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Abstract

The bilateral relationship between the US and Rakikas been highly
significant for the foreign policies of both coues. Since 1947 Pakistan has
sought US support in its quest for regional seguartd the US repeatedly turned
to Pakistan as an irreplaceable strategic allytsnquest for global power and
security. Despite this the relationship became tifsas and increasingly
distrustful. Many accounts describe the relatiopséund analyse events which
have shaped it but fail to satisfactorily underdtavhy it became so difficult,
particularly from the Pakistani perspective.

This thesis seeks to bring a fresh perspectivenaiyaing the whole of the
relationship as a cumulative process shaped notjevents but by reciprocal
behaviour and expectation. It is a diplomatic hmgtexamining episodes of the
relationship since 1947 through existing primarg @aecondary sources but also
contributing new material from 20 field-work intégws conducted in Pakistan
with military, government, media and academic actor

The study finds an underlying contradiction in tieéationship in which
fundamental national interests have never convesgétiently for sustained co-
operation. As such relations have relied on trarwaa opportunism. Co-
operation has depended on temporary wilful blindri®sthe US which cannot be
maintained beyond episodes of crisis. Pakistan iisegeostrategic assets as a
reverse influence on the US but consistently heddgesstrategies against
anticipated abandonment when the crisis episodephased. Through this has
evolved a cumulative legacy of mutual negative etqdeon and mistrust which
has become deeply ingrained in the relationshige $tudy also finds that the
strategic utility of the relationship has favoutbd US but that Pakistan’s reverse
influence has grown, making it more difficult for adhington to abandon the

relationship it finds so frustrating.
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INTRODUCTION

The bilateral relationship between Pakistan andUBehas always been
full of contradictions. In 1962, Hans J. Morgenthaueading American scholar
on international politics, approved of the relatbip as an “alliance serving
complementary interests.Yet, just two years later, he condemned it asgless
and counterproductive”, and declared it, “a dipltimact against nature.Fifty
years on, Hillary Clinton apologised for the USlikt) of Pakistani soldiers, but
went on to describe the US-Pakistan relationshifchallenging but essentiaf’.
One interviewee for this thesis dismissed her apolas insufficient. The West
says sorry “a hundred times a day”, he said. “Bf/émey sneeze they say sorr.”
Another interviewee summed up the contradictoryurgabf the relationship by
arguing that neither US friendship nor animosityswaeneficial for Pakistar®.

This research aims to explore the history of USiftak relations to
improve understanding of why, over 65 years, it pi@ved to be so problematic
whilst still perceived as essential and compellnygboth parties. The research
surveys the relationship’s history since Pakistarerged from independence in
1947 through to 2012 to establish trends and cyatesto examine their causes
and legacies. It aims to combine material from e¢Resting literature alongside
archival and biographical sources with fresh perSpes from a range of
Pakistani sources.

The thesis will seek to demonstrate that the watatiip has been poor
because, throughout, the interests of the twossteige never fully converged and
that, instead, it has been based on opportunisitiiylvidlindness and what is
called, “reverse influence”. To set this in contthére follows a short summary of

the key events and turning points in the relatigmsh

! Hans J. MorgenthawRolitics in the Twentieth Century: The RestoratimnAmerican Politics
(Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 1962), 8 17

2 Hans J. Morgenthau, “Senator Fulbright's New FgmePolicy”, CommentaryVol. 37, No. 5,
May 1964, p. 70.

3 Hillary Clinton, cited in P. J. Crowley, “ViewpdinUS and Pakistan Alliance is for Gogd”
BBC, 10 July 2012, <http://www.bbc.co.uk/news/weustcanada-18788452?print=true>
[Accessed 11 July 2012]

4 Interview with Hafiz Hamdullah, Quetta, 18 Aug@st 2.

5 Interview with Ainullah Shams, Quetta, 25 Auguéf.2.
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Historical Summary

Pakistan came into being as an independent sta®4inin the violence of
partition making India its most immediate and pdwethreat. This insecurity
drove Pakistan’s search for allies and a positiorworld politics which were
dominated by the emerging Cold War. These influsnmempelled Pakistan to
abandon its original ideals of neutrality and Mumslsolidarity, and to seek
security through alignment with the US.

US interest in South Asia came from its strateggaitaining the USSR
to prevent communist expansion towards the MiddéstEand, later, to also
contain China. After being rejected by India in 29%hich chose a non-aligned
policy, it took another five years for the US tartuo Pakistan as its regional
partner. Under the 1954 Mutual Defence Pact, Pakigtined the US alliance
system, receiving military aid in return for acceassbases and military co-
operation. However, the primary aims of the twdestalid not align. Whilst the
US was arming Pakistan against the USSR, Pakistaimise concern was India
and a resolution of the Kashmir issue. This thasgues that these misaligned
aims underlay the relationship from the start andtrdbuted to its brittle and
fluctuating quality.

Despite this, the alignment was stable up to thdy eE960s. Pakistan
joined other US-led regional alliances, SEATO aitNTO, and was recognised
as a key US ally. It received large amounts oftamyi aid in return and the US
turned a blind eye when the military ousted thectel@ civilian government in
October 1959. Differences surfaced, however, wienUWS armed India in its
1962 border dispute with China and they came teaallwhen Pakistan’s military
aid was withdrawn in the 1965 Indo-Pakistan WatteBlly disappointed that the
US had not supported it against India, Pakistanetirto China for alternative
arms supplies, but remained a member of the US&ileohces.

By 1970, Pakistan’s connection with Beijing wasdigy Washington as
part of its triangular diplomacy which involved ingping relations with China
and deliberately worrying the USSR in the procests.the same time, East
Pakistan was breaking away from West Pakistantraguh brutal repression, to
which the US again turned a blind eye. However, W& did not intervene to

prevent East Pakistan’s secession, which was wdh imdian military help,



though it did deter India from threatening West iB@k. Pakistan again felt
betrayed and diversified its foreign policy towarldéamic states and China,
without again breaking off its relations with Wasdtion.

India’s 1974 nuclear test prompted Pakistan to lacae its own nuclear
programme, against the non-proliferation aims & WS. This created severe
tension culminating in suspension of aid and Pakistwithdrawal from CENTO.
In contrast to America’s response to the earliditamy take-over, General Zia’s
coup in July 1977 and the subsequent repressiow gdevere human rights
criticism from the Carter administration. With USk#stan relations at a low ebb,
the USSR invaded Afghanistan in 1979 and theseetosavere put to one side as
the US attempted to regain Pakistan as a close lailyally refusing Carter’'s
offer, Zia used his country’s geo-strategic valoeégotiate a better aid package
from the Reagan administration and then helpedrtothe Mujahidin in a proxy
war against the USSR. In this, the US aim was takee and expel the USSR
from Afghanistan. Pakistan shared this latter duot, also wanted a sympathetic
successor regime in Kabul which would allow miltastrategic depth against
India and not incite nationalist sentiment in tleeder regions. The US was not
particularly interested in these concerns of Pakist

Pakistan’s nuclear programme continued throughloist period without
noticeably affecting relations with Washington. Hmwer, when the USSR
withdrew from Afghanistan in 1989 this concern oweclear proliferation led to
the US suspending aid once more, despite Pakistawearsion to democratic
government. Islamic terrorism was another issuevéen the two countries when
the US accused Pakistan of sponsoring terroristsashmir and Bosnia. In the
Afghan civil wars, which followed the Soviet colkg Islamabad sponsored the
pro-Pakistan Taliban. Eager for access to new igédsfin Central Asia, and to
contain Iranian influence, the US initially joineflaudi Arabia in financing
Taliban support. However, deteriorating human sghdrug trafficking and
support for al-Qaeda made the US distance itsethfthe Taliban and criticise
Pakistan over its sponsorship of them. In 1998,idak responded to India’s
nuclear tests with tests of its own, resulting inotaer US aid embargo.
Musharraf's 1999 military coup drew additional s@ms.

It was in this period that the 9/11 incident ocedtr Embargos and

sanctions were once again lifted and the US gakesfaa a $2.64bn aid package
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in return for joining Washington in clearing al-@aeand the Taliban from
Afghanistan. In 2004, Pakistan was declared a maporNATO ally of the US
but, here also, aims were not aligned. The US wiatdedestroy al-Qaeda and
their Taliban hosts but still did not share Islamdib hope for a pro-Pakistan
regime in their place. Pakistan was pressured yU8 to abandon the Taliban,
and India-friendly factions took Kabul and becamenginent in government.

To escape the US military, the Taliban and othditant groups moved to
the Pakistan border areas from where they attabl&tO in Afghanistan and
created potential for instability in Pakistan ifs€lnder US pressure, the Pakistan
military attacked those groups and this causecdhtesnt and violence inside the
country. Frustrated with the lack of progress, aubpicious of Pakistani
collusion, the US also attacked those areas witmely, adding anti-American
feeling to the existing resentment of the Pakistditary. Trust had broken down
to such an extent that when the US found Osamadiien on Pakistani territory
in 2011 they mounted a military operation to kilmhwithout even consulting
Islamabad. Later the same year, NATO destroyedliitargibase at Salala killing
24 Pakistani soldiers. In retaliation Pakistan kéatNATO access to Afghanistan
which was not reopened until 2012 when Hillary @imissued her rather half-
hearted apology which was referred to earlier. Respll these problems,
relations never broke down completely and the UStiooed to give aid to the

Pakistan military.

Literature Review

In the literature on the history of Pakistan-USatieins there is broad
agreement that the relationship has fluctuatedsRale Jetley refers to frequent
ups and downs, attributable to the changing relevai Pakistan to US security
interests and prioritiswhile Rais Ahmed Khan describes relations as looth
operative and conflicting, ranging from intimacy idifference to hostility.

Bruce Riedel describes the US alliance with Pakisia having always been

® Rahshree Jetlefakistan in Regional and Global Politi¢klew Delhi: Routledge, 2009).

7 Rais Ahmed Khan, “Pakistan-US Relations: Divergasnand Convergences of Perceptiomns”
Leo E. Rose and Noor A. Hussain, (eddnijted States-Pakistan Forum: Relations with thgdvia
Powers (Lahore: Vanguard Books, 1987), p. 34.
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turbulent and destructiVieThis thesis is a contribution to the study of thasons
for these fluctuations and explores why relatioesMeen the two states have not
just fluctuated but have generally been so poor.

National interests are a major factor in formingl amaintaining inter-state
relationships so most writers examine these to nstaied the bilateral relationship
between the US and Pakistan. There are no claims thiere has been any
consistent unity of interest, in the way that thibas been in NATO or between
the US and Japan, for example, but there is a rahgpinion about the extent to
which the national interests of the two states l@reverged or diverged.

Despite the fluctuations in the relationship, Jetfer example, argues that
relations have been generally marked by a broaategiic convergence on
regional and global security issues: Pakistan sowfpse relations with the
United States as a countervailing power to Indiggminence in South Asia; the
United States, for its part, found Pakistan a Jakially in its wider regional and
global security agenda. It is not clear, howevégat tthe strategic issues he
describes necessarily converged as national im¢eogsthat Pakistan shared the
US’s overriding concern about containing communism.

Examining the formation of Pakistan after indepem#e Hassan Abbas
supports the shared interests argument by citiegatiti-communist bias of the
Pakistani leadership as an important factor inrtft&l formation of the Cold War
alliances with the U$® Syed HussaiSoherwardi also suggests that both Pakistan
and the US formed SEATO and CENTO as a result e ttommon clash of
interests with the USSR and that they were staafigs during the Cold War as
a resultt! These claims are brought into question, though, Pakistan’s
accommodating relationship with China which suggéisat concerns over India
were more important to Islamabad than concernstatmumunism.

Qadar Baksh Baloch argues that mutual relationsvdmst the two
countries were based on a convergence of commenresis from time to time.

When the US required U2 surveillance flight fa@kt and an intelligence base

8Bruce O. RiedelDeadly Embrace: Pakistan, American and the Futufehe Global Jihad
(Washington: The Brookings Institution, 2011), pf7-118.

9 Jetly,Pakistan in Regional and Global Politigs. xvi.

10 Hassan Abbagakistan’s Drift into Extremism: Allah, the ArmyncaAmerica’s War on Terror
(New York: East Gate Book, 2005), p. 25.

11 Syed Hussain Shaheed Soherwardi, “Pakistan’s giofeolicy Interaction with the US Foreign
Policy Making Bodies (1947-2010): An Analysi$PRI Journal,Vol. 10, No. 2, 2010, p. 24.
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against the Soviets (1959-1968), backdoor diplonvéty the Chinese (1970-72),
covert operations against the Soviet Army in Afghtam (1980-89) and recently
the war against terrorism (2001), it extended gstthand forward in terms of
military and economic aid as well as support folitary dictators. US-Pakistan
relations flourished in the periods of internatibtemsion, such as in the fifties,
again in the eighties, and post 9/11, but detaedran conditions of détente, as in
the sixties and seventies and again in the nin€ftiegs, their spells of close ties
have been single-issue engagements of limited oertain duratiod? Richard
Post supports this view and adds that when theseblegn a convergence of
interests, the relationship has amounted to aanai but, when there has been a
divergence of interests, the very closeness optbeious ties has intensified the
resultant estrangement, causing exaggerated peaks teoughs in the
relationshipt® Marvin Weinbaum describes the relationship as rmaitéd
engagement. He also goes further in arguing thespite all the agreements on
military equipment, training, and personnel exclemgnd economic assistance,
neither party has been restrained from pursuing@ependent foreign policy, not
necessarily to the liking of the other partner. &tfels that objectives of the two
countries have been at times dissimilar and thatnewhile offering mutual
benefits, the relationship has been asymmetrical aot usually equally
advantageou¥. Dennis Kux appears to go further, noting that liage lacked a
solid base of shared national interests and tratuf never shared Pakistan’s
perception of India as an enemy, but he confuses ki also claiming that
interests and security policies have been in plaés®st as often as they have
been at odd& Devin Hagerty concludes that the two countriesehiaeen closest
when faced with mutual threats, which he seesrasyative, reactive incentive for
cooperation. He argues there is little that linkakiBtan and the US in any

positive, proactive way since post-industrial, tddeWestern democracies have

12 Qadar Baksh Baloch, “Engagement and EstrangemenSiPakistan RelationsThe Dialogue
Volume 1, Number 4, 2006, pp. 28-55, <http://wwwtgba.edu.pk/thedialogue/The%20Dialogue
11_4/2_US%20Pak_Major.pdf> [Accessed 2 August 2012]

13 Richard St. F. Post, “US Investment in Pakistam’Leo E. Rose and Noor A. Hussain (eds.),
United States-Pakistan Forum: Relations with thejdviaPowers (Lahore: Vanguard Books,
1987), p. 70.

14 Marvin Weinbaum, “Pakistan and the United Sta#sPartnership of Necessity”, in Daniel
Benjamin (ed.)America and the World in the Age of Terror: A Neandlscape in International
Relations (Washington: Centre for Strategic and Internati@tudies, 2005), p. 106.

15 Dennis Kux,Disenchanted Allies: The United States and Pakid@4i7-2000Karachi: Oxford
University Press, 2001), p. 360.



little in common with pre-industrial Islamic “mibtracies”. In his view, without a
third party threat such as the Soviet Union or aé@n, the best that such
disparate countries can expect over the long terto have a number of shared
interests and generally warm, but unremarkableticelsi® Aazar Tamana finds
there is an inherent contradiction between theajlobach of US interests, on the
one hand, and Pakistan’s more limited regional eorson the othér. Howard
Schaffer and Teresita Schaffer observe that the lgetween the strategic
objectives of the two sides is the most signifidheime in bilateral tie¥

These analyses suggest a more limited role foridkea of converging
national interests in explaining the dynamics of-REkistan relations and that
other factors have been at play. Rais Ahmed Khis gjeo-political realities and
strategic compulsions as the factors which bring tivo countries togethét.
More specifically, Peter Blood argues that it ig strategic utility of Pakistan
which always affected its status and eminence ishMvigton and that what drove
this dependant relationship was the US view obus strategic needs together
with Pakistan’s ability to adjust and adapt toHis study demonstrates that the
Cold War was the main factor which developed thatimnship and that its
strategic location made Pakistan the most imporfzartner of the western
alliance against the spread of communism in thengd Daniel Markey agrees
there is some truth in Pakistan’s claims that Ansehas used the country when it
suited the superpower’s agenda and then tossesday ahen inconvenient. He
argues that Washington has viewed the countryrasamns to other ends, whether
that meant fighting communism or terrorism. Wherkigtan was helpful, it
enjoyed generous US assistance and attention, beh w was not helpful the
spigot was turned offt

These analyses suggest a more instrumental vietheofelationship in

which the driving force is intermittent US need faccess to Pakistan’s geo-

16 Devin T. Hagerty, “The United States-Pakistan BteeThird Time’s Charm?” in Craig Baxter,
Pakistan on the Brink: Politics, Economics, andi8tyqOxford: Lexington Books, 2004), p. 1-2.
17 Aazar TamanalUnited States-Pakistan Relations in the Post-Coldr \ra: The Pressler
Amendment and Pakistan’s National Security Concémerth: Curtin, 2004).

18 Howard B. Schaffer and Teresita C. Schafftoyw Pakistan Negotiates with the United States:
Riding the Roller CoastefLahore: Vanguard Books, 2011), p. 3.

19 Khan “Pakistan-US Relations: Divergences and Cayemces of Perceptiongi. 34.

20 peter R. BloodPakistan: A Country StudgWashington D.C.: Government Printing Office,
1995), p. 250.

2! Daniel S. MarkeyNo Exit from Pakistan: America's Tortured Relatibipswith Islamabad
(New York: Cambridge University Press, 2013), p. 2.
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political location, in relation to its own securityterests, rather than converging
national interests between the two states. Rajshietkey acknowledges that
frequent ups and downs in relations between thechumtries became a function
of Pakistan’s relevance in the United States’ dgcimterests and prioritie%.
Aazar Tamana supports this view and concludes ttimtrelationship is only
formed when US national interests allow®iThis thesis will examine these issues
in detail and explore the extent to which the retathip is more the result of
opportunism than of converging interests.

The Soviet invasion of Afghanistan is presentedaasoccasion when
interests genuinely did converge. Leon Hadar arghes, at this time, both
Pakistan and the US had the same common intetesy: were aware of the
danger that the Soviet occupation posed to neigifgpeountries and of Soviet
strategy to take advantage of an unstable Iramito &ccess to the Arabian Sea in
order to control oil resources of the Middle E&stus the US and Pakistan co-
operated to stop the menace of communism in Sosth and the Middle East.
This included covert cooperation between the AnaeriCIA and Pakistan’s Inter-
Services Intelligence (IS Muhammad Amir Rana examines this alliance
between the CIA and ISI through which a US and Stued jihad
infrastructure was created in Pakistan to fightiSwoforces. He explains that after
the Soviet withdrawal some of these jihadi milismatiopted a new agenda to free
Muslims from their perceived American, Israeli dndian oppressors elsewhere
in the world and argues that the Taliban was cdelgethe ISP®

That these outcomes resulted in a fundamental isec¢hreat to the US
suggests that national interests may not have cgetteas closely as is often
assumed, and this question will also be exploratigthesis.

There is a range of opinion about the convergehdeterests in the post-
9/11 era. Sohail Mahmood claims Pakistan and thehbl® a convergence of
interests to rid the North West Frontier Provind®\FP) of al-Qaeda and Taliban

elements since Pakistan was threatened from witlpirthe Islamic radical®

22 Jetley,Pakistan in Regional and Global Politigs. xvi.

2 TamanalJnited States-Pakistan Relations in the Post-Cald Era

24 Leon T. Hadar, “Pakistan in America’'s War agaifistrorism: Strategic Ally or Unreliable
Client?”, Policy AnalysisNo. 436, 8 May 2002, p. 9.

25 Muhammad Amir Randl he Seeds of Terrorisrtindia: Minerva Press, 2005).

26 Sohail MahmoodGood Governance Reform Agenda in Pakistan: Cur@mllenges (New
York: Nova Science Publishers, 2007), p. 1.
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According to Syed Husai®oherwardi, however, the CIA and US policymakers
clashed with the ISI over their main concerns talgakfghanistan and Pakistan’s
tribal belt and that this divergence, along witle tbS’s casual response to
Pakistan’s security in relation to India, aggradatension between the US and the
Pakistan Army%’ On the other hand, Marvin Weinbaum argues thatoitapt
areas of convergence exist between the West andt&alkn their perceptions of
the dangers presented by extremist groups. He slthat Pakistani officials have
become acutely conscious that attacks on Westdrirameable to Pakistan could
present a security threat in the form of possibtaliation from targeted states. He
also explains that, despite disagreements oveetiagggroups which Islamabad
sees as helpful to its cause, the Pakistani andridameintelligence services do
co-operate on dealing with other groups and thatltas weakened al-Qaeda and
disrupted those elements of the Pakistani Talibaithwattack the Pakistan State.
One of the worst-kept secrets was the tacit appriooen Pakistani officials for
the launching of American drone missiles againssé¢hgroups®

In order to understand the post-9/11 era and thenexo which national
interests converge here, this thesis will examhe pieriod between the Soviet
withdrawal from Afghanistan and the US led invasias well as the
circumstances of Musharraf’s decision to side hih \West and participate in the
War on Terror.

The idea of misperceptions features in the litemt®ichard Post claims
the US-Pakistan relationship has been dominatedntsperceptions in each
country concerning the extent to which the nationtdrests of the two countries
converged or diverged. Rais Ahmed Khan argues that it is divergences of
perceptions and policies over a number of bilataral international issues that
tend to pull the states apart. He points out tlekiidean sees a lack of durability
and credibility in Washington’s policies and thhetAmericans, for their part,
have found the relationship exasperafihg.

27 Syed Husain Shaheed Soherwardi, “An EstrangechiCéiad an Annoyed Patron: Shift in the
Pakistan-US Relations during the War on Terrddurnal of Political StudiesVol. 18, Issue 2,
2011, pp. 55-76.

28 Marvin Weinbaum, “Militancy and Extremism in Pakis: A US Perspective”, in Moeed Yusuf
(ed.), Pakistan’s Counterterrorism Challeng@Vashington DC: Georgetown University Press,
2014), p. 52.

2 Richard F. Post, “US Investment in Pakistan”, .. 7

30 Khan, “Pakistan-US Relations). 34.



Daniel Markey argues that Pakistanis and Americtais conflicting
versions of their shared history. His assessmetitaisthe US has been the more
fickle partner, with its approach to Pakistan shgft dramatically across the
decades, but Pakistan has been guilty of greatsrepresentation, claiming
support for US aims while turning the partnerstipother ends! Bruce Riedel
also concludes that Pakistanis and Americans hatiecly different narratives
about their bilateral relationship: Pakistan speaik8merica’s continual betrayal
and of promising much but delivering little; whilamerica finds Pakistan
duplicitous, saying one thing and doing anoffier.

However, it is not clear that conflicting narrasvand distrust are the
result of misperceptions. For exam@Raziullah Azmi points out that the nuclear
iIssue was a major irritant in the relationship bef@979 but after the Soviet
invasion of Afghanistan, US relations with Pakistaok a U-turn. The US put the
nuclear issue aside and provided two long-ternpaitkages for Pakistan. Despite
Congressional concerns and often sensational tewedaabout Pakistan’s nuclear
drive, these were not allowed to disrupt the adlearat this particular time.
Pakistan was elevated to the status of a “frongia¢e” and became the recipient
of American military and economic largesse.

In addition, despite promoting liberal democratialues, the US has
endorsed or had some link with every Pakistanitamyi dictator, though they
started wars with India and supported jihadist tanitis>* andthe Pakistan army
has been the major recipient of US financial 3i@his behaviour suggests that
the idea of wilful blindness, or turning a blindegynay be more of a feature in
understanding the relationship than mispercepfidms thesis will examine and
assess this issue in relation to other incidentsdamvelopments in the history of
the relationship. In particular it will examine tb&tent to which wilful blindness
and opportunism have contributed to the on-off reatf the relationship and, in
turn, how this has been responsible for the lackust which Butt and Schofield

note as a fundamental flaw in the relationsHip.

31 Markey,No Exit from Pakistanp. 3.

32 Riedel,Deadly Embracgep. 123.

33 M. Raziullah Azmi Pakistan American RelationéKarachi: Royal Book Company, 1994) p. 8.
34 Ahmed RashidDecent into ChaggLondon: Penguin Books, 2008).

35 Abbas,Pakistan’s Drift into Extremispp. 9.

36 Usama Butt and Julian Schofieflakistan: The US Geopolitics and Grand Strategiesndon:
Pluto Press, 2012).
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There is also a suggestion that, despite the asymerpewer relationship,
Pakistani client regimes have exerted influencer dlieir US patron to meet
objectives of their own which may be at odds with idterests. Tom Roger refers
to this as “reverse influence” and claims it wagréed by Pakistan on the US
during and after the Cold War. He explains thatlsthi is generally assumed that
small states are weak, there are situations infwhkich a state can influence a
greater power’s actions and policies to servenimediate interests. While the
greater power’s status relies upon its military aesdnomic base, the small state
tends to derive influence from its critical gecastgic position, which may either
be a permanent characteristic or a temporary piedieeting global politics of the
time. Thus, reverse influence means influence erdoy a weaker state over the
policies and actions of a superpower to the exteait the superpower foregoes
some of its interests in favour of the weaker potérhis is a theme which is
missing in many accounts. Dennis Kux, for examptges the sometime inability
of the US to influence Pakistan but fails to nodevland why Pakistan effectively
influences US policy® Most writers such as, Annapurna Nautiyal and Kakas
Satsivam identify strategic location as an impdrtaason for the US to co-opt
Pakistan to its caudtbut other factors appear to have contributed terse
influence. A. Z. Hilali notes that the US was deggmt on Pakistan’s intelligence
and logistical support against both the USSR aedTiliban!® and both Malik
and Schaffer and Schaffer point out that once Rakisad its nuclear bomb the
US needed to remain engaged to ensure the saftépsé weapors. This thesis
will examine how far reverse influence remains atdee of the bilateral
relationship between Pakistan and the US and haleveloped beyond Roger’s

original concept related to geo-strategic location.

%7 Tom Roger, “A Study of Reverse Influence”, in Azmi. R. (ed.) Pakistan-American Relations
(Karachi, Royal Book Company, 1994), pp. 98-102.

38 Kux, Disenchanted Alliepp. 362-363.

% Annapurna NautiyalChallenges to India’s Foreign Policy in the New Eiew Delhi: Gyan
Publishing House, 2006); Kanishkan Satsivddmeasy Neighboursindia, Pakistan and US
Foreign Policy (Aldershot: Ashgate Publishing, 2005), p. 95.

40A.Z. Hilali, US-Pakistan Relationship: Soviet Invasion of Afgstam (Aldershot: Ashgate
Publishing, 2005), p. 247.

41 Hafeez Mailk,US Relations with Afghanistan and Pakistan: Thedrig Dimension (Karachi:
Oxford University Press, 2008), p. 36; Schaffer &uthaffer,How Pakistan Negotiates with the
United Statesp. 3.
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Another feature of the literature is that it tetidsbe West-centrit? This
thesis attempts to help address this imbalanceringibg to the debate new

material from primary political, military and acade sources in Pakistan.

The Central Argument

Thus, this thesis argues that the history of USideak relations is one of
opportunism in which interests did not convergefisightly for sustained co-
operation on the basis of shared aims. Insteaihdseof co-operation depended
on short-term wilful blindness by the US and oniBak’s ability to use its geo-
strategic location as reverse influence in the mils® unequal relationship
between the two countries. The legacy of this mwual mistrust, but neither

side has seen any advantage in breaking off théaethip altogether.

Research Design and Methodology

The methodology and design for this research asedan historical
enquiry into the circumstances, events and dedasiwhich have shaped the
evolution of US-Pakistan relations. Evidence anthdes been collected from
both secondary and primary sources. A survey ofliteature on the topic has
been augmented by additional sources from the mepeeches, autobiographies
and official archives. The main focus has been lotaining Pakistani sources in
order to redress the predominantly Western and é&§pective on the subject.

Primary data was collected from political, militeaagd academic figures in
Pakistan. Fieldwork consisted &0 semi-structured interviews with former
Pakistani diplomats, army officials, scholars, pokns, journalists, and
academics with expertise and insight into Pakist&-relations. The list of
interviewees together with brief biographies isikde in the appendix 1. Field-
work was conducted over a seven month period insRakin 2012. Because of
the security situation and environment of suspidiorthe country, it was more
difficult than expected to conduct the intervieviRerseverance was needed to

make effective contact with interviewees and taondheir confidence. There were

42 Usama Butt and Julian Schofield (eds.), Pakisfdre US Geopolitics and Grand Strategies
(London: Pluto Press, 2012), p. 1.
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also surveillance and personal security challerigeshe author. Each interview
lasted between one and two hours and was recordextation in English, Pashtu
or Urdu depending on the interviewee. Those in uaggs other than English
have been translated by the author.

Structure of the Thesis

The thesis traces and analyses the evolution ofdlagionship through
five fluctuating stages and concludes with an assest of the factors and
decisions which shaped it.

Introduction
Chapter 1: Forging the Cold War Partnership, 1947-961

This chapter describes the formation of the retetidp in the early Cold
War era. It explores Pakistan’s security needsatime in relation to America’s
emerging containment strategy and analyses thensdsr forming an alliance.
The U2 incident in May 1960 was a high-point ofaqeration but mismatched
aims and interests underlay the relationship froenstart and the US was already

turning a blind eye to military dictatorship in Fstln.

Chapter 2: Decline and Disappointment: India, China Islam and the Bomb,
1962-1979

This chapter describes a period of steady dectinde relationship from
the Sino-India border dispute to the mob attackhenUS embassy in Islamabad.
It explores Pakistan’s disappointments with the rd@arding its wars with India
and the secession of East Pakistan, and this cplaiexBhutto’'s subsequent
diversification of foreign policy and the commenaathof a nuclear programme.
It also contrasts Nixon’s rapprochement with Chana US sanctions on Pakistan
because of its nuclear programme and poor humatsrigcord. The question of
US involvement with the death of Bhutto is giveregpl attention. Divergent
interests are exposed and the legacy of mistrast this period is examined.

Chapter 3: Afghanistan: Cold War Partners Again, 199-1989
The sudden revival of relations brought on by thevi& invasion of

Afghanistan is examined through to the Soviet witlnhl ten years later. The
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chapter assesses the extent to which this wasresud of shared interests and
strategic goals or of US opportunism and Pakistamerse influence. It also
examines how the mistrust and expectation of albaméat established from past
encounters shaped behaviour in this period. Thacle@f this period is also

assessed in terms of approaches to future relagiothsrust.

Chapter 4: Embargos and Sanctions: The Bomb, the Tiéan and Human
Rights, 1989-2001

The period from the Soviet withdrawal from Afghaars to the eve of
9/11 saw another deterioration in US-Pakistan imdlat The power vacuum in
Afghanistan, Central Asian pipeline politics, nwaleproliferation and rising
terrorism are explored in relation to the decisitalen by Pakistan and the US to
protect their diverse interests. The chapter witigest that, in the absence of an
overriding regional crisis, the US could affordrevert to concerns over human
rights and nuclear proliferation in Pakistan arad be wilfully blind to them. It
will also suggest that, at the same time, the Uided with Pakistan in support
of the emerging Taliban

Chapter 5: Afghanistan Re-Makes and Re-Breaks the &ationship, 2001-
2011

As in 1979, relations were suddenly transformechwite 9/11 incident
and the US-led invasion of Afghanistan, but thetederated again as the war
against the Taliban moved into Pakistan and divdrgeterests once again
became apparent. This chapter examines the protekline and the mutually
exclusive goals this created for the two statesotitrasts Musharraf’'s decision to
join the US in an alliance on this occasion witattbf General Zia in 1979. It also
explores how mutual frustration and suspicion kedJS operations in Pakistan

itself including the bin Laden killing and the Salattack.
Conclusions

The thesis ends with conclusions about the extemntitich the data and
evidence collected supports the argument that theas never any real
coincidence of interests between Pakistan and ti%e dod that the poor
relationship between them is based instead on tymem, wilful blindness and

reverse influence.
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CHAPTER 1: FORGING THE COLD WAR PARTNERSHIP,
1947 -1961

1.1 Introduction

Pakistan came into being on 14 August 1947 in tawo-contiguous parts,
East Pakistan and West Pakistan, separated by m@@ée of Indian territory.
Geographical separation was then less important ttii& common bond of Islam
which united the new nation in opposition to Hindlaminated India. With 70
million people, Pakistan became the fifth most gopsi country in the world and
the most populous country in the Muslim world. Motmad Ali Jinnah was the
first Governor-General of Pakistan, who was givha title of Quaid-i-Azam
(Great Leader), and Liaquat Ali Khan became thentryts first Prime Minister:

Relations with India dominated Pakistan’s foreigriqy from the outset,
in large part, because of the violence betweervibhgim and Hindu communities
which accompanied independence and partition. Aza&riforeign policy priority
at that time, however, was the Soviet Union andabmmunist threat. In 1946,
George Kennan drafted his “long telegram” which tedVashington embarking
on its post-war policy of the containment of thevigb Union? After Mao’s
victory in China in 1949, American containment pglextended to Communist
China too. Therefore, it was as a result of indepane and partition on the one
hand, and the containment of communism, on therothat the Pakistan-US
relationship was first forged. Ambassador TariceRat a seasoned diplomat and
current adviser to Prime Minister Nawaz Sharif,efed that the reasons for the
formation of the relationship were also a sourcemaftual recrimination and
claimed that, “the very basis on which the two ddes came together
contain[ed] within it the seeds of future turmoihat envelop[ed] this
relationship”

This chapter examines this claim of Ambassador grdfatemi and

explores the notion that misaligned aims undeieyrelationship from the start

1Yasmeen Niaz MohiuddirRakistan: A Global Studies Handbo¢®anta Barbara, CA: ABC-
CLIO, 2007), p. 73

2 See George F. Kennan, “The Long Telegram (194@}pg#/www2.gwu.edu/~nsarchiv/coldwar/
documents/episode-1/kennan.htm> [accessed 1 Novexfihd]

3 Interview with Ambassaador Tarig Fatemi, Islamal&tJuly, 2012.
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and contributed to its brittle and fluctuating gtyallt describes the new country’s
foreign policy ideals which were soon abandonedabse of Pakistan’s
immediate regional security needs and the impen@iolg War. It also examines
Pakistan’s search for allies and the process tliraugch US-Pakistan alliances
were formed to reveal the extent of mismatched aamd how opportunism,

reverse influence and wilful blindness were alreatiyork.

1.2 The Security Challenges of Independence and R#ion

At independence, Pakistan’s Governor-General Jinveatited to pursue a
policy of non-alignment in the Cold War and friehgss with Muslim countries
which, he thought, would bring flexibility to thethmrwise rigid bipolar
international order and would also help to asdestihdependent identities of the
new post-colonial statésOn only the fourth day after Pakistan’s creatiBrime
Minister Liaquat confirmed to thBew York Timeshat Pakistan would not take
sides with either of the two world blocs that wéseming at the timé&. Liaquat
continued with this non-aligned policy when he eased his power and influence
after Jinnah’s death in 1948 However, Pakistan was unable to remain outside
the inter-bloc struggle for much longer in the fatainresolved issues stemming
from partition and the global geo-political strag=gof the Cold War. The most
immediate of these were the problems caused bitipart

India and Pakistan held very different views abthé permanence of
partition. Pakistan saw it as permanent and Jirso@hmed up this view with his
proclamation that “Pakistan has come to sfayTo him it was an enduring
solution through which “... inter-communal strife wdwsubside and Hindustan
and Pakistan would be able to come together andt wort the details of joint
defence™ Indian leaders, however, saw partition as a teany solution. The
Congress Party was divided on the issue of pamtitip ultimately agreed to it

4 Pervaiz Igbal Cheem®akistan’s Defence Policy, 1947-198%ndon: Macmillan Press, 1990),
p. 233.

5Shahid M. Amin, “The foreign policy of Liaquat Aithan”, Dawn, 17 October 2010, <http://daw
n.com/2010/ 10/17/the-foreign-policy-of-liaquat-&han-2/> [Accessed 21 November 2012]

6 K. Sarwar Hasan, “The Foreign Policy of Mr. Liatjédi Khan”, Pakistan HorizonVol. 4, No.
4, December 1951.

"Syed Sharifuddin PirzadaQuaid-i-Azam Mohammad Ali Jinnah and Pakistaiurmat
Publications, Islamabad, 1989), p. 112.

8 Muhammad Ali Jinnah, cited in Latif Ahmed Sherwapakistan, China and Ameriggarachi:
Council for Pakistan Studies, 1980), p.10.

16



when it became clear the only alternative wouldché war.® Indians expected
the newly-born state of Pakistan to be short-limed that it would soon have to
re-join a united India. Therefore, on 15 June 19#4V,accepting partition,
Congress cautioned that: “economic circumstancestlaa insistent demands of
international affairs make the unity of India stilore necessary. The picture of
India we have learnt to cherish will remain in auinds and hearts™

Indian Deputy Prime Minister, Sardar Patel, wasvamed that the new
State of Pakistan was not viable and its imminesitapse would teach the
Muslim League a bitter lessdh.Acharya Kripalani, President of the Indian
National Congress, claimed that “neither the Cosgreor the nation has given up
its claim of a united India®? Gandhi believed that Pakistan would wish to return
to India. “We Muslim and Hindus are interdependentone another; we cannot
get along without each other. The Muslim Leagud wailk to come back to
Hindustan. They will ask Jawaharlal Nehru to coraekh and he will take them
back’!® From the outset, therefore, Pakistan had causeotodnxiously at India
in regard to its security and territorial integrity

These anxieties quickly became realities as pamtieed to Pakistan facing
a daunting catalogue of crises. Independence quitkihned to bloodshed in
reciprocal mass killings and resulted in the movaim& millions of refugees
across borders. Agreement on dividing the assethefformer Raj collapsed.
Water supplies to millions of acres of Pakistarrisne agricultural land were cut
off and conflicting claims to Kashmir escalatedoinwar. Partition also led to
Pakistan being militarily far weaker than India waliaccounted for Pakistan
always seeking external aid and security guaranfEesse security issues are
examined in more detail later in the chapter.

Partition was intended to be a solution to the mpidé for civil strife that
existed between the religious communities on tHecantinent, but the policy

failed from the outset. Once the Boundary Commisslemarcated the borders

9®Hameed Ali Khan RaiReadings in Pakistan’s Foreign PolicWolume 1, (Lahore: Aziz
Publishers, 1981), p. 311.

10M.G. Chitkara,Converts Do Not Make a NatipNew Delhi: A.P.H. Publishing Corporation,
1998), p. 37.

11 Abul Kalam Azad]ndia Wins Freedom(New Delhi: Orient Longman, 1959), p. 225

12 Jayati Chaturvediindian National Movement: A Critical Study of Figehools (Agra: M.G.
Publishers, 1990), p. 182.

13New York Herald Tribun&s June 1947.
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splitting Punjab and Bengal, inter-religious viatererupted on a large scale and
quickly escalated into reciprocal mass murder aigtation throughout 1947-8.
There is evidence to suggest that the atrocitie® \wanned by the Hindus and
Sikhs to systematically drive out the Muslims fraheir areas? The Muslims
responded with atrocities of their own. Estimatéshe slaughter and upheaval
vary greatly. Iftikhar Malik estimates that aroueidght million Muslims left India

to become refugees in Pakist&nand Golam Wahed Choudhury argues that
500,000 were killed in the carnatfeTherefore, the new Pakistani government
was faced with the immediate and difficult problefrresettling all these refugees
as well as trying to deal with the long-term legafyesentment amongst them.

In addition to these humanitarian problems, thec@se of partition
yielded further economic and military disputes lagvPakistan significantly and
disproportionately weaker than India at a time whaned confrontation between
the two new states looked highly likely. In theda# to independence, Congress
and the Muslim League negotiated the division cfets of the former British
Administration!’ The division of the military assets proved to beaaticular
problem. India was initially slow to implement thgreement and then refused to
implement it in full*® The British tried to enforce the agreement, hmtthe
words of the writer John Connellecame the subject of “deceitful and underhand
interference which amounted in the end, to comateotage” by Indi& Field
Marshal Auchinleck reported to the British Primenidier on 28 September 1947
that “The Indian Cabinet are implacably determitedio all in their power to
prevent the establishment of the Dominion of Pakigin a firm basis?®

Pakistan’s share of the military stores should Hasen 163,000 tons but
only 4,703 tons were delivered by 31 March 1948p@anting to only 3% of the

Y For this view, see: Golam Wahed ChoudhuPgkistan’s Relations with India, 194766
(London: Pall Mall Press, 1968), p. 42.

15 Iftikhar H. Malik, The History of Pakistar(London: Greenwood Press, 2008), p. 130.

16 ChoudhurypPakistan’s Relations with Indja. 42.

17 Samuel Martin BurkePakistan’s Foreign Policy: A Historical Analysiondon: Oxford
University Press, 1973), p. 8.

18 Yasmeen Niaz MuhiddinPakistan: A Global Studies HandbodgKalifornia: ABC-CLIO,
2007), p. 73.

19 John Connell Auchinleck: A Biography of Field-Marshal Sir Claudeichinleck(London:
Cassell, 1959), p. 912.

20 bid, p. 920.
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agreed allocatioAt The Pakistan newspapddawn, reported that out of 249
tanks allotted to Pakistan, not one was deliveegd| out of 40-60,000 tons of
ammunitions allocated, nothing at all was delivereihe newspaper went on to
report that even the military equipment which wasvered by India was often
damaged or unusable. Such was the inadequacy dadt&ak military capability
at the time that General Muhammad Ayub Khan, theréuChief of Army Staff
and later President of the country, said, “we cdddlly allow our soldiers even
five rounds for their general practice to keeprtmaapons in order’® Brigadier
Agha Ahmed Gul recalled that Pakistan inherited pree squadron of propeller
aircraft and one squadron of petrol-engine boat$ e country had barely
50,000 troops. Summing up the spirit of that tineeshid in an interview that “the
only strength we had was a conviction that we wdl stay as subjects of the
Indians”2*

Water was also the subject of another dispute inidie. The Indus Basin
is the source for irrigating agricultural land hetregion and for West Pakistan in
particular. The vast majority of the Indus Basimsviecated in Pakistan with 74.8
million acres of the Basin in Pakistan and only miflion in India?® Of thirteen
canal systems, ten were in Pakistan, two in Indid @ne was divided between
them. The Boundary Commission recommended jointrobof the Basin, but as
tensions increased between the two countries,ctimspromise was rejected by
both Jinnah and Nehru. A temporary Standstill Agreet maintained pre-
partition arrangements until 31 March 1F48ut after its expiry, India stopped
the flow of water into two canals which irrigatetboat 1.7 million acres in
Pakistan. This had serious consequences for Pakiseconomy which was
highly dependent on agriculture. A leading watepegk and the former chairman
of the Tennessee Valley Authority in the US, Dalitienthal, said, “No army
with bombs and shellfire could devastate a lanthasughly as [West] Pakistan

2L“Sjr Muhammad Zafrullah Khan's Speech at the SieguCouncil”, Official Records Third
year, No. S.1-10 15, 1948, p. 97.

22 Dawn, 9 August, 1951.

23 General Mohammad Ayub Khan's Speebawn 30 January 1957.

24 Interview with Brig. Agha Ahmed Gul, Quetta, 25M2012.

2The Agricultural Development of Pakistan Handbofiklamabad: Film and Publication
Broadcasting, 1980), p.9.

% permanent Court of Arbitration. International Bawe Resolution of International Water
disputes: Papers Emanating from the Sixth PCA fratonal Law Seminar, November B)02
(The Hague: Kulwer Law International, 2003), p. 185
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could be devastated by the simple expedient ofalagiermanently shutting off
the sources of water that keep the fields and theple of [West] Pakistan
alive.”?’

This loss of water was just one of many problemsffect Pakistan’s
economy as a result of partition. Pakistan produgraih and other agricultural
products, such as sugarcane, cotton, and hideskansl which, before partition,
were shipped to India for processing. After paotitithis trade was lost and the
industries badly hit as Pakistan did not havewsa processing facilities.

As stated earlier, the economy of Pakistan was Isnagricultural and the
majority of the population was made up of poor farsn Many of the Hindus who
migrated from Pakistan to India were professiomatiérs and skilled workers,
while most of the refugees who migrated to Pakisteare unskilled rural
labourers. As a result, Pakistan faced a lack ifiegkand professional personnel
and a business class more specificdllll the major cities,Delhi, Madras
(Chennai), Bombay (Mumbai) and Calcutta (Kolkatafjch had been developed
by the British as principal economic and administeacentres, were located in
India. Over 90% of industry was based in India, &alore was the only city in
Pakistan which was of economic and cultural sigaifice?®

Pakistan’s comparative weakness was particularpoimant in the context
of the ongoing crisis in Kashmir. Before partitidhere were 562 Princely States,
all of which enjoyed autonomy under British rulet bt independence each had to
decide whether to join India or Pakistan. The milgere advised that, in deciding,
they should consider the majority religious beli#ftheir population and their
geographical proximity to India and Pakistdrin Kashmir, which bordered both
countries, the ruler, Maharaja Hari Singh, was Hindut the population over
which he ruled was 77% Muslif. Singh postponed making a decision because

he neither wanted to be a part of India becauséeleed the democratisation

27 David E. Lilienthal, “Another ‘Korea’ in the Makg?” Collier's Magazine 4 August 1951, p.
58.

28 See Stephen Nutt and Jean Bottadistory of the IB Diploma: Nationalist and Indep@&mte
MovementgCambridge: Cambridge University Press, 201193.Karl J. SchmidtAn Atlas and
Survey of South Asian HistorfNew York: M.E. Sharpe, 1995), p. 52.

29 Manoranjan Dutta,;The Asian Economy and Asian Mon@yK: Emerald Group Publishing
Limited, 2009), p. 70.

S0william J. Barnds,India, Pakistan and the Great Powefblew York: Praeger Publishing,
1972), p. 36.

31 Owen Bennett JoneBakistan: Eye of the StoriNew Haven: Yale University Press, 2002), pp.
59-60.
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process taking place there, nor did he want to Mirslim Pakistarf> Despite
pressure from Ghandi and Mountbatten, he remainetkaided and a tribal
rebellion erupted against Singh’s rule in the Pbonegion of Kashmir which
demanded accession to Pakista@ingh sent in the troops to quell the rebellion
and thousands of Muslims were killed. In respossene 2,000 tribesmen from
Pakistan’s North West Frontier Province joined ibleels and took control of the
western and northern regions of Kashmir on 2 Octd8d7, naming them Azad
Kashmir (Free Kashmift Two days later, the Maharaja signed an instruroént
accession to India and asked for the urgent diepafcindian troops, which
defeated the rebels and took control of two thiofisthe state of Kashmi?,
Pakistan refused to accept the Kashmiri accesaimh,a military conflict started
with India which only ended in January 1949 whea thN Security Council
mediated a ceasefire. The UN, with agreement frakisan and India, directed
that a plebiscite should be held to establish tishes of the Kashmiri people, but
it was never held because of India’s later oppasitThe ceasefire line, called the
Line of Control (LOC), is ae factoborder between Azad Kashmir under the
control of Pakistan and the Jammu Kashmir underctgrol of India. It is not
officially recognised by either country and is tto®t cause of running problems
and subsequent wars between Pakistan and3hdia.

In addition to these crises and disputes, indepwmaleas the catalyst for
security threats to the internal integrity of Pédis Beneath the apparent unity of
Islam, ethnic division created conditions for set@sist claims and resentments
in the Pashtun regions, most notably in Balochistadh in East Pakistan. Pashtun
tribes have lived for centuries in an area stragdthe current Afghan-Pakistan
border.In creating Afghanistan as a buffer state, thetfesrdrawn by the British
(the Durand Line) intentionally divided the Pashtubes living there to reduce

their disruptive capacity. The majority were mostigorporated into the border

32W. Norman Brown,The United States, India and Pakisté@ambridge: Harvard University
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states of the Raj, in what would become Balochistad NWFP (North West
Frontier Province, now Khyber Pakhtunkhwa), whilee tremainder were in
Afghanistan. In a complex of issues, the Britisimadstered Pashtun community
was uncertain about Muslim separatism and, whetitiparlooked inevitable, its
leader, Abdul Ghaffar Khan, demanded the creatidn an independent
Pashtunistan. Afghanistan then claimed the treatid#is Britain, including the
Durand Line, were no longer valid and demandedctkation of an independent
Pashtun state to reunite tribes on both sides efbtirder. These demands were
rejected, but Afghanistan voted against Pakistadsnission to the UN on
account of this dispute. This left Pakistan’s lead@ncerned about the security
of their Western border and its vulnerability talbé\fghan and Indian agitation,
particularly if co-ordinated with activity in Kashnt’

The Balochi are another ethnic group with their ol@nguage on the
borders of Afghanistan and Iran and along a lasggian of the Pakistani coast.
On the day after Pakistan’s independence from riti@ leader of the Balochi
State of Kalat declared independence from Pakistars defiance only lasted
until March 1948 but created a cycle of agitationd duppression which resulted
in a low level guerrilla campaign. Fears for thews#y of these areas were
heightened by the fact that their loss would mémsmnrest of Pakistan could only
access the sea through Sindh Province. This waddrbe more critical once the
deep sea port of Gwadar was bought from the Suwfa®man in 1957 and
incorporated into Balochistan Provinte.

The Bengalis formed the majority of the populatiorEast Pakistan and
their main exports were cotton and jute. Howeuseytbegan to feel marginalised
as the government was dominated by the politicéé @ West Pakistan. This
perception was greatly exacerbated when Urdu wampted as the official
language throughout Pakistan. This became theysatldr the Awami League
which sought to cultivate Bengali sentiment andenésment towards West
Pakistar?® How this situation developed into a drive for ssten and the

subsequent civil war will be explored in Chapter 3.
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1.3 The Process of Alliance Building

The economic weakness of Pakistan and its perceseedrity threats,
especially in relation to India, compelled the ngewvernment in Karachi to seek
foreign allies. Like many nations at the time, Bekm turned to the United States
for help. However, it took all of seven years felamabad to be accepted into the
US system of alliances. An examination of the pssand decisions which led to
this exposes the ambiguous foundations upon whehrelationship was first
formed. This section also examines what alternatRa&kistan had in its choice of
allies in the context of the Cold War and how tHe &merged as its favoured ally.
It also examines how American strategic aims madgal its first choice of
regional partner but ended up heavily allied toi§tak.

In line with ideals of Muslim unity and non-alignmteit was natural for
Pakistan to approach Turkey and Iran, but thesatdes were unable to offer the
support Pakistan wanted because of their own oglshiip to Indid® Turkey and
Iran had historical, cultural, linguistic and ecamo ties to India. Approximately
20% of Indian Muslims shared Iran’s Shia faith, lshithe two countries also
traded extensively with each otHférThe Turkish Prime Minister, Bulent Ecevit,
for his part, also made a point of letting Indisoknthat he sometimes consulted
the Hindu Holy Book, the Bhagavad Gita. Other Meldtast countries also
shrank from taking sides because they were reluttaantagonise India as the
largest non-aligned nation. India’s leading roletliat organisation effectively
excluded Pakistan from taking up its chosen pasitio the non-aligned
movement.

Pakistan was also disappointed with Britain and Gmenmonwealth for
being unwilling to intervene in the Kashmir disputds a dispute between
member countries, the Commonwealth had avoidedeaduirg the issue and had
no machinery for enforcing its actions in any c&s@hen he returned from the
1951 Commonwealth Conference after India had refuse hold the agreed

plebiscite in Kashmir, Liaquat declared, “Pakistanst not be taken for granted.

40Richard Sisson and Leo E. Rod&ar and Secession: Pakistan, India and the Creatibn
BangladesHCalifornia: University of California Press, 1991), p. 47.

41 Aparna Pandekxplaining Pakistan’s Foreign PolicyEscaping India(New York: Routledge,

2011), pp. 141-142.

42 Latif Ahmed Sherwanilndia, China and Pakistar{Karachi: Council for Pakistan Studies,
1967), p. 21.

23



Pakistan is not a camp-follower of the Commonweithwith China still in the
throes of revolution this left Pakistan with litibhoice other than to abandon its
non-aligned aspirations and to take sides in thieegeg Cold War.

As Pakistan was founded on the basis of the Islagtigion, it was more
reluctant to ally with the Soviet Union becausadtsfofficial atheist doctrine and
its record of suppressing religious practice. Thards, “communist” and “non-
believer”, were viewed in some Pakistani culturassgnonymous. The poor
image of the Soviet Union was further exacerbatgdt® perceived threat to
Pakistan security. In Jinnah’s vision of Islamididarity, “Muslim countries
would stand together against possible Russian sgjgre and would look to the
US for assistance** Jinnah also understood the geo-political signifeeaof the
region in Cold War calculations and the attracobiPakistan in strategic terms to
US policy-makers: “America needs Pakistan more tRakistan needs America
.... Pakistan is the pivot of the world #>” For their part, the Americans had
shown little sympathy for a separate Muslim staierpto partition, but policy-
makers did recognise Pakistan’s potential impogdastcategically. For example,
the US Secretary of State, George C. Marshall, mded President Truman that
Pakistan, after independence, will become “thedsirgViuslim country in the
world and will occupy one of the most strategicaare the world“® As a result
of such calculations, the US was one of the fiegiams to establish diplomatic
relations with Pakistan, appointing an Ambassaddslamabad on 22 September
1947.

Jinnah was equally quick in asking Washington fal. &h September
1947, he sent a special envoy, Laik Ali, to Wastongto negotiate a $2 billion
loan and to highlight his county’s need of econoamd military developmerit.
His diplomatic memorandum to the State Departmenfions Pakistan's early

Western focus and priorities:
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Primarily defence, and secondly, economic developgsnare the two vitally essential
features of Pakistan’s life, and for both of theke has to look, firstly, to the USA, and
then to Great Britain, for assistarfée.

However, the US was, at that time, more focussedEurope and the
Middle East, and therefore rejected the requesteNleeless, a comparatively
small sum of $10 million was offered from Americaigr relief funds. Within a
month of Laik Ali's visit to Washington, even thessher small steps towards a
meaningful alliance with America faced a serioubaek due to the explosion of
war in Kashmir. Much to Pakistan’s displeasure, W& declined to take sides in
the conflict and, instead, Washington placed ansaembargo on both Pakistan
and India®® This effectively tilted the power-balance in favai India because of
its considerable military superiority over Pakist#i the time, the US did not
wish to prejudice its relationship with India, bilte growing threat of Soviet
expansion was to bring the US and Pakistan togetln in the coming years.

Pakistan used its geo-strategic importance andhislantipathy towards
communism to campaign for military and economic aid line with US
containment policy. As early as August 1947, aesenf Pakistani officials,
including the Ambassador to Washington, the ForelMdmister and Prime
Minister assured the US Secretary of State thanwanism was contrary to Islam
and that Pakistan was anxious to maintain its stagdinst communist
infiltrators>® The following year, Ambassador MAH Ispahani weuntttier and
suggested that Pakistan could become a base fomhibtary and air operations
against Soviet threat. “It is in the interest ofiet nations besides Pakistan,” he
said, “that Pakistan should remain well equipped simong, ready to meet any
emergency that the international situation may bpdn the world > On a visit
to Cairo in May 1949, Prime Minister Liaquat saidkBtan would help combat
communist penetration in South East A¥idde added that in the confrontation
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with communism, “the Muslim countries between Caamod Karachi had an
important part to play. It should be the concerntloeé Western powers to
strengthen the Middle East countrié3.”

This campaign was unsuccessful in gaining mordaidPakistan, but the
testing of the Soviet atomic bomb and the commueigblution in China in 1949,
followed by the communist invasion of South KoraalB50 alarmed US policy-
makers. They were particularly concerned aboutseurity of the oil-fields in
the Middle East and, in an echo of the Anglo-Russi@reat Game” of the
previous century, they also suspected the Soviebrhad intentions to gain
access to warm water ports and the wider Indiara@®¢lerough Afghanistan and
Pakistan. As a result of these concerns, Ameriaftention turned from 1949
more towards South Asia.

The Americans’ first choice of partner in South &dhowever, was India,
and they invited Prime Minister Nehru to visit Wamgjton in October 1949, much
to the concern of the Pakistan leadershipin the event, two factors brought
Pakistan and the US together. First, the USSR alegggtli on Pakistan’s concerns,
and on 3 June 1949 invited Prime Minister Liaquatvisit Moscow — an
invitation which was initially accepted with entlimsm®> This acceptance did
not represent a reversal in Pakistan’s overalligorgolicy strategy. Instead, it
was to emphasise that the US should not take Rakist granted and to put it in
a better bargaining position with Washington. Tisisllustrated in Ambassador

Ispahani’s letter to Prime Minister Liaquat.

Your acceptance of the invitation to visit Moscowasaa masterpiece in strategy ... Until
a few months ago, we were unable to obtain anytbkagpt a few words from middling
State Department officials. We were taken muctgfanted as good boys who would not
play ball with communism or flirt with the left; g8 who would starve and die rather
than even talk to communists ... we were treated asumtry that did not seriously
matter. On the other hand, the US Government paichnattention to India.... [But after
the Liaquat acceptance of the invitation to visibddow], overnight Pakistan began to
receive the serious notice and consideration ott8eSovernment?

The second factor was that Nehru used his US tasiémphasise his

concept of non-alignment. He explained, “we have im@ntions to commit

53The Times13 May 1949.

54 Kalim Bahadur, Democracy in Pakistan: Crisis and ConfliciNew Delhi: Har-Anand
Publications, 1998), p. 231.

%5 Shri Ram Sharmadndia-USSR Relations, 1947-1971: From Ambivalencsteadfastnegew
Delhi: Discovery Publishing House, 1999), p. 24.

56 Robert J. McMahonThe Cold War on the Periphery: The United Statadjal and Pakistan
(New York: Columbia University Press, 1994), p. 71.

26



ourselves to anybody at any time” and, when askeerevindia stood in the Cold
War, he replied, “India wants no part of that warHe went on to explain that
Indian foreign policy would be, “the pursuit of pea not through alignment with
any major power or group of powers, but throughirafependent approach to
each controversial or disputed isst@.”

This clear statement disappointed the US, and irceBder 1949
Washington decided to invite a Pakistani delegattiownisit>® As a result, instead
of going to Moscow, Prime Minister Liaquat met Rdest Truman in
Washington in May 1956 The US State Department’s policy note, drafted a
month ahead of the visit, suggested that the Sdlirgtion may have been
significant: “The principal US objectives were tlmgientation of Pakistan’s
Government and people towards the US and otherewesbuntries and to wean
it away from the Soviet Uniorf*

For his part, Prime Minister Liaquat had three oties for his three-
week visit to the United States. First, to bring hewly-born country close to the
US politically; second, to get help to develop Btm’'s economy; and third, to
procure US arms and weapons. To these ends, Liammphasised once more
Pakistan’s antipathy towards communism, its prefegefor liberty, democracy
and private property, and its preference for USheauc and military assistance.
In discussions with military officials, he highligdd the fighting qualities of
Pakistan’s anti-communist Muslim warrid¥s.He also explained the cultural and
ideological relationship between Pakistan and otloeintries of the Middle East.
In this way, Liaquat sought to link Pakistan’s maity strength to creating long-
lasting stability in the ared. Finally, the Pakistan Prime Minister also
emphasised the geo-political significance of bahtgof his country, drawing on

historical precedents:
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Whereas one borders on Burma, not far from whezelpanese advance was halted in
the last war, the other borders on Iran and Afgdtaniand has an important situation in
relation to the communications to and from thebai&ring areas of the Middle East. This
part also controls the mountain passes throughhathie Indo-Pakistan subcontinent has
been invaded ninety times in the past centifies.

