation policy is not an act of cruelty but of sovereign responsibility and self-preservation. Over time, credible evidence has shown that certain elements within refugee populations have engaged in terrorism, smuggling, and other crimes that threaten Pakistan’s internal security. No responsible state can ignore such risks. Repatriation, therefore, is both lawful and necessary a policy rooted in national interest, conducted with due process, and extended with patience. The recent deadline extension to September 30, 2025, underscores Pakistan’s commitment to a safe, voluntary, and dignified return, an approach its critics often overlook.
It is fair to ask where The Washington Post’s moral outrage was when the U.S. abandoned these same refugees during its chaotic 2021 withdrawal. Thousands who served U.S. and NATO missions remain stranded despite relocation promises. Even today, around 19,000 Afghan nationals in Pakistan await transfer under American commitments, while Germany, so vocal about humanitarian values, has yet to decide the fate of those who worked for its missions. Four years is ample time for both nations to act. If they, with vast resources, cannot fulfil their pledges, it is unreasonable to expect Pakistan, still recovering economically, to bear the cost of their inaction. The real moral duty lies with those who made promises and broke them. Pakistan has rightly reminded Washington and Berlin that true compassion means honoring commitments, not lecturing the country that carried their humanitarian burden for decades.
The hypocrisy of Western media is glaring. When the U.S. or Europe tighten borders or deport migrants, it’s “policy enforcement,” but when Pakistan, after fifty years of hosting millions, undertakes a lawful repatriation, it’s branded cruel. This double standard reflects moral fatigue, not moral authority. Deutsche Welle’s claim of unfairness ignores Pakistan’s decades of generosity and its careful, coordinated effort to ensure safe returns. It also dismisses Pakistan’s sovereign right to secure its borders and stability. The guilt narrative imposed on Islamabad is not journalism but a denial, a refusal to confront Western failures in Afghanistan. Those who engineered its wars now seek to pass the burden to Pakistan, but Islamabad will no longer be their scapegoat.
Pakistan’s stance today is not rooted in hostility but in pragmatism. The era of indefinite refugee dependency must give way to structured stability, both for Pakistan and Afghanistan. Repatriation offers Afghans the opportunity to rebuild their homeland, to contribute to its peace and development rather than remain displaced in a foreign country struggling with its own challenges. Pakistan continues to coordinate with Afghan authorities to ensure that returns are orderly, safe, and voluntary. Pakistan has facilitated trade, maintained dialogue with Kabul, and ensured humanitarian coordination. Yet the principle remains clear: every sovereign state has the right to decide who resides within its borders. If the U.S., Germany, or others feel morally obliged to protect Afghan refugees, they are free to host them. Pakistan cannot remain a perpetual holding ground for those whom the West abandoned. Compassion cannot be forced, nor responsibility selectively applied. Pakistan’s foremost duty is to safeguard its people, sovereignty, and stability.
The criticism from The Washington Post and Deutsche Welle stems less from humanitarian concern than from Western discomfort with Pakistan’s independent decision-making. For decades, Pakistan was expected to quietly follow policies crafted abroad, from the Afghan jihad to the war on terror, enduring consequences it did not create. The current repatriation policy marks a rare assertion of sovereignty in a narrative long dictated by others. Pakistan will no longer pay for wars it didn’t start or host refugees to ease Western guilt. Those truly concerned about human rights should confront their own governments’ broken promises instead of judging a nation that bore their humanitarian burden for fifty years. Pakistan’s stance is not rejection but resolution an effort to restore stability and dignity after decades of externally fueled chaos. If that defies Western approval, so be it; moral clarity rarely wins headlines but always endures history.
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