It is important to note, however, that Liaquat walsvays clear that
Pakistan sought its own security first and forem&hen asked at a press
conference how large a standing army Pakistan wahiaquat replied, “if your
country guarantee[s] our territorial integrity, ilmnot keep [an] army at all®
Liaquat’s desire to cooperate impressed the Amesitat his request for military
aid was not seriously considered at the tffnedowever, just a month after the
visit, war broke out in Korea prompting an Amerigathink. In February 1951, a
meeting of US ambassadors to South Asian countmié&3olombo favoured the
participation of Pakistan in the defence of MidBkest countrie§’ In May 1952,
the Director of the State Department’s policy plagrstaff, Paul Nitze, criticised
Western weakness in the Middle East and recommedidect US involvement in
the defence of the region, including assistancRakistarP® Assistant Secretary
of State, George C. McGhee had gone further inlAp851 saying, “Pakistan’s
contribution would probably be the decisive faciorensuring defence of the
area.®®

It was believed in the US that Pakistan wantedeta$ally because it saw
communism as the main threat to its security arad ¢ the free world. That
perception may have been further encouraged bysRaks then Ambassador,
Muhammad Ali, who, confirmed in the summer of 19B2at his country had
abandoned neutralism and was clearly on the sidiéneofWest. “Do not count
Pakistan as a neutral nation in Asia,” he said.r‘Gasic sympathies are strongly
with the West.* Despite Pakistan being seen increasingly as a {iatesset by
the US, Washington remained reluctant to give amjitaid. The fear was that
arming Pakistan could entangle the US in disputdsvden Pakistan and India
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which would have been a distraction from the mausihess of containing
communisn’}

Prime Minister Liaquat was assassinated on 16 @cttb51 at a public
meeting in Rawalpindi. The circumstances of thedegct, in which the alleged
assassin was also immediately shot dead, and thseguent failure of the
authorities to fully investigate, led to a thedmatt the US orchestrated the killing
in retaliation for Liaquat’s earlier flirtation witthe USSR? This seems unlikely
given Liaquat’s rather successful visit to the @diStates just over a year before
his assassination. Whatever the truth of such slaoonspiracy theories involving
US participation in Pakistan’s political life hawways resonated among the
people of Pakistan.

The US now had two main reasons for choosing Rakiss its closest ally
in South Asia - its strategic location between Reesian Gulf and East Asia; and
its willingness, unlike India, to work with Washiog. US policy-makers had
come largely to accept the importance of Pakistaitsi defence of Middle East
against communist expansiéhMoreover, Pakistan had military facilities, such a
airfields, from which the Persian Gulf could be tohed and defended, and its
army could also be used for the defence of thabne§ Besides West Pakistan’s
strategic importance for the defence of Middle EBsaist Pakistan also formed the
western border of Southeast Asia. Thus Pakistanwasole formed an important
connection of defence systems between the Middk Ead Southeast Asfa.
This meant that Pakistan was of strategic impodaocthe defence of the free
world out of proportion to her general resourtes.

Nevertheless, continuing concerns over Pakistat&ionship with India,
together with a desire to avoid being dragged antmnflict over Kashmir, led the
Truman administration to act cautiously in its tielas with Pakistan. This began
to change when Dwight Eisenhower became US Prdsided953, with the
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hawkish John Foster Dulles as his Secretary oeSiatlles advocated alliances
as a means by which the power of the USSR and Gluula be contained in the
region. With this in mind, he visited both IndiadaRakistan in May that year.
India stuck to its non-aligned approach and dedlitmejoin any such alliance, but
Pakistan leapt at the chance. Dulles concluded “®akistan occupies a high
position in the Muslim world. The strong spiritidalth of the people makes them
a dependable bulwark against communigm.”

Now that communism had spread beyond the USSRe®olbserved that
“Communist China borders on northern territoriesdhiey Pakistan and from
Pakistan’s northern borders one can see the Sdwien. Pakistan flanks Iran and
the Middle East and guards the Khyber Pass, therlisnvasion route from the
north into the subcontinent® By November,The New York Timesad become
enthusiastic about Pakistan as a potential althéncold war. An editorial argued
that “there is plenty of courage and skill among ®akistanis for a first class
fighting force, if one is needed®The US Secretaries of State and Defence had
calculated that Pakistan’s active support mightobé&ained without involving
unmanageable problems with IndfaHowever, when the US informed India of
its intention to provide military aid to PakistaNehru accused Pakistan of
bringing the Cold War to South Asia, and used #isipart of an excuse to rescind
India’s earlier agreement to the Kashmir plebistiteNehru was also deeply
concerned over the possibility of war with its rdagur. In response, President
Eisenhower wrote to assure him that if US aid tkistan was misused or directed
against another country, he would act, “both witlaind without the United
Nations to thwart such aggressici.”

On 25 February 1954, Eisenhower formally announeisddecision to
give military aid and assistance to Pakistan. Tas enthusiastically welcomed

in Pakistan. Prime Minister Muhammad Ali declar&dakistan today enters a
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glorious chapter in its history, and is now cagt dosignificant role in world
affairs.”®® Thus, on 19 May 1954, the US and Pakistan sigheil first defence
agreement called the Mutual Defence Assistance ekgeat (MDAA), providing
formal confirmation of Pakistan’s alignment withetiWest.By joining the US
military alliance against the leading communist posy Pakistan took a serious
risk of Chinese and Soviet hostility, but it waade to take that risk as long as the
US military aid would allow it to build up its defee capabilities sufficiently to
counter the Indian threat.

As arrangements for the MDAA were being completashmunist forces
achieved an unexpected military success againsfFtaech in Vietham. With
substantial encouragement and support from fadiet Minh forces surrounded
the French garrison at Dien Bien Phu on 13 Marcb41faorcing the French to
surrender and withdraw from the country. This prtedpDulles to reconsider
how to contain communism in IndochiffaThe US feared that if regional states
opposing communism were left militarily and econcafly undefended, and were
allowed to fall, they would become communist antimdtely seek an alliance
with China and the Soviet Union, denying the whelgion to the US®

The Chinese were now an added threat to the rdgaoked by the Sino-
Soviet Treaty of Friendship, Alliance and Mutualsisance of 1958 As a
result, the US sponsored defence alliances in ¢g@om in addition to giving
military and economic support. On 5 September 18l South East Asia Treaty
Organisation (SEATO) was formed comprising Pakistaa US, the Philippines,
Australia, New Zealand, Britain, France and ThallarAs well as being
committed to deterring aggression, the treaty sé@sthe goals of economic
development and social well-being within the mendmmtries®

The formation of SEATO was welcomed by Muhammad Aieutralism
Is no longer possible and Pakistan had to chooseebe seeing eye to eye with
communism or the Western powef8.” By the following year, however,
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Pakistan’s commitment seemed more nuanced. Prinmestdi Ali met with the

Chinese Premier, Chou-en-Lai, at the African-Adsamdung Conference of 1955
to emphasise that joining SEATO was not an aggressst towards China. Chou
declared that Ali had told him that, although P&aswas a party to a military

treaty, it was not aimed at China.

Pakistan had no fear China would permit aggresagainst her. As a result of that, we

achieved mutual understanding although we areagdlinst military treaties. The Prime

Minister of Pakistan further assured us that if tt#& should take aggressive action under

the military treaty or if the US launched globalrwBakistan would not be involved in it
90

Therefore, despite SEATO, China maintained an accodating
relationship with Pakistan, and in October 1956, tbw Pakistani Prime Minister
Suhrawardy paid an official visit to Beijing. Heaag assured Chou-en-Lai that,
“SEATO was exclusively a defence pact” and thatki®tan would like to
strengthen relations with Chin&” In reply Chou declared that SEATO would
never impair and weaken the relationship betweekisRen and China. This
understanding was important since the two counslemed a common border,
and the statement of understanding was possibkubedChina also had territorial
disputes with India.

The US formed another international organisatioftsncontinued policy
of containment. Initially known as the Baghdad Padiecame the Central Treaty
Organisation (CENTO) comprising Pakistan, Turkesn] Irag and the UK, and
its main aims were to defend the Middle East amdegt its oil fields. Although
it was CENTQO’s main sponsor, the US did not joia gfact, opting for observer
status only. Aware of Arab anti-Western sentimenthie region it concluded that
full membership would create more problems thanwiuld solve’? US
Ambassador Gallman noted the interplay betweendorand domestic politics in
making the decision to stay out of CENTO. “The @diStates stayed out in order
to avoid antagonising Egypt, to side-step objestiom Israel and to prevent a
Senate fight over ratification during an electiarag®® Without the US, it was
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feared that the alliance would be insignificant, Bakistan initially deferred
joining. However, under pressure from other CENT@mhers, it finally joined in
June 195%% Joining these two international organisations ifiggh that Pakistan
was now undeniably a member of the Western bloavé¥er, this membership
was controversial in the country and led to wideagdropposition and disorder in
the country.

Long-standing differences between East and WesisRakpersisted and
now became focused on foreign policy. Importantises of the press and the
main political parties of East Pakistan, includitmg Azad Pakistan Party, the
Awami League and the National Awami Party, wereas®al to membership of
SEATO and CENTO, which they saw as undermining fakis newly-won
sovereignty and constraining commercial freedérim February 1957, Moulana
Bhashani, an influential, anti-imperialist and poll leader of East Pakistan,
demanded the cancellation of the alliance agreesramd warned he would fight
for an independent and neutral foreign poftyThis opposition seriously
concerned the military, particularly its Commandehief, General Ayub Khan,
who saw the US as the only route to a speedy msdion of the armed forces
and had been personally involved in persuading W to ally itself with
Pakistar®’ The nation’s first general election was planned April 1959, and
both Ayub and the US feared that if it were allowedgo ahead those elected
might take Pakistan out of SEATO and CENTO. SoUlse backed by President
Mirza, encouraged Ayub to stage a coup in ordeletail the electio®

Ayub Khan declared Martial Law on 7 October 1958jrzsl then
abrogated the new democratic constitution which twalgt been in place for two

years, branding Pakistani politicians as trait@saunse of their “unintelligent and
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irresponsible criticism” of foreign polic}. President Mirza declared all political
parties to be illegal, dismissed the Cabinet, dvesbthe National and Provincial
assemblies and imprisoned opposition leaders. IFirte@ appointed Ayub as the
Chief Administrator of Martial Law. Mirza had midcalated, however. By
appointing Ayub to this post he had effectively makis own position as
President superfluous. The General deposed hiny éddcBober 1958 and assumed
the title of Field Marshal. In this role, he becathe sole political leader of
Pakistan-%

There is evidence that the US and the British kimadvance of the coup.
Mirza had informed them about his plan to assumsolake power, and even
divulged the planned daté* Nawaz claims that Dulles advised Mirza that whilst
the US favoured democracy over authoritarianisnrethmay be exceptions
justifiable for limited periods, but such issuesrevdor Pakistan's leaders and
people to decide. “In effect,” Nawaz argued, “theee; light was given for
Martial Law.”%2 The British High Commissioner, Alexander Symonsoal
instructed his officials to destroy any “papersdhil this office which indicate
that we knew in advance [about the coup] to ber » 103

Thus the US and Britain, either approved the caupat a minimum,
turned a blind eye to it. The coup leaders weregeed to be pro-Western, and
military rule was justified as being the best way bring development,
modernisation and even democratisation to the cpuWithin four days of the
coup, Ayub received best wishes from the US Chadjataires and a letter of
friendship from US Defence Secretary, Neil McElrajho also told his Foreign
Relations Committee that he was “inclined to badievell of our friends°
Ayub was eager to reassure his American alliesso€buntry’s continued loyalty

to the West. “Recent developments have, if anythstgengthened Pakistan’s
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faithfulness to its alliances,” he said. “Pakistemore than ever on the side of the
free people of the Wesf® Ayub made it plain that he thought continued aid,
which he saw as a matter of life and death for faki should be his country’s
reward for such loyalty®® Most significantly, US aid increased from $67 ioifl

in 1955 to $145 million after the coup. It seemattRresident Eisenhower was
content to have Ayub as a military dictator betteensure a long-lasting alliance
with Pakistan® To further strengthen that alliance, in Decembe&59l
Eisenhower became the first US President to \isitdountry:®® In this way, the
US started what was to be a consistent patternrafnig a blind eye to military
coups in Pakistan and supporting the dictatorstdwt power. This suggests that,
for the US, tolerating the suppression of demockaayg a price worth paying for
furthering its national interests and deterring ommist expansionism.

The new military regime ensured that the militatliance remained
intact!®® The US became even closer to Ayub as Washingo sivilian
advisors to Pakistan. In return, the US used Rakistirbases to maintain
surveillance of Soviet territor® Ayub assured the US that “Pakistan will stand
by you if you stand by Pakistai'* In that spirit, he signed a bilateral defence
agreement with the US on 5 March, 1959. In the eagent, the US said it
regarded the preservation of Pakistan’s indeperaand integrity as “vital to its
national interests and to world peace”. SpecificalArticle 1 included the

undertaking that:

In the case of aggression against Pakistan, theei@ment of the United States of
America will take such appropriate action, incluglihe use of armed forces, as may be

105FRUS (Foreign Relations of United StatesBouth and Southeast Asia United”, Vol. 15,
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mutually agreed upon and as envisaged in the Jsblution to Promote Peace and
Stability in the Middle East, in order to assiskiBtan at its request?

On 15 April 1959, the agreement was supplementea foymal note from
the US Ambassador James Langley to the Foreignskdinof Pakistan, Manzur
Qadir:

The United States would promptly and effectivelyneoto the assistance of Pakistan if it
were subjected to armed aggression. A threat totehdtorial integrity or political
independence of the members (of CENTO) would bwedkby the United States with
the utmost gravity*®

There were those in Pakistan who viewed this as dtpaivalent of
NATO’s commitment to collective security in the Wasgton Treaty!4
Certainly, Article One goes some way towards thatrpretation. However, the
formal note falls well short of guaranteeing miljtaaction if Pakistan were
attacked. Any such attack would be “viewed ... witle utmost gravity” allows
the US considerable wiggle room. The problem foisWagton was that Pakistan
viewed this as a commitment to its defence, whield ko considerable
disappointment when subsequent US administratiotespreted the agreement
rather differently. However, the agreement cleadig indicate a far closer
relationship between the two countries. Followihg tagreement, the US gave
$565 million to help modernise Pakistan’s air foriceluding the delivery of 120
F80s, 57 bombers and 12 F148s. US aid also came in the form of grants,
military sales and military training.

One effect of the agreement was the downturn insRaks relations with
the USSR. When Moscow became aware of the negwigath December 1958, it
warned Pakistan that a new military agreement with US would increase the
danger of it being “drawn into the military gamblesthese states and complicate
the situation in that part of the world which lissimmediate proximity to the
Soviet Union, which affects — and cannot but affedts security interestgt

Pakistan rejected Moscow’s warnings on the grouhds the right to collective
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security against any danger and threat was acceptddr the UN Chartét’
Moscow also made it plain that the bilateral agreeimwas perceived to be a
hostile act and, “the government of the USSR wilgturally, take all the
necessary steps towards safeguarding the sectirityeoSoviet frontiers .. 8
These warnings were prescient and resonated wieed2hncident occurred later
that year.

Before that, however, Ayub spotted a possible dppdy to bring about a
resolution of the Kashmir problem. India and Chivexre preoccupied at the time
with an escalating border dispute following an wesssful uprising in Tibet.
Ayub tried to capitalise on this to resolve diffieces with India by resurrecting a
proposal for the joint defence of the sub-continegainst any threat from the
north, meaning both the USSR and CHitfaOn 24 April 1959, he proposed that
“in the event of an external threat, Pakistan amdial should defend the sub-
continent in cooperation with each oth&®” However, this would be conditional
on India accepting Pakistan’s terms for a settlemerKashmir and the canal
waters disputé?! “Once these [issues] are solved, the armies ofwbecountries
could disengage and move to their respective vabierfrontiers .22

India’s Commander-in-Chief, General Cariappa, suj@oo the idea
precisely because it would release troops for Usegaits external borders. He
acknowledged that the defence problems of India Rakistan were indivisible:
“Pride and prestige factors must be subordinateactoeving the actual need of
the hour.2?® India’s High Commissioner in Pakistan, Kewal Singlas more
doubtful about Ayub’s proposal seeing it as insiacepportunisnt?* Nehru
decided to reject the idea, asking, “against whoas wthere a need for joint

defence?¥?®
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Eisenhower visited Pakistan and India that Decemdned Ayub sought
his help in settling the Kashmir dispute. Howevire United States’ shared
concern with India about China meant it would natessure Nehrif®
Eisenhower’s continued disinclination to upset Dehlowed that India was still a
prized ally the US wanted to win over some timé¢hia future'?’ Undeterred, in

July 1960, Ayub was still promoting Indo-Pakistanaperation:

...we shall have a good chance of preventing armeece of the history of the past,
which was that whenever this subcontinent was divid and often it was divided —
someone or other invited an outsider to stef3dn.

Eisenhower’s reluctance to support Ayub’s plan miod prevent Pakistan
from allowing the US a secret air base under theegof a communications centre
at Badaber near Peshawar which served U-2 sumvedlaircraft and their illegal
flights over the Soviet Uniot?® In May 1960, a U-2 from that base was shot
down over Soviet territory. The US initially claichét was an unarmed weather
plane from Turkey, but later admitted the tritfiln a clear reference ®akistan,
the Soviet leader, Nikita Khrushchev, warned caastrwhich placed their
territories at the disposal of forces aggressiweatds the USSR that they were
“playing with fire”.13! At a diplomatic party in Moscow shortly afterwayds
Khrushchev threatened a Pakistani diplomat thasi@usould destroy Peshawar
with rockets if such an incident happened agaikidan, however, did not take
these threats seriously because it felt reasonabfg sheltering under the
American nuclear umbrelf#> When Ayub was asked about Soviet threats he
said, “if Russia attacked Pakistan, the latter waubt be alone. It would mean

world war. The source of attack would not remaisaathed .*33

1.4 The Consequences of the Relationship with theSU
Pakistan had become the United States’ closest iallAsia through
various means, including its defence agreementnamahbership of SEATO and
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CENTOX* The US had benefited from this relationship by steing its

containment strategy in the vast area from Turkeyhe Philippines. Pakistan,
however, was never so committed to containmentcyolFor, although the
rhetoric made reference to containment, leaders ftaquat Ali Khan to Ayub

Khan had always made it plain that Pakistan’s pryngancern was to get military
support to deal with the Kashmir issue and to detdran aggression. Joining
SEATO and CENTO was largely perceived to be a me&securing aid from the
US ¥ Judging by Major General Fazal Mugeem Khan’s assest this aim was

largely achieved.

United States’ aid has greatly increased the defersapabilities of Pakistan’s small
army. It now possesses greater fire-power, betteybility and cross-country
performance, and command and control facilitieeak become a hard hitting forcé.

However, the close relationship with the US had, steted earlier,
aggravated domestic dissent which, though suppdeafter the military coup,
would re-emerge in the tensions leading up to 8#&llsecession of East Pakistan.
In addition, its alliance with the US, on occasibad detrimental consequences in
terms of its relationship with other countries. Thdian Prime Minister, Nehru,
expressed concern that US aid would make Pakistane @ggressive and more
willing to go to war against India. “I do not knaanyone,” he said, “who can say
that this has brought security and stability to WiesAsia.*3’ The Indian press
warned that the US-Pakistan relationship would maégotiated settlements to
problems in Asia more difficult and only createthar tension in the regioi®
And, of course, the MDAP, as stated earlier, pr@ddhdian withdrawal of its
agreement to the Kashmir plebiscite which has nbgen held.

The Soviet leadership opposed the agreements dastdtas membership
of the pro-American organisations. Before this, Bekistan-Soviet relationship
was cool but not marked by hostility. The USSR bpgdosed partition of the sub-

continent in favour of a united India but when Bk came into being, Moscow

134 Burke, Pakistan’s Foreign Policyp. 171.

135 See for example, Mohammad Ayub Khan, “SpeechesSiattments by Field Marshal Ayub
Khan”, Vol. 1, October, 1958-June, 1959 (Karachi: Pakifablication, 1959), p. 53; Zulfigar
Ali Bhutto, “Debate on Foreign Policy of PakistaiNational Assembly of Pakistan, Debatés|.

3, Part 2, 21 August 1964; Haggargkistan between Mosque and Militapy 32.

136 Fazal Mugueem KhariThe Story of the Pakistan Arnfiarachi: Oxford University Press,
1963), p. 160.

137 M.V. Kamath, M.V.,Nehru revisitedMumbai: Nehru Centre, 2003), p. 126.

138The Hindy 3 July, 1954.

39



had accepted {£° After Pakistan joined forces with the US, howethg Soviet
leadership openly sided with India and supportedciaim over Kashmir, even
going so far as to declare Kashmir an integral pérndial*® Khrushchev and
Bulganin visited India in November 1955 offeringlitary and economic aid and
reiterating their pro-Indian position on Kashrfit. Moscow further alienated
Pakistan by supporting Afghanistan’s claim to thesiun areas of Pakistan,
which brought further destabilisation to the Westeorderlands between the two
countriest*? Thus, the USSR not only became openly hostileatasan itself and
its interests in the Afghan border region, but atswe openly supportive of India.
As India was the prime focus of Pakistan’s forempiicy, its decisions to ally
itself with the US could be considered counter-pative at least in this respect.
Pakistan’s relationship with the Muslim world, pamtarly Egypt, Saudi
Arabia and Afghanistan was also prejudiced. Egggarded CENTO as the
product of Western national interests because stwad initiated by the local Arab
states. Even after the Suez War in 1956, Egypseeftio allow Pakistani troops to
enter its territory as part of the UN EmergencycEoit also refused to receive the
Prime Minister of Pakistan when he expressed aaésivisit. Nasser pointedly
claimed that “Suez is as dear to Egypt as Kashmitoi India”l*® and later
declared Kashmir to be an integral part of InNdfaThe Saudi Government also
resented CENTO and pressed Pakistan to withdrametmbership. Saudi media
criticised Pakistan by arguing that it had now gairup with Turkey, which “feels
honoured to co-operate with the Jewish st&teThe Saudi King even publicly
thanked Nehru for his policy towards Muslims livingIndia and acknowledged
that the fate of the Indian Muslims was in veryesaénds?® The attitude of Saudi

Arabia shocked the people and government of Paki§hina, on the other hand,
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appeared to appreciate that Pakistan’s allianck thié¢ US was directed against
India rather than China and the containment of camsm.

Pakistan’s alliance with the United States did megot sufficient aid to
build up its military as a deterrence against pmsesiaggression. However,
Pakistan failed in its aim to get support on Kashor to secure a peaceful
settlement of the dispute. Expectations that Wessdignment would help were
not fulfilled and Pakistan never received clear andquivocal support from the
US over Kashmit#’ At the same time, the Soviet Union had shiftedncopenly
hostile position towards Pakistan and one supporiif/India and its claims to
Kashmir. Even more troubling was the fact that Baki had become more
isolated amongst Muslim countries, in contrasttsooriginal aim of befriending
them. However, the understanding arrived at withozln-Lai at Bandung
reflected a genuine shared interest with Chinaragjémdia and began what would

become an enduring partnership.

1.5 Implications for the Relationship

The eight-year process of alliance-building revesiderlying ambiguities
in the US-Pakistan relationship. Both states edténe alliance to further their
own national interests but, despite the rhetoric urfity, these diverged
considerably. Dr. Ishtiaqg Ahmed of Quaid-e-Azam &ndord Universities points
out that the US was pursuing a global strategy skH#akistan was regionally
focussed® This regional focus was also influenced by intedigisions and the
need to protect the integrity of the new state freegional interference. The
objects of American strategy were first the Soldeion and later China, and its
purpose was to stifle communist expansion. TheablgePakistan’s strategy was
primarily India and its purpose was security agathe military and economic
superiority of its bigger and hostile neighbourliding having the capacity to
negotiate on Kashmir from a position of strengthe TUS was engaged in an
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ideological confrontation between capitalism anthownism while Pakistan was
an Islamic state confronting a Hindu thr&#t.

The question arises as to whether interests coagiarga mutual aversion
towards communism, but the evidence suggests Rakisas ambivalent. The
rhetoric of Jinnah and Liaquat indicated a cledar-@emmmunist and pro-Western
stance but the latter’s acceptance of Moscow’s liidBation points to a more
open mind, and Ipshani’s letter quoted above sugdbs may have been a ploy
to galvanise the American?’ Furthermore, Roedad Khan, a former Pakistani
civil servant throughout the Cold War, confirmed anpersonal interview that
Jinnah never intended to forge a real “friendshithwhe USSR.*! However,
Muhammad Ali's assurances to Chou-en-Lai and Sutwr@dyis aim to strengthen
relations with China clearly indicate that by 1966t all communists were
considered bad if they shared a common enemy ia.liithus, Pakistan’s attitude
to communism appears to have been India-centrie: WSSR, which was
supporting India militarily and technologically, sa threat whilst China, which
had disputes with India, was not. Ahmed points asb that, unlike the USSR,
China was not trying to export its ideology in thegion and was therefore
perceived in an entirely different way to MoscbwWhilst this may have been
true for Pakistan it is unlikely that India or thiS would have drawn the same
conclusion and, in any case, the Chinese trackradea@s not fully formed in
1955, so it suggests that China’s attitude to Rakis/as also India-centric. Thus,
Callard’s conclusion that Pakistan joined US aliesy but “had no strong
convictions about the balance of righteousnesshéarift between the West and
Communism seems falit?

Thus, the key characteristic of US-Pakistan refatiovas that both states
entered into the alliance with different aims argeotives and with different

attitudes towards communism. Much was then built tbese ambiguous
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foundations creating scope for later friction, nmdarstanding and
disappointment when the alliance was put to thé. f€se fact that the US
ultimately allied with Pakistan to such an extent spite of long-standing
reservations also indicates that Pakistan’s unggeestrategic location enabled it
to exert reverse influence on its bigger and maweuful partner, in essence to
get the US to buy its co-operation and accesssttertitory with aid and arms. It
also shows that the US was prepared to turn a llyedo military dictatorship to
secure the alliance in the face of democratic ofipos
The formation of the relationship also required itH& to indulge in wilful

blindness, in this case over Kashmir. The evidesfcenmity between Pakistan
and India was plain but the Eisenhower adminisiratihought it could arm
Pakistan without making unmanageable problems Mdfa. In so doing it started
a regional arms race and galvanised hostilities &ashmir, and the US found
itself making assurances based on dubious claiatsitticould control the use of
the arms it was shipping into the region. Additibnahe fact that Pakistan was
the United States’ reluctant second choice aftdralralso created insecurity in
Islamabad that their ally might again tilt towarteir enemy when conditions

changed.
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CHAPTER 2: DECLINE AND DISAPPOINTMENT: INDIA,
CHINA, ISLAM AND THE BOMB, 1961-1979

2.1 Introduction

When Ayub stood firm alongside the US over the d@dent, he was
confident he would not stand alone if attackedte&ir years later Zulfigar Al
Bhutto, the Prime Minister of Pakistan, told histidaal Assembly in vivid terms

that it was the US that was attacking him:

...the elephant [the US] is mad at me....Bloodhounds raeming in the streets to
quench their thirst with my blood...this is not ardigenous development, this is a
colossal conspiracy hatched by an imperial forgigwer and her stoogés.

Relations between the two states would get eversevowo years later
with American citizens killed in anti-US riots imKistan. After fourteen years in
the making, the next eighteen years saw the stcadédigance unravel into mutual
disappointments, threats, sanctions and conframistiThis chapter explores the
key events and decisions which caused this de#tioor to occur and how they
began to establish a pattern of mutual distrustlsib examines how fluctuations
in US policy towards Pakistan may have been reftbécin alternating US

presidential administrations.

2.2 India: The US Disappoints Pakistan

John F. Kennedy became US President in 1961 andD&isocratic
administration adopted a more pro-India poficAs a Senator in 1958, he
advocated engagement with the non-aligned movefant] during the Sino-
Indian border clash of 1959 he argued for maximwmppsrt for India against

Communist China.

We must be willing to join with other Western naisan a serious long-range program of
long-term loans, backed up by technical and agdricail assistance - designed to enable
India to overtake the challenge of Communist China. We want India to win that race
with Red Chind.

1 “Statement by Prime Minister Z.A. Bhutto to a josession of Parliament on April 28, 1977"
(Extract) in K. Arif (ed.),America-Pakistan Relationd/ol. 1, (Lahore: Vanguard Books Ltd.,
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Now as President, Kennedy increased World Bankt@ibhdia over the
period 1961-63 to $2,225 millichThe magnitude of the change can be judged by
the fact that US economic aid to India for the rentiwelve years from
Independence to 1959 was officially valued at dbily705 million. In Pakistan,
Ayub Khan suspected India would divert the aid taisaits military to threaten
Pakistan and be more difficult to deal with on Kagtf He was further
disappointed when US Vice-President Johnson paadoawill visit to India with
the American First Lady Jacqueline Kennedy in 1868l encouraged Nehru to
extend his leadership to other parts of Southesist’/A

Fearful of US plans to encourage Indian regionaehsony, Ayub met
Kennedy in July of that year. Before leaving he sat his concerns to his
domestic press and said Pakistan was concerneel, aipd disappointed over US
policy in the regiorf. Ayub Khan indicated that Pakistan might pull ofiS&ATO
if large amounts of aid to India continued. He vedso critical of American
military aid to India which included 350 US tanksdanon-recoil gun8.Ayub
Khan warned Washington that if India became too qréwl, its smaller
neighbours would have no alternative but to seekah protection'® “Can it
be,” Ayub Khan asked that “the US is abandoningdsd friends for people who
may not prove such good friend$?During his US visit Ayub pointed out that
Pakistan was the only country in the region whiell lallowed the US to use its
territory for bases and how it had supported theoM& the U2 incident He told

a joint session of the American Congress, “the gelgple who will stand by you
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are the people of Pakistan .... provided you are pispared to stand by them.”
He went on to urge his audience, “not to take dap shat might aggravate our
problems or in any fashion jeopardize our sectifityde also said, “If India uses
American aid for economic development we have rjeation, but if it uses it for
military purposes, then Pakistan has to preparsetféo meet the threat?

Kennedy sought to placate Ayub with public praisel ahe promise of
prompt delivery of twelve F-104 supersonic fightevkich had already been
pledged by Eisenhower. He also promised to dis&ashmir with NehrdP and
assured Ayub that if America gave arms to Indigidtan would be consulted
first.1® On the strength of this, Ayub returned to Pakistpparently pleased with
the outcome of his visit to the US. When askeckifaas satisfied that the US was
not abandoning Pakistan for others who may notuiie guch good friends of the
country, he answered unequivocally in the affirmat! However, Kennedy had
better reason to be pleased with the meeting hanoh@ltered his Indian policy in
any significant way at all.

Ayub’s satisfaction was short-lived, in any case] d collapsed when war
broke out between India and China. The US suppdréid against Communist
China as might have been expected given Kennedylieeremarks, but this only
prompted Pakistan to turn to Beijing. The Sino-&mdborder had been disputed
since 1959 when China claimed the territories aldkdn and Arunchal Pradesh.
The dispute turned to war in October 1962 when €haunched an assault on
India in response to the latter establishing mijitaosts in mountains behind
Chinese position¥

Six days later Nehru appealed to the world commuioit support urging

it not to allow the principle of “Might is Right”ot prevail in international
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relations!® The US and Britain promptly signed an aid agreg¢méth Delhi, and
the first shipment of aid was rushed to India thavember?® The war was short
and China declared a ceasefire on 21 November IR62\ehru was encouraged
by the support from the West, and particularly fréhe United States, and
declared that India would continue its military lduup even though this
particular dispute was settlétl.Accordingly, Western powers continued their
military and economic aid after the cease-fire wig®med, ostensibly to deter any
repetition of Chinese aggressi#ln May 1963, US Ambassador to India,
Chester Bowles, said the US was “very anxious tip’hkndia build up her
strength against China and the only thing to berdeéhed was the amount of
military aid that it could absorly. A British-Canadian mission studied India’s air
defence need$ and a separate US mission visited to study itsitamyl
requirements$® Under another agreement, the US and UK strengthémdidn
defences with radar installations and training tfadian technicians. This
agreement also provided for periodic joint traingx@rcises in Indi&

If these developments alarmed Pakistan then itrad¢éed with discomfort
that the US was encouraging the Soviet Union tce givd to India. On 10
December 1962, the US Under-Secretary of StateéP@ditical Affairs, Averell
Harriman, expressed approval of India’s relationth whe Soviet Union which he
declared to be in the United States’ intefé®oth the US and the USSR wanted
to strengthen India against China and encouragetbtiake military aid from any
country that was willing to provide it. According Nehru, the USSR also had no
objection to India receiving military and other &dm the US and UK

The declared objective of US military aid was talgle India to repel

Chinese aggression but it seemed to Pakistan itldwvincrease its own
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insecurities?® Pakistani leaders considered the war between hmtiaChina to be
just border skirmishes exaggerated by Delhi to mée military aid. In support
of this view, Ayub contended that China would nawvé attacked through the
difficult Himalayan Mountains if the objective hdzken to achieve a decisive
victory since it would have been easier to outflémkia through Burm&’ Bhutto
also pointed out that, even during the war, thek afl India’s armed forces
remained on the Indo-Pakistan border, observingttha was “a strange method
of resisting the Chinesé?However, his criticism may have been unfair since
such a strategy could merely reflect Indian fedrsam opportunistic attack by
Pakistan which, as will be discussed later, wasraime possibility.

In addition to their scepticism about Indian clajiRakistan’s leaders had
further objections to the Western rush to arm é@ginbour. Ayub complained to
Kennedy that India’s pro-Soviet and anti-Westerticpes could not justify the
military aid it was getting? The US tried to argue that Pakistan still received
more military and economic aid per capita incomanttndia, but such subtle
distinctions were lost on the people of PakistaAnother complaint was that,
despite Kennedy’s earlier promise, military aid Heeen given to India without
consulting Pakistan, as Foreign Minister Bogra, orgggl to his National

Assembly:

| speak in anguish not in anger when | have totsalyone of our Allies had promised us
that we would be consulted before any arms assistEngiven to India. | regret to have
observed that this was not dotfe.

It was from these perspectives that Pakistan saw closest ally
strengthening its formidable enemy with the obvi@osicern that this strength
might be turned on PakistdhKennedy assured Ayub that all the aid was for
defeating Chinese communist subversion, which Batkistan and India opposed,
and that it in no way diminished or qualified USvonitment to Pakista?f. Just
as Eisenhower had tried to placate Nehru in 19%hn€dy now tried to placate
Ayub with an assurance that if US assistance taalistiould be misused and
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directed against another in aggression, he “wouideuake immediately, in
accordance with constitutional authority both witheand without the United
Nations, to thwart such aggressid¥.This time, however, Ayub was not satisfied
by Kennedy's assurances and his reply shows sifjtteeadisenchantment which

was beginning to enter the relationship:

| am grateful for the assurance you have given ttatarms you are now supplying to
India will not be used against us. This is veryagens of you, but knowing the sort of
people you are dealing with whose history is a iooious tale of broken pledges, |
would not ask a friend like you to place yourselfan embarrassing situation. India’s
conduct over Junagadh, Mangrol, Hyderabad, KasamidrGoa should be well known to
you. Our belief is that arms now being obtainedraia from you for use against China
will be undoubtedly used against us at the vest fipportunity?®

What would have satisfied Ayub is if Kennedy hadkéd his aid to
Kashmir. All along, Pakistan wanted military aid ltwdia to be conditional on
Delhi's willingness to settle the Kashmir disputedaother outstanding issues
between the two countries, but the US was unwilliogdo this. The US
Ambassador to India, John K. Galbraith, told th&igtani Ambassador in Delhi
on 29 October 1962 that “any demand from the USafdfashmir settlement
would ruin the very favourable prospects in futfier Pakistan.®® Ayub
responded to Kennedy on 5 November: “No, Mr. Pedidthe answer to this
problem lies elsewhere. It lies in creating a gitmawhereby we are free from the
Indian threat, and the Indians are free from anyrelpensions about us. This can
only be done if there is a settlement of the qoastif Kashmir.*°

The US and UK did put some pressure on India toudis Kashmir with
Pakistan through the good offices of Averell Haaimof the US and Duncan
Sandys of the UK, but would not make their aid ¢bodal because of their
primary concern to deter and contain CHih@&albraith made this clear at a press
conference in New Delhi on 28 December 1962 byinggathat American
assistance was “in no way contingent on an Indids®an agreement on the

Kashmir problem ... When our friends are in trouble, are not doing business
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that way.*? Ayub again wrote to Kennedy and Macmillan on 2uap 1963 that
“Only a speedy and just Kashmir settlement can giveany assurance that the
contemplated increase of Indian’s military powerndt likely to be deployed
against Pakistan in futuré® However, in March 1963 US Secretary of State,
Dean Rusk, reiterated that while the US believeatiy important for the security
of the entire subcontinent that India and Pakistsolve their problems, “I would
not in any sense qualify our aid purpose by thisdwoondition’.”** Both Bhutto
and Ayub saw this as a great lost opportunity tdes&ashmirt® but US Assistant
Secretary of State, Phillips Talbot, told Congréett it would have been a great
mistake to use aid as a lever to force India toohatg over Kashmir since this
would have opened the way for increased Soviettpatien in India*®

An alternative for Pakistan was to take advantagéndia’s temporary
vulnerability and launch its own attack to regdie tlisputed territory. Pakistan’s
capability was probably sufficient to engage imnaited war confined to Kashmir,
and both Ayub and Foreign Minister Bogra admittiedt tit was due to pressure
from the US and UK that Pakistan did not do so. Mfagon and London warned
Pakistan against any such action and Kennedy upgdistan to offer a no-war
pledge with Indid’ Galbraith also tried to get assurance from Pakishat it
would not create trouble for India during the wRakistan again urged the US to
propose to India a reasonable settlement of thdnidmsproblem, but Galbraith
declined, saying, “it would be taken as a form laickmail at a time of [Indian]
weakness?® In the event, Pakistan did not go to war with éndit this time.
Hassan Abbas, a Pakistani-American academic inatha of South Asian and
Middle Eastern studies, is of the view, howevegtthy heeding US and UK
warnings at this time Pakistan lost its best oppoty of settling the Kashmir

dispute through the use of arfis.
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2.3 China: Pakistan Disappoints the US

It is not difficult to understand how the eventsl®62 caused Pakistan to
turn to China. By July 1963, Ayub again warned th&tS aid to India continued
on the same large scale he would be compelledr¢e fan alliance with Beijingf’
So, when Bhutto, as Foreign Minister, suggestedisRak should improve its
relations with both China and the USSR, Ayub agféed

Although relations with China had initially cooletder Ayub, there were
signs of improvements even before the Sino-Indiandér dispute. In 1961,
Pakistan voted for Communist China to be giveséat as a sovereign state at the
UN despite having previously voted against, at et session from the ninth to
the thirteent?? There was even speculation about a possible seditgary
understanding between the two countries. Bhutto éveted at this by suggesting
that if Pakistan were involved in a clash with Bdi would not stand alone. He
said: “An attack by India on Pakistan would alswoilve the security and
territorial integrity of the largest state in AR Relations with China then
developed further through a series of agreemerdstdiorders, trade, air travel
and culture.

The border agreement settled a dispute which hstkeexsince 1949 when
the new People’s Republic of China rejected thendawy drawn up by the British
in 1914 (the McMohan Line) which demarcated theadndEmpire. The disputed
area lay between China and Pakistan-controlled #astOn the Pakistan side
was the territory of Hunza and Baltistan, and an@hinese side was the province
of Sinkiang. Following a Pakistani approach in 196hina announced in May
1962 that the two countries had agreed to negoflatés began in Beijing on 12
October 1962 (just before the Sino-Indian dispatedl, on 28 December 1962
(just after the ceasefire), agreement was reachdfielocation and alignment of
the boundary? Pakistan considered it got the best of the barggigaining 750
square miles of territory formerly under Chineseugation and control. In return,

Pakistan dropped claims to Chinese territory whiclhad never occupied or
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controlled. The Pakistan newspap&awn claimed that “this bears eloquent
testimony to the reasonableness of the Chinese rGment.®® Importantly for
Pakistan, the agreement also acknowledged JammKasitimir as a disputed
state, and China for the first time publicly refdde recognise the accession of
Kashmir to India® This agreement served the national interests i sides. The
two governments believed they needed new frienda imostile world. China
gained Pakistan, her third largest neighbour, wHidtamabad wanted a new
protector in place of the United Stafés.

Pakistan also signed an air travel agreement whimaon 29 August
1963 for air services between Dhaka and Shangl@aiCanton and also from
Lahore and Karachi over the Himalayas into CRfh&his was opposed by
Washington. The US State Department claimed it dididlve an adverse effect
on efforts to strengthen the security and soligasftthe subcontinent and that it
was “an unfortunate breach of free world solidaity Sino-Pakistan relations
continued to develop when the Chinese Prime Miniated Foreign Minister
visited Pakistan in February 1964. In a sign ofngiag attitudes, @awn

editorial commented that they came in a vagtlyanged and even a
revolutionary historical context. Many earlier bars have fallen, prejudices
withered away and taboos reviséf.’China also offered to assist Pakistan
establish heavy industry and shipping in the cgumtith an interest-free $6
million loan. This resulted in a heavy mechanicamplex in Texala and the
National Shipping Corporation of Pakistan which coemced service in 1965. A
maritime transport agreement was also signed iroliéct 1966, and in 1967
Pakistan received two loans totalling $47 milliar purchasing wheat and rice
urgently required, at the time, in East Berfjal.

Pakistan’s motives for closer relations with Ghimere clear - partly it

was for leverage over the American decision to ke, and partly in the hope
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of Chinese support in the event of an Indian att&dk Beijing, it was a way of
isolating India, as well as a useful demonstratiwet China was a reasonable,
peaceful, and friendly country. Such a policy coalso demonstrate to Moscow
that its strategy of using India to counter Chinad hdrawback8? The air
agreement was a particular advantage to China.wWéssthe first such agreement
with any non-communist country. PIA (Pakistan Intgronal Airlines) flights
were a quick means of transport from China to thedl\é East and Africa where
the Chinese were engaged in a campaign to win sugpam Afro-Asian
countries in her border dispute with India. Chimndrbt require Pakistan to revise
its ties with the US and in March 1963, Chou-en-Hamk a measured view of
Pakistan’s continued membership of SEATO and the itireceived from
Washington. He noted that Islamabad had assurgoh@éhat its participation in
SEATO was not for the purpose of being hostile ton@. He also observed that
the development of Sino-Pakistan relations had laegradual process but after a
period of suspicion, Chou was able to say in thiengf 1963: “Since President
Muhammad Ayub Khan assumed leadership of your cpuag your President,
facts have further proved that Pakistan’s policwams China is one of the
friendship and not one of hostility®

Pakistan’s move demonstrated its independence tbnadut its
predicament did not allow it to give up on Amerasa source of economic and
military aid and, to affirm the relationship, a CEN meeting was hosted in
Karachi two months after the border agreement ®tma%* Nevertheless, China
became the most serious complicating factor intBeelationship with Pakistan,
if not with the whole subcontineft.US Under Secretary of State, George Ball,
warned Pakistan in March 1964 about its relationth vCommunist China,
adding that “... we are very much concerned. Wéwakch this very carefully®®
To reinforce the point, the US took retaliatory swas by deferring a
development loan of $4.3 million for the developmehDacca airport. Pakistan,
however, was able to continue its work on the airpsing its own resources, an

effort applauded from the sidelines by tPeking Review'When the choice had

62 Barnds,India, Pakistan and Great Powers, 189.

53 Arif, America-Pakistan Relationpp. 40-41.

64H.J. EdwardThe Power of Small Sta(®ichigan: University Microfilms, 1974), p. 240.
85 Choudhury)ndia, Pakistan, Bangladesh, and the Major Powersl14.

66 Bhutto, The Myth of Independenge. 69.

53



to be made between national pride and an Ameriaae, rwith all its
accompanying insolence and insults, Pakistan pezfeio uphold the honour of
its people ..*’

However, the US continued its warnings with Phdlipalbot cautioning
in March 1965 that if Pakistan chose a differeritjgal road to the US it would
prejudice their “special relationshif®’At the same time, economic pressure was
applied on Islamabad. Member countries of the WBHdAdk, at the instigation of
Washington, postponed an announcement on contimitito Pakistan’s
development programme from July to September $865fter Washington
unilaterally cancelled Ayub’s trip to America in Apl1965, he made his famous
“Friends Not Master” statement. As Ayub put it: “i6 our policy as an
independent nation to normalise our relations wotlr neighbours however
different ideologies might be, and that right wealshnot allow to be
compromised. It was in this context that | said ave looking for friends not
masters.™

US President Lyndon B. Johnson, however, wanteshdke Pakistan an
example for all nations receiving or expecting Amem aid. Choudhury
portrayed America’s attitude towards Pakistan a tf a naughty chil@ A
succession of senior American officials, includiBgcretary of State Dean Rusk,
visited Pakistan to assure its leaders that theg met turn to China for security
because the US would come to Pakistan’s aid ifetame a victim of Indian
aggression. Ayub, however, was not convinced. He, $guarantees are easy to

give but difficult to implement 2

2.4 War with India

Guarantees and trust were put to the test, andgiinge interests were
exposed, in 1965 when Pakistan went to war witlalleder Kashmir. There were
two main reasons for this action. First, Pakistesught it could take advantage of
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perceived Indian weakness after its poor perforrmandhe war with China and
the death of Nehru in May 1964. Second, Pakistanjgoving relationship with
Beijing led Ayub to believe it was an opportunitydtrike India’® The action was
ill-judged and further drove Pakistan and the U&aMorgenthau, a year earlier,
had pointed out the contradiction in American ppliowards Islamabad. “The
military forces of Pakistan, built up with our [US]assive support, have as their
primary target not the Soviet Union or China, mdi...”"*

In Operation Gibraltar, Pakistani-trained guersllaere sent into Indian-
controlled Kashmir to help the local population iagathe Indian government.
This was followed by Operation Grand Slam in whielgular Pakistani troops
crossed the Ceasefire Line. In response, IndizkathlLahore in West Pakistan
and the crisis escalated into a full-scale war oBefptember 1965. Ayub and
Bhutto met US Secretary of State McConaughey td@sknmediate US support
under the terms of the 1959 Pakistan-US bilategaeement. McConaughey,
however, said the issue should be referred to tieetd Nations. Ayub countered,
“You are on trial, and you cannot hedge or hidenftbis obligation.*

On 10 September 1965, the government of Pakistasatlyy appealed for
US assistance, but Washington maintained its [fire.accordance with our
assurances to Pakistan, the United States is lygenneet this common danger
by fully supporting the immediate United Nationgi@c to end the hostilities.
The appeal by the United Nations Security Counciktrbe honoured’? It was
made clear to Pakistan that “it could not expectddSistance in case of a conflict
with India because a double defeat for the Indianea forces coming after the
debacle with China in 1962 would be intolerable fiodia.””® This prompted
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Bhutto to observe, “if the United States could oalst through the Security
Council, then there was no need for alliancés.”

Washington was also disconcerted by the fact thattwo combatants in
the conflict were using arms against each othechvhihad supplied. Eisenhower
had assured Nehru that US military weapons wouldbeoused against Indfd.
Asked why he used American arms against India, Asaid that he could not
keep them in cotton wool. The arms were in hisrab® deploy when requiréd.
At the same time, Western military equipment swggplio India to fight China,
was also used against Pakistan despite Kennedgisremssurances to Ayub that
this would not happeff. This was an embarrassment and Washington deaided t
impose an arms embargo on both countries from 88der 19652 Though the
US claimed the arms embargo was even-handed, atigedt had greater effect
on Pakistan. Pakistan’s military was totally depsridon America, being nearly
100 percent equipped with the US arms, while Ideqjuipment was not more
than 10 percent Americarn the meantime, the USSR, which was the main
source of India’s arms, continued its military sopg* Bhutto later condemned
the embargo as a decision unworthy of an ally @nea neutral and concluded
that, “Pakistan-US relations could not be the sagain.®®®

The US had reason to be cautious, however, as\Walddynamics meant
there was a real risk of the war pulling in theagneowers. China took the side of
Pakistan and when India attacked Lahore, Beijirented it the aggressor and
rejected Delhi’s claims of self-defence. Chou-emn-lao criticised the US, when

he declared: “To appeal for peace without distisgung between right and wrong
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will only encourage the aggresséf."During Ayub’s state visit to China in March
1965, Chinese leaders assured him that in the efean attack, “China would
definitely support Pakistar?” Choudhury further claims the Chinese expressed
their readiness to enter the conflict against Inasathe war went badly for
Pakistan. However, such an intervention was notiired. Pakistan accepted a
cease-fire under pressure from the UN and bothrpopers before any second
front could be launched. Nonetheless, Choudhurggdke view that China was
quite willing to intervene in the war on behalf Bikistan, if Pakistan had
formally asked it to do s&

The USSR was critical of China’s support for PakistMoscow feared
that such an alliance would lead to the US turnméndia, thereby undermining
its own role in South Asi® As a result, Moscow offered to act as mediatahi
conflict®® The arms embargo had made the war unsustainablBakistan so
Ayub accepted this offer and a peace conference hased at Tashkent in
January 1966. As something was needed to justigy rflitary costs and
sacrifices, Pakistan was initially reluctant to eqaicterms without a mechanism
for resolving Kashmif? In the event both sides agreed to exchange thiotars
each had occupied during the war without any mantica plebiscite in Kashmir.
This was a great disappointment to the people kisRa. They thought they had
won the war and expected some territorial gainsatdeast some promise of a
favourable solution to the Kashmir probléfn.

After the war, President Johnson invited Ayub te WS in an attempt to
restore relations and spoke warmly of the goodtioglahip with Pakistan. In
1966, the arms embargo was partially lifted. Havogwf Pakistan reliant on
American equipment, the US feared that a refusartwide spare parts would
lead Pakistan to turn to other suppliers and becoghant on other countries.

Therefore, in 1967, the US announced the resummicthe sale of spare parts
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and non-lethal weapons to both India and PakiStafowever, Pakistan went on
to obtain military hardware from other countrieglbeit from America’s allies.
For example, 90 F-80 fighter jets came from Westn@ay, and the US
permitted Italy to sell Pakistan 100 M-57 tanksg @m July 1969 it was reported
that the US had also asked Turkey to release sOM@atton tanks to Pakist&h.

The Tashkent Treaty did not provide a long-lasipegce since it did not
recognise the fundamental imbalance of power betviee two combatanfS.In
the treaty, both countries agreed to respect e#odr's peaceful intentions, to
promote cooperation and to discourage war and asgigre However, both sides
were aware that such a peaceful environment coatdbe sustained for long
because of Kashmir. Therefore, Pakistan once agarted a military build-up. In
addition to those Western armaments mentioned alféakistan also turned to
China, so the Chinese T-59 tank began replacingJtBeM-47/48 tanks as the
main battle tank from 1966, 80 of which were exteitdiin the Joint Services Day
Parade on 23 March 1966. The war had proved tHast@a's tank-infantry ratio
was lopsided and more infantry was required. Threwe infantry divisions,
referred to as “the China Divisions”, were raisgdtbe start of 1968, largely
equipped with Chinese equipméhtPakistan’s sense of betrayal by the US
pushed it closer towards India’s arch enemy. S@imna would succeed the US
as Pakistan’s major arms supplier and, in the lamg also became Pakistan’s
nuclear partnet’

Although peace prevailed in Pakistan, it did natoee the prestige of
Ayub Khan who was condemned for signing the tremty effectively losing
Kashmir. Soon after Tashkent, Bhutto resigned esign minister. He started to
oppose the treaty and openly attacked Ayub ov&hititto then founded his own

party, the Pakistan People’s Party (PPP) in 196@se& main programme was to
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destroy Ayub’s regimé& This led ultimately to Ayub’s resignation in March
1969. According to the constitution, Ayub was suggtb to transfer power in
these circumstances to the speaker of the Natideaémbly but, instead, he
transferred it to his Chief of Army Staff, GeneiMdhya Khan. Ayub believed
that only the military had the ability to save Pith from external aggression
and from internal disorder and chaos. After takipgwer, General Yahya,
abrogated the constitution and declared martial, lamd on 1 April 1969, he
declared himself President of Pakistan.

At this time, there was disenchantment on bothssaleer the US-Pakistan
relationship. Nevertheless, the US had gainedsact® bases in Pakistan from
where it could monitor and contain the USSR, andid®an had received
substantial aid, particularly for its military. Hewer, the US remained concerned
that communist influence, in the form of China, hadreased and there were
grounds to believe it could increase further. Fakigtan, the alliance with the US
had not improved its security against India. AltbuPakistan’s military bristled
with US armaments, it was no match for its neighemd Ayub had completely
failed to achieve any kind of military or diplomatiesolution of his key problems
in Kashmir. But, despite this, neither side brokerelations completely leaving

scope for closer so-operation again in the futgrewents required.

2.5 Civil War and Secret Diplomacy

When Yahya Khan became Pakistan’s second militaotatdr in 1969,
Richard Nixon had been US President with Henry idggr as his National
Security Advisor for just three months. During tgkort but eventful term,
Yahya's relationship with Nixon and Kissinger was lle dominated by two
themes: a bloody civil war between East and WekisRm; and the Sino-Soviet
Split which led to US rapprochement with China. sTlsiection examines the
development of the bilateral relationship throulgése two major and intertwined

themes.
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2.6 Civil War

The two parts of Pakistan were separated by 1,00€k raither side of a
hostile India. Although the two parts were unitgdidlam, there were also ethnic,
linguistic and economic differences which ultimgtded to secession. In
recognition of these differences the Awami Muslimague was formed in 1948
(renamed simply the Awami League in 1955) to pramBengali interests?
West Pakistan was less populated than the Easitkdaminated politically,
economically and militarily creating a list of gvences around which Bengali
sentiment could organise. Government spending e West was more than
double that in the East and Punjabis from the Westinated the military. Urdu
was also essentially the official language of th®le of Pakistan®?

By 1966, the leader of Awami League, Sheikh MujibRehman,
formulated “Six Points” for autonomy in East Pa&istincluding a confederate
national government for defence and foreign affdrg with separate currencies,
taxation and paramilitary forces for each provitftevahya Kahn tried to make
concessions by promising to bring more Bengaliso ithe government
bureaucracy and the military, and in November 1868ounced that Pakistan’s
first free elections based on universal adult sgkrwould be held in December
1970 to elect a National Assembly and frame a nemstitution. He announced
that sovereignty would then pass to the NationaseAsbly!? This gave the
Awami League a whole year to campaign on the hadise Six Points. They won
167 of the 169 seats allocated to East Pakistah, Bhutto’'s PPP party winning
only 81 out of 144 West Pakistani seats. Thus, Rehhad a democratic mandate

to be Prime Minister - the first time that poweruwa be concentrated in East

100 Bangladesh: Government and Business Contacts HakdPdSA: International Business
Publications, 2007), p. 21.

101 Michael Rubin, “When Realities Collide: DifferingS-Pakistan Threat Perceptions” in Butt
and Schofield, (eds.Rakistan: The US, Geopolitics and Grand Strategie$3.

102 salahuddin AhmedBangladesh: Past and Prese(iflew Delhi: Efficient Offset Printers,
2004), p. 159.

103 Anne Noronha Dos Santoblilitary Intervention and Secession in South Asiade Case of
Bangladesh, Sri Lanka, Kashmir and Punjalew York: Greenwood Publishing Group, 2007), p.
28.

60



Pakistan'> With this backing, he declared his intention twide a constitution
for regional autonomy based on his six-point progree%

Political, business and military leaders in WeskiBtan could not accept
this political outcome. It threatened their contwwbkthe military, foreign exchange
earnings and even their access to markets. Whegcéme clear no compromise
was possible, Bhutto announced a boycott of ths fineeting of the National
Assembly, and Yahya then postponed its meetingsfimitely.1% In response,
Rehman called for civil disobedience against thional government claiming it
was “the sacred duty of each and every Bengalvaryewalk of life, including
Government employees, not to cooperaté Furthermore, he urged his people to
“build forts in each homestead. You must resistRa&istani army with whatever
you have in hand ... the struggle this time is tmeggfle for independencé® In
response, Yahya accused Rehman of treason, defiimgational flag and of
creating terror and turmoif®

Chances of a political settlement thus disappeanelWest Pakistan lost
control, so the military attempted to restore ord®&n 25 March 1971, a
crackdown, called Operation Searchlight, was omsgahiin Dhaka against East
Pakistan’s army, police, students, politicians aotthers. Rehman and his
followers were arrested and the political actigtief the Awami League were
prohibited!!® Two days later, Major Ziaur Rahman, a veterarhef East Bengal
Regiment, declared Bangladesh a new and indepesthet A liberation army,

the Mukti Bahini, formed from the Bengali militagnd police, was joined by
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unarmed farmers, factory workers and students, #mng a guerrilla war
commenced!! Fighters from the Mukti Bahini sheltered in Indithere they
received training and weapons. They also used nndéses for attacks on West
Pakistan’s military targets and supply routes. ésponse the West Pakistan
military intensified its operation$? Casualty figures vary from US estimates of
between 4,000 to 6,000 dead in DhaRdo Rehman’s estimate of 3 million
deaths in total!* The upheaval forced an estimated 10 million pedpléiee to
India by the end of the war in December 14%1.

Such a huge migration posed a serious threat thgablstability in India,
S0 a solution was needed for the refugees’ saferreSince early intervention in
the war would have brought condemnation, Indiaialyt called on the
international community for help. However, thereswitle optimism that other
countries would respond® Indira Ghandi gave warning of what would follow
the world’s inaction: “If the world does not takedd, we shall be constrained to
take all measures as may be necessary to ensu@wousecurity.”'” By mid-
July 1971, the Indian military started intervenimgthe conflict, helping the
Mukti Bahini become an effective fighting for&¥.By mid-October, Bangladeshi
forces had taken control of substantial territory.

Now India turned the refugee crisis to its advaatdry opposing a
UNHCR plan for a reception centre in East Pakistarthe basis that no refugee
should return until an Awami League government sesurely establisheéd?® At

the same time, the Indian army started military ements and exercises along
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East Pakistan’s borders. Fearing that India wasnphg to attack, Pakistan’s high
command ordered a pre-emptive strike against émgh&n bases on 3 December
1971, thus triggering a full-scale wif.Pakistan was defeated once more and on
16 December confirmed Bangladesh’s independ&ice.

At the start, the US treated this crisis as anrmateaffair and made no
official comment on the killings resulting from Qpéon Searchlight. Even when
the crisis escalated and thousands more were kithedUS still did not condemn
West Pakistan. Appalled, the US Consulate Gener@bkha, Archer Blood, sent
a telegram to his State Department revealing thenéxof bloodshed in the
conflict and dissented from his government’s “mdvahkruptcy” for failing to
denounce West Pakistan’s repression and, what &erided as “genocide??
But neither the White House nor the State Departmeas moved to change
policy.

When it became known that US weapons had been ins@peration
Searchlight, contrary to the agreement under whigy had been supplied,
public criticism forced the Nixon administration fean arms deliveries to
Pakistan once agati® However, it was discovered later that the ban hvaised
to new licence®nly, so arms covered by existing licenses wetkdglivered. It
was not until early November, 1971 that arms delk#efinally ceased, although
other forms of aid still continued* Other members of the international
community were more willing to act against West iBta. In June 1971, the
World Bank said that unless and until the crisiswattled politically by West
Pakistan, it would not get any of its developmedt'%

When full-scale war erupted, however, Nixon featbdt India, with
Soviet support, might attempt to shatter the calmesi West Pakistan, so he sent
a message to the Soviet leadership on the Hot askeng them in the spirit of

superpower détente to restrain its ally, Delhi.ats® ordered a task force, led by
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the aircraft carrier USS Enterprise, to the BayBeingal'?® The Presidential
Order did not specify the task force’s misstéhput Kissinger later revealed it
was sent “ostensibly for the evacuation of Amerszabut in reality to give
emphasis to our warnings against an attack on \Rakistan.*?® He added that
the US also wanted forces in place in case theeBd¥nion put pressure on
Chinal?®

What motivated Nixon to remain non-judgemental, deter Gandhi’'s
aggression, to continue aid to Pakistan and todmeerned for the security of
China was the fact that, at the same time as ibis evas playing out, Pakistan’s
leaders were secretly acting as intermediaries dmwhe US and China on what
was a much bigger diplomatic project for the USatstgically and for Nixon
personally.

2.7 Secret Diplomacy with China, and Nixon’s Opportnism

If the Pakistan-China relationship had been ataintifor Johnson, it was
now an asset for Nixon as Pakistan once again becahiable to US interests.
This time its value was in the relationship with &&regime rather than its geo-
strategic location. The US had been slow to fufipraciate the Sino-Soviet split
because communism had been treated as a monalttimdseasingly through the
1960s the division between the two great commuypasters had become more
visible. The dispute climaxed in 1969 when thers warief war over the border
between China and the USSR.

The US had refused to recognise the PRC afterQ48 fievolution but by
the late 1960s it was being acknowledged that tlvendd be benefits in a
relationship with China. In addition to rebalancowd war international relations
against the USSR, it could yield specific benef{@hina could get access to
technology and strategic information, and for th& ® friendly China could
pressure the North Viethamese to negotiate an entet Vietham War. As an

important part of the process of integrating ComisiurChina into the
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international community, China became a membeheflnited Nations on 15
November 19713° For Nixon himself such a bold move would boostprisstige
and re-election campaign.

Sino-US negotiations had begun back in 1969. Wakig?an acting as
mediator, diplomatic notes were exchanged, and pyil A971 Chou-en-Lai
officially confirmed to Yahya Kahn his willingness receive the US President’s
special envoy in China. An arrangement was mad&isinger to visit Pakistan
and, whilst there, he feigned illness as a prefimxbeing out of the public eye,
and secretly flew to Peking to negotiate a latet agry public visit for Nixont3!
Thus, at the time of the East Pakistan crisis, d&hgole in Sino-US negotiations
was pivotal and any unfriendly gesture by the USIddave jeopardised the
whole project. Kissinger later explained how he &lxbn saw this situation as a

dilemma:

The United States could not condone a brutal mjlitapression in which thousands of
civilians were killed and from which millions fled India for safety ... But Pakistan was
our sole channel to China; once it was closed bfivould take months to make
alternative arrangement®.

Nixon’s visit to China successfully took place ielfuary 1972 during
which there was a historic meeting with Mao. Witbaacession to withdraw US
troops from Taiwan, both governments signed then§iha Communiqué which
aligned the countries against any powerful coufitmganing the USSR), which
might try to exert hegemony over Asti.Nixon then went on to win a landslide
victory in the 1972 election and an end to the Maet War was negotiated the
following year. The US and China were thankful akiBtan for the role it played
in the process and Nixon paid compliments to Yakghn 34

The benefits and losses from these two linked eescseem unevenly
distributed but much of the damage Pakistan suffe@me from the civil war

which arose from internal factors which were natducts of the US relationship.
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Despite this, the US did give material and diplamaelp to Pakistan - first, by
not condemning the repressive nature of OperatiearcBlight; second, by
continuing development aid when other nations stdppand third, by
constraining both India and the USSR. In Pakiskemet was, and still is, dismay
that the US was complicit in allowing the secessibEast Pakistat® However,
any US intervention would surely have drawn a raspofrom the USSR via
India with inherent dangers of escalation. Kissingekes a good case that East

Pakistan was a lost cause in any case:

There was no likelihood that a small military forowing loyalty to one wing of the
country could indefinitely hold a population of @llion of the other. Once indigenous
support for a united Pakistan evaporated, the iitye@f Pakistan was finished. An
independent Bengali state was certain to emerg®) @ithout Indian intervention. The
only question was how the change would come at¥éut.

Nixon and Kissinger were also convinced that Wedtistan was secured

because of their policies. As Nixon later wrote:

By using diplomatic signals and acting behind tbenges we had been able to save West
Pakistan from the imminent threat of Indian aggmssnd domination. We had also
once again avoided a major confrontation with thei& Union%’

This did little to help Yahya Kahn, however. Undies leadership Pakistan
had been decisively defeated by India again anddstdhe most populous part of
his country. Demonstrations broke out against higary government and, like
his predecessor, Yahya Khan was forced to resigpOoDecember 1971. On this
occasion, however, the military had lost much sfré@putation. As a result, Yahya
had little option but to pass control to Zulfigati Bhutto, the former Foreign

Minister turned critic.

2.8 Pakistan Diversifies: Islam and the Bomb

Like his predecessors, Bhutto’'s security outlooksvacused on India
which he described to the UN General Assembly i6518s “a great monster, a
great aggressor always given to small aggresstnUnlike his predecessors,
however, he had repeatedly criticised Pakistantsalanced foreign policy which
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he now sought to diversify. He believed that inmuging the US in its fear of
international communism, Pakistan had not only weakl its defence against
India but also added to its list of immediate eresniurthermore, he was of the
view that as long as Pakistan was committed toUBSe good relations with
Muslim countries would be difficu®® Accordingly, he set out to diminish
dependence on the US and to place Pakistan at dredrant of Islamic
countriest*® In so doing, he set the ground for a steadilyrittting relationship
with Washington.

Since Bhutto had long recognised the importanc€liha in balancing
against India and had pushed for closer relatib@siow saw it as his most crucial
ally. 14 To develop this relationship he visited China ¢htienes between January
1972 and the summer of 1976. In pursuit of a matarited Cold War stance he
also sought better relations with the USSR. HetadsMoscow in March 1972,
and this led to the restoration of trade, economatentific and technical ties.
Addressing the National Assembly, he reported tigahad convinced Moscow of
Pakistan’s peaceful intentions and was “... glad tivat have been able to
normalize our relation with this great power andghbouring state?*? In
October 1974, he visited the USSR again and wasemffassistance in oil and gas
prospecting. A new long term trade agreement wae algned to replace an
earlier one which had been signed before the secestEast Pakistat?

However, it was his pursuit of nuclear weapons thas$ the cause of the
greatest difficulties with Washington. In fact, iBd&n was a relatively late entrant
to the nuclear arena. A committee for exploringpgkaceful use of nuclear energy
was set up in 1955 followed by the Pakistan AtoEnergy Commission (PAEC)
in 1956, but it was not until 1965 that the firstictear power plant was
established. This was at Karachi and was built i#nadian assistance on the
condition that it would be operated under IAEA gaf@rds. In effect, this meant
that Pakistan was agreeing not to develop a nualeapons capability. However,
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Bhutto had warned the UN in 1965 of the potentalrfuclear proliferation if, in a
barely hidden reference to India, “a sixth countpgihed the ranks of nuclear
countriest** The following year, Indian Prime Minister Indiraa@dhi began to
argue that Third World countries should be givenmssion to conduct peaceful
nuclear explosion¥® This prompted Bhutto to warn what could happethié

issue was not dealt with equitably:

Nuclear powers cannot on the one hand acclaim nalifgration in principle and on the
other actively assist India and Israel to acquinelear capability .... if India acquires
nuclear status, Pakistan will have to follow swier if it entails eating grad&®

Gul claims Bhutto sought a defence guarantee filenUS to deter India
from nuclear blackmail against Pakistan but wasiaosssful*’ Because of this
failure, he took personal charge of a new nucleajept“® It is said at a meeting
of about 50 Pakistani scientists at Multan on 21dan 1972 Bhutto was told that
they could make a nuclear bomb if they had thetrigsources and facilities.
Bhutto assured them that resources and facilitiesldvbe made availablé® A
comprehensive programme was then devised and agptater the same ye&f.

Bhutto first arranged to keep the programme undesdble control — and
therefore also under civilian control. A Ministryf &cience, Technology and
Production was put under his direct supervisioonglwith all atomic energy
affairs, and he made the Chairman of PAEC answerably to himselt>! He
then set about procuring $300 million to finance gnogramme and turned to the
oil states where Kuwait, Libya, Irag UAE and Saudibia assured him of
financial support and co-operation. These countwese generally supportive

since Pakistan’s nuclear bomb could also servefatiee deterrent against Israel
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after their defeat in the recent 1973 October WaThey feared Israel’'s nuclear
capability and believed any move towards acquitimgir own nuclear weapons
would be wholly unacceptable to the internatiormhmunity. It was thought that
Pakistan’s nuclear programme would be seen astamit to counter India and
therefore rather less controversial than a deteragned at Israel. Moreover,
Pakistan’s location made it less vulnerable to aradli attack. The former
Pakistani ambassador to Saudi Arabia, Shahid Ameported that “the Saudis
regard Pakistan as a trustworthy friend who willmeoto Saudi Arabia’s
assistance whenever the occasion arisgs.”

In Libya, Gaddafi was interested in making his awtlear bomb, which
he described as a “Sword of Islam”, but did notehaecess to the scientists or
equipment needeld* He had tried to buy a bomb from China in 1970 was
refused, so he saw Pakistan’s approach as angppertanity. In 1973, a secret
meeting took place in Paris between Pakistan abgal.ias a result of which
Pakistan received a large sum of money from L#yaln February 1974,
Pakistan hosted a meeting of the Organisation lafmis Committees (OIC) in
Lahore to further cement its relationship with tlaslim countries. During his
visit to the OIC, Gaddafi went to a cricket stadiumLahore which had been
renamed, the “Gaddafi Stadium”. Addressing a hugevd there, the Libyan
leader assured the Pakistani people that his couvds ready to sacrifice its
blood if Pakistan were ever threatened. He alsonfmed Pakistanis that “Our
resources are your resource8and he was as good as his word. Money began to
flow to Pakistan from Libya. Bhutto’s nuclear prcjehus had two main aims: to
counter-balance India’s military capability andpiot Pakistan at the head of the
Islamic world. The US became concerned over thesipitity of an “Islamic

bomb”, fearing that it could be used in a futur@Bvisrael conflict>’
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Bhutto’s nuclear project was galvanised in May 19hen India tested its
first nuclear explosion, under the codename, “SmiBuddha”. Soon afterwards
Gandhi wrote to assure Bhutto that her purposepgaseful and she continued to
condemn the military use of nuclear energy. In yefhutto dismissed her
assurance with reference to India’s broken promesethe Kashmir plebiscite and
warned her to expect public opinion in Pakistamdact to the “... chauvinistic
jubilation widely expressed in India at the acdiosi of a nuclear status®®
Bhutto decided to turn to China for help, initialgquesting that they provide a
nuclear umbrella for Pakistan in the event of atidn attack. In return, he got an
unspecific assurance from Chou-en-Lai that everyessary action would be
taken in favour of Pakistan when the circumstazeset®® In May 1976, Bhutto
visited Beijing, accompanied by a number of Pakistzientists, to strike a deal
on developing Pakistan’s nuclear capability. THe®Wng January, an agreement
on scientific and technological co-operation waged which included China’s
assistance in the development of Pakistan’s nu@eargy. Bates Gill an expert
on Chinese foreign policy, later claimed that tdikinese assistance was not
restricted to nuclear energy, but also includedabguisition of highly enriched
uranium which is necessary to build nuclear weap®hsater in March and June
1977, Chinese scientists visited Pakistan to selstes and discuss
implementation plan®!

Bhutto also turned to the French for assistance and8 March 1976,
Pakistan signed an agreement with Paris for thestoaction of a nuclear
reprocessing plant in Chasma. The US administragaonted sharply against this,
arguing that Pakistan could use the plant for génetbpment of nuclear weapons.
After pressure from Washington, the agreement wssodtinued in December

197622 However, the French facility was still operatedlenan agreement with
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the International Atomic Energy Agency (IAEA) in igh the Pakistani
Government undertook not to use any plant, equipnoenmaterial to make
nuclear weapons and to abide by and co-operatethéti\gency’s safeguard®
Bhutto argued that Pakistan had a perfect righieteelop nuclear energy and said
that America’s objections were an attempt to undeemhis country’s
sovereignty:%*

Up to 1976, Kissinger offered a deal based on dkea iof Pakistan giving
up its nuclear weapons in return for increased modenventional arms from the
US. When Bhutto indicated he was not intereste&ssinger is reported to have
threatened to “make a horrible example of him”afdid not abandon his plans to
reprocess plutoniurt® Bhutto later claimed that Kissinger made good thisat
in the post-1977 election turmoil in Pakistan, atfét the US funded his
opponents in order to topple his governmé@niVithin six months of the election,
he was removed in another military coup and chavgéd murder. Subjected to a
rigged trial, he was found guilty by the Supremai@dollowing the dictates of
military, rather than civil, law. Two years lateBhutto was execute§® His
execution did not mean the end of Pakistan’s nugleagramme, however. The
incoming General Zia ul-Haq was as committed to“tekemic bomb”, but after
Bhutto’s death the programme was removed fromiaivitontrol and put it firmly
in the hands of the military where it has been susre.

2.9 US Involvement in Bhutto’s Fall

Reports of Kissinger’s threat to Bhutto have geteetaclaims about US
involvement in the political turmoil and militaryoap that removed him from
power. Full examination of this topic would requlengthy research beyond the

scope of this thesis but, because of its signifieaim US-Pakistan relations and
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resonance in popular discourse, it is discussee &lengside contributions from
interviewees.

Bhutto himself believed the US was heavily involvedhis fall. In his
death cell memoirlf | am Assassinatede refers to his meeting with Kissinger
and concludes that his decision to continue PaKstauclear programme led to
his death senten¢é® However, Gerald Feuerstein, Deputy Chief of the US
Mission in Islamabad, recalls that whilst Kissinggad been sent to warn Bhutto,
he had adopted a balanced “carrot and stick” appré@persuade him to stop the
programme. The “carrot” was the offer of A-7 bonsyewrhilst the stick was not
any direct threat from Kissinger but his emphagigime fact that the Democrats,
who favoured a tougher non-proliferation approd@ntthe Republicans, were set
to win the upcoming electioh?®

Tariq Fatemi, former Pakistani ambassador and susggecial advisor to
Nawaz Sharif, supports the idea that Kissinger vedisrring to Carter’s likely
win in the 1977 presidential election and a consatuharder line on
proliferation’* On the other hand, Bhutto’'s daughter and future®Minister,
claimed Kissinger did indeed make a direct threéste recalled her father
returning from the meeting “flushed with anger” isayKissinger had “spoken to

him crudely and arrogantly”:

During the meeting Kissinger had claimed that haswered my father a brilliant
statesman. It was only as a well-wisher that he wasning him: Reconsider the
agreement with France or risk being made into fible example’?

Claims made by an alleged former ISI Director, Bdgr Tirmazi, have
been widely used to corroborate Bhutto’s versioewdnts. Tirmazi reported that
Kissinger had not only said to Bhutto that he wolnghke a horrible example of
you”, but had also added, “When the railroad is ic@nyou get out of the
way.” "3 There are doubts, however, about the Tirmazi claamd more recent
investigations have been unable to establish thieeaticity of his evidenc&?

Thus, there is no definitive evidence of Kissingagkact intention or wording but
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it would be reasonable to conclude that a strongiwg, at a minimum, was
issued.

At the time, Bhutto openly accused the US of phgftagainst him. He
claimed there was “a massive, huge, colossal iatermal conspiracy” against
Pakistan and that “foreigners were behind the nafide agitation by opposition
parties to force his resignation.” Citing his opiios to the US, he reported to
Parliament that vast sums had flooded in from abitoafinance the campaign
against him.’®> The new US Secretary of State, Cyrus Vance, prigntenied
these allegations, stating that his government @mdhtention of interfering in
Pakistan’s domestic affairs and had given no as®ist to any political
organisations or individuals. He also pointed obatt “despite occasional
differences on specific points” the US had mairgdireconomic assistance and
arms shipments to Pakistan uninterrugtéd.

The timing of events raises an obvious objectiotheoconspiracy theory.
The meeting with Kissinger in August 1976 was urtlerRepublican Presidency
of Gerald Ford. By January 1977, Ford and Kissiriged been replaced by the
Democrat President Carter and Secretary of Statecd/awho had adopted a
strong human rights agenda in international refatiolherefore, the question
arises as to how Kissinger could influence evefity ¢he party he served had
been voted out of power and he was no longer isefBenazir Bhutto suggested
that “changes in the US administration did not seadly mean changes in all the
US centres of power” and pointed out that, “the ©ffen acted autonomously
and that their policies were not established oghtilt’” She listed the reasons

why there might be no change of policy in the Cthcerning her father:

Here was a man who had spoken out against Amepobicy during the Vietham War,
who had promoted normalised relations with Commu@lsina, who had supported the
Arabs during the 1973 war and advocated indeperdé&nm the superpowers at Third
World conferences. Was he getting too big for liste?"®

Allegations by Tirmazi have been used to supporhae Bhutto’s

assertions with specific accusations. It was arguadt, that Washington
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cultivated bureaucrats, PPP stalwarts and ministetdS agents; second, that US
diplomats directed operations against Bhutto thinodigect and frequent contact
with opposition leaders; and finally, that a wissdink was established between
the US Consulate and the residence of Maulana Malidof the opposition
Janat-i-Islami Party. These are now subject tostimae doubts about authenticity
as those concerning the nature of Kissinger’s waigihreat to Bhutto. A credible
ISI source, former Director-General Asad Durranterviewed for this research,
casts further doubt on their accuracy. He pointsloat opposition against Bhutto
arose internally because he had mishandled issukmanipulated elections and,
though he does not rule out the possibility of appastic US involvement, he
argues that Bhutto could not have been deposesl hifakd held a good grip on the
country!’® Abbas goes further and cites Rafi Raza, a closecase of Bhutto,
who argued that the US did not threaten Bhuttopbiats out that if the US had
conspired with Zia over the coup then it is likdlg General would have gone on
to halt the nuclear programnf€.Gupta is also of the view that there is no proof
that the US was responsible for the coup thoughadgeied that Washington
appeared to favour authoritarian governments inseak during the Cold War as
the best means of maintaining control over the tiguand containing the
possibility of communist expansionisif. On the evidence available, therefore,
there is no strong, reliable indication of US oxthation of either the opposition
or the coup itself.

There were also widespread suspicions that Amesiaa involved in
Bhutto’s execution. This view is represented by Baochistan JUI Senator,
Hafiz Hamdullah, who is of the opinion that therasna “US hidden hand” in the
execution of Bhutto, and other Pakistani leaders waieated problems for them,
including Benazir Bhutto and General 2f4 An alternative interpretation is that,
whilst the US was not directly involved, their tate encouraged and cleared the
way for the executio® Feuerstein rejects these ideas, however, and sitiat,

on the contrary, Carter sent two mercy pleas toe@®Zia to save Bhutt®* The
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first plea came when on 18 March 1978, the LahaoghHourt found Bhutto
guilty of murder and sentenced him to death. Thatcdecision triggered a call
for clemency from Cartéf® The second request from Carter came when on 2
February 1979, the Supreme Court of Pakistan ege8thutto’s appeal. That
same day, the ambassador Arthur Hummel delivereothan request for
clemency from President Cartéf.

Of the fifteen interviewees for this research whkpressed an opinion on
the matter, eleven considered the reasons for 8butixecution were domestic,
particularly his confrontation with Zia. After theoup Bhutto campaigned
provocatively against Zia, colourfully claiming keould make shoelaces of the
General's distinctive moustach€. This became a zero-sum battle in which
Bhutto made it plain he aimed to regain power witipular support and execute
Zia for treasort® Zia consulted widely about Bhutto and the risk#olaed with
letting him survive and concluded that if he did kit Bhutto, then Bhutto would
kill him.1®. Roedad Khan, a Pakistani civil servant from 1€2%he end of the
Cold War, recalls Zia telling him, “It was his neok my neck, one of us had to
go."19%0

There was no shortage of opportunity for Zia temeland save face by
heeding calls for clemency from many foreign leademnd not just President
Carter!® Roedad Khan also recalls Zia actually gave anrassa to the Chinese
that he would not hang Bhutto which the Chinesenpee proudly took to Carter
at a Washington summit. However, when the Chineabaasador relayed his
premier’s praise for showing great statesmanshgpagked, “When did | say that
| will not hang him?%2 Bhutto and his legal team are also held partially
accountable for the outcome by not taking the s&iously and treating it as a
political platform rather than making a proper aefe!®®. Fatemi also points out

that the manner of the trial and execution was Ucomee to the human rights-
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oriented Carter administration, and that it conii@a to Zia being ostracised by
the US%* Thus, this analysis reveals no firm evidence wicate the US was

instrumental in Bhutto’s ouster or execution anat thwas more likely the result

of the domestic dispute with Zia which Bhutto hifidead escalated to deadly
proportions to stir up popular sentiment. Neverhs] the idea that a US “hidden
hand” was responsible has become well establishgbpular discourse and is
part of a collection conspiracy theories which bdathe US and other outside
forces for the course of events in Pakistan.

2.10 Carter, Zia and a Low Point in Relations

The first two years of General Zia’s regime toekations with the
US to a low point. There were three main issuesciviéd to difficulties: the
nuclear programme; human rights; and India. Thisodeculminated in a mob
attack on the US embassy in Islamabad on 29 Noved®& in which two US
personnel were killed.

The Carter administration was increasingly conagrradout nuclear
proliferation. US Deputy Secretary of State, War@mistopher, notified Pakistan
that the US was no longer concerned with the pastbietween the two countries
and that future relations would hinge upon Pakistamllingness to cease its
nuclear programm€® Moreover, under amendments to the 1961 Foreign
Assistance Act, the Symington Amendment of 1976 thedGlen Amendment of
1977, the US suspended military and economic aiBakistan. The Symington
amendment allowed Congress to stop aid to country@sg to acquire nuclear
weapons not subject to safeguards, while the Glenedment prohibited
transfers to countries that attempted to acquirdean reprocessing equipment,
materials or technology, whether or not such safetjgystems were in place.

When Pakistan refused to cease its plan to acqumaclear reprocessing
plant, the Glenn Amendment was invoked and aid suspended in 1977. Aid
was restored when France cancelled its nucleaeagnet with Pakistan, only for

it to be ended again in 1979 under the SymingtoneAdment because of

194 Interview with Ambassador Tariq Fatemi, Islamatz@l July 2012.
195 Hafeez Malik, Soviet-American Relations with Pakistan, Iran anftjhAnistan (London:
Macmillan, 1987), p. 167.

76



Pakistan’s building of a uranium enrichment fagitit® Undeterred, Zia continued
the nuclear programme because it was popular isdbatry and had become tied
up with Pakistani nationalism. As Khan stated: “Ba average Pakistani, nuclear
development became a sacred national duty, ance thvb® opposed it were
looked upon as enemies of the national catifezZia dismissed Carter’'s non-
proliferation policy as a “noble cause” but hyptical in its implementation
because of the way it affected Pakistan in contiast more tolerant attitude to
Brazil, South Africa and Indi&® In response, Pakistan withdrew from CENTO in
March, 1979 saying, “.... in the light of these nesalities, the alliance had lost
its relevance to Pakistan’s security concefi$.0On 14 August 1979, the US
Ambassador was summoned to be informed of Paksstédn’.serious concern
over the escalation of the campaign of threats iatichidation in regard to
Pakistan’s peaceful nuclear prografff)”

At the beginning of Zia’s time in office, Cartetisiman rights policy
did not seem to be a threat to his position. Theas no obvious shift to a more
repressive policy. After all, his predecessor, Bwuhad jailed thousands of
political opponents, whom he described as troubkemsa without the due process
of law. Indeed, Zia, on assuming power, orderedtrabghese political prisoners
to be released and allowed political parties taaee(with the single exception of
Bhutto’s party, the PPPY! Moreover, Zia, during the initial phase of hisequdlid
not subdue civil institutions under military adnticla but merged the civil
machinery of the state with the military adminiita. In this way, he gave the
impression to Carter's administration that he wesdgally moving his country
towards democracy.

Some American officials still judged the militamegime as a
negation of a democraéy? but the steps taken by Zia in 1977-78, which idetl

the promise of democratic elections pacified moSt dsitics. However, the US
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started taking the issue of human rights in Pakisariously in the weeks
preceding Bhutto’s conviction for the murder of NdwAhmed Khan, when the
military authorities arrested hundreds of Bhuttgslitical supporters and
sympathisers. When Bhutto was hanged on 4 ApriB1@arter's administration
condemned Zia and his supporters as flagrant vidadf human right&. Zia
appeared to pay little regard to this and furtmetated the US by dissolving all
political parties, banning all political activitiearresting a number of politicians
and indefinitely postponing the long awaited elmtsi which he himself had
previously said would be held in November 1979. Ziso gave his military
courts precedence over the civilian courts. Thie tf events in Pakistan gravely
damaged the Pakistan-US relationsfifp.

India was another factor that damaged relationth whe US.
Washington had recognised India as the dominantepaw South Asia when
Bangladesh separated from Pakistan after the Rakistlia War in 1971 and,
under Carter, US officials became more active ipleasizing the hegemonic role
of India in the region. As Hussain explains, thigswguided by the Brezezinski
Doctrine of “regional influentials” in which US iatests in the Third World were
linked to states perceived as influential in a@adby virtue of their size, strategic
location, aspirations and economic resources. lfadianto this category in South
Asia in the same way that Indonesia and Egypt didSouth-East Asia and the
Middle East respectiveR’> US Deputy Secretary of State Warren Christopher
said in Delhi in July 1977 that the US expecteddrd play a “leading role in the
region of South Asia?® Pakistan took that statement as convincing proatf the
US had left Pakistan to the wolves. This perceptuas further aggravated when
Carter paid official visits to India and Iran amphored Pakistan.

Relations were further damaged in November 1978rnwdn angry
mob attacked and set fire to the US embassy imkbad in the mistaken belief
that the US was indirectly involved in the Islamasttack on the Great Mosque in

Mecca?®’ As a result of the attack, two US officials andifdPakistani staff
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members died?® Another 40 people were trapped inside the burbintging and
were nearly burnt to deatf? Zia’s administration was accused by Washington of
leaving the embassy unprotected and then failingateguard the lives of US
citizens. The US even argued that the attack hesh lsupported by the Zia
regime. There is some evidence to back up Amerigetsisations. For example,
General Akhtar, head of the ISI, arrived at thenscbut chose to do nothing.
Pakistani troops were present in the area, but tmkction against the mél.
Several embassy officials were trapped in the Imgrbuilding but it is said that it
took hours for the Pakistan army to reach the scedespite the fact that Zia’s
residence and military headquarters were not varyfrom the embassy? In
response, Carter ordered the postponement of ifefunvestment in Pakistan
and called for an overall reduction in the siz&J& commitments therd? Within

a few weeks, however, circumstances changed dreatigtiwith the Soviet
invasion of Afghanistan in December 1979, and Cantes obliged to swiftly put
his human rights and non-proliferation concerns fawild and revert to the
opportunistic courting of Pakistan of his predeoessContainment of the Soviet

Union had to take precedence over human rightatls in Pakistan.

2.11 Strategic Outcomes for the US and Pakistan

The diverging strategic aims that underlay thatr@hship from the
start now began to draw the two allies in differstmaitegic directions as soon as
opportunity and necessity arose. Opportunity arfisethe US when Nehru
appealed for international help in his border dispuith China. India was always
the US first choice of regional partner so littlme was lost in coming to the
rescue with aid and arms to deter what was beilgdbas Chinese communist
expansion. Up until then, Kennedy had been abtgass over the implications of
his pro-India policy, but once he started to armidnhe was no longer able to

208 pakistan Horizon Pakistan Institute of International Affairs, Kaha Vol. 32, No. 4, 1979, p.
161.

209 Howard B. Schaffer, and Teresita C. Schafftaw Pakistan Negotiates with the United States:
Riding the Roller CoastgiVashington D.C.: United Institute of Peace, 20p1)121.

210Steven GarrisonChronological Events of Attack on US Embassy —nialead Marine
Embassy Guard Association, Historical ArchivesN&ivember, 1979.

211 HagganiPakistan: Between Mosque and Militap: 182.

212 M.J. Akbar,Pakistan TodayNew Delhi: Mittal Publications, 1998), p. 117.

79



placate Pakistan’s doubts about his constancy.réfissal to prejudice his new

Indian relationship with conditions over Kashmiregened the insecurity of his

older ally. Thus the necessity arose for Pakistanrdsume its search for

alternative strategic partners in the directiorCbina. This in turn made the US

doubt Pakistan’s constancy to which it respondetth \&i mixture of persuasion,

warnings, sanctions and assurances, none of whemmged Pakistan’s subsequent
behaviour. Thus this period saw mutual disappointshand frustrations as each
party followed different paths from co-operationctinfrontation.

In terms of Cold War strategy, this period of tiedationship had
been of mixed benefit to the US. It had been swfaks containing territorial
expansion in the region by the USSR but had lostescegional influence itself.
Relations with India had been strengthened in 1982Nixon’s pro-Pakistan and
pro-Chinese policies encouraged Indira Gandhi'si€&oleanings to allow the
USSR more influence there, though she maintainechimed non-alignment.
China was now well established as an alternativesasupplier and economic
developer to Pakistan but this had also creatdsharne| for the US to capitalise
on the Sino-Soviet split, to improve its own radat with China and to find a way
out of the Vietnam debacle. The resultant easingCold War tensions had
enabled détente to occur rendering Pakistan ofsleategic value to the US.

Reduced Cold War imperatives made it possible Garter to
indulge in new liberal strategies focussed on naiHpration and human rights,
in relation to which Pakistan became a problemerathan an asset. India’s 1974
nuclear test signalled the acceleration of a recglr Pakistani programme with
the added complication of links to the Arab stades their confrontation with
Israel. Despite pressure and severe sanctions, iMghsh could not restrain
Pakistan and was unable to control nuclear pralifen in the region. Association
with Pakistan also became an embarrassment oveer@8edia’'s coup and
repressions but Carter was unable to use aid asarebtcto encourage
democratisation, because his own democratic presesa the form of
Congressional opposition prevented it, so wasvt little influence over that
issue either. Thus, this period highlighted theitsnof US power and influence
over Pakistan.

The consequences of this phase of the relatiorishipakistan were

mostly negative. The US had shown its eagernesspport India and Ayub had
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been unable to use the alliance to make diplomatianilitary headway on
Kashmir, resulting in his fall from power. This denstrated that the US alliance
only amounted to American even-handedness in lrakaskan disputes, which
disproportionately weakened Pakistan. Worse cartie the loss of East Pakistan
which neither the US nor China were willing to sat®ugh the security of West
Pakistan was protected by the US. The regional rigcbalance tipped
dramatically in India’s favour with its nuclear teghich Bhutto, followed by Zia,
determined to match in direct confrontation witle tdS. Thus, the US aid which
had continued, with breaks in 1965 and 1971, wapenuded in 1979. By then,
however, Pakistan was less isolated from the resteoworld community with
improved relations and backing, not just from Chibat also from Arab States
which would finance the nuclear project. With theeption of China, though,
these states did not share Pakistan’s strategis ainthe regional struggle with
India.

US decisions not to intervene to help PakistathéenKashmir dispute
were one of the main disappointments in this peftodslamabad. In contrast, for
example, the USSR had twice cast its UN veto imdawf India. This raises the
question as to whether the US could or ought toehdene more. Former
Pakistani Ambassador Sarwar Naqvi points out thabughout the 1950s, the US
was very active in trying to find a solution thréughe UN and its special
representatives. The outcome was a UN resolutiguinieag a plebiscite for
Kashmiris to decide their own future, to which ldvould not agree, and for a
withdrawal of forces, which both sides failed tongay with, leading to
stalemat&® A common interpretation as to why the US did nmtngore is that it
did not want to upset India and, more to the pdiat no leverage thef&: But
whilst this may have been true later it was notdase in 1962 when Nehru was
pleading for Western support. After that, howew$, leverage in both countries
diminished and it could not twist either the Indam or the Pakistani arfih®

This suggests Kennedy’s failure to negotiate doovts for Nehru’s
support may have been a missed opportunity to eageundia to move towards

what was, after all, the UN position. Talbot’s viglaat requiring conditions in

213 Interview with Ambassador Sarwar Naqvi, IslamatdadJuly, 2012.
24 Interview with Zafar Nawaz Jaspal, Islamabad, 19 2012.
215 Interview with Asad Durrani, Islamabad, 10 Julyi20
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return for aid would have increased Soviet penetrah India (quoted above) is
unconvincing since that option was already opeNebru who, nonetheless, was
asking for Western help. Progress on Kashmir atgtage could have forestalled
Ayub’s 1965 war and may have avoided the crackbenrelationship opening in

the way that followed. Brigadier Gul makes a case dlso suggesting that
Pakistan’s Chinese partnership, which followed, fmaye made it less likely that
the US would help. Had Pakistan been allowed tceh@ashmir, China would

have had strategic access through Pakistan tanthanl Ocean. Thus it was, and

still is, not in US interests to let Kashmir becopaet of PakistaAt®

2.12 Implications for the Relationship

The history of this period clearly demonstrate® tfractured
foundations upon which the relationship was forraad represents a playing out
of the consequences of diverging interests. Washirgy global containment
strategy did not anchor it exclusively to Islamalzadl it embraced Pakistan’s
regional friends and foes alike in the form of Ghiand India respectively. In
response, Pakistan demonstrated its regional $gcwvas not anchored
exclusively to the US and embraced not just Chunathee anti-Israel Arab states
and, more significantly, a resolve to get indepandeiclear weapons. In part,
both parties were revisiting their pre-alliance iposs: Truman’s reluctance to
get involved in Indo-Pakistani conflicts; Eisenhowdirst choice of India; and
Jinnah’s vision of Islamic unity coupled with thefinished business of partition.
The nuclear issue only served to emphasise Palagiegoccupation with India.

Wilful blindness was also a prominent feature tuk tperiod. The
implication of earlier US wilful blindness over Kasir became apparent when
Washington was unable to prevent Ayub’s failed 18&/mpaign and ended up
handing the advantage to the enemy of its ally.sTdid not stop the US
continuing to indulge in this tactic. Kennedy's fidbassurances to Ayub and his
assumption that he could arm his new friend, Indiithout unmanageably
provoking Pakistan fall into this category. He dcses though blind to the fact that
these moves would inflame Pakistan’s insecurity famther escalate the regional
arms race, and he was powerless to honour US asssrabout thwarting the

216 Interview with Brig. Agha Gul, Quetta, 25 April 2.
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misuse of American weapons. Following on, Nixon bored opportunism and
wilful blindness by indulging Yahya's repressioms East Pakistan to facilitate
détente with China, only to see both East Pakistad Yahya fall once the
moment of opportunity had passed. Carter's swicchuman rights and rejection
of Pakistan served to amplify the opportunism antulvblindness that had
preceded it.

This period also set the transactional patterrtHerrelationship, the
main feature of which was disappointment leadin¢ptk of trust on both sides.
Whether Pakistan indulged in wilful blindness oiterUS alliances or not it was
deeply disappointed that its ally aided and abeltelin, failed to help resolve
Kashmir, and allowed the loss of East Pakistarwds also angered over the
hypocrisy of non-proliferation which appeared toega blind eye to India, and
other countries, whilst threatening and punishirdsigtan. Pakistan’s switch to
China, the Arabs and the bomb then angered the hi€hwvas also frustrated by
what it saw as impulsive and illjudged aggressiagainst India. Past
disappointments then created a mutual expectafidatare disappointment and
declining trust. This was reflected in the thresatd sanctions applied to Pakistan,
though there is no evidence that this extendedrextdinterference in the fall or
death of Bhutto.

Another feature of the relationship up to 1979 wessfluctuation of
US policies towards Pakistan and India. This enmgrgbattern suggests that
Democrat administrations were less favourable tastan, and tended to be pro-
India, while Republican administrations were maeolurable to Pakistan. India
was the favoured choice of Truman (Democrat) who &lso been reluctant to
partner Pakistan despite Nehru’s rejection. EisexgndRepublican) went on to
make Pakistan his closest non-NATO ally, but Keyn@democrat) had then
tilted to India, setting off a chain of mutual dppmintments with Pakistan. Nixon
(Republican) had opportunistically supported Pakistnudging India back to
closer ties with the USSR, but Carter (Democrat) tteen condemned Pakistan
over human rights and nuclear proliferation. Whiteere may be multiple
explanations for these fluctuations beyond simplgyppreferences, including the
impact of events, opportunities and threats, theicbpattern was visible, and

General Zia would use it to his advantage when dirnm neighbouring
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Afghanistan brought the USSR to his country’s bosdend the US back to his

office door.
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CHAPTER 3: AFGHANISTAN: COLD WAR PARTNERS
AGAIN, 1979-1989

3.1 Introduction

Just when Pakistan had become more of a problem ahaasset to the
Carter administration, events in the Middle Ead @entral Asia were to make
her a key strategic ally of the US once again. €hegents were the Iranian
Islamic Revolution in February 1979 and the Souegsion of Afghanistan in
December 1979. However, the process of rebuildieg¢lationship would not be
straight-forward and it would not proceed smoothlyce the two sides were
working together again against the Soviet Union.

This chapter explores the Soviet invasion andctienge of direction of
the US in Cold War strategy and in Washington'guate to Pakistan. It contrasts
Carter's approach in the remaining year of his ideggy with Reagan’s single-
minded confrontation of the USSR and looks at hemésal Zia approached each
to get the best deal. The argument here is thabdaelearnt from Pakistan’s
previous experience and took the initiative in gsims reverse influence to
negotiate with the US more effectively than befdrke chapter reviews national
interests and argues that, despite joint actida,was not a period when strategic
aims converged and that co-operation was only blessiecause of substantial
wilful blindness, particularly over nuclear proliéion. The process of that wilful
blindness and its consequences are explored in sletad in this chapter. The
evolution of the Mujahidin is also briefly examinéd establish the extent to
which the US or Zia had control over it. The prace$ ending the conflict in
Afghanistan with the Geneva Accord is used to shmmw diverging interests
would start to pull the two sides apart again. Thapter ends with a survey of the
strategic consequences of this period of the oglahip and a conclusion about its

legacy.

3.2 Afghanistan

Before the Iranian Revolution, US policy in the Mie East rested on the

idea that, if properly armed, the “twin pillars” btin and Saudi Arabia would be
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able to safeguard Western interests in the redibis coincided with the Shah'’s
aim to make Iran the dominant regional power, whrelsulted in the US
transferring arms in massive quantities to hismegiThe Shah was regarded by
them as the “policeman” of the Gulf who could keke area free of communist
influence and maintain navigation through the $todi Hormuz, while Saudi
Arabia also played a lesser role in this strafege Islamic Revolution which
ousted the Shah was vehemently anti-American irureatind undermined
America’s position in the region. Instead of Iragirig an ally, it became a threat
to US interests and to pro-Western states in theabi Gulf region.

On the heels of the Islamic Revolution came the&i€&oinvasion of
Afghanistan which jolted Carter's complacency ab®aviet foreign policy goals
and signified a sharp shift away from détente aadkkto confrontation in the
Cold War. Afghanistan had been nominally non-aldgri®ut a coup in 1978
brought in a Marxist regime under Nur Mohammed FKaraith a radical
programme of land reform and a campaign againatnisivhich led to violent
popular pro-Muslim reaction and increasing insigbiBy March 1979 there was
armed revolt in Herat with up to 3,000 deaths, udolg some forty Soviet
citizens. A power struggle emerged between Tarakli lais more radical rival,
Hafuzullah Amin, and the regime’s continued existecame under thre&tOn
the night of 24/25 December 1979, Soviet planedddnn Kabul and two days
later about 1,000 Red Army troops took the Predidealace and executed
Amin and his family. A former leader of the govemgiparty, Babrak Karmal, was
installed by the Soviets and their invasion foraswenlarged to 70,000, rising to
over 100,000 by the mid-1988s.

The USSR presented the invasion as a lawful regptmsan invitation
from the legitimate Afghan government to restordeorresulting from external

destabilisation, and it was described as “neighlgoassistance” to help the

1Yasmeen QureshiUS-Pakistan Interests in the Persian Guili Rais Ahmad Khan (ed.),
Pakistan-United States Relatiofislamabad: Quaid-i-Azam University, 1983), pp-%8

2 Diego Cordovez and Selig S. Harrisdbut of Afghanistan: The Inside Story of the Soviet
Withdrawal(New York: Oxford University Press, 1995), pp. 3B-

3 Kuldip Nayar, Reports on Afghanista(New Delhi: Allied Publishers, 1981), p. 46; Walte
LaFeber America, Russia and the Cold War, 1945-2(006w York: McGraw Hill, 1981), p. 316.
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regime ward off external aggression and to block-&aviet penetration on its
southern bordeft.

However, it was interpreted very differently in thest. The Carter
Administration saw it as aggressive, ideologicatl @m example of territorial
expansion by the Soviet Union. US apprehensiong weluenced by communist
encroachment elsewhere in the world — Ethiopiatts%@men, Nicaragua and El
Salvador; amplified by a new hostility in the shapiethe Islamic regime in
Tehran? In addition to being yet another serious challetmy®S interests in this
region, Carter framed the invasion as a wider tht@dhe strategic balance and
stability of the entire worl§.The US President outlined the ominous geo-politica
implications in his State of the Union address ®fJ2anuary 1980. The USSR was
in striking distance of the Indian Ocean and Parsalf; Pakistan and Iran had
become more vulnerable to Soviet intimidation; difdthat intimidation were to
prove effective, the Soviet Union might well cottam area of vital strategic and
economic significance to the survival of Westernrdpe, the Far East and
ultimately the US.?

This reflected the theory that the expansionistedof Russia, now the
USSR, was partly a result of its long-term desoe Wwarm water ports, which
would give it effective control over maritime adtivand resources in the region.
This theory was rejected by some on the groundsttiaas no longer likely to be
critical for the technically advanced USS& that, if still valid, the USSR would
have turned their attention to Iran since Afghamisis the gateway to the sub-
continent rather than the GAlfiGibson argues, however, that from Afghanistan
the USSR could have annexed the neighbouring amstivee province of

Balochistan with access to over half the Pakissnareline and the deep water

4 Georgi Arbatov,Cold War or Détente? The Soviet Viewpaihondon: Zed Books, 1983), p.
190; André A. Gromyko,Memories(London:Hutchinson, 1983), p. 240.

5 Richard Crockatt,The Fifty Years War: The United States and the eésdvnion in World
Politics, 1941-1991(London:; Routledge, 1995), p. 258

6 See Maya Chadda. “Super Power Rivalry in SouthtWeasa: The Afghan Crisis in 1979,
Indian Quarterly Vol. 37, No. 4, October-December, 1981, p. 5@ikHar H. Malik, “Pakistan-
US Relations in the Early 1980s: An Appraisal fulss and Source-MateriaPakistan Journal
of American StudigsVol. 3, No. 1, March 1985, p. 113.

7 Public Papers of the Presidents of the United Stattmmy Carter Vol. 1 (Washington:
Government Printing Office, 1978), p. 165.

8 Zulfigar Ali Khan, Pakistan's Security: The Challenge and the Respflnsiore: Progressive
Publishers, 1988), p. 12.

® Marian Leighton, “Soviet Strategy towards North&urope and Japan”, in Robbin F. Laird and
Eric P. Hoffmann (eds.poviet Foreign Policy in a Changing WorliNew York: Aldine
Publishing Company, 1986), pp. 285-298.
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port of Gwadar® Either way, the idea was influential since the Was and
Japanese economies were heavily dependent on gmen’se oil reserves and
supply routes. At that time the US got 33 percéfestern Europe 66 percent and
Japan 75 percent of their oil from théteAs a result, the USSR was now within
350 miles of their collective jugular vein in therBian Gulft? Pakistan’s Foreign
Minister, Shahi, saw it in an even more dramatiy w&oviet control of these sea
lanes could collapse the will of industrialised oties, break up the Western
alliance and isolate the US.

However, while the US feared the worst, the evidesbows that the
Soviet Politburo’s intentions were limited to sladng Afghanistan as a
defensive measure against Pakistani and US expansitiey believed
Afghanistan was being destabilised by PakistangclwAhmed and Rais confirm
was true as discussed later in this chapter, aatl e US was intent on
entrenching itself closer to the Soviet border riblad lost bases in Irdft.When
Taraki asked for help during the March 1979 crigi® initial response of the
Soviet politburo had been to avoid direct interi@mt so they just gave him
limited military aid. It was only in September, wh&araki was executed by
Amin after a failed assassination attempt, thatsfd@egan to grow that Amin
might turn to the US for assistance. Removing Aappeared to be the only way
to bring the situation under Soviet control andais at this point the invasion was
planned, though the final decision was not taketil i Decembet?®

For Carter, though, coming on top of the Iraniavsthge crisis, the
invasion put him under increased domestic predsane anti-détente critics who
attacked him for being soft on communism. As altestth an election looming,

10 Bryan R.GibsonCovert Relationship: American Foreign Policy, Itigeénce, and the Iran-Iraq
War, 1980-198&Santa Barbara, CA: Praeger Publishers, 20128 p.

11 Shirin Tahir-Kheli,The United States and Pakistan: The Evolution ofndlnence Relationship
(New York: Praeger Publishers, 1982), p. 98.

12 Ekramul Haque, “South Asia’s Politico-StrategicnGmlerations: A Pakistani ViewDefence
Journal Volume. 7, Nos. 10-11, 1981, p. 16.

13 Agha Shahi, “The Geopolitical Realities of the R&d, Pakistan Journal of American Studies
Vol. 1, No. 1, 1983, pp. 5-6.

14 See Demchenko, quoted in Mike Bowk&uyssian Foreign Policy and the End of Cold War
(Aldershot: Ashgate Publishing Limited, 1997), B21

15 Michael Dobbs, “Secret Memos Trace Kremlin’s MatohWar”, International Herald Tribune,
16 November 1992, p. 7.
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he felt he had to show that he could stand up édU8SR It was also felt that
inaction would only encourage Soviet aggressioreveiere!’ As a result,
Washington shelved its policy of détente in favoithe much more robust Carter
Doctrine of 23 January 1980 which declared that:

An attempt by any outside force to gain controltieé Persian Gulf region will be
regarded as an assault on the vital interest ofUtieed States of America, and such an
assault will be repelled by any means necessatiydimg military force'®

This new policy included strengthening naval forgeshe Indian Ocean
and a willingness to work with countries in theiogg which would bring the US
back into strategic partnership with Pakistan.

Carter did not wait long to call Zia. The day aftee Soviet invasion, he
phoned the General to offer backing to Pakistanprogosed to reaffirm the 1959
US-Pakistan Bilateral Agreement in which the USJIgkxd support against Soviet
aggression. The speed at which the invasion chaAgegtican attitudes towards
Zia and Pakistan, from violators of human rightgrémt line state in the struggle
against Soviet expansion, was remarkdblEoreign Minister Shahi thought that
Pakistan’s immediate reaction to the invasion,imgllifor an immediate and
unconditional withdrawal of Soviet troops, was impat in transforming the
Carter administration’s attitudé.Zia’s Chief of Staff, General Khalid Mahmud
Arif was more cynical and suggestive of opportunigiserving that, “the arch
critics of the autocratic military ruler of Pakistebegan to woo him. They
suddenly discovered Zia’s hitherto unknown ‘steyliqualities’ and the special
importance of Pakistan in the changed circumstatféeSchaffer and Schaffer

also point to the fact that Carter took the initi@tin making the urgent call to Zia

16 See Surendra Choprerspectives on Pakistan’s Foreign Poli¢tgdia: Guru Nanak University
Press, 1983), p. 229; S. Nihal Singime Yogi and the Bear: Story of Indo-Soviet Retet{iew
Delhi: Allied Publishers, 1986), p. 154.

17 Syed Farooq Hasnat, “Afghanistan Crisis: Policgiffans of Afghanistan, Pakistan, USSR, US,
Iran and India” Strategic Studied/ol. 11, No. 3, Spring 1988, p. 48.

18 Jimmy CarterState of Union Address delivered before a JoinsiBasf the Congresdanuary
23, 1980, <http://www.presidency.ucsb.edu/ws/?pRD7®> [Accessed 20 August 2012].

19K, Arif, (ed.), America-Pakistan Relationpp. 372-373.

20 Tahir-Kheli, The United States and Pakistam 740.

21 Agha ShahiPakistan’s Relations with the United StatesHafeez Malik (ed.)Soviet America
Relations with Pakistan, Iran and Afghanis{@&ondon: Macmillan Press, 1987), p. 167.

22 Khalid Mahmud Arif, Working with Zia: Pakistan's power Politics 197788 Karachi: Oxford
University Press, 1995), p. 314 quoted in HowardSBhaffer and Teresita C. Schaffétow
Pakistan Negotiates with the United States: RidhggyRoller CoastefLahore: Vanguard Books,
2011), p. 121.
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as an indication that the US needed Pakistan attiin@ more than Pakistan
needed the US

Zia was, however, characteristically cautious.vieies experience of US
alliances suggested there were risks in tying Rakislosely to the US, which
could include provoking some kind of Soviet rettiba. Initially, Zia deflected
Carter’'s proposal and bought time by suggestingeatsthat his Foreign Minister
should visit Washington to discuss the crisis imlyedanuary 1986% In the
meantime, he consulted with senior military andiliem advisors. Foreign
Minister Shahi drew up three strategic optionsdealing with the Soviet action -
to accept it; to defy it directly; or to defy itdirectly?® Neither of the first two
options was acceptable. The first set a precedentatit approval of regional
intervention by the USSR or India. The second wggsracticable because of the
disparity in military power between Pakistan and BSSR. Shahi explained that
the third option was selected because, “the onlyehof withdrawal of Soviet
forces lay in mobilising the force of internatiorlblic opinion and concerting
political and diplomatic pressure against the Sowiglitary intervention.®
However, General Arif interpreted the third optieery differently, arguing that
Pakistan should give “... overt political, diplomatand humanitarian support to
the refugees with covert assistance to the Mujaldi which was just how
events would later unfold.

In the context of this research it is importantuiederstand Pakistan’s
reasons for choosing this option in order to gaugw far its interests coincided
with those of the US. Evidence from intervieweeslicgated a range of
perspectives and differing opinions. On one sid¢hefargument, Senator Hafiz
Hamdullah concluded that Pakistan should have medaneutral and claimed
that Zia took the decision only on the advice a&f thS?® On the other side, the
religious scholar and former advisor to Zia, Maaldthilji, was clear that the
General “used the US to save Pakistan from inelgt&oviet domination”, and

23 Schaffer and Schaffejow Pakistan Negotiates with the United Stapesl21.

24 bid. p. 122.

25 Robert G. WirsingPakistan’s Security under Zia, 1977-19@®ndon: Macmillan, 1991), pp.
26-27.

26 Agha Shahi, APakistan’'s Security and Foreign Poli¢yahore: Progressive Publishers, 1998),
pp. 50-51.

27 Arif, Working with Zia: Pakistan’s Power Politics 197788 p. 314.

28 Interview with Hafiz Hamdullah, Quetta, 18 Augasr 2.
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that the conflict had been “a war for Islam anceJthorders of Pakistan against
the invasion of USSR.” He likened US-Pakistan refet at that time to “two
brothers.2° Most interviewees did, indeed, consider that thgi& presence in
Afghanistan was a genuine threat to Pakistan'sriggdout for a more complex
set of reasons. Roedad Khan recalled:

The Red Army was in Jalalabad, breathing down @akn... The people, media and
everyone in Pakistan was against the Russian otionpaf Afghanistan. | attended a
conference in GHQ [General Headquarters] and theyewall saying that their
destination was not Jalalabad but the warm watds pd Pakistari?

Brigadiers Gul and Noor and Colonel Hanif conficdhtbat if the Soviet
Army remained unchecked they expected Moscow to Afgghanistan as a
launching pad for an invasion of Balochistan, ardo aperhaps Khyber
Pakhtunkhw&! Noor also referred to a dramatic petition sentthy Afghan
Mujahidin to Zia:

We have previously warned you that Kabul would befice but you didn't listen to us

and didn't provide us help. As a result, today Kaisuon fire and now again we are
giving this warning that if at this stage you woulibt] help us then [the] fire in

Afghanistan will also enter Pakistéh.

Ambassador Fatemi pointed out that this view ohggressive USSR was
also strongly promoted by the US (as well as thédBrand some Arab states) to
put pressure on General Zia who was “desperate goatcepted by the
international community>® However, journalists Ashraf Malkham and Shaukat
Piracha were more sceptical about the prospech®fSoviet Union attacking
Pakistan. They argued that Zia’'s “prime interess wa how he should benefit
from the situation to legitimise his rulé*”

In addition to legitimacy, Zia needed money toysta power. The
unifying effects of an imminent threat and US furadsild deliver both, and on
this basis the Pakistani people were given the agesshat the USSR would
continue to expand if not stopped in AfghanistaRoedad Khan conceded that,
“people were scare[d] to death. General Zia dicehaopular support and he took

2 Interview with Maulana Abdullah Kilji, Quetta, 6 &y 2012.

30 Interview with Roedad Khan, Islamabad, 10 Augut2

31 Interview with Brig. Agha Gul, Quetta, 25 April 22; Brig. Noor ul Haq, Islamabad, 1 August
2012; Col. Hanif, Islamabad, 1 August 2012.

32 Interview with Brig. Noor ul Haq, Islamabad, 1 Awsg 2012.

33 Interview with Ambassador Tariq Fatemi, Islamat@ July 2012.

34 Interview with Ashraf Malkham, Islamabad, 30 JW&@&12; Interview with Shaukat Piracha,
Islamabad, 25 June 2012.

3 Interview with Shaukat Piracha, Islamabad, 25 RO,

91



full advantage of that®® The political scientist, Zafar Jaspal, acknowlettjee
potential threat of the Soviet occupation, but edréhe leadership had also tried
to exploit the conflict for its own vested intere$t

Beyond these issues, there were also key strateginzerns about
Afghanistan which related to the integrity of P&&iss border areas and to the old
enemy India. Firstly, there had been running dispuietween the two countries
over the Pashtunistan question (see the introci¢tem Islamabad needed a co-
operative regime in Kabul to neutralise this thrbat, as Ambassador Naqvi
pointed out, the USSR had consistently opposedsiaks position on thi€ The
second concern, emphasised by several intervieweesthe potential “strategic
depth” which Afghanistan provided for the Pakistarmy in the event of conflict
with India. Afghanistan could provide Pakistan wigitrategic depth” in two key
ways: it offered a military refuge free from Indiassault, and the possibility of a
secure second front which would allow the militaoy deploy all its limited
resources against India. Lt. General Durrani expgldithat this had already been
used in the 1965 and 1971 wars with India whenAfghan government assured
Ayub and Yahya they could safely divert troops frtimeir Western border to
fight against India in the Ea&t.The political scientist, Rasool Rais, added it was
also important that “Afghanistan should not be ud®d India, by Baloch
nationalists, insurgents..... or any state or notesdators against Pakistal!. The
scope for Indian interference was all the greatrabse of its close relationship
with the USSR. Thus, an independent and sympatAégicanistan was critical to
Pakistan’s security against India.

There was also an ideological perspective. Naglanif and former
Minister of State at the Foreign Office, Nawabzaflaan, all cited Muslim
antipathy to communism as a reason for opposing/8®8R?*! Equally important,
however, was the prospect of economic and milieadyto strengthen the army
and consolidate the Zia regime in po#elhe main target of the military build-

36 Interview with Roedad Khan, Islamabad, 10 Augut2

37 Interview with Zafar Jaspal, Islamabad, 9 July201

3 nterview with Ambassador Sarwar Naqvi, Islamaldad,July 2012.

%9 Interview with Gen. Asad Durrani, Rawalpindi, 10yJ2012.

40 Interview with Rasul Bux Rais, 25 July 2012.

41 Interview with Ambassador Sarwar Naqvi, Islamakid July 2012; Interview with Col. Hanif,

Islamabad, 1 August 2012; Interview with NawabzBldaad Khan, Islamabad, 3 July 2012.

42 Interview with Ishtiag Ahmed, Islamabad, 18 Jugd 2, Interview with Col. Hanif, Islamabad,
1 August 2012; Interview with Zafar Jaspal, Islaa@b9 July 2012; Interview with Ambassador
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up was, as ever, India. As the political scierisbtiag Ahmed explained, “It was
all about money more than anything else. It was[ao} ideological relationship
...we were India centric?*®

The interests of Zia and the US overlapped in epmp the Soviet
occupation of Afghanistan. They both wanted to prévthe USSR from further
expansion and to see it withdraw from AfghanisB&yond these two basic aims,
however, their goals began to diverge. The US a@m 1@ maintain its position in
the Cold War and, specifically, to protect Westeapitalist economies from the
communist threat. Zia’s aims, on the other handewe defend his regime and
borders, to protect Islam and to prevent Indiaisgiany strategic advantage from
the crisis. The US saw the USSR as its main enetnije Pakistan still saw India
in that role. Whilst the immediate target of boitles was the Soviet Union, their

reasons for acting differed.

3.3 Carter and Zia: Peanuts

From Washington’s perspective Pakistan’s locatioleoagain became
important in America’s containment of the Sovietiddn Echoing phrases from
the 1950s, Carter’'s National Security Advisor, Zidyv Brezezinski, observed,
“Pakistan on account of its unique geo-strategaation is the key stone of the
President’s Doctrine for the defence of Middle Eastl the South Asian Region.
Pakistan acts as a pivot between the states dhth@n subcontinent and the oll
rich West Asian states? In particular, it was possible to monitor the ParGulf
and the Straits of Hormuz from its 460 miles ofstbae® With this in mind, the
US started building a Rapid Defence Force (RDRrtiect oil supply routes. To
make this force effective, facilities were to bgkan Oman, Kenya, Somalia and
Diego Garcia, and Pakistan was also in a positigulday an important RDF role if
required. Robert Komer, US Under-Secretary of Dedenn his testimony to

Sarwar Naqgvi, Islamabad, 11 July 2012; Interviewhwilaulana Abdullah Khilji, Quetta, 6 May
2012.

43 Interview with Ishtiaqg Ahmed, Islamabad, 18 Juf&é2

44 pakistan Journal of American Studiegolume 2, Area Study Centre for Africa, North and
South America, Quaid-i-Azam University, Islamabpd100.

45 Rais Ahmed Khan, “Peace and Security in South:Ae American Role”Pakistan Journal
of American Studied/ol. 1, No. 1 and 2, Area Study Centre for Afritdorth and South America,
Quaid-i-Azam University, Islamabad, 1983, p. 150.
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Congress in February 1980 outlined his countryfmmee on Pakistan and other
regional countries:

The United States would be hard pressed to detsridterests in the [Indian Ocean and
Persian Gulf] region if regional forces are noteabk inclined to participate in their
defences. Accordingly, we would hope to have actlimilitary support from regional
states which are at rigk.

This also demonstrated the importance of the thebthe Soviet Union
always seeking warm water ports to US strategyak vital that Pakistan did not
become a client of, or allied to, the USSR becallsthose strategic advantages
could be turned against the West. As Khan obserikd,fact that Pakistan has
been propelled to the forefront of superpower pditis because of its
geographical location. Pakistan is the backyardht Gulf and cannot remain
indifferent to the changes that take place théfe.”

However, other important geographical and polititatures stemmed
from General Arif's third option of providing ovesgupport for refugees from
Afghanistan and covert assistance for the Mujahithgtics which the US also
intended to use to undermine the Soviet occupati@kistan, rather than Iran,
was the natural geographical and communal destimafor Afghan refugees
because most of them were Pashtuns and sharedhait éentity with the
Pashtuns living in the border regions of KhyberiRakkhwa and Balochistan. At
the same time, since the Islamic Revolution in,If@akistan was the only route
through which the US could channel material supfmwthe Afghan Mujahidin, as
a US Congressional Research Study highlighted:

US options for influencing events in Afghanistare dimited to providing direct or
indirect assistance to Afghan guerrilla forces amdugees, and supporting the
government of President Zia-ul-Haq in neighbouftakistan. In both cases, the options
would appear to require working through the Governtrof Pakistan, since that country
is the only haven of the Afghan resurgents to withehUS has access. Opposition forces
operate from within both Balochistan and the Noghktwrontier provinces of Pakistan.
It seems unlikely that the United States could cehany aid through IrafS.
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Unlike his predecessors of the 1950s, however, dith not have to
persuade Washington of this fact and, in fact, dwndl himself in a very good
bargaining position.

Foreign Minister Agha Shahi met Carter, Vance &@mezinski in
Washington on 12 January 1980 and presented theim avilist of military
equipment wanted by Pakistan worth billions of ddl The US response was
modest - $400 million in aid over two years, diddegually between the military
and the economic sector assistance. Shahi alsestaglian upgrading of the 1959
Mutual Defence treaty because his government waatexre credible guarantee
from the US that it would help if its territoriattegrity were threatened. President
Carter rejected this and offered instead to reaffine 1959 Agreement of Co-
operation. This was not enough for Pakistan, igdgrart because that agreement
had never been ratified by the US Congress. Orbeofeasons given for the US
failure to help Pakistan in its 1971 war with Indwas the absence of
Congressional ratification, so Islamabad now waritezl assurance of a treaty
which had been formally ratified by Congré8sThis was perhaps the most
important point of disagreement between the twdigmrWhen the talks ended
without any agreement, General Zia expressed lsapgbintment and taunted
President Carter by describing his offer as “pesihunh a reference to his peanut-
farming ancestry®

Zia believed the US offer of military aid was mpybportionate to the size
of the threat facing Pakistan at that tith@he General concluded that the aid was
insufficient to ensure Pakistan’s security, butfisignt to alienate the Soviet
Union - a superpower which now had its military ®&akistan’s bordet?
Washington sought to quell Pakistan’s disquiet, andUS State Department
spokesman commented that the “the $400 millionrégs seen in Washington as
only part of a larger package also involving nagidriendly to Pakistan>® This
was insufficient for Islamabad, however, which vemhmilitary aid from the US

comparable to that given to Turkey and Egypt. Saichwas felt to be a more
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effective deterrence against the Soviet Union, dab a more effective lever
against India.

These demands were rejected by President Calttevugh he was caught
in a dilemma. Firstly, there was India. Improvirgations with India had been
high on the list of foreign policy priorities frothe start of his presidency and this
would be prejudiced by supplying Pakistan with gigant levels of military aid.
India was already critical of the limited offer had made to Pakistan and the US
Ambassador to India, Robert Goheen, was conceltmegditt could imperil Indo-
US relations which were just being stabilised aftemy years of acrimony and
suspicion. Nayar claims that Goheen’s concerns wéteential in dampening US
enthusiasm for arming PakistéhThe second restraint on Carter was the issue of
nuclear proliferation which had become a key elanoérnis foreign policy. The
desire to prevent Pakistan acquiring an independenkear capability was the
reason for the Symington Amendment and the canmellaf US economic and
military assistance. Although Carter had alreadyerefi to resume some
assistance, to go back on this to a greater extentld undermine the policy and
affect the credibility of the US to impose it eldere in the world. Nevertheless,
Deputy Secretary of State, Warren Christopher, tnated there might be some
leeway here: “We will not put aside the nucleauéssvith Pakistan because it is a
basic principle of this administration, but it ialp one of several foreign policy
issues.” A leading Senator, Charles Percy, had also suggdestat “the US
should make an exception to its nuclear policy andept Pakistani assurances
that it would not manufacture a nuclear weaptn.”

Nayar argues that the third reason for Carterigioa was the spectre of
events in Iran. Washington did not want anotherhSboialran on its hands and
Zia’s unpopular dictatorship gave the impressiotheoAmericans that his regime
could easily go the same way. American public aginwas also still heavily
influenced against Zia because of his inactiongwen connivance, in the fatal
mob attack on the US embassy a few weeks eéfldotwithstanding these

problems, General Zia was well aware of the stitemdthis bargaining position.
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He believed he could get substantial military andnemic aid without having to
compromise his regime or his nuclear programme.

Zia knew that the prospect of any compromise betwMoscow and
Islamabad over Afghanistan would cause considerabfeern in Washington.
Therefore, he decided to manipulate his positiomitoown advantage. Within
twenty four hours of declaring Carter’s offer agdputs”, Zia announced plans to
hold talks with Moscow. He expressed desire foratge harmony and
understanding with his neighbour, the Soviet UrtfoHe said, “in the absence of
active participation by the US, Pakistan may havadapt itself to a new reality.
After all, if you lived in the sea, you had to ledo swim with the whales?® Zia
got the response from Washington that he wantedhigh-level delegation,
including the National Security Adviser ZbigniewzBrinski and the US Deputy
Secretary of State Warren Christopher, was seRaikistan in February 1988.

The US delegation tried to convince Zia that theppsed package to
Pakistan was just a start and it would be increasest time because other
countries were also committed to making their dbation® They further
assured him that the Pakistan-US alliance wouldoeatffected by Washington’s
relationship with India. The US said it would negeiccumb to India pressure and
abandon Pakistan. Nevertheless, General Zia waegssurance that aid would
not be linked to Pakistan’s internal politics ors inuclear programme.
Furthermore, he also insisted that Pakistan showid be required to make
assurances that any military aid would not be wsginst India, and wanted the
US security guarantees to cover not only acts efiéb@ggression but any attack
on Pakistan territorial integrifi. Clearly Zia had India in mind once again here.
Washington was unwilling to accede to General Zieeguests. Brzezinski
indicated that US aid would rise over time, but twthe levels requested by the
Pakistan leader. There was no agreement on the artbas raised by General Zia
either. There was, however, a reiteration of Anasi@ssurance to help defend
Pakistan if Soviet forces threatened its sec§fipnd a joint statement was made

declaring that the Soviet intervention and aggogssagainst Muslims in
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Afghanistan violated international covenants angresented a serious threat to
Pakistarf*

Even with the Soviet Union in occupation of Afgisdan and threatening
Pakistan’s borders and Western oil, no compreheregveement between the two
sides proved possible. This raises the questiavhgfthis was so. On the US side,
there were two possible explanations. First, adedteearlier, there were
considerable constraints on President Carter lgnikiis possible course of action.
Second, there may have been a desire on the ptre &3S to call General Zia’'s
bluff regarding his supposed accommodation withWsSR. After all, a similar
tactic had been used before by Liaquat in 1949. évew reflections by
participants at the talks give no indication thiais tlatter factor was relevant.
Thomas Thornton, a member of the US delegationewed that both sides had
misjudged the situation badly. “The Americans egémated the extent to which
Pakistan had rethought its role following the Sowaigtack; the Pakistanis erred in
believing that the American offer could be bargdingward.®® This indicates
that the US expected Pakistan to be willing totsksf policy aims in line with
America’s and essentially accept its “take it oave it” terms. Thornton
reinforces this view of US inflexibility with thebservation that, “the basis for a
deal was lacking, and since the Americans had riaele offer as a package, it
fell as a packageP®

From the Pakistan perspective, General Zia belidve could play the
long game because he expected Carter to lose tmmipg presidential election.
He believed that a more right-wing Republican Riesi would be more
amenable to providing aid. General Arif also bet@wvhat the US misjudged
Pakistan’s willingness to stand firm. The US thaugfat “Soviet pressure on
Pakistan, and her security compulsions in the fafcker economic difficulties,
would compel her to backtrack and agree to a ldateslationship with the
United States, more or less on US terfiis.”

Thus, it appears that neither side had much imerdf giving ground to

the other. Underlying this intransigence was theniog problem of misaligned
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strategic aims. US Assistant Secretary of Defel@id McGiffer, of the US
delegation, noted thaPakistan was more focussed on India than the USER.
was perfectly clear that their [Pakistan’s] ori¢imia as far as equipment was
concerned was what would be useful on the Indiarddyo They were not
interested in the sort of thing we thought theydeeeto secure the Afghan
border.®® This shows that, at this time, neither side haeéred its primary
security priorities in relation to the new situatim the region. Carter’'s policy was
still determined by the regional factors which iroteal on the global struggle of
the Cold War, whilst Zia remained primarily focudsen India as the existential
threat.

There was, however, more scope for common growal the issue of
refugees. The US accepted that the influx from Afgstan put a big burden on
the weak Pakistani economy and that this shouldhaged by the international
community. US Assistant Secretary of State, Ha®Rdadinder, acknowledged the
problem and went further in commending Pakistan“itsr humanitarian action
over the past many months in providing food, claghand shelter to these Afghan
refugees.?® He urged the UNHCR to implement a relief programmevhich his
government would contribute additional furf@sAccordingly, the US contributed
$190,000 to the UN emergency programme set upghfdrgurpose. Zia continued
to welcome the refugees to his country and, in emgj improved his own
reputation with the US and the wider world.

US opinion was naturally sympathetic to refugessvigtims of Soviet
aggression and US politicians visited the refugemps for media opportunities
and to see their plight for themselves, which ha&lpeften attitudes in America
towards Zia and his regime. The General also framgdefugee policy in moral
terms, as one of Muslim solidarity. He said thesswio limit to the sacrifices his

nation would make for them:

Pakistan was carved out from the Indian sub-contias a homeland for the Muslims so
we feel that Pakistan must be the home of any Mustiywhere in this world. If three
million refugees have come from Afghanistan we fieils our moral, religious and
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national duty to look after at least three milliégighans if they want to come to
Pakistan’t

This moral duty did, however, put a lot of pregson the host country’s
economy, social infrastructure and community. Idigdn to the demands on
public finances, health services and educatiomretieere also difficulties over
employment and agriculture. In some areas refufem®sed as much as 35-40
percent of the total population and competed wottals for a limited number of
jobs. They had also brought livestock with them alhithrough over-grazing,
damaged agricultural land in the already econonyickpressed areas of NWFP
and Balochistar?

Fearing economic decline might force Zia to chamigeoolicy towards the
refugees, or even towards Afghanistan, the US gdealiincreased funds,
amounting to over $600 million by 1988, and encgathSaudi Arabia, Japan and
Western Europe to contribute to the cause. The & supported the refugee
assistance efforts of the Catholic relief servicaye the Children, the Salvation
Army, the International Rescue Committee and theinCi for International
Development, with grants totalling $16.1 million BP887® Funds were also
made available to transport seriously ill patieothospitals in the United States.
In addition, the US, along with other major cretitaescheduled Pakistan’s debts
and agreed that the World Bank should provide &ssie and the International
Monetary Fund should provide a $1.7 million Ig4n.

3.4 Reagan and Zia: Aid and the Bomb

The new Republican President, Ronald Reagan, was) fslamabad’s
perspective, well worth waiting for. He arrivedoffice in January 1981 with the
firm conviction that détente had amounted to ayst¥® surrender to the global
Soviet threat, particularly under Carter. Reagas ingensely anti-communist and
viewed the Soviet Union as an aggressive, expaissiand malign presence. His
foreign policy aimed to restore US economic andtamy strength. While Carter
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took a principled stand on human rights, Reagan diamclined to pressure
friendly regimes whatever their nature or humamtsgecord?® Afghanistan was
one country where Reagan wanted to see the rdl-lshccommunism, and
recognised that the US needed Pakistan to helpedehis objective. Zia believed
that the change in the White House would be beiaéfior Pakistan.

New negotiations between the two countries stamedpril and were
concluded the following September with the formmgnsig of a six-year aid
package from the US worth $3.2 billion, with thel @ince again to be divided
equally between the military and economic sectbe tal was eight times larger
than Carter’'s offer and, even allowing for the eliénce in the terms of the two
packages, it was still almost three times greagryear. In specific terms, this
meant General Zia would receive $267 million initafly aid annually. Included
in the package was the sale of forty F-16 fighiecraft.”® Ambassador Fatemi
explained that it was not just the money which enaged the Pakistanis but it

was also that it came with a totally different psphy.

The entire thrust of the Reagan administration yasjust tell us and we will give you

whatever you want, wherever you want, but we haveonfront the Soviets. We have to
make it painful for them, we have to make [it] extrely difficult for them and, in the

process, if you play the game then you will belsidwarded’’

General Durrani, in an interview, felt that thisasva very good aid
package, but believed that Reagan’s enthusiasnswasthat they could have got
$5 billion if they had bided their tim@.

However, the issue of Pakistan’s nuclear programeneained an issue
between the two sides. Zia refused to abandon tbgegh, and the US was
unprepared to support it. This dispute was circurntee by nuancing the issue.
Washington accepted the right of Pakistan to caetiits nuclear programme but
remained opposed to its actual deployment. Jusgfiiis to his Foreign Affairs
Committee on 16 October 1981, Under Secretary afeStlames L. Buckley,
explained, “while Pakistan has refused to curtaihuclear programme, Pakistani
leaders totally understand without a doubt thatexplosion of a nuclear weapon

would cost Pakistan the intended aid packd@eJS Senators accepted this
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compromise. On 18 October, just two days after Bayk statement to the
Senate, a six-year waiver of the Symington Amendmes approved. It was this
amendment which, only two years earlier, had hal#dUS aid to the then
ostracised dictator of Pakist&hThis showed clearly the major shift in US foreign
policy under the Reagan administration. Thus thegé®erously started helping
Zia’s regime and had intentionally overlooked higrcive policies?

A key judgement that Zia still had to make was éxtent to which he
aligned with the US. He wanted American aid but midd want to go so far as to
prejudice existing relations with others, includimgst notably China and other
Muslim nations? Foreign Minister Shahi claims a successful balan@es
achieved in the new relationship with Washingtohe Thon-aligned status of
Pakistan was maintained since no US military basee any part of the final
agreement® However, the expectation, expressed by a Pakigiamernment
spokesman, that the development of bilateral waatiwith the United States
would not affect relations with any third countmoped to be very much at odds
with the view taken by India and the US&Rdowever, Zia was clearly pleased
with the outcome. On his official visit to the UBe portrayed Pakistan as a
bastion of stability on the periphery of a volatiégion. He went on to say that the
US aid would further strengthen his country’s dighisecurity and confidence in
the future. An American analyst at the time supgubrgiving Pakistan the aid

package.

Soviet occupation forces in Afghanistan are drivinijjions of refugees into Pakistan as
they draw nearer to Persian Gulf. Iran staggerkena Rasputin, for how long no one
can foresee, amid reports of sizeable Soviet aithéocommunist Tudeh Party. And
Prime Minister Indira Gandhi of India equivocates®oviet aggression. Only Pakistan’s
Balochistan province stands between the Red Arndsthe Arabian Sea’s oil-supply
lanes®
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The argument that a stable and secure Pakistacnitiaal to US interests
in the region would be used to reinforce supportdantinuing aid through the
years ahead. For example, in May 1984, Howard Nafser, the US Deputy
Assistant Secretary for Near East and South Asiéenra, reiterated:

We continue to believe ... that a stable Pakistar, of the world’s largest Islamic states,
can serve as an anchor for the entire region, hgnith considerable weight and influence
to the cause of regional peace and harmony. Coglyeas unstable, insecure Pakistan
adds to regional tensions and invites outside fietence®®

Although Shahi maintained that the US aid package compatible with
Pakistan’s non-alignment policy, the two sideshjostrategy to undermine the
Soviet occupation in Afghanistan told a differetdrg. The aim of both sides was
to trap the USSR into a protracted and costly oatap by directing large
amounts of aid and arms to the Afghan resistaheeiujahidin®’

In fact, Pakistan had been sponsoring a networldfghan resistance
fighters long before the Soviet invasion and thé agreement with Reagan.
Around 5,000 Mujahidin had been trained in 1974y5Hakistan to protect its
interests, particularly in the border regiGAg8hutto gave this support to counter
the Pashtun nationalists who had claims on Pakigearitory®® These forces
were activated by Pakistan after the pro-SoviepaouKabul in 1978. Therefore,
by the time of the Soviet invasion in December 1% &kistan already had close
connections with resistance fighters across theysoiborder in Afghanistan.
General Durrani explained that the decision to supihe Mujahidin against the

Soviet army had been a gamble taken before thedd$ftiered any aid.

Afghans have always resisted very well. It is ardouin which the outsiders have never
been comfortable ... But, the decision at that tioek[ed] like a gamble. It had its
hazards also, i.e. if no one comes to our help Bakistan would be at the mercy of the
Soviet Union and India. There was also an asseddim#nn due course some other help
would come because no one was going to be comfertaith the Soviet Union victory
in Afghanistar®®

As a result of Islamabad’'s links with the resiseanmovement in
Afghanistan, General Zia insisted that Pakistam aot the US, should control

and organise the aid to the Mujahidin. This meaet military, and particularly
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the ISI, became very influential as the main distior of money and weapons
from the US, as well as the aid from Saudi Aralnid ather Muslim donor¥:

Zia formed an alliance of seven resistance grdagsed in Peshawar in
Pakistan, which became known as the Islamic UnibrAfghan Mujahidin
(IUAM). Its main function was to coordinate polii¢c military and diplomatic
activities. Weapons, supplies and ammunition wenaélled through this alliance
to the Mujahidin fighters on the ground in Afghdais®® Of these groups, four
were fundamentalist and three were more moderatee Teaders of the
fundamentalist groups were Gulbuddin HekmatyarhBouddin Rabbani, Rasul
Sayyaf and Younis Khalis. The moderate parties wetk by Moulvi Nabi
Muhammadi, Pir Sayad Ahmad Gilani and SibghatuN&ljadidi, all of whom
favoured some form of constitutional governm&nt.

However, Zia backed Hekmatyar because he wasnilygesistance leader
prepared to sign a document confirming that, in @gowhe would respect the
Durand Line — the current border between Afghanistad Pakistan. As a result,
the ISI funnelled most of the $2.8 billion of USldb Hekmatyar and his radical
party, Hezb-i-Islami (Party of Islani}. However, as support for the insurgency
grew, aid increasingly came from sources other tthenUS and Arab states.
Indeed, Jason Burke, a leading Western commerdattne region, claims that as
little as 25 per cent of aid came from state saimgh much donated by private
individuals and Muslim charitie3.

In Pakistan, madrassas were another importantsairboth recruits and
funding for the jihad. Although some have arguedt the US helped set up and
organise madrassas across Paki$tafia’'s former religious adviser, Maulana
Khilji, rejects such claims. He attributes the rinethe number of madrassas at
that time to Zia’s programme of Islamisation ane slystem of Zakat in which the

well-off gave money to charitable causes whichudeld donations to madrassas
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and their student. Hamdullah supports this view and argues that thesis of
maddrassas were, in fact, set up two years befloee Soviet invasion of
Afghanistan by an institution called Wafag-ul-MadarHe does concede,
however, that some might have been set up by Zta W8 funding’®

Although the evidence on funding madrassas is esbed, it appears
unlikely they were wholly funded by, or under thentrol of, the United States.
Overall, the picture suggests that the US had tmlyed control over the jihad
against the Soviet Union. The Mujahidin network lo@egn nurtured by Pakistan
over a prolonged period of time and was later adie by the ISI through its
distribution of US aid after the Soviet occupatmnAfghanistan in 1979. As the
campaign progressed, it drew in funding from Islarstates and charitable
sources which considerably outweighed the US daution. At the same time the
indigenous Mujahidin had been augmented by a rahgeegular Muslim forces
with a variety of allegiances, but who were morteiiested in defending Islam
than defeating India or protecting Western camali If, as Maulana Khilji
claimed, the US and Pakistan were like “two brathext this time, there were
certainly a lot of other relatives involved in tbenflict.

Moscow was not blind to what was going on. In daly stages of the
conflict it condemned Pakistan for collaboratinghwthe West and for giving
shelter to the Afghan refugees who were descriteedebel fighters. It further
accused Pakistan of allowing US and Chinese mjlitadvisers in the refugee
camps to train the rebels in guerrilla warfare. @sesult of this, the USSR
launched cross-border raids on the camps and wento oviolate Pakistan’s
territory and air space in over 600 incidetitg.his had the effect of stiffening
both Republican and Democrat support for Pakistahe USt%°

This improved the relationship between the US &adtistan but did,
however, attract some criticism. Hussain summethagoncerns many had over
America’s long-term commitment to Pakistan. “Thss however, by no means a

durable or lasting relationship since on most neglicand international issues,
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Pakistan-American objectives diverge sharpf}. There was also a concern that
Washington would link conventional arms suppliesP@kistan abandoning its
treasured nuclear proje® Most worryingly of all, there was the prospect of
closer relations with the US leading to some kihdetaliation from the USSR, to
which the regular incursions on the border attestétked to this was the fear
that the USSR could support separatists togethén widia in NWFP and
Balochistan to destabilise Pakistan along ethmesli Even the increased “aid-
cum-sales package” could not deter threats of thisgnitude!®® In such
circumstances, some argued that smaller stateP#ikestan should remain strictly
non-aligned:®*

India was never far from fears about the implmagi of the US partnership
either. Relations had gradually improved since éhd of the 1971 war but the
resumption of US aid was now evoking a negativetiea from New Delht®
Foreign Minister Shahi later claimed Indira Ghahdd exploited the situation to
get increased Soviet military aid to vastly incee&er offensive capability to an
extent grossly disproportionate to Pakistan’s “nstdecrease®® The policy of
sheltering and arming the Mujahidin was also dgé&d on the grounds that the
Soviet Army might escalate their pursuit of the Bhiglin, or destroy their supply
routes, with more extensive actions on Pakistanitdey, even giving an opening
for India to make an opportunistic attaCk.

Criticism in the US was more focussed on Generaland the nuclear
issue rather than the principle of making Pakistémlwark against the USSR and
Afghanistan. Liberal critics rejected the uncorahl nature of the aid which they
said should have been linked to the restorationd@iocracy as a way of
promoting longer term US security interests andonat values® In Congress,

however, the arguments were dominated by the ifidalong aid to Pakistan’s
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nuclear programme. Reagan’s responded by argueig“th the best available
means for counteracting possible motivations towauiring nuclear weapons”
was through a policy of conventional military aiddasecurity guaranteé®

Senator John Glenn, who had long campaigned agd&takistan’s nuclear
programme and authored the 1977 Glenn Amendmesd, agdpeared to accept
Reagan’s argument that US aid and support for Rakisould reduce its
perceived need for a nuclear weapthHowever, Zia’'s nuclear ambitions would
soon re-emerge to challenge such ideas and digtisrbragile accommodation.

On 16 January 1984, Pakistan’s leading nucleagnsist, Dr. Abdul
Qadeer Khan, revealed to taumi Digestthat he had succeeded in enriching
weapon grade uranium. Khan’s motives for admittigs have not been
definitively established but Sharifuddin Pirzaddpamer Zia aide, claims it was
part of Zia’s plan to infer to India he had the Hmrbut with sufficient ambiguity
to avoid losing US aid. The problem was that Khaul lexceeded his brief. A
subsequent statement of clarification by the Génesssted there were no plans
to build a bomb, but that Khan had been right oRakistan could build one if it
wanted to'!

Reaction in the US was compounded by embarrassrparitcularly for
Glenn and his supporters, as further claims emer§ethator Alan Cranston
asserted that Pakistan was pressing ahead wigihdggamme and would soon be
capable of producing several nuclear weapons @t e also later accused the
State Department of obscuring, withholding or ddgimr misinterpreting the
facts!!? His claims had some credibility in the light oktbland testimony which
US Assistant Secretary of State, Howard Schafi@edgo Congress shortly after

Khan’s statement:

The assistance program ... contributes to US nualea-proliferation goals. We believe
strongly that a program of support, which enharRakistan’s sense of security; helps
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remove the principal underlying incentive for theqaisition of a nuclear weapon
capability*3

Glenn and Cranston proposed an amendment to theigRoAssistance
Act 1961 that aid should be discontinued unlesshresident could certify that
Pakistan did not possess a nuclear explosive devidevas not developing one or
acquiring materials to make one. However, law-malagted for an alternative
amendment, proposed by Senator Pressler and otigicd) made it much easier
for their collective wilful blindness to continu&€he Pressler Amendment allowed
aid to continue as long as the President wouldfgemnually that Pakistan did
not have a nuclear explosive device and that tbehai proposed for that year
would significantly reduce the risk that Pakistamuid possess orté?

In the meantime, Reagan sent a warning to Ziaepteénber that there
would be serious consequences if Pakistan crodseded line of producing
enriched uranium over the five percent level, whiehs sufficient to produce
nuclear energy but not a nuclear bomb. He warnat] tthe nuclear issue may
undermine all that we are trying to achieve andcihresiderable progress we have
made so far¥® The Pressler Amendment was formally enacted incMai985,
so Zia's aid became dependent on the Presidentiagmess each year to issue a
certificate of denial about his nuclear programme for Congress to be prepared
to accept it. In the event, both complied and Realjdy issued certificates along
with soothing assurances regarding Pakistan’s weapapability. In a letter to
Congress in November 1988, Reagan wrote: “I am iooed that our security
relationship and assistance program are the mfesttiee means available for us
to dissuade Pakistan from acquiring nuclear expssi*®

These assurances appear all the more wilfullydbliinen placed in the
context of evidence which was in the hands of teadgan administration which
revealed Pakistan’s involvement in the developm@nhuclear weapons both
before and after the Pressler Amendment. In addiiioa series of intelligence

reports about Pakistan’s covert and undergroundrteffat making nuclear
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weapons’ there was more public evidence. In July 1984, dlRakistanis were
arrested in Houston trying to smuggle 50 ultra-kegleed electronic switches
used for triggering atom bomb¥. This prompted more criticism from the anti-
proliferation lobby in Congress and resulted in gebther amendment - the
Solarz Amendment, which was passed in August 1885d@manded that aid be
cut off to non-nuclear nations found illegally exipog nuclear-related materials
from the US.
In 1987, another Pakistani was caught illegalfyngy to buy from a US

manufacturer materials used in centrifuges thatclkeed uranium for nuclear

weapons!® However, Reagan continued to justify his governisguolicy:

Our aid has bolstered Pakistan’s ability to withdteéSoviet efforts at intimidation by
strengthening its conventional military capabilitiand by supporting its economic
development. Continuation of this assistance....ial o demonstrate US resolves to
resist Soviet aggression and to underline our anggoommitment to the security and
stability of the strategically significant Southwesd Asian region.?°

It is interesting to note that these incidents Mdhave clearly infringed
the unsuccessful Amendment proposed by Glenn aads@m but the Pressler
version allowed support to continue on the strerajtthe President’s word that
aid was still reducing the risk of nuclear prolggon. On 28 January that year,
Abdul Qadeer Khan boasted to an Indian journdhat what the CIA and foreign
papers had been saying about Pakistan possessirigpthb was correct. “They
told us that Pakistan could never produce the b@nd they doubted my
capabilities, but they now know we have done itNobody can undo Pakistan or
take us for granted. We are here to stay and le¢ itlear that we shall use the
bomb if our existence is threaten@d.

In a follow-up interview that March, Zia againedi to make the issue

more ambiguous. “You can write today that Pakistan build a [nuclear] bomb
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whenever it wishes'#? Reagan’s Ambassador on Nuclear Non-Proliferatias w
less ambiguous in telling a Congress Committee faitistan had enriched
uranium beyond the permitted 5 percEitCriticisms, accusations, warnings and
calls for punitive action rebounded between the Austration, Congress and
Islamabad throughout the remainder of the covent waAfghanistan, but the
certificates were delivered each year until the i&oWnion had withdrawn in
1989. Despite this, it seems the US knew very wakt was going on. General
Durrani recalled that the US “did tell us time aaghin that this nuclearisation
that you are embarked upon was not going to coatfotever ... you have been
developing the nuclear program taking the unfairaatiage of the situatiort?*
That situation would soon expire but it appeareat thbdul Qadeer Khan had

been able to take sufficient advantage of it toZyethis bomb.

3.5 Endgame

As these controversies were taking place in Wasbhm@nd Islamabad,
changes were taking place in Moscow, in part, drilsg Afghanistan, which in
turn would lead to peace talks and a Soviet witlvdiaThe decision to intervene
in Afghanistan had been taken by Brezhnev and all stivale of advisors
overruling his military who had strongly objected the operatiod?® After
Brezhnev died in 1982 his successors as Sovietr@eBecretary, Andropov and
Chernenko, continued the campaign but neither lil@d and the reformist
Gorbachev took over in March 1985. For a few montts new Politburo
increased its military commitment to the Afghan gamgn but it remained
apparent that the war was unwinnable. This wasovi@d by an attempt to
broaden the base of the Afghan government withhtie that this could lead to

greater stability in the country. Moscow also sdughpressurise Pakistan into
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ending its support for the Mujahidin by escalatbambing and incursions along
with terrorist subversion.

The US had increased its covert aid to the Mujahsihce Reagan came
to power in 1981. He was also willing to supply raodweapons, including most
notably portable Stinger missiles to destroy hglieo gunships and reduce Soviet
control of the air. Reagan also stepped up hidigalisupport for Pakistan with a
private message to the Soviet leadership to keehdnds off’his ally12°

Ultimately, the Soviet attempt to win the war ¢l and by 1986
Gorbachev was determined to seek a negotiated wiagfdhe debacle. This was
made clear in his speech to thé"XFoviet Party Congress when he described the
war in Afghanistan as “a bleeding wound”’ In certain respects, the war had
become Moscow's Vietnam. The following November, rigchev sent a
conciliatory message to Pakistan looking to impnmtations?®

In addition to the hopeless military situationréhevere other reasons to
pull out. Many Soviet families had suffered perddoasses and tragedies over the
course of brutal fighting with Afghan resistancecks, whom they regarded as
fanatics and little better than savages. It wabkéid by many in the military and
foreign policy apparatus and it was becoming mafécdlt to justify to the
population at large. At the international level Baviet Union had been strongly
criticised and left isolated because of the intetie®. The war had also imposed
severe financial burdens on the Soviet economy hwhias already on the verge
of collapse under the pressure of the arms race thg West. Soviet Foreign
Minister, Eduard Shevardnadze, also foresaw that witar would seriously
damage the chances of wider reform gedestroikaif it were not resolved?®
Accordingly, on 13 November 1986 Gorbachev toldRio&tburo:

We have been fighting for six years. If we don'anbe our approach we will fight for
another twenty or thirty years! Are we going tohfigorever, knowing that our military
can’t handle the situation? We need to finish phniscess as soon as possilife.
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The UN acted as intermediary between PakistanAdgtanistan, but it
was only after Gorbachev came to power that reabmess was made. The
outstanding issue which made the final agreementii§iwult was the future
government in Afghanistan after Soviet withdraw@eneral Zia refused to
negotiate directly with the Soviet Union’s proxyghfan leader, Babrak Karmal.
“To be crude and direct, we have always statedRla&istan will not talk to this
man who came to head of the Afghan regime by ridingsoviet tanks®! After
Babrak Karmal was replaced by Najibullah, Shevaddagroposed in November
1987 to start withdrawing troops by the following§ May if all accords were
signed by that date, which would include the U$gtiog all its assistance to the
Afghan resistance. In the flurry of activity whiébllowed, General Zia opposed
the proposed agreement because he did not aceepbnitinuation of a pro-Soviet
Kabul regime under any leader. Instead he calledafo interim government
acceptable to the majority of the Afghan pedpte.

However, the Geneva Accord was signed between siaki and
Afghanistan on 14 May 1988. It committed the Sowktion to withdraw its
troops within a year, but neither the US or USSRewequired to stop their
support for their respective client. As a resulte tNajibullah administration
remained in place until the new post-Soviet govesnimn Moscow cut all aid to
their ally in 1992 and the Najibullah governmeniclly fell from power. Despite
major splits in the Mujahidin between the Pesha8a&ren, the Afghan resistance
remained unanimous in its opposition to Najibulid three million refugees
stranded in Pakistan refused to return whilst heareed leader.

Zia’s proposal for an interim government, howeweould include equal
places for Najibullah’s PDPA, as well as Mujahigharties, and technocrats from
the diaspora. This proposal was unacceptable tpaatles and would have been
totally unworkable given the history and wide diffieces between all sides. Zia
resisted pressure to change his policy from bothidB and USSR. However, he
had lost influence in Pakistan since the endingaiftial law and the election of a

new government in 1985. In the new situation, Zs,President, had to share
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power with Prime Minister, Muhammad Khan Junejo.spite strong appeals
from Zia, Foreign Minister Noorani decided to sithe Geneva Accortf® This
was seen as a defeat for Pakistan and the Mujahidihe time. One resistance
figure told an American despairingly: "Everything iought for is lost. We have
been betrayed®*

The Soviet troop withdrawal was completed in Fabyul 989, but by that
time Zia and Reagan had left the scene. Five moattes the signing of the
Geneva Accord, Zia died in an air crash along widme close associates and the
US Ambassador. An official enquiry concluded it wasbably sabotage, but in
the absence of more definitive explanations it faalled many conspiracy
theories in Pakistan, mostly involving the “hiddeand” of the US. Five of the
interviewees for this research believed that thewdsS involved. Ainullah Shams
argued that Zia was killed because of Pakistandean programme. His death
would be an example to the rest of the wdtfDespite his assertion that the US
and Zia had been like brothers, Maulana Khilji #eéid that Zia was martyred by
the US because he was proposing to promote Islaheinegion more assertively.
In support of this he recalled attending a conwentf Islamic scholars in the last
days of Zia’s rule when the President indicatedihisention to introduce more
Islamic laws in Pakistan, which would limit Americanfluence in the regiotr®

Other theories have included the idea that Zia killed for not returning
the Stinger missiles to the US after the war, ande&ibution for removing Prime
Minister Junejo after the signing of the Genevaadkdc There were also stories of
Israeli and, of course, Indian involvement. As wiie case of Bhutto's arrest and
execution, the significant point for this reseaichot whether such ideas are true,
but that they have such resonance, not only amdhgspopulation at large, but
also in elite circles. As the journalist Syed Falgjbal observed, “in every big
accident that occurred in Pakistan, there is sa@omeshand of the US?

After Reagan stood down in early 1989, his susmesGeorge H. W.

Bush, warned Congress that he might not issuerthead certificate regarding aid
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and Pakistan’s nuclear programme. The new US Anablas4o Pakistan, Robert

B. Oakley, followed this up with a warning:

At times, friends need to be frank with each othdre US is a strong supporter of
controls over nuclear development ... we are alsmbtdyy our own laws, which include
the Symington, Pressler and Solarz amendmentseTgresisions would prohibit US aid

to Pakistan, if evidence were discovered that Rakipossessed nuclear weapons or was

trying to illegally buy nuclear weapons technoldé.

3.6 Strategic Outcomes for the US and Pakistan

The Soviet occupation of Afghanistan was perceteede a mutual threat
to both the US and Pakistan. This specific threigbppeared after Soviet
withdrawal, but the consequences of withdrawal vdiferent for the two parties.
The US goals had been substantially achieved. TdweSarmy had retreated
from Afghanistan and the spectre of Soviet expansiothe warm waters of the
Pakistan coast had been laid to rest. As a rakelil fields and vital trade routes
in the Persian Gulf were secured. In addition trey] attritional campaign which
the US had helped finance was just as painful affidudt for Moscow as Reagan
had hoped. The Soviet economy and the Soviet syissethhad been challenged
and found wanting. The implications of this went feeyond South Asia and
helped create the conditions for the break-up dhlibe Soviet Union and the
Warsaw Pact.

It is difficult to imagine a better result for théS. Nevertheless, there had
been a price. The military and economic aid angkep given to Pakistan were
only part of Reagan’s overall campaign to outspéimel USSR on military
capability but the arms race contributed to theralvdevel of US debt. The
reputation of the US had also been damaged whegaResdopted a more Realist
approach than his predecessor. Carter's humansrighenda was shelved as
Reagan declared the Mujahidin to be “freedom figditeand the Pakistani
dictatorship had been legitimised, armed and empmvéMore significantly, real
attempts at preventing nuclear proliferation iniBtak, and the wider region, had

also been avoided by the US political establishoh€nfAs discussed in the
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previous chapter the nuclear issue had consequéarcksyond South Asia, since
Pakistan’s bomb could be used against Israel anduitlear technology could be
transferred to unfriendly states, which includeel tiewly-hostile Iran.

Nor had America’s policy enhanced relations witdi&, which had taken
a more pro-Soviet stance over Afghanistan and ass result, more isolated in
the region. China, on the other hand, was oppaselet Soviet occupation, and
with Deng Xiaoping at the helm was undergoing maneforms which had
started the process of integrating the country mfeore into the international
community.

For Pakistan, the feared Soviet expansion intoo@astan had not
happened. This enabled supporters to say it had fre@ented by the partnership
with the US. In addition, the hostile Soviet pres=m neighbouring Afghanistan
had gone along with immediate fears of Indo-Soeigtirclement. In relation to
India, military resources had been substantialtyegased, though India had also
capitalised on the situation with increased aidnfrthe USSR, so the regional
arms race was still under way. At the same timenecoc aid had helped the
Pakistani economy to grow. GDP growth rates shdramp 3.76 per cent in 1979
to 10.22 percent the next year and never fell bedopercent until 198990 It is
less clear, however, who in Pakistani society hexgefrom the economic upturn.
Zia himself had moved from being shunned by Cdddreing Reagan’s key man
in the region.

This remarkable shift was achieved without chaggmany of his policies.
Though he gave up martial law, he still retainedraxching constitutional powers
and personal control of the military. Neverthelassyas significant that he was
unable to prevent the Geneva Accord being signeinsighis express wishes.
Afghanistan remained unstable and a potential ggatoncern for Pakistan, but
the nuclear programme was close to being achiemechnological development
had proceeded throughout this period to the poiheres Pakistan had an
acknowledged nuclear capability, and gave an anobigunod to India to suggest

that it had actually acquired a nuclear bomb. A.KQan argued that Pakistan
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would never have acquired this capability withdue tAfghan war and America
consequently turning a blind eye to developmentiéncountry:*:

It was in the border regions of Pakistan and Afgstan that another
major legacy of this era remained which would shdfePakistan relations in the
future. The joint strategy to support the Afghasiseance had contributed to the
creation of a pool of seasoned and radicaliseddighvho were very well armed.
Pakistan had been flooded with weapons, most ofhwvhad never been returned
to the US. As Syed Igbal observed in an intervidhnere remain sufficient
weapons in their hands to fight a third world W#rlt would be some years
before the US had to confront this legacy as actlisecurity threat but, in the
meantime, Pakistan was left to suffer the consempgein the shape of rising
Islamism, weapons culture and drugs, as well aptbelem of Afghan refugees

and the Mujahidin, many of whom turned againstrthest!4

3.7 Implications for the Relationship

This era is often understood as the time whenelaionship between the
US and Pakistan improved markedly and the two statere at their closest.
Professor Tahir Amin put it this way: “probably thaas the only time when
Pakistan-US interests coincided almost one hungiedent. Both wanted to
contain the Soviet Union. Both wanted to suppdmeJtAfghan Mujahidin.¥**
Former Minister Nawabzada Amad Khan saw it as & tivhen Pakistan and the
US enjoyed increased confidence in each otherrasult of working together on
issues of mutual intere¥® The evidence suggests, however, that both thesesvi
are misplaced and that this era was one whereesttewere no more aligned than
any other period under consideration, and that alutanfidence was superficial
and depended on a mutual suspension of judgement.

The view that interests coincided rests on tharapsion that because both
states were jointly orchestrating a proxy war agfaihe Soviet army, they shared

the same aims and objectives. As the evidence aalysis discussed earlier in
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this chapter shows, however, this was not the sotal tof their respective
strategic interests. The same could be said foMijahidin who, as the conflict
progressed, developed into a coalition of forceshwarying degrees of
ideological intensity and objectives beyond defeatthe USSR. A three-way
analysis suggests that the interests of the USsfakand the Mujahidin clearly
overlapped in wanting the USSR out of Afghanistan beyond that they had
diverging objectives. US aims were to defeat thei@system as a whole and to
protect Western capitalist economies. Zia's aimgewe maintain his regime and
territory, to protect Islam and to protect Pakistmainst India. The aims of the
Mujahidin are more difficult to sum up but, as gveloped and became more
internationalised and divided, protecting Islamniréoreign injustice as a whole
became an aim alongside liberating Afghanistannfany of the diverse groups
that emerged. Once the overlapping element had tiame was little to stop the
diverging elements pulling the three in differendaonflicting directions again.

This was also a rich period for wilful blindness both sides. Although
Carter had proposed to work with Zia, he was nepgared to do so at the cost of
all his concerns about the nature of the regimeleau proliferation and India. It
needed the fresh enthusiasm of Reagan to turmd éjie to all these issues in his
more single-minded campaign against the Soviet mnibhe most obvious
example is over the nuclear programme but it was dbne in relation to Zia’s
domestic political practices. The United Statesorgd human rights violations
and the imprisonment of political prisoners, whildl being critical of similar
violations by unfriendly governments, and impligithelped Zia government
consolidate his regime at a time when it was facingreasing domestic
oppositiont*® Thus, Reagan’s plan for a long attritional campasmainst the
USSR suited Zia since the longer it went on theeni@ could consolidate himself
and the more time he had to make his nuclear weapornhis sense they shared a
tactical objective but for diverging strategic rees.

Reagan’s wilful blindness required him to effeetiv let Pakistan’s

nuclear ambitions proceed at the expense of tleegsiis of not just India but also
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Israel. This emphasises the extent of reverseenfia which Zia was able to
exert. His assets included, as ever, Pakistanaegfic location, made more
valuable by now having the America’s Cold War enemyhis border. What he
also had was an established network of resistaghtefs, now augmented by the
refugees, and a porous border through which itpessible to launch attacks. As
General Durrani explained, Pakistan had alreadyestés covert campaign from
there so it might be said that the US sought to feakistan’s proxy war rather
than the other way round, as is often portréyédshtiag Ahmed, speculated,
however, that the US may have been active in primgadhis at an earlier stage as
a way of enticing the USSR to intervene to prevslaimic influence spreading to
its own republicd?® Either way, Zia had the initiative and was ableuse it to
maintain control and influence over the distribatiof aid to the groups he
favoured for his own ends. Zia’'s own dictatoriagjiree may also have been an
asset to the US since it would have been much stoagghtforward to pursue a
drawn-out covert operation, with associated caldtdomestic damage, through a
suppressive dictatorship than an active democrdtys display of reverse
influence also undermines the view of Pakistan asomsistent victim of US
policies, as expressed by Tariq Ali for examiffesince Zia clearly made his own
decisions to manipulate the situation and the USs@wn advantage.

The abruptness of the US change of attitude igrafisant feature of the
history of the relationship and demonstrates thabmeration rested on short term
circumstances rather than shared interests. It disoonstrates that reverse
influence was limited by circumstances rather thpermanent features.
Circumstances included not just events, like thei€oinvasion, but also a
receptive administration in Washington. The flutiwa of US policies continued
to reflect the political composition of the presital administration. The
Democrat, Jimmy Carter, had been rebuilding trust imdia and was reluctant to
make Pakistan too close an ally, but the RepubliBamald Reagan, was willing
to prejudice Indian ties by favouring Pakistan agdia was thus able to hold out
with confidence until Reagan was elected and dffé?akistan considerably less

constrained terms for his co-operation.

147 Interview with Gen. Asad Duranni, Islamabad, 1y 2012.

148 Interview with Ishtiaq Ahmed, Islamabad, 18 Ju6é2

149 Tariq Ali, The Duel: Pakistan on the Flight Path of Americasmier (New York: Simon and
Schuster, 2008), p. xii.
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It is likely that this period of closer engagemdmtween the US and
Pakistan did create confidence, but only aboutlith#ations of trust each could
expect of the other. What was demonstrated was thater the right
circumstances, Pakistan could be confident thauthevould buy its co-operation
with financial and military aid. Furthermore it widube prepared to temporarily
suspend judgement about things it had previoushcised or sanctioned and
enable the military to be empowered as the domimmniitical force in the
country. The US could also be confident that thkig®ani military would take
advantage of aid and the blind eye to build itoueses and strategic advantage
against India in defiance of Washington.

The fact that, once the USSR declared a cleareisttéen withdrawing, the
US pressured Zia to agree to a settlement in Afigteam which left him with
ongoing security concerns, emphasises that co-bperavas partial and
temporary, and that fundamental interests did wowerge in this era any more
than they had in the previous thirty years. After Soviet army withdrew General
Zia’'s successors were left to contend with disirgggn in Afghanistan and a US

with a rediscovered appetite for non-proliferateord sanctions.
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CHAPTER 4: EMBARGOS AND SANCTIONS: THE BOMB,
THE TALIBAN AND HUMAN RIGHTS, 1989 — 2001

4.1 Introduction

As George H. W. Bush took over from Ronald Reagall@ President in
January 1989, he faced major international changemaginable to his
predecessors. In line with the Geneva Accord, tbeied army withdrew from
Afghanistan in February 1989 and Moscow began tteegss of ending its
dominance of Eastern Europe. This began with theediing of the border
between Austria and Hungary in May, culminatinghe fall of the Berlin Wall
on the evening of 9 November 1989. Bush and Goiaatet on 2-3 December
1989 in Malta to confirm that the Cold War was ov&he summit meeting
represented a formal confirmation that the era wbegpower rivalry and
competition was finally at an end. Arguably, thddCW/ar had started at the Yalta
conference in 1945, it had now ended on a boataftav

As a result of the end of superpower rivalry, Wiagton once again
appeared to lose interest in Pakistan. The USSRowasf Afghanistan and no
longer posed a threat to American interests inréggon. In the absence of the
Soviet Union, the US began to view Pakistan astarpial destabilising factor in
the region. Washington was concerned over KashnurRakistan’s sponsorship
of jihadist ideology, but its nuclear programme remained the majoraintitin
relations between the two powers and started anadfiBcult period in its

relationship with Washingtoh.

4.2 The Nuclear Programme and the New World Order

In Pakistan there were also significant politichkeges which initially
encouraged the US to continue to engage with Idbacha After Junejo’s removal
from office and Zia's death in 1988, Ghulam IshafaK had taken over the

Presidency and Benazir Bhutto was elected Primasi#inon 1 December 1988.

L Interview with Gen. Asad Durrani, Islamabad, 1 2012.
2 Ayesha Siddiga-AghaRakistan’s Arms Procurement and Military Buildu®79-99: In Search
of a Policy(New York: Palgrave, 2001), p. 95.
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Although Ghulam Ishaqg Khan came from the civil lawreracy, he had been an
integral part of the military regime, or the “editshment” as the military-
intelligence elite came to be known. Benazir Bhuttas the daughter of the
hanged Zulfigar Ali Bhutto and her election brougietr father's PPP back into
power. Unlike the one-man rule of the previousegament, Pakistan was now
collectively governed by a troika of the Prime Niteir, the President and the
Army Chief of Staff, General Aslam Bafg-However, this was weighted in favour
of the “establishment” and although the Constitutgave Benazir Bhutto the
right to form a government, Ghulam Ishag Khan detagonvening the National
Assembly for the Prime Ministerial oath until shedrgiven an assurance that she
would not interfere in specific foreign and deferpmdicy areas which included
Afghan policy, the nuclear programme, and the budfj¢ghe Armed Forces. Her
ostracism from the nuclear programme was suchghatwas formally banned
from visiting the premises where A. Q. Khan's reskawvas being conductéd.
She also retained Sahibzada Yaqub Khan, the FolMigister of the previous
regime, thus signalling that there would be littteange in foreign policy despite
her previous opposition to General Zi&levertheless, her election victory was
largely welcomed by the media and Congress in tBe ahd she responded by
emphasising the importance of South Asia to Ameaicd urging Washington to
continue its relationship with Pakistan, particlyanow that it was, in her
description, a democratic country.”

By 1989, however, the US was making serious wamitihgit Pakistan
could not remain immune from sanctions if it coogd with its nuclear
ambitions. Early that year, General Baig visitedsiWagton where he was warned
by National Security Advisor, Colin Powell, that the nuclear programme
continued, Pakistan would not only forfeit econoraied military assistance but
also its close political and security relations hwithe US’ It appeared to
Washington that General Baig had understood thesages For after his return,

US intelligence noted that high-level enrichmentucdinium was stopped along

3 Richard Haasg:conomic Sanctions and American Diplom#&sgw York: Council on Foreign

Relations. 1998), p. 164.

4 Arwind Goswami,3 D Deceit, Duplicity and Dissimulation of US FagaiPolicy towards India,

Pakistan and AfghanistafBloomington: Author House, 2012), p 270.

5 M. Raziullah AzmiPakistan American Relatiorfarachi: Royal Book Company, 1994), p. 84.
6 The Frontier PostDecember 14, 1988, quoted in Azigkistan American Relations
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with some other elements of Pakistan’s nuclear nammge® However, in
practice, these changes were of limited value lmaRakistan had already
achieved nuclear weapons capability. With the rarcissue high on the US
political agenda, Benazir Bhutto found herself m exposed but uninformed
position on her own visit to the US in June. Ptmrthe visit she had opened a
new nuclear power plant at Kot Addu in Pakistan eefgeated her government’s
guarantee of developing nuclear energy for peaqaigboses only. Now in the
US she was evasive when, on national televisiomwss asked whether Pakistan

could acquire a nuclear device if it wanted to:

We do not feel it necessary for us to do so indefence. Well, | am not saying that we
could do so if we wanted to, or we couldn’t if wellt want to, but all | am saying is
that we are working for peace?...

This convoluted answer reflected her awkwardnesisigmorance on the
issue. It was reported that CIA officials spelled o her the details of Pakistan’s
programme and even showed her a mock-up of the amsapn order to
demonstrate that they knew more than she did aottl goonitor her country’s
nuclear activities in detal. However, if US intelligence understood the reatity
the nuclear programme they may not have fully usided the reality of her
influence over it. For Bush warned her that he onobt issue the annual
certificate without assurances that Pakistan wowldenrich uranium above five
percent and would not develop cores for nuclearpaes. However, the US
already knew the five per cent threshold had beessed and believed that
Pakistan had successfully manufactured at leastore So, Bush’'s warning was
actually an implied demand for a freeze and a tbpethe existing core would
be destroyed!

For her part, Benazir Bhutto assured Bush thatd®akiwas not interested
in developing nuclear weapons and favoured a nutésa ban treaty with other
countries of the region of South AsfaShe also told a Joint session of the US

Congress that, “I can declare that we do not pesses do we intend to make, a

8 Hassan Abbad?akistan’s Drift into Extremism: Allah, the ArmynciAmerica’'s war on Terror

(New York: East Gate Book, 2005), p. 140.
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nuclear device. That is our polic}®"Her US tour was successful and generated
much goodwill for Pakistan and, in the wake of fiesh assurances, Bush issued
the 1989 Pressler certification, accompanied bymbeh repeated warning of the
US Ambassador to Islamabad, Robert Oakley, thayol take any action on the
nuclear program and you go past that line ... He iBusll blow the whistle and
invoke Pressler** Bush also promised the sale of sixty F-16 figliecraft as an
inducement to the Pakistan military to co-operatetlee nuclear issue. Despite
Benazir Bhutto’'s claims regarding Pakistan’s nucl@@gramme, its reluctance
to sign the Non-Proliferation Treaty was evidentéer limited influence on the
issue.

Benazir Bhutto represented a more acceptable dadeakistan for the
US, but she did not last long. On 6 August 1990ul&in Ishagq Khan, with the
full support of General Baig, dismissed her goveentron charges of corruption
and mismanagement and called for fresh electioasfdaliowing October. The
following day, she blamed her dismissal on the sl Intelligence (MI) which
she claimed had been conspiring against her gowrnifinom the first day?
Given the historical conflict of both her family gauparty with the establishment
her claim may have been partially correct, buteéheere other factors, such as
economic mismanagement and a lack of experiengowernance, which also
played an important role in her dismissal. A. QaKhalso disclosed later, in his
lecture at the University of Science and TechnologRawalpindi, that he had
repeatedly advised General Baig to get rid of hemabse she was creating too
many hurdles to the further development of Pakistanclear programm#.

After she was dismissed from office, she claimeat tthuring the 1990
Kashmir crisis, the military had already crossedlBs red line without keeping
her informed.’ She also later claimed that she was unaware oéxtent of the

country’s nuclear capability during her time asni&i Minister and that the

13 Seymour M. Hersh, “On the Nuclear Edgéhe New Yorke29 March 1993, <http://www.new
yorker.com/m agazine/1993/03/29/on-the-nuclear-edpfeccessed 15 October 2012].
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Pakistan President had kept her in the dark alidfitHowever, this raises the
question of whether she was also being wilfully@liHer statement to Congress
looks unconvincing in the light of the briefing shad been given by the CIA,
and she appeared to be able to make knowledgekhescafter leaving office
whilst purporting ignorance when in post. In adzfti the military would not be
the only avenue of intelligence on the matter, esithee Prime Minister had access
to alternative sources through the Intelligenceeur(IB) which reported to the
civil government.

By this time, the next Pressler Certificate was.du® Secretary of State,
James Baker, warned the Pakistani Foreign MiniSt&hjbzada Khan, that further
economic and military assistance would be continaely if the President of
Pakistan presented new, credible and convincindeenge that his country did not
possess nuclear weapons. Caretaker Prime MinMtestafa Jatoi, replied that he
had already given written assurances that Pakisanno intention of producing
nuclear weapons. However,documents leaked to thWWashington Postevealed
yet more Pakistani attempts to acquire banned ewnp This time, Pakistan
sources had sought to obtdilgh temperature furnaces used for the manufacture
of nuclear weapons through its embassy in Frandeirgermediaries in Canada
and Switzerland® There was also evidence that both the ChineseFaench
governments were contributing to Pakistan’s nugwagramme. Throughout the
1980s, China had transferred equipment and tecpdior Pakistan’s nuclear
weapons and ballistic missiles programmes to therabf the US and Indé.In
November 1989 Chinese Prime Minister, Li Peng, anoed that China would
sell Pakistan a 300 megawatt nuclear power readtoe. following February,
France President, Francois Mitterrand, visited $taki and agreed to sell another
nuclear power plant to meet its electricity nedul#, which was interpreted as
assistance for the weapons programifnéd statement from the US State
Department said, “France has apparently agreedltta siuclear power reactor to

18 Rajput Budaniandia’'s National Security Dilemma: The Pakistan Eacand India’s Policy
Respons¢€New Delhi: Indus Publishing Company, 2001), p3.14

19 pakistan HorizonVolume 44, Issues 1-2, April 1991, p. 3.
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Pakistan without requiring that Pakistan accepkdobpe International Atomic
Energy Agency safeguards, i.e., safeguards onuallear activities in Pakistan,
not just on the item being exported.Here it is important to note that France had
already sold nuclear reactors to China, India aaceK but at that time the US did
not raise any objectioff. In addition there was evidence of Chinese helph wit
missile technology. From the late 1980s, there weports that China began
discussing sales of M-11 missiles and related t@dgy to Pakistan with a formal
contract being signed in 1988. In April 1991, Wasjon would reveal it had
discovered that China had transferred these nmesgld’akistan, though this was
denied by Beijingf®

In October 1990, non-proliferation campaigners iongress, McCurdy
and Solarz, wrote to Bush with their concerns argged him to end all aiéf US
Ambassador in Pakistan Oakley then ended eleves pépretence by informing
Pakistan’s caretaker government that Bush had déambt to issue a Pressler
certificate?’ Up to that point, Pakistan was the third higheStaid recipient after
Egypt and Israel, and another six-year aid packegkbeen signed in 1987. But
economic and military aid worth $564 million fortfiscal year of 1990 was now
stopped. Washington insisted that if Pakistan whti& assistance to resume it
should roll-back its nuclear programme to its stgtee-April 199G Within the
embargoed aid was $300 million of military supphelich were stopped along
with the delivery of 28 F-16 air-fighters for whiétakistan had already p&id.

Bush’s decision not to issue the certificate autically invoked the
Pressler Amendment which had a particular effectetations because it applied
uniquely to Pakistan. This meant that aid couldtiome uninterrupted to India, a

2 Verinder Grover and Ranjana AroRylitical System in Pakistan: Pakistan's ForeignliPy, its
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Soviet ally, which had already demonstrated its owilear capability as long
ago as 1974° In Pakistan, this was seen as unfair and discdtaily. Reaction
was bitter and focussed on what was perceived ashypfécrisy with much
indignation that only Pakistan was being puniste@in often repeated sentiment
was, “now that the Afghan War is over, the Unitetht& no longer needs
Pakistan. You Americans have discarded us like emepiof used Kleenex?
Maleeha Lodhi, former Pakistani Ambassador to tife Explained Pakistani

sentiment about the unfairness of sanctions:

The irony about US non-proliferation policy in Sbusia was that while the impetus for
proliferation at every step came from India, it wRakistan, and not India, that was
subjected to penalties, embargoes and sanctiongerBely Pakistan became the victim
of penalties for what India had done in 1974 witheixplosion of a nuclear deviék.

Pakistan’s Foreign Minister, Sahibzada Khan, compth that the,
“Pressler law was not just ‘outmoded’ but could emg defeating the very
purpose of discouraging nuclear proliferation:dticl actually promote it This
sense of resentment was not restricted to theigadlielite, and it also had
resonance amongst the people. Brigadier Gul exgdaifin Pakistan, a common
person thought that American is a great friendthig sense of betrayal was so
strong that this ... started changing into amazemesmihderment and then
tragedy: a great dislike for a country which doed walue another country’s
sacrifice.®® The sacrifices that Gul was referring to were @aibed Kalashnikov
culture, narcotics smuggling and USSR attacks daska. “So we have paid a
very high price. But America totally neglected th# General Duranni summed
up how it now appeared to Pakistan that the Cold k¢al ended - the Afghans
had won against the Soviets and Pakistan had aflauicéory; India was unhappy
at what Pakistan had achieved; but the US now kbdikes “enemy number

one.’®” Whilst this assessment appears a little exagggraiace India clearly
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remained Pakistan’s prime enemy, it emphasisespowots that mark this as a
significant turning point in relations. First, ihderlines the strength of feeling in
Pakistan, not just that the Pressler sanctions wepest and discriminatory, but
also that the US was abandoning its former allyeoagain. Second, by not
targeting India with sanctions in an even-handeg W& US was, once again,
favouring and empowering Pakistan’s original enemsber one.

There was also criticism in the US that the sanstibad left their Cold
War ally out in the cold. The Pressler Amendmend lwaiginally attracted
criticism by some US analysts, including Rosenfi¢lat it had been written to
ignore and provide special exemption for India ashel, both of which had
nuclear programmes far more advanced than Paksstafihe Washington Times
held India responsible for the South Asia nucleansarace and argued that
Pakistan’s programme did not threaten the US ktitheé moralist guiding our
[US] policy still feels compelled to eliminate they should put the screw on pro-
Soviet India, whose nukes make Pakistan’'s necesaad/ leave allies in
Islamabad alone®® However, the originator of the amendment, SenBtessler,
defended the action to the Senate Foreign RelagaisCommittee on the basis
that he had hoped it would never have to be apptidtie first place. “It is my
hope today that the sanctions can be lifted. Howdveannot support any effort
to lift sanctions at the expense of our nation’si-pooliferation goals ...*°
Where Pressler justified sanctions on high-mindeltcy grounds, Director of the
State Department South Asia Bureau, Malott justifie on more pragmatic

grounds.

We kept our part of the bargain but Pakistan ledasn by crossing the line in 1990. We
had promised Pakistan billions and billions of dddlif that line was not crossed. In so
many words, the President was signalling his de®ireontinue the close security
relationship with Pakistan provided Islamabad frimenuclear prografi.

The Republican majority in the US Congress accefitede arguments
and President Bush was able to tell Pakistan’s Aemlassador to the US, Syeda

Abida Hussain, in March 1992 that the nuclear issas still the major obstacle

38 S. Rosenfield, “Why Non-Proliferation Law is Wtt?”Washington Pos81 July 1987.

39 Washington Time®§ May 1991, cited in Aazar Tamandnited States-Pakistan Relations in the
Post-Cold war Era: The Pressler Amendment & PakistdNational Security ConcerngPerth:
Curtin, 2004), p. 30.

40 Overview of US policy towards South A@Pennsylvania State University, U.S.G.P.O, 19p5),
136.

4 bid.

127



to a good relationship between the two countriesni@ Fellow for India,
Pakistan, and South Asia at the Council on Fordigations (CFR) Daniel
Markey’s later analysis also placed the blame das®an for reneging on a deal

and creating distrust:

They say we abandoned them in 1990, once the CaldWss over and we no longer
needed them to combat the Soviet threat. Againsegpress wishes, they went ahead
with the nuclear weapons program, no longer makipgssible to cooperate with them
in quite the same waéfy.

However, Markey’s conclusion appears to ignoredleven years of US
wilful blindness which facilitated this state offafs. What made co-operation
less easy in 1990 was not the nuclear programmiehwiad been fast-tracked by
the supply of Pressler certificates, but the evafpmn of Washington’s need to
pretend it was not happening.

After Benazir Bhutto’'s overthrow, Nawaz Sharif watected Prime
Minister in November 1990, but he still had to woskth Ghulam Ishag and
General Baig as part of the troika. Despite thesseof betrayal felt over the
Pressler sanctions, the new government continuetbdk for other ways to
reconnect with the US. Although Pakistan’s militampd economic aid had
ceased, humanitarian assistance was still dis@tbthrough the Catholic Relief
Services and CARE (Cooperative for American Relieérywhere), and formal
assistance continued for the control of narcotims$ drug programmes, allowing
some communication and co-operation to be maindaine

A better opportunity for Nawaz Sharif to rebuildlateons came with
Saddam Hussein’s seizure of Kuwait in August 1980 the subsequent Gulf
War in 1991. President Bush worked through the ONjdther a multi-national
force to drive Saddam out of Kuwait. Pakistan jdirlee US-led coalition with a
contribution of 5,000 troops stationed in the Uditdrab Emirates and Saudi
Arabia. This was appreciated by the ®ut Pakistan was just one of over thirty
nations in the coalition so its impact may havenbsemewhat reduced. In the
years that followed, Pakistan showed itself willitmga play an increased role in

humanitarian operations in Somalia and peacekeeagiogs as far apart as East
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Timor, Bosnia, Kosovo, Sierra Leone, and the Cdfiga. helping with Bush’s
aim to involve the world community in fighting dedfsm, and with Clinton’s
later aim of democratic enlargement, it was impdrfar the US to have the co-
operation of Pakistan as a leading Muslim nation.

Nevertheless, US-Pakistan relations remained dekelibover the nuclear
issue for the remainder of the Bush presidencyluime 1991, after the end of the
Gulf War, Nawaz Sharif sent a delegation headedthi®/ Pakistani Senate
Chairman, Waseem Sajad, to the US. Sajad reiteRaddstan’s position that it
was ready to stop production of weapons-grade unaiut would not destroy its
existing stock. The US, however, insisted that resumption of aid, and most
particularly military aid, was dependent on Islam@dbabandoning its nuclear
programme completelf. In November, US Under-Secretary of State, Reginald
Bartholomew, went to Pakistan to keep the pressarithe government. However,
President Ghulam Ishaqg refused to abandon his aupleogramme and, by so
doing, earned the nickname “Mr Nuke” by the US.

US attitudes actually hardened further when PakistBoreign Secretary,
Shehryar Muhammad Khan, officially dropped clairhattPakistan neither had,
nor was developing, weapons. In an interview toWwsshington Posh February
1992, he admitted that, “...the capability is thePakistan possesses elements
which, if put together, would become a device”. &tlled that in 1990 Pakistan
had frozen its production of highly enriched uramiand bomb cores but would
not destroy its existing nuclear capabilities uslasd until India did the sarig.
A few days later, the Ambassador Syeda Abida Huossaidressed George
Washington University and confirmed Khan's positioWwe have achieved the
ability and we imposed a restraint. We do not baltk; we do not advancé’”
What prompted these statements was rising tensitimimdia over the Kashmir
insurrection. Islamabad feared the crisis mightakede and, therefore, felt the
need to remind India that it had a nuclear detérfEms highlights the continuing
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priority of India above all other security threatace these statements effectively

undermined previous efforts to get a resumptiod $faid.

4.3 Kashmir

The frozen conflict in Kashmir left the provincevdied into two parts
controlled by India and Pakistan respectively, szjgal by a Line of Control
(LoC) which was theale factoborder between the two. It had also given rise to
opposition parties and resistance groups, some ha¢hwfavoured union with
Pakistan and others that campaigned for completependence. For forty years
the Indian and Pakistani intelligence services alsd been active there and the
ISI had supported the Jammu and Kashmir Liberdmmt (JKLF), which fought
for independence. Disputed elections in 1987 inndanfthe Indian-controlled
part) prompted agitation which was also inspired Myjahidin success in
Afghanistan and the Palestinian intifada. The Indy@vernment responded with
brutal repression, prompting an insurrection whsfiarted with a series of
powerful explosions in Jammu on 31 July 1988 anceliped as more militants
entered from the Pakistani side to fight with th¢LB.*® Tension between
Pakistan and India rose and the Indian governmdamdd Pakistan for
supporting and training the militarfts. The US also blamed Pakistan for
supporting the insurgency and in April 1990, the UBder-Secretary warned
Pakistan that this could be considered to be aitinmgrism.

Pressure built in India for the government to také&aliatory military
action against Pakistan and it positioned 200,088ps along the borders as well
as in Kashmir. In response, Pakistan deployed amdotanks. This locked both
sides into a political and military stand-off thmade it difficult for either to back
down without appearing wedR.Thus, by May 1990, the tension had become so
serious it threatened a wider Pakistan-India warthBsides conducted military
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Hagerty,The Consequences of Nuclear Proliferation: Les$mm South Asiap. 173.

50 Sumit Gangwyt and S. Paul Kapur, (edsNuclear Proliferation in South Asia: Crisis Behawio
and the Bomi§New York: Routledge, 2009), p. 67.
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exercises and there were mounting fears that nusleapons might be usétin
May, Bush sent Deputy National Security Advisor,bBad Gates, and Assistant
Secretary of State, Richard Haas, to mediate betwlee two countried? At a
meeting, Gates did not accuse Pakistan of inigative conflict, but did suggest
that Islamabad was supporting the Kashniiti&eneral Duranni explained that
America’s role was interpreted in Pakistan as the 8f a new phase in Indo-US
relations. America was believed to be anxious fmtahse on the fact that India
needed new allies now that the USSR no longerexidét

The Pakistanis, for their part, denied supportimg insurgents but were
nervous about losing control of the situation, lseytundertook to clamp down on
the activities of militants in their part of thesguted territory. This resulted in the
army opening fire on militants crossing to the &rdicontrolled side and blocking
the road leading to the LoC. It was reported byifaki forces that at least twelve
supporters of JKLF were killed and about 150 weijared as a result of their
action>® The President and the General also promised tsectbe militants’
training camps in their territory whilst India agte to confidence-building
measures designed to reduce the risk of bordedénts getting out of contref.
Burke claims, however, that by this time the I1Sdl lsdready switched its support
away from the JKLF, which favoured independencagrtups linked to Jamaat-e-
Islami (J1) which fought for union with Pakistah.

An indication of the conflict within the Pakistatibika at this time was
that, while these negotiations were taking placenair Bhutto was away on an
official tour to Middle Eastern countries to winpgort for Pakistan’s position on
Kashmir. There were suggestions that she sougavaa having to discuss the
Kashmiri issue with American officials. One memioéthe US mission claimed

they tried to meet her on three occasions, butfaited to turn up. There was a
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suspicion she was avoiding direct talks with Gateshat President Ghulam Ishaq
and General Baig would bear responsibility for sgjpgent actions. Later, she
asserted that the Foreign Ministry withheld infotima from her and that she
actually wanted to meet Gates. Whatever the triittuch assertions, the fact
remained that both the Prime Minister and Defendaister were out of the
country when India and Pakistan were negotiatingashmir>®

Although the immediate crisis of another Indo-P&aswar was averted,
armed resistance in Jammu continued through th@sl@@d attracted violent
militants from Afghanistan. They had little in coram with the indigenous
struggle of the Kashmiri people and were intentimplementing radical Islam
among the moderate local Muslims as well as fightimdian oppression. Thus,
what had started as an insurgency over human diglous rights became
dominated by a violent form of Islamic activi$thlSI support would bring
Pakistan into US sights as a state sponsor ofriemaand attempts to bring them

under control would direct the attentions of thditamts onto Pakistan itself.

4.4 Iran

According to General Duranni, doubts about Pakistaglationship with
Iran were another principal reason for the detation in relations with
Washington after the Cold War. Islamabad was toldldandon its relations with
the Islamic regime. Pakistan refused. It had ael&@bia population of fifteen to
twenty percent, and the leader of the revolutioiran, Ayatollah Khomeini, was
popular not just among the Shias but also amongntireShia population in
Pakistarf® Here it is helpful to briefly reflect on Pakistarglations with, and
attitudes to, Iran and how these affected relatisits the US. Before the 1979
Islamic Revolution, the Shah of Iran had sided wRikistan to counter India,
because of Delhi’'s support for the pro-Soviet Nassegime in Egypt, and had
supported Pakistani repression of Baloch sepasatistwell as giving aid and
energy on preferential terms. In addition to thtisyas, and still is, strategically

important for Pakistan to maintain a peaceful bosgdigh Iran so as not become
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sandwiched between two hostile neighbours. Sucbpevation was also helpful
to US containment strategy.

After the revolution, however, the US came to vitan as a prime
security threat, so Pakistan’s border strategy fbecget another area where
interests diverged. Despite the potential which rineolution held for political
destabilisation in the region, Pakistan was anxiousiaintain peaceful relations
with the new regime. On the eve of the revoluticabidet Minister Khurshid
Ahmed met Khomeini in Paris to assure him Islamakadld work with him, and
Pakistan was first in recognising the new Islamep&blic of Iran. After the Iran-
Irag War broke out in 1980, General Zia withstoodsiderable pressure from his
two principal backers, the US and Saudi Arabia, aitdheld support for Irag. He
also firmly rejected US proposals in 1984 to tr&aloch-based Mujahidin to
destabilise Iraf! It became clear later that Pakistan had beenfeairsy nuclear
technology to Iran throughout the 1980s and inyed890 General Baig visited
Tehran where it is claimed he negotiated a nuaeal with Iran’s Revolutionary
Guard saying, “Iran is willing to give whatevetakes, $6 billion, $10 billion. We
can sell to Iran at any pric€This did not help Pakistan’s cause in the runeup t
the imposition of sanctions.

General Baig, who had opposed intervention in Ktnaad predicted US
defeat in the Gulf War, also proposed a policy stfdtegic defiance” in which
Iran, China and Pakistan would collaborate to nteet menace of US global
hegemony’? Whilst this was provocative at the time, the idefaa tripartite
relationship was not entirely new. Just as Pakiseahmediated between Mao and
Nixon in 1974, it did the same between Deng Xiagmnd Khomeini after 1979.
China had misread developments in Iran and suppthte Shah in his anti-Soviet
stance. Premier Hua Guofeng then paid an ill-judgstt to the Shah as his
regime was crumbling in 1978 drawing condemnatromfKhomeini and leading
to a breakdown in relations. Agha Shahi, Zia’s ifgmepolicy advisor, then

mediated an apology and a gradual rebuilding ofrdiBeijing relations which
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led to the Chinese supplying arms to Iran in itsr wath Iraq along with
technology for its nuclear programme. Thus, duting 1980s, a strong Pakistan-
Iran-China relationship develop&iThis was useful to Pakistan since it brought
together three allies against India and kept theidn border free from threat.
Whilst it was clearly against US interests in relatto Iran it did have the
advantage of being wholly anti-Soviet and all thcelaborated with the US in
the proxy war in Afghanistan. However, Baig’'s prepb was anti-US and
increased Washington’s concerns considerably, bubdd overplayed his hand
and was forced to retire in August 1991. He wadacsul by the moderate and
pro-Western, General Asif Nawaz who immediatelycedied the deal with Iran
and ruled out future nuclear co-operation. Thesevamocalmed nerves in
Washington, but did not altogether remove concebmit Pakistan’s reliability in
America’s eyes as far as Iran was concefed.

After Kabul fell to the Mujahidin in 1992 Iran anBakistan found
themselves increasingly at odds competing for erfbe in the anarchy of
Afghanistan. This intensified after the Talibankddazar-e-Sharif in 1998 killing
Iranian diplomats and thousands of Hazara Shibespite this Iran welcomed
Pakistan’s nuclear tests as a demonstration thdslamic nation could build
nuclear weapons. However, the sectarian violendeakistan in which hundreds
of Shias, including Iranian diplomats and nationakve been killed, went on to
inflame rivalries. In the aftermath of the US innasof Afghanistan Iran would
start to form a strategic partnership with Intfia.

Despite the sectarian violence it would be wrongdoclude that popular
opinion in Pakistan was wholly against Iran. Thiartec Revolution had much
wider appeal beyond Iran and the Shia communityMasdaville points out, it
was seen as a Third World victory in which a popuiging had replaced
Western-backed, neo-imperialists with an indigenaiternative regimé’ In
Pakistan and other Muslim countries, it had theeddappeal of being an Islamic
alternative at a time when Shia-Sunni rivalry hatl aeveloped to the proportions

it would later assume. It is also likely that it wid have resonated with Pakistani
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anti-Americanism which was growing in the populatias a whole through the
1970s and 1980s for a variety of reasons, whicluded American support for
Zia’s dictatorshi@® This sentiment increased after the Pressler sarsctivere
imposed. Even after the upsurge of sectarian vigehan still continued to gain
the approval of the majority of Pakistanis. Opingmils showed that from 2006 to
2012 the proportion of Pakistanis expressing a Ueafde view of Iran ranged
between 67-76 per cefi.

This short review of Pakistan-Iran relations sug¢géisat whilst the main
divergence between Pakistani and US interests Wwastdndia there was also
considerable divergence over Iran after the IsldR&golution in 1979. However,
it can also be claimed that Pakistan's interestsrelation to Iran are still
substantially India-centric. In this light, Duramniclaims that Pakistan’s
relationship with Iran was an added reason fordiwenturn in relations with the
US, and that Khomeini was popular with both Shiasl aon-Shias, appear

credible.

4.5 Clinton and Benazir Bhutto: A Partial Thaw

From a position of apparently unassailable popiylat the time of the
Gulf War, Bush’s approval ratings steadily declinesid he failed to get re-
elected for a second term. Despite steering thédwbrough the end of the Cold
War and the first post-Cold War conflict, he waplaeed by the Democrat, Bill
Clinton, who had a long domestic agenda but lemsstglabout how to deal with
the new world shaped by his predece$8dihe US was now the world’s greatest
military and economic power, but Clinton was soamfeonted with a diverse
range of foreign policy problems, which includedoddy civil wars in
Yugoslavia, Somalia, Liberia and Rwanda. Theseesrigrompted calls for US
humanitarian intervention. This was fuelled and pboated by the extensive
reach of media coverage which caused an anonym8usffi¢ial to observe, “Mr

and Mrs Couch Potato want us to stop civil wars sane the hungry. They see
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the military as the best way to do that, but wheopte get killed they won’t stand
for it.”"* Then, just a few weeks after Clinton’s inaugunatia foreign terrorist
attack on the World Trade Centre, killed six peautel caused extensive injuries
and disruption, thus bringing international tersarito US soil and adding this
problem to Washington’s mix of pressing foreignipplnd security issues.

It was over the more familiar nuclear issue thatriew US administration
first had cause for concern. In January 1993, Uéligence reported that China
had supplied nuclear capable M-11 missiles to Pakim violation of the Missile
Technology Control Regim&. This was an informal, voluntary association of
countries which agreed to the non-proliferationVeMD delivery systems by
coordinating international export licensifgThis time the US applied sanctions
on China which affected $1 billion worth of Chinesgoorts but had no impact on
Pakistan.

However, it was not long before Clinton serioustpk up the issue of
international terrorism with Pakistan in a way whi@also suggested the
Democrats might be returning to their pro-Indiapdsition. The US was aware
that Pakistan was supporting the insurgency in KéashWarnings were given
that Pakistan was in danger of being declaredta sthich sponsored terrorism,
and put in the same category as Iran, Iraq, NodheK and Libya. This would
have seriously damaged Pakistan’s status and teputdl around the world and
would have further limited its access to aid framernational organisation like
the World Bank and the IMF, never mind the US drelWest more generally.

However, Clinton held back from fully blacklistirigakistan and, instead,
put it on a “watch list” of suspected state spossafr terrorism for six months
without formally admitting this had been doffeThe director of the ISI, Javed
Nasir, was also singled out for special attentiidme CIA had developed a dislike
for him because they suspected him of not co-opegyah efforts to get the
Afghan mujahidin to return the Stinger missilesypded by the US in the fight
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against the Soviet occupatiéhln addition, Nasir was accused of breaking an
arms embargo in Bosnia by supplying arms and weapmithe Bosnian Muslim
resistancé’ Since the US was also backing the Bosnian Mushmshis time,
Nasir largely escaped recriminations for the latter

Nevertheless, the US insisted that Nasir be remdvenh office if
Pakistan wanted to avoid being declared a terrstee. These warnings had a
galvanizing effect on Nawaz Sharif who sent AkrarakiZ of his Foreign
Ministry, to Washington with assurances that higeggpment would put an end to
extremism and terrorism inside Pakistan. The newredary of State, Warren
Christopher, made it plain that the US expecteddak to back this assurance
with action and, accordingly, Islamabad cracked mlomn the Arab militants
operating on its territory. As a result, many oérthcrossed the border and went
to Afghanistan looking for sanctuaf§/In addition, Nawaz Sharif removed Nasir,
along with some other ISI officials, from their p®sn May 1993. These actions
were sufficient for Clinton to remove Pakistan fréme “watch list” the following
July. This was, however, against the advice of @A’s Counter-Terrorism
Division.”

There was further instability in Pakistan whichulésd in the resignation
of both Nawaz Sharif and President Ghulam as uhdeaxy pressure from the
military. This paved the way for fresh electionthe third in five years - which
brought Benazir Bhutto back to power as Prime Man& With fresh leaders in
both countries, US-Pakistan relations began to skmwe signs of improvement.
Benazir Bhutto introduced some measures which waprazval in Washington.
One of the more important of these was the rendeuggkting of drug traffickers.
This was important in the US where the “War on Bfubad been steadily
promoted up the political agenda and had takenromizrnational dimension.
Afghanistan was a major producer of opium and th@ys border with Pakistan
made it a prime smuggling route for onward distfidiuto the West.
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Relations also improved through a succession opmecal visits by top-
ranking military leaders throughout 1994-85yet the nuclear issue remained a
stumbling block. This prompted the Clinton admiraibn to devise a new
gradual strategy to deal with nuclear proliferatiorsouth Asia which was to first
cap WMDs, then reduce them over time, and eventuall eliminate them
altogether. For Pakistan this meant that the USneasiow aiming at abolishing
existing capabilities or devices but simply hoping stop any further
development?

With this in mind, Strobe Talbott discussed withkiB&ani officials the
delivery of 28 F-16 fighter aircraft, which Pakistaad already paid for but which
had never been delivered because of the Pressietigss. Talbott sought to use
these aircraft as a means to persuade Islamabeaptds programme and allow
inspection of its nuclear facilities. However, BemaBhutto rejected the offer. “If
we are unilaterally pressed for the capping, it taél discriminatory, and Pakistan
will not agree.® Pakistan’s Chief of Army Staff also rejected thiegmsal on the
grounds that it was not possible to bargain ovekigtan’s nuclear programme
with F-16s or anything else. India was at the heéthis stand. Because the US
did not force India to roll back its nuclear progwae, this was seen by Pakistan
as outright discrimination.

Pakistan’s policy-makers also linked the nucleaogpmme with
Kashmir. Benazir Bhutto emphasised the link andiedigthat Pakistan’s nuclear
programme was not the main source of instabilitthen region. “There cannot be

peace in the region,” she said, “without the paacedsolution of the Kashmir

81 From the US side these included, General Tommykaf the US Training and Doctrine
Command in January 1994; General Hoar of Centaahi@and in July 1994; General Peay in
December 1994 and August 1995; Under Secretaretdérize, Stocombo also in December 1994;
a delegation headed by Edward Warner, Assistantregey of Defence, Strategy and
Requirement, to participate in a seminar on Peaqekg Operations at General Headquarters,
Rawalpindi; and Lt. General Arnold, of the Centta@mmand in April and September 1995. From
the Pakistani side the Chief of Army Staff, Gené&htlul Waheed Khan, visited the US in March
and April 1994. See, lkramullah, “Unknown SoldidBghind the Brown AmendmentThe
Nation, 8 October 1995; Muhammad Faiz Anwar, “US Sanstidgainst Pakistan: Rationale and
Impact (1990-2001)"Pakistaniaat: A Journal of Pakistan Studi&®l. 5, No. 2, 2013, p. 29; and
Hassan Askari Rizvi, “Pak-US Relations: The Lafisase” The Nation 3 October 1995.

82 Mitchell Reiss,Bridled Ambition(Washington DC: Wilson Centre Press, 1995), p. @6ated

in HaassEconomic Sanctions and American Diplomazy166.

83 John-Thor Dahlburg, “Pakistan and India Rebuff \P&posal: Two Rival Nations are Cool to
Strobe Talbott's Plan for Reducing Danger of Nucl&ar”, Los Angeles TimeR8 April 1994,
<http://articles.latimes.com/1994-04-08/news/mn4@B6L_nuclear-war> [Accessed 18 November
2013].

138



issue.®* The US proposal thus failed as neither Pakistaringha was willing to
abandon their nuclear programme and allow intevnati inspection of their
nuclear facilitie$®

With the collapse of the Soviet Union, new geopadit considerations
were emerging in Central and South Asia in whictkiftan again potentially
fulfilled a strategic role for the US. The five foer Central Asian Republics of
the USSR had become independent states at theeweryof 1991 and were
attracting interest because of the oil and gasthsstably in Turkmenistan and
Kazakhstan. Being landlocked, it would be necesganonstruct pipelines to get
the oil and gas out to the world market. As a tededkistan, with its deep sea
port at Gwadar, was perceived to be a key partuoh & network. In addition,
Pakistan appeared to be balancing the principldslaih with secular democracy
so it might act as successful model of moderatmmother Muslim countries,
particularly the Central Asian states, in prefeeetw the more extremist Iranian
model.

The US was also encouraged to work with Pakist@audse it had been a
partner on several peacekeeping operations ardwnavorld and co-operated in
fighting terrorism and drugs trafficking. These ttas, combined with the
realisation that sanctions were not preventing earcproliferation, prompted the
Clinton administration to work with Congress to artte restrictions placed on it
by the Pressler Amendméfit. US Defence Secretary, William Perry,
demonstrated this shift in thinking when he visiigkistan in January 1995 and
observed that the Pressler Amendment had failedctoeve its objective and
instead had been counter-productiVe-de also illustrated how it had created
frustration and anti-American sentiment among thkis?ani population at large:

“I have never been to a country where even thecgéxdrivers and the school
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children know in detail about a law passed by tl&e@bngress® The following
April, Benazir Bhutto visited the US and put thesedor changing the Pressler
Amendment. She argued that it had frozen the USsRak relationship and
“rewards Indian intransigence and punishes Pakikigalty and friendship®®

This loyalty had been clearly shown only two monteslier when
Pakistan and the US had successfully co-operate@ ijpint operation in
Islamabad to apprehend Ramzi Yousef, the suspeugstermind behind the
1993 attack on the World Trade Center. Pakistan &lad speeded up the
arrangements for Yousef's extradition to the VFhis enabled Clinton to give
warm words of appreciation at the press confereoceluding Benazir Bhutto’s
visit, not just for Yousef's capture but also faakistan’s help in peacekeeping
operations. On the question of sanctions he shplah to work with Congress to
find ways to prevent the spread of nuclear weamotsto preserve the aims of
the of the Pressler amendment, while building ansfer relationship with a
secure, more prosperous PakistinBenazir Bhutto expressed her pleasure over
Clinton’s remarks and hope for a resolution toiffsele of the F-16 aircraft which
she felt should either be delivered to Pakistathermoney reimbursed. However
Clinton’s reference to this issue stressed the dioatpns and limitations
involved and was in stark contrast to Reagan’s blassurances accompanying

his annual certificates throughout the proxy Afglseampaign:

| intend to consult with [Congress] about what weglat to do about the airplane
sale....... We cannot release the equipment. Howevkistaa made payment. The
sellers of the equipment gave up title and recethedmoney, and now it’s in storage. |
don't think what happened was fair to Pakistaneirms of money. ... So, | intend to
consult with Congress on that and see what we odh d

Where Reagan had been able to soothe Congressoto @d to flow
uninterrupted to Pakistan, Clinton now had to gjtegto persuade it to ease
restrictions. His aim was not to abandon Presslenterely to negotiate revisions
which would allow commitments entered into priortth@ 1991 sanctions to be
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honoured. In addition he hoped to resume econoitliarad military training> To
do this, he needed to work with the Republican @han of the Foreign Relations
Sub-Committee for South Asia, Senator Hank Browmowheld a series of
hearings to examine the effects of the Presslern@iment. Some Cold War logic
was revived which portrayed India as linked to Russd Pakistan to the US, and
that sanctions had produced a conventional imbalahtorces favouring Indidf.

The evidence given on 14 September 1995 by AssiSeretary of State
for South Asian Affairs, Robin Raphel, was mordiriglin terms of how Pakistan
was needed in the cause of post-Cold War US obgtiShe stressed that while
the Administration strongly supported the goal ofbing Pakistan’s nuclear
weapons programme, the legislation needed to beeewo fit current global
realities:

Of most immediate concern are the Pressler roakblte cooperation with Pakistan's
Government in areas such as combating terrorism farttiering U.S. commercial
interests in a lucrative market, where U.S. firregah ... to level the playing field with
their European competitors. ... Pressler sanctionse halso changed Pakistani
perceptions of their role in the world. For mosttieé past 40 years, Pakistan's strong,
Western orientation has been continually reinfortog@ broad range of contacts with the
United States. Five years of sanctions have cutofttacts, training, and cooperative
projects that reinforced this orientation. No ohewdd be surprised if Pakistani military
officers and civilians look elsewhere for traininagd contacts, and for inspiration and
friendship. Given its troubled neighbourhood, Ptisstands in danger, over time, of
drifting in directions contrary to our fundamenitaerest and its ow??.

Senator Brown then introduced yet another amendnmémth was
approved by 55 to 44 votes in the Senate and wmediinto law by Clinton on
27 January 1996. The arguments in favour emphasisetbyalty of Pakistan to
the US, the discriminatory nature of Pressler dredunfairness of its application.
Brown claimed that waiving restrictions to sell Ra&n $368 million of out-dated
and old-fashioned equipment would not disturb thiitary balance in the
subcontinent and suggested the US refusal to dediveraft or return money to

Pakistan a breach of contrdét.
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The original anti-proliferation campaigners alseneaout in favour of the
new amendment, including Pressler, Glenn and Lugho had helped steer the
Pressler Amendment through Congr&s§he Brown Amendment removed non-
military aid from the provisions of Pressler and@ahe President authority for a
one-off waiver to release military equipment emioadsince 1991. As a result,
Clinton released $368 million worth of military egment, but was barred from
releasing the F-16s since Congress had opposedmhibe grounds that they
could be used to deliver nuclear weap&hew military aid would also continue
to be barred, but limited assistance in key arsash as peacekeeping, counter-
terrorism and counter-narcotics, was resumed.

The Symington Amendment was still in place, howeaad continued to
embargo military training, investment guaranteed aoonomic assistance from
the US, particularly since intelligence reportsa@ed Pakistan had obtained ring
magnets for enriching uranium from the Chinesegddition to the M-11 missile
launchers they had got in 19%3Despite the warm rhetoric and the Congressional
struggle, however, the Brown Amendment was a dsi@pment. Because the F-
16s could not be released Clinton planned to $wint to a third party and
reimburse Pakistan from the proceeds but the US wable to persuade any
eligible buyer to make a purchase. Although theaiemg military hardware was
released, the rest of the provisions of the BrowmeAdment, such as the
Overseas Private Investment Corporation (OPIC),ddrand Development
Assistance (TDA), and International Military Eduocat and Training (IMET),
were not be implemented. As a result, the oveighificance of the passing of
the Brown Amendment proved to be rather limitéy.

Although this period of comparative thaw did notive strong bilateral
relations, Pakistan continued to help the US irsitaggle against terrorism and
drug trafficking. For example, a joint FBI-Pakistaperation caught Mir Aimal

Kasi who was accused of killing two CIA agents alggheir US headquarters in
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January 1993, apparently in retaliation for US@awiagainst Muslims. Kasi fled
the US to shelter on the Afghan-Pakistan bordergvhe was handed over to the
FBI in June 1997 and flown to the US to be subsety&ried and executed. In a
precursor of later incidents, there was widespi@atkest in Pakistan and the rest
of the Muslim world because the proper extradifpzocess had not been gone
through. Four US oil workers in Pakistan were shgtgunmen in suspected
revenge for what was widely seen as the “illegaduation” of Kasil®® These
events caused tension between the US and Pakistanngnents which were only
exacerbated by the removal of Benazir Bhutto froower once again and the
return of Nawaz Sharif as Prime Minister after gtets in 1997.

The US-Pakistan thaw had another severe setbaklain1998 when, in
response to five nuclear test explosions by Indakistan detonated six of its own
and thus removed any doubt whatsoever about itghdéy. The US re-imposed
economic sanctions but still tried to remain englagéh Pakistan. Clinton’s new
Secretary of State, Madeleine Albright, consideifeatt engaging with Pakistan,
rather than just imposing sanctions would bestes&f8 interest$’? Instead, she
set out three main aims for the US in South Agigorevent nuclear competition;
to strengthen the global nuclear non-proliferatregime; and to improve the
relationship between Pakistan and India by prongadiialogue between them. As
part of this policy, the US offered to resume cortianal military aid to Pakistan,
it actively sought dialogue with India and the twountries signed formal
agreements, including the Comprehensive Test Bagatyy to restrict the
development of their nuclear weapons. Whilst exgnes clear disapproval of
Pakistan’s exploding a nuclear device in May 1988pbe Talbott said: “... the
US understood and continues to understand yourecogsavith a nuclear-capable
India and your desire to ensure that your vitalisecinterests are protected

In the event, neither country signed the Test Begafly, but they did declare a
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suspension of further nuclear testififyThus, with the exception of the brief and
limited respite of the Brown Amendment, the US Qesg continued to support
the Pressler Amendment right up toS&ptember 2001.

4.6 After the End of the Soviet War in Afghanistan

While Washington and Islamabad were engaged inomamning over
sanctions, the situation in Afghanistan was ev@g\ima way which would come
to have profound effects on global politics — anithvgpecific implications for
both the US and Pakistan. After the Soviet troagls Afghanistan in February
1989, the US had achieved its primary objectivbe iew CIA Director, William
Webster, hosted a champagne party to celebratd@neceived a congratulatory
two-word cable from the US embassy in Islamabadclwsummed up the
triumphal sentiment of the occasion. It said simfiye won0°

However, from the moment of American victory, Afgfhistan lost its
strategic importance to US policymakers. The forDigector of the CIA, Robert
Gates, observed that, “Afghanistan was a battkfitween the United States
and the Soviet Union, now that the battle is endesl,have other agendas and
other countries in mind and Afghanistan is not adfethem.% However,
subsequent events demonstrate that Gates’ intatipretof the conflict was
narrow, simplistic and misplaced. The war was tjeaot just a Cold War
struggle between the superpowers. It also encoregassange of Islamic causes
and regional security interests, many of which werentradictory and
independent of the US and USSR. Gates was cohewagver, in stating that the
US had moved on to other things. President GeorgsehBappointed an
ambassador in Kabul, but he remained in Washindtynsecurity reasons.
Clinton went even further and left the post unfllighen he took office.

Apart from the Soviet army, the belligerents hatlleft the battlefield and
their battles were not over. Najibullah’'s PDPA goweent did not fall
immediately after the Soviet withdrawal. Instead,rémained in power until

Soviet aid was withdrawn after the collapse of U&SR in December 1991. The
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Mujahidin, for its part, continued to receive aidrh the ISE%’ Finally, in 1992,
the Mujahidin entered the Afghan capital of Kabal dverthrow the PDPA
government. Najibullah was brutally murdered, angrHanuddin Rabbani was
installed on 28 June 1992 as President of the ndedjared Islamic Republic of
Afghanistan.

However, Rabbani was an unsatisfactory choiceaasag Pakistan was
concerned. He was a Tajik supported by Pakistavedst Iran, Russia and India.
Islamabad favoured the Pashtun, Gulbuddin Hekmadyar his Hezb-i-Islami
group, which had undertaken to recognise the Dutamel between Pakistan and
Afghanistant®® After the fall of the PDPA, the different Mujahidgroups turned
on each other as they struggled for power. Warladided to the chaos as the
country was engulfed in a long and bloody civil wdrich was fuelled by outside
powers supporting their own chosen faction and grou

There has been much criticism of the US for the oshavhich
overwhelmed Afghanistan after the Soviet withdravi@lgadier Gul and Colonel
Hanif both felt that US managed the end of thewrolmement in the conflict
poorly and too abruptly. Hanif considers it wasittlieity to deal with the groups
which they had made powerful, to disarm them andwtwk for a stable
government. Gul was unsure if this apparent ovbtsigas deliberate or down to
lack of political insight® The political scientist Mehmood Ali Shah had no
doubts and characterised it as “foolish and imnedtude thought the US should
have remained “until the formation of stable goweent in Afghanistan and then
slowly and gradually evacuatet{?

However, it is unclear how the US could have relibg country. This had
been a proxy war and the US had no presence ofarefprces in the country

when the Soviet war came to an end. Their influamtéhe different factions of
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the Mujahidin was largely indirect and relied orkiBtan as the intermediary. In
any case, Washington was not the only source dfamjiland economic aid to the
rebels. It would also have been difficult for th8 tb intervene militarily after the
Soviet withdrawal. The Geneva Accords recognised kbgitimacy of the
Najibullah regime and did not demand its overthféWThis was generally seen
as a major problem with the accords, but they didappear to legitimise the idea
of forcible regime change. Supporters of the P@@dernment, most notably the
USSR, India and Iran, would have strongly opposey military intervention
from America.

It is also unclear how the US could have equitabbarmed the various
factions since Pakistan had insisted on controlinegdistribution of weapons and
equipment. Proof that this flow could not be reedrtay in the fact that the US
had been unable to retrieve the Stinger missilashwiiad been so decisive in the
guerrilla campaign and that the Mujahidin were ndetermined to keep. This
particular case highlights America’s lack of infhue in Afghanistan at the end of
the war. This also casts doubt on America’s claanmave won the war. On the
contrary, Lieven claims that the ISl saw victoryeohe USSR as its own
achievement!? The extent to which Pakistan could claim victorpswalso a
matter of debate. Zia had played a leading rokaénwar, but he had been unable
to determine the peace terms, which his succedearsl far from ideal from
Pakistan’s perspective.

General Duranni, was not critical of America’'s depe from
Afghanistan. He argued that, “Wrapping up thingg\fghanistan was the job of
Afghans and then Pakistan and also to some extentranians.” However, the
way Pakistan then went about “wrapping up”, in #tsence of the US, became
very contentious. General Zia had obstinately opgdbe Geneva Accord on the
grounds that Afghanistan needed a government aaalepto the majority of its
people and he had accordingly proposed an inclusitegim regime. Inclusivity
was perceived to be as much a pragmatic as ideaditer''®> General Duranni

emphasised the fact that Afghan society was higlidparate with independent
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tribes spread far and wide and in such a way thert @ small faction could cause
widespread destabilisation.

...if you want to bring back stability then the iggsrinciple is a simple one: all the major
factions in Afghanistan have to be agreed. Eversthall factions ... So right from the
beginning, all of us had just one thing in mindwhdo you put these people together,
how do we make that big Jirga. In those days wed use say ‘broad-based
governmentt4

Colonel Hanif conceded that Pakistan had initiblyn in a good position
to mediate because it had the confidence of manpefactions, but he felt it

failed to take advantage of this.

No faction in Afghanistan was against Pakistan bseave were supporting all those
factions in Afghanistan against the USSR. Thos¢idas became anti-Pakistani when
later on Pakistan started supporting the Pashtctiofaand then the Taliban. It was at
that time, the Northern Alliance and other antiidah elements became hostile to
Pakistan'®

Hanif was not alone in criticising the strategysoipporting the Pashtun-
based Hekmatyar at the expense of inclusivity. Asebdor Nagvi says this would
only have worked if Hekmatyar had been acceptablie rest of the Mujahidin
which, of course, he was not. Naqvi also considehedbasic assumption that
Pakistan needed to side with the Pashtuns to talat Afghanistan was a mix of
Tajiks, Uzbeks and Hazaras as well as Pashtunghandashtun element was big
enough to look after its own interests without B&da trying to fight battles on
their behalft!® In addition to his criticism of the US, MehmoodaBhwas also
critical of Pakistan which he felt should have teebAfghanistan as a sovereign,
independent and respectable state and helped dantge@ stable, progressive
country. For this to work, however, Shah added thktthe neighbouring
countries, Iran, India and the Central Asian statesuld have to have done
likewise. Otherwise, he argued, “... Afghanistanl weémain unstable and if
Afghanistan is unstable then the whole of Asia Wwél unstable, both Central and
South Asia.tt’

Hanif argued that Pakistan and Iran should be sthglut for particular
blame. Instead of working jointly for a stable gpehceful Afghanistan they did
the opposite and tried to dominate events to kait bwn interests.
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That was quite unfortunate for us. We interfered\ighanistan’s domestic affairs a lot.
Therefore, | think it was a great mistake of bothnl and Pakistan that they didn't
struggle for the establishment of peaceful andistgbvernment in Afghanistai®

Despite Zia’s obstinacy in the cause of an incleisegime, his successors
appear to have gone in the opposite direction knkibg their favoured faction
against the others. This suggests the military ephof strategic depth was still
paramount in the minds of the Pakistan leadershattime. They mistakenly
believed that the best way to maintain Pakistaruritgcwas through military
proxies rather than promoting political stabilityAfghanistan through diplomacy

and compromise.

4.7 The Rise of the Taliban

The Taliban, an extreme Muslim movement followstgct Islamic Sharia
law, emerged out of the anarchy that gripped Afgdtan at this time. Led by
Mullah Omar, the Taliban was founded in the Pasipavince of Kandahar, in
the south of Afghanistan, where people were tire@malless hostilities among
different warlords. There, the Taliban dispensertigjustice based on a mixture
of Islamic laws and Pashtun practices. It is sdid Taliban first came to
prominence in spring 1994, when a warlord in Karaaidnapped and raped two
girls. Mullah Omar led a band of 30 religious stoideg(Talibs), armed with just 16
rifles, who freed the girls and hanged the warlwodn a barrel of a tank. A few
months later, a boy who two commanders wanted toracse was freed by
Mullah Omar and his band of Taliban. As these stobhiecame known, appeals
started coming in from different parts of the coyrasking for the Taliban to help
out in other local disputes. Thus, Mullah Omar ayedras a heroic figure who
helped the poor against the cruel and the poweFtuldd to his quickly growing
reputation, Mullah Omar never asked for any kindesfrard from the people he
helped*®

Mullah Omar soon became Ameer (Head) of Kandahais i perceived
to be a very significant position because othedéd have often gone on to
capture the whole of Afghanistan, the most prontit&ing Ahmed Shah Abdali.
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Mullah Omar was determined to follow this histopath, and he went out of his
way to increase the number of his Talib follower®ver time, Taliban forces
subdued provinces and captured the major citieth@fcountry - Jalalabad, in
1995, Herat, and Kabul in 1996, and Mazar-i-Shamifporthern Afghanistan, in
1997. Soon after this, the Taliban regime was fdlgma@cognised by Pakistan,
Saudi Arabia and the United Arab Emiratés.

Because of the later importance of the Taliban 8tR&kistan relations, it
Is important to consider the origins of the movetmand the extent to which
American or Pakistani agencies were instrumentdtsircreation. The political
scientist Rasool Rais is clear that the Taliban rgetk in the “vacuum of
statelessness and hopelessness” that Afghanisthtbd@me and in which the
people craved security* Ambassador Ayaz Wazir, in an interview, stressed t
Afghanistan at that time was highly chaotic, rivday uncontrolled and
unaccountable warlords who took taxes and impossdigtive tolls and that
“everybody’s life [was] at risk, everybody’s honojwas] at risk, nobody was
safe, nobody’s property or family was safe.” Insheconditions the, “people of
Afghanistan were ready to give their support tocarey whether that was Mullah
Omar or some other leader, who promised to brirg@and stability?2

The Taliban was a product of indigenous struggleckvigrew through
promoting peace and stability in one province atfer othert?® General Duranni
was clear that external forces, including Pakistad the ISI, could not create
such groups or even the environment in which suclugs emerge. This was
probably true, but the Taliban was largely welconel a force by fellow
Pahstuns?* However, as Wazir pointed out, they faced grepteblems when
they marched north, out of the Pashtun areas anfilored the Tajiks, Uzbeks
and Hazaras. It was at this point that the Talibmoked for assistance from
external forces, including Pakistan and Saudi AxAti Despite this outside
support, Brigadier Gul emphasised the Taliban’€pshdent and inward looking

perspective. Mullah Omar was unwilling to take esdfsom others and had little
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idea how his regime would interact with the resttioé world. This failure

contributed significantly to Afghanistan’s isolatio

They controlled almost 94% - 95% of the total Afgiséan, but Mullah Omar did not
have a geo-strategy, any geo-political or militempwledge. ... The only thing they were
able to do significantly was [secure] peace in Adgilstan. Narcotics cultivation had been
stopped but other than this, their diplomacy wagtulw.. All the countries of the world
need alliances for commerce, for trade and for ymamomic well-being, but the Taliban
government didn’t have any such poli&§.

Pakistan abandoned Hekmatyar when it became ¢leE394 that he was
losing ground to other groups and transferreduppert to the Talibaf?’ Mullah
Omar was already well known to the ISI becausedtkttiained in their camps in
the 1980s and fought against the USSR in Afghamiétaindeed, most of the
Taliban were children of the anti-Soviet jihad, andny were born in refugee
camps in Pakistan and educated in Madrag€8&actically all members of the
Taliban were from Afghanistan’s main ethnic Pashjuoup. They were Sunnis,
following strict Islamic Sharia law.

Pakistan favoured the Pashtun because they mad&eumajority in
Afghanistan and enjoyed significant support in Bakistan military and the ISI.
At least twenty percent of the military were of Ras background whilst the ISI
tended to favour the Taliban's radical view of islE® A sympathetic
government in Kabul was seen by these groups amtissfor security reasons,
even if the Taliban never supported Pakistan ont Wieagovernment saw as the
vital issue of the Durand line. Nevertheless, Islbad hoped that the Taliban
might improve Pakistan’s relations with the newigependent states of Central
Asial®! The Afghan civil war was preventing trade and shpply of oil and gas

from those areaS? If a sympathetic Taliban regime could succeed en r
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establishing stability in Afghanistan, this couldvie significant economic and
political benefits for Islamaba®

The ISI was the main conduit for aid to the Talijpand the agency’s
officers also served as military adviséts.Several Taliban offensives were
extremely well planned and executed with a swifeaive style of warfare that
could only have been possible with the assistahti®edPakistani military and the
IS1.135 The future military dictator of Pakistan, Genevhlsharraf, explained why
it had been essential to maintain support for takb@n even after it had taken
power. “If we had broken with them, that would hareated a new enemy on
our western border, or a vacuum of power there witcch might have stepped
the Northern Alliance comprising of anti-Pakistdeneents.t*® Musharraf had
India in mind when he talked about anti-Pakistamants. Delhi had perceived a
victory for the Taliban as a victory for Pakistdhhad, therefore, airlifted fuel
supplies to the Northern Alliance which was theyomiilitary opposition to the
Taliban on the ground in Afghanistat.

There is also evidence to suggest that Washingtea backed the
Taliban. The official US line was that it supportb@ UN mission which sought
to negotiate with the warring factions and estébéia Interim Council. However
Brigadier Gul recalled that the CIA started takarginterest the Taliban in 1995,

at the time they were taking Jalalabad and Herat.

Once | was asked by the US defence attaché in dédadh “Who are the Taliban?” My
answer to him was, “you tell me who the Taliban’afed he started laughing and said
that | hear the ISI is supporting them. | said thiagar that CIA is supporting them too.
So there was a climate of doubt and suspiéién.

Also in 1995 there were signs that the Clinton adstiation favoured
Mullah Omar’'s movement. Assistant Secretary of &StR®obin Raphel, reported
to Congress on the Afghan situation and pickedtloaifTaliban as the one group
that favoured a peaceful solution.

The reluctance of factional leaders to relinquigtirtpersonal power for the overall good
of Afghanistan remains the major obstacle [to peawt stability in Afghanistan]. While
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the intentions of the Taliban movement are uncliégaigadership has expressed support
in principle for a peaceful political proce'ss.

Taliban intentions became clearer in 1996 when taggured the Afghan
capital and began to impose repressive laws whielr treligious police (the
Ministry of Enforcement of Virtue and SuppressidnMiace) implemented with
violent measures which included the frequent usdhef death penalty. The
Taliban banned television, music and dance aneétbevery male in Afghanistan
to wear a beard. Their code also prohibited womrem fattending schools or
working outside their homes except in some aspettsealth caré® Despite
these repressive laws, the US seemed reluctaaisi® objections.

Raphel later noted that there were “misgivingstheg time, but stressed
that the Taliban was an “indigenous” movement thed fought legitimately to
“stay in power**! A State Department spokesman, Glyn Davies, sai] tthe
United States finds nothing objectionable in thdiggostatements of the new
government, including its move to impose Islamiw.l4*? Although there was
growing evidence of the Taliban’s suppression ofm&n and its increasing
cruelty towards the people of Afghanistan, and npasticularly non-Pashtuns, it
was argued that the US did nothing because thédralivas perceived to be anti-
Iranian, anti-Shia, and apparently pro-Westéen.

General Aslam Baig claims the US went beyond judérating the
Taliban and was far more pro-active. Indeed itaskdful that the Taliban would
have been so successful without US supfférit. was not possible for Pakistan,
with its weak economy, to finance such a costlyemtiwre on its own. The
Taliban was getting some of its finances from talts transport and the drug
trade, but this was not enough to pay for theiremsgpve and long-term military
expeditions against powerful rival forces. Mehenims that Pakistan had

continued to act as a conduit for substantial fiEnassistance from Saudi
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Arabia in a triangular relationship with the U8.Officials in Washington deny
that they supported the Taliban and point to thet that the US government
spoke against the violation of human rights in Asfigistan, including those of
women, and also supported the UN effort to builtbraad-based transitional
government in Afghanistaif® However, this position was undermined by
Benazir Bhutto when she told the BBC on 14 Octab@96 that “the United
States and Britain supplied weapons to the Taltramoney provided by Saudi
Arabia.”*" Further support for the idea of the US backing Tradiban was
provided by Congressman Rohrabacher who had taeatrange the supply of
humanitarian aid for a non-Taliban area, but claihe was blocked by Clinton’s
Assistant Secretary of State, Karl Indefurth (wlaal meplaced Raphel on South
Asian Affairs). Rohrabacher told the House of Reprgatives on 19 July 2004:

We knew it was clear that the United States wagauiimg the Taliban, but what is even
more poignant, most Afghans believed that the Balitvere created by the United States
of America and that they had our support. ... éréhwas any doubt about my suspicions
about U.S. policy, it was confirmed in 1997 wheghalevel executives from the Clinton
administration saved the Taliban from total defead extinction. ... We knew by that
time that the Taliban were evil. Yet we helped sthemm because we had made a deal
with Pakistan and with Saudi Arabia to create th#En and to keep them in powét.

Thus the claims of Gul, Baig and Benazir Bhuttopirthe Pakistani side,
and of Rohrabacher, from the US side, suggestdbate elements of the US
security establishment were actively involved ipmarting the Taliban. Whether

Raphel knew or approved is in doubt. In 1995, sk €ongress:

Outside assistance to individual faction leadessdrdy strengthened their intransigence.
We have worked hard with like-minded states to staerial support and funding for
the belligerent factions, and to support the UNoméf to foster a return of peace and
stability to Afghanistai®®

If the rich natural resources of Central Asia weaté&acting regional
interest they were also attracting strong interetn international energy

corporations, including those in the US. A primarnpblem all had to address,
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though, was how to get physical access througlettasllocked states. This, in
turn, raised problems of political access and stpipotransit states as well as
governments in the Central Asian states themseMas.only access options for
the West were through Russia, Iran or AfghanistBime Russian route was
expensive and Moscow could not be relied upon e gn easy entry to the US.
The most economical option would have been thrdugh but hostile relations
made this mutually unacceptable to both Tehran\&@adhington. Therefore the
only remaining option was through Pakistan and Afgstant>°

Thus, US policy makers were now pressured by enegypanies,
particularly the Unocal Corporation, over the nded a stable authority with
whom they could make a sustainable deal. Someeofrtbst significant energy
resources were in South Turkmenistan where vasfiglds were discovered near
Daulatabad in the early 1990s. The newly independgovernment of
Turkmenistan was still largely dependent on Sowigastructure which included
a heavily used pipeline system which took existsupplies of natural gas to
Russia, so alternative routes for new pipelines hadbe explored. An
Argentinean company calleBridas proposed to build such a pipeline but, in
1995, Turkmenistan broke with them in favour of ealdwith the US Unocal
Corporationt>?

By 1997 the Taliban had taken Mazar-i-Sharif andew@ control of
much of the country so Unocal invited three ofrgpresentatives to the US in
December 19972 They stayed for five weeks in a five star hoteTaxas where
future President, George W. Bush, was Governorhat ttme. They visited
Unocal’'s headquarters and met US officials inclgdithomas Gouttierre, a
consultant with Unocal, who was also paid by the fd8 his services in
Afghanistant>® They had dinner with Martin Miller, the vice-prdsit of Unocal,
who served them halal food. Unocal promised thaspdie instability in
Afghanistan, it would start building the pipelinery soon. Unocal was assured

by the Taliban that its pipeline and workers woboédsafe. In the last days of their
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stay, the Taliban representatives were invited tashihgton to meet State

Department officials, which prompted Lees to observ

The US government, which in the past has branded #iiban's policies against women
and children “despicable”, appears anxious to jpldhs fundamentalists to clinch the
lucrative pipeline contract. The Taliban is likétyhave been impressed by the American
government's interest as it is anxious to win iméional recognitiof®

International recognition was indeed an importarghining point and the
Taliban agreed to a $2 billion pipeline deal withddal only on the condition that
the US officially recognised its government in Afgisstan. The Clinton
administration started debating the possibilitydeffactoandde jurerecognition
of the Taliban government. Although Assistant Secyeof State Indefurth had
expressed concern to the Taliban representativest dluman rights and drug
trafficking, their policies towards women hardeneeen further the following
year and became a block to US recognitidiThere is evidence that Pakistan was
also pressuring the Taliban to agree the deal.aBieg Gul was under no illusion
that Pakistan had told them to let Unocal lay theelme from Turkmenistan but
blamed their intransigence for the collapse ofdbal. “They had their minds set,
and they didn’t want to listen to others?

Where the government was constrained by humansrigisues, Unocal
itself was less fussy. It donated $900,000 to teat@ of Afghanistan Studies at
the University of Omaha, Nebraska. This was theesamstitution that Ishtiaq
Ahmed claimed had been instrumental in establisthiegihadi curriculum for the
madrassas (see the previous chapter). This tim€émre set up a training and
humanitarian aid programme for the people of Afgstam and opened a school in
Kandahar. It was run by Gerald Boardman who hadhéoly headed the US
Agency for International Development in Peshawaictwhad provided cross-
border assistance to the Mujahidin. The schoah&isome 400 Afghan teachers,
electricians and pipe-fitters to help Unocal lag tpeline. This made the anti-
Taliban elements, including Russia and Iran, coredinthat Unocal was funding
the Taliban®’
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The Taliban delegation to the US also met with M&lhMalinowski,
Director of the Pakistani, Afghanistan and Bang&wBureau. They discussed the
Saudi terrorist financier, Osama bin Laden who, iMalski argued, had
damaged the image of Afghanistan to the world. Takban delegation assured
Malinowski that bin Laden was simply a guest andulMfonot cause any
trouble!®® However, when al-Qaeda bombed US embassies inaf@nzand
Kenya on 7 August 1998, the Taliban’s hospitalityal-Qaeda began to back-fire.
In response, the US bombed terrorist training campghe Afghan border areas
where they believed bin Laden was located. Mullama©claimed the camps had
already been closed and said the attacks showedidaiseenmity towards the
Afghan people. He was defiant that bin Laden wawtder be handed over to
America.

Pakistan announced that one of the US missilesa Hakistani border
village killing five people which sparked anti-U®rdonstrations by the JUI and
other Islamist parties. This also led to contramtigctclaims between the Pakistani
government and the military about who knew whatolefthe attack. Foreign
Minister Sartaj Aziz said they had received no wagrand had provided the US
with no facilities for the attack. He still did nebndemn the attack and only
described it as unfortunate. The Pakistani militsggmed to challenge this view
of events. It was admitted that US General Ralstas in Islamabad at the time of
the attacks and that the military was aware of iment attacks against the Afghan
terrorist camps. The military later said that thed objected to the attacks and
wrote to that effect to Nawaz Sharif. The reporitlué explosion in the border
village was later retracted, though two unexplodesisiles did land on Pakistani
territory.

In the days that followed, aid agencies startedhdvawing from
Afghanistan and Unocal suspended its pipeline ptojadefinitely®® UN
sanctions were imposed on Afghanistan, and Pakisganleft to wrestle with an
influx of yet more refugees and illicit smuggling its volatile border regions.
Foreign Minister Abdus Sattar observed, “United iblad agencies, bilateral

donors, the United States, the United Kingdom atiers have simply walked
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away since 1989. But we can’'t do th#® Osama bin Laden escaped the
American bombs and it would be more than anotheivisvyears before the US

finally dealt with him.

4.8 Musharraf: Another Military Coup

There was another crisis in relations between$akiand the US when
Nawaz Sharif was overthrown by the military in Quo 1999.Pakistan’s Chief
of Army Staff, General Pervez Musharraf, suspendetth the constitution and
parliament and named himself as the Chief Executii@akistan. He justified his
coup by claiming that Nawaz Sharif's recent intexfee in the affairs of the
armed forces had contributed to turmoil and una®stain the country®!
President Clinton urged Musharraf to quickly rettine country to democracy.
“Pakistan’s interests,” he said, “would be servedabprompt return to civilian
rule and a restoration of the democratic processyé that Pakistan move quickly
in that direction.62

Under-Secretary of State for Political Affairs, ofhas Pickering,
expressed his country’s disappointment at the sisspe of democracy in
Pakistan. At a Foreign Policy Forum at George Wagbn University on 6
December 1999, he stated that the only option apas the re-imposition of

sanctions.

Until we see a restoration of civilian democrat@/grnment in Pakistan, we have made
it clear we would not be in a position to carry dutsiness as usual with Pakistani
authorities. Section 508 of the Foreign OperatioAgpropriations Act contains a

prohibition against a broad range of assistanceafor country whose demaocratically
elected head of government is deposed by militanypcor decree. We are now in a
process of making a legal determination that sacictions should be appliéé?.

Congress approved the sanctions, but since Pakistaralready suffering
under the Pressler, Symington and Glen amendniietsiew sanctions had little

impact.
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A tour of South Asia had already been planned fort@ in March 2000.
Because of the coup he was initially unwilling teep his commitment to visit
Pakistan, but ultimately decided to go. During tlarlsdmark tour, Clinton spent a
glorious five days in India and a tense five hoursPakistan'®* The obvious
contrast between the two visits illustrated the skRent's complete
disenchantment with Pakistan and his country’ddiltards India®® Clinton even
refused to shake hands with Musharraf in fronthef tamera&® In Islamabad,
Clinton met General Musharraf and urged him to tgvea time-table for
restoring democracy. He also encouraged him tdPagéstan’s good relationship
with the Taliban government to persuade them teectiown the terrorist training
camps in Afghanistan. Musharraf agreed to takehapigsue of terrorist camps
with the Taliban but gave no time-table for natioakectionst®’ However, as a
result of an earlier visit in 2000 by US officialthie FBI was committed to
training Pakistani police officers in counter-teism 18 This proved far-sighted
in the light of 9/11 which occurred less than aryafier the agreements were

made.

4.9 Strategic Outcomes for the US and Pakistan

Assessing the consequences of the relationshifhéoUS in this period is
complex because its strategies and interests veang beformulated and were no
longer driven by the Cold War. First, Bush (Senamyl then Clinton had to work
out what America would do with its undisputed powexv that its central focus
had collapsed and world politics began to fragmiemd a variety of more
ambiguous problems with varying degrees of relegatoc US security. Bush’s
first preoccupation was with steering the Westdliaree safely through the
potential dangers of the Soviet collapse. Thereafte veered between
intervention against Iraq, where oil supplies wéheeatened, and minimal
intervention to support freedom and democracy disegey such as in
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Yugoslavial®® Once it was clear the USSR was under strain amolusty wanted
a way out of its Afghan debacle, Pakistan becammblem again. Zia’'s obstinate
opposition impeded negotiations over the GenevaoAts but, for whatever
reason, the US got its way by the required deadAfier that Pakistan became a
problem in two more ways. First was the nucleagmmme where, after years of
indulgent wilful blindness, the US could once agaondemn and sanction
Pakistan in the cause of non-proliferation. Howevke Afghan interlude had
been long enough for Pakistan to cross all Amesitiafesholds and red lines, so
sanctions had little effect other than to vindic#ite pro-sanctions lobby in
Congress and to make Pakistan feel betrayed yet.afjathe same time, it is
unlikely that this would have gone unnoticed initndhere, with the USSR gone,
the possibilities for that “first choice” relatidmpe were brighter. The second
problem Pakistan posed for Bush'’s foreign policyswaer Kashmir, not just in
relation to potential nuclear war, but because g tnfiltration of former
Mujahidin freedom fighters who now became labeléedterrorists. Though the
US pressured Pakistan into taking action in th&saince it was unable to address
the bigger issue of what to do with the heavily ednand radicalised irregular
forces that had won one conflict in the cause laitsand were looking for others.
Like Bush, Clinton had unfinished Cold War busingéssconclude in
dismantling the Soviet nuclear stockpile outsidesd$ta Beyond that he set out to
focus foreign policy on elevating the role of ecomecs, along with US business
interests, and enlarging the reach of democracyrarohe world-’® Although he
had pledged to concentrate on domestic policiestdl was drawn into a range
of foreign interventions as global politics becamereasingly complex through
technology, nationalisms, uneven economic developmand religious
fundamentalisni’? Pakistan had contributed to US efforts in humaisita
interventions and the continuing “War on Drugs”t lthad worked against them
on nuclear proliferation. Just as Ukraine, Kazakihsand Belarus had been
cleared of nuclear weapons, Pakistan showed Indiate world that successive

US sanctions and inducements had been a compiktesfand that it now had its
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own nuclear arsenal. This not only increased thiesrof nuclear war in the region
but became a role model for the likes of North Kgrean, Iraq and Libya. A big
fear had been that Soviet nuclear weapons wouldl their way to less stable
states or non-state activists. Pakistan now adaether fear that their proven
technology and know-how could be easily exchanged.

However, for much of Clinton’s term, Pakistan appédao be contributing
positively to his aspirations for democratic ent@argnt. Although the Pakistani
model of democracy was imperfect by US standatdBustrated how Islam and
democracy could be combined. Benazir Bhutto’s pasiteception in the West
may have obscured the realities of Pakistani jgslibiut it encouraged continued
engagement. This then collapsed with Musharraf'apcas another military
dictator arose in an Islamic state, this time armaeth nuclear weapons and
exportable technology. On these issues alone Ralkgstctions had made the
world a more dangerous place for the US.

More dangers arose out of Afghanistan and the &eolwf the Mujahidin,
in which both Pakistan and the US played key rdiedusive politics gave way
to chaos and armed anarchy which gave birth toTdddan, first as a welcome
provider of justice and stability but later as dmarred provider of hospitality to
the vehemently anti-US Osama bin Laden and hisage@ training camps. There
is clear evidence that Pakistan, along with otherengly supported the Taliban
and more contested evidence that the US did likewsd first, this looked as
though it would help US economic expansion by g stability for the trans-
Afghan pipeline and North-South trade routes to t2¢nmsian resources and
markets, but this collapsed as increasing Talibapression made them
unacceptable partners. The commercial implicatafrthis were significant since
it handed the initiative to China to claim muchtleé Central Asian energy, raw
materials and trade to fuel its expanding econguoiwer. Then, nine years after
the Soviet withdrawal, the US realised it had dedént enemy in Afghanistan
when al-Qaeda blew up its embassies. The onlyipesithich the US could draw

from Afghanistan was that the Taliban had kepti&annfluence there at bay.
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However, by the time Clinton visited South Asia2@00 he remarked that it was,
“the most dangerous place in the world tod&y”.

For Pakistan, over twenty-five years of persevezamad paid off and it
had finally come out of the nuclear closet. Thid hat given them an advantage
over India, who had got there many years before,itbocompensated for their
comparative weakness in conventional forces and pilmspect of mutually
assured destruction evened the score considetdbhe it is helpful to consider
the extent to which nuclear deterrence increasedeoreased the propensity for
conflict between the two states. Pakistan’s fordweny Chief, General Baig, was
clear about the benefits: “Far from talk of nuclear, there is no danger of even
a conventional war between India and Pakistan.As..compared to previous
years, there is no possibility of an India-Pakistam now."3

Even before Pakistan’s public tests it was beirgued that its nascent
nuclear capability had made an indispensable dariton to deterring aggression
and maintaining peace and stabilit§.The case for this rests on the fact that,
despite tensions and incidents, outright war haghlevoided during the 1990’s
and beyond. During the 1990 Kashmir crisis, MusttaHussain claims that
Pakistani policy makers and defence planners wemgicced that it was the fear
of nuclear retaliation that stopped India from ettag Pakistan even though its
ground troops were apparently poised for a surgittide1”® This is supported from
the Indian sideSubrahmanyam concluded that mutual nuclear capabikiuced
mutual caution by comparing 1965, when India lagdchn invasion in response
to Pakistani infiltration in Kashmir, to 1990, whewakistan once again infiltrated
Kashmir but India chose to deal with the problest pn its own territory’®

Indian nuclear strategists also argued that atoag@bilities on both sides

had moderated actions between the two stafddowever, Sasikumar contended
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that Pakistan was engaging in nuclear brinkmanship990 and that acquiring
nuclear capability had encouraged it to engagewintensity conflictt’® This
interpretation portrayed India and Pakistan as aianire of US-Soviet
confrontation in which nuclear weapons deterreceadirwar but encouraged
indirect, proxy conflicts. These arguments were keead by the later 1999
Kargil War, in which Indian and Pakistani militasienade incursions and did
confront each other directly, but India still héddck from the kind of full scale
invasions it had made prior to nuclear deterrefibés, together with evidence of
India’s and Pakistan’s use of proxies in Afghamistas well as Kashmir, suggests
that Sasikumar was largely correct.

If nuclear deterrence had reduced the intensity dinectness of Indo-
Pakistan conflict it had not solved the underlyprgblems of the Kashmir crisis.
This raises the question as to whether it mighieHaeen possible for the US to
use its global leadership to help resolve this lodnfClinton had devoted
considerable time and political influence to North&eland where the dangers to
US security were insignificant compared with SoA#ia. Kashmir had become
not just a potential nuclear flashpoint but wa® aleveloping into a pan-Islamic
grievance which both attracted and inspired fundaatism?!’® However, there
appear to be two particular reasons why Clintorccoot use his influence here.
First was the intransigence of both sides, padityltheir respective militaries,
which was reinforced by the sacrifices each hadentadhe cause. Excluding the
thousands killed in 1947, over 16,000 soldiers diad there along with 50,000 to
100,000 civilians, insurgents and Indian securigyspnnel® Second, neither
side viewed the US as impartial. India rejecte@nmational mediation, because
the 1972 treaty committed the two countries to lkésg their disputes between
themselves, and Delhi mistrusted Washington whickaiv as being closer to
Islamabad on regional issu¥s Islamabad, on the other hand, was suspicious that
the US would favour Delhi in its attempts to makdi# its regional partner. Thus

Clinton was unable to ease tension in 2000. Indialy refused American
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mediation and its Defence Minister predicted anoth@ summer on the LoC.
Nevertheless, the visit appeared to leave a leghnewed engagement between
India and the US which Clinton’s successors coulildbon!® By contrast,
Clinton refused to shake Musharraf by the hand.

4.10 Implications for the Relationship

The discussion in the previous section about henwPhkistan contributed
to America’s shifting aims and objectives in thisripd demonstrates there was
little convergence of interests. Differences over Geneva Accords highlighted
the fact that the US and Pakistan wanted diffefetuires after the war. Pakistan
wanted a stable Afghanistan with a sympathetiomedior strategic depth against
India. The US wanted the Soviet army out, and lfer YSSR to be weakened,
with little regard for what remained in Afghanistdakistan’s interests took them
in the direction of a continuing partnership wikte tMujahidin, Saudi Arabia and
Muslim donors to see off Najibullah and thereatteisponsor their proxies, the
Taliban, in the civil war. US interests took themthe direction of Eastern Europe
and the former Soviet world, and then to lead atitatéral New World Order to
confront Iraq rather than communism. Pakistan wag anly a minor part of this
global mission but its nuclear interest was stililbbornly at odds with US non-
proliferation and when the Mujahidin moved to KashrRakistan’s sponsorship
and refuge for them came to be at odds with USaste in containing terrorism.
There was, however, a moment when American andstaiki interests did
converge. This was in relation to the proposedstiaighan pipeline which would
have benefitted both and it caused them both tl& e Taliban, but the moment
passed, because of the Taliban's deadly hospitadityl Pakistan’s continued
backing of them came to be at odds with the US.

The consequences of previous wilful blindness becapparent in this
period, notably in the shape of the Pakistan mylitatreasured nuclear bombs,
but this did not stop it continuing to be a featwfethe relationship. Benazir
Bhutto appeared to be selective over what she elhigihe knew, and when she

knew it, in relation to the extent of progress bl huclear programme. Despite
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having had his intelligence services brief her alvauat was going on, Bush then
suspended judgement for another year. However, \kieetinally acknowledged
reality, the US had to turn a blind eye to its owilful blindness in order to
maintain moral standing on the issue. There ae@isunds to suggest that wilful
blindness was occurring over another issue whichldveaome to dominate US-
Pakistan relations in the future: the Taliban. \8thRRobin Raphel of the State
Department told Congress the US was working to stgpport to the warring
factions in the civil war there is evidence on bsithes that the US did support the
Taliban. Brigadier Gul’'s evidence also suggestd twh intelligence services
were turning a blind eye to each other’s suppariMallah Omar.

Pakistan had very little reverse influence in thésiod, strengthening the
view that this was circumstantially limited by ev®m@nd politics in Washington.
The US was initially preoccupied by events elsewherwhich Pakistan played a
minor role. Pakistan had more cause to attemptinotie favour of the US with
peacekeeping, counter-narcotics and counter-temonivhich was marginally
successful until the 1998 nuclear test explosiodswever, this did not
substantially change its behaviour as nuclear bmarship, terrorist infiltration of
Kashmir and sponsorship of Hekmatyar and the Taldmantributed to making the
region a dangerous place. The pattern of US palib@s in favour of Pakistan or
India was not as clear during this period as theas no significant shift in either
direction. Under the Republican Bush sanctions vegglied discriminately to
Pakistan and there was condemnation of infiltraiida Indian Kashmir but there
was not any significant initiative by him to tilb tindia. Democrat Clinton
severely criticised India’s nuclear tests, appsadctions and cut off humanitarian
aid 183 but the outcome of his 2000 regional tour hintetha prospect of a future
tit in that direction, particularly as Pakistan dhareverted to military
authoritarianism.

The transactional pattern of the relationship cared to reinforce mistrust
and the expectation of disappointment. The sensebeifayal over the
reintroduction of the Pressler sanctions was nafiged to the political elite and

was strongly felt throughout Pakistan not justdotting off aid but for appearing
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to favour India. US abandonment of Afghanistan aengthened expectations
that its commitment to the region was temporary #rad Pakistan had to look
after its own longer term security. On the US skakistan was considered to be
the unreliable partner over the nuclear issue awer ctate sponsorship of
terrorism. The notion of shared interests and walappeared to have been
abandoned by both sides. Compliant behaviour frakistan was something the
US either bought with aid and arms or achievedugjinothreats. Both approaches
would be used when the US next needed Pakistantgemtion, but previous
experience of abandonment by the US would promgisia to hedge its bets

with longer-term and contrary strategies of its own
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CHAPTER 5: AFGHANISTAN RE-MAKES AND RE-BREAKS
THE US-PAKISTAN RELATIONSHIP, 2001-2012

5.1 Introduction

As in 1979, Pakistan-US relations were suddenlystiamed by the 9/11
incident and the US-led invasion of Afghanistan, they deteriorated seriously as
the extended war against al-Qaeda and the Talibavedninto Pakistan and
divergent interests once again became apparerd. Chiaipter examines how the
partnership was reformed under conditions of steass identifies the factors
which then created the mutually exclusive goalscWlgaused the relationship to
decline into crisis. It looks at Musharraf's deoisito ally with the US on this
occasion, in contrast to General Zia in 1981, dwedcbsts incurred by Pakistan as
a result. It also explores how mutual frustratidisappointment and suspicion led
to US operations on Pakistani territory and to Btakii support for the Afghan
Taliban in its attacks on NATO and the Afghan reginft concludes with a
review of the relationship and examines the extenwhich the relations during

this period allowed the US and Pakistan to achikee respective strategic aims.

5.2 9/11: Musharraf, “a Leader of Courage and Visia”

The election campaign of George W. Bush did notkntam out as a
figure who was much interested in foreign policyooe with the knowledge and
experience to deal with arguably the greatest thoeeAmerican security since the
Cold War. Nevertheless, he became President inagar2001, albeit with a
minority of the popular vote. His lack of expermenin foreign affairs, defence
and security was offset by an influential team afstty neo-conservative realists,
in stark contrast to Clinton’s pragmatic internafibsts. They believed in using
their unrivalled power against challenges to USremyacy, unilaterally if
necessary, which they saw mostly in the stateh@fMiddle East, Russia and

China. This meant they were focussed on traditistatk threats and, discounting
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the advice of their predecessors, they did notidension-state terrorism to be an
immediate dangék.

General Musharraf, on the other hand, was a cadrer at the head of
the Pakistani military with a great deal of colleetexperience and understanding
of regional politics and security intere$t¥he focus on India as the enduring
threat had not changed and neither had Pakistamergl policy towards its
neighbour. Musharraf was determined to maintaintanyl parity with India and
use proxies where necessary to undermine Indidlgeimce in Kashmir and
Afghanistan. In effect, this meant the Musharraf madstration was
knowledgeable about, and supportive of, both stpteisored and non-state
terrorism in the region.

Musharraf's authoritarian regime was well knowndad barely tolerated
by, the outgoing Clinton administration. Bush ore tbther hand appeared
ignorant, but at the same time rather more optimtsian his predecessor, about
the possibilities of forging positive relations kvithe Musharraf administration.
When, on the presidential campaign trail, Bush asleed to name the President
of Pakistan he failed to do so, but added, “the makistani general, he’s just
been elected - not elected, this guy took ovecefflt appears this guy is going to
bring stability to the country and | think that'safd news for the sub-continert".
Although not too much should be read into an offtgucomment made over a
year ahead of taking office it suggests a feat@irdush’s outlook, in addition to
his ignorance, was that an unelected general isl geavs if he brings stability.
Many in Pakistan had long suspected this to betffe of US foreign policy and
Bush would go on to perpetuate it and to admirelMusf as a leader of courage
and vision.

On 6August 2001, US intelligence warned the Bush te&m possible
attack by bin Laden supporters inside the US. OBefptember his cabinet
discussed the matter inconclusively, and seven diags the terrorist strike
occurred, witnessed live by the world on televisibour hijacked airliners were
flown as missiles by suicide crews - two into theM Trade Centre in New

York, one into the Pentagon, and one which cragredoute to an unknown
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target, apparently as a result of a fight betwessspngers and crew. Over 3,000
people were killed and around $1 trillion damage wane* The implications for
US foreign and security policy were transformatipmearticularly in relation to
Pakistan and its activities in Afghanistan.

The attacks deeply affected Bush personally antdisnrole as national
leader. On the night of the attacks he revealelisndiary how he viewed the
historic situation he found himself in. “The Peldrbour of the 2% century took
place today,” he wroteThe next day he told the country that the attawkse not
just acts of terror, “They were acts of wirBy 15 September, his sense of
outrage and determination appeared stronger ttsaddrity about what should be
done. However, he was already signalling thatbvetion would be targeted on
both non-state perpetrators and their state hosts:

I've asked the highest levels of our governmentdme to discuss the current tragedy
that has so deeply affected our nation. ... | amgadindescribe to our leadership what |
saw: the wreckage of New York City, the signs & finst battle of war. We're going to
meet and deliberate and discuss ... but there dgiastion about it, this act will not stand,;
we will find those who did it; we will smoke thenutoof their holes; we will get them
running and we will bring them to justice. We wildt only deal with those who dare
attack Americawe will deal with those who harbour them and fekent and house
them?

By 20 September, he was making it clear that ald@agas responsible
and began framing them as a global threat in sintlems to the way his Cold
War predecessors had framed communism. He alsallEdrthat both al-Qaeda
and the Taliban regime would be the first targets.

The evidence we have gathered all points to a dalte of loosely affiliated terrorist
organisations known as Al-Qaeda ... its goal is réntpkhe world — and imposing its
radical beliefs on people everywhere .... The leddprsf Al-Qaeda has great influence
in Afghanistan and supports the Taliban regimedntmlling most of that country. In
Afghanistan, we see Al-Qaeda’s vision for the warldThe United States respects the
people of Afghanistan but we condemn the Talibaginmme ... by sponsoring and

sheltering and supplying terrorists. By aiding aetting murder, the Taliban regime is
committing murde®.

4The 9/11 Report, “The National Commission on TestoAttacks upon the United States”, New
York, 2004, pp. xcvi-xcviii.

5> Dan CaldwellVortex of Conflict: US Policy towards Afghanist&akistan and IraqCalifornia:
Stanford University Press, 2011), p. 87.

% 1bid.

7 John Ehrenberg, et allhe Iraq Paper{New York: Oxford University Press, 2010), pp. 482
483.

8 George W. Bush, “Address to a Joint Session ofgBzss and the American Peopl&he White
House,20 September 2001, <http://georgewbush-whitehotdevaes.gov/news/ releases/2001/09
/20010920-8.html> [Accessed 3 November 2014].
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The Taliban were given an ultimatum with five sfiecdemands: hand
over al-Qaeda leaders; close all terrorist campge the US full verification
access; release all detained foreigners; and gtegrgrotection for all foreign
journalists and aid workefsMullah Omar rejected the first of these saying, “I
will not hand over a Muslim to an infidel”, and danded proof of bin Laden’s
involvement. On 7 October, the US launched attamksAfghan territory to
capture bin Laden, oust the Taliban, and prevemhdéu use of Afghanistan as a
terrorist havert®

The operation consisted of bombing and ground ldthy Special Forces,
but much of the fighting was delegated to antifdat factions which were still
holding out in the north of Afghanistan. These fermivals had united as the
Northern Alliance and were supported by India, Rydsan and Tajikistan. Now
with full US support, the Northern Alliance swiftlyook the capital of
Afghanistan, Kabul, and the majority of the courtigythe end of the year.

The Taliban leadership fled along with bin Ladeheif suspected refuge
in the Tora Bora caves of the Eastern mountainsheasbarded, but bin Laden
and Mullah Omar evaded capture and, together wigmynof their followers,
disappeared into the porous Afghan-Pakistan boyndesas, from where yet
another long guerrilla campaign would be based time against the US-led
coalition and the new government of Hamid Karzai.

On 11 September 2001, Bush’s National Security salyiCondoleezza
Rice, had planned to make a speech critical oft@tifior not confronting Russia
as the main security threat to the US and for maetbping missile defencés.
Ironically, President Putin of Russia was one @f finst foreign leaders to phone
the White House after the 9/11 attack and offepsup This became important in
arranging bases in Central Asia, physical acces&fgbanistan from the north
and for brokering contact with the Northern Allignc

The US also needed southern access to Afghanisththa border areas
through Pakistan. Pakistan’s ISI Director, Gendvielhmood Ahmed, was a

frequent visitor to the US and was in Washingtorewthe attacks occurred. As a

9 Hafeez Malik,US Relations with Afghanistan and Pakistan: Thedrigh Dimension(Oxford:
Oxford University Press, 2008), p. 186.

10 Caldwell, Vortex of Conflict p. 89; Ellen GrigsbyAnalyzing Politics: An Introduction to
Political SciencUSA: Cengage Learning, 2012), p. 272.

11 Richard ClarkeAgainst All Enemies: Inside America's War on Tellosndon: The Free Press,
2004), p. 24.
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result, he became the centre of much media attemitulst in the United States.
The following day, he, along with Pakistan’'s US Aasbador, Maleeha Lodhi,
met the US Deputy Defence Secretary, Richard Ageitavho offered Pakistan a
simple and stark choice. “You are either 100% wishor 100% against us. There
is no grey area'? Later that evening, US Secretary of State, Colawétl,
telephoned Musharraf asking for Pakistan’s fullgah He made it clear that,
“the American people would not understand if Pakisdid not cooperate with the
United States in fighting terrorism>

Armitage and Powell drew up a list of no less teamen explicit demands
for Pakistan to agree to. First, the interceptidnabQaeda operatives and
supplies; second, the granting of blanket ovemhflignd landing rights; third,
territorial access for US and allied personnel;rftouthe sharing of intelligence
and immigration data; fifth, public condemnationawiti-American terrorism and
the curbing of domestic support for it; sixth, amdef supplies to the Taliban; and
finally, stopping diplomatic support for the Talib& they continued to harbour
al-Qaedd* However, according to Musharraf, these demandse walso
accompanied by a crude threat from Armitage. IfsNarraf did not comply and
support the Americans in their war on global tesmr, then Pakistan “should be
prepared to be bombed back to the Stone Age.”

On 16 September 2001, Musharraf announced thast@akivould indeed

join the US-led coalition and two days later, hiel the nation:

We in Pakistan are facing a very critical situatiperhaps as critical as the events in
1971. If we make the wrong decisions our vital iesés will be harmed ... Our critical
concerns are our sovereignty, second our econohirg bur strategic assets ... and
fourth our Kashmir cause. All four will be harmednie make the wrong decision. We
have to save our interests.

Compared with General Zia’'s protracted negotiations1979-1981,
Musharraf's decision came very quickly. His deaisivas criticised for not
consulting more widely as Zia had done, and fornmegotiating more strongly in
the interests of the country. Inevitably, thisicrgm grew when the US-Pakistan

12 Gordon CoreraShopping for Bombs: Nuclear Proliferation, Globabkécurity, and the Rise and
fall of the AQ Khan NetworfNew York: Oxford University Press, 2006), p. 152.

13 Shamshad Ahmad, “Pakistan’s Quest for SecuritySumdival: US-Pakistan Relations”, in Butt
and Schofield, (edsBakistan: The US Geopolitics and Grand Strategied 15.

14 Nasir Islam, “Pakistan, Afghanistan and the Unigtdtes: A Triangle of Distrust”, in Butt and
Schofield, (eds.Pakistan: The US Geopolitics and Grand Strategies9.

15 pervaiz Musharratn the Line of Fire: A Memojr(London: Simon & Schuster, 2006), p. 201.
16 The Nation 20 September 2001.
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partnership subsequently unravelled and Pakistart areto suffer much internal
violence and upheaval. Iftikhar Malik is also oéthiew that “Musharraf’'s hasty
Washington alliance quickly brought Pakistan ink@ twhirlwind of political

turmoil”.!” Ambassadors Fatemi and Naqvi, along with the jalish Syed Igbal
argued that this was a one-man decision and eveshaitaf himself did not

demur from this view?®

...it is at times like these that a leader is cortiedrby his acute loneliness. He may listen
to any amount of advice he chooses, but at theoétide day the decision has to be his
alone. He realises that the buck really stops tiitt!°

Although it is difficult to construct an unambiguwwaccount of what
would have been a hectic process, closer exammatioevents suggests that
Pakistan’'s responses may not have been quite dargand clear-cut as this.
Deeper understanding of what happened provideghhsnto how America’s
heavy-handed approach impacted on the Pakistaitamjlits interests and its
subsequent behaviour, as well as on wider Pakistasety. The decision to co-
operate with the US occurred in stages. Powelt'st ftall to Musharraf was a
general ultimatum, repeating Armitage’s ultimatumttPakistan had to be either
with the US or against it. Musharraf responded tmatwould be with the US
against terrorism, but there was no negotiatiorr ¢@ems or obligations at this
stage?® However, the seven demands subsequently formultateirmitage and
Powell required a substantial revision of Pakigainindamental strategy in the
region, notably in abandoning the Taliban.

Musharraf called a meeting of cabinet ministers semor military leaders
to discuss the demands on 14 September. Ahmad<clhis was a “pro-forma
meeting” to inform his colleagues of the decisioa had already madé.
However, other evidence points to a long and comdedebate over six hours in
which General Mahmood, General Usmani (Deputy Ahyef of Staff) and two
others argued in favour of retaining their Afghasligy and against helping the
US, or at least delaying a response to see whahgen would offer in return.

17\ftikhar Malik, Pakistan: Democracy, Terror and the Building of atidn”, (London: New
Holland Publishers, 2010), p. 84.

18 Interview with Ambassador Tariq Fatemi, Islamak2@ July 2012; Interview with Ambassador
Sarwar Nagvi, Islamabad, 11 July 2012; Interviewhv8yed Fasih Igbal, Quetta, 29 August 2012.
19 Musharraf/n the Line of Firep. 201.
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Musharraf|n the Line of Fire p. 201.
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Mahmood and Usmani had been key allies of Mushamrtfe 1999 coup, so their
opposition represented a significant split in higwe. Musharraf appeared to have
thought out his position carefully and his courdegument seemed to have less
concern for the fate of the Taliban, al-Qaeda orse&urity than for their own fate
as a military regime and, of course, India. If R&dm offered to help the US it
would get a clean bill of health from its erstwhdegtic, and if it failed to help
then Washington would take its aid and regionahmadle to Indig? Underlying
this was also the fact that Pakistan was militaaityl economically weak and was
in no position to endure military confrontation wimerica?® As a result, the
terms were accepted but with certain alteratiorthe-US was granted only a
narrow corridor of air-space, instead of permissmifly over the whole country,
and the use of two bases, instead of territoriabsg across all of Pakist&hiNo
reciprocal claims were made of the US though Musthastrongly hinted that
Pakistan expected immediate economic relief anehato sanctions in retufp.
The restricted nature of the decision-making gramal the failure to
negotiate with the US had consequences for thetiaayelationship developed in
the long war that followed. Ambassador Fatemi explh how wider Pakistani

society felt alienated from the war and from the US

There was no popular support for this adventur@enaf the political parties were on
board, none of the social, cultural, religious fegiwere brought on board and, therefore,
a strong perception grew in Pakistan that this Waerica’s war. This is not our war,
and this is war against Islam and war against Msliand the misfortune was that you
had a bunch of people in power in Washington at tihee who can only be considered
as people with tunnel vision, who had no understandf the wider implications of this
war on the world of Islam. They had disdain andtempt for Islam and for Muslims
globally which made the war extremely unpopular ooty in Pakistan but in the other
Muslim countries tod®

Mauluna Khilji, Ainullah Shams and Brigadier Gul rgeeven more
critical of the US and they made claims that th&l9attacks were either
orchestrated or allowed to happen by the US inraalprovide a pretext to attack
Muslims and invade Afghanistan in pursuit of geditmal interests in Central

Asia. These conspiracy theories were stoked byfabethat none of the 9/11

220wen Bennett-Jone®akistan: Eye of the StorifNew Haven, CT: Yale University Press,
2002), p. 3; Adrian Levy and Catherine Scott-Clddkeception: Pakistan, the United States and
the Global Weapons Conspiragizondon: Atlantic Books, 2007), pp. 311-312.
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attackers came from either Afghanistan or Pakiét@pposition to the military’s

alliance with the US also led to widespread betigdit its purpose was to
consolidate the Musharraf’'s position of power. dalists Fasih Igbal, Ashraf
Malkham and Shaukat Piracha all interpreted Musglfiardecision as a means to

gain the legitimacy that his regime lacked.

After the 9/11 incident, we joined the war, whiclasvnot because of Pakistan nor
because of something that happened in Pakistek®860, General Zia wanted legitimacy
[for] his dictatorial regime which he acquired frafme US by joining the Afghan war
against USSR. This time, General Musharraf wanggitiinacy [for] his dictatorial rule
in Pakistan and he got legitimacy from the US hinifg the war on terror against al-
Qaeda and the Talibah.

Colonel Hanif, on the other hand, considered Muslfiardecision to be
correct and in the interests of Pakistan. Thecalitiactor had been a statement by
Indian Defence Minister Jaswant Singh that Pakisteas a state sponsor of
terrorism and that Indian airbases would be madelable to the US. Not to
support the US would have thus benefited Indiawtiuld never have taken a
decision which would favour India’s national intst:& This view sees Pakistan’s
relationship with India as a zero-sum game. Anyhimat benefited India was to
Pakistan’s disadvantage. Hanif also pointed out i action was authorised by
a UN resolution which China backed, so any failirenove against the Taliban
would also be likely to prejudice Beijing’s supptot Pakistarf®

For the majority of Pakistani society, howeverstivas the government’s
war and its failure to gain popular support undewedithe military and fermented
anti-US sentiment as first the refugees and thenfighting spilled over into

Pakistan itself. As General Duranni observed:

I can ask this question of anyone: “if there is arwetween the Afghans and the
Americans where are our sympathies? With the Araes@ No way. Even if there is a
Taliban regime that we don't like and an Americagime which we love, our
neighbours are the Afghans, our people’s sentimar@svith the Afghans. The US is a
foreign power, it is a distant power, they are Heday and will go sometime soéh.

Ambassador Fatemi’s criticism was that, by rushitige decision,
Musharraf did not fully understand the implicatioofsthe reciprocal assurances
and responsibilities he was entering into. Furtleeenhe did not give himself

time to negotiate better terms or a more suitapf@aach to the problem of al-

27 Interview with Maulana Abdullah Khilji, Quetta, May 2012; Interview with Ainullah Shams,
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Qaeda which could avoid the dangers of invasionthadincertainties of regime
change’® Musharraf's decision-making did indeed contrasirldy with that of
General Zia in 1979 after the Soviet invasion ofl#dnistan, even though there
were similarities in their aims. Like Musharraf,azhad become isolated and
needed legitimacy for his regime as well as anctige of aid and cover for the
nuclear project. Unlike Musharraf, though, he retug\merica’s first approach,
waiting months for a better offer and to give hime to build support at home.
As Khan said, Zia was able to use the situationhi®y and his country’s,
advantage. He received both economic and militad, w&ithout forfeiting
Pakistan’s independence. According to Khan, “Gdn&ia had the courage to
reject Carter’s first offer as ‘peanuts’ but Mugia@racked that courage and in
order to save his tenure he accepted the US densaedsditionally”3?

In fact, the two situations are not directly congide. In 1979, the US had
not been attacked and President Carter was notdesimgy any kind of military
intervention in Afghanistan. Instead, there wasoged war against the Soviet
occupation which allowed Zia to insist on contrekothe distribution of money
and arms to the Mujahidin. The key difference, hesve was that in 1979
Pakistan was already supporting the anti-commumigghidin, whereas in 2001
it was supporting the Taliban regime even thoudtad minimal control over it.

The pressure on Musharraf was, therefore, moraseteand his options
were more limited. Nevertheless he had two notab#ets to negotiate with: geo-
strategic location and intelligené&In terms of location, Pakistan was once again
the shortest and most politically viable over-lamdute into landlocked
Afghanistan and the most obvious base from whiclatmch military attacks —
most particularly on the southern mountain hidescaft the Taliban. The other
options looked less attractive to Washington. ledso shared a border with
Afghanistan, but relations with the US were badhat time, and China, despite
condemning the 9/11 attacks, was highly suspic@fusn American presence in
Central Asia. India did not look such a good optaither since it did not share a

border with Afghanistan. This made some believeé khasharraf's concerns that

31 Interview with Ambassador Tariq Fatemi, Islamat@ July 2012.
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the US might switch allegiance look exaggerdfeth terms of intelligence,
Washington acknowledged that the Pakistan Army i&idchad a vast store of
knowledge about Afghanistan which was consider&al i the war on terrot:

Therefore, it would seem that Musharraf had a beggotiating hand than
he thought at the time. Washington was surprisedMogharraf’'s compliant
response and never expected him to accept all tfegitands so swiftl§¢ This
suggests that either Musharraf had misread thetstu or that Armitage’s
bullying approach had obscured a willingness toontate. Either way, an
opportunity was missed to negotiate and work thihowg more appropriate
arrangement which more fully recognised Pakistamisrests and usefulness to
America, and could, at a minimum, have reduced rtheunderstandings and
double-dealing on both sides that followed. It feso been suggested that
Musharraf missed an opportunity to get US supporiKashmir®’ It is difficult to
imagine, though, that Armitage, Powell and Bushemsilling to be side-tracked
by Kashmir at that time and it is unlikely that aogncession could have been
more than a vague undertaking to do somethingariuture.

Whilst Musharraf and the US failed to negotiates folitical scientist,
Ishtiaq Ahmed claimed that the military leaderslpthe lead-up to the invasion,
did try to persuade the US on three points — ftte, problem of al-Qaeda could
be resolved without recourse to war; second, adQaand the Taliban were
different and posed a different kind of threat; d@hold, the Northern Alliance
should not be allowed to take over in Kabul. Onfttst point, diplomatic options
were available through the Organisation of Isla@auntries (OIC) and possibly
too through third party Muslim natiod&However, it was clear from the start that
the US leadership was keen to pursue a militaryteo. Nevertheless, General
Mahmood did travel to the Afghanistan in a fruidedtempt to persuade Mullah
Omar to hand over bin Laden as demanded by the isams® Mahmood’s

34 Dr. Hidayat Khan, “Pakistan’s Contribution to Gidlwar on Terror After 9/111PRI Journal
Vol. 13, No. 1, 2013, p. 42.

35 See Devin T. Hagerty, “The United States-Pakigatente: Third Time’'s a Charm? In Craig
Baxter, (ed.)Pakistan on the Brink: Politics, Economics, and i8gc(Maryland: Lexington
Books, Maryland, 2004), p. 7; Mary Buckley and Rilawn (eds.),Global Response to
Terrorism: 9/11, Afghanistan and Beyofidbndon: Routledge, 2003), p. 14.
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37 Interview with Tahir Amin, Islamabad, 30 May 2012.
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efforts took place in parallel with war preparasofle met and phoned Armitage
and US Ambassador Chamberlin to keep them inforameldto persuade them that
negotiation was highly preferable to invasion. Ats Hast meeting with
Chamberlin on 24 September, he told her the Talilvane ill-prepared and
frightened. He implored the US not to act in angeasoning with them to get rid
of terrorism will be better than the use of brutecé. If the strategic objective is
al-Qaeda and UBL [Osama bin Laden] it is bettertfer Afghans to do it. We
could avoid the fallout*®

Mahmood warned that Afghanistan would revert to lardism if the
Taliban was eliminated. He assured Chamberlin Baltistan would not flinch
from military efforts but, in what turned out to l@m accurate prediction, he
warned that, “a strike will produce thousands offrated young Muslim men. It
will be an incubator of anger that will explode two three years from nov#¥
Chamberlin’s interpretation was that Mahmood'’s efdln hour mission was just
so Musharraf could tell the Pakistani people pdaa@ been sought right to the
end#?

There appeared to be little success too in thenattéo get the US to
understand the differences between al-Qaeda andT#tiban. In fact, as
Ambassador Fatemi explained, “the Taliban [had]himgt to do with 9/1128
Furthermore, the Taliban were only interested ighahistan. Unlike al-Qaeda,
the Taliban did not have global concerns and dit puse a threat to anyone
outside the countr§# Finally, the US had no intention of preventing terthern
Alliance from taking Kabul. The Northern Allianceas an important part of the
US-led coalition and played a key role in the swiittory over the Taliban.
However, the Northern Alliance’s march into Kabwdused consternation in
Pakistan, and especially amongst the Pashtunsgahsequences of which are

addressed later in this chapter.
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Thus, it appears that decision-making on both selgfered from the
limited vision of a small group of key decision-nea&. The US adopted a
traditional, state-centric view of the crisis whidid not fit the threat posed by al-
Qaeda. The US was able to overthrow the Talibaeigouent in Afghanistan, but
it was unable to catch either bin Laden or Mullama and found that the
militant Islamism survived its military defeat ifghanistan. Pakistan, for its part,
suffered from its continued obsession with Indial an determination in the
Musharraf administration to stay in power. Pakisiaund itself committed to a
cause which lacked support in the country anddettié government being unable
to keep many of its promises to Washington.

In the short term, however, both sides appearegetsome of what they
wanted. The US military got bases from which theyuld bomb and raid
Afghanistan and Bush made a speedy start on hisdWarerror. Within a week
Musharraf got his clean bill of health from Washomy Concerns over nuclear
arms and human rights were shelved once more akiMg#sn lifted all sanctions
and provided $2.64 billion aid over the next thyears* Where Clinton avoided
a hand-shake in 2000, a succession of high-rariifgfficials now chose to visit
Pakistan. On 15 October, Powell paid an officiakitvito acknowledge
Musharraf's bold step against terrorism and to gimeinvitation to shake hands
with Bush in the US. In Washington, on 13 Febru@g802, Bush warmly
welcomed Musharraf as a leader of “great couragk\dsion.”® As with the
Soviet invasion of Afghanistan in 1979, this new t&@npaign in Afghanistan
appeared to come as a blessing in disguise onda amaescue the tenure of
Pakistan’s military ruler§’ Just to be on the safe side, and to allay US coace
Musharraf had removed both Mahmood and Usmani ftbeir posts on 7
October 2001 and took the ISI under his own dicecttrol.

5.3 Post 9/11: Disappointment and Double-Dealing

In his State of the Union Address in January 22sh made many

claims of success in Afghanistan. In four monthaetica had “rallied a great

45 Corera,Shopping for Bombgp. 153-154.
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coalition, captured, arrested and rid the worldholusands of terrorists, destroyed
Afghanistan’s terrorist training camps, saved gfeefrom starvation and freed a
country from brutal oppressioi®’He then moved his country’s attention on to his
next group of enemies including the “axis of evitat was North Korea, Iran and
Iraq® In Afghanistan, however, there was still much nistied business. Despite
Bush’s assurance that “even 7,000 miles away, aa@osans and continents, on
mountaintops and in caves, [enemies of the US]nuatlescape the justice of this
nation®, al-Qaeda and the Taliban were finding refugehim Afghan-Pakistan

border areas.

In Pakistan, Bush'’s triumph had received mixedeesi with thousands of
Islamic radicals coming out on to the streets ofomaities to demonstrate against
the US armed intervention. It appears that manyhef demonstrators were
mobilised by the unsubstantiated reports that nobsthe Jews who normally
worked at the World Trade Centre were absent o8ejdtember 2001. This led to
conspiracy theories suggesting Jews had orchestthee attacks. Unrest was
further inflamed by General Hamid Gul, the form8&i Director who was also
known as one of the founders of the Taliban, wherehdorsed calls for a jihad
against the US once it became clear that the iatgion was also directed against
his former protégé¥. Thus, while Musharraf had won friends abroad hd ha
created enemies at home.

At the same time, fall-out from the invasion wagibaing to set the scene
for greater troubles in the form of cross-bordefiltnation and home-grown
terrorism which would be directed against him aigl diate as well as against
Afghanistan and the US. This would draw the US iatdion on Pakistani
territory. The installation of a non-Pashtun donmdaregime in Afghanistan
would also draw Musharraf and the ISI into allymgh some terrorist factions
which were fighting US forces. In this way, relasobetween Washington and
Islamabad deteriorated steadily over the next tears/ as the latest Afghan

conflict dragged on longer than the Soviet occuyati
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At the beginning, however, Pakistan’s contributiorthe US-led invasion
was significant. In line with the Powell-Armitageerdands aerial space and
landing rights were provided along with the usaiofbases at Jacobabad, Shamsi
and Dalbandin. The Pakistan navy also supportedabk$ coalition forces in
landing ships at Pasni and even curtailed its itrgiroperations in order to
accommodate ther?. The Pakistani military’s willingness to co-operatan be
seen from the fact that most of its logistic suppaas made available without any
formal agreements and free of the user fees thatdwwormally be required for
such privileges? This includedgiving the US 100,000 gallons of fuel per day
without any initial payment.

As the Taliban faced defeat and Kabul fell on 1¥&ober 2001, the US-
led forces set up a number of military bases inhAfgstan, notably at Bagram
near Kabul. The peacekeeping force, the InternakiSecurity Assistance Force
(ISAF), was established by the UN, but became mamtve under NATO
command after the Taliban regrouped and beganrggriktack. As ISAF grew to
100,000 personnel, it became more and more depengeEm supply routes
through Pakistan. These ran from the port of Karabinough Pakistan and into
Afghanistan either through the Chaman crossing ri@aetta or through the
Khyber Pass near PeshawhiVhilst it was the best option available, it waidl st
vulnerable to logistical problems, environmentardption and, as the insurgency
increased, to terrorist attack. In addition it g&akistan a political strangle-hold,
which it used on occasions, to pressure the US digputes. This led the US to
develop alternative supply routes through Russia &@entral Asia, and
Azerbaijan and the Caspian Sea, known as the NartBestribution Network
(NDN) (See Appendix 5 for Map). These were muclwsio more expensive and
complex than the Pakistani rodfeAs a result most supplies still went by truck
through Chaman and the Khyber Pass, but some sgpphky have been diverted
into the hands of the terrorists. General Duramm $0,000 containers had not
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reached their destination in Afghanistan after ilegthe port of Karachi. He was
unsure about the contents of the containers, bepested they may have
contained weapons and surveillance equipment wivimhld have been of great
value to terrorists in both Afghanistan and Pakisfa

Pakistan was initially highly active in capturingnda killing militants
fleeing across the border. 115,000 army and paitanyiltroops were stationed
along both the Afghan and Iranian borders and ntloa@ 3,500 suspects were
arrested while trying to escape into Pakistam the first five years after 9/11,
Pakistan handed over 369 suspected militants tttfied States® However, the
US still felt it necessary to buy loyalty with casdwards for individual officers
involved in capturing or killing militants. Despigich monetary rewards, a few
ISI and army officers who were sympathetic to tinadi cause defected to the
militants and, with their high-level training anddwledge, went on to organise
retaliatory attacks against the Pakistani statduding two assassination attempts
on Musharraf in 2002 This is one of the most rugged frontiers in theldand
has always been difficult to guard. As a resukty¢hcould never be enough troops
on either side of the border to prevent many ald@aand Taliban militants
crossing and finding refuge in the Federally Adsiered Tribal Area (FATA),
North West Frontier Province (NWFP) (later renaridyber-Pakhtunkhwa) and
Balochistan, where they could regroup and recraitenadical Pakistanis to their

cause®

5.4 Pakistan’s Problems with the Northern Alliance

It did not take long for Pakistan’s co-operationtrwithe US to be
undermined by events in Afghanistan as the Talibacated Kabul and the
Northern Alliance swept into the capital in Novemi@001. The Northern
Alliance was made up of mostly non-Pashtun and lhahti-Taliban ethnic
groups, and was perceived to be hostile to Pakist@art because of its support

of India. For this reason, Islamabad was opposdtid Northern Alliance taking

%6 Interview with Gen. Asad Durrani, Islamabad, 16/ 2012.
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power in Afghanistan. This view had been commueiddab Washington on many
occasions. General Mahmood, whilst in Washingtorthat time of the 9/11
attacks, urged the CIA Director, George Tenet, twotrely on the Northern
Alliance. This was reiterated by Musharraf on diag of the US intervention on 7
October, when he warned the international commuthig Afghanistan would
return to anarchy and the region would be destaullif the Northern Alliance
was allowed to take power in Kabul. “The Northerflighce must not draw
mileage out of this action and the post-actiontbase balanced®®

On his October visit to Islamabad, Powell triedptacate Pakistani fears
by suggesting a “moderate Taliban” might be inctuda a future Afghan
government. Although it was unclear what this mighkblve, it evoked outrage in
elitist circles in the US, including from Powelledecessor as Secretary of State,
Madeleine Albrighf? Just three days before the Northern Alliance tiakul,
Musharraf met Bush at a meeting of the UN Genesdefbly in New York. In
the joint press conference that followed, Bush apge to understand and be in
full agreement with Musharraf’'s position.

Well, | think we share a common view that in orfterthere to be a country that is stable
and peaceful on this good leader's western botdar,any power arrangement must be
shared with the different tribes within Afghanist#md a key signal of that will be how
the city of Kabul is treated. We will encourage dtiends to head south, across the
Shamali Plains, but not into the city of Kabulgifs And we believe we can accomplish
our military missions by that strateéy.

Musharraf was obviously pleased with this and arpléd his reasoning for

the agreed strategy:

Well, | agree with the President totally. Why | kakieen recommending that Kabul
should not be occupied by the Northern Allianceidsly is because of the past
experience that we've had when the various ethwigpg were in hold of Kabul after the
Soviets left. There were atrocities, killings andyiem within the city. And | think if the
Northern Alliance enters Kabul, we'll see the sdamg of atrocities being perpetuated
against the people theftt.
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n.com/2001/WORLD/asiapcf/south/10/08/pakistan. musifiee [Accessed 12 May 2012].
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Later in the same press conference, Musharraf hatlle saw a “new
dawn” in US-Pakistan relations. However, the newmdasted only the three
days before the Northern Alliance entered Kabul emmdvds gathered in the city,
shouting “death to Pakistan” and “death to the ali’®> Pakistanis were indeed
hunted down and shot along with many other foraigne the capital. Some
accounts claim the US had urged the Northern Adkato stay out of the capital
until a new, broad-based government could be forrbetl the unexpected and
sudden evacuation by the Taliban made it neced$eamhe Alliance to enter the
city to maintain public order. Confronted with tli&t accompli, US officials then
welcomed it as victory for the coalition forc®s.

However, Woodward’'s account of the US National $i&écuCouncil
meeting a month earlier, on 9 October 2001, cldlms this was one of the major
issues discussed at that stage of the war, andatkiagy control of Kabul was seen
as an important symbolic victory. Vice-Presidenie@éy had actually advocated
encouraging the Northern Alliance to take the @piind CIA Director Tenet
recognised it would not be possible to stop thermgi®o. Discussion about
possible UN involvement in the final operation é¢onéed until the sudden Taliban
retreat overtook events.

It is also clear that Washington was fully aware tbé dangers the
Northern Alliance posed for Pakistan since it heceated Islamabad’s plea to be
allowed to evacuate its military advisers and vtders with the Taliban in
Kunduz to avoid their being caught up in a repéah® massacre of prisoners that
took place at Mazar-e-Shafff. This suggests that, whilst the US may not have
been expecting events to unfold as they did, Buat&sirances to Musharraf were
reckless. At the same time, knowledge that the URBany was abetting the
Northern Alliance on its rampage made Bush appeaiable. The result was that

Musharraf was left looking weak and it greatly aditie his troubles.
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In frustration he called first for a demilitarisedne in Kabul and then for
a multi-national Muslim force, including Pakistaio, intervene, which the US
dismissed as not appropriate because they weradgineorking to involve the
UN in rebuilding the Afghan state. At home in P&kisthe episode was labelled a
strategic debacle in the press and ISI officialsrevguoted as saying that
Pakistan’s worst nightmare had come to §asshis perceived betrayal lay at the
heart of much of Pakistan’s so-called double-dgaluich undermined relations
with Washington over the following yeaf's.

Although the Northern Alliance did not seize topawer on their own
they were highly influential in the Interim and Meitional Authorities which
governed Afghanistan for the next two and a halarge In the immediate
aftermath of the Taliban withdrawal there was avgraanger of a return to
anarchy, so the UN and US moved quickly to orgasisme temporary state
apparatus. A conference in Bonn established arridmtéuthority to run the
country for six-months and to convene a Loya Ji@aand Assembly) which
would pick a Transitional Administration to goveor two more years leading up
to national elections. Four traditionally hostileut all anti-Taliban, factions
attended the conference. These were the Northdianéé and three exile groups
— one with Iranian ties; one loyal to the formengi and another mainly Pashtun
group based in Pakistan. Musharraf lobbied foriticeision of moderate Taliban
representatives but was unsuccessful, which mdaait all delegates at the
conference were opposed to his former ally andvsiitdisposed to Pakistan. The
resulting Interim Administration was led by Hami@#gai, an ethnic Pashtun who
had sided with the Northern Alliance. However na@sftun leaders of the
Northern Alliance wielded the real power, occupyargund half of posts in the
29-member cabinet, and with a sub-set of Tajikgrotimg key ministries and the
secret police. Many ordinary Pashtuns, therefouspacted that the interim
government was a vehicle for minority ambitidriThe Loya Jirga of June 2002

was then heavily manipulated, as the Internati@medis Group reported:

Subject to back-room deals and intimidation onftber, delegates were unable to fulfil
the duties mandated to them under the Bonn Agreereninstance, President Karzai's
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main opponents withdrew their candidacies undersqune, making his election
somewhat perfunctory. Other important votes, sushhat to approve the structure of
government, did not take place at all. Many leé#tlifeg that, rather than manifesting the
sovereignty of the people, they had merely rubtemped the decisions of othéfs.

Although the number of Pashtun office-holders insesl, the key posts
involved with defence, foreign affairs and securitgre held by Tajiks who had
been leaders in the Northern Alliance. The Defdvigaster, Mohammed Fahim,
was the same commander who had taken Kabul ahdestiined his own private
militia of around 10,000 heavily armed troops ie fanjshir Valley? Thus, at an
early stage, the Afghan Administrations were dort@day anti-Pakistan and pro-
Indian elements. Even the Pashtun elements wemendflom those who had

opposed the Taliban.

5.5 Pakistan and Terrorism: Sponsor and Victim

Whilst the rapid take-over of Kabul by the NortheAlliance was
remarkable, its success had been greatly aidedhdoy aliban tactic of vacating
the capital and retreating to the mountains ingbeth. The Northern Alliance
found progress more difficult in this region nostinecause of the terrain but most
particularly because they were in hostile Pashtamitory. Thus, in 2002,
operations there were taken over by ISAF forces wbon found themselves
facing guerrilla warfare. At the same time, leadmgmbers of both al-Qaeda and
the Taliban fled across the Pakistan border toFgaerally Administered Tribal
Area (FATA), the North West Frontier Province (NWFEd Balochistar?

It is helpful to future understanding of eventsrehto explain some of the
unique features of these areas. FATA is a semiraumous region which consists
of seven tribal agencies: Khyber, Kurram, Orakadghmand, Bajaur, North
Waziristan and South Waziristan (See Appendix 4 Ntap). It is sparsely
populated with roughly three million inhabitantsrit about 60 Pashtun tribes. It

2 International Crisis Group, “The Afghan TransitibnAdministration: Pitfalls and Perils”,
Afghanistan Briefing30 July 2002, p. 2, <http://www.crisisgroup.orgtedia/Files/asia/southasia
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is underdeveloped, with poor medical facilities amghsport, and has limited
access to clean water. At least 60 percent ofdted population lives under the
poverty line. Pakistan control over FATA was alwdiysited. Central authorities
never intended to govern the area as such, bat) echo of British colonial rule,
simply to try and manage tribal conflicts and camfaotential rebellions. Limited
administrative and judicial authority is exercidega Political Agent, appointed
by the central government, through the Frontiem@s Regulation (FCR). This
regulation incorporates elements of local ethnidesy several principles of which
have been subsequently declared unconstitutiomellyding the use of collective
punishment for misdemeanoufsin north and central NWFP there are seven
former princely states and tribal territories whiate governed as Provincially
Administered Tribal Areas (PATA), including Chitré&wat, and Dir which were
only assimilated into Pakistan in 1960 (See Apperdior Map). National and
provincial law was introduced gradually in theseaar from 1970 but attempts in
1994 to replace traditional justice with a systdrattconformed to the national
constitution sparked a violent campaign for a retor sharia. Local elites of land
owners, bureaucrats and clerics encouraged thipaigm since the constitutional
system undercut their control, and they colludethwilitant participation’® In
2010 NWFP was renamed Khyber-Pakhtunkhwa (KPKgaognition of majority
Pashtun identity but this led to violent protestsnf non-Pashtuns demanding a
province of their owr!

Balochistan, where there was already an activaraépt insurgency, also
had eight districts bordering Afghanistan and fahstricts subject to PATA
regulations. There was a history of tribesmen fileATA, NWFP and parts of
Balochistan fighting with the Taliban in the Afghanvil war and of good
relations with al-Qaeda. Some had even participatdtie Taliban government,
with other sympathisers from Punjab and Sindh. &h&#al areas were,
therefore, natural places for the Taliban and ad@ato shelter in the aftermath of

the US invasion. Thousands gained safe haven #leng with foreign militants

5 Hassan Abbagresident Obama’s Policy Options in Pakistan’s Fadlg Administrated Tribal
Areas(Michigan: Institute for Social Policy and Undenstling, 2009), p. 3; Lieve®Rakistan: A
Hard Country pp. 382-384.

¢ International Crisis Group, “Pakistan: CounterMijtancy in PATA”, Asia Report No. 242, 15
January 2013, pp. 3-5, <http://www.crisisgroup.efgiedia/files/asia/south-asia/pakistan/242-pak
istan-countering-milit ancy-in-pata.pdf> [AccesgeBebruary 2014].

7 Lieven,Pakistan: A Hard Countryp. 394.

185



from the Arab countries, Chechnya, Uzbekistan, Essti and Sudan. They
reorganised and regrouped in these areas to stgntinf back against the
occupation force in Afghanistan. At the same timeirt militancy spread within
the border provinces since it was also a natum@urgéng ground for thgihad
against the US®

Whilst militancy in the tribal areas was growingwas Pakistan’s links to
anti-Indian terrorism that brought the first rebukem Bush. Groups linked to
Kashmiri separatists had been operating in Ind@ntrolled Kashmir since 1990
in a complex struggle involving both Indian and Btdni intelligence services
and their respective proxies. On 13 December 2@0Wyell-televised suicide
attack on the Indian Parliament was stopped froowinlg up the entire building
but killed 12 and injured 22 people. Blame was 8wiplaced on Pakistan and
two groups it was accused of supporting - Lashk@éeia and Jaish-e-
Mohammad. Half a million Indian troops massed anRakistan border in a tense
stand-off which many feared could lead to a nuctemfrontation’® With the US
newly engaged in the region, both sides looked asMhgton to make the other
see sense. Islamabad banked on the fact that Vgashimould not tolerate an
Indo-Pakistan war to jeopardize the hunt for al-@aand so would press India
for a favourable diplomatic settlement. HoweverJibéanked on Bush’s wider
anti-terror credentials and that its escalatiothefconflict would put pressure on
him to get Pakistan to shut down the offendingtamii groups.

Bush went with India, first condemning the attagksl the murderous
ways of the two groups and then calling on Mushaoahut them dowf Bush
thus found himself drawn into regional politics bag Afghanistan which not

only showed him allied to a state sponsor of tésnorin his war on terror but also
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involved him in supporting his ally’s enemy. HoweMeis move did have positive
effects. Musharraf banned the groups as demandddpesmised to prevent
further terrorism against India from Pakistaniitery but, in a reference to what
may have been behind the original attack, he desthriiat India and the
international community made efforts to solve theesKmir issue. He went on to
limit infiltration into Indian controlled Kashmir kich led to a reduction in the
violence there. In 2003 both sides declared a tieaséong the Line of Contrdt
This suggests that, having failed to get US support Kashmir through
confrontation with India, Pakistan had opted fomare conciliatory approach,
perhaps with recognition that resources would beded on its Western border
areas in the coming years.

Next, US concerns turned to FATA and NWFP as tigeotgoed militants
there started guerrilla attacks against ISAF fortgsig to stabilise southern
Afghanistan. Now, in addition to the al-Qaeda fegkt the Afghan Taliban was
being augmented by a home-grown Pakistani Talibaoruited from the
madrassas and the Pashtun tribes who identifical tvéir cause. To add to this,
seasoned militants from Kashmir went there to jbim anti-US jihad when their
operations against India were closed down. Thesapgr were dominated by a
network led by a former Taliban minister, Jalaluddiaqggani, who had been
close to the ISI and CIA during the 1980s befoirijg the Taliban in 1994 and
developing links with al-Qaeda. Haqqani fled to thoVaziristan and became the
first anti-US commander in FATA. He would be blamied many attacks on
ISAF but, at the same time, he was pro-Pakistanhaiddhelped their army in its
dealings with the militant grou3s.

Musharraf's policy towards these groups appeareliguous but there
was a logic to it which related to the ever-presedian threat and the unwelcome
Northern Alliance dominated administration in Afgietan. The assumptions
were that the US would give increasing influencénttia in Afghanistan through

their favoured partners, the Northern Alliance, &nein abandon the area while
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discarding Pakistan just as it had done after thae$ withdrawal in 1989. This
would leave a pro-Indian regime free to make treutmh the Western bord&.
These anxieties were given added weight by IndgBvities in Afghanistan
where it provided several hundred million dollans financial assistance,
including building the new parliament and funding legislators. It also built
roads near the Pakistani border which were runt®yown state agency and
opened consulates in several cities, including hiegring Jalalabad and
Kandahar, which Islamabad feared became basegrorist activities aimed at
Pakistan and Balochistan in particuftar.

In order to counteract this, Ahmed Rashid claimssMauraf maintained
the Taliban as a proxy against the Kabul regimeearaburaged them to relaunch
their insurgency in Afghanistan with funds, traigiand operational suppdft.
These claims are brought into question, howeverLieyen, who argues that
whilst the Taliban were given shelter and tolerateely were not supported by
Pakistan in the way the Mujahidin had been. Thiggous, he claims, from their
lack of sophisticated training and weaponry whiadbuld have been substantially
better if the ISI were giving full suppdit.Whichever version is correct it is clear
that Pakistan’s handling of the Taliban was muchienolerant than of al-Qaeda.
However, Khan suggests that this policy was in {wnt#h the limited role which
the US expected of Pakistan at the beginning. ldieneld that Washington only
sought Pakistani assistance in catching al-Qaeddefts and their foreign
associates and did not ask them to target the Afgladiban and their associates,
such as Haggani and Hekmat§faBoth Rashid and Lieven agree that al-Qaeda
and foreign militants were hunted with determinatiat least in the heartland of
Pakistan where hundreds were killed or capturedudting “disappeared” people
who, it was believed, were illegally handed to thmericans. Nevertheless, the
military avoided intervening in FATA.

This changed, however, when the US pressured Mradhtar take action

against the militants in FATA. Persuasion includedssive financial assistance
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for the military establishment of over $2 billionyaar to Pakistan’s key national
security agencies, including the army, Frontier gSporand ISI, to conduct
operations against militants. Accordingly, the walded military launched
Operation Al-Maizan in 2002 to clear South Wazaistof the foreign fighters
which they suspected were being based there. Tmifisance of this resonated
beyond Afghanistan and the US-Pakistan relationstspt was the first time that
the military had ventured into FATA to exert thdlwif the Pakistani state on the
traditionally independent tribesmen who were acmusid to making their own
decisions and arrangements for their security. Kéglained that, “handling the
tribal areas is not a joke. Using force againsirthill never work ... it didn’t
work during the British time and it will also ndid] workable now. We have to
handle the situation very carefull§?”

The operation started cautiously with the militastting up checkpoints
and gaining the co-operation of local leaders tenidy foreign militants and
those that harboured them. However, when the antered the region in 2003 to
capture their targets the situation deteriorated.operation aimed at rooting out
foreign militants evolved into an insurgency in wahhilocal rebels joined forces
with the non-Pakistanis. Al-Qaeda declared a fata#ing for the death of
Musharraf who subsequently survived two assassimagttempts in quick
succession in December 2003. By early 2004, they avas battling in several
locations simultaneously and suffered significaisses despite the introduction of
bombing by the air force. At the same time, theyaemployed scorched-earth
tactics to destroy homes and villages which enrapedlocal population even
further and brought in battle-hardened ChechendUmheks to join the fight.

In response, the US and Pakistan conducted targtides against the
militants, but Pakistani casualties mounted throwgh2004. This forced the
military to conclude a less than advantageous pdaakin April that year which
was interpreted as victory by the tribesmen. Thal devolved the state paying
compensation and making a guarantee of non-interéerin the region. In return,
the rebels agreed to stop attacking Pakistani $ormed harbouring foreign
fighters. The deal broke down, however, when thecgral militant leader, Nek
Mohammad Wazir, was killed in a US missile strikelune 2004. As a result, al-
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Qaeda and foreign militants remained in FATA, amathgd almost total control

over the region. This apparent victory empowered rtiilitants and gave them

greater confidence and legitimacy than ever befohe. influence of the Taliban

increased while the border areas remained a ntilltamen. It also meant that
what had started as a purely Afghan jihad had newoime a jihad against the
Pakistani state whose security forces were corsidas apostate by the militants
in FATA. The unrest continued in the form of sevdogal insurgencies each of
which was punctuated with peace deals which wevwayd subsequently broken.
Nek Mohammed’s successor was Baitullah Mehsud, whe&arly 2006, began

orchestrating a suicide-bombing campaign in Pakistisies®®

While US attention and military resources were de@ to another
invasion which was going wrong in Iraq, Pakistars\eft with a heavy burden
and was paying a high price militarily, politicallyocially and economically. The
politics in the border areas became a complexantem of local insurgent groups
with varying aims and loyalties, some of which dmtéd. The state was
unwilling to launch another general assault for f&fathe domestic consequences
and also because the military had been shown sedeficiencies in conducting
counter-terrorist operations and holding territofyo compensate, the military
used tribal rivalries and conflicting loyalties angst the militants to divide and
weaken them, including co-opting some groups toeumche others. This tactic
was interpreted simplistically in the West as dtipliand weakness on the part of
Pakistarr?

In fact, the military did become involved in sevenaore anti-terrorist
campaigns, causing wholesale disruption in FATA BIWdFP. The first occasion
came in 2007 as the indirect result of Chineségeraihan American, pressure. An
extremist group had taken occupation of the Lal jMagRed Mosque) in
Islamabad from where it made vigilante raids agamdeo and vice shops in the
name of Sharia. Musharraf initially held off takirection for fear of the
consequences of a bloody battle only two miles flumpalace. His hand was

forced, though, when the Chinese government dendainderelease of some of its
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nationals who had been working as masseurs andéaad apprehended in the
anti-vice raids. When the extremists refused tootiatg, the military stormed the
mosque on 10 July 2007 killing 154 people. The pubitnessed the bloody end
to the standoff when it was televised widely thriooigt the country?

Musharraf was already in domestic difficulties. Had abandoned an
attempt to impose emergency rule and had justdfaite get rid of the Chief
Justice who was pursuing him over his role in retatto the “disappeared
people”. Clashes and demonstrations in Karachi lrmdWay, which had left 41
dead, compounded his troubRsln particular, these events galvanised the
insurgents in FATA and NWFP. A ten month truce wabed off in Waziristan
and a wave of attacks on military and official &tsyfollowed, including a big
increase in suicide bombings. Baitullah Mehsud &bexx the opportunity to co-
ordinate the various Taliban groups and in Deceribéi7 he announced that they
had united in a coalition under his leadership wite name Tehrik-e-Taliban
Pakistan (TTP§? That same month the TTP was blamed by the goverhfoe
the assassination of Benazir Bhutto, who had retlito contest elections against
Musharraf, although this was denied by them.

In response, Musharraf launched several campaggokear these areas of
anti-Pakistan militants in 2008 and 2009. They maxked success. Many militants
were killed and some areas cleared at least tembiyordowever, the counter-
insurgency strategy also had the effect of alieigathe local populations. In the
Mehsud stronghold of South Wazirstan, for examate estimated 4,000 houses
were destroyed in a month and up to 200,000 inhatst displaced. The
antagonism such policies led to only increaseddiffeculties of the government
in trying to maintain some kind of control over $keareas. Even when Pakistan
had support from the US military and the CIA, faample in the 2008 operations
in Bajaur and the Mohmand Agencies, it had sucoe&dling as many as 1,000

% Lieven, Pakistan: A Hard Countrypp. 416-4178BBC News “Pakistan cleric makes defiant
vow”, 6 July 2007, <http://news.bbc.co.uk/1/hi/wdidouth_asia/6276428.stm> [Accessed 26
September 2014].

92 Mark Tran, “Pakistan mosque sieg&he Guardian 11 July 2007, <http://www.theguardian.co
m/world/2007 /jul/11/pakistan.qanda> [Accessed 2ft8mber/2014].

% Shezad H. QaziAn Extended Profile of the Pakistani Talipdnstitute for Social Policy and
Understanding, Washington, <http://www.ispu.org§sk8PU%20Policy%20Brief%20Extended%
20Profile%200f%20Pakistani%20Taliban.pdf> [AccesSeviay 2014].

191



militants but was still unable to regain politicntrol over these regiof$The
failure of these operations became apparent a¥ TReescalated violence across
Pakistan in 2008 with 2,148 terrorist, insurgend aectarian attacks in that year
alone. In terms of suicide bombings the trend wasbly bleak with the numbers
of incidents and casualties peaking in 2009, befloopping somewhat thereafter
as table 6.1 shows:

TABLE 6.1: SUICIDE ATTACKS IN PAKISTAN, 2000-2012

Year | 2000-5| 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012

No. of 17 9 57 61 90 58 44 32

attacks

Deaths 260 161 842 940 1090 1153 625 243

Injured 838 230 2008] 2424 3492 2934 1386 705

Source: Pakistan Body Count: Suicide Bombing Inuislén Pakistan, 1995-2014,
<http://pakistanbodycount.org/analytics>, [Accesgddovember 2014].

Apart from the deaths of insurgents, about 5,0@Ursy personnel were
kiled in FATA and NWFP/KPK in 2001- 2011 but theviban population
suffered more severely with about 40,000 killedha same period. The scale of
the upheaval and misery caused by the militaryimter-insurgency strategy also
became apparent in 2009 when nearly three milleopfe from the affected areas
were forced to leave their homes and became ddsmjr@s internally displaced
persons (IDPs). Administrative, educational andigwd structures became
paralysed and criminal groups emerged along withegsed theft, kidnapping
and murder to add to the insecurity, poverty antssef hopelessness which, in
turn, fed the militancy further.

Criminality spread to the rest of Pakistan wher2laper cent rise was
reported in the first six months of 2009. The numifevomen and children killed
in this period rose by 83 per cent and 162 per oespectively’® In addition to
the physical and social costs caused by the uphe¢heaeconomic costs were also
considerable. It was estimated that Pakistan’s amaterror had cost the country

% Jones and Fai€ounterinsurgency in Pakistap. 76; Khan, “Military Operations in FATA and
PATA: Implications for Pakistan”, pp. 133-135.
% Khan, “Military Operations in FATA and PATA: Imgations for Pakistan”, p. 140.
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an estimated $70 billio?¥. Unsurprisingly, Pakistan’s war on terror was not
popular among the people. A survey conducted bysRaks Institute of Peace
Studies in 2009 showed 80 per cent of the publaresg the military operation in
FATA and 20 per cent believing the counter-insuoyeto be a direct result of
their country’s participation in America’s globabwon terror.

The same survey also estimated that about 18 perodethe country’s
madrassas were affiliated with jihadi and sectadaganization8! Former ISI
Director, General Duranni, considered these FATW&rrentions to be the biggest

of Musharraf’s many mistakes.

After joining the war on terror, Musharraf made mdng mistakes but | consider that
the most vital mistake was sending the armed fartesthe tribal areas of Pakistan. One
has to tell Musharraf that you may not know thisaarStarting operation[s] in tribal areas
would bring many problems to Pakistan. This wiltegd and we will not be able to
control the situation for the next fifteen to twenears. Even if we occupy those areas,
who is going to save Rawalpindi, Lahore, Karachd ather cities of Pakistan from the
attacks of those tribal peopl€®?

Despite the terrible costs of the counter-insurgestcategy, the Afghan
Taliban, the Pakistani Taliban and al-Qaeda rendainglace as an active force
in the region. As soon as one area was cleamdstjust a matter of time before
the insurgents occupied another and the cycle moedi. The Pakistani military
was ill-equipped and unprepared for counter-insucgevarfare. It was primarily
organised and trained for a major war with Indiag dhe high command was
reluctant to take the risk of diverting troops frdhe Indian border. This caused
some to conclude that the military’s lack of suscems down to the fact that it
simply had insufficient troops to do the job of weeg all seven agencies of
FATA.% However, this was unlikely as the US had supptiedsiderable aid to
Pakistan for its fight against terrorism. A gregtesblem was the inability of the
Pakistan government to win over the “hearts anddsiif the people in FATA

whilst fighting a bloody counter-insurgency campaig

% Khan, Afghanistan and Pakistan: Conflict, Extremism, dekistance to Modernitypp. 136-
140; Khan, “Military Operations in FATA and PATAmplications for Pakistan”, p. 115.
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Madaris Conflict and Peace Studie®009, pp. 31-35, <file://lueahome/ereshum2/rmg0&igqua/
Documents/05.pdf> [Accessed 27 April 2014].
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The issue of cross-border raids and shelter ®mnihitants caused the US
added concern since it escalated tensions betweshawaf and Hamid Karzai in
Kabul. As early as 2003 problems arose when thejd®ly with Pakistan, tried
to seal the Afghan border along the Durrand Linleictv Karzai did not recognise.
In the process, the Pakistani military advanced ithie Afghan side to occupy
what had previously been no-man’s land, leadingxohanges of artillery fire
with the Afghans. Karzai protested and warned helevmot back down, and
added that Pakistan should also stop cross-botticka by extremist¥? By
March 2006, the Taliban were being blamed for acreiase in violence in
Afghanistan, including a surge in suicide bombingsistrated by Musharraf’s
failure to restrain the militants sheltering in B&kn, Karzai publicly sent him
details of the whereabouts of 150 Taliban suspshtdtering in his country,
including Mullah Omar. Musharraf dismissed the lildence as nonsense and
outdated and accused Karzai of not knowing what hagpening in his own
country. In particular, he accused the Afghan deferand intelligence
establishments, which were headed by former NantAdiiance commanders, of
conspiring against Pakista?t.

By now, the US needed cooperation between Islamabhddabul in the
ongoing hunt for al-Qaeda and in the deterioratagpaign against the Taliban,
but the sniping between Karzai and Musharraf wasviorg steadily more public
and intemperate. Bush refereed a working dinnewéat the two at the White
House that September which was formally descrilfienivéards as a “constructive
exchange” but no new agreements or initiatives gaw’2 By 2007 the two were
still blaming each other. Karzai said the madrassase training camps for
terrorists rather than religious schools. Mushamafthe other hand claimed that
whilst some terrorists might hide in Pakistan teal rsupport they got was in
Afghanistan itselt®® Although Karzai was not disappointed when MusHarra
resigned in 2008 he continued to pin the blameTfdiban violence on Pakistan,

100 Ahmed Rashid, “We will not back down, Karzai wamssharraf’,Daily Telegraph,18 July
2003, <http://w ww.telegraph.co.uk/news/worldnewsiéfghanistan/1436456/We-will-not-back-
down-Karzai-warns-Musharraf.html> [Accessed 3 Noken2014].

101 BBC News;Musharraf says Karzai 'oblivious™, 6 March 20G6ttp://news.bbc.co.uk/1/hi/wo
rld/south_asia /4777610.stm> [Accessed 3 Novemb&4R
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and the ISl in particular, with no acknowledgemeainivhat might be happening in
his own country: “The war against terrorism willtri®® won unless and until we
go to the sanctuaries, to the training groundshéofinanciers, to the motivators
of hatred that come across the border to kill ug*&t After seven years of
engagement with both governments Bush had beenlaurtabreconcile the

differences between them, adding another dimertsitirs problems there.

Whilst Afghanistan and the militants in FATA and NAR/KPK would
dominate the next phase in relations, there were twther significant
developments during the Bush-Musharraf period wtshhaped the perceptions
and attitudes which their successors inherited cleau proliferation and India

once again.

5.6 The Issue of Nuclear Proliferation

While Bush was preparing his attack on Afghanistisiusharraf took
precautions to protect his most valuable assetfraot al-Qaeda but from the US.
He ordered the redeployment of his nuclear weapmas least six different secret
locations. This step was taken because of uncgrtaurer the future of the region
and the Pakistan-US relationship. In particularfdaged that circumstances might
cause the US to strip Pakistan of its nuclear as$ethat this was one of his first
thoughts demonstrated the importance of the nudetarrent in the military’s
thinking and underlined how much of a priority tknas in getting his “clean bill

of health” from co-operating with the US.

However, he then came under pressure from thewd6tbe nuclear issue
from revelations about the activities of the nuclsaientist, A. Q. Khan. Khan
had been removed as head of the nuclear programnaich 2001, but the
following year he became the subject of allegationthe press that Pakistan had
been providing uranium enrichment materials ancemtiuclear technology to
North Korea since the 1990s. These were first debiethe government, but a

104 Aryn Baker, “Karzai on Musharraf: Good Riddanc&ime, 19 August 2008, <http://content.ti
me.com/time/ world/article/0,8599,1833991,00.htf#lecessed 3 August 2014].

105 Molly Moor and Kamran Khan, “Pakistan Moves Nucl##eapons — Musharraf Says Arsenal
is Now Secure”Washington Postll November 2001, quoted in Paul K. Kerr and M&gth
Nikitin, Pakistan’s Nuclear Weapons: Proliferation and Séguissues Congressional Research
Service, 23 February, 2010, p. 10.
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second set of allegations in August 2003 claimekigtan had also been giving
nuclear help to Libya and Iran. A military investigon was carried out and, in
February 2004, Dr. Khan appeared on Pakistani isatev to confess that the
allegations were true and that he, rather tharPtiastani government, was the
culprit, though few believed the government did krmdw what he had been up to.
He was placed under protective custody at his hiombenade a free citizen again
five years later in recognition of his great aclei@ents and contribution to his
country. After his release he regretted that he lbeeh persuaded to make the
confession which he said had been prepared forblyifiniends who subsequently
betrayed him, though he was characteristically godnis about why. He would
not indulge in any further controversy other tharctaim his innocence and that
he was not part of any illegal or unauthorised d®al

There was natural concern that the US would in&@ctions once more
as a result of Khan’s revelations but, as in th&,p@blind eye was turned so aid
and co-operation continued. The American attitudes vgignificant since the
implications went well beyond Pakistan and involvpdbliferating nuclear
technology amongst the enemies of the US andlies @ the Middle East. IAEA
evidence showed Khan'’s illicit operation to be #hssticated network spread
over more than 30 companies and 30 countries aaré there allegations that he
had given highly enriched uranium to the vehemeatiyi-US and anti-Israeli
regime in Irart®” Both US intelligence and IAEA investigators weeehk to talk
to Khan, but Pakistan refused requests to handdvien claiming the case was
closed and that all relevant information had alyebden shared with the IAEA
and the US in any case. The Pakistani foreign NéniKhurshid Kasuri, was
even defiant in his statement to the Senate in RH6. “Yes, we are under a lot
of pressure on the issue of Dr. A. Q. Khan, bufwi#] not surrender. We are an

ally of the US in the global war on terror, but wdl not take dictation from

106 See Shahnaz Akhtar, “Dynamics of USA-Pakistan fRela in the post 9/11 Period: Hurdles
and Future Prospectsiiternational Journal of Humanities and Social $des Vol. 2, No. 11,
June 2012, p. 209; Syed Irfan Raza, “A. Q. Kharratsg‘Confession™,Dawn 30 May 2008,
<http://www.dawn.com/news/305247/a-g-khan-regretstession> [Accessed 28 September
2014]; LievenPakistan: A Hard Countryp. 200.
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anybody on our national interest8® The statement suggests he was confident
that America’s position would not change as londgPagistan was its partner in
the war on terror. It was also directed towardsdusestic audience. Khan was,
and still is, a popular national hero and pictuogshim regularly appear as a
patriotic symbol at demonstrations and celebratidtewever, away from the
public eye, the revelations and the possibilityaifliation would also have given
the US a substantial lever with which to manoeuwvreeluctant Musharraf into
starting his ill-fated actions in FATA in 2002 aRd03.

5.7 India and the US

If Bush had made Pakistan feel insecure over thghm Alliance in
Afghanistan, he now went to the root of its insé®s and formed a strategic
alliance with India. This became clear when het@tsindia in March 2005 saying
he had come as “a pilgrim and a fried@'In claims that could not be made of his
relationship with Pakistan, he said India and tigaviere “global leaders” and that
India's democratic record was an example for trst o the worldt® In a
reference to India’s remarkable economic progr&sh pointed out that the
partnership had a strategic business rationaleedisas a political one: “All that
separates a business in Bangalore from a busineBeston is an e-mail, a text

message, a video conferené&-”

The main purpose of the visit was to finalise flsnework for a mutual
defence agreement and a controversial deal owgifulinuclear co-operation, both
of which would cause unease and resentment in faaki€ The nuclear deal was
controversial because it gave India access to dBntdogy despite not having
signed the non-proliferation treaty. Some safeguawkre included which
provided for international inspection of its ciaili nuclear facilities, but these had
little prospect of being effective since they exidd military installations and left

108 Naeem Ahmed, “US-Pakistan Relations after 9/11redts and Responses”, in M. Saleem
Kidwai (ed.), US Policy towards the Muslim World: Focus on Po&t19Period (Maryland:
University Press of America, 2010), p. 227.

109BBC News“Bush hails partnership with India”, 3 March 206ttp://news.bbc.co.uk/1/hi/wor
Id/south_as ia/4770946.stm> [Accessed on 2 Septepidel].

110 pid.

111 bid.

112Dy, Noor ul Hag, “Trust Deficit in Pak-US TiesThe Frontier PostSeptember 22, 2013.

197



India free to decide which reactors were civiliannot. In this way, additional
imported fuel could be used for the civilian pragrae, allowing home produced
fuel to be diverted for weapons productidh.The joint Defence Framework
Agreement was signed in July 2005 but it took tlyears to change US laws and
negotiate international waivers to accommodate Nlnelear Agreement which
was signed in August 2008.

After visiting India, Bush went on to Pakistan waée reaffirmed a broad
and lasting strategic partnership but showed nerast in offering a similar
nuclear deal. “Pakistan and India are differentntnes with different needs and
different histories. So, we proceed forward, owatsgy will take in effect those
well-known differences?* Pakistan was indeed different - economically under
developed; run by a military dictator; at war wite own people in FATA and
NWFP; and plagued by terrorists who had just blayna US diplomat in a
suicide attack. How far such differences influenBegh’s approach to the region
is unclear. There was no doubt, however, that g8ve US-India partnership was a
grave concern and the nuclear deal was seen asiigtgéhreat to Pakistan.

The basis of their complaint was, as before, thaktidlan was being
discriminated against, as Prime Minister, Gilaniplained in July 2008, “there
should be no discrimination. If they [US] want t@gsuch nuclear status to India,
we expect the same for Pakistdf’He also warned that the US-India deal would
destabilize South Asia and would result in a nuctgens race between India and
Pakistan. However, the request was rejected biygen the grounds that such a
deal was specific to India and not for other coestr'®

Four years later this refusal is still seen asgustice.

The US must act responsibly, it has to make thellematate, like Pakistan, feel
important and make it feel like a friend. In thisyy it can win the trust of Pakistan ...
The US must also sign a civil nuclear [agreemerith Wakistan. If something has to be
done with India, then why not with Pakistan? Rigliw, we [have] adequate anti-
proliferation networks in placg’
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At the time, however, the A. Q. Khan case demotedrshat Pakistan’s
anti-proliferation networks had been far from adsquand that US enemies had
profited as a result. In these circumstances, & wolaar the US felt the onus lay
with Pakistan to rebuild trust on the issue of eaclweapons. Also, with a long
history of ignoring and subverting US demands owslear proliferation, it was
highly unlikely that Congress, the IAEA or the Neat Suppliers Group would
have agreed to a deal for Pakistan. Neverthelesaust have appeared unjust
from Islamabad’s perspective that India, which lstatted the regional nuclear
arms race in the region and had sided with the U8&thg the Cold War, was
now being rewarded with international acceptanca asiclear power and with
US nuclear supplies under an agreement with saamfi non-proliferation
loopholes. This would lead to claims that the UBidndeal was anti-Muslim and
escalated the regional arms race.

Beyond the nuclear deal, however, the implicatiohthe emerging Indo-
US nexus, as it was termed, were much deeper andigins for Pakistan were
ominous. While it was engaged on fulfilling its p&@$11 obligations, at great
social, economic and political cost to itself, ti& was busy developing a long-
term strategic partnership with its primary enemyhie region-!®

5.8 Obama and the “Af-Pak Strategy”

At the start of 2009, the new civilian governmenthwyusuf Gilani as
Prime Minister and Benazir Bhutto’s widower, Asifi Xadari, as President, had
been in office for ten months when Barack Obamaaimec US President with
Hilary Clinton as his Secretary of State. Bush heftl office with his personal
approval ratings at only 25 per céhtas the US got bogged down in the wars in
Irag and Afghanistan. The American electorate waa-weary and deeply
worried by the economic crisis of Bush’s final misitin power. Obama won a
large majority in the November 2008 elections spegako the American people

of hope and the need for change.

118 Ahmad, “Pakistan’s Quest for Security and Survitb-Pakistan Relations”, p. 120.
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In foreign policy, Obama’s prime concern was tafivays of ending the
Iragi war and finishing the fight against al-Qaeatad the Taliban so he could
bring US troops home. In Pakistan, the electoratedimilarly been motivated by
hopes for democratic change and peace when theg Wdtisharraf out of office.
However, beyond expressions of hope, the problemiset confronted had not
changed and it would be no easier for Obama areh@ib solve the complexities
of Afghanistan and the Pakistan border areas thiahad been for their
predecessors. Thus, Washington continued to haveaime level of concern over
the roots of terrorism in the tribal areas, andiftak was seen as a problem rather
than a solution to the war on terrorisffl.

This led to the formulation of the America’s sdled, “Af-Pak” strategy,
announced in March 2009, which treated Afghanistath Pakistan as two fronts
in the same war and, for the first time, differated clearly between al-Qaeda and
the Taliban. Al-Qaeda was to be destroyed as aan@sgtion, and the same
resolute approach was to be taken against the midsint and uncompromising
elements of the Taliban, but there was more roomctampromise with the
moderates who were more willing to renounce insucgeand give up the fight.
To support this new strategy, there was a surgedJ$ troop numbers in
Afghanistan and an intensification of drone attackBakistan. Extra finance was
provided to build Pakistan’s capacity for countestirgency. $400 million was
provided to train the Frontier corps and $3 billiover five years to train and
equip the rest of the army.

The strategy also put more emphasis on the pdliticlre aid was
provided for civilian development in both countrieacluding job creation,
education, training and infrastructure projectsr Pakistan, the Kerry-Lugar-
Berman Act was proposed in September 2009 to peo®id5 billion civilian
assistance over five years. In addition there werbe regular rounds of a US-
Pakistan dialogue to co-ordinate action, build tamji-to-military ties and to help
alleviate Pakistani concerns over abandonnfénthis constructive and multi-
dimensional approach was a long way from Armitagadlying threats and

Bush’s simplistic attitude towards the war on teréven so, the level of distrust
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on both sides which had built up since 2001 mehat hot all features of the
strategy were welcomed in Pakistan. For exampléjnguPakistan in the same
category as Afghanistan was perceived to be offensi Islamabad and adopting
the same counter-insurgency strategy in both cmsntwas considered to be “a
colossal mistake®??

More specifically, the Kerry-Lugar-Berman Act hadnditions attached
which were considered intrusive and demeaning. § meduded the requirement
that the US Secretary of State had to certify BPeltistan was continuing to co-
operate in dismantling nuclear proliferation netkgor Hillary Clinton visited
Pakistan that October in the middle of the row dher Act. She had gone to turn
a new page in the bilateral relationship and tet s&building it on the basis of
mutual respect. However, getting this message aona@s difficult, despite her
announcement of an additional $243 million to hefprove a range of civilian
projects in energy generation and higher educatbfihe issue was only resolved
with an assurance from Congress that there wastemtion of compromising
Pakistan’s sovereignty or security.

Despite these problems, there was some optimism ttien Strategic
Dialogue could help move the two countries to a enastable, long-term
relationship. At the third round of the dialogue @ttober 2010 progress was
being made and Washington offered an additionaR%aillion for security
assistance as a gesture to the Pakistani militetyitt was not being overlooked in
the renewed focus on civilian ai¢f. However well-intentioned and sincere these
initiatives were, Islamabad remained suspiciou$Vaishington. The leaders felt
they had been given empty promises before and namatoncerned over the
durability of the current relationship with Washiog. Furthermore, there had
been insufficient time to rebuild the trust thatukbbe needed to hold the new

relationship steady through the difficulties whighre about to batter it.
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5.9 The Issue of Nuclear Security

In the last months of the Bush administration thetability in Pakistan started
causing fears over the security of Pakistan’'s rarckeeapons and the possibility
of them falling into the hands of terrorists or Bvan extreme Islamist
government. In September 2008, the US Chair of Xbiat Chiefs of Staff,
Admiral Mullen, reported, that whilst the weaponsre/secure, and had remained
so through changes in the Pakistani governmente tiaeere still concerns in

relation to terrorists.

Certainly at a worst-case scenario with resped®akistan, | worry a great deal about
these weapons falling into the hands of terroretsl either being proliferated or
potentially used. And so, control of ... those waapis a key concern. And | think
certainly the Pakistani leadership that I've spoléth on both the military and civilian
side understand th&t?

By March the following year, US Central Commandeeneral Petraeus,
revealed that concerns had spread to the posgibilitegime collapse. “Pakistani
state failure would provide transnational terromggbups and other extremist
organisations an opportunity to acquire nuclearpsea and a safe haven from
which to plan and launch attack€® Up until then though, US intelligence
appeared relaxed on the issue. In November 200autp&ecretary of State, John
Negroponte, told Congress he was satisfied with ltrey term security of
Pakistan’s nuclear weapons since he believed tha® plenty of succession
planning within the Pakistani military and that tiweapons were under effective
technical controt?” In May 2008, Donald Kerr, US Deputy Director ofthsaal
Intelligence, judged that the military’s control oficlear weapons was firmly
institutionalised and withstood many political chas over the years. Pakistan
made its own assurances in a May 2009 statement it® Foreign Ministry:
“There is simply no question of our strategic asdalling into the wrong hands.
We have full confidence in our procedures, mecmasiand command and

control systems’8
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However, Wikileaks cables revealed that, behind ghblic assurances,
there was real worry and suspicion on both sidesutalthis issue. The US
ambassador to Pakistan, Anne Patterson, briefeciatpenvoy, Richard
Holbrooke, in February 2009 that her major conceas less the possibility that
militants might steal an entire weapon than thenchahat someone working in
military facilities could gradually smuggle enoughaterial out to eventually
make a weapot?® The record of a September 2009 meeting betweerfrbHsign
Secretary, David Miliband, and US officials alsegaled concerns in Britain over
the safety and security of Pakistan's nuclear wespdiliband also expressed the
view that “the Pakistanis worry that the US wilbgrin and take their nuke$3®

These fears were given added weight a month lateenwthe General
Headquarters of the Pakistani Army in the heartRafwalpindi came under
terrorist attack over several hours. In May 20&trdrists again entered a secure
military base in Karachi where they destroyed thp8C Orion maritime
surveillance planes. Those two high profile inctderaised serious questions
about the armed forces’ ability to protect theirclear weapons from terrorist

attackst®! There was also criticism in Pakistan as Hamdudgtiained:

The terrorist attacks on Pakistan’s GHQ, and air maval bases in Karachi is a matter of
great disgrace for Pakistan’s armed forces. Thestopre arises how those terrorists
entered those sensitive places with such tightriggaand fought with our armed forces
for many hours. After those incidents, what kindnoéssage did Pakistan give to the
world? How can Pakistan give assurances to thedwarld most particularly to the US,
that our nuclear weapons are safe from terroridtextremist elements in Pakistan? In a
nutshell, Pakistan gave a clear message to thedwioat it has insufficient security to
protect its military installations, including itsudear weapons from extremist
elements3?

However, it was not just the dangers posed by eatderrorist attacks or
the infiltration of military installations that woed the US and NATO, but also
the prospect of a coup or mutiny by extremist el@sevithin the army itself.
This fear became more prominent as suspicions dblamic sympathies of some
groups within the military also grew. This fear watzared by Pakistan’s main

129The Guardian'US embassy cables: Punjab, ISI and a distraatesigent trouble Pakistan”, 30
November 2010, <http://www.theguardian.com/worldisibassy-cablesdocuments/190330?guni
=Article:in%20body%20 link> [Accessed 28 Septemb@t4].

139The Guardian “US embassy cables: US expresses fears over tRakisuclear weapon
programme”, 30 November 2010, <http://www.theguandiom/world/us-embassy-cables-ocume
nts/1815297guni=Article:in%2 0body%20link> [Acced38 September 2014].

131 Imtiaz Ali, United States-Pakistan Relations: Facing a Critidahcture(Washington: Institute
for Social Policy and Understanding, 2012), p. 18.

132 Interview with Hafiz Hamdullah, Quetta, 18 Aug@sr 2.
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rival in the region, Indid3® There were also concerns expressed over the rapid
growth of Pakistan’s nuclear arsenal. A US/NATOeligence briefing of
December 2008 revealed that, despite its precagoasomic situation, Pakistan
was producing nuclear weapons at a faster rate aémgnother country in the
world 13*

Pakistan’s own fears, expressed by David Milibantis meeting with US
officials, were given added weight by media repdhat the US was making
contingency plans which included sending in its dvaops to secure the bombs.
In response, Pakistan continued its public assesarend complained that
Western fears were both exaggerated and unreason@bere was also a
perceived discriminatory and anti-Muslim edge tes#h concerns, it was claimed,
since Pakistan’s weapons were no more at risk fitndia’'s and no one ever spoke
of a “Hindu Bomb” in the way they did of an “IslacnBomb” 13°

Despite this, US intelligence was in no mood tceetakks. In US National
Security Agency documents, leaked by Edward Snowd@913, it was revealed
that surveillance of Pakistan’s arsenal had bedsstantially increased. Fears
about the security of its nuclear programme werehigh that the budget for
tracking the spread of illicit weapons divided twerld into two categories -
Pakistan and everybody else. These disclosuresespwew levels of US distrust
in an already unsteady security partnership withif®an and revealed a more
expansive effort to gather intelligence than hadvijmusly been discloséd®
Pakistan’s former Ambassador to the US, HussaingBiaig observed, “if the
Americans are expanding their surveillance capasli it can only mean one
thing: the mistrust now exceeds the trdst.”

In fact, Musharraf had earlier given them everysogato be suspicious.

When he suspended elections and declared emergelgcyn November 2007,

133 Tabassum, “The Nuclear Question: Nuclear Secuniy the US and Western Concerns”, p.
241.

134 Guardian “US embassy cables: Fears over safety of Paldstanclear weapons”, 30
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135New York Timgs'Obama’s Worst Pakistan Nightmare”, 8 January®Ghttp://www.nytimes.
com/2009/01/ 11/magazine/11pakistan-t.html> [Acedsk October 2014].
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The Washington Pgs2013, <http://www.washingtonpost. com/worldioaal-security/top-secre
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one of his justifications was that that if elecsowere allowed to proceed in
Pakistan’s disturbed environment it could bringdangerous elements which
might endanger Pakistan's “strategic assets” -nanoon euphemism for nuclear
weapons38 In contrast, by September 2011 he was assuringherican media

that their fear over weapons getting into the wrbiagds was being massively

overstated?®

5.10 Kashmir

Obama appeared to understand that Kashmir layeatehtre of regional
politics and that resolving this conflict would, farn, help him succeed against
the militants. In an eve of election interview, $ad he would encourage India
and Pakistan to resolve the issue so Islamabadi ¢oalis fully on the sources of
Afghan instability rather than on Indt In accordance with this policy, Obama
proposed to appoint a special envoy to the regiotover Afghanistan, Pakistan
and India with a wide-ranging brief to include Kash His choice of envoy was
Richard Holbrooke, a veteran negotiator with a provecord in the Balkans. This
rekindled Pakistani hopes that Obama would now playore pro-active role than
his predecessors in seeking a negotiated settlemdfashmir. However, India
lobbied strongly against the proposal and madéihpt would not accept either

Holbrooke or, indeed, any US mediation in the dispu

A Wikileaks cable revealed that Indian Externafafts Minister, Pranab
Mukherjee, told the US Ambassador on 9 January 2080the idea smacked of
interference and was unacceptable. Mukherjee wes K&t India’s relationship
with the US should not be seen through the lensegibnal crises. To drive the
point home, the US was told that the Vice-Presiddatt, Joe Biden, need not
take the trouble to include India on his forthcognegional tout** Kashmir was
then taken out of Holbrooke’s brief and he was appd as Special Envoy to

138 Reuters “U.S. envoy warns Pakistan emergency underminé$ A8 November 2007, <http:/
www.reuters.com/article/2007/11/18/idUSCOL23152x%¢Assed 1 October 2014].

139 Jeffrey Goldberg and Marc Ambinder, “The Ally froHell”, The Atlantic 28 October 2011
<http://www.the atlantic.com/magazine/archive/2QP1the-ally-from-hell/308730/> [Accessed 9
August 2013].

140 Ahmad, “Pakistan’s Quest for Security and Survilib-Pakistan Relations”, p. 119.

41The Hindu(2011), “186057: Mukherjee shares concern aboetiap envoy in Ambassador's
farewell call’, 21 May 2011, <http://www.thehindom/news/the-india-cables/the-cables/article2
035413.ece>, [Accessed 4 July 2014].
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Afghanistan and Pakistan onliational Security Adviser, General James Jones,
made it plain that the new administration would get involved in the issue
beyond helping both countries build more trust emafidencet*? In Pakistan, this
was seen as yet another unfair concession to tfitlia.

The US had put immense pressure on Pakistan veupport for terrorist
groups in Kashmir but had backed away from presgutndia to reach a
settlement?* The political scientist, Dr. Mehmood Ali Shah aAgnbassador
Naqvi, pointed out in interviews that this alsorgfied how far the US position
on Kashmir had changétf Originally Washington had justified what they
claimed was a neutral stance by supporting the &Bdlution, which was based
on a plebiscite for Kashmiris to decide their ovatef Now it had abandoned this
requirement and just called for the conflict torbsolved by the two sides without
third party involvement, which had been the lorgnsing Indian position. Thus
the US appeared to have abandoned the idea of Kadweli-determination in

favour of a deal which supported India’s positiontbe issue.

5.11 The Controversy over Drones

The complex and covert nature of US-Pakistan eiatis well illustrated
by the issue of drones over Pakistan territory. [Bl@mabad government actually
co-operated with the US military over the dronékes, but tried to pretend it did
not. The use of these unmanned aircraft for boghaimd missile attacks started
in Pakistan in 2004 under the Bush administratlaaunched from bases in the
region, drones were operated remotely from a cboéatre in the US. They were
used in more dangerous areas where piloted aincrayt come under enemy fire
and be shot down. It was also claimed that drooetdooffer a better chance of
precision strikes which would cause less collatetainage and fewer non-
combatant casualties than traditional bombing eflisiy. Sohrab argues that their

142 Dawn, “US to steer clear of Kashmir imbroglio”, 29 Mar2009, <http://www.dawn.com/news
1453219/us-to-steer-clear-of-kashmir-imbroglio>cfssed 1 September 2014].

143 Dawn, “Kashmir taken out of Holbrooke's brief, says o, 31 January 2009, <http://www.da
wn.com/new s/341239/kashmir-taken-out-of-holbroeKarief-says-report> [Accessed 1 October
2014].

144 jeven,Pakistan: A Hard Countryp. 46.

145 Interviews with Dr Mehmood Ali Shah, Quetta, 15ri\2012; Interview with Ambassador
Sarwar Nagvi, Islamabad, 11 July 2012.
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use became so common in FATA that they greatly ceduhe need for US
ground forces. Despite these supposed advantdge&lS drone programme led
to problems with the Pakistani government and aggea anti-US sentiment in
the country. There were a number of reasons fa. tlhe most prominent
amongst them was the feeling that the drones wdl&akistani sovereignty and
killed innocent lives. For despite their supposetdusacy, civilian casualties
formed over 20 per cent of the total number of ldedtom drone attackg® This
concern was heightened by the thought that thesse had been lost at a click of a

button pressed by an unknown American many thowssahohiles away.

TABLE 6.2: TOTAL NUMBER OF CASUALITIES DUE TO DRONE
STRIKES EACH YEAR, 2004-2011

Years Incidents Killed Militants Civilians
2004 1 7 5 2
2005 3 15 5 10
2006 2 94 1 93
2007 4 63 51 12
2008 36 298 223 75
2009 54 549 387 162
2010 122 849 788 61
2011 73 517 420 97
Total 295 2392 1880 512

SourceDrone Wars Pakistan: Analysidew America Foundatigrwashington,
<http://natsec.newamerica.net/drones/pakistan/aisdlyage=1> [Accessed 12 July 2014].

From 2008 onwards, Islamabad denounced the droogrgmme and
requested the US to reconsider it. Prime Ministdar® protested that action
against terrorists inside Pakistan was the sovenegit and responsibility of his
government. “If there are any militants in our ctyynit is our right to take action
against them and we can do that. So we do not amydne to interfere in our
sovereignty.**” The Chief of Pakistan’s Armed Forces, General Aghifayani
reminded the US on 10 September 2008 that “thé@srof engagement clearly
defined operations against militants inside a cguas the sole responsibility of

that country’s armed forces”. He went on to elatethat “there is no question of

146 Wagas Sohrab and Ishtiag Ahmad Choudhry, “Pak-E&tRns in 21 Century: Challenges
and Opportunities for PakistarBerkeley Journal of Social Scienc®®l. 2, Issue 3, March 2012,

p. 11.
47Dawn, “Only Pakistan Can act in FATA: PM”, 13 SeptemB608, <http://www.dawn.com/ne

ws/321016/on ly-pakistan-can-act-in-fata-pm> [Acmzs29 April 2013].
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any agreement or understanding with the coalitiorcds whereby they are
allowed to conduct operations on our side of theleo™48

General Kayani’'s statement seemed clear, but claegan to emerge of a
secret agreement with the US under which the Rakishuthorities tacitly
supported US drone strikes in Pakistan. The firghlip acknowledgement of
Pakistan co-operation came in February 2009 wheratSe Dianne Feinstein,
Chair of the Senate Intelligence Committee, dislothat the US used Pakistani
airbases for drone attacks in FATR.This suggested a much deeper relationship
with the United States on counter-terrorism mattdran had been publicly
acknowledged. Initially, the Pakistan governmentielé their bases were used in
this way, but by December 2009 Defence Ministenm&d Mukhtar, admitted the
US was using Pakistan’s Shamsi Airbase for dromgatjpnst>®

Further evidence of Pakistani collusion was prodide a Wikileaks
document revealing that Gilani had tacitly allowdtte US to conduct the
operations in FATA in August 2008, just a monthdsefhis public protests. The
leaked cable revealed that Interior Minister, Rehrikalik, advised an un-named
US official to suspend the “alleged Predator attacktil after the Bajaur
operation”, suggesting that there was some co-atidin over the drone
programme and Pakistan’s FATA operations at the.ti@ilani is then reported as
saying, “l don’t care if they do it as long as thgmt the right people. We'll protest
in the National Assembly and then ignore t\”"Musharraf contributed to the
controversy in a CNN interview in April 2012, whée rejected Gilani’s earlier
statements that Pakistani leaders had no partanopgerations. He went on to
insist that the government of Pakistan signed eeseleal with the US that drones
could be used “only on a few occasions, when aetamgs absolutely isolated and

there was no chance of collateral damagéFurther evidence was obtained by

148 Dawn, “Kayani Warns US to Keep its troops Out”, 11 Sepber 2008, <http://www.dawn.com
/news/32070 6/kayani-warns-us-to-keep-its-troopis-¢liccessed 24 April 2013].

49 pawn, “US Official Says Drones Using Pakistan Base”,February 2009, <http://www.dawn.
com/news/847273/us-official-says-drones-using-fakiase> [Accessed 30 April 2013].

150 Sultan M. Hali, “The Reprehensible Drone Attackhe Nation January 25, 2012, <http://www
.nation.com. pk/columns/25-Jan-2012/the-reprehémsitbne-attacks> [Accessed 9 August
2013]; AlJazeera NewsPakistan and US: Hand-in-hand on Drone Death8 December 2013,
<http://m.aljazeera.com/story/20131127 145212604794 cessed 12 September 2013].

151The Tribune“WikiLeaks: Gilani Open to Drone Strikes on ‘righeople™, 1 December 2012.
152 Cheryl K. Chumley, “Pervaiz Musharraf Admits Pa&is OK'd US Drone Attacks”The
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musharraf-admits-pakistan-okd-us -drone-atta/> p&sed 7 August 2013].
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The Washington Post October 2013 in CIA documents and Pakistaniodgiyatic
memos which showed that Pakistani military offisjavho had bitterly criticized
the US strikes, had secretly been choosing sontkeofargets and also received
regular briefing about the resulfs.

The CIA declined to discuss these revelations botse not to challenge
their validity. Pakistan’s foreign office spokesmaizaz Chaudhry, also avoided
commenting on them, though he did say the then rgovent of Nawaz Sharif,
was adamant that the drone strikes must be stogpeéhatever other difficulties
the US and Pakistan governments had in co-operdtisgemed they could still
find solidarity in denying their collusion. Bergemd Tiedemann observed that
Pakistan benefitted substantially from this arraneget since the drones struck at
the TTP but the blame was shifted onto the US. “Fakistani politicians, the
drone program is a dream come true. They get ttupogo their constituents
about the perfidious Americans even as they reap bibnefits from the US
strikes.t%°

The Commission set up in the wake of the US killofgBin Laden also
examined this issue and concluded that the Pakigtasernment had consented to
the strikes. There had been no written agreemexirding to the report, but
there had been an informal, political understandimbis array of evidence
strongly implicates successive Pakistani admirtisina in the drone operations
and negates their claims that the US was violasogereignty:>® It also
implicates both military leaders and the civiliannfe Minister Gilani in the
deception. Khan, in an interview, concluded that ¢bllusion over drone strikes
did indeed undermine Pakistani sovereignty, but inothe way the Pakistan

leaders had suggested in public.
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The US wanted to carry on their own agenda in lalaaw. They are very happy with the
President of Pakistan, Asif Ali Zardari, no matidrat the people of Pakistan think about
him. He has done and is doing exactly what the Acaes wanted ... So the result is that
Pakistan is no longer independent. It has a rubtzanp parliament. It has a thoroughly
corrupt Prime Minister and this type of arrangeniarRakistan suits hirt?’

Notwithstanding Pakistan’s public criticism, the d&fended their use of
drone strikes against the militants in FATA. In A2012, John Brenan, Obama’s
counter-terrorism adviser, said: “As a matter dfeinational law, the United
States is in an armed conflict with al-Qaeda, thkban, and associated forces, in
response to the 9/11 attacks, and we may also arse tonsistent with our
inherent right of national self-defenc€® The following June, Hillary Clinton
also defended their use: “We will always maintaur dght to use force against
groups such as al-Qaeda that have attacked udilitdreaten us with imminent
attack.’® The UN appeared to back the US by stating thatyestate had the
duty to prevent terrorist plots and actions on fesritory!®® In certain
interpretations of the law, it was claimed that iBt@ had not fulfilled its duty
and the United States, therefore, had a right tervene to protect itself from
security threats emanating from Pakistan. The Ufhalistrikes were, therefore,
acts perpetrated in self-defence and did not domstia violation of Pakistani
sovereignty.

The UN Special Rapporteur, Philips Alston, extendad argument to
include targeted killings:

A targeted killing conducted by one State in theitry of a second State does not
violate the second State’s sovereignty [where] the first, targeting State has a right
under international law to use force in self-defennder Article 51 of the UN Charter,

[and if] the second State is unwilling or unablestop armed attacks against the first
State launched from its territo§*

The other claim that sovereignty had not been tadlalso related to the

fact that the consent of the Pakistan governmethtean acquired. However it is

157 Interview with Roedad Khan, Islamabad, 10 Auguxt2

158 Dawn, “Clinton Backs Drone Attacks”, 8 June 2012, <hftpdawn.com/2012/06/08/clinton-
backs-drone-att acks/print/> [Accessed 3 April 4013

159 Arshad Mohammad, “Clinton Backs Drones after Ale@a figured Killed”,Reuters London,
June 7, 2012, <http://www.reuters.com/article/206237/us-clinton-drones-idUSBRE8560N5201
20607> [Accessed 5 July 2013].

160 Security Council, Resolution 784 (1992dopted by the Security Council at its 3063
meeting, on March 31, 1992, <http://www.treasury/gesourcecenter/sanctions/Documents/748.
pdf> [Accessed 12 September 2013].

161 Andrew C. Orr, “Unmanned, Unprecedented, and Uivesl: The Status of American Drone
Strikes in Pakistan under International La@grnell International Law JournalNol. 44, 2011, p.
736.

210



not clear whether consent can be seen to havencegdtionce Nawaz Sharif
succeeded Gilani as Prime Minister in June 2013iléMhis predecessors had
condemned the strikes at home they had all refdafr@m raising the issue at
international level, but Sharif did so at the UNn@mal Assembly on 27
September 2013 in which he said that, the use afedstrikes could never be
accepted as it was “a continued violation of ouraKiBtan's] territorial
integrity.”%2 Also, on his visit to the US in October, 2013 tadled directly for
the strikes to stop:

The use of drones is not only a continued violatiérour territorial integrity but also
detrimental to our efforts at eliminating terroridfnom our country ... This issue has
become a major irritant in our bilateral relatioipshs well. | would therefore stress the
need to end drone attacks.

A few days later, on 4 November, he addressed dusitcy’s army at a
field exercise and reiterated that the drones tedlaPakistan sovereignty and
said: “Gone are the days when our national secynitycies were determined
through telephone calls from abroad. We now havdemocratically elected
government, chosen by the people of PakistéhRetired General, Talat Masood,
explained the change in policy:

| think the intelligence agencies, the military ahd civilian leadership were all party to
it but they didn't want to say so in public becaiiseould be a very bad public relations
exercise, and it would show how weak Pakistan. iBut the new civilian government

has taken a different position. It says, well weaweot a party to that and we think that
... the drones are doing much greater harm [thaxl]gd%°

The attacks did indeed cause harm, not least irrgéng resentment and
inflaming anti-US sentiment. A survey in June 20&2ealed that only 17 per cent
of Pakistanis backed the drone strikes, even iy twere conducted with the
support of the Pakistani governméfft.A series of polls showed the lack of
support for America in Pakistan. In 2010, onlydat cent of Pakistanis held a
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favourable view of the US, and Barack Obama’s pebkaating fell from 13 per
cent in 2009 to 8 per cent in 20190.In the same year, only 2 per cent of the
Pakistan public favoured good relations with the.fSTo add to a feeling of
crisis in US-Pakistan relations, a legal actionrfarrder was launched in Pakistan
against former CIA lawyer, John Rizzo, who claimedhave approved a monthly
list of some 30 individuals to be targeted by dretrikes'®°

Public opinion in the tribal areas themselves iserdfficult to pin down.
An un-named 2009 poll quoted The Economistound support for the strikes in
these areas in contrast to the findings in the tguas a whole. 52 per cent of
respondents said they thought the strikes wereratecand 60 per cent said they
weakened militant groug$® However, another poll conducted in 2010 in the
tribal areas by the New America Foundation founty d per cent believed the
drone strikes were accurate. It is notoriouslyidift to conduct polls in conflict
areas and, no doubt, the discrepancy in resultségo a fear of the militants? It
also might be the result of a genuine differencemhion amongst those opposed
to the militants. Drones have caused innocent liwede lost, but they have
proved to be more accurate than conventional bognbin

Thus, the dispute over drones has been a mix dfgpcindemnation and
private collusion by the Pakistani political estslbnent. This duplicitous position
has fuelled anti-Americanism even though the drstr&kes may have been
preferable to the alternatives for people in tHedéd areas. Gilani illustrated the
hypocrisy of his government’s policy on drones. i@ one hand, he condemned
their use because it ran “counter to our stratdgegregating peace-loving tribal
people and militants”. On the other, he declareat the had asked the US to

provide Pakistan with the drones “so that in thgecaf credible intelligence we

167 pew Research CentréMuslim Disappointment: Obama More Popular Abrdhdn at Home,
Global Image of US Continues to Benefit”, 22-Nati®ew Global Attitudes Survey, Pew
Research Centre, Washington, June 17, 2010, p<Btf://www.pewglobal.org/files/pdf/Pew-
Global-Attitudes-Spring-2010-Report.pdf> [AccesdddMay 2014].

168 International Republican Institute Public OpiniGarvey, July 15-August 7, 2009, cited in
Robert B. Oakley and T.X. Hammes, “Prioritizing édégic Interests in South AsiaStrategic
Forum No. 256, June 2010, p. 12.

169The Economist‘Out of the blue”, 30 July 2011, <http://www.e@mist.com /news/asia/21524
916-growing-controversy-over-use-unmanned-aeridtest-out-blue [Accessed 01 October 2014].
17%Economist“Drop the Pilot”, 19 October 2013, <http://wwwaemmist.com/news/asia/2158814
2-surprising-n umber-pakistanis-are-favour-dromieas-drop-pilot> [Accessed 1 October 2014].
171 Economist “Out of the blue”, 30 July 2011, <http://www.eaomist.com/news/asia/21524916-
growing-contr oversy-over-use-unmanned-aerial-sfrikut-blue> [Accessed 1 October 2014];
Economist“Drop the Pilot”, 19 October 2013, <http://wwwammist.com/news/asia/21588142-s
urprising-number-pakistanis-are-fa vour-drone-stikirop-pilot> [Accessed 1 October 2014].

212



can ourselves take actio? This shows that the real argument was less abeut t
drones themselves and rather more about who wag ukem and who was
choosing the targets. This may have seemed a ldsgrite in the eyes of many,
but it still remained at the heart of much of timn@osity which continued to grow

between Washington and Islamabad.

5.12 Duplicity and the Haggani Network

2011 was a particularly bad year for the US-Pakistationship when
underlying tensions and suspicions broke out iniblip accusations, demands
and unilateral retaliations. The main reason wadru§iration over the resurgent
Taliban who were seriously disrupting their plams froop withdrawal from
Afghanistan in 2014 with brazen attacks and mogntiasualties on the allied
side. In particular, Washington was angered by-@dftimilitants sheltering in
Pakistan, notably the Haggani Network, which itroked were aided by the ISI.
Pakistan, on the other hand, had long been frestiay the perceived unreliability
of the US and believed it necessary to retain litxy influence in Afghanistan

through these groups once the Americans had withrdra

The Haggani Network had already been blamed famaber of attacks on
US and Afghan forces, including at the Kabul Serklogéel in January 2008, a
NATO convoy in May 2010, a truck bomb at an OutpostWardak on 11
September 2011 and the US Embassy in Kabul thewolh day*’® The last two
of these attacks brought US frustrations to thdéasar with accusations of ISI
involvement. Admiral Mike Mullen, retiring Chairmaof the US Joint Chiefs of
Staff, reported to the US Senate Armed Service Citi@enon 22 September 2011
that the Haqgganis, the ISI and the Pakistani Gawent were all responsible for

those attacks.

the Haggani network....act as a veritable hand ofigeaks Inter-Services Intelligence
Agency... In choosing to use violent extremism as iastrument of policy, the
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government of Pakistan — and most especially thkisRai Army and the ISI —
jeopardises not only the prospect of our stratquactnership, but also Pakistan’s
opportunity to be a respected nation with legitinag¢gional influence. By exporting
violence, they have eroded their internal secaitg their position in the region. They
have undermined their international credibility atideatened their economic well-
being.""*

Anger was inflamed by &uardianreport that the US NATO Commander
in Afghanistan had personally asked Pakistan’'s arhmgf to halt the truck bomb
attack that intelligence had warned him about. Gdni€ayani was reported to
have offered to make a phone call to stop the #s#darm came not just from
Kayani's failure to prevent the attack, but alsonirthe fact that he had such a
direct line of communication with the terroristsh@h challenged over Haqggani
involvement, a Pakistani military spokesman shifted blame to NATO. “The
main question is how did this truck travel to Wadrdand explode without being
checked by NATO? This is just a blame gart@.”

It appears that the US had understood the Pakiptasiiion and strategy
for some time. A WikiLeaks record of a November 00ATO briefing by US
Intelligence Officer, Peter Lavoy, explained thakidtan permitted the Taliban
leadership council (the Quetta Shura) to operat®afochistan while the ISI
provided intelligence and financial support to ig@nt groups, especially the
Haqgani network, to conduct attacks on Afghan,HFSand Indian targets. Lavoy
suspected that the ISI did this for three reasest, the ISI did not want India to
play such an active role in Afghanistan; seconbelieved that the Taliban would
prevail in the long term, at least in the Pashtelt; land finally they believed that
if militant groups were not attacking Afghanistdhney would seek out Pakistani
targets. Lavoy’s analysis recognised that the Rakigmilitary had lost overall
control of the border areas and could only targetainsurgent groups at a time,
so it had little option other than to adopt a pplié appeasement with othéers.

The US intelligence services, however, were vegpmious of the ISI and
Pakistan more generally. Documents for interrogatat Guantanamo Bay

recommend they treat the ISI as a terrorist orgdiois, the same as al-Qaeda,
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261.

1"Guardian “US bomb warning to Pakistan ignored” 22 Septen@¥ 1, <http://www.theguardia
n.com/world/ 2011/sep/22/us-bomb-warning-pakistamred [Accessed 1 October 2014].

176 Guardian “US embassy cables: US expresses fears overt®akiaclear weapon programme”,
30 November 2010, <http://www.theguardian.com/wiideembassy-cables-ocuments/181529?gu
ni=Article:in%2 0body%20link> [Accessed 29 Septemb@l4].

214



Hamas and Hezbollah. Thus, association with thew&$ assumed to be an
indicator of a detainee’s likely support for mihitalslamism and its war against
US and coalition forces in Afghanistafi. The political establishment, however,
had to be more cautious. The important transite®uhrough Pakistan had
already been closed to NATO traffic on two previamggasions in protest at the
NATO Kkilling of two Pakistani soldiers in Septemti010 and the drone strikes
in April 201118 By October, however, political caution had beeertaken by
frustration when Hilary Clinton returned to Islanaabalong with CIA Director
David Petraeus, and Chairman of the Joint ChiefsStwiff, General Martin
Dempesy. In a joint news conference with Pakistdfoseign Minister, Hina
Rabbani Khar on 21 October 2011, Clinton made blactusations about
Pakistan’s links with the Haggani network and dedeahgreater cooperation to
squeeze the network which, she asserted, was r@bfofor cross-border strikes
in Afghanistan. Pointing out that the Hagganis doeNventually be dangerous to
Pakistan itself. “It's like that old story,” Clintosaid, “you can’t keep snakes in
your backyard and expect them only to bite youghieours. Eventually those
snakes are going to turn on whoever has them inbtekyard.?’® General
Kayani, however, turned the responsibility onto tH&, saying it should focus on
stabilising Afghanistan rather than pushing Pakigta attack militant groups in
the crucial border regiok?°

Whilst this response might have been seen as pativecin the US, it
reflected the view of many in Pakistan who saw fmerican reaction as
hypocritical. Both Ishtiag Ahmed and the journallsthraf Malkham pointed out
that the Haggani Network was the product of the @digin which had been
sponsored to fight the USSR in the 1980s with UShewp technology and
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training and that both the CIA and the ISI shoulttept blamé® Former
Minister for Foreign Affairs at the time, Nawabzaflamad Khan, agreed with this
perspective. “It would be insane to assume thatmeehand and glove with any
such [terrorist] organisations, or the military d6l support any such
organisations. Pure and simple, itis a lack ofacép right now which stops us
from going against everyone simultaneousfiz. Ambassador Naqvi also blamed
a lack of military capacity as a reason for Pakigtling to act. Even if this were
not so, he argued that there was no long-termanylisolution to the problems in
the border areas. “Suppose we finish off the Haggatwork, the problem will
still not be solved because the militants of thejdigani network will scatter and
start their terrorism in every corner of Pakist&.'General Duranni was also
exasperated over the US failure to appreciate migossibility of sealing the
Afghan-Pakistan border. “The Mexican border canmetsealed which is much
shorter, much simpler. Thus, if that cannot be dtre Pakistan [cannot] be
blamed [for its problems along the Pakistan-Afgbarder].”#* A common theme
of grievance was also that the US appeared noppoeaiate the great costs and
sacrifices that Pakistan had borne in supportingsWaton’s war on terrdé®
This assessment was confirmed by the Assistantetaegr of State, Phillip
Crowley, who said “there is no country that hadeseld more significantly from
terrorism than Pakistan itsef® As Khan said in an interview in 2012: “the war
on terror is not confined only to Afghanistan ahd tribal areas of Pakistan, but it
has also spread to the secured areas of Pakistdn a&y Quetta, Peshawar,
Karachi, Bannu, Kohat etc. where the terrorists a&aegeting innocent
civilians.”®’ Pakistan’s support of the war on terror had sigaiftly destabilised
and radicalised the countf§? Interior Minister, Rehman Malik spoke for many

when he said:
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If the strategy is not right, all the stakeholdkese to share responsibility. Pakistan has
suffered unimaginably since the war on terror begafe are not just fighting for
Pakistan; we are fighting for the whole world. hfgt country is destabilized, the whole
region is destabilized ... so please, stop the blgamee. We are your partners. We are
victims, not part of the terrorist$®®

Just as the US accused Pakistan of playing a dogdéhee over its
tolerance of the Hagganis, many in Pakistan acctleed)S of double standards
over peace talks with the Taliban. Realisation tthet Taliban could not be
eliminated led to US acceptance that a solutio\fighanistan would have to
accommodate them in some way. In October 2008, eféride Secretary Robert
Gates said they would be ready to reconcile wighThliban if they pursued talks
with the Afghan Government. This policy was a magwitch to the idea of
reducing violence by empowering influential milgian areas beyond the reach of
the Kabul regime. This kind of reconciliation witbrmer adversaries had been
used in Iraq and was seen as a possible solutithretafghan probler®®

The process proceeded in November 2011 with a ngeeti Munich
between US officials and Tayab Agha, a represemtati Mullah Omar, followed
by two rounds of preliminary talks about exchanginigonerst®! For many in the
West, this was seen as an inevitable compromis@akistan, however, it was
seen as an act of hypocrisy and betrayal. It wasdmntical because it showed the
US following strategies which it had earlier condea Pakistan for pursuing. It
was a betrayal because Pakistan was being lefifdbe peace process, as Ishtiaq

Ahmed pointed out:

If [the Taliban] is a peace negotiator for the W8rt how [can] the US force Pakistan to
go against the Haggani network which is also [a]jomaection of the Taliban?
Therefore, the argument of the US that Pakistgrasiding a safe haven to the Taliban
finished with the beginning of the US-Taliban taded has no moral justification ... the
US [does not] involve Pakistan because the Indats the Afghan Northern Alliance
consistently mislead theni??
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Beyond these grievances, though, there were atategic reasons why
Kiyani was not prepared to bow to US demands & #tage. The Haggani
Network was perceived to be important in maintagniPakistani influence in
Afghanistan after the US had withdrawn. Pakistans waso becoming
increasingly concerned, as Lavov had suggested, thee Indian presence in
Afghanistan. India had spent $1.3 billion on red¢nrgion and infrastructure
projects and by mid-2010 had stationed 4,000 obws specialist advisors and
security personnel in the countf.Pakistan saw the Indian presence as a security
threat and a deliberate attempt to prevent it faitaining strategic depth on its
border. In addition, Pakistan long suspected Imafi@overt intervention in the
tribal areas and the province of Balochistan angrofiding arms and funds to
the TTP and the Baloch separati$fsPakistan was also suspicious of American

support for India in Afghanistan.

The US is supporting India and the Northern Allianc It will never be in the national

interest of Pakistan when people like them aréngiton the throne in Kabul after the
Americans have left Afghanistan ... We have a psrooarder with Afghanistan and if

there is a government in Afghanistan which is &akistan and pro-Indian like Northern
Alliance, then they can cross the border and cortenibrism in Pakistan. Therefore, the
US is supporting our enemy in Afghanistdh.

General Duranni went further in claiming, “there §] number of people
and insurgent groups which are paid by the US adéhlto attack Pakistari®
These concerns were given added weight in Octob&i 2vhen India and the
Karzai government in Kabul signed a Strategic Rastmnp Agreement under
which India would help with education, energy regments and integrating
Afghanistan into the Indian economy. It was alsalerstood that India would
increase its training of Afghan security forcegdim Prime Minister, Manmohan
Singh, referred to the violence in Afghanistan, eithhe said was undermining
security in South Asia and promised that India wiastand by Afghanistan when
foreign troops withdrew in 2014’

193vahid Brown and Don RassleFountainhead of Jihad: The Haggani Nexus, 12032
(Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2013), pp. 156715

194 Mohsin Tausif, “India-Afghanistan Relation and lispacts on PakistanZociety for the Study
of Peace and Conflict (SSBR@ew Delhi, 4 November 2011, <http://www.sspcoalarg/opinion
/IndiaAfghanistan_Relatio_Impact_on_Pakistan_04112(Accessed 12 January 2014].

195 Interview with Roedad Khan, Islamabad, 10 Auguxt2

19 Interview with Gen. Asad Durrani, Islamabad, 1 2012.

197BBC News“Afghanistan and India sign 'strategic partngsshié October 2011, <http://www.b
bc.co.uk/new s/world-south-asia-15161776> [Acceds€dttober 2014].

218



In these circumstances it suited Islamabad to stigpbe pro-Pakistani
Haqganis. Haggani also performed another key fandor Pakistan in providing
access to, and brokering deals with, the complelx @feénsurgent groups in the
tribal areas and in Afghanistan itself. This haerberitical in negotiating the
release of the Pakistani Ambassador to Afghanistanig Aziz Uddin, who had
been kidnapped in 2008 by the TTP. In 2009 Mushaxplained how and why

Haqggani was important.

He is the man who has influence over Baitullah Mehsa dangerous terrorist, the
fiercest commander in South Waziristan and the ererdof Benazir Bhutto as we know
today. Mehsud kidnapped our ambassador in Kabuloandntelligence used Haqggani’'s
influence to get him released. Now, that does neamthat Hagqgani is supported by us.
The intelligence service is using certain enemgssrest our enemies. And it is better to
tackle them one by one than making them all enetffies
Pakistan could not afford to lose Haqgani as astetegic asset and, even
more, they could not afford to make an enemy of lisnGeneral Duranni’s
explained:

I have no intention of making the Haqgani network @memy. We have problems with
God knows how many other factions. Therefore, we'tdeant to create a problem with
someone who is not against us and who is onlydriarresist the US occupatiéff.

Ishtiaq Ahmed’s analysis was that Pakistan’s cautei@orism approach

should be seen as “triangular”.

We have been tough on domestic groups who werelém terrorism against Pakistani
civilians, security institutions and establishmeaisl have zero tolerance for them. But
we have been lenient towards Afghan Talibans otaggani network whose priorities
are in Afghanistan ... [since] they are no threalP#kistan. We are also lenient towards
Lashkar-e-Taiba and other groups because theirifggare also not in Pakistan; their
priorities are in Kashmir and Indf&

Thus, with the two sides working to different stgies for different
reasons and to different timetables there appddtiedroom for convergence on
the issue of the Haqqgani network. The best thatn@baould hope for was an
accommodation which would allow him to withdrawudfieient number of troops
to claim he had met his promises to the Americaspjge The best that Pakistan
could hope for was to maintain its triangular agtofor as long as it could and

hope it would not seriously endanger its core iataship with Washington.
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5.13 The US-Pakistan Relationship Faces Crisis

Emotions on both sides were inflamed by three ati@dents in the crisis
year of 2011 leading to an atmosphere of relatipgnbhreakdown - evidence of
lethal unauthorised CIA activity in Pakistan; utelal US intervention to Kill
Osama bin Laden under the noses of the Pakistdibanyi and the US attack on
the Pakistani army post at Salala. Khan considérat these incidents left the
relationship in an unprecedented state of crisih wie two countries accusing
each other of betrayal. Given the recent historyetdtions, the crisis itself was
not entirely unexpected. However, the suddennesiseofleterioration did appear
to take both sides by surpriég.

On 27 January 2011, an American from the US Cotesula Lahore,
Raymond Davis, shot two Pakistanis whom he thowgdre about to rob him. A
third Pakistani was killed when an American vehideshing to Davis’s aid
collided with a motorcycle and then fled the scéltee ruthless manner in which
Davis conducted the killing and his aborted resalggted police that he was a
CIA agent. He was, in fact, one of many contractemgaged by the CIA on
unauthorised activities in Lahore, but the US imiatedy issued denials, claiming
he was dona fidediplomat with diplomatic immunity, and demanded telease.
This denial was not only untrue, causing recrimorai@nd public uproar, but it
was also misguided, since it made a quiet diplamsadiution less likely.

The Pakistani Court ruled against Davis’s claimdglomatic status and
refused to release him. The incident escalatedtlad)S stuck to its claims that
Davis was an administrative and technical offi@at, in calling for his release,
even Obama referred to him as “our diplonfit.'Senior US politicians started
campaigning for aid to be suspended. In Pakistaretivas outrage at the idea of
armed Americans rampaging through their cities.igndtion stoked anti-US
sentiment, which was already rife, and there weassmemonstrations calling for
Davis to be executed.

The US Embassy tried to pressure President Zadagléase Davis, but

this just demonstrated their ignorance of Pakigtafitics since the President had
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little influence over either the courts or the pelin the city of his political rival,

Nawaz Sharif. After forty-seven days the immediatsis was resolved with an
admission by the US that Davis was a CIA contraatbo was tracking militant

groups in Pakistan, and the payment of $2.3 milliondiyat (compensation
payable under Islamic law as an alternative toilnative punishment) to the
families of Davis’s victim€®3 This allowed Davis to return home, but it left rhuc
resentment about covert US operations in Pakistantlae knowledge that they
too were playing a double game.

The incident exposed US arrogance and ineptitudk saiggested their
confidence in being able to stonewall denials wasigr than their political skill
in pulling it off. It also highlighted the volatilstate of relations. Thus, when a
drone strike killed dozens at a peaceful tribahgahg in North Waziristan, the
day after Davis’'s release, there were yet more satmns of US arrogance in
acting precipitately on the basis of faulty intgdince?®* Kayani, called the action
a violation of human rights, while Gillani describét as irrationaf®® US
Ambassador to Pakistan, Cameron Munter, was sumanimnBakistan’s Foreign
Office to receive a strong official protest. Latémnindreds of US personnel,
believed to work for the CIA, did not get their assrenewed and were effectively
expelled from the countrf® These events increased mistrust between Pakistan
and the US and put the alliance in danger, but maeto follow.

US duplicity and incompetence had been revealdgtidrDavies case, but
the tables were turned three months later. On 2 Ry, US security forces
completed a carefully planned assault on bin Lal@eompound in Abbottabad

where special forces shot him dead. This was aectarscelebration in the US,
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nearly ten years after 9/11, but was a cause fobaerassment and more
indignation in Pakistan. The Abbottabad compoundcivinad been bin Laden’s
refuge for five years was located only half a kikine from Pakistan’s premier
military academy and 35 kilometres from the capitdly, Islamabad. This
intensified US doubts about Pakistan’s duplicitg aommitment to the war on
terror and led to two likely conclusions - eithekBtan had protected Osama bin
Laden by providing him with a safe refuge; or t&, lhad been unable to find
him despite his proximity to a very sensitive naifif base. Either way, Pakistan’s
credibility was shaken. There were official deniafscollusion but many in the
US had their doubts. Ali Soufan, a former US cewté¢rrorism agent, pointed
out that the town where bin Laden’s compound waatkd was full of former and
current military officials and was remarkably frdfem any terrorist activities.
“There’s no way he could have been sitting thergout the knowledge of some
people in the ISI and the Pakistani militaf)”’The US Secretary of Defence,
Leon Panetta, doubted Pakistan’s official claimsnot knowing about bin
Laden’s hideaway.

| personally have always felt that somebody mustehaad some sense of what was
happening at this compound. Don't forget, this coumgl had 18 foot walls around it.
Twelve foot walls in some areas, 18 foot walls wlsere, a seven foot wall on the third
balcony of the house. It was the largest compoundhé area. So you would have
thought that somebody would have asked the questidthat the hell's going” on
there?%8

General Duranni pointed out possible double statsgdlan the US side
over this. After all, American security agenciesd Hzeen equally negligent in
failing to detect the 9/11 hijackers who were lyim the US for years. So, if the
US condemned Pakistan for its complicity over badén then the CIA should
also be condemned for its complicity with the 9térrorists2°®

Islamabad protested over the unilateral actionrtdkethe US to kill bin
Laden, which took place on Pakistani territory the Pakistani authorities were

not even informed. Panetta hinted that the reaspthfs was that the US did not
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trust Pakistan not to warn bin Laden in advanceehVhsked if Pakistan had
interfered in the operation in any way, Panettaytead and replied that, “they
didn't know about our operation. That was the whadea.?® However,
Pakistan’s sense of embarrassment and indignagsnswmmarised by Musharraf
in June 2011. “There is no way Pakistani autharitielped hide Osama bin Laden
in their country ... It is extremely embarrassingkiBi&n is not a banana republic.
People coming in and out without the governmentkng, that is bad from the
government’s point of view?1!

This incident also created severe internal tenshisieen the Pakistani
military and the civilian government. This was rake in the “Memogate”
scandal which broke at the end of 2011 in whickvals alleged that President
Zardari feared the military was plotting a couptle wake of the Abbottabad
attack. In an attempt to thwart this, it was alegardari sought help from the US
military in restraining Pakistan’s generals. Whatcurious about this was the
convoluted channel of communication. Zardari isds&b have asked his
Ambassador in the US to seek help from a wealthyedean businessman of
Pakistani origin, Mansoor ljaz, in getting a menmoham to the Pentagon. ljaz
claims he drafted the memo with material suppligdtile Ambassador and
delivered it to a former security advisor, Genelahes, who then passed it to
Admiral Mullen (who then ignored it). This suggesi® possible features of US-
Pakistan relations at the time. Firstly, it illegs how weak the ties may have
been between the civilian government and its USitmpart in that the President
had no direct links with top military officiafé? A second possibility is that
Zardari did not trust the normal chain of commuti@a to maintain
confidentiality any more than the US trusted thegnity of their communications
with Pakistan over bin Laden.

Next it was the turn of the US to make another mested attack to
inflame tensions even further. On 26 November 20I4TO helicopters attacked
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a Pakistani check post at Salala in Mohmand agendfe Pakistan-Afghanistan

border. 24 Pakistani soldiers were killed and 1Zemeere injured. This attack

drew a furious response from the Pakistan armycribsg it as unprovoked and

indiscriminate. Gilani called it outrageous andeamed an emergency meeting of
the cabinet. Border crossings for ISAF supply reuwtere closed within hours and
trucks and tankers were turned back. Orders wereetsto Pakistani soldiers to
return fire if they came under attack again, rgsthe prospect of hostilities

between forces of the two erstwhile partrféfsThe Parliament of Pakistan then
passed a joint resolution requiring the US to va&itamsi airbasé?

Claims and counter-claims failed to assign respmlityi and Pakistan
insisted on a formal US apology as a conditionrésppening supply routés®
The NATO version of events claimed US-Afghan spefteces in the area had
been fired on first from a Pakistani position arad Hired back, calling in air
support. When the Pakistani side told the US theyewunder attack the level of
mistrust was such that neither side would giveipeelocation details to the other,
so the incident was put down to an unfortunate omsuunication. Pakistan
responded that the complete NATO chain of commarelktheir gunships were
attacking Pakistani forces by 1:15a.m. that day,coatinued knowingly for over
an hour longef!® The US State Department favoured an apology, fetUsS
military resisted claiming that there was fault doth sides. The Obama
administration issued a statement of regret, bstwlas not enough to satisfy the
many Pakistanis who had once more come onto tleetstin anti-American
protests. In Washington, Senators called for a holige to be taken on
Pakistar?!’ and, in what some criticised as a “stunt”, an &otdinary

Congressional Hearing in February 2012 heavilyotsitd human rights abuses in
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Balochistar?*® Washington became further incensed when Pakistapoped
reopening the supply lines, but charging what tlegyarded as new and exorbitant
charge<!® However, the continued closure of the supply ut@as not only
raising operational costs, but also complicated®betagon’s ability to efficiently
move forces and equipment out of Afghanistan inparation for American
withdrawal. At the same time, the Pakistani mijitavas becoming concerned
about the possible loss of aid. Finally, a deal wasle in which Hillary Clinton
issued a carefully worded statement that the USsweay for the losses suffered
by the Pakistani militarg?® This was sufficient to reopen the supply routderad
six-month stand-off, although not all in Pakistaerevhappy with the outcome. As

Senator Hafiz Hamdullah said in an interview:

The NATO supply route was opened by the decisioRalistan’s army without taking
into consideration the consent of Parliament wlictually is the true representative of
the people of Pakistan ... The US didn't apologise[flee] Salala incident properly ...
Saying only sorry for that incident is not enoudhe West use this word 100 times a
day, even if they sneeze they say séfty.

The US-Pakistan relationship was at very low ebbeoagain in 2012.
Phillip Crowley, former Assistant Secretary of 8tdor Obama, thought that,
given the complex and convoluted nature of thetimahip, the apology and re-
opening of supply routes qualified as momentumesiythe bar is low. Turning
things around will be a long process, but thera isasis to star?? Roedad
Khan, however, offered a more pessimistic view.dapwe are the slaves of the
Americans. We were allies of America; we were suppg the Americans
through thick and thin. That is gone no%® Senator Hamdullah, however
suggested this might be going too far.

Despite the harsh statements, there is a resaive the US side that they have to keep
Pakistan on board. They can't afford to ignore Baki which is strategically [a] very
important country for the US in this region. Fronr gide also, we know very well that
we don’t want to be [an] enemy of the US. We areftiends of the US and we want to
be friends of the US in future as well. To assuha fthe] Pakistan-US relationship is

218 The Tribune “Following years of neglect, Balochistan issuketa up by US congressional
panel”’, 10 February 2013, <http://tribune.com.piAat334339/following-years-of-neglect-baloch
istan-issue-taken-up-by-us-congressional-panelte¢ased 3 September 2014].

219The Guardian“Pakistan ends dispute over NATO supply routésrafillary Clinton apology”
3 July 2012, <http://www.theguardian.com/world/2(Qa203/pakistan-dispute-nato-hillary-clinto
n> [Accessed 3 November 2011].

220p 3. Crowley, “Viewpoint: US and Pakistan Allianisefor Good, BBC News 10 July 2012,
<http://www.bb c.co.uk/news/world-us-canada-187884Hint=true> [Accessed 11 July 2013].
221 Interview with Hafiz Hamdullah, Quetta, 18 AugQéx1 2.

222 p_J. Crowley, “Viewpoint: US and Pakistan Alliansefor Good, BBC News10 July 2012,
<http://www.bb c.co.uk/news/world-us-canada-187884Hint=true> [Accessed 11 July 2013].
223 Interview with Roedad Khan, Islamabad, 10 Auguxt2

225



getting worse day by day is wrong. | am not assgrtiat. The relationship is a bit down
now, but | am sure that it will chang&.

Hillary Clinton expressed a similar, but more cseciview that the

relationship was “challenging but essentff”

5.14 Strategic Outcomes for the US and Pakistan

A year after the shock of 9/11, the Bush adminigtreadopted a National
Security Strategy in September 2002 which set loeit aims and objectives and
serves as a yardstick to assess how this peridkeofelationship contributed to
their successes and failures. This was an expansitgegy to use their
unprecedented and unequalled strength and influenoeake the whole world a
safer and better place. First priority was to gsrand destroy global terrorism,
making no concessions or deals with terrorists,raakling no distinction between
terrorists and those who aided them. This priosiis the pivot of relations with
Pakistan but other parts of the strategy alsoedl&d Pakistan and South Asia.
These included: strengthening non-proliferatiom$f to prevent rogue states and
terrorists from acquiring weapons of mass deswuctidefusing the Indo-
Pakistani conflict; and promoting market-based demaoy. With no mention of
Pakistan, the strategy also aimed for a strongdioekship with India in creating a

strategically stable Asia.

By the end of the Bush Presidency, the strategya ashole looked
hopelessly unachievable with the US bogged dowexpensive, unpopular and
stalemated insurgencies in Iraq and Afghanistae. Afighan conflict exposed the
Durand Line as a conceptual frontier only whichldawot contain insurgents on
either side of it, so the fighting spread to anohfrPakistan itself. The enemy
became not just al-Qaeda and the Taliban but a lexmand multi-layered
network of militant groups, some of which were adesed allies by Pakistan but
as enemies by the US. This generated a mixtureicifoh and co-operation in
which the US continued to give billions of dollacsthe Pakistani military for its

selective co-operation. Nevertheless, the US colalin some success in that al-
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Qaeda was generally accepted as a shared enemiaahtieen considerably
disrupted, if not destroyed. Despite a few scathsye had been no more
successful terrorist attacks attributed to al-QaedaUS territory but global
terrorism was far from destroyed and had prolifsstanotably in Pakistan.

There are multiple explanations for US failure,luiing a gross over-
estimation of its strength and influence, but Bagiietermination to see al-Qaeda
and the Taliban as one undifferentiated enemy, tandnore the advice of the
more experienced Pakistanis he was conscriptirgdlias, was clearly a factor in
making the Afghan campaign bigger and more comigdcahan it needed to be.
By 2008, the US finally acknowledged that it haddistinguish between the two
and that accommodating the more moderate elementtheo Taliban was
necessary. The Bush circle had correctly identiffexicritical nature of Pakistan’s
co-operation over Afghanistan, but appeared torassiiey could get this with
threats and inducements of aid. Given the extemihich they knew they would
be heavily reliant on Pakistan it could be argueat they were negligent in not
paying greater attention to their key ally and Ioeihg clearer about what it could,
and could not, deliver. Whilst they may have bearpissed by Musharraf's
instant agreement, it would have been wiser fomtie be clearer about how far
they could rely on it. Bush’s subsequent inabit@ycontrol the Northern Alliance
take-over of Kabul and the prominence of its leaderthe new government then
undermined much of the strategic motivation foriB@k to abandon the Taliban
and increased its motivation for selective co-openeonly.

This left Bush’s strategy in a tangle and it fell@bama to find a way of
pulling out American troops. His “Af-Pak” strategygtempted to broaden US-
Pakistan co-operation with economic and partnerbhifmling measures, in
addition to military aid, but it degenerated intautoal recrimination under the
strain of a string of crises. This left his targétroop withdrawal by 2014 looking
uncertain and the prospects for subsequent stabilit Afghanistan looking
precarious as militant attacks continued and théuKagovernment failed to
control much of its national territory.

There were failures on other parts of the Sec8trpategy too, in relation
to nuclear proliferation, resolving Indo-Pakistanonflict and democracy
promotion. As revelations over A. Q. Khan emergeldecame clear that Pakistan

had not only established itself as a nuclear pdwérhad helped Iran, Libya and
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North Korea with their nuclear ambitions. At themsa time, Pakistan was
producing nuclear weapons faster than any othentopwvhilst also becoming
more unstable with associated fears for the secwft that arsenal. New
insecurities had been added to Indo-Pakistan hgstihrough the Afghan
campaign. The US and the Kabul regime had encodragian investment and
presence in what Pakistan considered its spacstriaiegic depth. This included
Indian security and diplomatic personnel locatedrribe Afghan-Pakistan border
which aggravated Pakistani fears of interferencethe Baloch separatist
movement and created longer term concerns abouwdnndfluence over future
Afghan governments.

Democracy promotion seemed out of the picture whkrsharraf was
being bullied and cajoled into abandoning the Talibindeed, some of the
demands placed on him, such as suppressing dsgamst the US, could not be
fulfilled by the kind of free, democratic societyat Bush sought to promote. For
seven years thereafter, the US maintained Mushamafitary regime just as its
predecessors had done with those of Ayub, Yahya&Zandsome success could be
claimed by Musharraf's reforms, notably easing raedéstrictions, and the
eventual elections which deposed the General hinbgg] even with a civilian
government, non-military institutions were weakeThilitary, on the other hand,
had been nurtured by decades of priority budgesind aid, and was the only
effective, meritocratic institution in the countis such it was still the main force
to be reckoned with, particularly in security andeign affairs.

There was, however, one apparent success for thevti&h was also a
setback for Pakistan - strategic partnership withid. The agreements on defence
and nuclear co-operation formed the potential fealising the long-held US
ambition of making India its key regional ally. Wia common rival in China,
strategic interests appeared to converge along stittng economic, cultural and
democratic ties to make an Indo-US nexus look daradowever, much of the
early impetus built up by Bush drained away througHia’s insistence on

maintaining independence on issues like links viidm, diversifying its arms
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suppliers, restricting commercial access, climdtange and continued business
with its biggest trade partner, Chiff4.

Washington’s relationship with Pakistan was anotkey factor holding
back the Indo-US nexus, particularly Washingtonisability to control
Islamabad’s support of Islamic militants. Obamantbaused Indian resentment in
his attempts to resolve Kashmir through his spesmmaioy, Richard Holbrooke -
the failure of which then caused resentment in $f2aki Although the issue
remained unresolved this created a growing acceptamPakistan that it was no
longer possible to hang on to the idea that thewd8Ild help, as Ambassador
Fatemi conceded. “To expect America, or to expegt major power, to use its
influence on India to nudge in the direction of tlesolution of Kashmir issue
should not be expected by Pakistan. Those daysgane, they are history
now.”227

Beyond Kashmir, Shamshad Ahmad argued that thend®-frelationship
had far greater regional significance and deepaulications for Pakistan’s
security and its relations with the 3%.Whilst this may be true on paper, in
practice it had not actually produced any greaingka. In regional terms there
was potential for reconfiguration with the US amdi& balancing against China,
and possibly Russia, and with Pakistan expandisglirtks with China in
preference to the US. However, no substantialshiid occurred. India was still
ambivalent about the US, and its aim to accessamaenergy supplies, via a
pipeline through Pakistan, was unwelcome in Wagbmgindia did more trade
with China than with the US —a relationship it webulot put at risk with a pivot to
America. The US was committed to Pakistan so logagtaneeded what co-
operation it could get for exiting Afghanistan withignity and for containing
terrorism thereafter. Pakistan had long recognibedUS was leaving, so was
taking aid while it could whilst pursuing its owanlger term strategy of doing
what it had always done - deterring Indian influemt Afghanistan and Kashmir.

In this way, Pakistan’s security was more threadelbg US encouragement for
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India in Afghanistan but this had been the caseesi2001 when the Northern
Alliance took Kabul. In terms of Pakistan’s relatsowith the US, the Indo-US
nexus was certainly viewed with concern but this Wt one of many factors
which had driven the relationship into crisis.

In Pakistan itself, the consequences of this plaske relationship were
keenly felt in terms of refugees, mass upheavédyial conflict with foreign and
indigenous groups, terrorist attacks and droneestriall of which seemed to
generate more blame for double-dealing than sympdtbm Washington.
Musharraf initially got a clean bill of health fars regime and his nuclear arsenal
but as his country got more and more entangled with prolonged Afghan
campaign, his position weakened and he gave wartoelected civilian
government which, whilst tolerated by the militamgs in no position to seriously
challenge the ultimate power of the generals. Thétamy still had prime
influence on security and foreign policy and, intjgallar, had complete control
over the burgeoning nuclear arsenal. Despite thesy too had lost control over
parts of their national territory and were losingiative in Afghanistan to India.

5.15 Implications for the Relationship

The pressures of 9/11 and the Afghan campaign exbdse gulf in
strategic interests between the US and Pakistamerrahan bringing them
together. After a period of relative regional neglthe US became interested in
Afghanistan again; first, as a potential conduit @entral Asian resources and
then as a hostile centre of al-Qaeda activity wihiched into a primary threat to
be eliminated along with the Taliban regime. Paki& interests had remained
constant against India and maintaining strategiottden Afghanistan through
supporting the Taliban. Thus, 9/11 found Pakistarth@ wrong side as far as the
US was concerned, so co-operation had to be cptsdri Musharraf's early
willingness to help indicated his eagerness tdlgebenefits of US partnership, in

legitimacy and aid, rather than a dramatic re-aaton of his strategic interests.

The US side appeared not to appreciate the signide of this in three
ways. First, in pressuring Musharraf for suppott,wias not necessary for
Armitage to threaten him since the implied, andounfied, fear of US aid going
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to India seemed to have had the most effect. Sedbneas Taliban regime
change, rather than hunting al-Qaeda, that brotightwo partners into conflict.
Pakistan’s willingness to eliminate the foreignhtigrs of al-Qaeda suggests that
there was a shared interest there which could hage pursued with clearer focus
and co-operation without the gruelling complicatioof regime change. Third,
once the Northern Alliance took Kabul and prominpositions in the Afghan
government, it effectively meant Pakistan had ghtfiagainst its own interests to
support those of the US. The longer the campdigigged on, the more this
fundamental divergence became apparent.

Another objective of the US Security Strategy sstee a shared interest
in resolving Indo-Pakistan conflict but the accomyag objective of achieving
strategic partnership with India did nothing to rese confidence that any
resolution might be to Pakistan’s advantage. Thdial was still the preferred
regional partner became obvious with the defencé aunclear agreements,
followed by US acceptance of India’'s refusal ofrdhparty interference in its
disputes with Pakistan. Here, fundamentally, irgesrstill diverged.

Nuclear proliferation remained a conflicting intetre but Pakistan’s
activities were given the customary blind eye alent the military dictatorship
which presided over them. All sanctions were lifegtd human rights were put
back on the shelf once more. There were groundsgoe that American wilful
blindness was not complete in this instance sifilcete were made to encourage
Musharraf to reform, but continued aid to the railt meant they maintained their
political pre-eminence. Obama’s “Af-Pak” stratedgsoeacknowledged the need to
go beyond military aid and aimed to help Pakistath veconomic and social
development, but this still took second place tmategic military support.
However, both the Bush and Obama administratioms bz accused of wilful
blindness towards the wholesale abuse of rights tthak place in Pakistan’s
punitive campaigns in the tribal areas which, iheotcircumstances, would have
prompted demands for restraint or humanitarianretgion. There are also
grounds for arguing that the Bush administratiors walfully blind over the
Northern Alliance take-over of Kabul since the ende points to prior
knowledge of the likelihood of this happening, tgbiBush gave Musharraf good

reason to believe that it could and would be preacekn
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Pakistan was also wilfully blind, notably over daa/n involvement in the
deployment of drones, which it continued to dengrevwn the light of clear
evidence to the contrary. There was also Pakistathul blindness over the
activities of the militant groups linked to the Afan Taliban which it tolerated in
the border areas, though this amounted to deceirevtthe ISI actively
encouraged them to attack NATO and Afghan tarJétere is also a good case to
argue that Musharraf had long been wilfully blind A. Q. Khan’s nuclear
proliferation network though he made claims to¢betrary.

The incidence of reverse influence in this episofiéhe relationship is
curious because, in the beginning, Musharraf ajgoleaot to use his geo-strategic
location and intelligence assets to negotiate béttens but, at the end, the US
appeared to have very little political leverage ro\akistan’s unwelcome
activities. The reason was that once the US and ®IAvEre heavily engaged in
Afghanistan they became increasingly reliant oniftak’'s co-operation. In
evidence to the Foreign Affairs Committee of the Wouse of Commons,
Professor Shaun Gregory explained that whilst & er#tical to NATO success for
Pakistan to put serious pressure on the Afgharbdaliit was not possible to
force them to do so because of the “counter-levertgey could apply. Up to 80
per cent of NATO's main supply lines flowed throughkistan and they were
reliant on their host for bases and over-flightsadldition, the West relied on the
ISI for intelligence, particularly on al-Qaeda, aod the army to keep 60-100
nuclear weapons out of terrorist hands. Gregoryclooled that the West had
become too dependent on Pakistan in too many impoisecurity areas to
seriously question the military or I1SI, despite Wirag they were duplicitous over
the Afghan Talibaff® This illustrates the significance of the Bush leii failure
to appreciate just how critical its relationshigwiPakistan would be and how it
was actually a key stakeholder in the enterprideerahan just a bullied conscript.

It looked as though the earlier pattern of US prditbias would re-emerge
in this period when sanctions were removed and Miuwah was hailed as a
courageous partner by the Republican administratiblowever, Bush’s
agreements with India demonstrated a clear prefereim that direction,
particularly in his refusal to offer Pakistan trearse kind of preferential nuclear

229 House of Commons Foreign Affairs Committee, 2Qdd. 34-35.
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deal. Whilst the succeeding Democrat administrafitinout with Pakistan, it had
started off by trying to build a more constructpertnership with them. Relations
with India had also cooled a little under Obamaughit was not possible to
detect any clear political bias for either Pakistamndia.

The period started with a big “trust deficit” inetlielationship and ended
with a bigger one. From the Pakistani side, peroaptof US fickleness were
reinforced by another exaggerated switch in stateland claims of valued
partnership. Previous experience indicated this Wkady to be a short term
expedient followed by abandonment and a reversmncdndemnation and
sanctions. Betrayal followed over the Northern #iite, and also the agreements
with India, causing Pakistan to work towards a Emgerm strategy which
excluded some key US interests. From the Americarspective, previous
experience predicted Pakistan would be unrelisgdde;o-operation was achieved
through arm-twisting and aid, but this was insuéiit to prevent co-operation
becoming selective in relation to the Afghan Tatibd@his led to accusations of
Pakistan playing a double game which were all toeenbitter for the inability of
the US to stop it. Obama and Clinton made an attémput relations on a more
constructive footing with the Af-Pak Strategic igue, but mutual suspicions
were too entrenched and were reinforced by the<tisat followed. By 2012, it
could be argued that both sides were in conflictlsklapparently co-operating
with each other. The US was making unwanted attackgs partner’s territory
and Pakistan was abetting the Afghan Taliban iraitacks on NATO and the
Afghan regime Underlying this was the fault line of mismatchedatgic

interests which nearly sixty years of relations faild to resolve.
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CONCLUSIONS

The crisis of 2011 was not just a product of th@dants which occurred
that year. Neither was it caused just by the terssiwhich had grown during the
ten-year War on Terror leading up to it. It was freduct of a 60 year-old
unequal relationship marked by disenchantment,pgsiatment and distrust in
which each side viewed the other as unreliableifeplaceable. This thesis set
out to explore the reasons why the relationshigclwhad six decades to mature,
was so poor. It argues that the history of US-Rakisrelations is one of
opportunism in which interests have not convergdticgently for sustained co-
operation on the basis of shared aims. Insteaihydsenf co-operation depended
on short-term wilful blindness by the US and oniBak’s ability to use its geo-
strategic location as reverse influence in the mils® unequal relationship
between the two countries. The legacy of thisnsusual mistrust but neither side
has seen any advantage in breaking off the rekttipn altogether. This
concluding chapter reviews the evidence in the ambe in relation to key
elements of the argument: diverging interests; dppeém; wilful blindness;
trust-deficit; and reverse influence. It then resehow far the relationship has
successfully benefitted the US and Pakistan irr thteategic aims and identifies
areas where further research could deepen undérsgaiof the subject. The
chapter concludes with a short assessment of \whdiistory can say about future

relations.

Interests

Pakistan is still attempting to deal with the trasnof the 1947 Partition
and to secure its independence and Islamic idemtipposition to what is still
firmly held to be a hostile India. The Indian threames not just from its greater
military capacity but also from its possession ey kvater supplies which, whilst
under international supervision, could be deploggdinst Pakistan in the form of
devastating floods or droughts. The war over Kashamd its disputede facto
division, created a further grievance with Indignied as a loss. Internally, the
integrity of the state has been under pressure fseparatism, particularly in

Balochistan, with suspicions of Indian interferenkglitary parity with India is
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seen as essential to being able to deter aggreasidrfor negotiating from a
position of strength on these issues. These cos@eall India-centric, and India
is the reference point from which foreign policefehce and security decisions
are made. This has remained a constant featufealkastan through to the present
day.

Whilst Pakistan’s concerns are regional and ideoly Islamic, the US
has a global position to defend and promotes its tr@e market capitalism and
liberal democracy. While the primary object of Rakn’'s foreign policy has
remained the same, in the shape of India, the pyimigjects of US foreign policy
have altered. Up to 1989, this was communism asaley but China became
partially excluded from 1970 and Iran was addedch asew Islamic threat from
1979. After the Soviet collapse, the US focussed lam, Iraqg and other
destabilising conflicts. After 2001 its focus wagolgpl terrorism and its
supporters, with a more recent concern about Cihao time has the US shared
Pakistan’s security interests against India. Altifothere were tensions between
Delhi and Washington, particularly in the Cold Wtre US favoured a regional
partnership with India and in recent years has é&ufrthe basis for one. There
were episodes when the US and Pakistan co-opertaeely: the early Cold War
up to 1962; US rapprochement with China; the pravar of the Mujahidin
against the USSR in Afghanistan; the War on Dragst the very early stages of
the US Afghan campaign. Pakistan also showed angiless to help the US to a
lesser extent in the first Gulf War and with peasgkng. However, whilst the
two states shared shorter-term goals and targetsh@se episodes, their
fundamental interests did not coincide. IndeedhJnidia being both Pakistan’s
enduring foe and the US’s favoured regional parthere was always potential
for conflict which surfaced in years leading upthe crises of 2011. Pakistan’s
enduring but lower-key relationship with China wadso contrary to US primary
interests until the 1970s. Although it temporaplpved an asset in relations with
Washington it still contains potential for conflas China is increasingly seen as a
rival to the West and it is unlikely to be so e&sypersuade Islamabad to ditch
China as it did the Taliban.
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Opportunism, Wilful Blindness and Double Games

With no shared fundamental strategy to cementioglst and with major
shifts in US prime interests, it is helpful to viéle relationship as episodic rather
than continuous. At the start, the new Pakistanwmaker pressure to find a backer
to help build its military almost from scratch aglivas an ally to deter Indian
aggression and help right the Kashmir grievanceatithgot from the US, after
Truman'’s reluctance, was military and economichaitino alliance against India.
This became clear in 1962, when the West wentd@ls help in the Sino-India
border clash, and in 1965, when US even-handedessgm of aid gave the
advantage to India in the war over Kashmir.

Thereafter, fluctuating episodes were mostly deteech by a basic
equation: on the one side was Pakistan’s needifoard international regime
legitimacy; on the other was periodic US need fareas to, and use of, Pakistan’s
geo-strategic location, intelligence and contddtswever, the US was potentially
restricted by the values it sought to promote ilatren to human rights and
nuclear proliferation, so giving aid and legitimaty Pakistan required a
suspension of these values in the form of wilfuhddhess. These features made
episodes of co-operation largely a matter of opposim in the sense that they
were highly dependent upon circumstances and eapeyli A prime instance of
this was Nixon’s blind eye to the repression intHekistan in return for access
to Yahya’'s connections with Mao in 1971, but theureing themes of wilful
blindness were Pakistan’s nuclear programme anitanyidictatorships.

Accommodating Pakistan in this way required songaicant and swift
policy changes. After putting the elected Prime ister Zulfigar Ali Bhutto under
severe pressure over the nuclear programme, and edghteen months after
suspending aid altogether, the US gave the mildatator General Zia a six-year
aid package worth $3.2 billion. This expediency wasessary to access Zia's
links to the Mujahidin in order to stoke the insemgy against the USSR in
Afghanistan. Despite subsequent revelations abmartiwum enrichment, Reagan,
Bush and the majority of the US political estabigmt were willing to suspend
belief and an even bigger six-year aid package w$4t2 billion was agreed in
1987. That Zia refused Carter's 1979 offer and waepared to wait for better

terms indicates he knew how the relationship nowrke® and was as
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opportunistic as the US. Similarly, three yeargraflanctions were imposed over
Pakistan’s nuclear tests, and only twenty monther durther sanctions and
condemnations over another military coup, Generasiharraf was given a three-
year aid package of $2.6 billion and hailed asaaldée of courage and vision. In
this case the US needed access to Afghanistan alotig bases, logistical
facilities, intelligence and an undertaking to at@mthe Taliban. Thus, the price
the US had to pay for Pakistan’s co-operation watgust aid and recognition; it
also included a large measure of wilful blindneshis was justified on the
grounds that it would actually encourage Pakistasbiandon its nuclear ambition,
as with the Pressler Certificates, or to embracaadeacy, as with Ayub’s 1958
coup. However the realisation of Pakistan’s nucketerrent and the continual
resort to military rule suggest this was, at b&gshful thinking. In addition
Washington had to be wilfully blind to the consenees of its own directions to
Pakistan to suppress insurgents in the Tribal Afreas 2004 onwards.

By examining the history of the relationship ashain of transactions it
becomes clear how each episode of US expediencyollawed by recrimination
when circumstances no longer justified maintainivitjul blindness. This drew
claims of betrayal and abandonment from Pakistahe®WWixon and Kissinger
were no longer able to justify aid in 1971 they avaccused of failing to protect
East Pakistan when they clearly considered they gratected West Pakistan.
When détente rendered Pakistan of less stratedie Bhutto felt obliged to
pursue an independent foreign policy which includetuclear deterrent and drew
sanctions from the US again. After 1989 the US ilo®rest in the region and the
re-imposition of sanctions against Nawaz Shariflecied government was
interpreted as both unfair and discriminatory. Tluattern established an
expectation in Pakistan that episodes of US engagemould be temporary
which in turn encouraged Islamabad to balance Wigshm's requirements with
longer term strategies of their own. This drewrokiof Pakistani duplicity from
the US.

Pakistan first started hedging its bets in this wayhe understanding it
achieved with Chou-en-Lai that Pakistan would exe@tpna from its obligations
under its Western alliances. The subsequent arials dad development of links
to help China, in contradiction to the Westernaalties’ anti-communist purpose,

was then a reaction to Western aid to India. Howewuewas the nuclear
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programme that generated greater duplicity. Althouge US was clearly

indulging in wilful blindness over this, Pakistarade it possible with denials and
assurances from General Zia, Benazir Bhutto, Nawharif and General

Musharraf. Later, as the US war in Afghanistan camelominate relations,

Pakistan exempted elements of the Afghan Talibam fits offensives against
militants. This led to accusations of Pakistan jpigya double game by supporting
anti-US groups whilst claiming to be co-operatinghvthe US campaign against
them.

The history of the relationship also demonstratesw h past
disappointments over abandonment and duplicitytedeenutual expectations of
future disappointment and reinforced a decliningleyof trust. By the time of
9/11 the Bush team felt it necessary to conscrghtigtan’s involvement without
consultation over what was achievable and Mushé#etfait necessary to hide his
nuclear arsenal from the US. From this unpromisiegyt to the episode trust
degenerated further when Bush failed to keep higlwo the Northern Alliance
and Pakistan began its double game in the TribgidRs.

Reverse Influence
This assessment of the relationship raises thetiqness to why the US

continued to engage with Pakistan and to give schmaid each time a new
opportunity arose. At the start there were few ptkegional options for the US to
contain the USSR once Nehru declared India to meatigned, and this choice
became even narrower after the Islamic Revolutiolman. During the Cold War,

then, Pakistan offered a unique asset in its geegfic location and a willingness
to side with the West. By the time of the Soviatasion of Afghanistan in 1979,
Pakistan had further assets in unique access td/thahidin insurgents and a
porous border through which they and weapons cpalksks to attack the Red
Army. Zia used these to successfully bargain wite US not just for large
amounts of military aid but also for control of ttestribution of support for the
Mujahidin. This helped create two more assets: iknesourced military; and an
extensive intelligence service (ISI) with influenaaong the militant groups and
in Afghanistan. The ISI was also experienced inkiva with the CIA. These

assets made Pakistan indispensable to Bush inumt df al-Qaeda. Once this
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became an invasion of Afghanistan he also becagtdyhieliant on Pakistan for
logistics and supply routes. This confirms that teeerse influence which
Roger® identified was an important part of the bilatergationship during the
Cold War and demonstrates that it continued to Heature afterwards in the
context of the US-Afghan campaign. In addition,utjo, this research suggests
that reverse influence was attributable to much emtbran just geo-political
location. By 2011 it included military and intedigce assets as well as a
stranglehold on supply routes and it was thesedppgared to restrain US ability
to force Pakistan to suppress the Afghan Talibakidtan’s ability to use this
influence was temporary and could only be appligenvWashington took the
initiative for another episode of engagement. HavelPakistan's nuclear arsenal
then became another factor for the US and it wagsormant for this to be kept
secure from terrorists or an extremist coup. ThesUS had added concern not to
undermine political stability or the military est@bment's control of these
weapons and it could be argued that they had beeoneterrent against future

abandonment.

Strategic Utility of the Relationship

In terms of Cold War strategy, the relationship wasonsiderable benefit
to the US. Pakistan joined the alliance system whielped contain communism
in the region for 25 years and allowed the US dillanee facilities. Although
Johnson rebuked Ayub for developing links with @hifixon opportunistically
capitalised on them to outmanoeuvre the USSR il 1BRhutto’s foreign policy
diversification had not lasted long enough to imgpeeengagement once he had
been removed, though there is no firm evidence tti@&tUS was instrumental in
his death. After Brezhnev broke regional containmevith his Afghan
intervention in 1979, Reagan opportunistically talged on the counter-
insurgency which Zia was helping to orchestrate alamed credit for the
eventual Soviet retreat and collapse. Beyond theadiate Cold War, though, the

emergence of two independent centres of nucleahbidléty in India and Pakistan

20Tom Roger, “A Study of Reverse Influence”, in Aznml. R., (ed.) Pakistan-American
Relations Karachi: Royal Book Company, 1994).
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was a setback. Whilst India’s programme could hiedgep China in check,

Pakistan’s could threaten US interests in Isradl @lsewhere in the Middle East.
By 1998, Pakistan’s deterrent was an acknowledgatlity and the US had been
unable to prevent it. Pakistan made small contiobst to the Gulf War and

peacekeeping, and helped with anti-narcotics ojpagtbut it facilitated the rise

of the Taliban who became hosts for al-Qaeda. Tegethey became the new
enemy which drew the US into its own protracted &g stalemate, in which

Pakistan could only be compelled and rewarded Betective co-operation.

However, through that co-operation the US was alde to establish a strategic
presence in Pakistan and Afghanistan on the dgmsteChina, Central Asia and
Iran.

Compared to the US, Pakistan made no gains iregtcabutcomes from
its US relationship. India was still the prime tirand Kashmir was nowhere near
resolution. The LOC was merely a ceasefire line ibudontinued to split the
Province for decades longer than the Berlin Wadll Bplit the German capital.
The US approach had been largely to avoid gettiogirtvolved. Kennedy may
have missed the best opportunity to encourage Itmsards the UN-agreed
plebiscite in 1962 when Nehru needed western helward off China. In the
event he not only backed away from pressuring Néhtwalso restrained Pakistan
from taking advantage of its best opportunity fornailitary solution. Bush had
restrained Musharraf's use of proxy militants inskeir in 2001 and Obama’s
attempt to mediate eight years later was firmlyectgd by India. The water
dispute was resolved through the Indus Waters yreal 960 but this had been
brokered by the World Bank rather than through U&liation. In Afghanistan,
Pakistan had protected its strategic depth by spongsthe Taliban while left to
its own devices in 1989-2001, but re-engagemertt thiz US destroyed this and
India gained influence there under the new regime.

It is an indication of the ambiguity of the bilagérrelationship that
Pakistan’s gains in strategic military capabilipnee through both conflict and co-
operation with the US. The US intermittently gawekiBtan military aid to build
up its conventional forces but this failed to pretvee consistently falling behind
India. Estimates from the Stockholm Internationed&e Research Institute show

that in 1988 Pakistan’s military expenditure wa%o2Bat of India, falling to 17%
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in 2000 and to 15% in 20#3' However this was offset by nuclear weapons in
which Pakistan had a slight edge in numbers with190 warheads compared
with India’s 80-100 in 201232 In addition to providing mutually assured
destruction these neutralised the possibility afjdascale conventional Indian
attack, including the option of limited nuclearilsds against concentrations of
tanks and troops preparing to invade. They alswiged cover for Pakistan’s
asymmetric warfare against India through proxiesieterring punitive actiof®®
Whilst getting this nuclear capacity was sometimgsnly discouraged by the US
with sanctions and rebukes it was expediently igdat others, and nine years of
wilful blindness from 1981-1990 appears to haveedpd its development at a
critical stage. During the same period US resourals® contributed to the
empowerment of Pakistan’s proxy forces amongstMiigahidin. Thus, the US
had been both a help and a hindrance in helpin@&késtani military compensate
for lack of conventional parity with nuclear andymsnetric capacities. All the
same, this had not achieved any of Pakistan’setksirategic outcomes.

However, Pakistan’s internal security was seriodslgnaged as a result of
re-engagement with the US in its operation formegchange in Afghanistan. As
the conflict spread into FATA it destabilised thoeisl fabric and political balance
in those areas and created millions of internaigpldced refugees on top of the
Afghan refugees already there. It also broughtdbrbkistani military actions,
US drone strikes and insurgent violence along witldespread retaliatory
terrorism in mainland Pakistan.

It is argued that the US stifled political develggrhin Pakistan through
its tolerance of, and support for, military dictstops. Figures as diverse as
Benazir Bhutto and General Duranni support thisvviBenazir Bhutto claimed
the West was at fault for, “allowing Pakistani i@ty regimes to suppress the
democratic aspirations of the people of Pakistan,lang as their dictators
ostensibly support the political goals of the intional community2®* General

231 Stockholm International Peace Research Institif@éRI Military Expenditure Database, 2014,
<http://www.sipri.org/research/armaments/milex>c¢&ssed 24 October 2014].

232 Stockholm International Peace Research InstiGifeR| Yearbook, 2012, <http://www.sipri.or
g/yearbook/2012 /07> [Accessed 24 October 2014].

233 Manpreet Sethi, “Pakistan’s Nuclear Doctrine amcht8gy”, Institute of Peace and Conflict
Studies, India Seminar Report, 23 August 2007,pstitbcs.org/seminar/india/pakistans-nuclear-
doctrine-and-strategy-671.ht ml> [Accessed 24 Cat@014].

234 Benazir Bhutto, “The Price of Dictatorshigrhe Guardian 23 August 2006, <http://www.the
guardian.com/commentisfree/2006/aug/23/commentpaikd [Accessed 25 October 2014].
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Duranni went further and claimed the US preferratitany dictators: “The US
would be happy if you have a one window operatictipularly in an
environment in which Pakistan has to play a padictole. So the military or a
dictatorship provides you that. You don’t have sk anyone. | am the big man
called Musharraf and I'll take the decisiofi”In the case of Musharraf the US
got a quick decision, but Zia was much less complend the nature of his
regime was a factor restraining Carter from malanigetter offer. This suggests
that dictatorship was no guarantee of compliantngaship. The US gave aid to
Zia’s regime in 1981-1988 but Bush Snr. appearpat, to have continued it for
a further two years to encourage Benazir Bhuttoésnacratic government.
Sanctions applied thereafter were clearly a cormsgp of the military’s
intransigence over the nuclear programme and takility or unwillingness of
the civilian government to rein it in. They cut itaty aid to the generals making
it difficult to argue that this was some kind opport for them. Further sanctions
were later applied in response to Musharraf’'s cang Clinton publicly rebuked
him with a refusal to shake hands. Even Bush Jruo@raged Musharraf towards
democratic reforms and elections. Thus, thereragdieations that the US had not
always encouraged military dictators. Nevertheldss,military have either been
directly ruling the country or in a position of gteinfluence, particularly in
foreign and security policy, for most of Pakistahistory. For much of that time
it has been getting aid from the US and the mosnse donations occurred
during the Zia and Musharraf eras. However, thesedpisodes were prompted
by external events suggesting that support fortamylidictators was a product of
US expediency on the one hand and Pakistani oppsntuon the other. The
veteran civil servant, Roedad Khan, pointed out ihavas a wider, corrupt
political elite that benefitted from US aid: “whfaloes] the poor man in Pakistan
get? He gets nothing. What is [the] advantage efAmerican aid to Pakistan?
The Americans don’t mind if the corrupt politiciaaad Army [are] filling their
pockets because they are helping the US.” He adhkgdthis was a principal
reason for popular resentment of the SA full examination of this topic is
beyond the scope of this thesis but the evidenggesis that an effect of US
expediency was to empower the military as the eessiurced and most powerful

235 Interview with Gen. Asad Durrani, Islamabad, 1 2012.
236 Interview with Roedad Khan, Islamabad, 10 August2

242



national institution at the expense of civilian tingions and wider economic
development, but this was driven by external evemather than a primary

preference.

Further Research

This research has examined the broad sweep ofisteyhof the bilateral
relationship in order to identify the tendenciegcles and themes that have
shaped it. In addition to examining key events,giens and turning points, this
approach has interpreted the relationship also asnaulative process in which
interactions created a legacy of expectation ofirfutbehaviour on both sides.
This has exposed the cumulative way in which thicideof trust built up and
became self-reinforcing over time. It helps undardtthe reasons why each side
feels as it does and helps explain why mutual si@mpis now so engrained in the
present state of the relationship. However, thigr@gch could be enriched by
further research into specific decisions points apigodes of engagement which
were particularly significant. It would help to wrdtand the roots of Pakistan’s
sense of betrayal to have a clearer understandingonedy’s decision not to
press India over Kashmir. The 1981-88 period wadiquéarly important in
establishing the pre-eminence of the Pakistanitamliand the ISI as well as the
Mujahidin so it would help to have a deeper underding of the roles played by
each side in those processes.

This research has focussed on relations betweanipai state actors and
institutions in order to establish the basic pattef events and interactions. This
could usefully be augmented by examining the rplaged by non-state agencies
to assess how their activities contributed to thele. In particular, understanding
the role of the media in shaping and reflecting tlev each nation had of the
other might help explain how popular sentiment dgyed so strongly.

The context for this thesis has been restrictetheoUS and Pakistan with
other states appearing mainly in relation to th&onal interests of the two
principals. Whilst this allows the features of thelationship to be clearly
identified it provides no indication of how exceptal they are or whether they
represent a more universal experience. Thus, catparstudies could help shed

light on the extent to which Pakistan’s experiemas similar to, or different
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from, other former colonies emerging in the Cold rWahey could also help
identify how far American treatment of Pakistan vpast of a broader pattern of
behaviour, for example in the use of covert operati or unique to that context.
A comparison with Turkey, as another Islamic U alith a strong army and

conflicting regional interests, might be particlyanstructive.

Lessons from History

The balance of gains from the relationship appeadtrongly favour the
US but there is little indication that Pakistanlwilve up on it in the foreseeable
future. Despite American frustrations, the US wolld unwise to abandon
Pakistan as it did in the past since many of tiheuoistances favouring reverse
influence will remain even after a partial withdi@virom Afghanistan. So, does
the history of the relationship yield lessons fomhthis difficult but compelling
relationship might develop?

On the Pakistan side there were two different viebisst, Ambassador
Fatemi considered that, “This is not a strategiati@ship. We should never
claim that it is strategic ... it was primarily [hnsactional relationshig®” As
such he suggested a rational, open approach irhwhie must know what the
expectations are. We must also seek to identifyatteas where we can work
together and try to isolate the areas where weatamark together and promote
those where understanding can [be] reached.” He ailged Pakistan to stop
competing with the US-India relationship which,fidiilt though it might be to
swallow, had actually now acquired a strategic disnen which was likely to be
further intensified® Therefore, this view recognised the realities nfening
interests, accepted the realities of US regiomatexjy and advocated a negotiated
approach to transactional co-operation within tHes#s. It is an approach which
has not often been present in the relationshipvaodd require a considerable re-
orientation of attitudes on both sides.

The second view is that of former ISI Director, @el Duranni, who
agreed that there were no common objectives, busidered this required that

“countries must play double, triple games .... Rugnwith the hare and hunting

237 Interview with Ambassador Tarig Fatemi, Islamali@ July 2012.
238 |pid.
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with the hounds is the norm. Double games, doutdescand deception are what
international relations are all about. Get the mmaxn advantage ... We should try
and get the maximum out of the US and in reture gine minimum.” The answer
for Pakistan was, “whenever people say that we ldhaot play a double game, |
say we must play at least a double game but pleslit” And for the US: “My
advice to the US is that the world is a circus aod that you have joined it, learn
to ride two horses on which your one step is on boese and [the other] on
[another] horse22® This view advocated little change in what thetietship had
become and, as such, was likely to reinforce tlaustquo. History shows,
however, that the status quo had delivered litilatsgic benefit to Pakistan and
more to the US, and raises doubts over how wellsRakis able to benefit from
such a game beyond consolidating the military dated elite. This view also
weakens portrayals of Pakistan as a victim of U&n&ibng*® and suggests that
the Pakistani establishment has contributed toisgape current state of affairs.
Whilst Ambassador Fatemi’s approach offers an dptimalternative it relies on
a reasonable level of trust for success which wdddundermined by General
Duranni’s double games.

On the US side there have been two tensions ircyptdwards Pakistan
which have bred instability in the relationshipaddition to that caused by the
underlying divergence of interests. First was #reston between wanting India as
first choice for regional partner but needing Ptaisbecause of regional geo-
politics. This led to a double game in which the kipt its India options open
whilst engaging Pakistan and ultimately facilitatgebater Indian influence in
Afghanistan. In the Cold War it appeared Democratgoured India while
Republicans favoured Pakistan, but as India grepoiwer and significance this
became a general preference for India. However hilign’s continued reliance
on Pakistan will impede relations with India ansl ¢ontinued espousal of India
will reinforce distrust in Pakistan. The secondsten was between the promotion

of liberal values and nuclear non-proliferation tle one hand, and support for

239 Interview with Gen. Asad Durrani, Islamabad, 1 2012.

240 See P. Preston, “Pakistan is the real victim oftBaigreat 9/11 folly'The Guardian9 October

2011, <http:// www.theguardian.com/commentisfre&X6ct/09/pakistan-bush-folly> [Accessed
27 October 2014]; H. Yusuf, “Victimhood narrativeBawn, 30 May 2011, <http://www.dawn.co
m/news/632810/victimhood-narratives> [Accessed 2iber 2014].
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illiberal regimes and tolerance of nuclear probtgsn in pursuit of realist power
politics on the other. In the case of Pakistan lgtisto sharp oscillations of policy
and an expectation of mistrust, as discussed alinless the US can find a way
of at least smoothing the change from one policgsphto the next this will

remain a problem for the relationship. However, lixgacy of mistrust and of

popular anti-US and anti-Pakistan sentiment in ewtfon makes this even more
difficult.

It would be rewarding to conclude that the histofyS-Pakistan relations
contains optimistic indications of how they mighg put on a more constructive
level. However, the pattern of relations has becorek set over sixty-five years
and shows little sign of changing. Based on funddaianterests which diverge
and sometimes conflict, it has been formed andomexéd through expedient
opportunism and wilful blindness with an accumuadieficit of trust and mutual
antipathy. It is resentfully held together by muttediance for non-mutual ends.
The military-dominated Pakistani elite relies on ®ney and arms to confront
India and to maintain state integrity. The US el them for access to and use
of their geo-strategic location and intelligenced a@or keeping their nuclear
arsenal safe from American enemies. Thus, despitgassive power disparity
between the two states, Pakistan has been ableett eonsiderable reverse
influence on the US to keep the money and armsrgpniio change this pattern
would require considerable institutional and popwhanges in attitudes which
are well engrained. Obama'’s failed attempt to amew page in 2008 illustrates
how difficult such change was to make. This suggesbre of the same, unless
and until an external shock shakes regional relaligs into a new configuration.
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APPENDICES

Appendix 1: Biographies of Interviewees

Lt. Genral Asad Durrani (Ret.)

General Durrani was Director General of the Pakistater-Services
Intelligence (ISI) from August 1990 to March 199Raving formerly been
Director General of the Army’s Military Intelligeec He was also Commandant at
the National Defence College and served as Palgstanilitary attaché to
Germany from 1980 to 1984. After retiring from tAemy he became Pakistan's
Ambassador to Germany from 1994 to 1997 and to iSarabia from 2000 to
2002. He is currently a commentator on intelligerasel security issues on

Pakistan.

Professor Tahir Amin

Prof. Amin is a political scientist, currently Chaif the National Institute
of Pakistan Studies at Quaid-i-Azam Universityaishbad and previously Igbal
Chair at the Centre for International Studies, @ity of Cambridge. He studied
in Canada and the US, gaining his doctorate at MA researched “Reactions of
the Non-Western world to the Thesis of the ClashCofilizations by Samuel
Huntington”at Harvard as a Fulbright Scholar and \eder Visiting Fellow there
and at the Watson Institute for International Stgdiat Brown University,
Providence. He has written on many aspects of Rakipolitics and foreign

policy, particularly on the Kashmir conflict.

Ambassador Tariq Fatemi

Ambassador Fatemi is is a career diplomat curresglying as Special
Assistant on Foreign Affairs to the Prime Ministeince 8 June 2013. He held
diplomatic assignments in Moscow, New York, Washingand Beijing. A
delegate to the UN General Assembly from 1982 #®61%e also attended Non-
Aligned and OIC Conferences, while also being a tve&mof the UN sponsored
Geneva negotiations on Afghanistan. He was High @msioner to Zimbabwe,
with concurrent accreditation to Angola, BotswaNamibia and Zambia. Later,
he served as Ambassador to the United States,n]JdBetégium and Luxembourg

and the European Union. He taught at the Foreignic&Academy, the National
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Defence University and the Administrative Staff Ilege. He is also a co-author

of the Brookings Institution’s booK:he Future of Pakistan

Brigadier Agha Ahmed Gul (Ret.)

Brig.Gul is a former army officer who has servedviarious different
departments of Pakistan’s army. He commanded time Services Staff College
and was instructor at military training institut®rand has been influential in
training future military leaders. He has vast kienlge and experience and on the
basis of his services he also served as the Vian€&#or of the University of

Balochistan, Quetta.

Dr. Ishtiag Ahmed

Dr. Ahmed is a political scientist, currently Quaidzam Fellow at St.
Antony’s College, and Research Associate at Celatrdnternational Studies,
University of Oxford. He is also an Associate aé t&chool of Politics and
International Relations, Quaid-i-Azam Universitygslamabad. He has written
widely on South Asian security, the conflict in Afnistan and US-Pakistan
relations. His publications include articles fAsian Affairs and Perceptions,
chapters in edited volumes by Ashgate and Routledgel books such as
Gulbuddin Hekmatyar: An Afghan Trail from JihadTerrorism.He reported on
the conflict in Afghanistan as a journalist andai€fommentator for Al-Jazeera,
CNN, Al-Arabiya, and other international channelsywspapers and agencies. He
researches on conflict resolution in Afghanistarxpleing prospects of

reconciliation and regionalism.

Senator Hafiz Hamdullah
Hafiz Hamdullah is a politician, elected to the &en of Pakistan

representing the Jamait Ulema-e-Islam party in M&@12. He is chairperson of
the Senate Committee on Religious Affairs and fatdr Harmony and a member
of the Committee on Government Assurances, Infaomaifechnology and
Telecommunication and the Committee on Ports andp8ig. He was formerly
elected as a Member of the Provincial AssemblyatoBhistan and served as the
Provisional Health Minister there from 2002 to 2005
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Colonel Muhammad Hanif (Ret.)

Col. Hanif is Research Fellow at the IslamabaddydResearch Institute
(IPRI), having formerly been Director of the Restaand Analysis Department
of the Ministry of for ten years. His reteach foses on security issues of South
Asia, South East Asia and China and he specializdZakistan-India relations.
His research papers have been published in theJ®Rhal and the IPRI Book on
“Eighteenth Amendment Revisited”. He has also atited two IPRI books and
he regularly contributes articles on current issafesational importance regularly

in the media.

Syed Fasih Igbal

Syed Igbal was a well-known journalist as Chieft&dof the Balochistan
Times and Zamana Quetta. He was a prominent ame@img news editor and a
former President of the All Pakistan News Paperi&dpthe Council of Pakistan
Newspaper Editors. He was also elected to the 8eoftPakistan for two
consecutive terms in 1985-1988 and 1988-1994 arsdevetlited with introducing
the Parliamentary Committee system. He attendetlbh&eneral Assembly as a
member of the President’s entourage and met Gdgugk Sr., Jimmy Carter and
Ronald Reagan. He was also a human rights activéstly he passed away on 13
February 2014.

Dr. Zafar Nawaz Jaspal

Dr. Jaspal is Director and Assistant Professoh@t3chool of Politics and
International Relations, Quaid-I-Azam Universitglamabad, where he teaches
Strategic Studies; International Security; Nuclelssile Proliferation; Terrorism
and Countermeasures; Arms Control/Disarmament; Bbomeand Foreign
Policies of Pakistan. He is also a Lead ResearChaxener of the Program in
Domestic and International Security Communicatibritee university. He is
advisor on Non-Proliferation to the South Asiaragtgic Stability Unit in SASSI,
Islamabad and London, and a Course Coordinatoowgidgh Services Academy
Ministry of Foreign Affairs Islamabad. Prior to jong the University he had been
a Research Fellow at ISSI, IPRI, Islamabad, Pakisie is widely published with
over 85 research papers and an expert commentat®BgL, PTV, and Al

Jazeera.
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Nawabzada Amad Khan

Nawabzada Khan is a former politician who was Mansof State for
Foreign Affairs and one of the youngest membersthef Cabinet of Prime
Minister Yousaf Raza Gilani from November 2008 tarh 2013.

Roedad Khan

Roedad Khan, as a politician and senior civil setrviaas been a Pakistani
statesman since 1951 to the present day. He waf Secretary of Sindh and of
Khyber Pakhtunkhwa; Managing Director of the Palistelevision Corporation;
Secretary at Information & Broadcasting, Ministry babour, Ministry of
Tourism, and Ministry of Interior; and an Advisoo Prime Ministers and
Presidents. He got to know two Prime Ministers @®n Bhutto and Nawaz
Sharif) and six Presidents (Ayub Khan, Yahya KhanA. Bhutto, Zia ul Haq,
Ghulam Ishag Khan and Farooq Leghari). He reflébtd each one of them
directly or indirectly contributed to his generati® anguish, sense of betrayal,
loss of confidence in its rulers, and the sourifighe dream of Pakistan. He is
now a senior member of Imran Khan’s Pakistan Téaeetnsaf party.

Maulana Abdullah Khilji

Maulana Khilji is a religious scholar of nation&pute who was Advisor
to President of Pakistan, Gen. Zia-ul-Haq, on Ralig Affairs. He was a member
of the National Assembly and served on various F@deommittees. He was a
member of the Council of Islamic Ideology, the GahZakat Council and the
Ulema Board of the Government of Pakistan, and avaédvisor and Minister in
the government of Balochistan. He has thirty fieang’ experience of teaching
Arabic and Islamic studies and represented Pakmtaimternational delegations.
He has published a number of articles and appeaifsei media as a debater and

analyst.

Professor Rasool Baksh Rais

Prof. Rais is a political scientist having beenf@seor of Political Science
at Lahore University of Management Sciences andeBsor/Director of the Area
Study Centre at Quaid-i-Azam University, Islamab&te was Quaid-i-Azam
Distinguished Professor of Pakistan Studies at @bla University, New York in
1991-94. He gained a PhD at University of Califaynbanta Barbara and took
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fellowships at Wake Forest University, Harvard, dderkeley. He is widely
published in books and journals on political andusiy issues pertaining to
South Asia, Indian Ocean and Afghanistan. His aurresearch is “Modernism,
State and Challenge of Radical Islam in Pakistan".

Ashraf Malkham

Former Chief News Editor in Pakistan Television @woation (PTV),
Islamabad, which is a state-run broadcaster of Seakiand is a public and
commercial broadcasting television network. He wesviously associated with
number of other private channels in Pakistan sighrae News, Geo TV and
Samaa TV where he served in various senior position
Ambassador Ali Sarwar Naqgvi

Ambassador Naqvi is a former diplomat and served\mbassador to
Austria and the IAEA. In 2006, he was appointedhe Chairman’s Advisory
Council in the Pakistan Atomic Energy CommissiorAER) to advice on
International Affairs, with particular focus on IAEmatters. He helped establish
a center for research, study and analysis of gk&s of disarmament, arms
control and current nuclear issues in PAEC. Heursently Associate Fellow at
the South Asian Strategic Stability Institute aradds a Masters in International

Public Policy from Johns Hopkins University, USA.

Brigadier Dr. Syed Noor-Ul-Haq (Ret.)

Brig. Noor ul-Haq has held several positions innireg and education for
the Pakistani military: Head of Modern Subjects theé Pakistani Military
Academy; Director of Education Training and ReligioAffairs for the Pakistan
Army; Commandant of the Military College Jhelumjneipal of the Defence
Authority College in Karachi, Professor at New Pbhtiversity, and District
Education Coordinator Attock, Government of the jBbnHe is an Associate
Alumni of Near East South Asia Center for Strategtadies, National Defense
University, Washington, DC, and has published ne$ean education, security,
international relations and history, with a focus $outh Asian affairs, edits the
Islamabad Policy Research Institute Journal and d#bored seven books,

including “Making of Pakistan: Military Perspective
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Shaukat Piracha
Shaukat Piracha is a well-known Pakistani jourmagtislitical analyst, and

a special news correspondent of AAJ TV Pakistan.

Professor Mehmood Ali Shah

Prof. Shah is a political scientist, currently FRsgor Emeritus at the
University of Balochistan, Quetta. Before this haswead of the Departments of
Political Science and International relations, De&®ocial Sciences, Director of
the Pakistan Studies Centre and Pro-Vice Chancalltine same University. He
has authored many books on Pakistan and also padliarticles in various

reputed journals.

Ainullah Shams
Ainullah Shams is a former Minister of Health iretRrovincial Assembly
of Balochistan, representing Jamiat Ulema-e-Islaldl)( and is well-known

member of that party.

Ambassador Ayaz Wazir

Ambassador Wazir served as a diplomat from 1975 virbkistani
missions to Vienna, Maputo, Dubai, Riyadh, Maz&bketif (Afghanistan),
London, Manchester and Doha. As Director Generdgt{anistan), he was a
member of a Pakistani Mission engaged in shutp®thacy between Taliban and
the Northern Alliance in 1977. He also represerRadlistan in a Pakistan-Iran
Joint Mission for Afghanistan and was a member hid OIC Committee on
Afghanistan. He is a member of the first Pakistdghan Loya Jirga. He writes
frequently for “The News” on FATA and Afghanistandhis a guest speaker at
the National Management College in Lahore, the dwaili Defence University in
Islamabad, the Foreign Service Academy in Islamatiea National Institute of
Management in Peshawar, the Kashmir Institute ofiddg@ment, and the Institute

of Strategic Studies in Islamabad.
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Appendix 2: Map of Pakistan Administrative Divisions

PAKISTAN Administrative Divisions

* DUSHANBE

UZBEKISTAN

TAJIKISTAN

TURKMENISTAN CHINA

GILGIT-
Gilgit®

BALTISTAN

KHYBER

PAKHTUNKHWA\‘;‘I}l.@e“af{\om,/o\.,",
Muzaffarabad_ < -
© %

~

KABUL
*

Peshawar 7240 f,
AFGHANISTAN © ﬁ:“””’j‘
/ "ISLAMABAD
FEDERALLY ISLAMABAD
ADMINISTERED CAPITAL 1
TRIBAL TERRITORY**

AREAS*

Lahore
®

PUNJAB

NEW DELHI
X

BALOCHISTAN

INDIA

SINDH

s |nternational boundary
Province-level boundary
* National capital
(] Province-level capital

o]
Karachi

Pakistan has four provinces, one territory”,
and one capital territory**

The Pakistani-administered portion of the
disputed Jammu and Kashmir region

A ra b IG h S eda . consists of two administrative entities:

Azad Kashmir and Gilgit-Baltistan.

Azad Kashmir and Gilgit-Baltistan are not
censtitutionally part of Pakistan.

0 100 200 Kilometers
i f I
F T

T 1
0 100 200 Miles

Scale 1:10,000,000

Boundary representation is
not necessarily authoritative.

LAMBERT CONFORMAL CONIC PROJECTION; STANDARD PARALLELS 23°33'N 35°44°'N 803473AI (G02807) 12-10
Source: University of Texas Librarid3akistan (Administrative Divisions) 201&http://www.lib
.utexas.edu/maps/middle_east_and_asia/pakistann0tD.jpg>, [Accessed 17 November
2014].

253



Appendix 3: Map of Ethnic Groups in Pakistan and AgQhanistan / Iran /
India border areas
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Appendix 4: Map of Federally Administered Tribal Ar eas (Fata) and North
West Frontier Province/Khyber Pakhtunkhwa (NWFP/KPK)
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Appendix 5: Map of NATO Supply routes to Afghanistan form NDN and

Pakistan
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